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Meeting Transcript Summary

Verbatim transcripts of Council Actions are available on the Council website. The transcripts may be
accessed at https://www.pcouncil.org/council-meetings/previous-meetings/.
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A. Call to Order
3. Agenda

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] That'll go to the agenda and if it has any changes or approve the agenda for
us. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:00:10] Thank you Mr. Chairman. I move the Council approved the agenda as shown
on Agenda Item A.3, November 2023.

Brad Pettinger [00:00:22] Okay. Second? Seconded by Marc Gorelnik. Thank you Marc. Okay. Okay
all those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:00:33] Aye.

Brad Pettinger [00:00:34] Opposed? Abstentions? Okay motion passes unanimously.
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B. Open Comment Period

1. Comments on Non-Agenda Items

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] That concludes public comment. All right. Which takes us to C.1. Well
actually any discussion on that last topic? Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:00:17] Thank you Chair Pettinger. I just wanted to acknowledge the public comment
letter in the briefing book under open public comment from Oceanbeat Consulting and Michele Conrad,
the work she did in Washington to develop the community's road map. And I know some of us at Fish
and Wildlife were able to attend some of those meetings. Appreciate the work that went into building
this road map and looking out for our coastal communities. So, I just wanted to offer that appreciation.
Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:00:54] Thank you Heather. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:00:56] Well, I could just briefly echo that appreciation for that work. I was a part
of the group that developed the road map that Michele organized and coordinated and it was a really
good process that gave a lot of community leaders the opportunity to sit at the same table and look out
ahead of us and identify concerns relative to the continuation of our fisheries and hoping that we can
take it from where it is now and move it forward into some action steps, so thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:01:36] Thank you Phil. Anyone else? Okay.
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C. Administrative Matters
1. Council Coordination Committee Report

No transcription for this agenda item.
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2. National Marine Fisheries Service 2023 Accomplishments and 2024 Priorities

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] Well, thank you for a very comprehensive and complete presentation. And
so, with that I'll open floor for questions on the NMFS report. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:00:13] Thank you Mr. Chairman. Great to see all three of you and thank you for
your comprehensive presentation. [ have two questions. The first had to do, Miss Quan, with your slide,
I believe it was slide 9, you don't need to go to it, that had to do with the Mitchell Act, the tribal Mitchell
Act hatcheries and the monies that were being allocated to update, fix, repair some of those facilities.
And I was wondering if that... because it's money that's directed at hatcheries that are associated with
the tribes, should I read into that that none of those monies would be spent on facilities that are below
Bonneville Dam or through the U.S. v Oregon process? They may be considering allocating some of
those funds to facilities that are in need below Bonneville.

Jennifer Quan [00:01:28] Yeah, so what I can tell you is that when CRITFC responded to us around
this, the CRITFC Tribe's priorities were, you know, as far as our criteria goes, were focused on above
Bonneville Dam, but there's nothing in there that would curtail that. So, we've really left it up to the
parties, the tribes, to bring in their criteria and the parties to decide.

Phil Anderson [00:02:08] Thanks. And then I had a question for Miss Hill. I believe it's slide 20 under
the Stock Assessment and Management Strategy Evaluation category, the second bullet there, the
Testing Climate Readiness of Harvest Strategy for Pacific hake, I'm wondering is that the MSE process
that the U.S. Canada Hake Forum has been undertaking in the last four or five years or is that something
else?

Nicolle Hill [00:02:54] Thank you Mr. Anderson for your question, and it's great to see you. That's a
great question that I want to get back to you. I actually do not know the answer but I will follow-up.

Phil Anderson [00:03:06] Great.

Nicolle Hill [00:03:06] During this Council meeting.
Phil Anderson [00:03:07] Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:10] Thank you Phil. Pete.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:11] Thank you Mr. Chair. And I want to extend my thanks to the three of you
for being here today. It's a lot of information, a lot of accomplishments, and a lot of good work
partnership between the Council and NMFS on that. I do have a question or two or three, and it focuses
on the IRA funding because that's future opportunity. And I don't know, Sandra, if you can pull up slide
5. I would start with that just as an example there. There's a lot of money in some of those buckets you
talked about and the 110 million in data acquisition. And I understand that, I mean, that's not West
Coast Region money, that's the broad NMFS bucket. Some of that goes to the large ships, which is
good. The West Coast receives some benefits. But as the three of you talk, there were hints that some
of.....there's some money or some amounts already identified dedicated for projects. The Integrated
Hake CPS Survey you talked about using some IRA funds to bolster that. So, my question relates more
to opportunities because I'm just, I just have my Council lens on right now that I'm looking through.
Where are the opportunities for the Council to coordinate with NMFS on how some of the other money
is spent to complement some of the ongoing work and address some of the needs? We've talked in here
about, and in some of your slides, talked about strengthening some of the data collection in that
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nearshore surveys, contract vessels, improving some of these assessments that we have. So, kind of a
couple of questions. How much money do you think the West Coast Region can get out of all those
different monies? Are you competitive? How much of it have you already identified and you know
where it's going to because you've talked about it in various places? And then is there a place to talk
with the Council and think about what are the priority areas to direct some of that money to? So,
apologize for nesting all of that together, but it just runs through my mind. Thanks.

Kristen Koch [00:05:48] I'll take a stab at that. Thank you for the question, Mr. Vice-Chair. I'll try to
answer. Understand that I think this opportunity, of course, is something we've really never had before
at NOAA Fisheries. There's been a huge focus. We're essentially executing the, the same size budget
that we normally get in an annual year, we're getting that on top of what we normally get. And granted,
it's spread over three years or so, but it is a chunk of money and so the efforts to try to plan this funding
and then execute it are enormous. And the numbers of people that have to be involved in, I think, both
generating the good ideas for the funding in buckets like data acquisition in particular because there's
so many different focus areas you could put that funding. So, I think in the two bucket, the sub-buckets
that I described for that piece, I'll just stick with that for a minute, the data gap mitigation and efficiency
side and then that advanced tech side of things. The data gap mitigation side, I think there are some
specific projects that have been identified. I can't get too far out ahead of NMFS in terms of getting
really specific about that yet, but I think the West Coast will factor in prominently both in that bucket
and in the advanced tech side. So, what we've done, I can tell you a little bit more on the advanced tech
side, we've come up with those categories that I kind of walked through, passive acoustics, active
acoustics, USX, OMEX, we have put together teams of people across NOAA Fisheries, subject matter
experts in those areas to help us identify projects and areas of focus for those different discrete
technologies as well as social science. And so that's where we have really used the power of our subject
matter expertise in the field to drive a lot of those things. And a lot of those people are involved in the
regional priorities of the particular regions around the country. So, they have been really engaged and
you'll start to see some things roll out, but I think it's going to take over the next six months, I think,
some real communication between our teams within fisheries and some of the Council staff and other
Council members where there's interest to engage in some of those, where those investments are going
to be made. I will say on some of these, you know, a lot of the IRA funding has been put out the door
in terms of funding opportunity announcements, and so there are funding opportunity announcements
that are going to come out. Some of this funding though for data acquisition and in particular, it's going
to be spent through the Science Centers, and so that's really, you know, I think stick close with us in
terms of communicating and collaborating on how to best put that money to work and the investments
to work in the region. I do think the West Coast is going to fare well in that and I think we'll need to
continue to talk over the next six months. We'll probably be back here in the spring talking in more
detail about that.

Brad Pettinger [00:09:43] Thank you. Thank you Vice-Chair Hassemer. Anyone else? Dani Evenson.

Dani Evenson [00:09:49] Yes, thanks Mr. Chair, and thank you for the presentation. It was really
informative. [ have a question on slide 4. I noticed, and perhaps that's the global amount that of oversight
and not the West Coast Region, but I noticed that Arctic research was in there for 2.9 million. Is that
going to the West Coast Region?

Kristen Koch [00:10:20] No, that is going primarily to the Alaska Region Science Center for Arctic
research. It's not coming to the West Coast.

Dani Evenson [00:10:32] Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:10:34] Thank you Dani. Marci Yaremko.
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Marci Yaremko [00:10:34] Thank you Mr. Chair. Thank you for the presentation. And I also wanted
to thank you specifically for the detail that you've included in your report and providing it in the briefing
book. I'm thinking back to last year and having this reference in the materials certainly was helpful to
us and to CDFW as we worked with you collaboratively in other discussions. Having this document to
refer back to where you've identified your upcoming priorities is very helpful. A couple of questions
for you. Kind of following on Pete's question on slide 5 regarding the modernization of data systems,
just wondering if there's been any thinking in NMFS about potential funding for support to the states
for our continuous and ongoing supply of state data feeds both to Pacific States and to NMFS? We've
worked really hard in the state of California, and I believe the other states have as well, to modernize a
number of our data streams that are critically important to federal fisheries management and federal
analytical efforts. Probably not a week goes by in CDFW when we don't get a notification that a data
feed has broken and we need to continuously maintain an update to make sure that these feeds are
working effectively to in order to be able to share data across agencies. So that would just be a question.
Have you given any thought to how some funding might be made available to the states?

Kristen Koch [00:12:34] Thank you for the question Miss Yaremko. I can speak a little bit to that,
although I'm not as familiar with the data modernization side of this slide, I can tell you that the focus
there has been on fishery dependent data streams. So that would imply that there would be some at least
collaboration if not funding available for state partners on those data feeds as you said. So, I don't have
more detail on that today, but I imagine we will in the spring or earlier. So, we'll just have to stay in
close contact as those plans kind of unroll a bit more on what exactly will the opportunities specific to
the states be with that piece.

Brad Pettinger [00:13:27] Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:13:29] Thank you Mr. Chair. A few more. Looking at slide 20, mentioning the
possibility of conducting workshops to consider options for hook-and-line expansion as well as other
options. Maybe you can elaborate on what your thinking is with regard to hosting a workshop? What
do we expect to get in terms of an outcome from such a workshop? Is this a public meeting? I'm just
looking for how a workshop is going to move this initiative ahead expeditiously.

Nicolle Hill [00:14:13] My glasses. Thank you Miss Yaremko. Did I get it right? I apologize. I don't
have my glasses on....(laughter)....

Marci Yaremko [00:14:26] Marci.

Nicolle Hill [00:14:26] Yes, thank you for your question. And I know we've been in early discussions
around what that workshop will look like. And I think even over the last several conversations I think
that workshop opportunity has expanded in what could be the outcomes of what opportunities we have
collectively working with the state, working with industry, working with NOAA Fisheries, including
our Southwest and Northwest, and the current surveys that we do have, the hook-and-line and the CC
FRP, what opportunities do we have to explore more data in data-poor areas? And I don't think I want
to presume the exact outcomes without first and foremost having further discussions with you and the
state and industry to help shape what that would look like. But we are committed to doing this in the
new year and to create the space. Our hook-and-line leads have been in contact with both industry and
the Pacific States. And so, I think this is really an opportunity to bring people together and explore all
options in the future about how to increase data where we don't have data.

Kristen Koch [00:16:03] If I could just add a little bit to that. I think this was a recommendation that
came out of the SSC, and I think, as Nicole said, we would look to expand it beyond not just the hook-
and-line survey, but looking at data sources like our ROV data and other types of, you know, even data
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streams that we don't currently have or aren't currently collecting but maybe could look into
incorporating into that. So, I think it's a, we're looking at a broad joint workshop in the new year that
would be, of course, in conjunction with the Council.

Brad Pettinger [00:16:41] Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:16:42] Thank you. And thank you Mr. Chair. Just one more for you on slide 6
regarding the decision support teams and operational production of climate informed advice at each
Fishery Science Center. That's a pretty heavy hitting term, Decision Support Team. I'm curious what
that really means and in practice how those teams will integrate into our existing stock assessment
teams?

Kristen Koch [00:17:25] Thank you for the question. I'll start and see if Nicolle wants to add anything.
I think it's a great question regarding these teams. And I think this was a, you know, we call them
decision support teams, and I think in each of the two Science Centers they'll look slightly different
because we've got different organizational constructs within our Science Centers. I can speak to the
Southwest and then Nicolle can talk about how it will look in the Northwest. Our lead for that team, as
I said was, is Mike J. Cox. He sits in our new Ecosystem Science Division. Our other divisions in the
Southwest Center are, we have two fisheries divisions that conduct fishery stock assessments, and then
we have a Marine Mammal and Turtle Division that conducts marine mammal and turtle stock
assessments and other types of research. And so that team, while the lead will sit in our new ESD, that
division is used to having to work with across lines and across other divisions in the Science Center so
they will continue to do that. There will be members of those teams in the other divisions in our Science
Center, so they're necessarily going to have to work across divisions. But really also with the Council
staff, with the Council committees and what's coming out of the EWG and what are the priorities of the
Council in terms of either products that you would like to see or the types of advice that really the
Council needs going forward? And I think it nests very well with the discussions we've just initially
started having on the 20 million for the Councils. And so, I see this as a discussion work in progress as
we go forward in the next year really. And I think the early, early months and years of this will be very
important to kind of lay the groundwork for how we want these to look and what we want to come out
of it.

Nicolle Hill [00:19:27] Well, I always like going after Kristen because she covers most of it, so I don't
have much more to add other than in much way we're structuring our team and our teams really will be
one large team, so they'll ideally be about eight individuals. Jameal Samhouri leads our IEA efforts in
working with the Southwest, and he's right now where we are currently forming the team. We don't
have everyone identified but it will be cross our Survey Division and our Protected Resources Division
and our Fish Ecology Division. And so, it'll be a cross team along with the Southwest, and as Kristen
mentioned, it'll be in collaboration and coordination working with the Council.

Jennifer Quan [00:20:24] So, Marci, I think that was a really good observation on this slide. And I'm
just, you know, I think the initiative hasn't been super active, like Kristen said, because there wasn't
funding there before. However, I'm excited to see the funding. I'm excited to see the downscaling of the
data to a regional place where we can start thinking about ecosystem management and what it means
to the fisheries. I think I'm going to be watching this one closely too because I think it is going to
provide us some different ways to think about management in the long term.

Brad Pettinger [00:21:08] Thank you Marci. Anybody else? Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:21:12] Thank you Chair Pettinger. And I want to thank all three of you for a great
presentation, just to add my thanks to that. I also want to say I appreciate the opening comments

Council Meeting Transcript Page 10 of 184
November 2023 (274" Meeting)



recognizing the difficulties we have in California and a willingness to work to see how we can address
those. And that's really all we can ask for is just to try to work through these problems and maybe find
a better, find a way out of it. With regard to the workshop that we just discussed, leaving aside any
details of the workshop or who's going to be there, will there be funding for work that comes out of that
workshop? I mean on the water work, will there be funding for that or are we going to have a proposal
or result and then not have funding to follow-up on it?

Nicolle Hill [00:22:14] Yeah, sorry... my glasses.

Marc Gorelnik [00:22:30] Marc.

Nicolle Hill [00:22:30] Marc. Thank you. But I apologize I'm going to go get an eye exam right after
this Council session.....(laughter)...

Marc Gorelnik [00:22:37] Well, the Eastern European names are over here and the rest are easy.

Nicolle Hill [00:22:41] So that's a really great question and I don't know the answer to that. I think the
question is what are the options of the current resources that we all collectively have and what might
need to be thought through in a different way. So, I guess the short answer is there isn't specific funding
that has been identified to combat the additional data needs, but we do need to explore collectively what
those options could be and what those costs would be to explore those additions. I might look to Kristen
because I think she's going to have a much more refined answer than I will.

Kristen Koch [00:23:41] I don't know about that, but thanks for the question. I think it will depend on
the outcomes of the workshop of course, what gets discussed, what types of data streams are evaluated
and assessed at that. I do think there's a variety of different ways that could go. And I, you know, within
particularly the two centers we do have funding for, as most folks around the table know, cooperative
research efforts, and I think I can say that we're talking internally in our center about the use of those
funds, how we use them every year. Could we think about the existing data streams differently, for
example, the state ROV data streams? How or I don't know much about those data, how they've been
collected, I do know that we have used ROV data in very sparingly, but in, for example, the cowcod
assessment in previous years. We actually own an ROV in the Southwest and that data stream came
from data that we've collected in the past and so, you know, could we look at both, you know, what's
already being collected and what isn't but needs to be and through the workshop proceedings have some
look at what funding might be available to address that. But I think it will in large part depend on what
gets talked about at the workshop.

Marc Gorelnik [00:25:18] So I think what I conclude from that is that the 145 million dollars for data
acquisition and management tasks under the IRA, they're just on page 5, that none of that money is
being identified for, or data collection for stocks for which we have no fishery independent data?

Kristen Koch [00:25:43] It's a great question and I think the part of the problem here, Mr. Gorelnik, is
the longevity of the time series that we're talking about collecting here. This is not a 1 to 2 year
endeavor. We need something that is comprehensive. I think we have been talking with the state about
the need for comprehensive sampling, not just for quillback, but for all nearshore rockfish and how do
we, you know, and I think the federal government has some role there in terms of hosting that
discussion. But there's a variety of responsibilities across that landscape and, I think, it needs to be
ideally a long term solution to that. And the IRA funding certainly is a huge opportunity. I don't think
it's a long term funding opportunity for something like this. So, I think we need to, it's not to say that
there wouldn't be any IRA funding now for it. I think we could, that could be considered somewhat, but
I think the real solution here is the coming together of all of us and looking at what's possible with
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our... within our long term funding for this.
Brad Pettinger [00:27:17] Thank you Marc. Anyone else? Joe Oatman.

Joe Oatman [00:27:20] Thank you, and really appreciate the information that the three of you had
shared with us. So, when I think about this information, you know, like this slide up on the screen here
about fisheries initiatives, about how do you deal with coastal communities and economies, how do
you build in resilience and viability of fisheries that occur? And so, the question I have, if we can go to
slide 15, so looking at the Columbia Basin for example, so I'm a member of the Nez Perce Tribe, work
for my fisheries department. Familiar with, you know, what's been going on in the basin to try and
restore Columbia salmon and steelhead. And so, when I think about, you know, the third bullet, so
advance goals for harvestable and healthy salmon steelhead in the basin, there's really kind of two sides
of that coin. So, one side, of course, is the fish themselves. You know making sure we do all that we
can to get them to some healthy level. And there are some quantitative goals that have been established,
you know, in recent years for those stocks. The other side of that coin is harvestable. So, what the
communities are able to go out there and harvest and use those fish. And so, the way that's being
characterized is through what they call SKEE values. So, these qualitative SKEE values which means,
you know, social, cultural, economic and ecological value. So, these are the values that the people side
of things are to derive. And so, when I think about this and what's being funded under these different
sources of funding, the BIL, the IRA, you know, we're trying to, you know in some sense, you know,
are trying to fix existing problems. So, fix broken hatcheries, fix broken salmon habitat. And another
thing I think we also need to be really mindful of is trying to see what opportunity we have to fix tribal
homes. Meaning the families, you know, that don't have fish to make a living. Don't have fish to meet
their social, cultural, or economic values that they have. And so, when you think about fisheries
initiatives and what we can do to not just help the resource, but also the people who depend upon the
resource, and so if there are any opportunities, you know in 2024 beyond to maybe deal with some of
those, I would certainly be interested in having that type of a discussion. Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:30:57] Thank you Joe. Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:31:03] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Thank you everyone for your presentation. A lot
of really helpful information. I have a comment or just maybe sharing a bit of a discussion I observed
yesterday on the IRA funding, and it's a really exciting opportunity to boost the Council's work on
ecosystem issues. And I know we talked a little bit about the challenges of meeting the timelines for
that. And the conversation was around how, how we're working to develop specific project ideas by the
end of January, recognizing it's a time between now and then where our Council isn't meeting and our
ecosystem discussions usually occur in March, and so a little bit of the disconnect with the timeline
there and our ability to get really good input from our advisory bodies and the public to meet that
timeline. So, kind of a comment. If there's a question there it's regarding flexibility around that timeline
but appreciate that you might not have an answer now but thank you.

Jennifer Quan [00:32:26] Thank you. And I just want to respond verbally, Joe, that I hear your request
and I'm happy to explore that conversation further with you. And as to this, so yeah, there's just, it's
really fun to see the federal government move fast sometimes and sometimes we're moving slow and
then all of a sudden it's really fast on this. We're getting tremendous pressure to move this money out.
So, what I will say I will go, I will take that back to Kelly and talk with her about what flexibilities we
have there. At the same time, I think because this is kind of an interesting and new process, I'm
wondering a little bit, and I'll talk to Kelly about it too, if there's a, you know, if there's just kind of
some iterative engagements we can have to make sure we're right-sizing it. So, you know, maybe, |
don't know how big or in-depth you all are thinking and I don't know, you know, we may just need to
maybe negotiate on the level of information that we need as well just to move that forward. But I'll take
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that back and let's just keep working together on that.
Brad Pettinger [00:33:44]| Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:33:44] Thank you. By the way, I took your picture and I hope you don't mind if I post
it to a social media site called "Women of Fisheries" to show three powerful women who all work in
fisheries. I think it would be inspiring to a bunch of young students who are on our site. But the question
I have is looking at the IRA slides on the West Coast Region priorities, it's very salmon-centric, very
climate and community, or ecosystem, which are very important, but the only place I see groundfish
listed is whiting and EM. And I think what's going to go on here the rest of this week shows how vitally
important the groundfish fishery is in general to communities more than just the whiting fishery. I don't
know that you would have an answer, but it just it's kind of glaring in the absence of priorities on the
groundfish fishery and that maybe my bias from working in groundfish. Maybe not a question, but just
something I noticed with the priorities and the IRA stuff. Thank you.

Kristen Koch [00:35:02] Well, in response to the question, were you talking about the slide on the
screen? No, just in general. Okay. Point taken.

Lynn Mattes [00:35:22] And I realize it's probably not an easy question or something that's not a direct
answer available, but it was just something I wanted to point out. Thank you.

Nicolle Hill [00:35:33] Yeah, I hear what you're saying on that too, and I think that maybe new and
naive from my perspective, is clearly we need to be having those conversations and clearly, I think
Kristen spoke to it earlier, you know, we all have a role in that and I think that's, you know, we're talking
about a forum to have that conversation. But my perspective is we all have a role in that conversation
and making it a priority. So, I'm going to invite all of us to make it a priority where it needs to be.
Thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:36:17] Okay. Anyone else? Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:36:21] Thank you Mr. Chair. Thank you all for being here and for the in-depth
presentation. My question I think is for Miss Koch. From slide 5 there is a mention of social science
and some spending that was going to go towards that, and just if you're able to provide a little bit more
details about where that's going to go and sort of what are the hopes for that?

Kristen Koch [00:36:50] Thank you for the question, Miss Ridings. Yes, certainly, I don't have a lot
of detail on it but we do have one of our team, our cross NOAA fisheries teams has been stood up on
that topic and it's been let out of our Office of Science and Technology but with members from across
the regions. And so, they have, I think, in part come up with some ideas around accessing some certain
types of socioeconomic data that we have not had access to in previously and to do essentially some
data buys that would support fishery socioeconomic research in the regions, and so I don't have a lot of
specifics on those data sets. But I think this is an area, again, where you're going to see some additional
detail roll out over the next six months or so and I would just... this is a personal area of interest to me
and so I'm going to be looking at specific to our region with the Northwest Center how are we
connecting the folks who are on those teams to the Council process, and in particular again to the
thoughts that people have towards the proposals that you might want to put forward from this Council
on the 20 million. I think that we should do some additional discussion, hopefully, and I know it's short
term because we don't have a lot of time here on the RFP, or RFA, but I think there should be some at
least cognizance at the Council level more in-depth on what the plans are for that social science piece
in this particular bucket because, I think, it will be relevant.
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Brad Pettinger [00:38:43] Thank you Corey. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:38:52] I know there are certain pressures here. I got some good news though, and
since I asked the question about the funding for Mitchell Act hatcheries and where it would go that the
Policy Advisory Committee is recommending that some money be spent at Washougal at Bonneville
and in the overall Mitchell Act buy-op. So, it's sounding good. Thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:39:19] Thank you Phil. Butch Smith.

Butch Smith [00:39:21] Just a little more pressure, you'll make it. Thank you and thank you for your
presentation. Really well done. And my specific statements are on the Mitchell Act hatcheries. And
what an amazing thing to have, you know, after being flat funded since 1996 and all the time we spent
back in Washington D.C. to try to improve that, you know, this money is going to go to where it's really
needed and appreciate the tribes because a healthy tribal, non-tribal hatchery system is good for all of
us and I'm glad to hear that Phil say some of the money is going down. But keeping in mind a healthy
hatchery system above Bonneville, also a healthy hatchery system below Bonneville helps the whole
system. It helps both above and below, and so I just want to make that note and let's don't lose sight in
the future that when we go further that we also look at some point in time bringing up to date those
same hatcheries that have been flat funded since 1996 also. So great work with the tribes and getting
and everybody that's going to, everybody's going to come out really good on that but we don't want to
lose sight of we have some bubblegum and masking tape and holding below Bonneville hatcheries
together also. So, thank you very much.

Jennifer Quan [00:41:12] And thank you for that comment. I would just say it is exciting. I think, you
know, I think it's our opportunity too. You know, we have attention of Congress and we have attention
of the White House the Mitchell Act, the importance of that and all hatcheries that we have, particularly
in Western Washington on the coast also and all through the Columbia, the importance of those. And
I'm really excited to be able to show the success of this funding on the ground so the more people can
say good things and happy things about that I think, you know, maybe it's something we can see
continue into the future.

Brad Pettinger [00:42:00] Thank you Butch. Anyone else? Okay, well, thank you very much and I
really appreciate the presentation. That was very, very good and I'm sure some folks probably want to
talk to you at our break, which should be shortly. And so, with that, I see I think we have zero public
comment. Zero. Okay, so Kelly I'll look to you. How we doing on C.2?

Kelly Ames [00:42:32] Thank you Chair Pettinger. As you noted, no management team or public
comment so that brings us to Council action, which is simply to consider and discuss, provide feedback
as necessary.

Brad Pettinger [00:42:46] Okay, well I think we've done that so unless somebody else really wants to
comment? Chair Gorel....or Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:42:54] That's okay. I do think this probably should be an opportunity for discussion
because the preceding portion of the agenda was just to ask questions. I do think that some funding
needs to be made available for beyond the workshop. I think that there is a cost for standing up a survey,
an expanded hook-and-line survey, that's a one-time cost. And then there will be obviously annual costs
associated with conducting that survey. So, I appreciate that the funding is not an ongoing source for,
you know, conducting data collection in the, you know, in the years ahead, but I do think that standing
up the survey is, it would be hopefully we can persuade NMFS that that's an appropriate use for some
of that IRA funding.
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Brad Pettinger [00:43:57] Thank you Marc. Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:43:57] Thank you Mr. Vice Chair. Just to pony along with Marc on the hook-and-
line survey workshop idea. I, too, share the concern that maybe the workshop is not the most expeditious
pathway forward, and I guess I would just note that with the Harm Survey, when it was first developed
it was never envisioned as being as big a deal as it is now. And no one, I think, envisioned how much
value that it would actually contribute to a number of our stock assessments. So, we've been
emphasizing the need to simply expand that survey to encompass other hard bottom substrates in other
parts of the state where the trawl survey is simply not accessible. So, I agree with Marc. I'd like to see
movement forward on the actual work and maybe we don't necessarily need to spend time discussing
options. The other thing I would flag, bullet on page 25 under stock assessments and MSEs, I just want
to thank the Southwest Center for expressing the priority of improving data sources and modeling
approaches for groundfish for the FY 25 assessments. And California quillback, in particular, I want to
shout out for that and expect that those improvements in modeling approaches will move us to our full
quillback assessment that we've put tentatively on our stock assessment prioritization list based on our
last Council action on that topic. So, just want to flag that and acknowledge my appreciation and say
that CDFW is very interested in partnering on this particular item and thank you for identifying it.

Brad Pettinger [00:46:16] Thank you Marci. Anyone else? Okay very good. Kelly. We're good?
Kelly Ames [00:46:28] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Yes, thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:46:31] Okay. Well, we're going to take a very well deserved 15 minute break.
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3. Marine Planning Update

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] Okay, that will conclude public comment and take us to Council action,
which is before you. So, I'll open the floor for discussion. Mike Harrington. Mike.

Mike Harrington [00:00:18] Yeah, thank you Chair. I just had a few comments to make. First, I think,
you know, the agencies all have had a voice and opportunity to provide input on a lot of these issues
that the Council's recently been considering through our memberships and an intergovernment taskforce
and consistency review. And now through this group we have a committee that can respond through
quick response letters that gives industry a quick voice. And although we abstained from a position on
the MPC's comment letter on Oregon's draft WEAs, I just wanted to start off by thanking everyone on
the MPC and Habitat Committee that worked on this letter to bring forth really a really detailed and
comprehensive letter. I think you did a great job and we realize the amount of work that went into that.
Understanding that the amount of work that goes into all of that, you know, we understand that the
PFMC’s role is primarily focused on Magnuson-Stevenson related tasks, and with that the Council has
a full plate and the Council has had ongoing discussions about how to continue to provide the voice to
industry for topics on offshore wind, which could have profound impacts on PFMC fisheries and
industries, as well as habitats and ecosystems, and the scientific endeavors to understand these
resources. And as we just saw in the Year-at-a-Glance and the MPC Supplemental Report 2, there's a
lot more potential work coming up. And ODFW just wanted to support the Council in thinking
strategically for how to prioritize the MPC's time to address these issues efficiently and effectively.
And then last, ODFW's long talked about the need for the Council to outline the information needed to
address cumulative impacts under multiple scenarios of offshore wind buildouts. And, you know, as I
was reading through the report I was really happy, and I think just as ODFW, we're happy to see a list
of questions in the report too for future Council review that to be used by other agencies and to address
the information gaps that could inform the Council recommendations. I think anything we can do to
help kind of streamline our acts and create some consistency will be good in this process. Thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:02:42] Thank you Mike. Anyone else? Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:02:50] Thank you Mr. Chairman. My comment is just on the draft letter, and it's a
really well written piece of a piece of work there. Got to commend everyone that added to that and has
done good work. From my perspective, if that letter probably, you know, will go to someone and I don't
know that they'll read all 42 or 44 pages of it, and it seems to me that if we could, there's
recommendations all the way through that letter that are bolded, if we could have some type of in the
first page, I know there's an Executive Summary, but to list the subpoints of those bolds and that
somehow to get our points across and get the interest in the letter in the first couple of pages, they might
then go to the back and look at the rest. That's just a comment and I know I'm not the sharpest knife in
the drawer, but that was my impression when I read it and I wanted to offer those comments. Thank
you.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:58] Well, thank you Bob. Christa Svensson.

