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Proceedings
(8:38 a.m.)
Welcome, Roll Call, Agenda Review

Chair Davis: Okay. Good morning and welcome to our
MAFAC meeting. I'm Megan Davis, and I'm the chair.
And I just want to give a warm welcome to all the
members and our leadership and guests that are
here. And Heidi is going to read the privacy
statement, and then we'll go around the room and do
our introductions, and I'll talk a little bit about the
plan for the next few days. Okay, Heidi.

Ms. Lovett: Excuse me. Pursuant to the Privacy Act
of 1974, agencies are required to tell people what our
authority is for collecting personal identifiable
information or PII from them. And the purpose of the
collection, how we are using and sharing the PII,
whether or not the person can refuse to provide the
PII, and what, if any, is the consequences of refusing
to provide PII.

In order to collect PII at all in our system of records,
even if accompanied by a Privacy Act statement, we
also have to notify the public generally of this
collection, which is what we're doing with this
statement right now.

There is also a statement posted on the MAFAC
meeting site. We are sharing this because we want
you, as participants in this meeting and public
commenters, particularly people on the screen, to not
provide PII or business identifiable information, or
controlled unclassified information, during recorded
virtual conferences.

Speakers, sessions, presentations, and any public
comments during a federal advisory committee
meeting, are made publicly available, and today, this
is through this webinar. We're not recording the
webinar, but the audio is being recorded by the
telecommunications company for the purposes of
creating a transcript.
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The purpose of noting all of this is that an individual's
permission is required for the use of photographs,
videos, and audio in any format, used for
communications, outreach, interviews, and
dissemination of mission products intended to
promote an awareness and appreciation of the
environment and NOAA science services stewardship
roles.

NOAA's website and -- websites and social media
outlets must not collect any personal information
from children under the age of 13, unless parental
permission is provided in writing. Please make sure
there are no young children in the background at all
while you're onscreen. And if there is, if that is a
possibility, we suggest you blur your background or
use a different background. So that's for the
members onscreen.

Thank you. That's the privacy statement.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Heidi for that. Okay, well,
let's go around the table and what I'd like you to do
of course is your name, your affiliation, and also
where you come from. So once again, my name is
Megan Davis. I am with Florida Atlantic University.
I'm a research professor there. And so I'm from
Florida. And I'll turn it over to Janet.

Ms. Coit: Good morning, everyone. Great to see you.
My name is Janet Coit. I'm the head of National
Marine Fishery Service, and I hearken from the great
state of Rhode Island.

Mr. Rauch: All right. I'm Sam Rauch. I am Janet's
deputy. One of the three deputies. I'm in charge of
the regulatory programs.

Dr. Werner: And where are you from?

Mr. Rauch: I'm from Georgia, originally. Silver
Spring, Maryland right now.

Dr. Werner: Cisco Werner, chief science advisor
fisheries, and I'm based here in Silver Spring.



Chair Davis: From? Grew up in?

Dr. Werner: Grew up in Maracaibo, Venezuela. All
right.

Dr. Howell: Hi. I'm Evan Howell. I'm the director of
the office of science and technology, stationed here
in Silver Spring. I grew up in Philadelphia and spent
most of my life out in Hawaii.

Mr. Thom: And I've been given a hand microphone.
Barry Thom, executive director of Pacific States
Marine Fisheries Commission, and I am in Portland,
Oregon.

Mr. Donaldson: So tonight, now we have our
karaoke, and I'll do your -- I'll do my best rendition
of Have it My Way. I'm Dave Donaldson. I'm the Gulf
States -- from the Gulf States Marine Fisheries
Commission, executive director. And I'm from Ocean
Springs, Mississippi.

Mr. Cowperthwaite: Good morning, everyone. I'm
Hugh Cowperthwaite. I'm from Portland, Maine. And
new to this committee, so thank you for having me.
And I work for Coastal Enterprises in Maine.

Ms. Odierno: I'm Linda Odierno. I'm a fisheries
consultant and I'm from New York. And I've been in
this industry for a million years, so I know lots of
information historically.

Mr. Veerhusen: Brett Veerhusen. I'm the principal for
Ocean Strategies. I'm also a lifelong Alaskan
commercial fisherman. I'm from Homer, Alaska and
live in Seattle.

Mr. Prewitt: I'm Ryan Prewitt from Peche Restaurant
in New Orleans, Louisiana.

Mr. Schumacker: Good morning, you all. I'm Joe
Schumacker. I'm with the Quinault Indian Nation out
on the coast of Washington State, and I live in Ocean
City, Washington, which you won't find on a map.

Ms. Moore: Hello. I'm Meredith Moore. I'm the
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director of the Fish Conservation Program at Ocean
Conservancy. I live here in Washington D.C., which
is no excuse for why I was late. But I did make it just
under the wire, thank you, Janet, for giving me some
cover and unmuting five minutes. I'm originally from
Huntsville, Alabama.

Ms. Zanowicz: I'm Katie Zanowicz, NOAA Fisheries in
Silver Spring.

Mr. Tam: Hello, everyone. Clay Tam here from
Hawaii. Director of research from Pacific Island
Fisheries Group, also chair for the advisory panel on
the council in Hawaii.

Mr. Yamada: Hi. Richard Yamada. I'm a lodge owner
in Southeast Alaska, Juneau, but originally from
Hawaii, and Clay and I know Janet from some time
ago. But I'm also International Pacific Halibut
Commissioner.

Dr. McDonald: Good morning, everyone. I'm Sara
McDonald. I'm the director of conservation at the
South Carolina Aquarium. I live in Charleston, but I
grew up in New Jersey.

Dr. Sullivan: Hi, everyone. I'm Pat Sullivan. I'm a
Professor Emeritus, which means I'm supposed to be
retired, at Cornell University. And I'm in California.

Vice Chair Ralston: Yes. I'm Kellie Ralston. I'm with
Bonefish and Tarpon Trust. We are based in Miami
but I am born and raised, and currently live in
Tallahassee. I'm also vice chair of MAFAC and serve
on the American Fisheries Advisory Committee.

MS. RUNNEBAUM: Good morning. Jocelyn
Runnebaum. I'm a marine scientist for the Nature
Conservancy in Maine. I live in Bath, Maine, and I
grew up in Fort Worth, Texas.

Ms. Schumann: Sarah Schumann. I fish commercially
in Alaska and Rhode Island. And I'm the director of
the Fishery Friendly Climate Action Campaign. I came
here from Warren, Rhode Island, which is my home
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base, but I grew up three stops up the Red Line from
here.

Ms. Moreland: Stefanie Moreland with Trident
Seafoods. Long career in Alaska fisheries and oddly,
I'm from Wisconsin.

Ms. Wallace: Good morning. I'm Jenni Wallace. I'm
the director of the Office of Policy in NOAA Fisheries.
I'm from Washington, D.C., but I'm originally a New
Yorker.

Ms. Menashes: Hi. I'm Emily Menashes. I am another
one of Janet's deputies. I'm the -- cover the
operations portfolio that Paul Doremus previously
had. I live in Silver Spring, Maryland and originally
from Pennsylvania.

Ms. Lovett: Hi. I'm Heidi Lovett. I'm the acting
designated federal officer, or DFO for MAFAC. I'm
with the Office of Policy. I live in Silver Spring now
and I'm from Boston originally.

Chair Davis: Okay. Well, I didn't get to say where I'm
from. I'm actually from Australia, originally. So it's
great to hear from you all. We're also going to
introduce our guests, and also we have Tom and
Jennifer, so if they could introduce themselves.

Mr. Fote: My name is Tom Fote. I represent Jersey
Coast Anglers Association. I hope you hear me
better. I have to wear headphones. I'm sorry I can't
be there. I had an operation two weeks ago, and
that's why tomorrow I'll have to miss most of the
meeting because I've got to go back to the surgeon
on Wednesday.

But I'm glad to be here virtually, even though I can't
be there in person.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Tom. Jennifer?

MS. HAGEN: Good morning. There's a lot of familiar
faces, although it's a little hard to see you. It looks
like a really long room from where I'm sitting.
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Anyway, Jennifer Hagen. I work for the Quileute
Tribe, which is located on the coast of Washington,
just north of where Joe works.

And I am calling you from Vermont. This is where 1
grew up, and I am going to be in and out for this
meeting because my 90-year-old mother is going
through some heart issues and is going into surgery
tomorrow. So I needed to be here to support her. But
I live north of Forks, Washington. Thank you.

Chair Davis: Welcome, Jennifer.

MS. NAUGHTEN: Thank vyou. Good morning,
everybody. I'm Kate Naughten. I'm the
communications director for NOAA Fisheries. Happy
to be here today and see new faces and familiar
faces. I am from Lake Sara, just up the redline here.
I grew up in Montgomery County, Maryland, and I
now live in Annapolis. Nice to see you all.

MS. SHOFFLER: Morning. I'm Sarah Shoffler, national
seafood strategy coordinator for NOAA Fisheries. I'm
based in San Diego, but I was born in the Philly area.

MS. SHOWALTER: Do you want to come over here
because we're hiding? HI. I'm Spencer Showalter. I'm
acting as Janet's advisor and am usually the advisor
to her Chief of Staff, and I'm from the West Coast
writ large, depending on when you choose to ask me.

MS. TRNKA: Hello. Maureen Trnka. I am the senior
advisor for the regulatory programs of NOAA
Fisheries, which means I work with Sam Rauch. Oh,
I forgot to say where I'm from. I live in D.C., but I
am from Chicago. That was important to say.

MS. KRAATZ: Good morning, everybody. My name is
Lindsey Kraatz. I'm the senior advisor for fishery
science, which means that I am Cisco's advisor. I'm
a military brat, so I never know how to answer the
question of where I'm from. Though I did graduate
high school in Huntsville, and I currently live in
Dallas. So close to Fort Worth.
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MS. DIEDERICK: Hi, everyone. Whoa. Hi, everyone.
Laura Diederick, NOAA Fisheries lead for external
affairs and stakeholder engagement. I live here in
D.C. and was born in the Cleveland area.

Mr. Beal: How much time do I have? Good morning.
I'm Bob Beal. Sorry I'm a few minutes late. I'm the
executive director of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission. And I'm not sure what else I'm
supposed to be saying. I'm from -- grew up in
Maryland, live in Virginia now.

Ms. Coit: What's your favorite fish?

Mr. Beal: Not red snapper. It's truly not striped bass.
I know. It's a long list of not favorites.

Chair Davis: Okay. Thank you for all those
introductions. Welcome to our new members.
Welcome to our existing members and guest
leadership. We have a full agenda over the next
couple of days. And you either have maybe printed
out a copy or you have it on the -- you can get it on
the website, the MAFAC website.

And also, there is links to all the, if there are slides
and things like that, and information. So we will
definitely start off with Assistant Administrator
update from Janet Coit. So we're looking forward to
that. And then that will be followed by Cisco Warner
with a science update.

And then we'll also have some updates on the IRA by
Sam. Our subcommittees have been very busy over
-- between our last meeting and this meeting, so
they'll have quite a lot of updates. Meredith and
Jocelyn will be updating us on the climate ecosystem
subcommittee's work on Climate-Ready Fisheries

policy.

And then there'll be some working time after that for
the subcommittee. Let's see, it looks like both Sam
and Katie will give us an update on the, the EEJ
strategy. And then we'll have some recreational
fisheries update from Russ and Evan. And let's see,
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and that will sort of wind up today's session.

And then tomorrow, we'll continue with updates from
the state directors, from Bob, and David, and Barry.
And then Emily and Brian will walk us through the
budget and the budget outlook.

And then Stephanie will lead a discussion on the
strategic planning and budget subcommittee work
that they've been doing. They also have a draft letter
to the Secretary of Commerce that we'll be
reviewing.

And let's see, we have an overview from the Office of
International Affairs and Trade and Commerce, which
is great. I think that has to do with the work that
Linda is leading. So looking forward to that.

And then we're right in the middle of a celebration of
ESA, 50 years, so we'll also have Dori Dick providing
us a update on that. So it'll be virtual. And then we'll
-- that will end Thursday.

Wednesday, actually, I think I'm getting a little
confused here. Yes. We have some working
committee time. And then Thursday will be about a
half a day session. We'll have some subcommittee
work in the morning and then Chuck Weirich will give
us an update on -- from National Sea Grant, seafood
industry workshop.