Christa Svensson [00:04:02] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chair. I, just to let people know when we're ready I
do have a motion for this, but before I get to that I do have a question for NMFS that is related in the
sense that this letter that we're talking about was precipitated by my request at the last meeting in the
form of a motion, and as part of that there was a third bullet point which was an update from NMFS
regarding quantifying the potential impacts and uncertainty in scientific surveys that could result from
offshore wind developments in draft WEAs off of Oregon and offshore wind leases in California. So
just hoping we might get a little bit of an update on that topic simply because it will possibly influence
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my guidance and comments in terms of the motion that I put forward.
Brad Pettinger [00:05:01] Thanks Christa. Ryan Wulff.

Ryan Wulff [00:05:03] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chair, and thanks, Christa, for the question.
Unfortunately, I don't have a detailed update but the centers are aware of this request. They have been
looking into it, of course trying to figure out how best to respond with other competing workload, but
it is an important issue and as things turn to surveys, but I don't have an update further than that at this
point, unfortunately.

Christa Svensson [00:05:28] Thank you.
Brad Pettinger [00:05:29] Thank you Ryan. Anyone else? Okay, Christa.

Christa Svensson [00:05:37] Okay, well then perhaps the motion will stimulate a little more discussion.
I did send it to the, the new email address, hopefully you've got it. And here we go. I move the Council
adopt the C.3, Supplemental Attachment 3, November 2023 draft letter as written and send it to BOEM
and the governor of Oregon as quickly as practicable.

Brad Pettinger [00:06:01] Okay. Christa, is the language accurate on the screen?
Christa Svensson [00:06:04] It is.

Brad Pettinger [00:06:06] Okay, looking for a second? Seconded by Corey Ridings. Thank you Corey.
Please speak to your motion as appropriate.

Christa Svensson [00:06:13] Thank you. I think the MPC and the HC drafted a letter as the Council
directed through the QR process from our last meeting. We were fortunate that BOEM listened to
Oregon stakeholders and extended the response date until October 31st of this year, and we've taken
the opportunity to gather further stakeholder comments to our process. I intentionally left it as it was
drafted, and I do appreciate the comments of HEY and Executive Summary and pulling out a few more
points could be beneficial, but as I commented in our delegation meeting, the 31st has come and gone
and I am concerned that if this isn't posthaste that we will potentially miss our opportunity. And so, I
think it is appropriate to move the letter forward since we've all had a chance on a number of occasions
through the QR process, although we didn't use it to look at the letter, I do think it is appropriate to
move it forward. I did pick up the piece about sending to the governor of Oregon from the comments
this morning from one of our advisory panels and I do think that it is appropriate. I am grateful for the
interest from the governor's office on this topic, and while I recognize it would almost certainly go to
their desks, I think that it is also important for them to be recognized for the work that they are doing
and have that captured in this motion. And I'm looking forward to hopefully moving this forward this
morning and have a little bit of guidance following this in terms of items that are unrelated to the letter
but that were picked up in some of our planning reports.

Brad Pettinger [00:08:16] Thank you Christa. Questions for the motion maker? Discussion on the
motion? Okay, we spoke to a quite well I'd say. Okay, I'm not seeing any hands so we're going to call
for the question. So, all those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:08:35] Aye.

Brad Pettinger [00:08:35] Opposed, no? Abstentions? Abstention for Oregon. Okay, duly noted. And
okay, motion passes with one abstention. So, thank you very much. Thank you Christa. Kerry I'll turn
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to you, see how we're doing. Christa.

Christa Svensson [00:09:00] Thank you Mr. Chair. I do have a couple more pieces of additional
guidance. So, before we close the item out I just want to get this out there. So firstly, thank you NMFS
for the update you provided us, but I would like to put another pin in that, that it is important that when
this comes up again, we have an update and the update may be, ‘hey we're still working on an update’,
but I just don't want it to fall off the discussion. Based upon the Year-at-a-Glance slide and the
conversation around that, I think that Council members and our teams need to be vigilant about the
likelihood of a number of QR letters that may come between now and the March meeting. That certainly
was a lot of things on the calendar and while the QR process is meant to be quick, sometimes it can
take longer than anticipated based upon feedback. So just wanting to remind everybody that, ‘hey,
there's a lot of work out there’. And then I also want to provide support for the MPC's proposal to draft
a list of questions as outlined in the Supplemental MPC Report 2 for future Council review and for it
to be used potentially by other agencies to address information gaps that could inform Council
recommendations. So, we've had a lot of discussion around addressing cumulative impacts and I think
that this would be the first step in kind of solidifying that process within our own working process.

Brad Pettinger [00:10:37] Thank you Christa. Okay. Ryan, did you...?

Ryan Wulff [00:10:45] Yeah, thank you Chair. Just before you wrap-up as well, nothing in response
to Christa. I think that those are all good. I just wanted to also note under this agenda item that I
appreciated the Tribal report and hearing again from Mr. Joner and just acknowledge that NMFS does
take that seriously. We have been in discussions on follow-up from that and will continue to do so here
over the coming period. Also, there was in the Marine Planning Committee, there was a request for at
least a five-hour lead on the PacFEM project to present, to give a similar presentation to the SSC. Of
course, NMFS is available to do so. I recognize the SSC has a big workload already so perhaps I can
offer to work with Council staff or come back to this in workload planning to see if there, if that's
interested or if there's an appropriate time in the future to do that.

Brad Pettinger [00:11:44] Thank you Ryan. Okay, any other guidance? Okay. Kerry.

Kerry Griffin [00:11:53] Thank you Mr. Chair. Your task today was to consider the report and provide
guidance. You passed a motion to send the letter. So, I work with the director and our admin staff to
send that off to BOEM and to Oregon Governor Kotek as expeditiously as possible. And I appreciate
the other guidance that was offered by the other Council members. So, I think that concludes your
business for this agenda item.

Brad Pettinger [00:12:18] Okay, thank you Kerry. All right, well, we've done well here on this agenda
item. We're a little ahead but, so we'll take a 15 minute break.
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4. Fiscal Matters

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] That takes care of public comment and takes us to Council action which is
before you on the screen. So, I'll open the floor for discussion? Pete Hassemer. Vice-Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:29] Thank you Mr. Chairman. Well, if there is no discussion, I just might
highlight one item that was in the Budget Committee report. This IRA funding has been a little bit, I
don't know what the word is, loose or confusing. There are two deadlines, one before us immediately,
December 31 for the first phase of funds that would come to the Council, and then January, I think, 31
for a second phase. And the committee had asked the Executive Director to reach out and see if that
date could be extended beyond January 31 and I think the Executive Director might have some
information on that so I'll just ask him to weigh-in on that.

Merrick Burden [00:01:28] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. I did have a chance to reach out to
my counterparts also to connect with very briefly some NMFS folks and there was a meeting of the
EDs and NMFS Headquarters unfortunately right in the middle of our Council meeting. I was not able
to attend but some of our, some of my counterparts carried the questions for me. So, there are a couple
of questions the committee asked of me. One was or any other Councils requesting an extension? The
answer to that is no. And I believe that they are going to be submitting their proposals well in advance
of the deadline. And in a question to the agency in terms of extending the timeline, there was a fair bit
of concern expressed by the agency is my understanding about doing that, and I don't have all the details
of what the source of that concern is... but suffice to say they were not very amenable toward extending
that deadline. And so, I think at this point where we're at is the January 31st deadline is our deadline
for the Phase 2 project or the Phase 2 proposal rather, and as you saw and heard in the committee report,
there was a desire to place the IRA funding proposal topic on to the Committee-of-the-Whole agenda
if we conducted a timeline extension, so that is what I think the Plan B recommendation was from the
committee.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:03] Thank you.
Brad Pettinger [00:03:07] Okay. Ryan.

Ryan Wulff [00:03:12] Yeah, thanks. What Merrick said is correct. Just to expand on that, I have had
some additional conversations with Headquarters and it's my understanding that the deadline will not
be extended. If for any reason the Council has a project idea they're not able to pull together by the end
of January, we will... we are expecting to run another request for proposals process in the fall of ‘24.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:39] Thank you Ryan. Further hands? Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:03:47] I'm pretty uninformed on the IRA funding process. I've listened to a few
conversations, have picked up a little bit on it, but I'm curious about the halibut Catch Sharing Plan
slash allocations item being added to our list of possible activities that we would want to put IRA
funding toward, and it seems to me that is a core activity of the Council to fulfill its obligations in terms
of having and managing a Catch Share Plan. And I didn't think those types of activities were necessarily
ones that were, [ won't, eligible maybe too strong, but those kinds of activities weren't the kinds of
activities that we would be looking for funding assistance on. So, I was just a little curious about that
one.

Brad Pettinger [00:05:11] Okay.
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Pete Hassemer [00:05:15] Yeah, I, thank you Mr. Chair, and thank you for that question. I guess in the
seat of the Budget Committee Chair it was presented in the context of, and I wish I had taken the time
to pull up the sideboards for the IRA funding proposals, but looking at allocation changes that might
result from climate induced impacts or something like that, the effect of climate on fish stock
distributions, I'm not capturing the word, words exactly but if there are shifts in distribution that might
affect the allocations, in that context the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan came into our discussion. And if
anyone else can correct me on that [ appreciate it, but I believe that's what it was.

Brad Pettinger [00:06:22] Thank you Pete and Phil. Anyone else? Vice-Chair Hassemer... oop, Corey
Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:06:36] Thank you Mr. Chair. I think this may actually just be a clarifying question
for the Budget Committee report. The BC report notes the list under the IRA, a list of potential IRA
products and it says three FEP initiatives and then goes on a couple more, but also cites the attachment
that Council staff were good enough to pull together ahead of the meeting, and in that document it notes
the ad hoc Ecosystem Workgroup has kept the Council apprised of a task list, and these tasks could be
used in the development of funding proposals. And I just wanted to check and see if that task list was
encompassed in that Number 1 in the Budget Committee report about FEP initiatives. I assume that's
likely, but just want to highlight, so I think is the intention all the good work that the Council's already
done planning and thinking about climate change that we did under scenario planning and previous
initiatives and make sure that that work was on the table for this pot of funding.

Brad Pettinger [00:07:45] Vice-Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:07:47] Thank you Mr. Chair. Thanks for that question. I'm just trying to pull the
Budget Committee report up here. So, yes, there was the task list and I may have to phone a friend to
my left here, but as the task list was put together it was informed by those items in the other task list on
where we can utilize that information that we have from our various ecosystem related projects, climate
and community initiatives to then do further work. And I'll look to my left and see if I captured that
correctly on the staff work incorporating that?

Brad Pettinger [00:08:35] Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:08:36] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. Let's see, I guess there are a couple
of things to consider. One is the process moving forward through our proposals, proposal process. So,
the first proposal we've been asked to, you know, it's a small amount of money, but what it does is it
essentially establishes the framework for a second and perhaps even a third proposal, and so the
guidance we've received is to be fairly broad in the terms of possible things that we would work on.
And the second phase is to say here is specifically what we would intend to do with that funding, and
this will be an effort that I'll lead with my staff and work very closely with Ryan and some of his staff
at NMFS and Headquarters in trying to boil this down into what they're willing to fund and what makes
sense for our operations and our current agenda. So, I don't think that means that any of the items on
the list that you referenced Miss Ridings are out of play, but certainly when we get to the end of this
proposal process we'll have winnowed down what we're actually proposing.

Brad Pettinger [00:09:54] Thank you Corey. Further discussion? Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:09:55] Thanks Mr. Chair. First of all, thank you Merrick, excuse me, I know all the
things that fall on your shoulders at these meetings so I appreciate you taking the time to follow-up with
NMEFS and the Executive Directors of the other Councils. It is a bit disappointing that this can't link up
better with our ecosystem process. Understand what NMFSs position is. I know everyone's doing their
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best to figure it out and make the best use of this money as possible, but we have been essentially doing
what this money is asking us to do, trying to do that through our regular ecosystem process. That task
list that Corey just mentioned, yeah, thanks to Merrick and Kit in particular for getting more of those
ideas on the lists than we saw last meeting in September. But my impression, those items were kind of
just ideas expressed as part of a free ranging scenario planning process. I'm part of the Ecosystem
Workgroup and the group has been trying to get those ideas vetted by the experts in the management
teams and elsewhere for quite some time now. So, the concern, and I think the Committee-of-the-Whole
idea is our best option, but that's just the concern that implementing these and finding ideas that rise to
the top is difficult and everyone wants to use these extra resources in the smartest way we can. I'll, will
have a subsequent thought but I'll end this train of thought with, we talked a little bit at the Budget
Committee about, I think there was no CPS item on the list at the time, but it's a good example of what
I'm talking about of, like Marci and others could probably go through the CPS list much more efficiently
than I, but we've for a number of years just have a list, a growing list of things that people would like
to work on that we haven't had resources for. And respectfully, the Budget Committee is not the right
place to pick which one of those ideas is the best one to work on. So hopefully, and I know everyone's
figuring out the best way to do this, but hopefully there's a way that that feeds into the priority setting
process we'd like to get going for CPS and maybe it could be a flexible proposal where if the
implementation deadline isn't till 2026 or 2027, maybe part of the proposal is to have that priority, that
priority discussion and see for each FMP where the biggest bang for the buck is. And these projects are
typically challenging in that they need, a lot of them need the expertise from the Science Centers or
elsewhere and then the practical management expertise that come from the management teams and the
advisory bodies. And so again it's a good opportunity. I think it's going to be challenging but I think we
have excellent staff who can help set that Committee-of-the-Whole up discussion to be the best, best it
can and figure out how we can make these proposals in a way that does bring in the public and the
advisory bodies into where the best use of the money is. The second set of thought is on that we have
this ongoing FEP initiative which very much would meet the proposal criteria I would have to think.
And the next step in that process is partnering with the Nature Conservancy on two workshops to be
happening sometime in January and February. And Patricia does such a nice job of capturing the
discussion in those notes and excellent job again Patricia, but that reminded me that you know there
was a little maybe a disconnect that between the Council and what the Nature Conservancy had
available to support, and the difference is that Nature Conservancy can support advisory bodies and
stakeholders but not state or tribal employees. And no one can support NMFS employees except NMFS.
So, on that second one, it seems that a little bit, I don't have the adjective but, odd to be having all this
money coming in but no money to be spending on the initiative we're working on now. And Merrick
you... admit like you had not heard about this before. I'm just looking for a... I do think that one should
rise to the top of the list and wondering if there's an opportunity for you to talk to Gway. I think we're
talking about, you know, maybe two, two members or three per management team and there's two
workshops, and I think she's talking 10 to 20 people and you can put dollars amount on that but I do,
I'm wondering what... and I don't know that Gway was on notice to be here today for this discussion. I
will stop there because I think you know what I'm talking about and I hope there's an opportunity to use
some of this money we're likely to get or backfill to help participation in those workshops.

Brad Pettinger [00:15:36] Okay Corey, thank you. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:15:42] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chairman. And thanks Mr. Niles for those comments.
I guess a couple of thoughts in response. One is I'm more than happy to incorporate some funding for
the TNC workshops that we'd like to partner with them on as part of the IRA proposal process. My
understanding of the TNC timeline is that they want to do that before we would receive the funding.
I've also worn several different hats in my career and if there's a compelling reason for a funder to allow
a grantee to extend their timeline they often will. So, I think as you suggest, perhaps a conversation
with Gway about whether they can do this a little bit later also knowing that our timeline around the
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risk table approach has also changed. I'm happy to do that, and in fact I might just do it anyway and
then we can consider that proposal at the appropriate time if that's... that sounds good to you.

Brad Pettinger [00:16:48] Okay. Thank you Executive Director Burden. Anyone else? Okay. Vice-
Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:17:03] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Well, because of the number of
recommendations for adoption in the Budget Committee report, whenever you're ready I can make a
motion regarding that report.

Brad Pettinger [00:17:17] Okay. Oop....Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:17:22] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. I just didn't get my hand up there quick enough. I
just wanted to respond to the conversation that the other query and Director Burden just had about the
TNC workshops and the IRA money. Just even the IRA money aside, thanks for that clarification,
Director Burden, on sort of the timeline associated with the funding, that makes sense given the timeline
that we've heard about the January 31. I'm fortunate enough to be on the steering committee for that
workshop and I know that there has already been a lot of energy that has gone into that timing and
planning, largely at the direction of this Council and the ecosystem advisory bodies. So, I just as a
steering committee member and having that experience, just pointing out, I think it would be beneficial
to be able to help keep that on track. Also noting that the, you know, the ecosystem items and how they
move forward, March is our next touch point, and they do come here traditionally just twice a year. So
what I understand, and I have not worn a hat where I have been responsible for federal funding or
government state funding, but if the Council would be willing, if it makes sense to think about, I'm not
sure the exact dollar amount, but a small amount to put aside so that some Council staff and
representatives could attend that meeting. Just try to make it as productive as possible and make sure
that we're getting multiple viewpoints and making sure that we're also having all the states represented.

Brad Pettinger [00:19:07] Thank you Corey. Okay, back to you Vice-Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:19:14] All right, thank you. Well, I'll make a motion here and you want to type it
in? There, it has arrived. I move the Council adopt the report and recommendations of the Budget
Committee as shown in Agenda Item C.4.a, Supplemental Budget Committee Report 1, November
2023.

Brad Pettinger [00:19:57] Thank you Vice-Chair Hassemer. Is the language on the screen accurate?
Pete Hassemer [00:20:00] Yes, it is.

Brad Pettinger [00:20:01] Okay, I'm looking for a second? Seconded by Sharon Kiefer. Thank you
Sharon. Please speak to your motion.

Pete Hassemer [00:20:08] Thank you. Probably not much necessary. I just appreciate the work of the
Budget Committee to put together a plan that lets us respond, be a little bit flexible in the light of
uncertainty with the IRA funding and identifies those opportunities for the committee to work with the
Executive Director and his staff in planning the Committee-of-the-Whole and being able to pick up
maybe some of the IRA funding things and get this important work done, so thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:20:45] Okay, thanks for that. Questions for the motion maker or for discussion on
the motion? Phil Anderson.
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Phil Anderson [00:20:55] Relative to the list of potential IRA funding components, there's this
discussion in this report about, and the maker of the motion referred to this I think, about the potential
of us having some additional discussions about that list. I'm finding it hard, a bit difficult that we don't
have a list where we've got everything in one place here for us to look at. And I think it's... and we've
had a couple of, I think, additional ideas come forward as a result of public comment and the Council
discussion here. So I'm just trying to under... trying to figure out whether or not we are going to have
an opportunity to have a list in front of us that we can then discuss as a Council. Appreciating the work
of the Budget Committee but, and their recommendations, but I'm uncomfortable with just by approving
this motion, approving that list of potential projects without the opportunity to have a dialogue amongst
the full Council and consider what we heard in the public comment.

Brad Pettinger [00:22:28] Okay. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:22:32] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr. Anderson, for that
question. I guess I'll preface my response by saying the process around IRA funding has been frustrating
and here we are. I think everyone's doing the best they can. So, I don't want to play hot potato and toss
a question back to you, but I would be, I'm curious to know more of what you might have in mind? And
so, we could try to bring together a list as part of workload planning later this meeting. I think that
would be easy to do, but that would be, that might reopen that discussion of this agenda item at that
time that I don't think would be appropriate. Or we can try to circulate something to you all
electronically after this meeting or we can take it up as a Committee-of-the-Whole as we were talking
about here a few minutes ago. So those are three possibilities that come to mind. I'm just curious if you
had something more specific in mind?

Phil Anderson [00:23:49] Maybe I'm the only one who's missed finding... you know, I've looked at
Attachment 1 and looked at the Budget Committee's report. We haven't had a conversation as a Council,
to the best of my knowledge, about potential projects we would want to advocate having funded from
these from this funding source. So, I'm just trying to see if there's any way we can get to a point where
at least we have a discussion amongst the Council as a whole on the list and just provide some input.
I'm not excited about bringing it back under workload planning. I'm less than excited about that actually.
But an email to us with the list of what we have on the table currently and maybe get a little feedback
on it, whether or not there's... I don't want to pile on additional agenda items on the Committee-as-a-
Whole meeting if it's already full. And I appreciate the process and the lack of opportunity to maybe
have a more deliberate discussion about this, but I'm just looking for a way to look at a list and provide
some feedback as well as having my colleagues around the table be able to do the same thing so we can
value from each other's perspectives.

Brad Pettinger [00:25:46] Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:25:48] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. And thank you Mr. Anderson. I appreciate
all those perspectives. In terms of planning for this meeting, what we had envisioned was that discussion
you're referencing is happening here, and in your briefing book you have a document that Mr. Dahl and
I worked on that has the first stab at the list and then the Budget Committee has added to that. So, I was
envisioning a Council discussion here knowing that it's still not an ideal process. But from my vantage
point I was hoping this would be the time for that discussion.

Brad Pettinger [00:26:31] Okay. Vice-Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:26:37] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Yes, and as part of my motion it was capturing
what's mentioned in the Budget Committee report. We were working off that C.4, Supplemental
Attachment 1, that is a list of projects. I hesitate to use the word finite that there are a number of projects
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but it is not set in concrete, more can be added to it. The committee added a list. I think what was
important was that the committee's discussion was that it was better to approach this process with a
larger list of projects, and it's correct there was no prioritization, but bring to the Council a larger list of
projects that would proceed through the process of seeking some funding in Phase 2, because there was
work that needs to still occur that can occur between the Executive Director, staff and our NMFS partner
on identifying where the better opportunities are to have projects funded. So as Executive Director
Burden pointed out, this is the opportunity for the Council to look and if it desires, assign some
priorities. What the Budget Committee put together, I should say adopted the list that the staff generated
with the addition of a couple of items there, and so that entails the list of projects, those on in the
supplemental attachment plus those that are mentioned as additions in the Budget Committee report.
So, thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:28:39] Okay. So, we have a motion on the floor, any further discussion? Corey
Riding.

Corey Ridings [00:28:48] Thanks Mr. Chair, and apologies for confusing you earlier calling you Vice.
I have an amendment for the motion if that's appropriate at this time?

Brad Pettinger [00:28:59] Now would be the time.

Corey Ridings [00:29:03] Okay, thank you. Thanks Sandra. After the period in that sentence just write,
"and provide funding to support attendance of state and tribal representatives at the upcoming TNC
FEP Initiative Workshop". Period.

Brad Pettinger [00:30:01] Okay, so is the language accurate?
Corey Ridings [00:30:08] I think it is. Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:30:09] Okay. Do we have a second? Seconded by Christa Svensson. Thank you
Christa. Please speak to your motion Corey, or your amendment.

Corey Ridings [00:30:13] Thanks Mr. Chair. Just to follow-up on what I was noting earlier, and that I
think this is important work that follows on to the climate work that's already been done by this Council
for multiple years. This is, the workshop is something that was brought to us by the public that we asked
for over a year ago as a way to help supplement the climate and FEP work that we've been doing. This
is something where I think TNC has largely tried to foot the bill, but they actually just cannot pay for
these folks to attend. So, this would be a way to help get those folks there, state representatives from
our ABs as appropriate as well as tribal reps. Thinking about the timing, again, I think the timing is
good in terms of our ongoing processes around climate and ecosystem work and I think this would be
appropriate use to help move all of that work forward and hopefully get us situated even better to
execute on some of the IRA projects, whatever those might be down the road.

Brad Pettinger [00:31:36] Okay. Discussion or questions for the motion maker? Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:31:42] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Is there a notion of how much money we're
talking about here? Because as it reads here it's a blank check.

Brad Pettinger [00:31:58] Corey.

Corey Ridings [00:31:59] Thanks Mr. Gorelnik. I don't know the exact dollar amount but I'm going to
guess it's somewhere around 25,000.
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Brad Pettinger [00:32:09] Okay. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:32:15] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chair. Just to follow-up on that to the maker of the
motion. Do you have an anticipated number of representatives that you're looking to have the Council
support?

Corey Ridings [00:32:27] Thanks Miss Yaremko. I don't think the exact list is set in terms of exactly
how many folks. It is somewhat depending on if and how much that funding would be available. I think
probably somewhere like twenty to thirty. Right now, the plan is to have two different workshops that
are able to focus on the different FMPs, that's my understanding. As I said I don't think it's carved in
stone quite yet, but that is the ballpark the steering committee has been talking about.

Brad Pettinger [00:32:59] Okay. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:33:03] So I just want to make sure that response of twenty to thirty people? Is that
what would result from this?

Corey Ridings [00:33:13] Yes, that is accurate.
Phil Anderson [00:33:16] And... okay.

Corey Niles [00:33:16] Are we in discussion?
Brad Pettinger [00:33:42] Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:33:42] Are we in discussion or you're still on questions? Yes. Well, I wish, I meant to
alert Gway earlier post Budget Committee discussion and ask her to be here because it seems like there's
been some miscommunication between her and the Executive Director in the past about who can pay
for what and more details. Yeah, Corey's probably in the ballpark. I was hearing more like ten to twenty
people, like one or two per management team would be, you know, eight with the tribal reps, you know,
maybe ten for a workshop. So I think, I guess Merrick committed to talking to Gway but Merrick was
saying after the IRA... asking Gway to push the workshops and I think she's already pushed him as far
as she can is my understanding but I'm going off a few weeks memory here ago that I don't know. So,
it does seem like with the Council’s provisional budget and with the likelihood of a sizable amount of
money coming in on this very topic that it would be, again lacking my adjectives today, just a bit odd
to say we don't have the money to support this initiative that I think Corey said earlier that the Council
was really supportive of back in June and encouraged organizing. And I think it's not ships passing in
the night metaphor but I think it only came to at least my attention recently that there wasn't that money
to pay for the state and tribal folks, and I thought the Council was as in the last round of workshops, 1
don't know, five, six years ago where the Council's budget did support those that the Nature
Conservancy could not.

Brad Pettinger [00:35:50] Okay, Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:35:52] I have another question for the maker of the motion. Do you have any idea
what the total attendance is estimated to be for the workshop?

Corey Ridings [00:36:04] Thanks Mr. Gorelnik. Gosh I'm going to echo the other Corey again and say
my memory is a little foggy on that. I'm going to guess because there are going to be two workshops,
so probably somewhere forty and fifty at each workshop. And, sorry, I don't have a more precise answer
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for that. Like I said we're still in the planning phases and trying to figure out exactly what that would
be.

Brad Pettinger [00:36:36] Butch Smith.

Butch Smith [00:36:40] Thank you Mr. Chair. And I'm not against this concept but I'm just kind of
befuddled here on kind of the open end of this and not any of the finer details that we can see to what
it would cost, how many people and all that good stuff. So, and this much budget, I have not participated
in the Council's budget, but I have been in charge of a multi-million dollar port budget and this kind of
seems backwards to me, but excuse my reluctance to vote for something that is not in more financial
detail on the spending part, but I might have this wrong so I apologize.

Brad Pettinger [00:37:38] Thank you Butch. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:37:40] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Miss Ridings, for offering this
amendment. Like I said earlier, I'm completely happy to work with Gway and try to put something
together here in a way that, in a way that we can think about systematically. And I would, I realize that
TNC is maybe up against a deadline. I don't have any control over that. I don't think anybody here does.
But at the same time, we have a process here that we work through and I think we have to be very
diligent with our budget and I would prefer if we could take a step back here and allow me to have a
conversation with Gway and discuss whether there is a way for us to fold this TNC workshop into the
IRA funding process and then allow this Council the opportunity to weigh-in on that at our Committee-
of-the-Whole meeting. So that would require, as my understanding, would require TNC to move their
timelines back, but given that they're trying to help us, I think that's a, that would make sense to me that
they and their funder would be amenable to that. Of course, I don't have any control over it but that
would be my preference.

Brad Pettinger [00:39:10] Okay. Vice-Chair Hassemer, or Sharon Kiefer.

Sharon Kiefer [00:39:16] A question to the motion maker. I see that you emphasize state and tribal
representatives, but I am wondering why, I mean at least from what I see we have a lot of members,
stakeholders who are on advisory bodies in leadership positions and why no consider....that would
probably benefit from this and have a lot to offer, why no consideration of them in this motion?

Brad Pettinger [00:39:50] Corey.

Corey Ridings [00:39:51] Thanks Mr. Chair. Thanks Miss Kiefer. Because TNC can pay for those
folks. Yeah, so they will be invited and are definitely going to be included as part of this, but TNC can
invite and include them and pay for them.

Brad Pettinger [00:40:08] Okay. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:40:11] Thanks Mr. Chair. I just want to express... I'm supportive of us trying a way,
find a way to get the yes on this, but I think some more, [ mean I heard twenty to thirty, [ heard ten in
terms of how many people we're talking about. I think we need to be specific in how many people and
if it's two per state or three per state or whatever it is, and a number that we're willing to support from
the tribal, from tribal representatives and then they can decide, you know, who comes. But I think the
Executive Director’s suggestion at this point, having that conversation with Gway and making sure we
know where we're going here, but I don't want those comments to be taken as a lack of support for
trying to find funding to support these folks attending the workshop.
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Brad Pettinger [00:41:17] Thanks Phil. Christa Svensson.

Christa Svensson [00:41:21] Yeah, I'm just curious, I think for the maker of the motion, but possibly
for Executive Director, what the timeline for that conversation would likely be? And there's a big
difference in my mind between, hey, we vote on the first part of this and then if need to do something
like a motion to reconsider before the end of the meeting if needed versus no this conversation can't
happen for another two weeks and we need to sort this out in January or whenever is appropriate.

Brad Pettinger [00:41:57] Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:41:59] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chairman. Thank you Miss Svensson. If [ understand
your question correctly, I hadn't anticipated getting in touch with Gway this week during the Council
meeting. And there's some... some additional thinking and consulting I'd like to do with Patricia and
probably Kelly on this, including can we actually pay people to attend something that's not a Council
sponsored event. And so, we've offered to partner but that's not the same as sponsoring. But there are
details like that I need to doodle through before having a conversation with Gway. So, I think we're
talking about a couple of weeks at least.

Brad Pettinger [00:42:42] Okay, Christa.