We'll also have some tribal engagement updates. And
then we have two actions that we'll be looking at
Thursday. One will be the proposed Climate-Ready
Fisheries policy, and one will be the letter to the
Secretary of Commerce. So we'll have those action
items at the end.

And then there's some options for field trips on
Thursday afternoon that Heidi sent out by email
yesterday that you can make a decision on.

Before we get started with our meeting, I know that
we have a few new members, and also we'll be
having even more new members. There's a call out
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right now for nominations for seven new positions.
So there are seven of us that will -- this will be our
last meeting. And so we'll be starting to transition.

And I thought that this might be a good time to just
go over some of the meeting norms that we do, to
introduce the new members to that. And then we're
actually going to have a session, a short session
tomorrow on maybe working together on team
commitment and how we function as a group.

And I think that's going to be great input with the
team, the MAFAC team that we have here now, but
also to prepare for the future as we have new MAFAC
members coming in. It's something that MAFAC
doesn't have really written in place, so we'll talk
about that.

So as we have lots of discussions, I'll be helping to
facilitate those discussions along with Heidi. And I
want to give a special shout out, thanks to Heidi and
Katie for all the organization that they've done to help
us prepare to be here today and for helping keep us
on track.

So as you have a question, you have your name, we
usually put up our, we call it our tent. It would be
great if you have a couple of questions that you only
ask one question, then you can go around on the
second round if we have time.

And so just to be able to respect everybody's time
and give everybody a chance to be able to have
input. We will keep the meeting on time to make sure
that you all have the breaks that you need and time
to also talk with each other.

And I would just recommend that you made an effort
to come to the meeting, which is really wonderful,
and I know that it's a volunteer service that you all
are doing, and that you have very busy lives of other
things that you're doing. But if you can try your best
to stay present at the meeting and stay off your
phones and your computer, and things like that, as
much as you can.
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We want to make sure that we respect our
teammates and that we don't interrupt, and that
we're here to listen to everybody's viewpoints and
input. And as you all know, we're advisory members
for NOAA here, and our role here is to provide
advisory work.

And we may speak from our other roles in our lives,
but we're really here to come with our expertise,
which is really always so amazing to me to see the
expertise that comes from all throughout the
industry. But to also remember that when you're
giving your inputs and advice, to certainly use your
expertise but not to make it so that it's about where
you're coming from. I hope I'm clear about that.

And that it really is our role here to be as open and
to participate in a way that we can provide great
advisory input for NOAA Fisheries. And so those are
just a few things that we can talk about some more
in terms of when we start to build our team
commitments and things like that.

So I just wanted to kick off the meeting that way.
And I just want to open the floor, let's see, we have
another few minutes. Okay. Here we go. We have
another few minutes and I think Heidi has a few
announcements, but I also because we have a few
minutes, I'd like to just open the floor up if there's
any comments or any clarifications that we need to
put forward.

Okay. Thank you, all. Thank you. So Heidi, over here,
there you go.

Ms. Lovett: Hi. So first of all, I think rather than
having to move the base, I think you can tilt this and
that should work fine for everybody, just as a first
note.

Second, for those when you need a restroom, they're
out this door and to the left, and down the hall. You'll
go by another meeting that's going on and the
bathrooms are on the right.
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I wanted to note, I have a few things here, that sadly
a few of the other members couldn't participate in
person, but they do hope to be joining us when they
can. So we hopefully will, besides Tom and Jennifer,
we'll also see Donna Kalez, Natasha Hayden, Matt
Upton and Donny McMahon at various times. As I
said, they couldn't be here for a variety of different
reasons.

And I don't think I have any other announcements
right now. Oh, and lastly, the food because of health
issues, they can't leave it out all morning. So if you
want to -- they may not even -- hopefully it will still
be here at 9:45 but if you want to get up and get
something, please do it now and enjoy the food.

Thank you, sure. I can do that. So yes. As Megan
noted, there's two things happening Thursday
afternoon. One is that there's -- our agency has been
helping organize a symposium on Rice's whale at the
Smithsonian. And their symposium is going on all
day, so the afternoon sessions, once we're done here
or whenever we're done here, you have the
opportunity to join that if you wish. It's open to the
public.

There's -- in the email I sent out and I'm happy to
share it again, there are some recommendations of
lunch sites nearby or close to the Smithsonian to
make that -- to accommodate getting lunch before
you join the symposium.

And the other thing is, is that we have a number of
staff that are co-located at the Smithsonian in the
systematics lab, and they are offering to do a tour for
any of us that might like to go and see the work that
we do in collaboration with the Smithsonian.

And particularly, fish, systematics, and I think
invertebrate collection, the fish collection, and they
can talk about, you know, the relevance of the work
they're doing there to climate and other topics of
importance to the subgroup.

So the one thing is that they do -- they will need to
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provide a badge to everybody, that you're a special
guest and can go behind the scenes, so that's why I
sent out a request that if you do wish to join that, if
you can let me know by lunch today, I can then pass
your names and the other information they requested
onto the staff at the Smithsonian and they'll be ready
to greet us.

Any questions about that? Okay.
Report of the Assistant Administrator

Chair Davis: Thank vyou, Heidi, for those
announcements. So I'd like to officially welcome
Janet Coit, the Assistant Administrator for Fisheries.
And she will provide us a report this morning.

Ms. Coit: Good morning. It is so nice to see everyone.
So thank you all for traveling here, and Tom, we wish
you well, Jennifer, we wish your mother well. And as
Megan said in this hybrid meeting, some of the others
-- or Heidi said some of the other members will do
their best to join virtually. But thank you all.

I'm also -- I agree with all your rules and love the
way you stated them. And you have the whole
leadership of NOAA Fisheries here now, but no matter
how much we try, we all have other obligations and
commitments.

Dr. Spinrad's Science Advisory Board is meeting at
the same time. Last year, we were in the same hotel,
if you might recall. And we were able to sort of race
from meeting to meeting, but Cisco and Evan will be
joining that meeting.

As you said, there's this wonderful event at the
Smithsonian that may call me away at times, and all
of us are going to have to step out and in, but we'll
do our absolute best to be present, and I so look
forward to continuing conversations with all of you
and getting to know the new members of MAFAC.

So again, start out with a big welcome, and also want
to reiterate the thank you to the policy team, and
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again, in particular, Heidi and Katie. Thank you so
much for all you do and are doing to make this
meeting successful.

MAFAC is a dynamic entity. I think of it as a river that
keeps flowing, and different fish are coming in and
out of the stream. And so I just, well, again, want to
welcome the new members. As you can see, we need
more representation from the Gulf, so thank you very
much, Ryan. And Hugh, great to see you, and
Jennifer, thanks for joining us.

But I will say from personal experience, it takes quite
a while to get to know NOAA Fisheries, and so be
patient with yourself and we'll all do our best to
support and bring you along as we all continue on
this endeavor to both understand better the mission
that is so consequential and important, I think even
increasingly important to the public to understand
how our natural systems are what provide the
sustenance and resilience for our planet and how
difficult this time is, besides global events that are
oppressing, and depressing, and violent.

We've got climate change and so many challenges,
so it really feels like a privilege to come together, and
to have you on this advisory committee, and get a
chance to hear fresh perspectives that are given with
the best of intentions and help us succeed and
connect to the public.

I wanted to start with some updates that you kind of
got a teaser on already, which is Emily Menashes,
since we last met, has become the head of our -- the
Deputy AA for operations. And as she mentioned, it's
a role that was filled by Paul Doremus who just
walked in the room.

So we might have an extra-long break if I wrap this
up quickly, and I know Paul wants a chance to --
welcome Paul, to greet people and to get a chance to
connect.

But Emily, you're so fortunate to have Emily. She
worked for many, many years for Sam Rauch in
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sustainable fisheries, and she was the Chief of Staff
to the National Ocean Service, and we lured her over
from NOAA Research, another line office where she
was similarly the deputy for operations.

She did a good stint at the Council on Environmental
Quality, and she just brings this breadth of
experience to us. It's a really critical role. So you'll
be hearing from Emily later, but we're thrilled that
she's in the position.

You also met, as we went around the table, Jenni
Wallace, and Jenni is filling the position that Jennifer
Lukens filled, and Jen was really a point person that
many of you got to know best in MAFAC.

Jenni also brings a wide range of skills. She also
worked for Sam Rauch in sustainable fisheries. And
she is real excited about leading the policy group and
thinking about ways that it might tackle some of the
issues that we've discussed quite a bit, like equity
and environmental justice, improving our
relationships with tribes.

Already, we've built up an offshore wind node within
policy. So welcome, Jenni. The other new person
that's joined since we last met in San Diego is the
head of our science center in the Pacific Islands. His
name is Charles Littnan, and he took the role that
Mike Seki held for many, many years.

And Charles had come up through the science center
and is an expert in protected resources and took the
helm quite a few months ago. I think the last time we
met, Jennifer Quan had already taken her role as the
regional head of the West Coast regions. So those are
our two newest leaders on the regional level.

So quickly, I just, you know, I'm trying so hard to
both fulfill my role here and see the country, and
meet people, and try to experience more what people
are confronting with their dealing with fisheries and
climate change.

So I just wanted to run through some of what I've
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done and MAFAC members seem to show up most
everywhere I go. So just -- right after our last
meeting, Donna Kalez led us, a group, where we went
out to see some cooperative research with the
recreational fishing community. And it was fantastic.

You know, a great -- an example of our science
center and regional office working with industry to
better collect information and data about vermillion
rockfish, and -- so that we could do a better job of
management. And it was just super inspiring, and a
wonderful trip.

The -- I spent a week in the Klamath watershed going
from the mouth of the river up into the headwaters,
meeting with tribes, and meeting with ranchers, and
meeting with farmers. And that was a really valuable
trip.

The Klamath host the biggest dam removal project in
the U.S. So four dams are coming down, and it used
to be the third most productive salmon river in the
U.S. And we have great hopes, it doesn't happen
immediately, but of reconnecting that river and its
habitat is a really exciting project.

In September, I was able to go back to Alaska and
spent some really valuable time with our own staff,
but also met with Stefanie and processors in
Anchorage, and participated in Belugas Count!, which
is a celebration of the work done, really a celebration
of the 50th anniversary of the Endangered Species
Act.

But the excitement around recovery of beluga whales
in Cook Inlet, where they're very visible to the public.
So it was -- people have viewing stations all around
Anchorage and gather together to celebrate the
whales.

And similar to what we plan to do at the Smithsonian
around Rice's whales, which have received a lot of
notoriety recently in Washington, D.C., even though
there's only around 50 of them, they're causing quite
a stir. I'll talk more about that later.
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Later in September, I met the fishing industry in New
Hampshire, and just had a roundtable with them.
Subsequently, I went to the American Clean Power
conference and spoke with the head of the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management in Boston.

Offshore wind was on the minds of New Hampshire
fisherman, and then there was a conference with
thousands of people about how do we do a better job
of supporting the growth of the offshore wind
industry off the coast of the U.S.

And then last, just last week, and I saw Matt Upton
who's expecting a baby soon, which is why he didn't
travel here. I saw Stefanie at the Trident
headquarters. I saw Brett, I saw Sara manning a
booth. So I was in the Seattle area meeting with
industry and participating at the Pacific Expo.

I even met Brett's father.
Mr. Veerhusen: Sorry.
(Laughter.)

Ms. Coit: And then before that, spent several very
profound and sobering days with four tribes in the
Pacific Northwest, including a full day with the Lummi
tribe talking about salmon recovery, hatcheries,
habitat restoration, history, how we work together
going forward.

And then closer to home, we've all been going up to
The Hill for meetings, and I've testified several times
since we last met, including a hearing last month
before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee that was largely focused on -- was
focused on offshore energy development and the
intersection between whales and wind, and oil and
gas.

So happy to talk more about that later. But anyway,
needless to say, all of us are doing this, trying to both
cover the territory and make sure that we're not, you
know, in a Washington bureaucratic bubble, while
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also carrying a load here.

So it's, to me, the favorite -- my favorite part of the
job is getting out and meeting people, and seeing
them where they live, and hearing about the
challenges. And we have a lot.

So I'm going to shift to just talking a bit about
MAFAC, because I mentioned when I first -- my first
MAFAC meeting was virtual, which is much different.
And I wasn't as aware of how important this group is
when I had that first meeting, because I was so brand
new.