Christa Svensson [00:42:44] Thank you. So that was the bulk of the question. And then the second
piece was the budget component. I mean I think that's kind of thrown all of us for, well, maybe not all
of us, but many of us for a loop in terms of what that cost is. And I don't know if that would be coming
from Miss Riding or if that would be coming from you, but in my mind, those were two kind of separate
pieces in terms of could we do it and what would the timeline be in terms of that conversation, but also
the budget component piece of how that would be gathered?

Brad Pettinger [00:43:18] ED Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:43:21] Thank you. The budget component piece, I'm assuming what you mean is
an estimation of how much it would cost us, yes? That would have to be a communication between
Gway and myself. I need a better understanding of how many people we're talking about and how long
of a time it would take. And if it is, you know, if it is a Council sponsored event that we have to notice
it as, that might require some additional expense on our part, I'm not sure. This is why I need to talk
with Patricia.

Brad Pettinger [00:43:59] Okay. Further discussion? Patricia.

Patricia Hearing [00:44:06] I had a question for the maker of the motion. If this is to be seated advisory
board or management team members or somebody else, and tribal?

Brad Pettinger [00:44:16] Corey.

Corey Ridings [00:44:16] Mr. Chair. I'm so sorry Patricia, I don't quite understand the question. I think
you used the word "seated" but I'm not sure.

Patricia Hearing [00:44:26] Current members of advisory body and management teams or outside
agency people?

Corey Ridings [00:44:36] Mr. Chair. Yes, they would very likely be seated.
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Brad Pettinger [00:44:44] Okay. No more....Corey.

Corey Ridings [00:44:46] Thanks Mr. Chair. In light of this conversation, I will withdraw my
amendment. With comments about just my concern about the timing and hoping that the conversation
that Director Burden and Gway, as sort of the one in charge of it, can think about ways to make this
happen on the current timeline that the steering committee has been discussing, going back to my
original rationale for this amendment being that this is follow-up, something the Council has asked for
and it's in time with a lot of the work that has been done by the EWG and EAS. And so just hoping that
that conversation, I think this is a little bit of what Miss Svensson was saying, that that can happen
sooner or later and the discussion includes options for keeping it on track with where our ecosystem
and climate work on this is.

Brad Pettinger [00:45:59] Okay. Do we have the approval of the second? We do. Okay. That takes us
back to the original amendment. Discussion on the original amendment or original motion? Ryan.

Ryan Wulff [00:46:14] Yeah, thanks I just have a question on this. Sorry, I know we're in discussion.
But as I look at this, and based on our earlier conversation and maybe you already said this, but the way
the Budget Committee recommendations are written, which this would endorse, it has a request for
Merrick to discuss delaying that January 31 deadline and then if not, add this to the Committee-as-a-
Whole. So, I just wanted to clarify, right, that I think we could have already had that discussion. Are
you asking him to again request a delay or are we just moving forward with the Committee-as-a-Whole?
Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:46:52] Vice-Chair Hassemer.

Pete Hassemer [00:46:52] I'm sorry. Thank you, Mr. Wulff, for the question. Yes, that in the course of
our deliberations there was some discussion already had so I'm not, my intent was not to re-ask that.

Brad Pettinger [00:47:09] Okay. No more hands, we're going to call for the question. All those in
favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:47:18] Aye.

Brad Pettinger [00:47:18] Opposed, no? Abstentions? Okay, the motion passes unanimously. Okay.
Patricia, how are we doing?

Patricia Hearing [00:47:36] You have completed the work for this agenda item.

Brad Pettinger [00:47:39] Very good. Okay, well done.
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5. Legislative Matters

No transcription for this agenda item.
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6. Approval of Council Meeting Record

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] C.6, Approval of the Council Meeting Record. And there is only one item
here and that is our Council meeting record, Attachment 1. I will ask for any hands who wants to start
the discussion on reviewing and approving? Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:00:24] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. If Sandra's read my mind. I move the Council
approve the Council meeting record as presented in C.6, Attachment 1, Draft Council Meeting Record,
273rd session of the Pacific Fishery Management Council, September 7 through 14, 2023.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:50] Thank you. That language looks very accurate and complete. Do you agree?
Phil Anderson [00:00:54] Yes.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:54] Is there a second? Seconded by Bob Dooley. Speak to your motion as
needed.

Phil Anderson [00:01:02] I just want to thank Council staff for maintaining such good records of our
discussions and decisions and I know it's not a small job and we tend to approve it in a matter of seconds
or minutes, but I know there's a lot of work that goes into it and we do refer back to it quite often and
so it's really important to do. Thanks.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:26] Thank you very much. Any questions or discussion on the motion? I'm not
seeing any hands I will call the question. All those in favor say "Aye".

Council [00:01:36] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:36] Opposed, no? Abstentions? The motion passes unanimously. Thank you.
That completes action under this agenda item.

Council Meeting Transcript Page 30 of 184
November 2023 (274" Meeting)



7. Membership Appointment and Council Operating Procedures

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] With that I'll open the floor up for discussion or go straight to... why don't
we just do the appointments first so. Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:00:13] Thank you Chair Pettinger. If we were going to start with what I'm assuming
are the more simple pieces I do have with the help of Miss Ames a motion for the Oregon Charter Boat
Representative?

Brad Pettinger [00:00:24] Please.

Lynn Mattes [00:00:25] Okay. I move the Council appoint Mr. Andy Martin to the Oregon Charter
Boat Operator position on the Groundfish Advisory Subpanel.

Brad Pettinger [00:00:33] Okay. I see the language on the screen is accurate so seconded by Corey
Niles. Thank you Corey. Please speak to your motion Lynn.

Lynn Mattes [00:00:45] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Mr. Martin has been involved in our state process
for a while. He comes attends public meetings, participates in our Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Commission Meeting, and really appreciate his willingness to participate in this process. We have been
lacking a charter representative on the GAP for a little while now and I think Mr. Martin will help fill
that role. I do want to thank Captain Mike Sorensen for filling in at this meeting. I think he provided a
lot of feedback. I don't think I need to say any more.

Brad Pettinger [00:01:16] Okay, very good. So, is there any discussion? Okay. I will call for the
question. All those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:01:25] Aye.

Brad Pettinger [00:01:25] Opposed, no? Abstentions? The motion passes unanimously. Thank you
Lynn. Joe Oatman. Joe.

Joe Oatman [00:01:37] Yes, thank you Mr. Chair. [ have a motion for the Salmon Advisory Subpanel.
I move the Council appoint Mr. Calvin Frank to the Tribal position on the Salmon Advisory Subpanel.

Brad Pettinger [00:01:52] Thank you Joe. Second by Butch Smith. Thank you Butch. Please speak to
your motion Joe.

Joe Oatman [00:01:58] Yes, thank you Mr. Chair. So, Calvin Frank has been nominated by the
Quinault Indian Nation to fill the Washington coastal Tribal position on the Salmon Advisory Subpanel.
He is a member of the Quinault Indian Nation. He has also served previously on the Salmon Advisory
Subpanel and is an active ocean and river salmon fishery. He has participated in the salmon troll fishery
as well as gillnet fisheries for the Quinault Indian Nation. I think that given his knowledge and
experience with salmon and salmon fishing that he would be a welcome addition to the SAS.

Brad Pettinger [00:02:51] Thank you Joe. Any further discussion on the motion? Okay. With that I'll
call the question. All those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:03:00] Aye.
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Brad Pettinger [00:03:00] Opposed, no? Abstentions? Okay, the motion passes unanimously. All right,
thank you. Okay, that takes us to the second part, I guess we do have some additional openings and is
there going to be any comments on that or necessary action we need to do? Kelly.

Kelly Ames [00:03:23] Thank you Chair. Just to note, we would after this Council meeting solicit
nominees for the Washington EAS position and the Oregon troll SAS position.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:34] Okay. Thank you Kelly. And to the third item. We have discussed that
earlier in the meeting I believe, so I'll just open the floor for discussion on that as needed. The Take
Reduction Team issue. So anyway... so I'll open the floor for discussion. Sharon.

Sharon Kiefer [00:04:07] So, just so I'm clear, the Council can nominate people but ultimately NOAA
selects who's on the team? I'm a little unclear about the process of how to populate the team.

Brad Pettinger [00:04:27] Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:04:29] Thank you. Yes, we are certainly open and interested in Council feedback in
general on the scope, but also on particular people that might be good for the team, but, yes, it is
ultimately a NMFS decision and we certainly have heard some of the thoughts about sort of the timing
and like today, you know that's still quite a bit away from when we would actually convene the team
and so when I gave the NMFS report, hopefully I made it clear that this is not the only option to offer
up names and that we would certainly take interested folks outside of the actual Federal Register
scoping time period. So, this is not the only chance but if there are particular folks that you want to
recommend at this meeting or in a letter afterwards, certainly we would take those at any time.

Brad Pettinger [00:05:20] Thank you Keeley. Okay. Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:05:27] Thank you Mr. Chairman. Good morning. On this issue I just hope that they
take... that consideration is given to the advice by the GAP on this. I think it comes from a place where
they're consulting with each other and understanding who might be the best person for the job and the
experience and all of that stuff and the willingness to serve, so I think that it should be well heeded that
that's a real good source to pull from to create this list. So, I just wanted to say that. Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:06:04] Thank you Bob. Anyone else? Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:06:11] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. Just in the interest of clarity, it might make
sense to revisit some of the discussion we had earlier in the week, which feels like earlier this year at
this point. A couple of things come to mind. One is, as we discussed either the first or second day as
we talked about membership, I think there was a desire to make sure we had someone on point with
PRD and NMFS when it comes to this issue and so we are recommending that we have Jessi
Doerpinghaus be our point of contact as this issue unfolds. There's also an earlier discussion that in
response to the Federal Register Notice that we transmit a letter to the agency outlining our belief that
it should be a narrow scope focused on the fixed gear sablefish fishery. Those are two things that came
to mind. And then the third point that we discussed was, unless your thinking has changed, that we are
not quite at a place of recommending particular names, but that as we gain some additional clarity that
we'd like to be in touch with the agency and then come back presumably at a later time and transmit a
actual recommendation to the agency regarding seats on the Take Reduction Team. I believe that's
where we landed earlier in the week. So that might be good to hear from you all if you still have that
same opinion and perspective about how to best move forward.

Brad Pettinger [00:07:40] Okay. Corey Niles.
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Corey Niles [00:07:42] Yes. No, I think these people that the GAP brought forward are that type of
people that we would want. It's just it's going to be two years from now and your recap of the plan is
the way to go.

Brad Pettinger [00:08:04] Thank you Corey. Corey Ridings, other Corey.

Corey Ridings [00:08:09] Thanks Mr. Chair. I just wanted to note in thinking about this that I think
it's important that someone with both marine mammal conservation as well as fisheries experience is
important and finding that nexus of expertise will be good for the overall benefit of the TRT eventually.
So just noting how this process is moving here, our role and then of course that it is NMFSs decision
and PRs decision eventually. Just the importance of having someone with that nexus of knowledge is
probably a good thing. So, thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:08:44] Thank you Corey. Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:08:46] Sorry, one other thought. I think I fully agree with the other Corey over there
but just as it goes without, and you probably thought of this already, but just mentioning, and if Marci
were here I think she... she may have brought this up earlier, but just the model we've had in our
Endangered Species Groundfish Workgroup and on this issue and just adding that to the letter of these
collaborative ways of working are the way to go. And I don't I have a point other than making that
emphasis to NMFS that we have that model and we have, it strengthens when we have, when we've had
the GAP people engage, so I just think that would be a nice addition to the letter would be noting the
experience we've had with that workgroup.

Brad Pettinger [00:09:41] Thank you Corey. Anyone else? Joe Oatman.

Joe Oatman [00:09:50] Thank you Mr. Chair. And I understand that there's been some discussion and
consideration by some of the treaty tribes and I do believe that there's an interest in having a
representative from one of the tribes serve on this as well.

Brad Pettinger [00:10:08] Okay, thank you Joe. Okay, Kelly, I'm not seeing any other hands so how
did we do?

Kelly Ames [00:10:19] Thank you Chair Pettinger. So, what I take from this discussion is as part of
our comment on the Federal Register Notice, which captures your comments under the NMFS report
to set the scope as the sablefish fixed gear fishery off the West Coast. We would also express our
commitment to work with the agency on this Take Reduction Team, noting our successful models in
handling similar matters with endangered species that Mr. Niles just mentioned. And then reiterating
that we would like to work with the agency once the scope has been set to forward a set of nominations
to participate on the team. And with that and the motions earlier, I believe you have covered the actions
expected under this agenda item.

Brad Pettinger [00:11:09] Thank you Kelly.
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8. Future Council Meeting Agenda and Workload Planning

Brad Pettinger [00:00:00] That takes us to Council action or discussion, so... Executive Director
Merrick Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:00:06] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. Since we do have these supplemental
materials, I think I'll take a couple of minutes just to walk you through them. You have heard some
comments already that may affect your thinking. So, starting first with the Preliminary Year-at-a-
Glance Summary, the supplemental version that you have in your briefing book now. A couple of things
to note. Let's start with March, or rather I will start with an overview. So, what we like to do is aim to
have Council meetings last no longer than five and a half days. So, you'll note, I guess unsurprisingly,
that March and April are already quite full as is June. The number of hours for the June meeting have
actually come down as we've moved some things around. And then looking out further beyond the year,
September and November are still coming into focus and so the time is not quite fully taken, which is
fairly typical at this point. Starting with March. Of course March is not a CPS meeting. It does... it is
shaping up to be a rather heavy groundfish meeting. We have moved a few things around that I will
touch on here as I go through the QR Agendas in a minute. Moving down, we do have the HMS, and
there's been some talk this week about the HMS Roadmap Workshop. We did have a motion earlier
this week that gave some clarity about next steps and the title of that has changed from report to check-
in, and you heard from the HMSMT they would suggest titling that as a planning item. March, of course,
is a very heavy salmon meeting. You see the usual salmon matters listed. You also have there the KRFC
Workgroup Progress Update and Klamath Dam Removal Update. A very exciting issue is happening
there that should affect our West Coast fisheries. March is also an ecosystem meeting so you see several
items there. Pacific halibut as well and then some usual routine matters. Another thing to flag for you
is the Office of National Marine Sanctuaries, the Coral Restoration and Research Plan. We're looking
for a range of alternatives and a PPA on that matter. And then finally at the bottom we have a new item
that we have not had before and this is something that I've spoken to several SSC members about,
several of you about, and was a recommendation made to me by several other Council EDs, which is
an agenda item where if you were to envision the table in front of us here, you'd picture the SSC Chair
and the Subcommittee Chairs and we would have a discussion about what the Council needs of the SSC
are, and any questions the SSC would have of the Council about their role and any particulars. And the
intention of that is just to build a better dialogue between the Council and the SSC and make sure we're
all in alignment about how to best work together to achieve our objectives. Let's see then... looking
through April. April, of course, we're also trying to pin down the agenda at this meeting. April, we do
have a CPS meeting. And then in terms of groundfish we have a few matters of note. We've shifted the
sablefish gear switching matter from March to April. The intention there was to give NMFS a little bit
more time to review the PPA package before coming back for a final given their staffing issues at the
moment. Moving down through salmon, we begin consideration of the Queets Rebuilding Plan. That is
a new matter that you'll see there. Ecosystems, the CCI matter was stricken. That is over in March at
this point. Pacific halibut, typical salmon troll regulations. Moving down through other, we'll then bring
back the NMFS regional EEJ Plan and provide space for a EEJ] Committee Update. And then we have
our Report of the Office of National Marine Sanctuaries that's been placed on April rather than March.
Moving over into June. June is always a fairly full meeting with lots of different FMPs meeting and
lots of different agenda topics. So, June also a CPS meeting. Of note, there's this matter that we put on
the agenda at the last meeting, around the Year-at-a-Glance at the last meeting, which is titled Science
Needs and Stock Definitions. That is, I would describe that as an agenda item that is intending to start
to fine tune the process we use about what questions we have of science, set priorities for work and try
to create a more systematic process around CPS. Groundfish, of course, is quite heavy. One of the
things you'll note, in particular, we will be going through our final action on management measures for
specifications so that alone will make June a busy meeting. We also have one matter that has caused
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some confusion that's called Stock Definitions for Species Assessed in 25 and 27. So, that is different
from the Phase 2 Stock Definitions, and that is to make sure we're defining stocks for assessment
purposes. And then there's a bigger question of the Phase 2 Stock Definitions that is also on your Year-
at-a-Glance Summary. And given the progress and frankly the competing workloads that we have, we
have proposed shifting the consideration of the Trawl Catch Share Program back one meeting. This is
in response to the, just the continuing work on the gear switching matter, and then some staffing
considerations we have internally about when we'll be able to begin doing that program review. Moving
further down into HMS you see a lot of typical matters there. We also come back for the HMS Roadmap
Workshop. Salmon, you'll see the workgroup of the Sacramento River Fall Chinook Workgroup.
There's a progress update that's scheduled for June. That will be the first time you hear from that
workgroup. And then again, the Queen's Rebuilding Plan. Moving down through Pacific halibut you'll
see there is a matter there for June. Our typical schedule is September and November. In June, one in
particular matter here is the finalization of the enforcement regulations. There's also some question we
have about what your intention might be for that June meeting, if it is beyond just the regulations or if
indeed that is the one item for us to consider at this point. And then some fairly typical matters as we
go down through the rest of the agenda. Moving over into September, I believe I've begun to speak to
most of the matters you'll see in September and November, but just for orientation purposes September
is a groundfish meeting, every meeting is. Stock Definitions for Species Assessed in 25 and 27 goes
final. We have a final action for Limited Entry Fixed-Gear Follow-on. We begin our Trawl Catch Share
Program Review, and we begin our Phase 2 Stock Definitions for Complexes and scoping of that matter.
Again, the HMS Workshop Report in September and moving down through... let's see... we bring back
the Regional Recusal Determination Procedure Handbook, which I know everyone is waiting with bated
breath on that one. Let's see, and then CPS in September again, and for November rather, a couple of
items of note on groundfish Phase 2 Stock Definitions, we're looking for a range of alternatives and a
PPA. We start to pick up the FMP amendment to remove drift gillnet gear. You'll hear from both Fall
Chinook Workgroups under salmon matters. And I guess that is, that would conclude the orientation of
the YAG. Maybe I'll pause there and see if there are any questions before I turn to the Quick Reference
Agendas.

Brad Pettinger [00:09:33] Okay. Questions for Executive Director Burden? I think you're doing great
so far.

Merrick Burden [00:09:39] Okay. Let's see starting with March, and just again we are looking to go
through both March and April given the quick turnaround from March to April so we try to pin all that
down here in this meeting. So, starting off with March, we are looking at the first the left hand column.
We've added this, this new section that I think we're all still getting used to called AB Meetings in
Advance. And so, these are generally remote meetings of advisory bodies before the Council meeting,
but that will provide a report for the Council meeting. So, we're looking at a HMSAS and MT meeting
in advance of the March meeting. And then beginning on Tuesday we'll pick up the first in-person
meetings. We're looking at the Habitat Committee. We had been planning on having the GAP and
GMT, but given the shifting, the shifting of the gear switching matter I believe in particular, we've
alleviated one day off their schedule. Of course, we also have the SAS and STT, the SSC, the Legislative
Committee and the EC. And then as you move across the bulk of the week you see that the GAP and
GMT arrive and start to be in meeting on Wednesday. The EAS and EWG also begin meeting on
Wednesday. And then we have as needed EC. And then as you follow the EC out throughout the week
you'll note that they are unbolded as you get later in the week and that is because they go remote. Let's
see, going up to the Council agenda. A couple of matters of note. So going down through the first day,
we'll start off with our usual flow and then we will have this Council and SSC Priorities discussion
early in the week, that's to take advantage of the SSC being in-person with us at that time. And then
taking up several salmon matters including the, the usual review of ‘23 fisheries and ‘24 stock forecasts.
And then the new matters of Klamath Dam removal and the Klamath Workgroup Progress Report. And
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then of course we also have Habitat. As we go throughout the week, then moving into Thursday we
begin consideration of 2024 salmon. We have Office of National Marine Sanctuaries, the Coral
Restoration and Research, again looking for a range of alternatives and a PPA. Groundfish, we have
the Whiting Treaty Implementation, which comes up on Thursday according to the schedule. And then
we have this rather new matter we're calling Consideration of Additional Quillback Analyses. What
this is a reflection on is your earlier desire that you expressed to have a special SSC review of the
Hilborn and Maunder Analysis and so we would be having the SSC report back to you at this time on
Thursday under F.4 as is currently penciled out. Let's see... going through Friday. Let's see, of note,
we've added the Climate and Communities Initiative Review and Prioritization of Tasks on Friday, and
that's a new matter, a new item. Going through Saturday, let's see if there's anything I should flag here
of note. Let's see... under F.9 I did hear earlier a suggestion from the GMT to shift Workload and New
Management Measure Priorities to June. Just reading between the line I would think that that's likely
due to the number of items we're working on between now and June and that perhaps it makes sense to
take up those priorities after we get a few things off of our plate. And then going down through the rest
of the week you'll note we've stricken out Gear Switching, so we've moved that to April. And then as
we go to April, again starting on the left, AB meetings in advance. We have CPSAS and MT, the Habitat
Committee and the SSC. And then beginning on Friday, the STT and SAS begin meeting as do our
groundfish groups, the Model Evaluation Workgroup. We have our Budget Committee, the EEJC and
the EC. And then as you move throughout the week, you'll see that it's right now it's focused on having
the salmon and groundfish groups in-person and the EC as needed. Let's see moving down through the
first day, this should all look fairly familiar to you. We have several matters that are oriented around
salmon and habitat so the Pacific halibut item, of course, is about catch limits in the salmon fishery.
Then as we go through Sunday, you'll note we've stricken the Trawl Cost Recovery Annual Report.
Let's see... anything else that I have not touched on. First thing, I guess, jumping over to Monday, we
have our first session of Sablefish Gear Switching. We're looking for final action at this meeting and
we're scheduling 5 hours on that matter and then coming back on Wednesday for a Council action. And
we have one inseason in April. Moving over, of course we have salmon sprinkled throughout the
meeting and oftentimes that will flex per usual as our committees and the tribes make progress.
Tuesday, we take up CPS. Again, Wednesday we come back for groundfish. I'm sorry, come back for
‘25, ‘26 management measures on groundfish. Then we come back for Sablefish Gear Switching FPA
and then final action on salmon. That makes for a very full day. My thinking is that comfortable putting
this in place now and when we get to April either salmon goes well or it goes into the last day, and so
we will be prepared to move things around as necessary and potentially take up Thursday matters if
salmon is not ready on Wednesday. So, let's see I will stop there Mr. Chairman and happy to take
questions and I would appreciate further guidance if you have it.

Brad Pettinger [00:17:09] Okay. Thank you Executive Director Burden. Questions on the overview?
Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:17:20] Thank you Chair Pettinger. I wasn't quick enough earlier when Merrick was
talking and mentioned the review of Hilborn and, I can't remember the other fellow's name. Could we
get some clarification about what you see that being involving? Is it going to be a full Star process or
just a review? I know some folks have been talking to me wondering what exactly that's going to entail
so if you have any more details that would be wonderful.

Merrick Burden [00:17:51] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chairman. And thank you Miss Mattes for that
question. Kelly and I have been working with our colleagues at the Science Center and the Northwest
Center on this question and I'm happy to say that it is a difficult issue and everyone's working very well
together on this and a very nice plan is coming into focus. And so just to outline how I see the steps
flowing from here if you continue to desire this SSC review. What I would do is leave this meeting and
we'd write some correspondence to Mr. Hilborn and Mr. Maunder requesting their participation in this
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additional review. And as part of that we would ask them to flesh out the comment letter that you saw
in your briefing book here this week. And there are some additional pieces of information that would,
if they're fleshed out, would help the SSC in the review. Assuming they're amenable to participating in
a review, we would move forward with scheduling that. The Science Center has offered to host that in
Seattle or we could do it remotely. It would be a one day affair at the most. And what we would do is
ask the Groundfish Subcommittee and then the full SSC to consider that analysis and whether it would
have influenced the SSC’s decision and recommendations regarding specifications of the ‘21
assessment if they had had that review at that time. So, we're not going to ask them to then go back and
review the full assessment. We're going to ask them to review the analysis of Hilborn and Maunder.
And it's a maybe a nuanced point but an important one for various reasons. So that would then lead to
a report and recommendation from the Subcommittee to the full SSC and that would come to you again
in March. And at that time if there is, if the SSC were to conclude that that information would lead to a
different specification number, that's when you would hear of that opinion. I'll pause there and see if
that is answering your question?

Brad Pettinger [00:20:19] Lynn.

Lynn Mattes [00:20:19] Chair Pettinger, Executive Director Burden. That answered the initial question
but leads to a quick follow-up, what I hope is a quick follow-up question. Will the members of the GMT
and GAP be able to participate as advisors like they normally would at a STAR Panel type approach?
Thank you.

Merrick Burden [00:20:44] Thank you Miss Mattes for that question. We have not contemplated this
as a STAR Panel. I had not contemplated having additional advisers. I think the question has been a
fairly narrow one in my opinion, and that narrowness lends itself to being specific to the SSC. If there's
reason to include additional people in there, I'm happy to entertain that discussion, but I think the ask
here is not about, since it's not about revisiting the assessment and all the data inputs, it's about the
Maunder and Holborn analysis of that and their justifications of it. That's a much more narrow focus
that I think is much more closely in the SSC’s wheelhouse. That's my first reaction.

Lynn Mattes [00:21:34] Okay, thank you. I appreciate that.
Brad Pettinger [00:21:36] Thank you Lynn. Sharon Kiefer.

Sharon Kiefer [00:21:40] This may already be in here, but I'm not sure that it is. So, given how we
ended the day yesterday and Marci had a statement about the upcoming actions that California
Department of Fish and Wildlife was going to need to take relative to fisheries within state waters and
recognizing they're having to kind of take a phased approach because of upcoming deadlines, obviously
commercial fisheries potentially as early as January but the rec folks not until May. I was wondering if
it'd be appropriate to get a report from Marci in March kind of just summarizing the actions they took
for commercial fisheries within state waters and then perhaps giving us, to the degree that they can,
kind of a overview of decisions that they may have already made relative to recreational fisheries or
that they're working on.

Brad Pettinger [00:22:38] Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:22:42] Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. Let's see, just pausing here for a second.
That request, Miss Kiefer, would generally come up under groundfish inseason. Oftentimes the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife will provide reports about how things are going through the
year. I think that request is reasonable and happy to reach out to Miss Yaremko about that, if it pleases
you?
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Brad Pettinger [00:23:13] Thank you Sharon. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:23:20] Just have a few comments and one would be, my first would be on the last
one. | think the states and I'd probably call out California Department of Fish and Wildlife have been
very good at updating the Council on activities associated with actions taken for state waters and catch
updates. And frankly my preference would be to defer to them when they have information that they
want to bring forward to the Council rather than saying we want it in March or April or any other time.
But just the record of, particularly California Department of Fish and Wildlife, they've been very, very
good, as the other states have been in keeping us informed. And the first one I have is a observation not
necessarily a suggestion, but I see we have, you've ex'd out the GAP and GMT on Tuesday, I'm on the
March agenda by the way, you crossed them out on Tuesday, March 5th, but you still have them listed
on Sunday, March 10th. After the groundfish we have inseason that day but I would assume that they
would have completed their work, but I would just suggest maybe asking them if they would rather
eliminate Tuesday or Sunday. That's just a observation. On Thursday, March 7th under F.1, the National
Marine Fisheries Report, they may be going to do it anyway, but I'd like an update on EM
implementation. We last discussed and provided guidance coming out of our committee in June. There
was some additional work that was left up to both Pacific States and National Marine Fisheries Service,
so I'd be interested in an update and would request that they include that as part of their report if they
would be willing to do that. The last thing on the March agenda is on Sunday under Pacific halibut
there's the IPHC Commission Report and then there's the matter of the incidental limits for salmon troll
and fixed-gear sablefish. First, I wanted to confirm that it was the desire of the Council to have me
attend the... as your representative to the International Pacific Halibut Commission attend the annual
meeting. This year it's going to be in Anchorage so there is some cost to consider there. I'm sure the
state reps are going, I assume, but just wanted to confirm that that was the desire of the Council. And
then on this particular item on this day we have an hour and what is, there's been some... I felt like
there's been some duplication in the past or I write a report and then we also have a representative or
representatives of the IPHC, Dr. Wilson or his designee come and report out to the Council about the
annual meeting. So I didn't... and there's, sometimes there's a fair amount of overlap in what I write in
my report and then what we hear verbally here. I think... I'm not arguing against having them come
because it does I think keep us in coordination with one another, but I would like to reduce the overlap
and with the idea that we might be able to save a little bit of time there if we're limited in time. I also
had a comment on the Year-at-a-Glance and it had to do with the halibut matter that is listed on the
June meeting. I noted the GAP’s recommendation that the topic that we'd be discussing is the inseason
management flexibility matter. They did not use the word or reference allocation and so it would be
good for us to be as clear as possible what the scope of the issues that we would be taking up for halibut
at that June meeting. So, if there is a desire to take something else on besides the inseason flexibility
matter, | think the earlier we flag that and allow people to be prepared for it, the better. Thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:29:31] Thank you Phil. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:29:34] Thank you Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Phil, for those remarks. Let's see if
I can work through these. I guess starting with your last one, I also did make note of the GAP’s
recommendation to focus on inseason flexibility. There's also the matter of the enforcement regulations,
and for those two things clarify? Okay. We will I think if it's the wishes of the Council to clarify that
that matter will cover those two things then we're happy to clarify that on the YAG. So, I guess I would
just look for some confirmation.

Brad Pettinger [00:30:11] Okay. Thank you. Go ahead.

Merrick Burden [00:30:12] A couple of other matters. Yes, thank you, I've noted we can ask for a EM
update that may extend the NMFS Report beyond 30 minutes but I think we can work with that. And

Council Meeting Transcript Page 38 of 184
November 2023 (274" Meeting)



then your other remark was on the... oh, your attendance at the IPHC meeting. That is in the provisional
budget. We did include that. You'll note September, I think you and I had a discussion about maybe
there wasn't a need to have a Council representative there. And then we discussed that in September,
that was put back into the budget. You adopted that provisional budget earlier this week and that does
include travel for you as our representative to that meeting.

Brad Pettinger [00:31:03] All right. Thank you Phil. John Ugoretz. John.

John Ugoretz [00:31:09] Yeah, thank you. And thanks Mr. Anderson for your initial comments
regarding workload assignments to California Department of Fish and Wildlife. I think the department
obviously will continue to provide analyses and information as needed and as available. However, we
definitely cannot accept a direct assignment to provide something on a certain timeline. You'll definitely
get what you need from us as we are able. With regards to groundfish on the agenda, kind of following
on some of the comments, just noting that the April meeting item F.4 for inseason management is
scheduled on Monday the 8th, which is just the third day of the meeting. That might be a little early
and perhaps it could be switched to April 10th on Wednesday. Thanks.

Brad Pettinger [00:32:23] Okay, thanks John. Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:32:33] Thank you Chair Pettinger. On the March agenda, I got some groundfish
birdies in my ear, with inseason being the only groundfish item on Sunday, March 10th, if that was
moved to earlier in the day, then that could also be a travel day for the GMT members and might save
a little bit of wear and tear on them. It means they wouldn't necessarily have to be here all day for that.
Otherwise, they would be traveling on the 11th. I'm getting mixed messages about whether or not the
groundfish folks would like to work on the, still have that meeting on the 5th. I know gear switching
has been removed, but consideration of additional quillback analysis could be time consuming
additionally. This will be the first chance for the GMT and GAP to get together and talk about the
overwinter analysis the team had been working on for the spex item, so maybe some additional
consideration on the 5th between you all, Council staff and the GAP and GMT leadership might be
needed between now and when the public notice goes out. I just want to leave that in your hands. In
general, in their report and number of reports, the GMT has been asking for very specific guidance on
where they should make their priorities. During the spex cycle we often request that their priorities be
one spex and two inseason. I think that should continue. Anything beyond that would be a lesser
priority. I know there's going to be a lot of interest in the Initial Stock Assessment Plan and TOR item,
so that would probably be there. I'm not sure how to give them guidance that they specifically requested
on the Climate and Communities Initiative piece. I know previously the GMT Subgroup was a subgroup
of one and that subgroup has moved on to another position, so I'm not quite sure how to provide them
that specific guidance they requested, but trying to fulfill their requests on where they should prioritize
their time. Thank you for the consideration.

Brad Pettinger [00:35:02] Thank you Lynn. Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:00:00] Thank you. I'm going to start with the CPS item. The June science agenda
item, just noting we appreciate the background and explanation provided by Mr. Burden as we had
some questions on the scope. Based on the comments, we're wondering if it's appropriate to retitle that
item "Science Needs and Priorities" to keep it broader and similar to how Mr. Burden explained it. I
just wanted to pass that along. I have a couple of groundfish things, but if Merrick wants to respond
right now, I'll pause.

Brad Pettinger [00:00:37] Executive Director Burden.
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Merrick Burden [00:00:40] Thank you Miss Kent. Maybe just some background so that originally we
were, we first began this discussion talking about bringing back the question of the CPS stock definition,
whether there is a northern and southern stock and whether to start managing those two differently. So
that's why you have now the stock definitions part of that still remaining. That's what originally
triggered that discussion. And then I believe it was the last meeting, I think it was Miss Hall or WDFW,
someone recommended that we start thinking more specifically about scheduling a conscious time
where we talk about the science needs that the Council has regarding CPS matters and so you see a
fusing of those two items. I guess I would need to hear from the whole Council whether you want to,
I'm not sure if drop the stock definitions question is appropriate, but just refocus this on priorities rather
than considering a specific, one specific priority in the context of more general science requests and
needs, if that makes sense.

Brad Pettinger [00:01:57] Keeley. Corey.

Corey Niles [00:01:57] Yeah, I think having spoken with Josh in particular, not recently, but on this
topic. I would I think, Keeley, correct me if I'm wrong, but I think this stock definition is like Keeley
suggesting, one of the many potential issues that could be brought up and so it's underneath that
umbrella, [ would say. So, it's I believe that... my bet would be it would be rising to the top but it is an
item that should be in the mix for priority, so I think if I'm guessing that's where Keeley's comments
coming from and I would agree. I don't know to get too hung up on the title if that launches the stock
definition to the top by being in the label or not, but I think it falls on the umbrella of CPS, the science
needs and responding to them.

Brad Pettinger [00:02:55] Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:02:57] Thank you. Thank you Mr. Niles. Yeah, our thinking is that the stock
definitions could be part of that discussion and the result could be a focused item on stock definitions
and so [ don't think we're necessarily suggesting anything different, just sort of making sure it's clear to
the public what the item in June is, if that's all right.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:18] Okay. Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:03:21] I do have other groundfish things and a halibut thing, but if there's more CPS
discussion on this particular thing, I'm happy to wait a moment.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:30] Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:03:32] Thanks Mr. Chair. Just listening to this discussion, just wanted to add that I
do think the stock definitions part of that conversation is very important. So, while renaming it is
acceptable in my mind, I just want to be clear that I agree with the other Corey that that's probably one
of the top priority things and falls under the umbrella.

Brad Pettinger [00:03:54] Thanks Corey. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:03:59] Thank you. With that, assuming that that is all the guidance you have on
that, I think we can handle this in the Situation Summary so we can specify that stock definitions are a
part of the priority discussion.

Brad Pettinger [00:04:11] John Ugoretz.

John Ugoretz [00:04:14] Yeah, thank you. And I'm not exactly sure if what Executive Director Burden
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said is saying, yes, we agree with changing the name on the YAG, which I do support changing the
name to Science and Priorities. So, if that's where he's going with that, that's great. I do have another
comment about CPS and the April and June agendas, but I want to make sure you're done with this one
before I go to that.

Brad Pettinger [00:04:49] Okay. Further discussion on that CPS matter? Okay John.

John Ugoretz [00:04:58] Yeah, thanks. I just note that there was mention of the CPS Management
Team meeting remotely in April and in-person in June. I honestly feel that that should be switched.
Meeting in April is important in person, given the benchmark Sardine Stock Assessment to set
specifications in April. So, I think if we're having the CPSMT meet in person it's much more important
that they do so in April.

Brad Pettinger [00:05:32] Okay. Thank you John. All right. Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:05:41] Thank you. I will go quickly to halibut and then I have a couple of groundfish
things. Just on halibut noting, you know we can support unshading the June agenda item. We appreciate
the additional guidance that the Council has provided on expectations and prioritization. We will just
note that NMFS is certainly open to continuing to support that development with Council staff, but we
will be working on processing 5 rules over the next couple of months and so just sort of noting that,
you know, that will be the priority first but happy to support the unshading in June. And then on
groundfish, there's been some discussion about the Workload and New Management Measures and
Prioritization. Similar to the GMT, we would rather not have that item on the March meeting. I certainly
recognize that that was sort of the, the March meeting was the time when we were going to do that
annually but we do not have capacity for anything new, certainly by March and even June with just the
overlap with spex feels like it could be challenging. We would support putting it on the list for
September. You know we do continue to think that that is the right place to make sure that we are doing
that prioritization process before selecting new things, but we are still working on the last set of things
that have been prioritized and it would be nice to be able to make good progress on those before we
come back to another round. You know I think the public's expectation is every time we have that there
is an opportunity to move something off the list and so sort of lining that up with when there actually
is the workload capacity across NMFS and Council staff to me seems like the better timing. If Council
staff feel like that, September would be a good time, we would certainly support that. We're happy to
have more discussion on that. On Mr. Anderson's requests for an EM update in March, I think we can
support doing that and we're happy to provide information under the NMFS Report on that. And then
last comment for now would be so on the March Quick Reference, and given the conversation and the
new item for quillback, we would like the Council to consider that under F.8, so March would typically
be just an update for the specifications and management measures, but given that we're walking out of
this meeting without our full suite of typical decision points, we'd like the Council to consider
expanding the time on F.8 As well as the scope. I could see that if we drop Workload and New
Management Measures, we could take some of that time directly into F.8 and that would leave the door
open for an opportunity to respond directly to whatever comes out of F.4 at that meeting and provides
us just a little bit more time. We've talked a lot at this meeting about the timeline of specifications and
management measures. We do not want to shortchange the considerations of the remainder of the
package of specifications and management measures and so are hoping for an opportunity in March to
continue to cover some of the ground that here in November we weren't ready to move forward on. So
would hope the Council would consider expanding that, given all of the recent changes on that item.

Brad Pettinger [00:09:24] Thank you Keeley. Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:09:33] Thank you Chair Pettinger. Just on the April agenda I see that F.5 is split over
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two days. I think we saw yesterday that having a break in that agenda item is useful and helpful. I'm
assuming we would get through the advisory body reports, public comment, et cetera, and then come
back the next day for the discussion and motion making? I just want to say I really appreciate having
that tentatively scheduled. I think it will help facilitate the process as we move forward. Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:10:11] Thank you Lynn. Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:10:17] Yeah, Mr. Chair, thank you. I guess, well I could comment on a lot that's been
said but I think the bigger one that was leading to what Keeley's, some of the quillback thoughts and
the earlier discussion on what will be asked of the SSC, and it's good to hear that Merrick you've been
working with the Science Centers to get it to ask specific questions of the SSC, because I think you'll
hear that typically if you don't ask them a specific question that's there, discussions they might not know
what you're looking for, so I hope you continue working on that and narrowing in on what we're asking.
But I think that where I'm going here is... the real question in my mind, these assessments, yeah, they're
very volatile and you can get different answers on different assumptions and we're going to continue to
see that. But the bigger question is, is how do we respond to them? And that was the, the thrust of the
motion that Marc withdrew under that agenda item, which was basically what happened to our flow
chart is where I'm going... in Informational Report 8 of, you know, given the severe cost of a false
alarm so to speak, the Council's preference was to not fully respond until the full assessment was done.
So, it's a question of maybe not for answering now, but how do we get the discussion going about the
flow chart approach? Where does that fit? Does it fit under this stock assessment Terms Of Reference?
Is it a longer term thing? But that to me is the crux of the issue. We can't be...we won't be, hopefully
this is the worst situation we'll be in in terms of responding to a data-moderate assessment. But I
don't....we're going to need....the potential cost here do, in my mind, justify asking for this extra step,
but I don't know that we'll be able to do that with every single assessment where this is an issue. So
where do we fit that discussion about the flow chart into our process is the question I'm posing here.
And I'll stop there. I see Miss Kent has her hand up.

Brad Pettinger [00:12:44] Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:12:47] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chairman. And thank you Mr. Niles for that question.
Well, I think the short answer here to start off with is that what you're raising is more than a scheduling
discussion. You know most of the time what we focus on here is the schedule. And so, this is more of
a strategic consideration of how we want to use data-moderate assessments and whether that is any
different than a data-rich assessment. And as you're reflecting on Mr. Niles, this discussion came up on
the Council 10 years ago. There was a desire to do things a little bit differently when it came to data-
moderate assessments. The science has evolved since then. I'm sure the thinking has evolved since then.
But what is, one of the takeaways for me after that report was put together is that there's still a need
perhaps to say, to ask ourselves how we want to use this, and we don't have a clear process as you're
outlining, and so this could be a workshop like we talked about 10 years ago. It could be an expert panel
that gives us recommendations. It could be a joint paper between staff and the Science Center. There
are a variety of ways to go, but I would say or I would propose rather than trying to schedule something,
to let us as staff take a step back and talk with our Science Center colleagues about what this could look
like and we could bring a plan to you or take this up again in March and potentially schedule a workshop
or something of that nature if that seems to be the most appropriate way to go. In other words, I'd like
to do a little bit more thinking on how we move forward before we try to schedule something, but I
don't intend for us to drop it.

Brad Pettinger [00:14:51] Okay, thank you Corey. Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:15:00] Thank you. I agree with Mr. Burden's comments that it is a bigger issue and
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I'll just note we're happy to continue that conversation. It is much bigger than that old flow chart and I
think it gets into, you know, the agency's role in determining BSIA and how it is appropriate for use in
stock status determinations and so I think we need to be clear as we have that conversation, sort of the
roles and responsibilities and then where that occurs and how that feeds into the Council process. So,
we are supportive of continuing that conversation outside of this arena and figuring out sort of when
and where we bring back more information.

Brad Pettinger [00:15:41] Thank you Keeley. Okay. Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:15:48] Thank you Mr. Chairman. A question I believe for Merrick, maybe the whole
Council. In September, we requested that the at-sea co-ops report back on their progress on a
intercooperative agreement to deal with bycatch and how that's progressing. I recall that when they
came to us in September... was really, they ended up in public comment almost and it was or did and
it was very limiting to the time that they were allowed to present their problems and reports. So, in that
we're asking them to come back I don't see where there's a specific place in the agenda, maybe it's
embedded I just don't see it, but [ want to know how we're going to follow that. Are we going to give
them time to present their progress? And is it going to be in the context of public comment or is it going
to be an actual interim part of an agenda so that they have the time and the ability to submit any
information prior to us meeting? So, thank you.

Merrick Burden [00:16:58] Yeah, thank you for the question, Mr. Dooley. Generally speaking, I
envision that discussion and information from them coming under inseason. How exactly you make
that work? There are some issues I'll need to noodle on with GC about how to formalize a presentation
from a group that we are asking to voluntarily do something. So, there's just some process issues I think
we have to pin down and figure out exactly what that looks like. But perhaps the higher level question
is that we're looking to do that under, or the higher level answer rather, is that we're looking to do that
under inseason, whether that's public comment due to some of the other legal issues we need to work
with or whether we can formally schedule that. I think we still have some work to do, but that's where
we would have it is under inseason.

Brad Pettinger [00:17:53] Thank you Bob.

Bob Dooley [00:17:55] Thank you Merrick on that. I just wanted to bring it up so that they have
clarification of what their, how their presentation might go and what time would be allotted and how
they best present that information and have full information on that going forward. So, I do appreciate
your comments and thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:18:15] Thanks Bob. All right, anyone else? Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:18:20] Just one other ecosystem item. So, for the March Quick Reference, the Climate
and Communities Initiative Review and Prioritization, I'm not opposed to having it on March, just
noting the nexus with the IRA funds. It's not clear if we'll have that information all sorted out before
March so just sort of noting it aloud right now, not necessarily suggesting a change.

Brad Pettinger [00:18:47] Okay. Corey.

Corey Niles [00:18:52] Yeah, well sounds like we're wrapping up here. On the ecosystem items that
brings the connection back. I think there was a question in the GMT report about how we expected
them to be involved in the current initiative and what their priority should be. And again, having spent
several years on the GMT and I think I agree with Lynn's overall guidance to, you know, that list of
things we're taking on in the management measures was overwhelming to us just to look at the list. So,
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there's a lot of work to actually accomplish the items on that list. So that should be their priority.
Inseason traditionally isn't a big, a lot to do in March and April given it's early in the year. The meetings
are really close together. There's not a lot of feedback on what changes are needed. So, I guess you just
never know what's going to be needed, but I guess I would, in terms of priorities, I do hope the GMT
will engage in the ecosystem initiative. It is on that very goal that Keeley just mentioned of figuring out
how to make, whether you call them climate ready, climate adaptive, ecosystem based, sustainable,
whatever, it's how do we use this information to improve our management and our outcomes. And so
I, you know, there's I don't know how many members of the team there are, but there's probably that
many perspectives on what they would like to provide insight to in the Council and it to me it's up to
their, the team's judgment on where they think as individuals and each states members take, you know,
they're judging, they're juggling the priorities that their agencies give them first of all on the GMT so
yeah, I think it's a great group of professionals and I hope they'll use their professional judgment to
weigh-in where they think they're most useful and recognizing fully that the spex cycle is a lot of work.
On that, I think where I was going was those workshops were scheduled specifically for groundfish and
I forget exactly the ones that the Nature Conservancy is working on scheduled for February and January
which now we don't know if we have funds to support, but those were designed for like folks from the
GMT and the GAP to help us on this goal, general goal that these IRA funds will be helping us make
progress on more broadly. So just... a lot of thoughts on that and I do hope Merrick will continue to
talk to Gway and we'll find a solution on where those workshops are. But that is our current initiative
and we do, the point is to have our management teams and our advisory bodies thinking using this
information as part of the routine management and for improved, you know, outcomes for our fisheries
and fishing communities and ecosystem.

Brad Pettinger [00:21:57] Thank you Corey. All right, we're winding down. Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:22:05] Thanks Mr. Chair. I'm reading the room here and sensing I'm in the minority,
but I did want to voice my opposition for the consideration of the additional quillback analysis and
provide some reasons for that. I have general concerns that this is introducing selective and biased
inclusion of what science informs our decisions. Something that is critically important should be
neutral. Clear rules and sticking to them is important and necessary to avoid bias and maintain the
integrity of science in this process, as well as maintain the trust and integrity of public inclusion in this
process. I want to note what other Corey spoke to shortly ago. I agree that revisiting the process may
be appropriate and really appreciate those clarifying thoughts on that. The Quillback Stock Assessment
was already reviewed twice by the SSC back in 2021 and was used for management that we are fishing
under right now. It was not only determined to be BSIA, but we decided to use it in management. Phil
correctly noted, I think it was yesterday, that this is the first time we're using this data-moderate method.
That's true and it was the growth of evolving methodologies and represented the best method available
at that time. It was vetted, it was researched, and it was approved the best way out there to apply what
we gave it. I mention this because I appreciate the ongoing efforts by scientists out there who are
continually thinking about how to improve our methodologies so we get better and better at this as time
goes on. | want to recognize that it wasn't out of nowhere. It was effort to do this better that they do
every year. Over, as I've stated, over half of our stocks are managed under data-moderate and data- poor
methods. I think this was spoken to earlier, but it really begs the question of what's next? I mean what
are we going to do when this happens again? Are we going to do this for every stock that comes to us
with data-moderate or data-poor methods and we don't like the outcome? If that's what we intend to do,
and I agree we need to think very seriously about our processes and how we deal with that next time. I
remain concerned that this is a last second after the fact effort by the Council to not take responsibility
for our management choices and with zero, no disrespect for those sitting at this table who represent
government of both the feds and the state government to collect the data that we knew was needed. We
cannot say we didn't know this was coming. Science folks from NMFS, folks from Council staff and
industry people have been talking about this for years. We knew it and yet that data was not collected.
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I hesitate to even call it a silver lining, but what it means is we can try to fix it. I'm deeply troubled that
it took this long to get to this serious and potential irreversible harm to fishermen and coastal
communities to get here, as well as having an overfished stock that represents a conservation concern.
We need to be thinking more strategically, more thoughtfully and planning for the long term when it
comes to collecting data for management. This to me highlights poor prioritization of data needs. While
I continue to appreciate the underlying intent here, which is to ultimately provide better fishing
conditions for fishermen and communities, that is always a goal for us. I am again deeply concerned
this is setting a precedent for something that this Council and the process simply cannot do. I'm also
concerned this might be a bit of a red herring and it sends a message of false hope. I really hope I'm
wrong about that. However, the SSC, as noted in their statement under the rebuilding analysis said, the
SSC received public comment at this meeting relevant to the assessment and rebuilding analysis and
determined that many of the scientific aspects of the public comments had been previously considered
in the construction and review of the 2021 assessment. Thinking a little bit on Director Burden's earlier
comments on the scope of what this agenda item might look like. If it moves forward, then I think the
review should include all new data and information and be open to public comment from everyone.
This really isn't proper public participation. The public had multiple opportunities in 2021 to provide
input on the stock assessment, and if we are going to essentially reopen it, it should be open to all new
science and public input, not just the Maunder analysis. The public did not have notice that this was
going to be reopened. Finally, I'll just close with, I mean this Council needs to take responsibility for
its own management, its own process, and addressing government data collection. Doing extreme
gymnastics with our science and science process it just doesn't change the fact that while our task is
difficult, we're responsible.

Brad Pettinger [00:27:00] Thanks Corey. Anyone else? Okay. Butch Smith.

Butch Smith [00:27:12] Yeah, I was, thank you Mr. Chair, I was waiting to the end. I've got about 17
items [ want to add to the, try to get it to add to the agenda. This going too fast.

Brad Pettinger [00:27:23] We got time.

Butch Smith [00:27:24] We've got to have a 7 hour one of these. No, I would just like to, hopefully it's
okay to interject at this time. You know we have a group of people that don't always get recognized I
think like they should, the engine of this whole operation, and I'd just like to give them a shout out
before we go into a long recess. To Amy, Renee, Kim, Patricia, Kris, Craig, and Sandra, for all they do
to make us look good, because without them we'd be on four flat tires and a broken engine, and I just
want to take the time to recognize how much they do. And the other, the second thing I have, so I'll just
go to 15 instead of 17, is in a few days turkeys are going to get real nervous. We're 15 days from
Thanksgiving and Christmas or Hanukkah or whatever you celebrate and it's just around the corner and
I'd just like to wish this family happy Thanksgiving and happy holidays and hopefully ‘24 is much
better than ‘23. And thank you for all we do and I think we do important stuff and well we had a
marathon this meeting and take a rest and get with your families. I know I will be grandpa profiled
probably for allegedly teaching my grandsons some jokes or saying some words they shouldn't, but
that's just what happens. That's the fun of the holiday season and so happy holidays to all. Thank you.

Brad Pettinger [00:29:04] Thank you Butch. Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:29:06] Thank you. I don't want to finish this meeting without acknowledging Miss
Ridings comments. We appreciate the comments that you've made and hopefully it's clear from my
earlier comments that we are seeking more time on the March agenda for the Council to resolve the
issues that we are walking out of this meeting without resolving. And so, we are hoping that there is a
clear path forward to continue the good work of this Council and to stay on the track that we are on.
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And so, my hope is that we can accommodate that in the schedule, but I want to acknowledge those
comments and appreciate you for bringing them forward.

Brad Pettinger [00:29:45] Thank you Keeley. Okay. Okay I'll turn to Executive Director Burden for
a, to wrap this up.

Merrick Burden [00:29:53] Yeah, thank you Mr. Chairman, and thank you Council members for this
very productive discussion. I just want to recap a couple of changes I've made note of and that will be
reflected in the next time you see these materials. So, starting at the Year-at-a-Glance, I am in agreement
with Miss Kent that we should shift the Workload and New Management Measures Priorities back to
September. I just think we have to look around the room at our capacity and be honest with ourself
about not being able to take up much until after we get past the June meeting. I'm going to retitle the
HMS Roadmap Workshop, make it planning rather than check-in, maybe that's a minor adjustment.
And we'll plan on a marine planning meeting, so consider that unshaded. On the June items. Let's see
we'll retitle "Science Needs and Stock Definitions" to "Science Needs and Priorities". We'll clarify on
June the halibut item. We'll cover inseason flexibility and the remaining enforcement matters. Let's see,
moving over to March. Let's see, moving down Thursday we will request that NMFS provide the EM
Implementation Update as part of F.1. I've stricken F.9, which is the Workload and New Management
Measures. Given the, I think the steps that we're working through with the, the new SSC review, I do
think it's appropriate to retitle F.8 to be more of an update as Miss Keeley noted, so we can take action
at that time to clarify some remaining specifications matters if that's appropriate at the time. Let's see,
Mr. Anderson made note of the halibut item on Sunday, and we can be in communication with our
colleagues at the IPHC, just and Mr. Anderson just to make sure there's not a lot of redundancy in the
reporting. I think that's pretty easy to do. I was also compelled by the idea of moving groundfish on
Sunday, moving that to be earlier in the day so that our groundfish folks don't have to wait to the, the
end of that day to travel home. And I have a couple of questions about reconsidering the schedule of
the GAP and the GMT on Sunday and Tuesday and I think we can resolve that offline. Let's see the
other item, Mr. Ugoretz mentioned his preference to have CPS meet in person in April rather than June
and so we've made note of that. And I'll look to Kelly to see if there's anything other of note that we
need to summarize? And I have a thumbs up so that's where I believe we've landed.

Brad Pettinger [00:32:56] Okay. Thank you Executive Director Burden. And with that before we
leave, I'd say acknowledge Kevin for delivering donuts, paying it forward. Thank you Kevin. Also, I'd
just like to say that I had discussions with numerous people at this meeting and they just, I think they're
just really impressed with the outstanding dedication and work ethic from the staff and the individuals
involved in this process. And, you know.....just hats off to everyone involved so... yeah. Phil.

Phil Anderson [00:33:34] And just one other thank you. And that is to Merrick and Kelly for making
our agenda planning less painful and more productive and clear. Appreciate that.

Brad Pettinger [00:33:55] Merrick.

Merrick Burden [00:33:56] Yeah, thank you Mr. Anderson. I'm glad to hear it's still a little bit painful
so...(laughter).... Really Kelly, Kelly deserves the credit. She spends a lot of time working in the
background, so thank you Kelly.

Brad Pettinger [00:34:07] So we knew this meeting was going to be tough and it delivered. And but
as Butch said, just you know have a great holiday season and I look forward to seeing you in March
and safe travels today and all right, well done. Oop, hold it here. Hold it here. That's right. I need a
motion. I knew that before.....(laughter).....yeah, motion to adjourn? Somebody? Oh, Dani.
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Dani Evenson [00:34:33] Why not?
Brad Pettinger [00:34:39] Please.

Dani Evenson [00:34:39] Thank you Mr. Chair. I move that we adjourn the November 2023 meeting
of the Pacific Fishery Management Council.

Brad Pettinger [00:34:48] Thank you Dani.

Chris Oliver [00:34:48] Second......(laughter)...

Brad Pettinger [00:34:48] Got a second on the floor, all those in favor say "Aye".
Council [00:34:54] Aye.

Brad Pettinger [00:34:54] No? Abstentions? All right, well done, well done. All right. See you in
March.
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D. Salmon Management
1. National Marine Fisheries Service Report Including Stock Status Determinations

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] That completes all our reports, our public comment, takes us into Council
discussion and action. On this particular item it's just discussion and guidance. The primary item here
is in relation to the Queets rebuilding and a recommendation to start work on the rebuilding plan. So, I
will look for a hand to start any discussion on this. It's very quiet in here. Nothing. So, I'm going to look
to Robin. We had the STT report. The STT is standing by ready to start work on the rebuilding plan
provided the Council desires to move in that direction, but maybe we don't. Robin, a little help.

Robin Ehlke [00:01:09] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. There isn't a lot of work to do as far as the Council
is concerned in the sense of taking action, you're correct. But as noted by the STT, I think the STT
would appreciate at least a nod that says, yes, the NMFS report is correct. We do need the STT to start
their work on that rebuilding plan and would look forward to seeing perhaps that first draft come this
September. So, just I don't necessarily need a motion, but just agreeance that, yes, those are the right
steps for the STT to take.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:44] All right, thank you Robin. Kyle Adicks, you have your hand up. Please go
ahead.

Kyle Adicks [00:01:51] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. This the first time I've talked so I'll just make sure
you can hear me?

Pete Hassemer [00:01:57] It's a little difficult. We can hear you.

Kyle Adicks [00:02:06] So the WFDW and the Quinault Indian Nation have been in communication
about the need to start this rebuilding plan process. We need to get a little more organized in moving
forward but I support the STT engaging with WDFW and Quinault moving forward to try to get that
rebuilding plan put together and hopefully to the Council by next September.

Pete Hassemer [00:02:32] All right. Thank you Kyle. There's support for moving forward with that.
This does not require a motion. Just a head nod that that's the direction we want to direct the STT to
work with the agencies. I'm going to look around the table and I see agreement with that so the
Executive Director can work with the staff in the STT to make progress on that. And then a reminder,
the other thing we heard, the tule, the report on the tule matrix from NMFS. That's a draft report that
they are accepting any comments on that prior to, I believe, a date in February to be able to implement
something in 2024. So, Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:03:24] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. I just wanted to echo my support for Kyle Adicks’
remarks and also just thank both WDFW and the Quinault Indian Nation for beginning their
communications early on. It's going to be extremely important for them along with the STT to be
working together in crafting the rebuilding plan for Queets spring summer Chinook.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:51] Thank you Phil. Any further discussion or guidance on this? Marci
Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:04:00] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Just turning back to Supplemental NMFS
Report 1 and the Salmon Ecosystem Indicators Workshop and the exchange we had with Correigh
Green. I will look forward to receiving from Robin the updates to the stoplight charts, and it's exciting
that we'll be getting them this early in the process so that we can think about them as we proceed with
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new information available during the preseason process. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:04:32] All right, thank you Marci. Further comments? Robin, does that complete
our work here?

Robin Ehlke [00:04:41] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Yes, it does.

Pete Hassemer [00:04:43] All right. Thank you. So, we'll close out this Agenda Item D.1.
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2. Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Amendment 24: Southern Resident Killer Whale
Chinook Threshold Clarifications — Final

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] We have no sign-ups for public comment so we'll move into our Council
discussion and action. A reminder a motion is needed here to move forward on this so I will look for a
hand to initiate the discussion. And Kyle Adicks.

Kyle Adicks [00:00:24] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I don't have a lot to say through discussion. We
saw some draft language back in September. The Council made a couple of modifications to it based
on input. We heard and put some language out for public review. It doesn't sound like we've had public
comment on it. | think the language will clarify some issues we ran into the first time. We tried to
address some changes to one of the models that's used to set the threshold, so I think it's an
improvement. I'm glad to hear the STT thinks it's clear. So not a lot to say but I'm happy to make a
motion when the time comes.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:02] All right. Thank you. I'll just look around and see if there's any other
discussion before we entertain your motion. And I'm not seeing any so you can proceed with your
motion and see what discussion that generates.

Kyle Adicks [00:01:21] Thanks again Mr. Vice-Chair. And hopefully we can pull the motion up on the
screen here in a second. I move that the Council adopt for incorporation into the Pacific Coast Salmon
Fishery Management Plan the text and citations concerning Southern Resident Killer Whale
management measures contained in Agenda Item D.2, Supplemental Revised Attachment 2.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:45] Thank you. So, the language on the screen is accurate and complete?
Kyle Adicks [00:01:51] Yes.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:54] And I read it as you spoke to it and it does look accurate and complete. So,
I will look for a second. Seconded by Phil Anderson. Go ahead Kyle and speak to your motion as
needed.