But since then, and I say this to all of you, particularly
the new members, you know, I just realized that this
-- I believe it's our nation's first advisory committee
of this sort, and it's so important to all of us to get
the perspectives that we -- in such an informal and
constructive way, that we don't always get when we
are sitting in our offices.

So I just want to emphasize how much we appreciate
people that are serving in MAFAC, and I also want to
reiterate the message that Megan gave you, which is
we now -- we have a wonderful cohort that's moving
on fairly soon, who we're going to miss very much.

And the opportunity to bring in, you know, a bunch
of new voices and perspectives. And so those of you
who know what MAFAC is, please help us recruit and
encourage people to put their names forward, so we
continue to make sure that we're hearing directly
from folks with a variety of perspectives and
expertise from around the country.

The purpose of MAFAC is to, you know, advise on all
of the issues before us, and we're going to hit the --
the agenda's terrific, we're going to hit on the
breadth of what we do here at NOAA Fisheries, and I
know from the work that we've done recently in the
Columbia River, that MAFAC led endeavors, can have
legs years and years after the people who have been
working on them have moved on.
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So the work that you're doing influences us, not just
at the time, but can set the stage for conversations
and conservation for years to come. That's really
important to us.

And I know today, or this week, there's two action
items that are of great importance, and one is around
Climate-Ready Fisheries, and the panels and the
discussion in San Diego on that were top notch. They
were really influential, and we loved them.

And it's really formed our work going forward. And
then the work that you've been doing around our
budget, and that's something we're focused a lot on
every day. I like to say show me your budget, and I'll
tell you your priorities.

So we have a big leadership council meeting coming
up that Jenni and team are also organizing to
examine our budget carefully, having every single
leader present. And we've had this great opportunity
of having Inflation Reduction Act and fusion of funds
around certain priority areas.

But we know that are budgets aren't likely to grow,
and as the world changes, we have to think very
carefully about what are those priorities we're
investing in, year in and year out. And your help and
interest in making sure that we're funded to do the
work of NOAA Fisheries is very much appreciated.

I'm very interested in where that leads. And speaking
of IRA funding, just it truly is a historic opportunity.
We were -- NOAA itself was allocated I think it's $2.7
billion for NOAA work, and NOAA Fisheries was
allocated hundreds of millions of dollars under both
the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, and then more
recently IRA.

So those of you who are watching our press releases
know we've done sort of a rolling announcement of
the funding. Worked hard to figure out the priority
areas to invest that funding. Cisco will talk more
about investments in science. It's giving us an
opportunity to expand development of technologies
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that we need going forward that will help us expand
our observations in this dynamic environment.

One of the exciting aspects for me, and I saw a
restoration project that the Tulalip were leading north
of Seattle last week, is the money that we've been
able to put into conservation through the Bipartisan
Infrastructure Law, boosted by the Inflation
Reduction Act.

So our first round, we funded $480 million of over
100 projects across the country, and they're on the
ground, you know, restoration projects. We're
moving dams, expanding culverts, revegetating,
reconnecting, they're in -- I'm not going to go over
the different pots of money, but for the first time, we
have one that's devoted to underserved communities
in this last round, to a specific set aside for tribes,
not just for fish passage, but also for capacity
building.

And we're hoping that these funds -- we're seeing
them make a difference. We have staff all across the
country working directly with communities and their
-- because of the amounts of the grants and the
amounts of the funding, people are able to do
projects that they've contemplated for decades and
never had the resources to do.

One of the things I've heard as I've visited these
projects is the fact we debated mightily whether we
should have a match requirement. And I heard that
from all the tribes we met with last week and others
that by not having a match, it provided an
opportunity for many projects to go forward that
wouldn't have otherwise.

So I want to repoint that back to the secretary
because they, you know, she always wants leverage,
leverage, leverage with every dollar, and I think we
were able to get leverage, but also allow folks to do
projects that they wouldn't have otherwise been able
to do.

The IRA money, a very large amount, historic
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amount, never before, is going to hatcheries. Never
before in the history of the U.S. Government. And
you know, sadly, it's a mixed message. It's going to
support hatcheries and production of salmon and
steelhead because we need to do that in these areas
where we don't have the native fish runs, and we're
trying to hold the line and allow fishing and allow time
for recovery.

So we're working on that, both through the Mitchell
Act, which many of you are familiar with, that was
part of mitigation for the Columbia River dam. But
also, for the first time for non-Mitchell Act projects,
for the first time in a large way, $240 million is going
to hatchery infrastructure.

And all the tribes we've been meeting with are very,
very interested. They have outmoded, outdated
hatcheries that they're depending on. I saw some of
them last week. So Jen Quan from our California --
excuse me, from our West Coast region, she's
operating out of California, is leading that and we'll
have more announcements on that coming up.

And just quickly, we announced recently $20 million
in grants going to the councils to help them with their
Climate-Ready Fisheries work, and we're waiting for
proposals from them. $20 million was announced for
red snapper specifically.

And Dave Donaldson has been very integral to
helping us work with the states in our Southeast.
Evan Howell's led a lot of that to try to improve
research and data collection for red snapper in a way
that will benefit other species in other areas as well,
if we do it well.

And then our Climate Ecosystem and Fisheries
Initiative, something that we work on with the Ocean
Service and with NOAA Research. For the first time,
got an infusion of funds. And we feel a lot of pressure.
We want to demonstrate that we can improve and
use science to inform management through this CEFI
work in a way that will -- demonstrates usefulness,
so that we can continue to get it funded.
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And I won't go into it. I think and hope Cisco is going
to talk more about it, but I know you're very
interested and it's something again that we talked
about in San Diego.

The -- I'm going to just hit quickly on it. There's so
much in this role and in our worlds that we're working
on all at once, and through the agenda, we have an
opportunity to get more deeply into subjects.

One of the things I talked a lot about in Seattle was
our national seafood strategy, and that is an area
Alexa Cole is coming in to talk more about trade and
commerce. Linda has led a lot of the conversations in
MAFAC with input from, valuable input from many
folks.

That's an area where we have thoughts that perhaps
MAFAC will be able to get us more deeply into some
of the issues around traceability and IUU fishing that
we feel like we have an opportunity to do a better job
with.

So I'll let Alexa talk more about that, but it's one pillar
of our seafood strategy that we rolled out since the
last time that we met.

And we're super excited about the seafood strategy
allowing us to talk to people about the importance of
fisheries for food, for sustenance, for commerce, for
jobs, that might resonate more with them then some
of the focus on ecosystem based management or the
things that we get excited about that are core to
supporting our nation's seafood sector, but don't
necessarily always grab the public in the same way.

So we're going to talk about the national seafood
strategy. The equity and environmental justice
strategy is going to be a constant learning effort.
We're working on implementation plans. But always
with a lot of humility.

There are many ways that we are trying to implement
that strategy by increasing representation on the
councils. I mentioned the significant funding going to



28

underserved communities. You know, they're
underserved by all the U.S. Government, but they're
places that we haven't traditionally invested as much
funds in for a variety of reasons.

But one of them is why we're also funding capacity
building grants, just to give folks an opportunity to
hire people and do science and get involved in a way
that allows them to be competitive in these big
grants.

A lot of you have talked about our IFQ programs and
access to fisheries, and that's something Sam and his
team are also looking at closely in regard to some of
the equity in environmental justice work that we're
doing.

I believe Russel's going to talk later about our
recreational fishing policy. That's something we also
completed with a lot of input. I would say one of the
biggest areas for that, that we've been working and
talking about, is just how climate change impacts
recreational fishing and how our management of
recreational fishing, a sector that sometimes in some
councils isn't as vocal.

But in the Gulf and in the Southeast, you know, it's
both the economic driver and the -- puts a lot of
pressure on the fisheries, you know, how we do a
better job in some ways, and what we're doing with
the red snapper money, I hope kind of lowering the
temperature in getting everybody at recreational
fishing community, our conservationists, they want
to see a future for their children and grandchildren to
enjoy and benefit from recreational fishing.

And see if we can do a better job of talking about
science based management in light of changing
ecosystems. So that's another area that you have
been very involved, that we're going to talk more
about.

And then lastly, I just wanted to highlight that we
have this exciting event at the Smithsonian going on.
When I've testified a couple times on ESA issues, and
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I can't help but think every time the Endangered
Species Act passed the Senate unanimously 50 years
ago, and overwhelmingly in the House.

It was bipartisan. America was excited about
conservation. Excited about protecting species from,
you know, bald eagles to grey whales, to wolves. And
I think people still are.

So you know, you get in this echo-chamber in D.C.
and everything is so fraught. But we've been trying
all year to celebrate the Endangered Species Act,
celebrate conservation successes, and talk about the
importance of saving all the pieces.

And I think that America is very excited about it.
Nobody wants to see species go extinct. So we have
this celebration where we're looking at some of the
recent science where we identified Rice's whale, a
species that had thought to be part of a Bryde's whale
species, and then we were able to, through terrific
science work, identify that it was a separate species.

And now it's one of the most endangered whale
species in the world. So we're working on critical
habitat designation, a recovery plan, mitigation
measures, and celebrating that as a nation, we've,
under that law, demonstrated that we value
protecting biodiversity.

And that's what the Smithsonian event is about,
understanding better the science and celebrating our
commitment to conservation and why that's
important.

But at the same time, we no longer have unanimous
support for the Endangered Species Act, and our
work to both communicate why it's important, but
also our successes along the decades of working with
industry and working with stakeholders to develop
mitigation measures, are things that we also want to
talk about because we've had a lot of successes, and
we've worked very closely with the fishing industry
and other sectors to develop mitigation measures so
that we can both carry out development activities and
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work to conserve threatened and endangered
species.

And certainly, I spend a lot of time on North Atlantic
right whales. That's something we're also investing a
lot of IRA money in, and that's an area we're just
about to announce to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. So exciting grants around developing
ropeless fishing gear for trap pot fisheries.

You know, that's an area where climate change and
the changing distribution of prey is creating more
conflicts. So our endangered species work is only
getting more difficult, but I'm an optimist. I really
think that America wants to be a nation that we are
conserving these glorious whales and small species
and thinking about the entire ecosystem in a way that
we're responsible for.

So I think it's one of the very consequential duties of
NOAA Fisheries and an area that we seek and
appreciate your advice. So I hope people will be able
to participate in the reception, which is Wednesday
night.

And I'll be in and out of that as I participate in the
Smithsonian events. And I think I'll wrap that up. I
am excited about the agenda and what we're talking
about over the next three days. And I really look
forward to these meetings. So again, I want to say
how great it is to look around and see all your faces,
and to remember that two years ago or so, most of
you were strangers to me.

So MAFAC becomes quite a -- feels a bit like family.
Feels a bit like returning. With all our disagreements
and we welcome the opportunity to air them, and
again, really value all the different perspectives
around the room.

And I want to appreciate the way Megan always runs
these meetings too, because she allows everyone to
be heard in a respectful way. And there aren't that
many environments where that happens like this. So
very appreciative of that, and very appreciative of
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Megan as our chair. So thank you, Megan.
Happy to have questions or discussion.

Chair Davis: Thank you so much, Janet. That was a
wonderful way to have an update and also to kick off
our discussions. So thank you for that thorough
update.

We do have 15 minutes that we can -- okay. I see
Meredith's up first, and then Joe.

Ms. Moore: Hello. I just thought I'd get us started off
right. Thank you so much for your comments. I just
wanted to highlight a couple of things. And I promise
I only have one question, Megan, which is I just
wanted to say I really appreciate the approach that
the agency is taking with leveraging the IRA funds to
advance Climate-Ready Fisheries.

CEFI is very exciting, but I also just want to
underscore, I've seen like a real strength for the
money that you're heading over to the councils to
ensure that it's not just backfilling, like we know the
councils always have other needs, but I really
appreciate the work that's being done to ensure that
it is going to advance Climate-Ready Fisheries and do
those sorts of projects and really like accelerate that
work.

Because there's a, I think, a real risk of that when
money shows up, it flows to the easiest thing, and we
need to do hard things with that money. So I just
want to really appreciate that that's happening.

And I also wanted to suggest that as you are -- 1
know you are all still working to get the money out
the door, but you know the money goes -- like I'm
stressed about the cliff that's coming when the IRA
funds go away, as you are using it to establish some
of these really good programs.