Kyle Adicks [00:02:12] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. As Robin explained during the summary, there
were a couple documents in the briefing book on this. The first was the revised language for this section
of the FMP along with the citations that needed to be added because they were referenced in that section.
Attachment 2 is just the full FMP with that language added to the appropriate section with the citations
added to the literature cited section and some other minor editorial updates through the document,
updated amendment numbers, corrections of a scientific name, that sort of thing, but nothing of
substance. And as I said during Council discussion, I think this provides the clarification we were
looking for and how the STT will move forward as we see changes to either of the models that are used
to calculate the Southern Resident Killer Whale threshold moving forward.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:05] Thank you. Are there questions to the maker of the motion for clarification?
Not seeing any questions for clarification, discussion on the motion? And I'm not seeing any hands for
discussion so I will go ahead and call the question. All those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:03:32] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:32] Opposed, no?
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John North [00:03:35] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:35] I assume, John, you were voting in favor. I just want to clarify that? I was
too fast here.

John North [00:03:53] Yeah, no I'm sorry Mr. Vice-Chair. I wish I was there today so I didn't have to
deal with all this IT problems I'm having. But yeah, I don't have the ability to raise a hand or anything
so I'm just going to have to butt in I guess when I have a comment. And I did vote in approval of that
motion.

Pete Hassemer [00:04:16] Thank you. With that clarification I will make sure I accommodate those. I
did ask all those opposed, no? Abstentions? The motion passes unanimously. Thank you. And I will be
more careful to accommodate our virtual attendees. Robin, is there anything else we need to do here?

Robin Ehlke [00:04:44] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I think you have done your work under this agenda
item and we'll work over the winter to get the FMP updated with this new amendment. Thank you all.

Pete Hassemer [00:04:54] All right, thank you. That's going to close out that agenda item.
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3. Final Methodology Review

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] We will close our public comment and that will take us to Council
discussion and action. We'll bring that up on the screen before us. We have there approve the new and
modified methodologies, conservation objectives as appropriate, and guidance as needed for unresolved
issues. And on this item, we will need motion to approve the use of the methods as appropriate as you
desire. So, I will look around for any hand to initiate discussion here. And I see online Kyle Adicks.
Kyle.

Kyle Adicks [00:00:51] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I've been trying to troubleshoot my audio through
the last hour so hopefully I sound clearer than I did earlier.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:58] Much better.

Kyle Adicks [00:01:00] Great. So, there were three topics of most interest to me North of Falcon that
put into the methodology review this cycle. One we knew was not really a methodology review topic,
but it's one that we've done a bunch of years in the recent past and that was the further documentation
of FRAM, so I just want to recognize the modeling staff that put their work into that. It sounded like
the SSC, STT were grateful to receive an update and thankful for the progress that's been made on that,
so I don't think there's any Council action required but just want to acknowledge the staff that put the
work in on that one. Second, was the review and consider improvements to method used to model South
of Falcon fisheries and Chinook FRAM. This is another one that it wasn't quite clear if it needed to go
through methodology review. There was work done to update some methods there looking at fishery
scalers that it sounds like the STT and SSC both agreed were improvements and I fully support
implementing in 2024 as we start fishery planning again. Again, that one was one that was really
changes to some base years and data that I don't think require Council approval to go forward but thank
the staff that was involved in that and for the review it went through. The third one that's of, is of
significance and needing Council action is the Revised Oregon Production Index Hatchery Coho
Forecast. Again, thanks to the small group of ODFW and WDFW staff that put a lot of work in the
summer into evaluating potential new methods and then actually bringing forward the recommendation.
You may recall in September I told the Council that I was sure they would at least have a review of
forecast methods but wasn't sure if they'd have a recommendation, and they were able to get to a
recommendation that went forward through methodology review and was supported by the STT and
SSC, so I appreciate that and I support moving forward with that new method. In response to the Tribal
statement and thanks to Mr. Oatman for delivering that, yes, there are further improvements that we
can make. There's other things we can look at in the future. I look at this as a big first step in making a
big improvement to the existing method. I was able to listen in to the meeting earlier this week where
staff, WDFW staff walked Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission and Tribal staff through the new
method and hear some of the exchange and comments there, so I appreciate those comments. I think
there are a lot of things that will be cleared up just by us doing a better job of explaining what the
forecast is as we put this new methodology into the Pre-1 document next year... assuming that it's
approved. I think some of the noted inconsistencies between the old method and new method were
actually just not doing a good job of explaining what the old method was in some previous documents.
Recognized the fact that we can always dig in further, we can break it out into component parts and try
to forecast them individually. I know that there are STT members that are knowledgeable and willing
to explain how it's currently separated out between the different major stock groups within the forecast
and sure they will be willing to walk people through that as we move towards the next preseason. All
that to say, I appreciate the work that was done. I think we have a much improved forecast method that
I intend to propose moving forward.
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Pete Hassemer [00:04:41] Thank you Kyle. Further discussion? Joe Oatman.

Joe Oatman [00:04:51] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair, and appreciate the comments that Mr. Adicks just
provided and do want to provide some additional comments on the Oregon Production Index Area
Hatchery Coho Forecast. So as noted in the Tribal report, you know, the Tribal staff and folks there at
Northwest Indian Fish Commission, you know, are generally happy with the progress that's been made
to improve this particular forecast. I think what they're calling for is additional work to help us better
understand kind of whether and how this forecast improvement impacts the individual stocks. You
know they made reference of the Pre-1 Table III.I how this relates to that and how, you know, those
impacts individual FRAM inputs. So, their interest is ensuring that forecast improvements are made at
the level that these stocks are managed at. They also want to ensure that, you know, as this moves
forward that it is consistent with the stipulation and order concerning co-management and mass marking
that the co-managers understand the potential impact of one party's action on the other. To them this
required documentation how the OPI-H is further broken down as well as requiring some additional
documentation and understanding of how impact neutral is derived inseason. And so, they do request
documentation of these methods to help facilitate agreement in the upcoming preseason planning cycle,
so that being the North of Falcon and PFMC on the appropriate methods for determining impact neutral
inseason management changes. They also want to make sure that, you know, we include process
recommendations to ensure that co-managers are properly engaged in inseason decision-making and
this sort of documentation will be helpful in that regard. Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair.

Pete Hassemer [00:07:30] Thank you Joe. Further discussion? Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:07:42] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair, and thanks, Joe, for those comments and appreciate
the tribes written remarks as well. In addition to all of the work that's been done to try to improve the
forecast methodology for the OPI. [ understand and support the desire to have the changes that are being
made documented so we can, everybody knows and can see what there is. I noted in the tribal letter that
they expressed a desire to not have this used until the documentation had been completed or something
close to that. I'm having, I'm struggling with that one. I think the, you know, given what we've heard
from the STT and the SSC it seems appropriate and prudent for us to move forward with what we have.
And I think with the understanding that the documentation will occur in the near, well, I say near term,
meaning that it wouldn't take as long as the documentation for the FRAM model. And I think that's a
completely reasonable request to make and it's a smart thing to do besides. I think there's also a good
discussion to be had about future methodology reviews, looking at whether the forecasting for
individual components can provide improvement, and I think that additional step we can take that up
in our next cycle for methodology review and that maybe we should make a note to ourselves to ensure
that that is on our list to discuss for potential methodology review in the next cycle. I'm very mindful
of the stipulation. It's a 1996 stipulation that I had some participation in and I want to make sure we're
true to the commitments that were made in that stipulation. And I think by taking these steps that have
already been taken in terms of the communication that's occurred, and if there's a need or if it would be
beneficial to have another communication, meeting, webinar, whatever works for people between the
states, National Marine Fisheries Service and the STT and the tribes to discuss and address any
additional issues that have been raised here between now and March that if that would be a benefit and
help address some of the concerns I would be supportive of that as a measure to go along with the
approval of the methodology itself so we can use an improved forecast methodology in 2024, have to
remember what year it was. So those are my thoughts Mr. Vice-Chair and Joe.

Pete Hassemer [00:11:42] Thank you Phil. Further discussion?

John North [00:11:46] Mr. Vice Chair, John North.
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Pete Hassemer [00:11:53] Yes, please go ahead John.

John North [00:11:58] Yeah, thank you sir. I agree with a lot of what the other Council members have
said, especially acknowledging the staff work that went into the FRAM documentation and the South
of Falcon scaler updates, which I support. As far as the OPI-H forecast issue, I would support using
that new weighted ensemble approach for the coming year because it just incorporates, you know,
environmental data. It blends and weights a top performing model. It's adaptive and the approach has
been used successfully for a couple of years now on various stocks in the U.S. v Oregon Technical
Advisory Forum. And I would really like to thank the OPED and STT members who worked on that. I
think it's a step in the right direction since the accuracy of the current methodology has been declining
recently. I would think that we could apply this method and then look at utilizing it on the
subcomponents of the aggregate or cap moving forward as time allows and give, maybe see how the
new methodology even performs on the aggregate for a while. That's my thoughts.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:37] Thank you John. Susan Bishop.

Susan Bishop [00:13:41] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. In listening to the conversation around the table
I'd make a few observations, which is it sounds like the STT, the SSC, and the Tribal comments all
agreed that the new methodology had showed great improvement over the old methodology. So, I guess
I would be, or NMFS would be a bit concerned if the default to not using this methodology was to use
the current methodology, which seemed like there's a consensus that that's not as good. So the, you
know, better performance, you know, may not be the perfect or may not be what we aspire to, but it's a
step in the right direction to start with. I hear commitments from the states and I will throw NMFSs
commitment in there to follow-up on the questions that were raised in the Tribal document to have
better communication. I heard a lot of questions raised that need answers and I think if we were able to
answer those in advance of next March, April, when we start setting up the next methodology review
considerations, that would be very helpful and required and also involve the people that are closest to
the data and to the issues and to the fisheries, which is probably likely to be a much more effective
conversation and probably more efficient. So, I think that at least from NMFS’s perspective, those are
just some observations to put to add to the discussion for today. And my, I have already received emails
from my staff just to let you know that they have reached out, or the Tribal staff at the Fish Commission
has reached out to them and they've already started conversations about a couple of the questions that
were raised. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:15:26] Thank you Susan. Further discussion? And just a reminder that at some
point we will need a motion to adopt the methodologies. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:15:43] If now's the time to move to Sacramento winter Chinook, I am prepared
for motion on that one.

Pete Hassemer [00:15:55] If you're ready, go ahead.

Marci Yaremko [00:15:57] All righty. Sandra, the Sacramento winter Chinook. Thank you.
Recognizing that both the Scientific and Statistical Committee in Agenda item D.3.a, Supplemental
SSC Report 1, and the Salmon Technical Team Agenda Item D.3.a, Supplemental STT Report 1 found
the Gaussian Process an improvement to the current base model of the Sacramento River winter
Chinook abundance forecasts. Adopt the Gaussian Process 1 Model for use in harvest management
beginning in 2024 due to its superior performance in predicting control rule outputs. As recommended
by the SSC, periodically revisit the forecast methods for Sacramento winter Chinook every 3 to 5 years
to reassess their performance and evaluate additional covariates, e.g., Juvenile Production Index as
warranted.
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Pete Hassemer [00:17:28] Thank you. The language on the screen is accurate and complete it appears?
Marci Yaremko [00:17:34] Yes, it is. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:17:35] Thank you. Is there a second? Seconded by Marc Gorelnik. Please speak to
your motion.

Marci Yaremko [00:17:42] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Heard from both teams that it's clear that both
of these Gaussian Process Models show superior performance in predicting Sac winter Chinook
abundance over the existing base model and over the egg-to-fry model, which was originally the topic
that was under consideration. As we've heard from Doctor O'Farrell, the outputs of the Gaussian Process
1 and 2 methods are actually the same in many years, and the two models perform quite similarly.
Although GP-1 uses data that incorporates parent spawners and river temperatures as predictors, while
GP-2 uses those two predictors along with hatchery releases. The two models differ in their
performance. When you look at some of the different metrics of evaluation, the STT’s recommendation
for GP-2 did best at predicting abundance in terms of the raw number of fish over that full range of
possible abundance levels, while the STT’s recommendation for GP-1 performs best in terms of the
Harvest Control Rules ability to predict impact rates, that's because the GP-1 Model performed better
at lower levels of abundance and the shape of the Harvest Control Rule graph remains unchanged at
that abundance level above 3,000 fish where we get our 20 percent impact rate. I want to thank both
Doctor Byrne and Doctor O'Farrell for conveying why each of their respective teams may place
different value on certain performance metrics, that was very helpful. And I think because the Council
concerns itself when it comes to winter run, a very endangered ESA-listed stock, we need to be most
certain about the accuracy at low abundance levels. The performance of GP-1 in specifying allowable
impact rates is so important when we're at low abundance levels, and that's likely where we need to be
the most sure that we're sure. So, thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:20:31] Thank you Marci. Are there questions for the maker of the motion for
clarification? Not seeing any questions. Discussion on the motion? I don't see any hands. I will therefore
call the question. All those in favor say "Aye".

Council [00:20:55] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:20:55] Opposed? Abstentions? The motion passes unanimously. Thank you Marci.
Are there any further pieces? There are some other parts to the methodology review. Kyle Adicks.

Kyle Adicks [00:21:23] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I do have a motion for the OPI forecast if we can
get that on the screen.

Pete Hassemer [00:21:32] All right I believe that's up on the screen now. Go ahead.

Kyle Adicks [00:21:36] It is. And I'm going to make one correction to the page numbers. As I read this
I realized I mis referenced one of the pages so I'll just correct that as I read. I move that the Council
adopt the forecast methodology for Oregon Production Index Hatchery Coho as presented on pages 28
through 51 of Agenda Item D.3, Attachment 1 with the corrections identified as erratum in Agenda
Item D.3, Supplemental Attachment 2 incorporated.

Pete Hassemer [00:22:07] The language on the screen now looks accurate and complete, is that
correct?

Kyle Adicks [00:22:12] Yes.
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Pete Hassemer [00:22:13] All right, thank you. Is there a second? Seconded by Butch Smith. Please
speak to your motion.

Kyle Adicks [00:22:19] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. We had a pretty good discussion on this already so I'll
be brief. I think everyone has acknowledged this is an improvement to our forecast methods for OPI
coho. Recognized from the statements and comments that there's still some work we can do to further
improve it in the future. There's some documentation we need to do as we move into next preseason
and be thinking about future potential methodology review topics that dive into this further. But again,
thanks to the team that dove into that, dove into this this summer and got a ton of work done and got us
in a much better place than we were at this time last year with the OPI forecast method.

Pete Hassemer [00:23:03] Thank you. Are there questions to the maker of the motion for clarification?
Seeing no questions, I'll open the floor for discussion on the motion. And there are no hands for
discussion. I will call the question. All those in favor say "Aye".

Council [00:23:26] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:23:26] Opposed? Abstentions? The motion passes unanimously. Thank you Kyle.
I believe I'm going to look to Robin and ask if there is anything else we should be doing here.

Robin Ehlke [00:23:57] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I do believe that the two motions that the Council
has put forward covers the items that actually needed motions. We also have that South of Falcon topic,
and we heard a nod from WDFW that, yes, that was an improvement and it was, you know, kind of on
the line whether it was just a data change or full methodology review. So not to get ahead of the Council
but I do think that you've covered your work relative to adopting the two methods for change for
upcoming 2024 season.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:35] All right. I will look around the table then and see if there's general
agreement with that. We've completed our work agreement with the South of Falcon piece and also
note that we've heard about additional work doing on the OPI hatchery piece of that, that that's already
started to occur. So, anything else that we need to discuss here? And I'm not seeing anything so I believe
that will complete this and will close out this agenda item.
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4. Final 2024 Preseason Management Schedule and 2024 Management Framework for
California Chinook Fisheries

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] And I think that concludes now our public testimony so that will take us
into Council discussion and action. In a few seconds we will have what we need to do. Remember the
two parts there, confirm the Council staff hearing sites and intentions for additional hearings. So that's
just a head nod or agreement amongst the Council with what was proposed. And the overall schedule
and then adopting the framework would require a motion. So, with that I'm going to open it up for
discussion and look for any hands to initiate discussion on this.

John North [00:00:58] Mr. Vice-Chair. This is John North, Oregon Fish and Wildlife.
Pete Hassemer [00:01:02] Yes, John, go ahead. John will be followed by Corey Ridings. John.

John North [00:01:08] Yeah, just to get the hearing schedule out of the way. After talking things over
with the Oregon staff, you know, we are, we're willing to try an online public meeting on March 26th
of next year. Hopefully, that'll improve participation and representation by the agencies as
recommended by the Salmon Advisory Subpanel. I think there is still some interest out there for some
in-person meetings just so we can meet each other. Certainly, is support for a hybrid approach but I
don't believe that's currently an option, so we're willing to try that online on March 26th in Oregon.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:54] Thank you John. Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:01:58] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. This is actually a question for NMFS. We heard
some very compelling public testimony today about the value of taking a pause and bringing this back
possibly in March when we have our salmon folks here and have a little more chance for public input
and to think this over, and I just wanted to hear about whether that was possible and how that sort of
legally fits? I know there is something going on here with the buy-op, and I must confess I don't fully
understand that process. So, if that's not too much to ask, it'd be good to hear about that. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:02:41] Susan, would you like to respond?

Susan Bishop [00:02:43] Yes, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you, Miss Ridings, for the question.
We don't have a lot of time so we need to... if there is salmon fishing off the coast of California next
year, we know that it will take several listed species, one of which is California Coastal Chinook. In
order for the fisheries to proceed, we need to have a completed biological opinion to sign in order to
issue regulations for the fishery. Otherwise, the regulations can't go forward because we can't assert
that the regulations are consistent with all applicable law, including the Endangered Species Act. So,
we don't have a lot of time to do that. If we take this up in March then there is a lot of uncertainty. I
mean this is something for the Council to decide, but given the conversations that have happened and
the concern that have happened over the last several years with NMFS coming in with different levels
of guidance, there will be uncertainty coming into the Council with what is sufficient for NMFS. I have
to underscore that doing the same thing that we have been doing is not sufficient to pass that test. We
are open to other ideas. We have not heard other ideas. What we do have ahead of us in what we are
considering in the biological opinion are the actions we have taken that this Council has taken.
Everything that the Council has tried... that has not worked. The information that the STT has produced
about the contributing factors, which includes the high catch rates, particularly early in the season from
the troll fishery and the failure to get those under control, so there would need to be some action taken
to address that. We have, we do not see anything else, anything on the table that is proposed to do that
at this point. This approach, quite frankly, seems to provide more flexibility than what I'm hearing in
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terms of it requires landing limits, but how those are structured, it allows some flexibility over the
months to implement those. You know, quite frankly, we don't have another option that we see at this
point as viable, and that's about as bluntly as I can put that. Again, we don't have a lot of time unless
the fishery really is not going to happen next year and we know that going into it, otherwise, as you
know, things move very quickly. We want to make sure that people know what they are, what they can
expect to the degree we can provide that information. And we want to make sure that we have
everything in place to get those regulations in place in a very short turnaround time.

Pete Hassemer [00:05:46] Corey, follow-up.

Corey Ridings [00:05:48] Thank you, Susan, for that. Just a quick follow-up question on that. We
heard under some public testimony that not going fishing might be better than the alternative and that,
you know, we're not fishing this year. Numbers are low and, you know, we don't know yet what next
year will bring and we can be optimistic and hope it will bring some fishing, but best case scenario
we're probably not looking at a lot of fishing and that may bring financial hardship for a lot of the fleet.
If we were to wait till March, and I'm hearing you say that that's a problem and that we're going to have
to, you know, there's going to be reasons that the season might start later or something like that, is that
what would happen if we held this off to March and revisited this knowing that that would potentially
delay a potential fishing season, is that what would happen?

Pete Hassemer [00:06:46] Susan.

Susan Bishop [00:06:49] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you, Miss Riding, for the question.
Reminding that we actually have early season fishing starting so and in the 2023 regulations there are
fisheries that are tentatively planned for, I believe, it's March and April of, and potentially May, I'd
have to go back and look for the fishery, but they would occur before the new regulations would come
into place. This was something that we considered last year when we set those regulations in place as
well. So, without considering this at that time, because again we're talking about a biological opinion
being in place, that would make those fisheries problematic also. You know, again, I think that this
framework would be important to the alternatives. If this was an action this would be important for the
alternatives and that March would be a difficult place to do all of this at the same time and people trying
to craft alternatives around certainty. That's... those are only my thoughts. You know I would defer to
the management entities themselves that actually do that heavy lifting and need to figure out in a pretty
short time what they're going to do. I would also just comment on the use of the KRFC proxy. At this
point that is the best we have. You know, I share the concerns that were expressed by the members of
the public about how representative that might become over time, but right now the returns we have
coming back are from the fish that were in the system as it is now. Once the dams are fully out and the
returns from those fish start coming back, then we hopefully will have much better information on the
productivity and what the system will do that will inform our management going forward. You know
we... the Council has formed a KRFC Workgroup to do basically exactly that. And that information
would be used to inform these decisions for California Coastal Chinook, just like they will be for
California, or, sorry, for Klamath River fall Chinook themselves. But at this point we don't have any
better information on what will happen to that system to rely on.

Pete Hassemer [00:09:11] Thank you. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:09:15] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. And first of all, I want to say I hear, I appreciate
the concerns that have been raised during our public comment period here and I don't want to sound
callous to those. Having seen the results of this past season on Klamath harvest rates and knowing the
history of that and the efforts that have been made to try to approach the preseason in a more
conservative manner to keep us from going over the harvest rate limits, and the fact that those haven't
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worked, I think, leaves your managers in a predicament, a situation that they must make a significant
change in order to provide an opportunity for fishing in future years beginning in 2024. To be honest, I
applaud the management entities that have scrambled to look for a new management regime that can
be put in place in time for next year. And the only reason I'm really making any comments on this is
that I just want to share with you I come from an area off... | come from Washington. We're surrounded
by ESA and biological opinions and constraints in all of our fisheries inside, outside. And relative to
our commercial troll fishery, and several of you mentioned it in your public comment, we have managed
our fishery up there with a similar model, a little bit different, but basically harvest limits and trip that
are accompanied with trip limits and periods of opening and closures. And, you know, you're right, I
think one individual talked about how low they got and they got low as we got toward the end of our
harvest limits, they got very low. But we had a, you know.......to say that, to conclude that you can't be
successful, and maybe you're in a position where you can make that judgment now, but until you see
what those trip limits are it's hard for me to understand how you can come to that conclusion. And we
have a base of 50, 60 boats that have been participating under this regime year in and year out and have
been able to make it successful. And my comments may be falling on deaf ears or getting responses
that I probably don't want to hear, but I don't see that there's a choice here. And again, I applaud your
managers for stepping up and looking for something as an alternative here that can provide the level of
assurance that the terms of your biological opinion are going to be met and that you can be provided
the potential of a fishery into the future.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:18] Thank you Phil. Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:13:22] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thanks, Phil, for those comments. Kind of brings
things down to earth a little bit. I appreciate it. And thank you too, Corey, for your comments. Hearing
from fishermen I hear the concern here. I do for this issue of the management framework. And I do
realize that that was actually asked for a bit by industry last year when we were going into the season
that we weren't going to have that we needed to come up with something. I guess the thing that I'm
concerned about and hearing from fishermen, and correct me if I'm wrong, but this was not developed
in collaboration with the fishing fleet. And a lot of the tools... we may end up right at the same place,
but a lot of this stuff was built by trust and by collaboration, understanding, working through the
process, and it seems like we've had a while to do that since last year. But to me that's the voice I hear
that we heard today in testimony is that, yeah, they don't want trip limits but it might be what they're
thinking about trip limits could be not what they will be like Phil had talked about, and I just I find it
really problematic that the fleet wasn't brought forward with this and really had some collaboration in
understanding what works, what doesn't work and you work back and forth and you finally come up
with what does work. And it might be right where you're at, and I don't deny that that might, that this
tool would work, but it, I think, it could have some effects on the different entities for sure. So, to that
end it sure sounds from what I'm hearing, and I correct me if I'm wrong, we don't, returns aren't doing
so good right now from the preliminary things that I'm hearing from the fleet and from others, and it's
a good possibility you might not have a season next year. So, is there a rush to get this done right now?
And I guess that's one question. The other question is, Susan, you had, maybe I heard it wrong, but you
were saying this action is needed because it would affect other fisheries as well. And did you say that
or is this measure really going to affect the commercial opener of salmon if we don't have it in place
because we won't have management measures that are acceptable that could prevent what happened in
the past. Is that, am I getting that right?

Pete Hassemer [00:16:08] Susan.

Susan Bishop [00:16:09] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you, Mr. Dooley, for the question. I'm not
sure that I entirely understood the question. The framework is designed to apply to the troll fishery,
which is and again for, this does not preclude the states from taking other managers, from taking other
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actions, this is, you know what NMFS has focused on getting given the information that we have been
provided or that we have seen. And so that is what the framework is directed at. If there is a salmon
fishery, we need to......typically what we do is at the end of April the Council transmits the regulations
to us that the Council has adopted and we put those into regulation. We do that as a full package. And
s0, in order to approve that package, NMFS needs to be assured that that package is compliant with all
applicable law, which includes the ESA. And in this case, it would be difficult or we could not approve
those regulations if we could not attest to that, which would include the impacts to California Coastal
Chinook because it is a listed species. Does that, did I answer the question or...

Bob Dooley [00:17:26] I'm wondering this isn't going to affect, sorry through the Vice-Chair, this isn't
going to affect other fisheries, it's going to just affect that fishery and the ability to actually get it
underway if we don't have, or actually, you know, establish a quota or a season in if we don't do
something. But I thought I heard you say that if we don't do this it would affect other fisheries as well.

Susan Bishop [00:17:59] I may be missing. I'm sorry I apologize if I am not, if I'm dense here, but it
would affect the ability to put the ocean regulations for all salmon fishing in place. So, it would not
affect fisheries that are directed at other species like other non-salmon species for example, but it would
affect the salmon regulations that we would put in place for the salmon fisheries along the coast.

Bob Dooley [00:18:29] Thank you. I didn't get an answer to my first question. Maybe I didn't ask it
correctly. Was there consultation with the fleet? Were they fully aware of this before we came to the
table and before the start of the meeting?

Susan Bishop [00:18:45] I can't speak fully to that. There's a lot of things that happen when I'm not in
the room. In fact, there's probably more conversation that happens when NMFS isn't in the room. I have
been present in conversations with industry on this over the last year or so. Certainly, as you well know,
the industry is very active in this process so was involved in the conversations that we have had over
the last two years. Was aware of the request that NMFS made in its guidance letter last year that the
Council examine inseason or investigate inseason actions. Was part of or aware of the Council
discussion that we had last November when we talked about when CDF and W put several supplemental
reports out. It did not have the same level of detail certainly that these reports do, but several of the
conversations that [ have been involved in did have this type of detail in it. Request the discussion about
landing limits for example. The discussion that we would be looking at the preseason at a catch limit
based on the preseason estimates of Chinook catch. So those sort of umbrella elements of the proposal
were part of the conversation. I can say that it wasn't, there wasn't an enthusiastic embrace of that for
sure and that the folks that I was in the room with wasn't a huge amount of fishermen, but there were
the leaders, from what I know, that there were leaders of the industry there. And again, I can't speak to
the conversations that the managers may have had with their folks either. There may have been more
of those so I wouldn't, I won't speak to that.

Bob Dooley [00:20:45] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you Susan.
Pete Hassemer [00:20:47] Thank you. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:20:49] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I'll just add that on the state side we have
been fully transparent about our desire and intention to implement trip limits on this fishery because we
have exceeded our preseason projections quite substantially in recent years. We know about the overage
now in great detail on age four Klamath adult Chinook, but there are other overages that have been a
very significant concern in our state. We're in a situation right now where Klamath Fall Chinook
continue to be overfished. SAC Fall is on the brink after just rebuilding. We have had low stock
forecasts now for some time. And when we're at low abundance levels it's particularly important that
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we don't exceed our projected harvests. The ocean fisheries in recent years in total we've been coming
over, you know, two, threefold what we've projected the harvests to be. In the case of Sacramento Fall
Chinook we have failed to meet the minimum escapement goal in six out of the last eight years. Our,
excuse me, our harvest models have been overestimating the escapements. We've taken actions here
around the Council table to increase in the case of Sacramento fall, that conservation objective for a
number of years running in an effort to improve the escapement and provide some assurance that we'll
meet that minimum objective. That floor of 122,000 returning Sacramento adults. We've increased that
floor, you know, in 2022 we set it at 180 and what we got back was a small fraction of that. So, we've
got to do something. We have to do something for Coastal Chinook, and we need to find a tool that's
going to work to realign our management with regard to the ocean fishery so that we can ensure that
our escapement projections have a better chance of being realized. So, when it comes to state
discussions, these issues have been in front of our Fish and Game Commission. They've expressed
concerns about not achieving the projected escapements. What can we do? The models are broken. We
need a fix. And looking at the alternatives and what we can do right now to ensure that we can provide
fishing opportunity and yet do better to ensure that we provide adequate escapement and adequate
protections as required by ESA, this was the tool that we found had the most promise. And so, I just
want to appreciate the work that we've undertaken over the last year with National Marine Fisheries
Service to build a framework that does allow some continued opportunity. And I think Susan laid out
what we're looking at if we don't move forward at this time. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:51] Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:24:53] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. [ don't interpret the public comment as a request
to exceed, to have the harvest exceed the forecast because I don't think anyone would responsibly
suggest that. I think the issue really has to do is within the bounds where harvest can be allowed, and
within the framework that we have before us, can it be structured to allow the fishery to be prosecuted
in an efficient way? And I don't see why we wouldn't have that flexibility within the framework. But
the fundamental element of the framework is that we're going to keep a very close eye on the harvest
to make sure harvest does not exceed forecast, and I don't think anyone can responsibly object to that.

Pete Hassemer [00:25:51] Thank you. Butch Smith.