And a lot of your climate work is coming out of the
IRA, and so I would just suggest, as you are thinking
about the next phase of this, how like to help us, help



32

MAFAC help you to communicate what the benefits
were of doing the work that you did, and sort of what
-- how to maintain it and so that it doesn't just vanish
in 2026, when the funds go away.

So I just want to highlight that's a real concern for
me, and I hope that MAFAC can help communicate
the benefits of this -- of the funds and we look
forward to working with you on that.

Ms. Coit: Thank you, Meredith. Well said. And I think
communicating around IRA is something that we
would welcome help and amplification on, and 1
totally agree. On some of this, you know, I don't
know if I'm too optimistic, but we think if we, you
know, invest in technologies to detect and avoid
whales in vessel strikes.

If we invest in ropeless fishing gear, if we invest in
better monitoring, like we're going to get ourselves
with this funding into a better place where we can
demonstrate the success of those investments.

I was on the phone with a congressman from South
Atlantic who was saying why aren't you putting more
of that $20 million of red snapper funding into the
Atlantic Coast. And I'm saying we better demonstrate
this, you know, that what we're doing in the Gulf is
going to provide a basis for work that can happen in
other areas.

But it may require new funding. That's why we're like
so under the gun to demonstrate that this is
successful and get this funding widely out the door.

Thank you on the councils. We've decided to give a
certain set, a smaller amount to each council, but
then are asking for specific plans around particular
fisheries and climate-ready projects.

And I think that I just agree with all your points.
Thank you.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Meredith, and Janet, and
Joe.
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Mr. Schumacker: Thank you, Madam Chair, and
thank you, Janet. Really informative and boy, you hit
all the good notes this morning. We love the fact, you
know, this money, these moneys are out there.

Speaking from the tribal perspective, especially in
that regard. The amount of funds that are coming
through right now are really astounding, and as
we've noted, they can do some great things. And
we're concerned about the cliff as well afterwards.

But one of the big things from the tribal aspect, and
you hit on it earlier, was capacity. And I really, I just
want to reemphasize that and thank you again for
noting that within these grants and the proposals.

It's a little cart before the horse with some of us,
though. The grants are there, the capacity is not, and
we're trying to get that in place. So I just want to key
that in for those underserved communities that really
need that ability, to try to consider that in the
timelines for these proposals and moneys.

Our tribes are governments. We have all the, all of
the responsibilities of any government out there, and
really, really have trouble trying to approach these
large restoration projects in particular that we need
to do.

We often say in Washington State, at least that you
know, the salmon wouldn't even be there right now
if it wasn't for the tribes. That in fact the lands were
decimated, and it's been the tribal actions over the
years to reasserting their treaty rights, and the
restoration projects that they brought in behind those
treaty rights.

U.S. v. Washington, the Boldt Decision, et cetera,
that really got things going. So we appreciate the --
especially your, your ability to come up and visit us
and see what we do up there, and I just want to thank
you again.

I also want to welcome Jenni. Thank you, Jenni, for
joining us on board here. It sounds like you're going
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to be working with tribes and offshore winds, so I'm
sure we'll have a little bit to talk about here in the
future.

And that's it, I just want to thank you and keep those
considerations in mind for travel capacity, in
particular. Thank you kindly.

Ms. Coit: Thanks, Joe. We can send around one of
the -- so we're into the second round of three rounds
of grants of these large grants for both capacity and
habitat restoration. And the one that has the $20
million set aside for tribes, I believe is open through
mid-December. So I want to make sure you all have
that information.

I think I worry about the cliff there too, because
those grants are up to $1 million over three years, so
3 million total. But I know when I worked a nonprofit
that when you get funding for staff and capacity, and
then it disappears, you're bereft and you can't -- so
I think those are really important issues.

And looking at -- I'd like to spend more time
understanding better how we work to do that in a
sustainable way. It's very much on our minds.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Joe and Janet for that
discussion. Brett?

Mr. Veerhusen: Yes, thank you. Thank you, Janet.
Good to see you at Expo. Must be racking up the
miles. Appreciate it. Just on the third round, because
I'm not overly familiar with the criteria, I think
especially in Alaska and I've seen kind of nationwide
that for a lot of reasons, an event prices and dockside
prices are low.

If you have, if not more, I think, you know, Bristol
Bay salmon this year went, even though that's a state
water fishery, or managed by the state, went from
$1.30 to 50 cents. So the capacity for commercial
fishing organizations is very constrained, and the
resources to fund staff are very limited.
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So you know, a member, if you think, you know, as
we kind of think about them, a member of an
organization is kind of like a customer and they have
a set amount that they pay to be represented
professionally. And that amount may or may not stay
stagnant while their revenue has decreased
dramatically, given a lot of events.

And so I'm wondering even short term with the cliff
funding, would maybe help get fishermen over the
hump if markets improve, especially as markets are
also impacted by climate.

So is there any way to provide capacity in some
manner to not only commercial organizations but any
other kind of organization that depends on the
markets and resources available?

Ms. Coit: Thanks. Thank you, Brett. We heard that a
lot. So like you just covered a lot of ground. You
know, because there's both -- we met, and as you
recall, in San Diego, those of you who were there, we
heard from Jamie Goen with the Alaska Bering Sea
Crabbers Association.

So we met with Jamie, for instance, who asked that
exact same question, what about nonprofit
associations that are supporting the commercial
sector, particularly in areas where the bottom has
dropped out.

But then when we met with Stefanie and others, you
know, and talked about just the spread between what
the fishermen are earning and, you know, what
things are selling for, and all of the dynamics on the
economic ecosystem, you know, we talked about
whether we have loan programs or things that we can
expand or use differently to help in a time that is
very, very difficult.

And I think one of the things that we're struggling
with, and we talked a lot about in Seattle, is how our
-- we focused on managing the resource well, and we
do that better than anyplace else in the world, I
would wager, but some of these other



36

macroeconomics and dynamics are meaning that the
actual people who need to fish and sustain a family,
aren't actually able to succeed.

And how do we, one of the levers we have across the
U.S. Government, how do we deal with that. I can't
say at the moment that we have a program that's
going to do what you just talked about, but it's
something we came away from Seattle thinking hard
about, how we can do that better.

And things have changed so dramatically in the last
few years that it's really pressuring everyone in a way
that makes us know that if we don't act more
urgently or more expeditiously, there can be a lot of
businesses that don't survive or consolidation despite
the fact that people don't even want to consolidate,
but they just can't make it.

And we heard that from processors, we heard that
from the crabbers, and others. So I think that's a lot
for us to wrestle with, and some of it may require
new authorities, some of it may require innovation
around the authorities we already have.

Some of it may require us being a more forceful voice
working across the U.S. Government. But no easy --
no solution. I wish I had a specific answer back.
Thank you for raising that.

Sam also passed me a note, Joe, that said December
18th is -- oh that -- oh, your handwriting. December
19th is, is the date that that capacity building grant
closes.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Brett and Janet. Okay. We -
- are there any more discussions or questions that
you'd like to make? We have about another five
minutes. Okay. What's that? Tom or Jennifer?

Okay. So we will break five minutes early, but that
means we'll come back five minutes early from break
so that we can start with Cisco. So five to ten, we'll
be back from break. Thank you. Thank you so much,
Janet.
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Ms. Coit: Thank you.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the
record at 9:41 a.m. and resumed at 9:59 a.m.)

Science Update

Chair Davis: Welcome back from your break. And
thank you for the AV specialist for calling everyone
back. That's like a little bonus we're getting here.

So we've set aside an hour and a half for our science
update, which is great, because I know that there's
always lots of great discussion and we're very much
looking forward to your update, Cisco. So without
further ado.

Dr. Werner: Thank you, Megan, and good morning
everybody. It's great to be here. Janet alluded to a
river, you know, flowing through things and I, you
know, in my head this is sort of a pastoral scene and
something like that.

And I'm about to tell you something that's more like
rapids, you know, in terms of, you know, the kind of
things that are happening, and you know, white
knuckle through the whole thing.

But I -- you know, thanks for the opportunity to be
able to speak to you about this. It'll be, you know, T'll
start it off, you know, Evan Howell here sitting next
to me will also offer some thoughts, and then you
know, with Sam, we'll kind of go everything, you
know from science to then science and management.

And hopefully, you know, the presentation will make
sense to you in terms of how we're building up to
where we're going. I think this is my -- yes, okay.

So I figured I'd start with an outline because there's
quite a bit of things that we wanted to tell you. So I'll
walk you through what we're going to tell you first.

So I did want to give you an update on survey and
fleet issues, of which there are quite a number of
them, and also next steps in terms of how we have
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to anticipate what we're going to be doing over the
next five to ten years. I mean, this is a forward
looking discussion as well as a status report, if you
will.

We'll talk about the Climate-Ready Fisheries and IRA
opportunities, particularly in relation to, you know,
how the data collection and the data acquisition
component of our enterprise.

We'll talk a little bit about the advance tech and how
we combine that with the surveys. You know, we'll
talk about the Climate Ecosystems and Fisheries
Initiative. Also the national survey program, which
results as all of these things, you know, kind of add
up and we need to rethink how we think about our
survey, our data acquisition program.

That will kind of lead into, you know, the climate and
fisheries discussion. I know that there's some, you
know, folks who are new here and so I figured we'd
do a little bit of a recap of what happened in San
Diego. It was referenced before. It was a very good
meeting when we talked climate and fisheries.

And there was some, you know, really excellent
discussions that happened there, and I can't not -- I
can't help but not bring up, you know, the Alaska
snow crab issue that, you know, of course, you know,
it hit the news.

I mean we've known about it for a bit, you know, but
it hit the news a couple of weeks ago. And also that
combined with what we talked about in San Diego
leads to really, you know, that important component
of how we link science to management. How do we
change, you know, how we think about how we
provide advice to management in a way that allows,
you know, management to incorporate a lot of these
new ideas and needs that we need to convey, you
know, as decisions are made and such.

And so and then Sam will be leading that part of the
conversation, including, you know, the tools, EBFM,
governance, and so on. And then we'll offer, you
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know, a few concluding remarks.

So it'll be quite a bit, but there is a thread to this
thing, hopefully, that makes sense. So real quick on
the survey updates, and this is just almost like what
did we do last year and where we're going to be this
year.

You know, last year, we completed about -- and I'm
only speaking now to our surveys on the -- on our
fishery survey vessels, on the NOAA ships. We
completed about 74 percent, or 75 percent or so of
our days at sea, if you want to use that as a metric.

And you know, we ran into -- there's challenges that
were -- that ran across not necessarily in fisheries,
but NOAA wide, having to do with work force. It's just
a real challenge, you know, for OMAO, and they're
doing a lot to try to make sure that they have the
wage mariners and others.

But this seems to be a national challenge. It's also
happening at the UNOLS fleet, the academic fleet.
Talked to folks even up in Canada and this is
something that is just an issue right now going on
with the wage mariners and insuring that they're
there.

And there's also some issues that came up with
repairs and maintenance that resulted in this, you
know, roughly 75 percent completion rate.

In '24, we're in a bit of a flux right now, you know, if
you look at the President's budget, there was a
request of -- and we're just over 1,200 days at sea,
but you know, we're now looking at what might
happen, whether it's a CR or the different marks,
Senator House marks are there.

And you know, that, you know, the 1,200 or so days
at sea that are in the President's budget, you know,
by the time you look at what might actually translate
into it, it's closer to 800 days at sea.

And so that is a reduction of over 400 days at sea
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relative to that mark, you know, to the President's
budget, if you will.

It's going to be challenging, you know, in the next
three quarters, quarter two, three, and four, meaning
from January through September, depending on
where the budget ends up.

And so again, this is still in flux, so we're, you know,
in some ways you should -- you know, one way to
think about it is that we're trying to bookend, you
know, what could be possible with one level of
budgeting, and what could be possible with a lower
level of budgeting.

And so you know, we're in the process now of
revisiting this, what we call the fleet allocation plan,
to try to see how you know, we prioritize the surveys,
we do have a prioritization and a list of prioritized
surveys that we work on.

That we're going to try to see how do we get through
FY '24, in addition to, you know, being able to
perhaps use some of the IRA funding to mitigate
some of these impacts that might happen, to ensure
that our core surveys happen.

So it's a state of flux right now in terms of
understanding and bracketing what's possible and
understanding what we need to do to go forward.

The next slide is a little bit on the fleet survey. You
know, the fleet updates, you know, and I just wanted
-- this is more on the ships themselves. You know,
you may have heard that the -- and so we have about
15 or 16 what we call white ships.

Unfortunately, the Rainier, which is a ship that's out
on the Pacific, had an incident, and had a fire on 5
September and it was not a trivial one. Everyone is
safe, everyone, you know, there was no injuries, no
nothing.

But the ship is certainly out of commission for this
year, FY '24. And there is assessments now to try to
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see, you know, what the long term fate of the ship
might be. It's a ship that I believe is about 50 years
old, and so the question is whether to, you know,
what is the relative benefit of actually being able to
completely, you know, bring it back or is that ship
going to be decommissioned. It's something that's
being looked at.

It's a ship that, you know, it is used on the Western
Pacific mainly. There's, you know, things that have to
do with coral reef surveys, as well as reef fisheries
and such. So it's an important ship for us out of the
Western Pacific in collaboration with our other line
offices, like the National Ocean Service.

We have on the, you know, we have - we, NOAA,
have contacts out for two class B vessels, which are
mainly charting vessels. These are not ones that we
would use in fisheries a whole lot. There's a possibility
of piggybacking, if you will, some effort, some
fisheries' effort on these class B, but they're mainly,
as I said, for charting.

We're in the middle of what's called an AOA, an
Analysis of Alternatives for what's called class C
vessels. These class C vessels are fisheries and
coastal science, so they're relatively -- they're
smaller than our current say Dyson class vessels, but
they're ones that we would be able to use perhaps
more nimbly.

You know, we would be able to do things that, you
know, I don't think we would lose, you know, any
capability by going to the class C's, and given the
kind of measurements that we want to take, you
know, these class C's are things that -- are vessels
that we would embrace in terms of going forward in
our fisheries surveys.

Particularly starting if at all, after 2030. So if there's
going to be funding for the class C's, it would be after
2030. An analysis of alternatives does not mean
entering in a design or anything like that. It's just
seeing what would be possible under different design
scenarios.
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But it's not something that is going forward yet, but
the planning is actively in place.

And the last thing I wanted to talk about on the
vessels, and this is something that really will impact
a lot of what we do in fisheries, it's what referred to
as a midlife repair period. And I'll spend a little bit of
time on the midlife repair period, because it is going
to affect what we do probably for the next ten years.

And T'll explain a little bit on what these are. So the
FSV's, the white ships, so the five ships, you know,
the Dyson, the Bigelow, Pisces, Lasker, and Shimada,
were designed for, you know, a 20 year period of
service life.

And so they're slowly getting to their midlife right
now. And so a midlife repair, what it would do, what
it is, is a, as it says up there, it's a bow to stern
evaluation of the condition of each vessel. You know,
it's looking at any particular thing that might be
damaged or deteriorated.

It also offers the opportunity to upgrade, you know,
to standardize the fleet in terms of whether you talk
about, you know, reduced carbon emission or to
increase the capability of some of the new
technologies that we might want to bring on board to
make sure that we can do that.

So it allows a number of things in addition to looking
at the state of the vessel itself.

But these are costly both in terms of dollars and in
time. I mean, these are serious issues in terms of
how we look at them. Approximately each midlife
repair is about 85 million per vessel. Sorry, did I do
that? How did it go forward? Sorry. I meant to -- how
do I go back one? I didn't touch it. Is there a chance
somebody can go back on it? I don't know what
happened. Go back one. Yes, thanks.

And they can take anywhere from 12 to 16, 18
months to complete, depending on what they find
when they look at it. Right now, you know, there's
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only one of our vessels that has the funding
identified. That's the Dyson. You know, all the other
ones are one that we would need to think about,
whether they are going to be funded and what
happens if they're not funded.

If they're not funded, then they would just go
through their normal repair period without this in-
depth midlife repair associated with it. So the impact,
and I'm just going to just, you know, I guess this is
roughly the schedule.

So you know, in April of '26, the Dyson goes in for its
midlife repair, and the last one is you know, this is
expected to go through, you know, 2033. So it's, you
know, we need to start thinking now about you know,
what's going to happen, you know, over the next ten
years in terms of how we have the various ships
ready.

We have on there is also, you know, the calendar in
terms of when the ships are going to go in and the
expected cadence, if you will, of the repairs. It's you
know, it's a major, major undertaking in terms of
what we have to do.

Now only in terms of, you know, the funding and all
of that, but in terms of how we actually then rotate
and address the various aspects of the impacts on
the surveys that we do, and make sure that, you
know, that we don't miss a beat.

I mean, so there's quite a bit of discussion and
planning that needs to happen over -- that we're
starting right now in terms of what the midlife repair
impacts are.

And I'm just going to show a simple example, you
know, for the West Coast. This seems not to be
working. Could I be out of battery maybe on this one?
Sorry. There we go.

You know, a simple example here because it brackets
the whole period and in some ways, you know, it
brackets the period in that it starts with the Dyson on
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the left, and it ends with the Lasker on the right. And
it covers this ten year period, roughly, or this better
part of a decade that we're talking about.

And so we currently have, you know, how we do
surveys on the West Coast and Alaska. We have the
Dyson up in Alaska. We have the Shimada and the
Lasker on the West Coast.

In '26, you know, the Dyson will go into midlife
repair, then we have to figure out how we take up,
you know, the needed surveys with just two ships,
you know, the Shimada and the Lasker. We're
working on that right now to make sure that we
integrate some of the surveys so that we can, for
example, do joint surveys on the Lasker and the
Shimada for the hake and the coastal pelagics while
the Dyson is on repair.

And again, you know, the Shimada would go north
and do the Alaska work. Then when the Dyson comes
back and we have three ships and we can do things,
you know, that allow us to expand say our ecosystem
surveys and such, in ways that we hadn't done
before.

Then it happens again. The Shimada will go into
midlife repair, then we have again, two ships to deal
with things. Then later on, the Lasker will go into
repair, and again we have two ships to deal with.

So there's a lot of moving parts here that I've
simplified, but it's just, you know, even the calendar
of things and anticipating what we need to do is not
trivial. I mean, things just have to work, I'm not
going to say out of the gate, but pretty close out of
the gate in terms of how we rethink our surveys, and
how we think our sampling schemes and schedules,
and everything associated with it.

So we're in the -- we had a midlife repair summit
earlier this summer, and you know, that summit
included a number of things in terms of what all has
to be considered about this. It's ships, how to ensure
that the surveys continue, you know, how do we work
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with charters, how do we work with industry, how do
we work with UNOLS, the academic fleet.

I just talked about the Rainier going down. There's
three other ships that are also 50 plus years old. You
know, the Sette, the Oregon-II, and the Gunter that
we use, and so what happens if something happens
to them. So we have to factor that in there was well.

If their end of service life occurs, as well as any other
possible delays, as well as, you know, taking these
surveys and make sure that we have the capability
to develop the technologies that we need on these
surveys -- or on these vessels.

The cost and budget, I already talked about how
much just the midlife repair costs. As I said, about
$80 million. But then there's the other associated
costs with how do we back up everything that we
need to do. You know, again, the personnel is
something that, you know, how do we juggle people
between these various locations and such as one ship
goes down and comes up.

Implementation of new technologies. I mean, to
implement new technologies, we need these ships,
you know, to test them and to deploy them and
things. And so again, you know, how does that come
in. And obvious the cost in terms of, you know, how
do we make sure that, you know, what we're doing
and such is clearly communicated early, and also,
you know, what the impacts are and how to mitigate
these impacts.

So that's roughly what I wanted to say about midlife
repairs. It is one of the things that keeps me awake
at night quite a bit because of the importance and the
severity of this.

But I'm now going to talk about, you know,
something positive and leading into, you know, we
have these fleet challenges, but now I'm going to
jump into the IRA because this can help us, you
know, in terms of how we address these challenges
in the short term, and also in the long term.
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So you know, I think, you know, in terms of a
summary of the IRA, this is, I think you've seen this
before and certainly you've heard about it. You know,
the climate-ready fishery is, you know, roughly about
$350 million to support, you know, these initiatives,
you know, that that will allow us to do a number of
things. And I'm just going to talk about three things
of the many things that the IRA opportunity offers.

And that's the data acquisition part, which is about
105 million, the data modernization and
management, which is about 40 million. And the
climate ecosystem and fisheries, which is also on the
order of about 40 million.

And the idea, of course, you know, with this
investment is you know, to incorporate the climate
and ecosystem environmental data into, you know,
into -- to be able to provide management advice, and
then obviously, also to support management
decisions, you know, to all of the sectors and
communities that require it.

So it is a, as Janet mentioned earlier, it is a
transformational piece in terms of how we're thinking
about moving into the future and as part of riding the
rapids, if you will, that I talked about earlier. Because
we have, as was noted earlier as well, we have about
three years or so to really implement a lot of what
we're -- what we need to do and what is on this slide.

And so our survey or data acquisition vision for the
future, you know, is that we need to sustain certainly
the core strength that we have while we build
additional capacity. You know, with advanced
technologies and others.

And so we have, you know, in order to maintain what
we have, you know, we have, you know, additional
funding and appropriate funds, as you see up there.
You know, the 14 million that we received from
Congress to help us with that, as well as, you know,
the IRA essential data acquisition, the EDA mitigation
funds.
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We also look to modernize our observing capabilities,
new technologies and the development of how we
collect data, as well as how we modernize and
enhance our work force in order to be able to address
all of this. Also not just the tools but how we analyze
them, so it's a method of analysis that also goes in
there with the advanced technologies and associated
efforts.

As well as, you know, strengthening and you know,
the planning of how we prioritize and how we
manage, it says survey resources but you can think
of it more broadly as our data acquisition resources,
as we think in terms of how we go into these next,
you know, three to ten years.

And we'll talk a little bit about, you know, this
establishment of a national survey program, which
we're working on actively now and hopefully, you
know, we can begin to roll out that national survey
program in early -- early in '24.

Again, it's not working. Sorry, it's stuck again. There
we go. Thanks.

So TI'll talk about two things here on the data
collection, which have to do with the data, the
essential data acquisition both in the mitigation of
surveys. So as I mentioned, we have a lot of issues
ahead of us in terms of how we make sure that the
surveys are completed.

And we will be using, you know, funds and support
from the IRA to help us through this period as we
make sure that we minimize any impact to our
surveys.

The pictures I have up there are on purpose in that I
put the West Coast picture up there because I already
said one of the things that we really have to be ready
for is when the Dyson goes offline in two years, that
we are able to continue, not just to do the surveys
on the West Coast, but that the Shimada can go up
north.
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And so we're working on, as I said, an integration of
surveys on the West Coast, and that's represented
an investment in new nets, and a single net
deployment that can do not just the surface and
midwater, but also the deeper net. And this is
something that we have successfully, with industry,
have secured this net.

We're hoping to take the net out for testing this
December. And this is jointly with the northwest
center, the southwest center industry, and we'll be in
the water testing this net out. Hopefully we'll then be
doing a full sort of engineering and further testing
this summer, and be ready to have a couple of years
of testing on this net so that we can make sure that
we combine and consolidate surveys on the West
Coast, again, to allow for the Alaska surveys to be
conducted with the Shimada.

We're setting aside funds, you know, for doing these
charters on the West Coast, for protected species and
such. There's funding for a purchase of a research
vessel on the East Coast. The Alaska Fishery
Charters, again, the national survey program that
we'll talk about in a second, as well as other
priorities, you know, that might come up.

But the point of part of this funding is to make sure
that we can get through this three year period to
make sure that, again, to minimize any impact on our
survey mission.

Oops. Now I went back too much. Okay. So that's the
mitigation part, to make sure that the surveys
continue. The second part, if you will, is the
modernization and the transformation of our
advanced technologies.

I think I've talked to you in the past about proof of
concepts if you will on a number of these topics.
Uncrewed systems, you know, say when COVID hit
our surveys and we weren't able to go out, there was
the example of how we were able to send uncrewed
systems from Alameda, California to the Bering Sea
to do surveys.
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And they were able to collect data that allowed us to
bridge some assessments. You know, they didn't
provide everything, but they allowed us to do things
and it was a very successful proof of concept.

The same proof of concept with 'omics. You know,
including environmental DNA. We've used this on the
West Coast, you know, to begin to actually develop
indices of hake abundance, using molecular
approaches, and we're doing that study in parallel
with the acoustic approaches to see if -- how they
line up.