Butch Smith [00:25:56] Yeah, I too was very surprised by the public testimony. All or nothing. And I
come from a state that manages completely different so I don't mean to put my feelings on the state of
California how you manage, but I do know with as stocks get more constraining, you have to come up
with tools to allow fishermen to get back on the water. You know an example, if you had a 200 fish trip
limit times 7.50 a pound for a week, that's a 15,000 dollar bill. I didn't tie for 15,000 dollars a week. I
didn't tie for 750 a week but that's me. And change, you know, change is hard. You know, once in
Washington we started fishing in April and we quit November 15th and we counted the fish afterwards.
We don't do that anymore and we have to do various things to keep our coastal communities open, keep
the infrastructure open, keep the marine stores open, the mechanics, all that has to be considered. Now,
the way I read this proposal it doesn't say that you have to fish for a certain number if it gets so low,
you could choose to close the season just like they are saying, but at some point that tool, whether it
passes here or not, or whether they vote on it today or not, is there for when it becomes appropriate
when the number becomes big enough where a person could go out and maybe not make the living that
they once did. You know, I've heard numbers of fish landed in California of 400 fish, you know, that's
pretty good. But, you know, you at some point, you know, sitting, we'll just sit on the beach. That gets
pretty old because then it doesn't become a disaster anymore. I mean that's your choice and does the
government keep paying you to sit on the beach? I know our fishermen have fished for a lot less than
that but they've gone to self-marketing. So instead of making that 7.50 a pound, they're making the 15
and 20 dollars a pound. And so, there's lots of things that we've had to change. I'm not saying California
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has to do that or should do that. I just use an example of what goes on in Washington. But I hear what
the guys say and I feel for them but I'm also wondering if they really know what they're saying because
without tools to get you back on the water it could be a lot of long, cold winters or I guess get into a
new profession and I don't want to see anybody leave this profession. It's a profession that I love,
fishing, I'm not on the commercial side but they're my brothers. And so, I just wanted to throw that out
there that like Susan said, Miss Bishop said, if we, you know, don't have these tools for March and, you
know, we miss an opportunity that might be appropriate to go fishing or not, then we can make that
decision, but if we don't apparently we can't make that decision. Come March they'll sit on the dock no
matter how good or how bad. I just want to throw that out there. I just... I think it's always good to have
tools in the toolbox to be able to fish or not. So, thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:30:01] Thank you. Looking around. Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:00:00] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thanks for this conversation. It's helpful to hear
from people in other states and what they're thinking and how it's going. This is a question for Susan,
if I may. Susan, I'm being the dense one here, but this is a little bit of a follow-up to the question I
started a while ago and Bob brought forward. But I'm trying to get my head around, you know, this is
a framework for California troll, but you said that this would impact the whole coast. And so, I'm, I
want to just be clear here. You know, my intent would be if we delayed it, it would be for the California
troll fleet. It would be to make sure we're doing it right. It would be delay. You know, that would be
the idea, not a permanent keep on the beach to the point Butch just made. We're just making sure we're
doing it right. So, I just want to be crystal clear, you know, if we were to do that would it impact salmon
fisheries for the tribes, for Oregon, for Washington, or for recreational salmon fishers in California?

Pete Hassemer [00:01:07] Susan, go ahead.

Susan Bishop [00:01:11] This would be, this is a question I'd have to talk about with my legal folks.
Typically, what we, we have a very short turnaround once the Council meets in April to get the
regulations back to headquarters and get those in place for... and we do that coastwide. We do not
typically pick out specific fisheries out of that mix, largely because the negotiations, and again, I'm
getting, I'm maybe overshooting my SKEEs here, but there's often intersector negotiations that happen
within the different fisheries. So, there may be, you know, commercial and recreational discussions that
happen in terms of how to split up impacts. There may be discussions between Oregon and California
that happen that overlap with effects on Klamath Chinook and Sacramento. And so, the regulations that
we typically promulgate reflect a range of fisheries. So, at this point I don't know how we would pick
out specific sectors from those other than making the decision that those sectors will not go fishing for
the year. There may be, you know, again, further consultation that's needed but given the way that the
process typically works, at least that I'm familiar with, that is the way that we would need to do it for
the troll fishery, which I know would be very difficult if the fish showed up and everybody else is
fishing and they're on the beach. So, I just want to kind of I guess put that out there. The other thing I'd
like to say, which I'm going to use you as an opportunity to make this, it's not directly related to the
question that you asked, but this is not a set it and forget it forever in your life. And so, this is a
framework that we think will work for the long term. If there is a better mousetrap that's brought
forward, then we can consider that and we can reinitiate consultation and we can look at it. You know
if you look at other parts of the coast, we have the conversation about OPIT for example. There are
conversations ongoing continually about how do we improve our models, how do we find better ways
of doing things, how do we fish more effectively with different kinds of gear? Those conversations go
on consistently and ongoing among the managers and with NMFS throughout the whole process. And
when we find something that needs to be adjusted or new information that we need to take into account,
we have processes that allow us to do that both through the Council process and allow through and
through NMFSs ability to consult. So, I think everyone around the table knows this. They've been
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through it, but I just didn't want people to forget about that.
Pete Hassemer [00:04:05] Thank you. Sharon Kiefer.

Sharon Kiefer [00:04:09] Thank you Mr. Chairman. So, I'm recognizing the public comment that we
heard over and over again that the management measures were not economically viable. If we proceed,
and I'm just curious, at the end of the day say if we achieved the desired result will you be able to parse
out whether that was because the measures were the right measures or because if it's not economically
viable for the fleet, that participation was so reduced that the measures did indeed work. So, effort went
down. If effort goes down significantly because if indeed it's not viable for much of the fleet, so as a
result of the management measures actually working or the fact that really you've reduced effort so low
that the measures were successful. Will you be able to measure that?

Pete Hassemer [00:05:14] Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:05:17] I'll give this a go. Let me start by saying that the California commercial
troll fleet has over a thousand permitted vessels. And when we're at low stock abundance there's not a
lot of fish to go around. So, one thing that is deeply important to our preseason process is the building
of our annual fishery review document where the STT spends a week building us a several hundred
page document that evaluates the prior year fishery, including the number of participating vessels, the
catch by those vessels, the value of those landings and the contribution to the coastal community of that
fishery product in the marketplace. So that analysis will continue to be done by our STT. I think that
we are in a situation here now talk about California normal. What is California normal anymore? We've
experienced decades of drought now and low abundance and difficulties with water. And, you know,
we're hopeful for the future and I think, you know, one thing to keep in mind is that this framework is
adaptive. The intention is that when abundance and forecasts are higher, we're going to, the models
were to predict that catches can go higher. And I just encourage our commenters to keep that in mind
that right now everyone is definitely visualizing this state of despair that we're in due to low stock
abundance, but the future may look quite differently or we hope it does. So, I don't know if that answers
your question but that's best I can do.

Pete Hassemer [00:07:38] All right, thank you. And I see Butch, but Marci you had your hand up I
thought? Just in response. All right. Was there a hand to my left?

Butch Smith [00:07:50] Yeah.
Pete Hassemer [00:07:51] Butch Smith.

Butch Smith [00:07:51] Just two more comments because I know I've overstepped my time. Two
comments per customer. Well, that's, I think that's the thing, Marci, I think I hear. You know I just want
to say that I totally respect the California troll industry for what they did in stepping forward when it
was time to say we need to sit on the beach. You just, you know, fishermen are sometimes brushed with
a different stroke and you got to give admiration. I've been in that same spot and that's hard to do when
you're looking at a family to feed in your community, so total kudos to the California troll industry.
But, you know, when you do sit on the beach, you're sitting on the beach for a reason that someday you
can get back on the water, and will that look like when you've done your conservation, will that look
somewhere, you know, to what's considered normal before this issue? And I think they would want to
know that if, you know, is this a stop gap time in history to get the fish back rebounded and then
hopefully when that happens, when they got lots of water, when you got lots of fish coming back, you
know, what will be more to what California's used to fishing, I think that's number one. And I just want
to say I know the, you know, the Council, we've got some financial, I won't say hardships, but financial

Council Meeting Transcript Page 63 of 184
November 2023 (274" Meeting)



things that we got to a mind right now but I think this is a perfect reason why we should have had the
SAS at least somewhat here for a day or two to ask these questions to vet these ideas. You know every
once in awhile we do have the SAS come to the normal meetings and this is a pretty, pretty big issue
and just not trying to armchair quarterback, but I certainly would have liked to talk to George, you
know, and the guys and kind of vet these ideas, kind of talk about their fears so we could go have a
back and forth. Right now, it's just a, you know, it's just a call in and testifying so, just a note that we
might have been better off having some of the SAS here to talk to, but I'm not blaming anybody. I mean,
you know, we're doing what we're trying to do but this is a pretty big issue. So anyway, I think what
I'm hearing in their voices more than anything coming from that position, will we be stuck here forever
or when we do the hardship, the pain that we have to do, will there be a prize at the end, meaning can
we go fishing like somewhat what we did in the, you know normal, under normal circumstances? So
anyway, thank you and I've lost my two comments so...

Pete Hassemer [00:10:51] Thanks Butch. Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:10:54] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you Butch. Very good comments. And I
guess, you know, what I interpret from today is the fear of the unknown. What I heard from Marci a
little bit ago what meant something to me is that this is a framework, and I heard from Marc too. It's a
framework that it's another tool in the toolbox and I don't think that what I heard from the fleet here
today or from our fishermen wasn't that it was a tool, that it was a mandate and it was going to be
implemented, imposed on them without any ability to talk about it. And I'm not hearing that now. I'm
hearing that this is just another tool in the toolbox and just like they were involved in the... they...
meaning the SAS and the industry, involved in setting the openers and closers we've had in the past,
they would too be involved with these tools as it goes forward to find out which one works the best and
ultimately decide where that work, what controls are controlling their fishery. And I think that to me
gives a little comfort that it's not that, and if I'm wrong then I have concern. That if it's going to be just,
okay you said all you're going to say, you know, during our March and April, and by the way we're
going to put this season limit and this trip limit over and above that without any consultation with the
fleet or any advice. And I think that's what I heard today. That's what I felt. And I think this is an open
process and transparent process. And I think there's a fear that that was being taken away. And I think
we heard, the fleet came forward last year and I thought they stood up. They really did. I mean they're
the ones that said, ‘hey we got to stop this’, and they requested this. But I get the feeling that they think
it's out of their hands now. And so, I'm not hearing that now, maybe I'm wrong. If I'm wrong let me
know. But I would support this management framework as another tool in the toolbox. That one more
thing that we can do to make sure we stay within that 16 percent, so that's the way I see it. So, thank
you.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:14] Thank you. All right we've had a lot of discussion. I don't want to close that
out. That's why we're here to thoroughly deliberate on this, but we do have these three items before us.
Our discussion was focused on number 3 so far so I'd like to focus on that right now. Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:13:37] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I am ready with a motion if it's your
pleasure?

Pete Hassemer [00:13:41] Please go ahead.

Marci Yaremko [00:13:43] Thank you. I move that the Council adopt the framework to achieve
conservation objectives for California stocks of Chinook salmon as described beginning on Page 3 of
Agenda Item D.4.a, Supplemental NMFS Report 1, November 2023, and in Agenda Item D.4.a,
Supplemental NMFS/CDFW Presentation 1. Using the draft regulatory language for the framework
shown in Agenda Item D.4.a, Supplemental NMFS Report 2, November 2023, request that Council
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staff work with NMFS to finalize the regulatory language for transmittal in Section 660.405, prohibition
section, including the additional language requested by NMFS regarding possession and the additions
proposed for Section 660.410 Conservation objectives, ACLs and de minimis control rules.

Pete Hassemer [00:14:48] Thank you Marci. That language looks accurate and complete. Is that
correct?

Marci Yaremko [00:14:53] Yes, it is.

Pete Hassemer [00:14:55] Thank you. Is there a second? Seconded by Marc Gorelnik. Please speak to
your motion.

Marci Yaremko [00:15:03] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I think we had quite a bit of discussion. I'll
just hit a couple of highlights that the management measures will be designed to comply with the coastal
Chinook salmon conservation objective of the Klamath River fall Chinook age four ocean harvest rate
not to exceed 16 percent, consistent with table 3-1 of the salmon FMP. That conservation objective will
be the basis for the preseason modeling and postseason assessment, and the Council and NMFS may in
addition apply a buffer to that harvest rate based on recent performance of the harvest control rule. In
terms of mechanics, managers will use the Klamath ocean harvest model and the Sacramento harvest
model to project the all stock harvest of Chinook, adhering to the conservation objective for Coastal
Chinook. That preseason all stock harvest projection will serve as the overall harvest limit and will be
the basis for developing landing and possession limits for the commercial troll fisheries. Landing and
possession limits will be developed based on the preseason projected all stock harvest and the projected
effort. Landing and possession limits will be implemented on a weekly basis and will be determined
through the preseason Council process for each month. Defined periods for the landing and possession
limits will be established. A shorter period may be used, such as a five day period to compress the
landings into a shorter timeframe to allow for a reporting and accounting of catch. Additional
management measures needed to support the framework will include provisions requiring submission
of electric, electronic, sorry, fish tickets within 24 hours of landing to CDFW, and that's consistent with
a number of our other federally managed commercial fisheries with a 24 hour E-tix reporting
requirement. Tickets would be required to be submitted in accordance with the requirements of the state
of California. Catch triggers such as the percentage of that allowable harvest would be established
during the preseason process to identify when inseason action would be considered to ensure that
allowable harvest level is not exceeded. We touched on the two year requirement that would apply for
inseason actions to only adjust trip limits downward to further restrict harvest downward or closure if
necessary if the fishery harvest approached that allowable harvest projection. Performance of the
framework, of course, will be assessed postseason and incorporated into, the performance measures
will be incorporated into the management decisions for the following year. We talked about the need
for inseason management obviously for California Coastal Chinooks required by this, by the action
we're taking today, but also the series of events in California's fisheries over the last few years. The
reinitiation of the buy-op served as the catalyst, but it does in our estimation, this measure should
address a number of other issues facing management of California's other stocks, particularly
Sacramento fall Chinook. Just want to reiterate a little on the trial and error that we've been through
over the past several years before getting to this point. This is a... we realize this is not the favored
choice by industry. I'm thinking back a few summers ago where the Council directed Michael O'Farrell
to get back to work and see what he could do to make adjustments and apply different base periods in
that Klamath ocean harvest model to see how we might do better to forecast effort and catch. I think
we've really asked our modelers to step up and do an awful lot of extra work to try to solve this problem
in some other way. Then we turned to the buffering concept which similarly wasn't met with success,
and I firmly believe that we are out of options. We had hoped that...well, so a few more notes on
coastwide inseason management being new to California. The concept of trip limit management is not
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new to Council managed salmon fisheries. We heard quite a bit about that. We're aware of their routine
use in Washington's fisheries as well as Oregon's. I'd also highlight that in the California KMZ trip
limits and quotas are a very common element of our management in the California KMZ, so it's not
new everywhere in California. We've also in certain years, certain areas where we've had concerns
about fisheries catching far more than projections we've implemented quotas and trip limits on a time-
and-area basis at select times in our past. So, the tool, while it will be new in terms of being used
comprehensively in California, is not new in many ways. We feel confident that this approach will
allow us to achieve the objectives both for Coastal Chinook and hopefully aid us with our other
objectives on Sacramento fall as well. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:21:53] Thank you Marci. Are there questions to the maker of the motion for
clarification? Not seeing any questions, discussion on the motion? Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:22:14] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thank you, Marci, for putting this forward. I'm
just going to share some thoughts here. I will not be voting for this motion but I do feel I really need to
explain myself here. I feel this way in recognition of the good work that has gone on, not because of it.
It is very clear that CDF and W and NMFS and their staff put a lot into this and there are, as stated
earlier today and in the briefing book and materials, there is an incredibly real conservation need. And
this Council has worked for years to try to get there and we have failed in that. So, I see that and where
I am today is in recognition of that good work and those needs, not in spite of it or because of it. [ don't
disagree with anything that was said today. It all made sense to me. Thanks again to people from other
states who shared their experience on this, that's helpful. I'm going with the assumption what I heard
Susan say, which is that pulling out this sector would be very difficult but that it's likely possible. So,
I'm going with the assumption that this would not impact the tribes, other states, or the recreational
sector. I want to acknowledge that I could be misunderstanding something here in the big picture, but
from what [ have in front of me, delaying by one meeting to engage the fleet towards a better framework
is something that's important for a fleet that isn't even able to fish right now so I think it matters. I think
there's a good chance we might end up exactly right here in March, but we'll have more input and more
public participation and I think even the process and the possibility of improvement, even if it's small,
might be worth it for this fleet. So, thanks.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:24] Thank you. Further discussion on the motion? Not seeing any hands, I will
go ahead and call the question. All those in favor say "Aye".

Council [00:24:39] Aye.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:39] Opposed?

Corey Ridings [00:24:46] No.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:48] Abstentions?

Bob Dooley [00:24:50] Two no's. I'll say no.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:53] We've had two no's.

Sharon Kiefer [00:24:56] One abstention.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:57] Abstentions noted. That concludes it. The motion passes with Corey

Ridings, Bob Dooley voting no. Sharon Kiefer abstaining. So, thank you Marci. Okay, with that well
we finished that up. We've adopted the management framework. There is still the task we did here.
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Reminder from John North very early in the discussion, ODFW supported the online meeting to be held
in March. I'd look to the other states and around the room for any confirmation or approval of the
proposed schedule, confirmation about the hearing sites and the state intentions. And, Kyle Adicks, |
see your hand up.

Kyle Adicks [00:26:13] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I'll just say that I support the plan to have an in-
person hearing in Westport, Washington on Monday, March 25th, and let the Council know as usual
WDFW will be working on our schedule for public engagement through our North of Falcon process
to plan the salmon fisheries around the rest of Washington State, as well as our usual co-manager
processes. So, a whole bunch of other meetings that we'll be scheduling that will coincide with the
March and April Council schedule.

Pete Hassemer [00:26:45] All right, thank you. So, I've heard Oregon's support. Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:26:53] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. California supports the proposed hearing
schedule, including the in-person meeting scheduled for Santa Rosa. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:27:03] All right. Thank you. So, with those approvals of locations and meetings
I'm going to turn to Robin to see what other work we need to do here or have we covered it all?

Robin Ehlke [00:27:21] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. You have covered all your work under this agenda
item. We have a plan for salmon public hearings come March in all three states, and we've adopted the
management framework for those California Coastal Chinook that will come up in our 2024 preseason
management salmon schedule.

Pete Hassemer [00:27:41] All right, thank you. With that I want to thank everybody for their patience,
their deliberation on this and the public also for engaging. With that, that'll close out this agenda item
and I'm going to pass the gavel back to our Chair.
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5. Klamath River Fall Chinook Workgroup Progress Report

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] That completes our public testimony and will take us into Council action,
which on this item is discussion and guidance. I will look around and see if there are any hands for any
discussion here? Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:00:20] Thank you Vice-Chair. I just wanted to note a news article came to my
attention yesterday that Copco number 2, that dam is completely out now. The other three dams will
come out next year.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:35] All right. Thank you for that update. Further discussion? The Workgroup
report was just their organizing their activities. Good to see that's underway. And if there is no other
discussion then I'm going to turn to Robin and ask, is there anything else we need to do?

Robin Ehlke [00:00:58] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. You've heard from the Workgroup. They'll
continue their work. They'll touch base again in the spring, but other than that, yes, you've completed
your report and good luck on groundfish today.

Pete Hassemer [00:01:11] All right. Thank you Robin. That will close out this agenda item.
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E. Groundfish Management

1. National Marine Fisheries Service Report

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] That concludes our public comment and our reports and will take us to
Council action. We'll wait for that to come up on the screen but I'm sure you know what it is, simply a
discussion and any guidance as appropriate. So, I'll look around if there are any hands to initiate the
discussion. Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:00:33] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I just want to speak to the two reports we have
in our materials surrounding the halibut bycatch in U.S. West Coast fisheries. I'm just, based on the
exchange I had with Dr. Russell I would be very interested in seeing a bit of reformatting of that report,
make it a little more user-friendly. I appreciate that the primary purpose of the report is to estimate
discards to confirm our estimate of the set-aside and the IBQ that is issued each year in the Catch Share
Program, but we have not done a comprehensive look lately at that set-aside or the estimates of discard.
There's been a lot that's changed since the IQ Program was put into place, and while the monitoring of
IBQ and its effectiveness in keeping bycatch to a minimum, we just may want to take a look at that set-
aside at some point in the future in light of other changes in the stock abundance of Pacific halibut.
Additionally, with regard to the report, I think there is a lot we might learn taking a deeper dive at this
report and maybe having the information presented to us in a little different way. With the increased
scrutiny that we have on our nearshore fisheries, you notice there was an uptick this year in the
nearshore fishery bycatch of halibut. Taking a closer look at the regional data that might be available
to us from this report might be insightful. Just, you know, noting that California it looks like had the
highest nearshore discard ever in the time series. If I'm reading that spreadsheet correctly. It just might
be indicative of trends that we might want to be considering in light of our discussions about climate
ready fisheries and needs to adapt to changing trends and distributions. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:09] Thank you Marci. Further discussion? Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:03:16] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. I just wanted to extend my thanks to National
Marine Fisheries Service, Craig and his folks, for following through on their commitment to have an
open and transparent process in terms of revising the trawl survey methods and including industry and
having that dialogue as we go along. There was obviously a lot of concern expressed by industry and
others, managers, when we learned about the efforts to try to combine these two surveys into one and
they really stepped up and worked with us and listened to the industry folks and the people who know
a lot about gear and gear types and so I just wanted to express that appreciation to them for that.

Pete Hassemer [00:04:16] Thank you Phil. Bob Dooley.

Bob Dooley [00:04:21] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Yeah, following up on Phil's comments there. [ was
very pleased to hear that the particular vendor that was selected, very knowledgeable, very good and
both parties there are very knowledgeable. And I hope when the, understanding there's limited bunk
space, but this is for a sea trial in the winter to test this gear and understand how it works and it's
working to design and very important to have fishermen input, and I trust the Ocean Gold people, the
representative from there. And the net designers in my opinion are probably the best on the coast. And
I think we should, if there's a shortage of bunk space that they should be the last to be eliminated. Those
two people need to be on that vessel to help them should it not be performing because they have the
intimate knowledge of how to adjust things and make the adjustments to make it perform to design, and
that's critically important. So, I'm heartened to hear that that is in the process but I just wanted to add
some comments to that. So, thank you so much.
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Pete Hassemer [00:05:39] Thank you Bob. Further discussion? Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:05:46] Thank you Vice-Chair. I'm just going to have some thoughts on the Take
Reduction Team and appreciation for the GAP for discussing that during their meeting. And I also want
to thank the Protected Resources Division for getting the Federal Register Notice out. It was something
that we were hoping we could talk about at the Council meeting so we're really, I appreciate having the
opportunity for the discussion and being able to hear from the advisory bodies and the public on what
that might look like. One of the things, and this is where I was hoping that Dan would still be on the
line, is in the GAP report their input on meeting in person and the idea around alternatives or meeting
remotely was a question that I also had, and so maybe I wasn't sure if that Take Reduction Team would
only meet in person or only meet virtually? So, any input on that I think would be really helpful as we
think about that membership, what that might look like. And I know we're two years out from having a
first meeting but if there's any input on that I'd appreciate it.

Pete Hassemer [00:07:12] Thank you Heather. And I see Dan Lawson is online so if you have a
question directly you want to pose to him?

Heather Hall [00:07:21] Thank you. Dan, will that Take Reduction Team be meeting in person or
virtually?

Dan Lawson [00:07:27] Hi. Good morning, Heather.
Heather Hall [00:07:29] Good morning, Dan.

Dan Lawson [00:07:29] My understanding is that Take Reduction Teams have always met in person.
You know, I don't want to preclude the possibility of alternative participation but I mean I think I would
approach this with an expectation that Take Reduction Team meetings will be in person. That what I
expect to happen. Again, [ won't completely rule it out otherwise but that's my expectation.

Heather Hall [00:07:58] Okay. Thank you Dan. If I may ask another question?
Pete Hassemer [00:08:05] Please go ahead.
Heather Hall [00:08:06] Okay. How frequently does the Take Reduction Team meet? Do you know?

Dan Lawson [00:08:13] Yes, well... so I think when the team initially convenes that's going to be a
very intensive period. You know there's a six month, you know, sort of deadline for the team to generate
those recommendations for the Take Reduction Plan, so it is highly likely there will be a series of
meetings over that six months. You know, will that be three, four, five? You know there'll be as many
as needed within that six month period. You know after that, you know, that's when it's going to be,
you know, highly variable in terms of how often the team reconvenes to assess progress, potentially
consider additional recommendations and so, yeah, that's harder to predict. But, yes, this initial period
will be several meetings at least during that, you know, six months following when the team is
convened.

Heather Hall [00:09:12] Thank you. That's helpful. And that triggered another question on the timeline.
Dan, you mentioned six months. Is it a six month timeline if it's just the fixed-gear sablefish pot fishery
that's included in the Take Reduction Team?

Dan Lawson [00:09:30] Oh yes, thank you. An excellent clarifying question. The six month timeline
is to generate a Take Reduction Plan that will get mortality and serious injury below PBR, Potential
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Biological Removal, you know, which is a marine mammal stock assessment concept. So depending
on where the, what the scope of the Take Reduction Team is, you know, if it is on the sablefish pot
fishery it's possible that in fact that deadline will, or that goal, that criteria will already be in place and
then in which case, you know, I think it's perhaps.....gosh I don't want to misquote here but there's a
different timeline, I think it's, you know, within eleven months. Just trying to check some notes to see
if  have anything specific on what the deadline would be in terms of delivering that reduction plan. It's
certainly less, [ mean it's more time than the initial six months and I just don't know that I can give you
a definitive time period that it is today. But there would be more time if the short term goal is already
being met, you know, as the TRT sits and convenes for the first time.

Heather Hall [00:10:56] Okay. Thank you Dan. I think I understand.

Pete Hassemer [00:11:03] All right. Thank you. And excuse me, Marc, before I turn to you, a point of
clarification. I've heard references to the first meeting of the team being two years out, that it would
occur then. My understanding, and maybe NMFS can clarify, is that the first meeting has to occur
before a date, the date in November 2025, I think, meaning it could be any time between now and that
date. It's not scheduled to occur. The first meeting is not going to occur in November 2025, is that
correct?

Dan Lawson [00:11:46] Yes sir. That is absolutely correct. It could convene prior to that. Our
commitment is to convene before that deadline.

Pete Hassemer [00:11:57] All right, thank you. Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:11:58] I think with two years to get something on the calendar we should be able
to do that. I wanted to turn to the GAP report and there are a couple of points there on the Take
Reduction Team. One had to do with membership, and we'll take that up I guess under C.7. And the
other has to do with the scope of the Take Reduction Team. And the GAP recommends that it be kept
to the sablefish pot fishery. And I probed that a little bit and I think now I agree with that. I took a look
at the Federal Register, it only mentions that, it's the only fishery mentioned by name. It indicates that
it may be expanded to other fisheries but I think that unless and until there's a specific identification,
there's no reason to expand the scope of the Take Reduction Team beyond the sablefish pot fishery.

Pete Hassemer [00:12:59] All right, thank you. Lynn Mattes.

Lynn Mattes [00:13:04] Thank you Vice-Chair. I had a question and then a question you just asked
triggered a thought. With the first meeting of the TRT saying it could be at any time, does that start the
six month or the eleven month clock? So, if we start the TRT early are we also starting the clock early
or is that, can that be a like a planning or a pre-meeting? And then I have a different question on a
different topic.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:34] All right.

Dan Lawson [00:13:36] Oh, yep, good morning. And ,yes, if... when the team convenes that will start
the clock. So, yes, should it convene earlier, yeah, the six month clock will start with that.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:50] Follow-up then Lynn?

Lynn Mattes [00:13:52] Thank you. That was very helpful. It's a question on a different topic within
the TRT. What is the geographic scope being proposed? My reading was that it was just the three U.S.
West Coast states, but in some discussions yesterday I heard that Alaska was being included. I think
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that could be a whole different conversation if we're talking about just off the West Coast or if we're
including Alaska in the discussion.

Pete Hassemer [00:14:28] Either Dan...

Dan Lawson [00:14:28] If that question is for me, [ mean I think, you know, there is no geographic
scope that has been proposed in terms of the Take Reduction Team. The only thing that has been
proposed, for lack of better words, is that, you know, the sablefish pot fishery will be included. You
know the scoping activity is to seek additional input on what that scope could be but, you know, NMFS
has not proposed any additional scope beyond what's been committed to for this sablefish pot fishery.

Pete Hassemer [00:15:07] Thank you. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:15:11] Yes, thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. Miss Mattes, just in regards to your
reference to the Alaska geography question. Of course the FRN is fairly broad. As we've just heard
there was some chatter, I guess, about whether and to what degree this might entail a Take Reduction
Team that includes membership from Alaska? And I mean I'm not the person to make the decision of
course, but [ am in touch frequently with my ED counterparts and conversations with Mr. Witherell. In
the North Pacific there's been no discussion of that happening in the North Pacific. He was surprised
by my question. So, at this point, you know, I don't make that determination and who should be on the
TRT, but maybe that addresses your point.

Pete Hassemer [00:16:04] Thank you. Phil Anderson.

Phil Anderson [00:16:07] Yeah, I and I think Dani Evenson both had follow-up conversations with
Ryan Wulff following our conversation yesterday and he clarified that this would only pertain to the
West Coast, not Alaska.

Pete Hassemer [00:16:25] Thank you. Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:16:32] Thank you. And just in terms of that, [ know providing input and guidance to
NMEFS on this is challenging without an understanding of the scope. And I know that changes kind of
to my question earlier about how long the team would have to come up with a plan and it's maybe it's
six months if to get under PBR or eleven months, depending if it's just sablefish fishery and that then
could influence the number of meetings that are needed. So, I think I'm just expressing a bit of a
challenge without having a full understanding of the scope and recognizing NMFS is saying, please tell
us your thoughts here. So, it's important to also maybe say that we hope that the scope is just specific
to the West Coast. I don't know if we need to do that following what Mr. Anderson just said, but it
might be important to include that relative to the PBR question. I'm not sure, just given the little bit of
take that the sablefish pot fishery has, is responsible for. How do you get take below PBR if you're just
addressing the sablefish pot fishery? But, so those are just comments not a question. Thanks.