And again these are our focus of interest remarkably
successful at proving -- at completing these proof of
concepts. You know, the optical systems is something
that we used in the Pacific Islands, again during
COVID when our ships were unable to go out, we
were able to deploy cameras, you know, to conduct
the surveys of our bottom fish out there.

Again, that in combination with artificial intelligence
machine learning, allowed us to analyze all of this
data in a way that was able to then provide the input
for the assessments to take place.

So these were, these three are examples of things
that we have to get out of the gate a little bit quicker,
perhaps, than we wanted because we, you know, we
had to deal with the situation in 2020. But these are
now technologies that we're investing in, in a way
that will go beyond this proof of concept. I mean, this
is now something that we are seeing how quickly can
we operationalize these and where.

The other three are, of course, you know, the
acoustic -- active and passive acoustic approaches as
well as remote sensing. You know, these are
technologies that are perhaps you know, more stable
in the sense that we've relied on them for a number
of years.

You know, passive acoustics, you know, to -- as your
listening for protected species and such. Active
acoustics of course is in all our vessels, you know, to
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actually sample hydro-acoustically what's out there.

And remote sensing is -- it covers a number of areas.
It's satellite as well as instruments that are mounted
on our ships that allow some of the data collection to
happen.

And so these are six initiatives that we are
supporting, again, through IRA. And they are part of
our strategic initiatives that, again, have, you know,
we're looking to make progress towards
operationalization in the next three years or so.

And this is, again, a national effort led by people in
different science centers throughout our system.

The next two slides I'm going to ask Evan to speak
to. And so the first one is -- whoa. Something
happened with the title there. But anyway.

Dr. Howell: I can reread it.
Dr. Werner: Okay.

Dr. Howell: No, but thanks, Cisco. So there's two
slides that I'll cover, both of which are being led out
of my office, the Office of Science and Technology
and headquarters.

So the first is incorporating and building out a new
national NMFS Survey program. So there were many
drivers for this. There was a national academy
administrators report that really pointed out one of
the strengths that NMFS could do is to form more
national programs.

So the survey program was identified as one. This
isn't to say that these things weren't happening
before, but this really does really elucidate and
strengthen specific things happening nationally,
whereas there was a lot more aggregation of regional
prioritization in the past.

So with the idea that strategic planning actually
happens nationally, with a lot of the issues that we
were having over the last few years with COVID and
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beyond, being able to look nationally helps us with
contingency planning, mitigation, that was some of
the drivers in there.

We know these challenges are only increasing, as
Cisco said, with the work force. This did become the
third part of that survey vision for the future that you
saw a few slides ago. And we also felt that this would
really help us use the best available use of resource
to get the information needed for the best scientific
information available, based on national priorities.

So in terms of what we're doing right now, we're
looking at what we're calling a soft launch in January
of '24, meaning that we're doing some of these things
already, but we're really trying to get most of them
completed and in place by January 2024, to be in
time to start with the FY '25 planning.

Building a fleet allocation plan starts probably in the
January, February timeframe. So that -- getting us in
place there gets us in time for that FY '25, as well as
FY '24 execution.

So we really do have a vision of encompassing all of
the activities and resources under our fishery
independent data acquisition. This will include the
basic surveys that you know of today, the core data
that we need, as well as the advanced technology
initiatives that are ongoing.

Our goal is to collect the priority data nationally in
the most efficient and effective ways. That does
mean working with the regions to try to find out how
their survey protocols are going, if there's efficiency
gain, things like that, and make the data readily
available.

We can also put some national support behind getting
the data out and available where possible, as soon as
possible. We think that that will help in terms of
feedback as well.

You'll see the scope is quite large. We are really
trying to take on most of the activities that happen
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in our survey, in what we're starting to call our data
acquisition program, which means that it's not just
the traditional ships that go out and collect data.

We have the advanced technologies, we have new
ways of acquiring data that maybe we're buying or
using third parties to actually do the acquisition for
us, or through cooperative research programs. So
really, that data acquisition signifies more than just
the traditional surveys that we were doing.

In terms of roles, we have a NMFS science board. It's
the SES leads from all the science centers, the
national office, and Cisco is the lead of that. They
provide the oversight for this national survey
program.

The Office of Science Technology will do the
management and coordination and support for the
regions here. We'll also have individual
representatives on the vessel coordination, as well as
a steering group for how the activities will go
throughout the year.

So again, we're doing a soft launch. We hope to have
these groups all stood up and ready to go by January
1st, that's our goal right now. And the hope is that it
will bring more efficiency, ability for contingency
planning, and organization and also reporting of
actual costs and needs, as well, in the surveys
program.

If we go to the next slide. So the next thing we'll talk
about, this is data modernization. This is a part of IRA
that Cisco had mentioned. One of the things that we
decided to do in our proposal for the spend plan for
IRA funding, there's a huge need for us to really
modernize our fishery dependent data.

Survey programs focus on the fishery independent,
but we also have a lot of data that comes in through
logbooks, other programs, that's fishery dependent.
So we really want to transform this into a modern
agile system in partnership, strong partnership with
coastal states and the fisheries commissions.
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So right now, we've identified for FY '23, starting out
at IRA which runs through '26, four lines of effort as
we're calling them. Really to identify the
requirements for an enterprise capable cloud
solution. We want to move all of our fishery
dependent data to an enterprise capable cloud
solution.

We want to enhance our efficiency and the
application development for fishery dependent
application software, as well as imagery review, in
terms of the electronic methods.

We want to facilitate adoption of open science and
open data, so we have a three year contract with
Openscapes, which is run through the Mozilla
Foundation, to start to build a culture of open science
relying on the foundation of open data.

Our scientists want this, we want this, we feel that
this will really help us get to faster scientific analysis
and information. If we could go back one slide,
please. Thank you.

I'm not keeping up with modernization. So if we go -
- and then the fourth line of effort is really supporting
the refinement of an operating model. So we'll get to,
if we can support the operating model, meaning that
we don't just use this transformative idea to get to a
modernization method, and then we hit this fiscal cliff
or this work cliff, but that we're really changing the
way that we approach keeping data modern through
time.

So that's the fourth line of effort. In terms of the out
years, again, the focus right now, you know, Nancy
Majower, who's our NMFS chief information officer,
her and Nori Shoji who is our senior strategist in the
Office of Science and Technology, are leading this
effort for data modernization.

They've got work going through Google, as well as
CRADA, that we have a cooperative agreement with
Microsoft to really establish this enterprise capable
cloud architecture and develop a plan for
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modernizing the data system, that is ongoing right
NOw.

The -- I told you about Openscapes, that's the way
that we're going to adopt this open science and open
data model. And also, we're working with our
fisheries information system program, which is a
program that annually goes through a request for
proposals to identify the areas of need for
modernization or support for our data systems,
fishery data systems, in the agency in conjunction
with external partners, such as the commissions.

We're going to be leveraging that program to use this
additional IRA infusion to develop this operating
model and identify and prioritize the data systems
that we're going to modernize, in conjunction with
the commissions.

So these are all activities that we're doing in FY '24
because we're already there. We expect to see a lot
of this work happening in the next three to six
months with the project identified and our last
planning efforts through FY '24 with an FY '25 and '26
execution.

Again, knowing that IRA has a fiscal cliff for us on the
federal side in '26, but if we have projects that are
funded, those projects can operate past '26 as long
as the money's obligated by that time.

So again, that's where we are. We're currently in our
initial execution, final planning stages for data
modernization. And with that, I'll turn it back to you,
Cisco.

Dr. Werner: Okay, great. Thanks. Megan, I'm going
to look at you because we're at a point where we
covered a lot of the data part and the surveys and
such. And we're about to go into sort of the forward
looking climate and fisheries projections and so on.
Should we just go on or do you want to --

Chair Davis: Yeah, let's open it up for questions.
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Dr. Werner: Open it up for questions? Okay. All right.
Yeah.

Chair Davis: I see Pat and then Jocelyn and then Joe.

Dr. Sullivan: Great. Thanks so much for the
presentation. And this is -- it's absolutely wonderful
to hear. Obviously there's a lot of work going into
moving this forward and taking advantage of the IRA
funding to do that. My question for you and I think
we've communicated before on this, so tomorrow
Stefanie is going to be sharing what the Strategic
Planning and Budget Subcommittee has put together
on this letter to the Secretary of Commerce about
funding for the core data collection. And we are
obviously experiencing this dance where we can't ask
you what you need, but obviously there's a need
there. And it seems to us that if we could identify for
example a question is -- and I think maybe you
covered it here is how much does it cost to do the
surveys? That would be a piece of information that
we could use. And then when one contrasts with your
statement about 1,270 days and that dropping down
to 800, that means that the surveys are probably not
going to get done to the degree that we would expect
them to be if we wanted the core data to be there.
And so the question that is, you know, what do we
need to accomplish the core information that we
absolutely need for all this that we're doing? And so
that's my question to you.

But in the larger context, there's this question of --
that we sort of don't understand. We're going to
pursue this tomorrow. I'm asking you this today. You
may or may not be able to address it today. Maybe
Sam could as well is, is there any room for NOAA to
negotiate? It sounds to us as if you're given a number
and you say okay and that's what we have to work
with. Whereas from what we understand, other
agencies are able to kind of say hey, we need this
more or we talked with this congressman or whatever
and this is how -- this is how we work. And I know
there's a lot of leverage in this group to make things
happen through that pathway potentially individually.
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And so it gets back to the question of what do we
need to keep this going? And I'm appreciating
everything that you've been saying in terms of
looking to the future, the repairs on the boats, all of
that kind of stuff. And even in looking at the core,
one would say well, you know, there's the core in
terms of actually getting the boats on the water, but
there's also the core of keeping the boats in
operation, right, as you're moving forward. So I know
this is a kind of complicated question and I'm just
putting it out there and seeing if you have something
that we can work with here.

Dr. Werner: Yeah. Thank you, Pat and Chair. Great
question. And it is -- it is one of the ones that does
keep us up at night. I'll try to answer in a way that
hopefully makes sense. So getting to your question
of the cost, you know, how much does it cost? And
this is something that we are now at a point that we
have estimates for the last two years for '22 and for
'23, but we're revising to make sure that we actually
did include everything. And we hope to roll that out
maybe in the next couple of months. But ballpark
right now, everything included, you know, our folks,
so in other words, labor, the ship costs, you know,
whatever the travel, the overhead, you know,
whatever is about $100 million a year, you know, to
do our -- to do our surveys.

Okay. We will be again, you know, hopefully rolling
this out soon when we have all the details worked
out. This is a question that also comes up when we
meet with, you know, our colleagues on The Hill. You
know, they ask the same question. And when you
saw for example, you know, that additional $14
million that we have, you know, to help bridge where
we are right now is a realization from The Hill that
additional support was needed.

I think your point about how do we -- how do we
include all of these costs in the coming years is going
to be an important one. It's a question that we ask
ourselves, but it's also one that, you know, as I said
in @ conversation with our partners on The Hill comes
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up. So we have, you know, the part about how do we
continue doing what we're doing? The part about how
do we integrate, you know, the new technologies that
are coming on and what does that mean? As well as
you know, there's this other aspect having to do with
the mid-life repairs and such that I think what we
have to think about is how do we provide a holistic
answer to how do we get through this period that is
-- you know, that will help us land somewhere in ten
years in a way that this can be, you know, sustained
more robustly if you will?

You know, we're running into issues every year on
cost increases, whether its inflation requests or prices
of oil and so on, I think that all of those need to be
included. And then come up with a how much do we
need so that we can tell Congress or we can tell
everybody, what is that number? And I would
welcome that conversation to see the numbers that
we have been able to collect and have ready to
discuss in terms how do we communicate what those
needs are. But I agree with you that, you know, in
order to be able to say what do we need, we need to
say where are we now in terms of our current
expenses? And we're pretty close on that to a solid
number.

Evan, I'm not sure if you wanted to add a little bit to
that or not.

Dr. Howell: No, I think that was good. And I think
part of what I feel like I heard in the question was
that's what we spent right now. That's what we have
and we spend. And I think that there are things that
we're choosing to deprioritize to meet that spending
top line --

Dr. Sullivan: Which includes not gathering some of
the data.

Dr. Howell: Exactly.
Dr. Sullivan: Right. Which seems a little --

Dr. Howell: Right. So I think that we can use that
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foundation to show what we're able to do and what
we have and what we're not able to do or what we
deprioritize. And I think that the three things I heard
you mention, you know, we have what we have
today. We have the efficiency that we're working
through and then we also have the advanced
technology. So I think that this will adjust year by
year. But by the end of IRA, we'll have a more
complete view of what our annual budget is and what
it could be.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Pat and Cisco and Evan for
that discussion. Jocelyn.

MS. RUNNEBAUM: Thank you. Madam Chair, I think
I want to hold my question off to continue this
conversation because I'm imagining Stefanie's going
to have some follow-up questions and maybe Joe.
But can I go after them please?

Chair Davis: Absolutely. We'll keep you on the list.
So we have Joe next.

Mr. Schumacker: Thank you, Jocelyn. Cisco, great as
always. Really, really love catching up with what
you're doing and of course the challenges you're
facing. I got briefed last week at Pacific Council on
the integrative surveys on the West Coast. This is
really unique and new to us. Coast supplies have --
they've been not without controversy in their
assessment methods on the West Coast for years
now. And now we're integrating them with the Hake
surveys and we're going to be trying out some new
technology with these new nets that you mentioned
that would be adjusted for surface mid-water and
potentially deeper troughs. That's very unique as
well.

My question is you have a pilot coming up. How are
you going to assess the success of that -- that
integrated survey? And with pelagics in particular,
you always had a problem with the near shore
assessment piece of that. How are you going to fill in
those gaps as well? Thank you.
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Dr. Werner: Yeah thanks, thanks for the question. So
you're right. So the schedule that we have right now
is to do the net testing in December and that's just,
you know, just put it in the water and see if -- see if
it works. I mean it really is just a week long test. The
deeper testing or the more -- the more quantitative
testing starts next summer. We hope to have --
We're looking to have, you know, one of our -- one
of our ships, you know, do perhaps something like a
side by side if you will if we can on what we're doing
with one ship versus -- one kind of net versus this
net that can integrate both. And then we have
another year to do it. So we have two years of
testing, which will -- which will hopefully include as I
said side by sides.

To address your question of how do we know that
we're capturing the same thing and whether the nets
work? The nets are ones that we -- the outfit that
bought it or the group that bought it bought it from,
I think Norway. And it's something that, you know,
those nets have been used in a similar way for some
of the fisheries in Norway that are again, you know,
near surface and mid-water, you know, fisheries. So
we'll also build on that in terms of trying to make sure
that what we're measuring is actually calibrated with
the way that we -- with the way that we conduct our
surveys currently.

So that's the plan for next year -- the two years. So
'24 and '25 are going to be those calibration work,
you know, efforts. And then in '26, then you know,
then we have to actually begin to do the integrated
survey, you know, solo if you will.

In terms of the near coastal part, that's a really good
question in particular because we're -- you know, I
know that we're seeing different signals associated
with different populations of the coastal pelagics. As
you might know, we do partner with industry on
some of the purse seining that they do near shore.
We're looking to see if we can deploy some of the
uncrewed systems to try to see if we can do some of
that near shore. But we know that the near shore
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component has been in question for some time. And
again, because we're seeing apparently some shifts,
you know, from the southern population into the --
into our -- into the West Coast, it adds another
guestion in terms of are we actually capturing that?

So all of these are our front and center in terms of
the questions that we were asking. And getting back
to the communication part, you know, the Northwest
and the Southwest Center, you know, are having
regular meetings with folks in industry, as well as
with our colleagues up in Canada, you know,
particularly with the Hake Treaty and so on to make
sure that all of these transitions that we're doing are
discussed openly to try to see if we're doing it right.
And if we're not, how to -- how to address some of
the questions that might come up.

So that's roughly, you know, how we're -- how we're
dealing with it. And there is, I think, a website where
we try to post when these meetings happen and the
outcome of these meetings. So I think I can bring you
up-to-date on that if you wish.

Mr. Schumacker: Thank you very much.
Dr. Werner: All right, thank you.

Chair Davis: Okay. Thank you, Joe and Cisco. Cisco,
how much longer is the rest of your presentation?

Dr. Werner: It depends on Sam. No, just kidding. No,
I have about 15 minutes to go --

Chair Davis: Okay.

Dr. Werner: -- maybe not. Maybe I can do it ten.
Chair Davis: Okay.

Dr. Werner: I can maybe do it in ten.

Chair Davis: Okay. Okay. No problem.

Dr. Werner: But then Sam has a different part.
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Chair Davis: And then Sam, exactly.
Dr. Werner: Yeah. Yeah.

Chair Davis: So we can continue the discussion, but
if I could ask you all to make it a little shorter.

Dr. Werner: Okay.

Chair Davis: So we have Brett, Stefanie, and Richard
and if you can just condense your comments and
questions.

Mr. Veerhusen: Thank you, Madam Chair for keeping
us on task and on time. Cisco, I just -- I'm sorry if I
missed this and there's a lot of moving pieces, it
sounds like you're juggling. And I can understand the
pressures of inflation and workforce. But in order to
reach your target of like 100 percent of what you
need for days at sea, how much money are you falling
-- like does the Agency need this year -- or next year
to reach that? Like what are you falling short on?
What is the -- I guess I'm still not hearing what the
number is for the Agency to meet 100 percent of its
days at sea. What's the delta?

Dr. Werner: Great question. Thank you. And I don't
want to say it depends. So I think that, you know, if
we looked at what we needed to go forward right
now, you know, to complete the surveys that are on
our plates, I think we're -- in the next two to three
years, I think the delta is roughly around $30 million
if I had to put a number up.

Mr. Veerhusen: Is that published anywhere or
communicated --

Dr. Werner: No.
Mr. Veerhusen: -- in any email or communications?

Dr. Werner: It's not published though. Right? I mean
we're talking to Congress about it, but we haven't --
we haven't -- it's not -- it's not out, no, in the public,
no.
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Mr. Veerhusen: I think I would in another capacity
love to help. Thank you.

Dr. Werner: Okay. Evan, did you want to add --
Sorry, may I --

Dr. Howell: No, no.
Mr. Veerhusen: Okay. No, you're not going to.

Chair Davis: Okay. Let's move on to Stefanie.
Thanks.

Dr. Werner: Okay.

Ms. Moreland: How's this work? Thank you for the
presentation. This is really helpful and shows a lot of
parallel work streams. And they're not really
presented as interdependent, which I think is
interesting because there's a limited budget in any
year. And so if something is being pursued and
something isn't being pursued, there's tradeoffs and
yet, the interdependencies aren't noted. So I think
that's something in terms of communication in the
work of the subcommittee that we need to think
about how to highlight.

For work tomorrow since you're not going to be here,
Cisco, just a couple questions on the presentations
so far. For the 400 sea days that are missing relative
to the President's budget, what kinds of
communication materials are out there on the impact
of that?

Dr. Werner: Yeah, thanks. So right now we're
working it as two book ends. Right? Two possible
funding scenarios. Right? So one is the President's
budget and the other one would be a CR or similar.
So until the budget is finalized, we don't know which
of the -- which of the two or we're going to be
somewhere in-between the two bookends.

In terms of the communication, what we're going to
do next is come up with a -- is working with our
prioritization and see which surveys can be done, you
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know, with the 400 days that we have right now say
from OMAO. Then what we're going to try to do is say
with the funding that we have that allows some of the
mitigation, you know, the surveys from IRA, which
ones can we cover so that it's not a -- it's not a 400-
day shortfall, but that we can make up some of those
surveys with some of the IRA funding that I
mentioned.

And so an answer to the question in terms of
communicating the possible shortfalls and what we
can do about it, I think that we will probably be able
to do something at the beginning of the year in
January, you know, communicating with the councils
and such and others in terms of what the real impact
is going to be of that shortfall should that shortfall
happen.

Ms. Moreland: Okay. I think January is pretty late to
be responsive. And so I think the nature of the
committee work that we've done is how can the
public and the Hill better understand impacts of
decisions that are being made? And I think the 400-
day impact and getting clear on that, rather than just
the effort to mitigate is something that we're
interested in the Agency having the flexibility to do.
To say here's what the outcome or the shortfall may
result in.

Similarly, when we look at the integrated plan for
West Coast, you've spoken positively about the next
steps to mitigate impact, but I assume they'll be
some compromise from that integrated strategy
beyond calibration that there might be some
challenges in getting days that the full survey is
covered. And what types of information may be
available and when is the communications element
that you highlighted here. Something that would
provide impact estimations to external parties, as
well as The Hill early.

Dr. Werner: Yeah, thanks. So at least in terms of
what we're doing on the West Coast, that
communication is ongoing with the councils. And
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we're trying to make sure that that is a standing item
in terms of what we're doing. And we're have, you
know, in-between meetings to make sure that those
impacts are there. You know, right now, we are
operating under the, we have a couple of years to
work through this to make sure that we can have,
you know, at least that integrated survey happen.

The other impacts that might happen as you're
talking, you know, there's that -- I also mentioned
that there's a West Coast charter funds that will also
help us mitigate again over the next three year period
the impacts of that. So we're hoping that with the IRA
support, we can -- we can do the mitigations
somewhat internally in terms of what we're doing so
that we don't impact the surveys that are out there.

But as was said earlier, you know, beyond the three
years, it becomes a little bit more challenging. And I
think that's something that, you know, we need to
develop that communication strategy on in terms of
what exactly might be impacted depending on what
we learn in the next three years. And again, I think
my sense is that you're saying that we shouldn't wait
too much later before we begin that external
communication.

Ms. Moreland: I'll allow others to move on from here.
I think that's what we're interested in discussing
tomorrow. It's my understanding if we were to wait
that we're going to be out of the budget cycle and
process. And so that is very stressful for stakeholders
and for all the interest that depend on a strong NOAA
core and date acquisition.

Dr. Werner: Thanks. Thank you.

Chair Davis: Thanks for this discussion. It's very
timely with the Strategic Planning and Budget
Committee coming forward with a letter to the
Secretary. So I really appreciate this discussion. Let's
talk and discuss for a few more minutes and we have
Richard, then Barry, then Jocelyn. And then let's
move back to your presentation, Cisco.
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Mr. Yamada: Thanks, Cisco. That was a very
informative presentation. And being on the
International Pacific Halibut Commission, we're
facing the same things with our Independent Supply
survey. You know, we have budget cuts. And the
question is can we do our survey -- reduce our survey
coverage and still be statistically -- provide data for
the fishery?

So my question in the, you know, the survey you do
up in Alaska, have you looked at, you know, less than
100 percent coverage and still provide statistically
significant information? So that's the question we're
dealing with our Commission right now. Can we
reduce our coverage by 20 percent and still come out
with, you know, the cost -- and still come out with
data that we can use to direct our fisheries? And that
might mean, you know, alternate year surveys. Not
surveying every site every year or reducing the
footprint of the surveys in places that we know that
we have pretty valid information. So have you gone
through that exercise?

Dr. Werner: Yeah. Thank you, Richard for the
question. And I neglected to -- Can I go back a couple
of slides in the other direction? Sorry, backwards.
One more. Yeah, thanks. Yeah, so that -- I had
purposely -- I put the picture of the Bering Sea --
oops, sorry. Back one more, backward. There we go.
I put that picture up there of the Bering Sea as an
example and then I neglected to talk about it.

And to answer your question, Richard, this is
something that the Alaska Center is working on right
now to see. Based on our understanding of the
system and you know, can we, you know, reduce,
you know, perhaps the resolution or whatever, the
number of stations that we take and expand a little
bit, you know, to cover more area without giving up,
you know, the errors knowing what we know about
the system? This was presented at the council
meeting of this last October, I think. And we're
looking at perhaps do we -- how do we -- how do we
increase the coverage while not giving up, you know,
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the quantitative aspect of things? So the answer --
the short answer to your question is yes, this is an
active area of planning within the Alaska Center.
Thanks.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Richard and Cisco. Barry.

Mr. Thom: Yes. Cisco, maybe this discussion
confused me a little bit on the math. And going back
to the slide where you talked about the days at sea.
So I was confused of what the true gap is. So what is
the -- What were the days at sea completed in FY
'237? Is that the 1,100 or 1,200 days at sea or is it
closer to 8007

Dr. Werner: It's the 850 or so, correct.

Mr. Thom: Okay. So the 800 that you're planning for,
for '24 with a reduced budget is only a 50 or 60-day
reduction in days at sea from the status quo. But the
full -- So that's the 74 percent of --

(Simultaneous speaking.)