Pete Hassemer [00:18:18] All right, thank you Heather. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:18:24| Thanks Mr. Vice-Chairman. And Miss Hall, I think some of your
comments are leading to some thoughts I have and some conversations that several of us have had just
about the process for moving forward here. And of course, we don't have a good sense of the Council
about what exactly we're being asked to do and how to address best way in as you just outlined. And
all of that tells me something about the process we should use, hopefully, in close contact with Dan
Lawson and others at PRD. There's another factor at play here and that is an agenda item that we'll be
tackling between now and June, the fixed-gear marking which may have some bearing then on this
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Take Reduction Team and the actions that we're asking, that are being asked of that TRT. So perhaps
as a member, as a note of process, we could make some suggestions about timing to PRD. So, no earlier
than June presumably that we would want to get started because that item on the gear marking would
have some bearing and then at least between now and then we could continue to formulate some
thoughts about how best to weigh-in with PRD. So that's some thinking I have about how to move
forward on this and maybe that's helpful.

Pete Hassemer [00:19:45] Thank you. So, as we go through just a reminder, the Federal Register
Notice it's open for comment now so I've heard thoughts about scope, whether it's geographic scope or
the fisheries involved, the timing of the first meeting and aligning it with other things, so I want to know
the Council's desire here on providing comment relative to that because the comment period is open
now and if there's any agreement on what that should be? And Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:20:37] Thank you. This is following off on Director Burden’s last comments too, but
maybe it would be helpful to send a letter and if it could just be as simple as, you know, saying we have
some questions and some uncertainty about scope. We know that, understand that NMFS will be
making decisions on these and we would just appreciate the opportunity to coordinate with NMFS, you
know, on who's on the team and follow-up, you know, very broadly high level our interest in having
that, really lines of communications remain open as this process becomes more clear.

Pete Hassemer [00:21:27] Thank you Heather. So maybe at this point I'll ask Executive Burden here
to summarize what he's heard. What could go in this letter relative to what we just heard from Heather
and others around the table and see if there's agreement on that or modification. So Executive Director
Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:21:54] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. At the risk of playing hot potato here, I
think a letter would be fine. Miss Hall, could I ask you to summarize the points that you would envision
in the letter, and such a letter please?

Heather Hall [00:22:11] Yeah, the primary point is we have a... we don't have certainty on the scope.
We do know that the Council wants to be involved and that stakeholder representation on the Take
Reduction Team is critically important and that it, it be reflective of the scope, and that to facilitate that,
we, the Council, would want to have open communication with NMFS when there's more clarity on the
scope.

Pete Hassemer [00:22:56] Mark Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:22:57] Thank you Vice-Chair. I'm not sure what's meant by more clarity on the
scope, and per the same scope that I referred to in my earlier comment that is, you know, confining the
scope, at least at the start, to what's in the Federal Register Notice, which is the sablefish pot fishery. I
think that my preference is that we express that in our communication.

Pete Hassemer [00:23:26] Heather Hall.

Heather Hall [00:23:28] Thank you. I think that's a good comment. [ appreciate that and didn't mean
to suggest it be different. But I also understand that NMFS will make the decision on the scope and so
then with that, if the scope is different, than we would really want to have more conversations.

Pete Hassemer [00:23:53] Todd Phillips.

Todd Phillips [00:23:54] Yes, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I have a question for Miss Hall. Miss Hall
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there is the matter that was brought up in the GAP report about remote meetings. Do you wish in the
letter to bring that subject up about where? When? That sort of thing. Thank you.

Heather Hall [00:24:12] Thank you Todd. I think that's an important point to bring up. I know we've
heard a lot about that just in terms of how our advisory bodies engage throughout the Council
efficiencies process. It's a trade-off I understand between being together and developing really
challenging approaches to managing. Entanglement issues and being at the table is important but I hope
there's flexibility in that and maybe our letter could just speak to some openness for flexible
engagement.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:57] Great. Thank you. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:24:58] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. With regard to remote meetings, I don't
know that I'm comfortable commenting on that not knowing the membership of the group. And not,
you know, they aren't likely to know each other or may not know each other. So, I think I was
comfortable with Dan Lawson's response. I appreciate the need for flexibility, especially in changing
times and circumstances and less certainty maybe than we've had in the past with the ability to conduct
in-person meetings, but I'm comfortable not speaking to that in the letter. But really my... my question
is for you Mr. Vice-Chair, or perhaps ED Burden, is there a plan for a quick response review process
on this letter or what was the thinking on how this letter would be reviewed by the Council?

Pete Hassemer [00:26:11] My assumption would be it would be a quick response if that's what the
Council desired. I mean there's two pathways because their next meeting is March and the Federal
Register, the comment period would close, so it's either the leadership team review that and send it or
it get reviewed by the full Council through the quick response and anything other than that.

Merrick Burden [00:26:43] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. Happy to use the QR process. |
would just say though that for the QR process to work well we should all be on the same page about
what that letter should contain. That process really isn't very good at iterating. And so, I think we're
getting there but there are I think there's just a little bit more discussion to have to make sure we're on
the same page before we draft the QR letter.

Pete Hassemer [00:27:14] And Chair Pettinger.

Brad Pettinger [00:27:16] Yeah, it seems to me that outside of the kind of names, the kind of sectors
and organizations and governmental bodies it should be included, but it's pretty ambiguous as far as
how many people are we talking? How many slots are they looking for? And which slots that they
would like have comment that should be filled? It'd be nice if they could bounce something off us as
far as what they're thinking about so we have something to respond to. Otherwise, it's kind of mushy
right now outside of just a description of who they'd like to propagate that committee. So, I'd like to
see, you know, is it going to be ten, twelve? And which, you know, I'm sure they certainly have people
that they're going to appoint. And which seats do they want us to have to comment on it would be nice
to know. And maybe we comment, when we see what they send us we could maybe comment on maybe
some issues that are in deficit in as far as representation. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:28:23] Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:28:24] Yeah, I think it's a fair point that all these, a lot of decisions are going to be
up to NMFS and this is really simply our opportunity to express our preferences, whether it be
membership or scope. So, I guess again we'll talk about membership under a separate agenda item, |
guess that will get fed into the letter. But I think if the Council has a preference on scope, that should
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be in the letter and with the understanding obviously is that it's going to be up to NMFS in the final
analysis.

Pete Hassemer [00:28:59] Thank you. I was going to add that comment that this is our opportunity to
inform NMFS what the Council thinks it should be. So, and I'd look around for other suggestions but I
know the Executive Director has been taking notes and make sure we've got all of the points clear that
you would like to see in a draft letter, we agree on all of those so. Chair Pettinger.

Brad Pettinger [00:29:34] Well, we're going to send a letter it appears to me and we're going to be
discussing this in the later agenda items, and I think that later agenda item might very well help us fill
this letter up as far as what we will have in it, or help us form it.

Pete Hassemer [00:29:54] Okay. So, I'm going to ask Executive Burden then to summarize the key
points that would be in the letter and see if there's consensus on that as the starting point.

Merrick Burden [00:30:08] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. And I'll also invite Todd to weigh-in. I'm
sure he will when I get something wrong. So, let's see, I have a note here we're going to be drafting a
QR letter to PRD. That letter will cover a couple of matters of process. One is just to raise our desire to
be involved in the process or overarching comments that the membership of the TRT needs to be aligned
with the scope of the task assigned to the TRT that we'd like to be in close communication with
Protected Resources as the Take Reduction Team moves forward. In terms of specific recommendations
regarding the scope, I have the Council's desire is to keep the scope focused on the fixed-gear pot
sablefish fishery. Also, I did note there was some dialogue about the flexible engagement and whether
to use remote meetings. I understand from the Council that there's not a clear recommendation there,
but [ would picture the letter mentioning that topic and saying depending on the scope or the charge of
the TRT some openness might be warranted, but we don't really have enough to make a specific
recommendation on that format. So that's what I have and maybe I'll just look to Todd and see if, he
gave me a thumbs up which is better than a thumbs down so that's what I have.

Pete Hassemer [00:31:37] Thank you. So, I will look around the table and see if there's agreement at
least to generate the letter for your review at a later date. And I'm seeing some head nods that we would
proceed in that direction. So, Todd, beyond that and I'll look around, is there any other guidance
necessary or needed on this agenda item?

Todd Phillips [00:32:10] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I would say that the Council has heard from the
West Coast Region as well as the Science Center and their updates. You've had a pretty good discussion
here on the Federal Register Notice and it's my understanding as we just spoke about a QR letter will
be generated here and per the items that Mr. Burden just mentioned. I would say I have no other
guidance for you. You've done your task here. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:32:35] All right. So, I will look around for any final comments or discussion here?
And I'm not seeing any so that will conclude our work under E.1.
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2. Adopt Quillback Rebuilding Analysis, Catch-Only Projections, and Revised
Projections

Pete Hassemer [00:00:00] All right I thank everyone for this, their patience on this important topic.
We've heard a lot of information in the reports and the public testimony. To begin with I'd like to turn
to Keeley Kent for some opening remarks to help maybe frame the discussion before us. You can see
on the screen our action. Your action for today is approve rebuilding analyses, catch-only projections,
and revised projections for use in 2025 and beyond. So, with that in mind, Keeley, if I can put you on
point there and give us some opening remarks. Thank you.

Keeley Kent [00:00:48] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair, Council members. I thought it would be helpful to
start the discussion with just sort of a recap of the other actions that are ongoing that play into this
particular agenda item. We are very close to making the final determination on Amendment 31 to the
Groundfish FMP. This is the Stock Definitions Phase-1 and this is the FMP amendment that the Council
recommended to define quillback rockfish off California as a stock, among other actions in that. The
public comment period has closed. We received only positive public comments and we must make that
final determination by November 21st of this year. Once quillback rockfish off California is defined,
we would carry out the status determination. Generally, there's a status determination package across
the different regions that it goes in a report to Congress before the end of the calendar year. At that
point, after a status determination is made, we send a letter to the Council informing you of the status
change and that implements the rebuilding time clock that the Council is well aware of and that we are
discussing under this action. The Council has fifteen months from that point to develop a rebuilding
plan to submit to the agency for review. The rebuilding plan must be in place within two years of the
status determination. If during that two year period that the Council does not submit to the Secretary a
Fishery Management Plan Amendment or proposed regulations as required, then the Secretary must
implement a management plan as required. I want to say, too, that we understand the frustrations related
to the current quillback fishing restrictions and the very real economic impacts these management
decisions have. We also recognize that addressing nearshore data needs and expanding data collection
efforts could reduce uncertainty in future assessments for nearshore stocks like quillback. We are
committed to taking a comprehensive look at nearshore data needs for the next assessment and will
continue to collaborate in this process to find ways to provide as many fishing opportunities as we can
in the interim. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:02:56] Thank you Keeley. And with those opening remarks just to more or less
frame our discussion here, I'm going to look for any hands to initiate discussion. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:03:11] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. If I may ask a question of Keeley?
Pete Hassemer [00:03:14] Yes, please.

Marci Yaremko [00:03:15] On that report. Thank you. I'm looking for a little more on the fifteen
month passage. It was my understanding the Council had two years to submit a plan. It's fifteen months
for submission and two years for implementation? Okay. And can you let me know which section of
Magnuson that rule comes from?

Keeley Kent [00:03:46] The citation is 50 CFR 600 310 Paragraph JII, Roman at two. So, it's the
National Standard 1 Guidelines. And that provides the Secretary the opportunity to have sufficient time
for rulemaking once the Council submits the rebuilding plan so that we can get it in place in the two
years.
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Marci Yaremko [00:04:11] Thanks.
Pete Hassemer [00:04:14] All right, thank you. Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:04:18] Thank you Vice-Chair. I've got a few comments and then I'll have a motion,
but I don't want to forestall discussion. We're in a very difficult situation here and I don't think anyone
here, NMFS, the Council, stakeholders like where we find ourselves. And I think that speaking for
myself I would like to find a way that where we honor our conservation obligations while minimizing
impacts on the fishery. Coastal communities, as we've heard, have been decimated really, you know, in
California this year, no salmon and now relatively little opportunity for the nearshore rockfish, and that
may continue for years, frankly both salmon and the nearshore. So, I think that when we're dealing with
consequences like this, we must in proportion be careful about the reliability of the information that we
rely upon. So, I'll leave it there for now but I'll have more commentary when I offer my motion.

Pete Hassemer [00:05:36] All right, thank you. So, I recognize that you do have a motion ready. Before
hearing that, I want to see if there are any more general discussion comments related to this before we
go to the motion. And I'm not seeing any so, oh excuse me, Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:06:00] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. And I'm going to apologize to General
Counsel for putting you on the spot, but in reading the materials that we do have in front of the Council,
the SSC statement, in particular, is a statement that should really be informing the Council on this
agenda topic. They use the term BSIA to describe where we're at with the quillback rebuilding analysis,
in particular. Could you help us understand the implications of that please?

Sheila Lynch [00:06:36] Thank you Executive Director Burden and Vice-Chair Hassemer. The Council
is required to use Best Available Scientific Information in developing its specifications and
management measures, but maybe, I don't know. Could you maybe be a little more specific or Miss
Kent might actually want to take this one?

Pete Hassemer [00:07:11] Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:07:12] Thank you. Thank you for the question. I do think it is clear in the SSC report
that they have determined that the rebuilding analysis for quillback rockfish is the best scientific
information. In our BSIA framework, our regional framework that the Council adopted, we look for the
SSC to make those determinations as well as the agency. I think, you know, the Council role on a
rebuilding analysis and what we have gone through in the past is the Council can seek additional
information but ultimately it is the SSC on these matters, including OFLs, where that recommendation
needs to come. And so, I think it would be helpful, you know, to hear more from the Council. I certainly
understand some of the concerns, but in front of us we have the SSC, BSIA determination, and from
the agency standpoint we don't see any issues at this point that would cause us to have an issue moving
forward at this time.

Pete Hassemer [00:08:11] Thank you. So, I'm not seeing others. Sharon Kiefer.

Sharon Kiefer [00:08:22] So please forgive my density. I'm pretty new to this process but I'm curious,
given if [ understood some of your former comments, that you've not yet delivered an over, or a status
determination to the Council yet. You indicated that's yet to come and that is what actually kicks off a
rebuilding plan. So how do you do a rebuilding analysis when you've not yet delivered the status
determination to the Council that would then kick off, presumably analysis as part of a rebuilding plan.
I'm just a little confused here.
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Pete Hassemer [00:09:17] Keeley.

Keeley Kent [00:09:18] Thank you for the question. Through the Vice-Chair, the complexity that we
are dealing with now with the timing, you are correct we have not yet notified the Council, in part it is
because back in March of 2022 we informed the Council the Council did not have stock definitions in
its FMP. We need that stock definition to be able to carry out a status determination. We are finalizing
that stock definition now. We will inform the Council. But the bigger question comes back to the
structure that the Council has elected to use for groundfish, which is a biennial specification period.
Because of that biennial specification period with the rebuilding clock, even when we determine it to
be overfished and we notify the Council, we have to have rebuilding in that biennium. The Council
could choose to make a big change in the future and they could decide to move to annual spex. I think
that is more akin to what happens in some of the other FMPs where that time clock makes perhaps a
little bit more sense. But right now, because we have biennial specifications that's why you see it
frontloaded, and that is what's contemplated in the specifications schedule that the Council adopts, that
that's the structure we have in place.

Pete Hassemer [00:10:38] Thank you. Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:10:43] Yeah, thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. I think there's one more part to Sharon's question
of why, and I think it's confusing the terminology, why it's called a rebuilding analysis. I don't know if
you caught that part Keeley or Marlene or Merrick want to weigh-in, but it's just the analysis of the
times, the actual analysis of the rebuilding plan comes next. I think that might have been, remembering
being new myself, I think that term sounds more expansive than it is. The fuller analysis of the
rebuilding alternatives comes later, but I think that was part of your question too.

Pete Hassemer [00:11:20] All right, thank you. Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:11:26] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Yeah, one more if I could for Keeley on the
timeline. I know she indicated that the Amendment 31 was nearing completion and I didn't quite catch
what you said about the overfished determination and notifying the Council of NMFS making that
determination, are you in the process of making that determination right now before the stock is even
determined as a California stock or... ? [ understood these to be sequential events that first we'd complete
Amendment 31 and then you'd be reviewing and making the determination and notifying the Council.
So maybe you can clarify if these events are occurring concurrently or sequentially?

Keeley Kent [00:12:18] Thank you for the question. They are sequential. We must have the
determination of what is the stock first. They are likely steps that we could get through in a very short
period of time because the assessment is from 2021. We already went through the process of
determining the assessment to be BSIA. So right now, we're in the process we would look at the 2023
assessments and do that, but we've already done that piece from the assessment in 2021. We need that
stock definition to move forward. But there isn't new information to reevaluate the stock status
determination, but they are sequential steps, it's just a pretty short timeline for us to be able to turn that
around.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:00] A follow-up Marci?

Marci Yaremko [00:13:02] Yes, thank you. I'm referring back to yesterday in our letter from NMFS
to the Council sent October 13th notifying us of status changes for three Pacific salmon stocks, and it
looks to me like the Council provided a letter to NMFS regarding the status updates in June, and then
NMES replied back to the Council in October notifying of those determinations. So that's about a four
month period. Is that what we should expect here or you're......we just talked about the sequence of
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events, so should we be expecting a determination four months or so out or on a more quick timeline?
I don't know what all is involved in that review and determination so I'm just looking for a comparison
with the salmon letter we received.

Keeley Kent [00:14:22] Thanks for the question. I'm not a salmon expert so I can't speak to that. I can
speak to the groundfish part of things. We expect that the process will take less than four months. We
expect that the Council will have that letter in hand if everything moves forward and we approve that
stock definition before the March meeting. I can't tell you where that four month came from in the
salmon process, but that's not the timeline that we would expect should everything move forward here
in groundfish.

Pete Hassemer [00:14:54] Thank you. I'm looking for general, but I'm going to turn to Mr. Gorelnik.
You offered a motion. We're ready for that.

Marc Gorelnik [00:15:06] Yes, I am. I'll just wait for it to appear on the screen. I move the Council, I
may need some help here, I move the Council conduct a benchmark full assessment once the California
quillback rockfish stock is defined. The assessment should be used to determine if consideration of a
California quillback rebuilding plan is necessary.

Pete Hassemer [00:15:49] Thank you. That language on the screen appears accurate and complete. Is
that correct?

Marc Gorelnik [00:15:54] Well, I may say "I move that the Council”, but it doesn't change the meaning
of the motion at all.

Pete Hassemer [00:16:02] All right.
Marc Gorelnik [00:16:02] But that's fine on the screen now.

Pete Hassemer [00:16:04] Now it's complete. Thank you. Is there a second? Seconded by Bob Dooley.
Please speak to your motion.

Marc Gorelnik [00:16:12] Thank you. I think a lot of the justification for this motion is in the CDFW
report. And I think that was covered well by Caroline McKnight and Marci Yaremko. I want to say that
I appreciate the need for us to adopt a rebuilding plan at some point. We don't even have a stock defined
yet. We don't even have a determination letter yet. And, you know, maybe that will happen by March
and if it does, but right now we don't have it and what we have is a rebuilding analysis based upon an
assessment which charitably is highly uncertain. Yes, we did approve that assessment and we approved
that assessment because we were told we had to. And we're getting much the same message here on the
rebuilding analysis. We have an assessment that doesn't track what we see in data collected. And I'm
not suggesting we can revisit that assessment right now but I do want to highlight that we may want to
consider whether we want to today at this meeting adopt a rebuilding analysis or as put forward in my
motion, seek better information upon which to base a rebuilding plan if it is necessary. A lot of this
information has been covered so I'm not going to go into any detail. A lot of it was covered at the
September meeting. We have a stock that according to the assessment was depleted at six times the rate
of co-existing stocks. That's just simply not credible. We have many years of stable harvest, which is
also inconsistent with a stock that's being depleted. And again, as I said before, I don't doubt the model
at all but the model is very sensitive to the assumptions that are plugged in and the data that is used,
and, you know, the natural mortality rate and age. In the briefing book and also presented to the SSC
was an analysis done by Dr. Maunder, and Dr. Maunder had access to the model and he could replicate
the results of the assessment based upon the data that the assessors used. But there was other data out
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there available that was available. For example, some earlier recreational harvest data that predated the
RCA and therefore covered a much larger area and maybe perhaps a more representative sample of the
stock. And also he used, and again I'm not a stock assessor, but he, he used, he didn't use the asymptotic
model or the shape, it was a dome shaped. And when he did that lo and behold the stock was over 40
percent of the unfished biomass. Now I'm not saying what he did was was, was gospel, but I only
mention that to illustrate the sensitivity of the model to the inputs. And I would simply submit that the
inputs that were used in the output of the model has not, it doesn't track what we're seeing on the water.
It doesn't track the data that's being collected and, you know, if we ground truth it, it doesn't work out.
But we're not here to, you know, to.....the assessment has been accepted but as put forward in the
motion, there's a lot more data out there and more data can be made available. And we have otoliths
that, for whatever reason, were not aged for use in the last assessment. More data has been collected.
There's ROV data. All of that can be fed into a benchmark full assessment to give us a more reliable
assessment of the stock and that would, that's the goal of this motion. I know that NMFS has some
concerns but nevertheless I think I personally don't feel that the assessment upon which the rebuilding
analysis before us has been, the assessment that the rebuilding analysis relies on... I just don't think is
reliable and I don't know how anyone could conclude otherwise. In any event, that is that is my motion
and I'm happy to address any questions.

Pete Hassemer [00:21:35] Thank you. Are there any questions to the maker of the motion for
clarification? Sheila Lynch.

Sheila Lynch [00:21:43] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Not a question, but I do just want to raise the fact
that this agenda item was not noticed for consideration of prioritizing stock assessments. So... not to
say that the Council can't do that, but it should be under a properly noticed agenda item.

Pete Hassemer [00:22:05] Thank you. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:22:14] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chairman. I guess I won't weigh-in on the particular
point about notice here, but I would say I do think it's appropriate to take this up at this meeting if the
Council would like to at the appropriate time and if that's not now then I would suggest perhaps we can
consider the development of an assessment under workload planning. I know that's not, I think we have
more latitude under that item so I'll offer that up as maybe a way forward if this is not the time. And I'll
pause there. I'm happy to be proven wrong but that's a suggestion.

Pete Hassemer [00:23:02] Marc.

Marc Gorelnik [00:23:03] Yes, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Well, there's two parts to this motion. One
relates to conducting a benchmark full assessment, and that's perhaps not within E.2. But the second
part says let's not do a rebuilding plan until we have better data. And that's really the thrust of the
motion. So, I'm happy... I can't, maybe someone can amend the motion to satisfy the legitimate concern
of General Counsel?

Pete Hassemer [00:23:52] All right, I'll look around. Yes, someone could amend that or you have the
opportunity to withdraw with the agreement of the second. Marci, I see you raising your hand.

Marci Yaremko [00:24:05] Yes, thank you. I can come up with an amendment. Give me just a second
please.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:17] While you're thinking I'm going to give you some time because I want to
make sure we've cleared up that there are no other questions for clarification. Mr. Gorelnik explained
the intent of the motion. Keeley Kent.
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Keeley Kent [00:24:33] Thank you. It would be helpful to hear more about the reasoning for this motion
now versus the stock assessment prioritization process that we begin in March. So, in March we will
have stock assessment prioritization, the preliminary list, and in June the final. That seems like the
already determined place for the Council to have this conversation.

Pete Hassemer [00:25:01] Thank you. Marc, did you want to respond to that?

Marc Gorelnik [00:25:04] Well, I think that's fair. We'll see how the amendment gets, how the motion
gets amended to address the workload on the scheduling the assessment. As to the portion of the motion
that addresses the rebuilding plan, basically I, again I want to see how it gets amended, but the thrust
of it s, is to not adopt a rebuilding plan at this meeting in November.

Pete Hassemer [00:25:36] Thank you. Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:25:42] Yeah, before we go to... thank you Mr. Chair, before we go to the amendment
I just, I'm not, I am not understanding even if what I think the amendment would be? Where we are?
What we're doing here? Because...

Pete Hassemer [00:26:01] Corey, I want to make sure it's a question for clarification.

Corey Niles [00:26:06] What's the point here is the question. What is trying to be achieved and whether
it's going to be legitimate even if it passes. So, I read this motion, Marc, to try to instill the process that
we wanted to have like ten years ago and is in one of the informational reports of let's not use a data-
moderate assessment for status determination until a full assessment has been done. I'm personally
confused about what happened to that policy. I guess we never incorporated it properly and we've been
told by NMFS that the best available science is coming. There's some timelines coming with the
Amendment 31, if [ got that number right about the stock definition. So, I don't know that this, if this
motion were to pass that it's legal to be shorthand about it because it was everyone's preference that a
full assessment for quillback happen this cycle, but it was determined by the Science Centers and
CDFW that the data was not going to be ready for a full assessment. So, I think we, in spirit, we all
agree that it would be preferable to do the full assessment before going to a rebuilding plan, but we are
in an awkward situation where we have our best available science laws and the Magnuson Act to follow
and I don't know if. So, I'm just, I don't know if there's more discussion on that, if NMFS doesn't have
concerns that's one thing, but if there's concerns I'd rather have them out now before we worry about
an amendment.

Pete Hassemer [00:27:56] Thank you and respect that we're getting into discussion, but I did have an
offer of an amendment so I'd like to honor that now.

Marci Yaremko [00:28:07] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Sandra, ready? Okay. The very beginning in
front of, "I move", no very beginning, so just "Expecting the California quillback stock will be defined
and assessed as part of the benchmark full assessment scheduled, defined", comma, "and assessed as
part of the benchmark full assessment scheduled for 2025. Use that assessment", and then now starts
the strikeout, all the way down to the word, "to". There you go. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:29:52] All right, with the highlights and the notation, the highlighted in yellow on
the screen before us, is the language you would like to have added. There was... is some indicated for
strikeout. Is that accurate and complete?

Marci Yaremko [00:30:10] Yes, it is.
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Pete Hassemer [00:30:12] Thank you. Is there a second to the amendment? Bob, or Butch Smith.
Thank you Butch. Please speak to your amendment.

Marci Yaremko [00:30:24] Yes, thank you. I want to make clear that we are not taking up a matter of
determining stock assessments or prioritization of stock assessments in this agenda item. In fact we
have previously taken that topic up and at this moment for the 2025 full list, this is referenced in the
CDFW report, the action the Council took in September 2022 to adopt final stock assessment
recommendations for 2023 and preliminary recommendations for 2025, quillback rockfish is listed in
the Table 1 as a, I'm sorry the Table 2 as a full assessment, noting that the Table 2 reference to quillback
rockfish doesn't speak to California, Oregon, and Washington stocks of quillback rockfish. Presumably
there will be a full benchmark assessment of the quillback rockfish stocks, plural, now that it is
anticipated to be defined as three different stocks off the three states. So, we've already acted to
prioritize this full stock assessment in prior Council actions, so to clarify we aren't asking for that to be
considered here in this agenda item. Looking at the schematic that was offered in Informational Report
8, which was the Council's process that it adopted in 2013 for considering the use of data-moderate
assessments, if you look at the flow chart when a data-moderate assessment suggests that the stock
depletion estimate is below MSST, the first thing that happens is a determination by the SSC if there's
enough data to conduct a full. We've already scheduled a full. In that case, according to the schematic,
that assessment proceeds as planned and in the interim precautionary management is initiated. The next
step that would take place would be that full assessment, and we would be then using that assessment
to evaluate whether or not a rebuilding plan is or is not necessary. So, thinking about sequence here,
that would allow us the opportunity to manage in a precautionary manner in the upcoming specification
cycle and develop a rebuilding analysis if needed on a full assessment of the newly defined California
stock. That's my rationale. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:34:07] Thank you Marci. Are there questions to the maker of the motion to amend
for clarification? Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:34:17] Thank you. Keeping with questions and discussion we'll certainly have more
to say. Just noting that it's part of the original motion, but in Marci in your explanation, you know, the
motion is speaking to the rebuilding plan, not the rebuilding analysis which Corey helped to try to
explain. The rebuilding plan is not part of this agenda item so I am unclear as to what your expectation
is for this agenda item and this motion. I have other questions but I will start there.

Pete Hassemer [00:34:54] Marci.

Marci Yaremko [00:34:55] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I would appreciate an amendment to change
the word "plan" to "analysis". And I would ask if that alleviates the concern?

Keeley Kent [00:35:13] We'll have more under discussion. I will save it for discussion.
Pete Hassemer [00:35:20] Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:35:22] Well, as long as I don't run afoul of our parliamentarian. I move to amend
the amendment to replace the word "plan" with "analysis".

Pete Hassemer [00:35:36] Okay, I think that language on the screen is clear. It's been seconded by
Sharon Kiefer. Speak to your motion as needed.

Marc Gorelnik [00:35:56] Well, I don't know. I mean we'll find out more in discussion. Keeley's got
some comments saved up, but I think I believe this addresses the concern about how it relates to this
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agenda item, which is the rebuilding analysis and not the rebuilding plan.

Pete Hassemer [00:36:13] All right. And to make sure we cover all bases, any other questions for
clarification on that motion to amend? I'm not seeing any. Any discussion? I'm not seeing any
discussion. I'm sorry, Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:36:32] Sorry to do this Mr. Oliver, but Parliamentarian question. I had discussion on
the motion. It's not necessarily specific to each of the amendments, but I'm assuming we're going to go
through each amendment and decide if there's discussion there and we'll come back to the main motion
and there's a choice about where you raise it?

Pete Hassemer [00:36:48] Yes. So, the first opportunity now is discussion on the motion to amend the
motion to amend. And there's no discussion there. I will then call the question on the motion to amend
the amendment, which is to replace the word "plan" with the word "analysis". All of those in favor
signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:37:19] Aye.
Pete Hassemer [00:37:19] Opposed, no?
Keeley Kent [00:37:23] No.

Pete Hassemer [00:37:24] Abstentions? Thank you. The motion passes with one no vote by Keeley
Kent for NMFS. That takes us back now to the motion to amend which has been, I hate to use the word
amended, it has been changed by replacing the word "plan" with "analysis". So, is there discussion on
that motion to amend? And I'm not seeing any hands there. I hope this is clear. So, we are going to, |
will call a vote on the motion to amend and I want to make sure it is clear what that is. It is the
highlighted text in yellow and the text for strikeout that is indicated on the screen before you. I believe
it is very clear. All those in favor signify by saying "Aye".

Council [00:38:39] Aye.
Pete Hassemer [00:38:39] Opposed?
Keeley Kent [00:38:43] No.

Pete Hassemer [00:38:45] Abstentions? The motion passes with one no vote. Miss Keeley Kent for
NMFS. Which now brings us back to the main motion as amended. And now I will look for discussion
on that. Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:00:00] Thank you. I remain confused about the motion. I think I understand the intent
of what is being attempted, but on the merits of the motion itself, you know, I would just note that the
reason that we make a status determination is not on the merits of a rebuilding analysis, right? It's on
the status of the stock. For quillback, the 2021 stock assessment has been declared BSIA. That process
is done. That is the process by which when we have a stock of quillback rockfish off of California, that
would be used to make the determination that it is overfished. That is what sets in motion the Council's
need to develop a rebuilding plan. If the Council fails to do that, the Secretary will do that. And I'm
concerned that this motion makes it seem like the Council has the ability to do something else and that
is not possible. You know we are looking forward to the next steps. I think it is reasonable to discuss
under our already existing stock assessment prioritization process whether or not there's enough data to
do a benchmark assessment for quillback rockfish in 2025. I think that is a worthy discussion. I know

Council Meeting Transcript Page 83 of 184
November 2023 (274" Meeting)



that there is a lot of work ongoing now that in 2024 additional data would be collected and so I think
that conversation in March and June is worthwhile. I would remind the Council that the process is in
motion. We have the information from 2021 once the stock is defined to move forward. If we do a
benchmark assessment in 2025, which feeds into the 27-28 spex, and that analysis or that assessment
brings forward something wildly different, which is not what we are expecting, but just noting for the
hypothetical, there is the ability to get out of that rebuilding plan. And more generally, every time you
choose to do an assessment for an overfished stock you can amend a rebuilding plan. If there is new
information, we will act upon it. There is not new information in front of the Council right now. There's
not anything to do differently. And so, you know, I am concerned that the Council is not taking the
steps forward. We can take a step forward while also continuing the conversation about how do we
make sure that there's more data for the next assessment. And I think both of those things can happen
at the same time, it's not a one or the other choice. I'm concerned with this motion. I understand where
it's coming from. We certainly will not be supporting it and I'm concerned that the Council is not going
to do its work that needs to happen under the specifications process. This Council has an excellent track
record of being precautionary, of making science-based management decisions and I would really hate
to see that change. I won't be supporting the motion and I don't know that there's anything more to be
said at this point.

Pete Hassemer [00:03:05] Thank you. Further discussion? Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:03:11] Yeah, thanks Mr. Chair. I wish, I love Robert's Rules of Order but I wish we
could have had that discussion ahead of time because I didn't vote no on the other just to make sure we
had the vote on the merits, excuse me, because they were trying to get it cleared out, the votes on the
merits. But, yeah, I think if we had our way that we would want it to work like this. It worked like this
for copper rockfish just kind of by chance and the stock assessment did confirm that the stock was in a
similar spot, if not the same spot as where the data-moderate assessment said. Well, we tried to do that
for quillback but it was determined that the data wasn't ready and that's a smart decision given the
limited stock assessment resources we have. And I would support as an information report, the number
of which I don't have here, of figuring out in the future how to do that flow chart, but I just... I think
Keeley's summary is my understanding and this motion amounts to saying that this is not best available
science and that's not the Council's role. In this process we have our scientific review process. It
happened in 2021 so it was kind of confusing at the last meeting, but that happened and this Council
has had a lot of respect for that process. Marc's description of the sensitivity of these models, yeah, if
you go to a STAR Panels, I've been to, I think I've been through eight rounds of them now and that
happens a lot more than anyone wants it to but that's just the nature of these, of when you have the data
we have, lack of indices of abundance, that's just that's par for the course unfortunately. And, yeah,
we're looking at the California situation and really sympathizing and hoping that when a full assessment
comes out that this is a false alarm, but we have the law and we have the science and this Council’s
motion will do anything of just cause NMFS to have to act on its own and that would have workload
implications. More seriously I would worry about the perception that we are trying to say that that we
have a better idea of the science than our scientists do.

Pete Hassemer [00:05:44] Thank you Corey. Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:05:47] Thank you. I appreciate those comments, Corey. I think I started my
comments earlier by saying how frustrated we all are with the situation we find ourselves in. And I
think that this is an expression of that frustration. We, stakeholders, have made an effort at the SSC to
ask the SSC to take another look based on an analysis and based, frankly, based upon a model run that
was not contemplated and was not reviewed and not considered at the time of the stock assessment.
And that's the one I referred to that using I think some recreational data from 1993 forward. A point
was made in the letter from Tim Hobbs that the SSC has a continuing obligation to review its science.
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And I'm disappointed that the SSC did not take that opportunity because I believe if they took that
opportunity, we would be in a very different and a much better place right now. I think that there's still
an opportunity for that to happen. I can't make it happen. It's really up to the SSC whether they want to
do that because that's their role here, but I think that there is, given the impacts on coastal communities,
I think we have, and in particular the SSC has an obligation to have as reliable an assessment as possible
in order to inform the rebuilding analysis, the rebuilding plan, spex, et cetera, and we have some time
before March and it is my hope that we can make some progress there. I don't know if it will happen.
We may come to March and SSC may not have budged and, you know, we may be faced in March with
a different choice or maybe the Council may decide that it doesn't want to compound or aggravate the
situation we currently find ourselves in. As I said before, we adopted that assessment because we were
told we had to, notwithstanding the reservations. In the time since data has shown that the models done
a very poor job of predicting what has actually happened in the fishery. This should make a difference.
It should make a difference to the SSC and I hope that, I hope they will reconsider it. I think that I think
tomorrow Dr. Ray Hilborn will be speaking during public comment and we have the very brief sketchy
analysis by Dr. Maunder, but it's significant enough to show that if we just used a different data set and
a different assumption in terms in the sensitivity analysis we come up with very different result. So
anyway, it's my hope that we can buy ourselves some time to work that out. I don't know if it'll happen
but I hope and pray it does.

Pete Hassemer [00:09:24] Marci Yaremko.

Marci Yaremko [00:09:27] Yeah, thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I'll be speaking in, or I'll be supporting
the motion. I just would like to refer back to the CDFW report and the top of page 3 with regard to the
three 2021 data- moderate quillback assessment areas, and reflecting more on that time period I really
wish we had had more opportunity for dialogue. I recall that we were remote. It was difficult but I recall
some discussions about the three areas and the varying depletion levels that each of those assessments
generated, but that if we were to roll up the three areas, we would wind up with a coastwide stock of
quillback rockfish that would fall in the precautionary zone with a combined depletion of just over 25
percent. I remember this because California, of course, had the lowest depletion out of the outcomes
from the three assessments and the decision of not to apply the HCR to coastwide, but instead to apply
individually to each assessment area because obviously other states would be winding up needing to
pay the bill in terms of reduced yields if we were to roll the three assessments up. I understood that. If
I was in a, from a different state with the same circumstance that's likely how I would have responded
as well, but I'm thinking about the fact that if we had looked at that and, you know, if NMFS had made
a determination that the quillback rockfish stock, which was coastwide at the time, was in the
precautionary zone, I would just question noting that NMFS was unable to determine that there was a
California quillback stock upon which to make an overfished determination. If we've already used this
data-moderate to determine that the stock was in a precautionary zone under a roll-up scenario, is it
appropriate then to go back and apply that assessment again now in a different light with a different
stock definition that's California only. So again, this just highlights the need for us to do a new
benchmark full on only the California stock that relies only on California data. Right now, this portion
of the stock, the California assessment that was done, relies on an age and growth relationship with fish
from Oregon and Washington and at the time it was all one stock. And so that was appropriate for
treatment in the original DM assessments that we conducted. But applying that result from that data-
moderate to now a newly defined California stock, I have some severe reservation with the validity of
that approach. I'm trusting that NMFS will be doing its review and going through the steps of making
a determination, but I'm not ready to just conclude that this data-moderate assessment should be used
to make a determination of overfished for the California stock of quillback. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:13:50] Thank you Marci. Phil Anderson.
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Phil Anderson [00:13:54] Thanks Mr. Vice-Chair. I appreciate the conversation here. I appreciate the
spirit in which the motion is offered and largely agree with the foundation of the spirit in which it was
offered. If [ had my way, I would ask the maker of the motion to withdraw it and I would recommend
that we not take any action on adopting a quillback rebuilding analysis through the catch only
projections and the revised projections. That we follow the subsequent guidance idea that Mr. Gorelnik
offered in terms of... I don't know can we make an assignment to the SSC? I hope so. To take a look at
the work of Doctor... I may have his name wrong, Budrick, and the comments and perspectives of Dr.
Hilborn and include and agendize that for a report back in March and at that point make a decision on
how we move forward with a potential of adopting a quillback rebuilding analysis. The sequence that
I'm... as I look forward and think about what action we may or may not take at this table, first of all I
think we have the time to wait until March to take an action or not. If we don't have any new information
that leads us into, in a different direction and we don't take action to adopt a rebuilding analysis then
that I think we've received pretty clear signals from National Marine Fisheries Service that they would
pursue a secretarial action to adopt the rebuilding analysis. Then would come the question of how we
respond to that in our spex in June and whether or not we tailor those spex in recognition of a secretarial
adoption of a rebuilding analysis or not, and if we choose not to then we run the risk of partial
disapprovement of our two year spex cycle and everything that goes with that. That's not a good course
to go down. So, I'm again suggesting that we buy ourselves a little bit more time here. If it's appropriate
to make, and if we can craft the assignment to the SSC. Maybe that comes back, how we word that,
maybe that comes back under workload planning where we can make the assignment, I'm not sure, and
tackle this problem potentially with some new ideas, new approaches in March. Again, if the motion,
if you choose to leave the motion as is, the only reason I'm suggesting that it be withdrawn is that it
would be in conflict with what the approach that we're talking about in terms of what we'd be asking
the SSC to do and the basis for it, which is to further inform us about using the existing assessment and
the corresponding rebuilding analysis. If we have, if we pursue that road and we also have this road,
this road seems to me to maybe be one that we put back in front of us, depending on where we are in
March, rather than doing it now, but take another step here with what we have and the very, the
meritorious points that have been made by stock assessment authors that have a lot of credibility, not
to say they're the ones who have done it don't, but to have some additional thinking. That would be my
recommendation on a course of action for today.

Pete Hassemer [00:19:26] Thank you Phil. Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:19:29] Thank you. On that point, when I read the SSC report it reads to me as though
they did consider that information. They have in their report that they determined that many of the
scientific aspects of the public comments have been previously considered in the construction and
review of the 2021 assessment. They noted that other comments suggested issues and approaches that
will be considered as research and data needs to be addressed before the next quillback rockfish
assessment. I think I want to be clear that there was a review by the SSC, so stating that the SSC did
not take into consideration that information at this meeting I think is not true. I understand the Council
may want to delve further in, but I think we should be clear that that, what I read in the report is that
discussion did happen.

Pete Hassemer [00:20:26] Thank you Keeley. Marc had his hand up. Phil, was there a follow-up to
that comment?

Phil Anderson [00:20:33] Well, I didn't say that first of all. I didn't say they didn't take it into
consideration. I made no such comment. I was in the SSC room when Dr. Hilborn provided public
testimony and there was a brief, ever so brief interaction between Dr. Hilborn and Dr. Field. I think
that, and I don't know whether or not there was time for them to consider Dr. Budrick's information,
maybe they did I don't know, but I did not say that.
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Pete Hassemer [00:21:18] Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:21:20] Yeah, I guess a question for our Executive Director is to what extent can
we ask the SSC to look at things? And the reason I ask this is there wasn't really any discussion in the
SSC because I listened to public comment as well about the Maunder analysis. And as I pointed out,
and I don't know by now an hour ago maybe, there was a run using the model using available data that
showed the stock above 40 percent of unfished biomass. Now again, I don't know that that was the best
data. It may have been, and so I guess my question is to what extent can we ask the SSC to look at these
things? I think that Keeley is correct in the SSC report, but there were two parts there. One, they said,
‘ well, there are things they considered’, and the other part it says, ‘well, we'll look at it next time’. Why
look at it next time if we can look at it now and if that will change the results. So, I guess my question
is to what extent can we structure our ask of the SSC and without simply saying we looked at it and
we're done?

Pete Hassemer [00:22:46] Thank you. Executive Director Burden.

Merrick Burden [00:22:49] Yeah, thanks for the question, Mr. Gorelnik. I guess the first part of my
answer is that the SSC, when the folks have their SSC hats on, they work for the Council. And so, they
work at the direction of the Council. We do have some process issues that we need to consider and we
do have Terms of Reference. We have processes in place. Those are all there to make sure that we can
work through a smooth process, make sure we can get our work done, hit our milestones, get our spex
in place on time and all of that. That's our process so if there's a compelling need to deviate that, from
time to time, I'm more than happy to work on a way to do so. What that looks like exactly I'm not sure,
but I think just circling back to my first point, if the Council feels compelled to task the SSC with a, I
hate to use the word legitimate science topic, that is your prerogative. So hopefully that answers your
question.

Pete Hassemer [00:24:00] I have hands on the other side. I believe I missed Butch earlier. I will take
Butch and then Corey Niles.

Butch Smith [00:24:13] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. You know I had a hard time with this in
September. I'm having a hard time with it now. I just want to point out to the Council, whoever's right
here, if Phil's path is the best way or Marc's the best way, when it comes right down to it, we're talking
about people's livelihoods and lives and coastal communities and, you know, if there is some question
we need to look at that. We shouldn't rush to judgment. If there's a way to continue the fisheries through
regulations that akin to, you know, quillback take in the meantime that we can, or California or whoever
could do some regulation to mitigate that then that's what they should do. I don't get the sense we're any
more confident with the stock assessment that's before us now than we were in September, or when we
were in June, or when we talked about the partial stock assessment under Covid. I just wanted to, you
know, bring that to the Council's attention. We do have, you know, we do have a job to make sure we
meet all conservation standards, but we also got a job to do to make sure we include the people we
represent, account for them. And however this path is... I am not a smart enough Council person to
navigate through what we have to do in the NOAA process, and I certainly respect the person that sits
right next to me representing NOAA and her opinions, but I think why we're arguing the logistics I just
don't want to lose sight of the people that we're representing and the devastation and the loss of jobs
and all the stuff that goes in with this, our decisions, they got to have a placeholder in this decision too,
and I want to make sure we, we don't lose sight of that. Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair.

Pete Hassemer [00:26:42] Thank you. Corey Niles.

Corey Niles [00:26:46] Yeah, a few thoughts about responses what's been said. But, you know, going
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to Phil's idea I think there's, if there is more that can be done then sure that's why not. I just I don't know
if the SSC is online and if it would be appropriate for them to respond that it would be more efficient
to ask them now, I think that if there's more than that. Because what I have heard, again most of
discussion, a lot of discussion happened a couple of years ago. And, Marc, I'm not picking on you on
your words, and Butch, yeah, I think we, we all recognize the seriousness in this and wanting to not...
if this is a false alarm it would be really not good for lack of better words. But they are working really
hard at the Southwest Center and elsewhere to collect data for 2025. So it was a while, it was a ways
back when you said like the SSC is not being... you didn't say it this way, but I kind of heard you say
the SSC is saying there's no more that can be done. And that might be true for this cycle but that is not
true for what they're getting ready for the next cycle the best they can and you weren't, maybe you didn't
mean to suggest that. Yeah, Marci [ wish, I don't know that our stock definitions discussion... none of
us believe there's a wall at the Oregon California border where the quillback stocks just goes down to
from 20 or 40 down to 14 and I don't know that we, the SSC told us we had to draw a line somewhere
and I still don't, that is still not a satisfying answer to me. So, there's a lot of good questions being asked.
I guess the only, my only on Phil's suggestion they might just say there's no more we can tell you. But
back to what I started with, if they're online now and appropriate to respond we could ask, but I'll stop.

Pete Hassemer [00:28:41] Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:28:43] All right, the wisdom of Phil Anderson. I think Phil makes a good point
about maybe just taking a pause here on the motion and coming back in March. But I think that that's
premised on our ability to ask the SSC, and I can't formulate that ask as we sit right now, I don't know
if it's really necessary, but the thrust of it is there have been some criticisms or observations and I think
they need to be fully vetted and not, ‘well, we looked at it’, because as has been pointed out a lot of that
happened during Covid and happened on a very short, relatively short timeline and perhaps without a
full appreciation of the time of the years of hardship that would result. The closer we get, or right now
we have, you know, on the nearshore is closed in California. You know it's, I'm not going to repeat the
testimony we've heard, but we've had a lot of people came up and told us what the real world
consequences are. So, [ would like to withdraw the motion with the understanding that we can task the
SSC. And I think that the form of that review by the SSC, you know, we can talk about that under a
different agenda item, workload planning or something, but I would definitely like to include some
outside experts. Dr. Hilborn, Dr. Maunder, if they're willing to really fully vet this out. So, with that
with the permission of Mr. Dooley, I would like to withdraw the motion.

Pete Hassemer [00:30:36] Mr. Dooley agrees.
Bob Dooley [00:30:37] Can I speak to it?
Pete Hassemer [00:30:41] Yes.

Bob Dooley [00:30:41] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I do, I've heard loud and clear though from our
industry, and agree with Butch Smiths assessment of that. We don't need to worry about what will
happen, it's happening right now what happens. And we have a coast that's in desperate decline right
now in many, many places and the thought of waiting until 2027 to get something done is just not even
on the, not even on the chart for me. I really respect Phil's suggestion and in that, you know, in that note
I would, it's okay to rescind the motion, but, boy, I sure feel the pain and I understand what our, how
our constituents are feeling. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:31:34] All right, thank you. And with your comment about tasking the SSC,
conferring the appropriate place to do that would be under workload planning. So, day last we would
take that up. So, Corey Ridings.
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Corey Ridings [00:00:00] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. I have a motion.
Pete Hassemer [00:00:07] All right. Go ahead please.

Corey Ridings [00:00:11] Thank you Sandra. I move that the Council approve the draft 2023 rebuilding
analysis for quillback rockfish, Agenda Item E.2, Attachment 1, using a 2024 estimated removal
assumption of 10.62 metric tons as recommended by the GMT, Agenda Item E.2.a, Supplemental GMT
Reports 1 and 2.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:38] Thank you. The language on the screen appears accurate and complete. Is
that correct?

Corey Ridings [00:00:45] It does. Thank you.

Pete Hassemer [00:00:46] Thank you. Is there a second to the motion? Seconded by Keeley Kent.
Please speak to your motion.

Corey Ridings [00:00:55] Thank you. And I want to start by thanking everyone who came and spoke
to us today and the previous conversation that we just had kicked off by Marc. Thinking hard about this
for all the reasons that we must think hard about this, first principles are here that we are here to manage
and advise NMFS under the MSA and this particular agenda item is to approve the rebuilding analysis,
and there are going to be more options when we look at a potential rebuilding plan down the road
whenever that might be. Fundamentally, I do not want to abdicate our Council responsibility to do this.
The Council is here to manage and we have done so over the decades, very much so when it comes to
groundfish. I don't see a rationale to deviate from good science advice because we are unhappy with
our own management decisions and processes. The stock assessment this analysis stems from is data-
moderate. I think we heard today a lot of reasons why they can be problematic or the uncertainty that
they bring to managers when trying to make management advice. But I want to note that over half the
species this Council sets limits for are done with data-moderate and data-poor methods. So seriously
throwing into question an assessment or the analysis done based on that assessment raises very large
questions about how we are managing. The SSC statement noted that the concerns of Dr. Maunder and
Hilborn were addressed as part of the 2021 review, so I disagree with sending this back, with all due
respect to Mr. Anderson trying to find solutions here, which I appreciate. This is sound science and it
was vetted multiple times and as we've heard, the stock assessment and the rebuilding analysis are
BSIA. We set up this system of management over many years, includes input, participation and science
and is guided by the law. In fact, there are many around the table who I think can speak to that much
better than I. I do not want to set up any precedent that this Council does not need to be consulted about
rebuilding analysis or hinder the ability of stakeholders to participate and weigh-in on rebuilding
analysis or other science and management, or reduce transparency in the management process by
removing the Council from the process and punting this to the National Marine Fisheries Service. | hear
the severe and deeply painful impacts this is having and will have on many fishermen and communities,
but I believe that myself and this Council need to take the responsibility for getting here. It is because
I believe in this Council and our fishermen and stakeholders and the management it has created that we
can do better and we can commit to doing that and not stepping away from it. Years of decisions have
led to where we are today, including the design of our groundfish FMP, our complex system of grouping
species, our Council processes for input in public testimony, our biannual spex cycle, our TORs, and
even how these meetings are run. These are just examples that show we have tools and ways that we
manage and that we can do better. The stock assessment as a precursor to this agenda item has been
picked apart. I appreciate the good work of NMFS, our SSC, the MTs and the ABs, and the public who
contributed to the dialogue around this scientific product. The timing was poor in many cases, and I
know we heard from folks at this meeting about the assessment that was finalized two years ago. We
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could pick apart the process, however, that process is what allows for public comment. The process is
what allows for industry and other stakeholders to know what is going on. And the process is something
that we as a Council decided on, not the scientist or the assessment or the analysis. [ want to say now
how much I appreciate the efforts of CDF and W and Marci who have been thinking about ways to try
to find solutions. That shouldn't go unnoticed and I hope that as we continue to talk about quillback
over the course of this week that we can talk about solutions. We heard some of our public commenters
today talk about solutions, and I hope that we get to a chance where we can focus on those and move
forward. Follow-up, I'm putting this forward now because, as noted, this is an outcome of many years
of management decisions regarding how we manage groundfish and how the Council operates. To not
endorse this would signal we do not believe in our own ability to manage. It's far from perfect but as
part we have to take responsibility for our own decisions.

Pete Hassemer [00:05:56] Thank you. Are there questions to the maker of the motion for clarification?
I'm not seeing any questions. Corey, question?

Corey Niles [00:06:11] Yeah, thanks Mr. Chair. Corey, I heard you say that, I forget how you phrased
it exactly sorry, but on Phil's idea that you were not in favor of it, but I don't see anything in this motion
that would preclude the Council having the discussion on tasking the SSC with more information under
meeting planning. Is that a fair, a fair reading of the motion and you're speaking to it?

Pete Hassemer [00:06:42] Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:06:43] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thanks Corey. I mean my understanding of what
Phil was saying and I stand to be corrected if so, was that we wanted to go back to the SSC and ask for
them to take another look to include, I think, what I've heard is some additional public comment that
came in at this meeting and to revisit the stock assessment. I support the spirit of that but I do not think
that is appropriate given our management cycles, how we set up our biennial management and the
quality that we have seen and the opportunities that have already been made to comment. I think what
the SSC deemed BSIA is BSIA and I have concerns if this is where we go with this, where do we go
potentially with other stocks that come our way? This Council has hundreds of stocks that we have to
manage, and as I said over half are data-moderate and data-poor and I think we need to rethink how we
manage and we can do that under other agenda items. So, I do not think it's appropriate to say that the
science is not appropriate for management or that it should be improved at this time.

Pete Hassemer [00:08:09] Other questions for clarification? Sharon Kiefer.

Sharon Kiefer [00:08:14] So, Corey, again kind of back to the just the process that I interpreted from
Keeley. I thought she was pretty clear that where things are right now is you're wrapping up Amendment
31 to define a California stock of quillback. They've been working posthaste, is my impression, that's
getting wrapped up pretty darn quick. And she also identified that between now and March, but it has
not occurred yet, that NOAA or NMFS will be sending the Council a letter defining that stock as
overfished. Do I have... I think I've got that right. A letter that we have not received. That then kicks
off presumably rebuilding analysis and the Council's development of a rebuilding plan of which we
have fifteen months to complete that and implementation within two years. I think I've got all the pieces
part, so I just have some concerns. Certainly, you made some very eloquent points about process yet
this motion is actually out of sync with the process. I just want to make... so is that your intent?

Pete Hassemer [00:09:49] Corey Ridings.

Corey Ridings [00:09:50] Thank you Mr. Vice-Chair. Thanks Sharon. I guess I can say I heard things
a little bit differently and I could stand to be corrected in terms of the process. I mean this Council for
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a long time is held to this biennial cycle in terms of how things move through it and sometimes there is
iteration in that and it is a combination of management needs, workload needs, scientific needs, and
just given the multiple groups of folks that work on things. I am certainly not in control of those things.
So, I would defer to Miss Kent and the agency in terms of the exact order of that. It is my understanding
that legally this is required, BSIA and we are at the point in the cycle for that to happen now. If that is
incorrect, I'm happy to have Miss Kent provide more information to help us all understand that better.

Pete Hassemer [00:10:52] Thank you. Keeley Kent.

Keeley Kent [00:10:56] If it's appropriate now I can certainly speak to that, although knowing we're
still in questioning.

Pete Hassemer [00:11:00] I think it falls under....it was a question for clarification on the process.

Keeley Kent [00:11:04] Yes. I will generally note that from a process standpoint just within our own
agenda it's a little confusing that we're talking about one small part under E.2, but the broader discussion
will occur under E.5. The process steps of determining that quillback rockfish off of California is a
stock, yes, we are very close on that and then a status determination is forthcoming... a letter to the
Council. I'm in the larger context of how the Council has chosen to do groundfish. You have chosen to
do biennial specifications. That is the framework that you have set up. So, you have to frontload your
rebuilding plan, right? And so, from the spex process, November is the time when we need OFLs,
ABCs, PPAs of ACLs, and then we're starting to discuss management measures. That sets up the ability
for the GMT and Council staff to be able to develop the analyses over winter. So, in particular when
you have a stock that is co-occurring with other species, right, we can't take the rebuilding plan out of
context because even though it's not a target anymore, those impacts will be occurring in other target
fisheries so you have to consider it within the whole of the fishery. Because of that biennial
specifications process, we are moving more quickly and that has been standard for groundfish since we
move to biennial specifications. So, it is more of that process that's dictating why here in November are
we looking at the rebuilding analysis. That will allow us to, to drill into the rebuilding plan, which we
will talk about more under E.5, that is the point at which there would be over winter analysis where the
GMT and Council staff are bringing forward information looking at the different rebuilding alternatives,
right? So rebuilding analysis is just the one part of it. Without taking action in November there is the
risk that that work over winter is not happening. I understand the desire for more time. With the
rebuilding analysis I think there's a lot of time needed to generate the discussion and the analysis for
the needs of fishing communities, and I think we all agree that that is where we need to spend our time,
right? We need to be looking at what are the tradeoffs and the time to rebuild and the amount of catch
that gives us each year so that we can account for the needs of the fishing community. That is absolutely
where we need to spend our time. That is what should be occurring over winter. So, by adopting the
rebuilding analysis now, you have the numbers to then generate what are our alternatives to be able to
look at over winter. Taking more time and waiting till the spring... it just truncates the amount of time
that the Council has to really dig in on that, and that's hard. It is going to be really hard to look at the
different rebuilding alternatives with as small as the catch is and to draw out the possible different
management schemes you could have under there. So, from my perspective, more time is better because
that is where we need to be spending a lot of time and effort so that we can generate as much as possible
support for understanding the needs of fishing communities under different rebuilding alternatives.

Pete Hassemer [00:14:15] Thank you. Further questions for clarification? Marc Gorelnik.

Marc Gorelnik [00:14:20] Thank you. I don't want to... I realize E.2 and E.5 are related here, but we're
on E.2 and I think Sharon's points are well taken. I think that we can still adopt a rebuilding analysis in
March... is my understanding would still be an appropriate time to do that. So, I don't see the urgency
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right now to adopt a rebuilding analysis, because if we adopt one and then we ask the SSC to look at it
and there's a change, then we have to unwind the rebuilding analysis we adopted in November and |
don't know that that is, that is wise. I also want to say with respect to the SSC’s comments about having
looked at these things. I was there virtually in the meeting and I didn't, if there was a well considered
review of some of those public comments, they weren't evident during the period I was listening. And
there's just a conclusory statement in the report. No, not addressing how they looked at it. So, I do, |
still think it's appropriate for to ask, which we'll take up under another agenda item, to talk to the SSC
and we can come back in March and if necessary adopt a rebuilding analysis then.

Pete Hassemer [00:16:07] Thank you. Corey Niles.
Corey Niles [00:16:10] Yeah, well, I think Marc launched us into discussion there so I'll.....

Pete Hassemer [00:16:14] Please proceed. Yes, and if there are other questions they can be asked.
We're in discussion now.

Corey Niles [00:16:18] Yeah, and having gone through this quite a bit when we had a lot of rebuilding
plans going on, I hope what Keeley is saying is sinking in for a lot of people, but I don't think it probably
is and it shouldn't unless you've spent years doing this. But while I understand Corey's perspective that
we shouldn't ask the SSC, I would support this motion, you know, thinking that we can still ask the
SSC at the end of the meeting to do what Phil's suggesting. But, yeah, Marc, there I would say I'm not
an oddsmaker by any means, but having interpreted SSC statements for a long time, it's not even, it's a
1 percent chance that they're going to change their mind, and maybe that's generous. Their cursory
statement is that I would interpret to mean they took a look at those issues at the STAR Panel and the
STAR Panel Chair was there and probably said, ‘yes, I've heard all this before, let's write it down’ and
they all agreed. So that's just my guess. So, this is a way of adopting this now, hedging our bets to do
that work that Keeley just said is vitally important for, you know, describing the economic importance
of this stock happens, excuse me, happens between this meeting and the April meeting I believe which,
and there's a lot on the GMT’s plate but that's the time when it gets done, that important economic
analysis. So, I don't... if the SSC comes back and says, ‘oh yeah, we didn't consider that you're right we
shouldn't have adopted this’, which a very low probability. I don't think it's hard to unwind this motion.
I don't want to get into Robert's Rules because I'm not good at them, but it wouldn't be hard. Like if the
evidence is there that this shouldn't be adopted that would be easy to do. But, yeah, it takes a lot of work
to do these, compare and contrast the different rebuilding alternatives and I don't think... something I've
been meaning to say but I haven't yet is that under...yeah, when we get to this next agenda item where
we talk about actually doing, looking at options for the rebuilding plan, I hope there's some creativity
and some thinking there that really recognizes the importance of this stock. So, to kind of recap, yeah,
I think this is the right thing to do for our process. It doesn't preclude asking for more information in
the SSC in my mind. And maybe I'm just too pessimistic here, but I don't expect the SSC to change
th