Dr. Werner: But it's still -- it's still 70 percent of what
we would have wanted to have done.

Mr. Thom: Correct. Okay.

Dr. Werner: Yeah, so if everything goes in '24 the
way it did in '23, we're still falling short in terms of
the surveys that we would have liked to have
completed.

Mr. Thom: And even shorter. But the full requirement
is closer to the 1,200.

Dr. Werner: Correct.

Mr. Thom: Okay.

Dr. Werner: Yeah. Thanks.

Chair Davis: Thanks for that clarification. Jocelyn.

MS. RUNNEBAUM: Yeah, thank you. I appreciate this
conversation. And it strikes me that these budget
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shortfalls and the work staff shortages and the vessel
needs feel a little bit insurmountable right now. And
I've heard cooperative research, shared cooperative
approach to the surveys mentioned. But I didn't
really hear a plan for what -- how that would get
incorporated to keep time series valid from the big
white ships in taking a cooperative approach. I think
this is going to be pretty essential for figuring out on
the East Coast and probably around California when
offshore wind is deployed and the vessels can't get
any closer than a nautical mile to structures. And so
I think like we're having to actively reimagine a
survey fleet for the entire nation. And I just can't
imagine a path forward that doesn't include the
fishing industry themselves. So it would be great to
hear how you're overcoming some of the statistical
hurdles at the -- from the stock assessment side to
keep those time series valid and to actually create a
cooperative plan.

Dr. Werner: Great. No, thanks. Thanks, Jocelyn. And
great question. I couldn't agree with you more on
how the importance of -- you know as we go forward,
how to marry the -- even more strongly the work with
industry. You know, on the West Coast, I mentioned,
you know, the purse seine effort that's happening to
capture the near shore work. I think I mentioned in
the past, we're looking at what some of our
Norwegian colleagues are doing with their
partnership with industry or their work with industry
where one of the things that they are doing is doing
the surveys with the gliders. Right?

So these are just measuring the acoustic part. And
working with industry to see where the -- see where
they might be located -- where the fishery might be
located. And then honestly just giving them a phone
call and say hey, you're near here. Would you mind
collecting some samples so that, you know, there's
agreed to protocols in terms of how many and how
you freeze them, whatever? You bring the samples in
from the fishing industry and we combine that with
our acoustic measurements, you know, taken from
uncrewed systems and such.
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So that's -- we're looking closely to see how this is
working out again with our Norwegian colleagues.
And I can certainly see this being a component in
various parts, whether it's Alaska, whether it's the
West Coast, whether it's the East Coast. Particularly
as you're saying fishing might be happening in places
where perhaps we cannot be going to doing some of
the sampling. So that's definitely part of the way
forward. And we're eager to find out how this works
out in other places to learn from them and work with
them. So I think it's an essential part of how we go
forward.

Ms. Coit: I'm going to make this so quick. I just
wanted to point out our survey mitigation plan that
NOAA and BOEM did together is something we're
getting funding for in little pieces each year and then
asking BOEM to work to have industry fund it. And
we're making some headway, but we could have a bit
broader discussion about that too in response to your
question. Adding onto what was said.

Chair Davis: Yeah, very good. Very good. Cisco, why
don't you move forward.

Dr. Werner: Okay.

Chair Davis: We have half an hour left, so if we can
make sure that we leave some time for Sam.

Dr. Werner: Yeah, okay. Can I go forward about three
slides? This one, I think will be a little bit faster
because it's something that we covered. One more
please. Yeah, thanks. So this is a bit of a recap. You
know, I think, you know, we've talked about the
Climate Ecosystem and Fisheries Initiative and this is
just to say that, you know, as you remember, the
idea behind the CFI is to be able to look forward in
time, you know, two to five years if you will in terms
of, you know, how we do ocean projections, as well
as, you know, how do we then use these ocean
projections to look at, you know, the impacts on our
ecosystems and the resources that we manage.

We are in the process right now of hiring a bunch of
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folks right now. You know, the idea is to have each
one of the science centers increase by three to four
folks per science center, including you know, the
modeling capability, the assessment capability, and
the -- and also the work with the advice and
management.

And if T could go to the next slide. Oh, that's me.
Sorry. Okay. Oh, I did that and I shouldn't have. You
know, the idea then is to once these are standing is
to then provide this national capacity for this same
provision for climate-related information in our living
marine resources management. And the point here is
that, you know, we're looking at those groups, you
know, integrating the ocean prediction, the decision
support teams, and then providing advice on a
number of things. You know, that ultimately will
either lead to scenario planning, risk assessments,
management strategies, and et cetera. So I think I've
talked about this, so I wasn't going to spend too
much time about this other than an update that we're
in the active hiring phase for this group right now.

So I'll do a couple of slides and then I'll hand it over
to Sam on the science to management
considerations, the next steps. And to recap, again, I
know that some folks, you know, weren't at the May
meeting in San Diego. I ended with this slide in terms
of, you know, we understand that there's non-
stationarity. Things are trending as opposed to just
fluctuating, which requires, you know, having to have
this predictive capability that results in perhaps
"what-if" scenarios. One of which the "what-if" is the
scenario planning that I think Sam will talk about a
little bit more.

And the idea then also on the "what-if" scenarios is
how do we not just try to provide a number, but a
range of likelihoods of possible outcomes and the
idea to manage for variability and adaptability as
Richard corrected me last time. How do we -- How do
we adapt to this variability that we expect in the
future in terms of, you know, that last bottom right
figure there? Again, so it's this variability that we're
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trying to anticipate.

And the recap, you know, last time there was a series
of very nice presentations on the Future Seas
Program. And again, we talked about how if we had
climate information, you know, we would be able to
think about how we do our surveys, how we estimate
our stock structure, transboundary management, et
cetera. And it was a discussion that I thought, you
know, laid out quite nicely in terms of, you know, how
would we integrate, you know, climate information
on these various topics in a systematic way if you
will?

And I'll just jump straight into then a couple of things.
Sorry, there was one more. And then we also had this
message from the councils that it wasn't just on the
science side that we were saying that we needed to
think differently about how we -- how we provide
advice, but this is a message from the councils. There
was a meeting of the SES in Alaska two years ago.
And the message was that the councils needed to
start preparing for increasingly complex
management decisions, you know, new data
collection that we talked about, you know, more
sophisticated tool boxes. You know, the CFI might be
an example of one. And of course, you know, the
stakeholder engagement. So there was a moment
when, you know, sort of the science advice, as well
as the request for advice were coming together. And
I think that was one of the highlights of that meeting
in May.

And then I'll try to make a transition here, which is,
you know, the Alaska crab -- the snow crab crash.
And you know, three weeks ago, you know, it hit CNN
and you know, a lot of people, you know, got the
attention that we knew what was happening out
there. But it raised a couple of things on the science
to management that I think are important. You know,
to summarize it very quickly, if you look at the
bottom right figures there, between 2018 and 2021,
you see that those red areas where there were, you
know, all of these snow crabs in 2021 weren't there.
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And so that's, that report of the collapse of the Bering
Sea crab.

So when you look at this paper, it's a very nice paper.
You know, if you haven't had a chance to read it, it's
in Science Magazine. You know, there were a couple
of questions that came up in terms of the science and
management. The first question on the science is
what happened? Right? I mean how did this happen?
And the analysis, you know, suggests that it was sort
of a combination between as it says up there, caloric
demands. So it was warmer and so, you know,
there's more demand for food, but there was also not
enough food to offset these caloric demands. And so
that starvation in the end, you know, resulted in the
disappearance of these, you know, 10 billion crabs.

The second question is could we have foreseen it?
And you know, that's one that, you know, could we
have forecasted these things? And the answer was
that under the current approaches, you know, it
wasn't -- the blue highlights there -- it wasn't until,
you know, they really included the most recent data
in their assessments that they were able to see the
magnitude of the collapse. And so the idea here is
that, you know, this inclusion or the way that we
manage, right -- our current management tools, you
know, and again, this is from the paper as well. Look
at, you know, management tools and you know, base
management targets and projected sustainable
yields. Right?

And the point I'm trying to -- the point I'm getting at
here is a projected sustainable yield in large part
have the assumption of prevailing ecological
conditions. And that means that we're not looking at
outliers or things that are going off the charts. We're
looking at small variations about something. And that
term of prevailing ecological conditions and the way
that we do the assessments, perhaps you know,
didn't allow for some of these thinkings that I think
we need to do given that, you know, climate really is
taking off on -- has these offshoots that we need to
be -- that we need to begin to consider.
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And so the big question then is how do we -- how do
we anticipate these in the future? How do we provide
advice on it? And how do we include these
environmental parameters or environmental changes
in the way that we -- that we think about
management? And providing advice on our side -- on
the science side is how do we provide management
advice to take these into consideration? And so with
that set up, I was going to pass it on to Sam to
answer the question.

Mr. Rauch: Can you hear me or is this going to --
(audio interference). Okay. Does that work?

Chair Davis: That works.

Mr. Rauch: All right. Thank you, Cisco for giving me
20 minutes. Does that work now?

Chair Davis: Yes. We will go an additional 15 minutes
as well.

Mr. Rauch: Thank you, Cisco. You can all blame Cisco
for that. All right. So I'm going -- I want to talk a little
bit about what the management side does with all
this. And to start with, I'm going to talk about some
of the tools that we use and try to integrate how we
respond to some of these things. Everything that
Cisco says is true and it's real and it's creating
challenges for us because we've got -- This is a really
simplistic way of looking at sort of many of the
problems that Cisco addressed. Right?

We've got habits are changing, maybe because of
temperature. Like when the plankton changes, that
creates food web changes down the line. We've seen
distribution shifts maybe because of that, maybe
because of temperature gradients. We see changing
abundance like the crabs, you know, that are just
going and figuring out why. And then we are seeing
interactions with other species that are moving their
range into the range of fisheries that are creating
problems with us. And so all of these are
management challenges coming from these changing
environmental parameters that are creating issues
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So we have a number of tools that we use. One of
them that we recently did is this DisMAP tool, which
is great. We and our partners came up with this
national online portal that helps us visualize and
analyze all the various economic and other tool
factors that we have going on. It's a really great tool
and it allows us to do things like this. So this is that
black sea bass chart on the right. So this is the black
sea bass. This is a very -- has been well used to
document sort of the changing distribution since I
think 20 -- we don't have that number on there, but
it is -- it was on the other slide -- the early 2000s to
more recently. With DisMAP, the reason it's so easy
is I made the second chart, so if I can do it, anybody
can do it. Right? This shows the changing ports. So
you see the North Carolina numbers, which is where
the population used to be is in yellow. It is declining
over time. And the landings are now being at least
half or more coming from the northern ports, which
are increasing over time.

So this has -- we can look at both sort of the
ecosystem implications for black sea bass from it
moving, but there are profound social and economic
and management criteria that come with the
changing of the landing ports. Right? The ships are
steaming further. They're not being able to catch
what's off their ports. This also represents a change
in council boundaries. Right? They cross over from
one council into another when you go to like the
Massachusetts landings. So this creates governance
issues too. As you try to tease out what the effects
of all these things are.

So DisMAP is a really good tool. Anybody can use it.
I use it and so I just wanted to say how easy it is to
look at all of the ways that are trending change. You
compare that with some of the Social Indicator
Working Group things -- and this is on a state level -
- but you can also look at port levels and say, you
know, do we have an underserved port? How are the
landings affecting that port versus a perhaps more
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affluent port? You know, where are the landings
going? And that has really EEJ and other sort of
implications that allow us to look at those social
dynamics coming from a perhaps rain shift that we
are seeing there.

All right, this is another climate tool that we have.
This is also from New England. We look at climate
vulnerability analysis because not every species is
affected by climate change or affected in the same
way. There are some winners. There are some losers.
There are some that -- some stocks that collapse.
There's some stocks that just move. This is a real
brief summary of the New England assessment where
they looked at 82 fish stocks and tried to calculate
that. And so when we're looking at climate change
affects with stocks, we don't necessarily to do
everything. We should look at the vulnerable ones
and look at that because those are the ones we need
to focus on and the reasons why. So that's a helpful
tool.

All right, some of this stuff is -- we accumulate in
some of areas of the country to ecosystem status
reports where we put a lot of this data together. Both
the environmental temperature data, but as you can
see we also can include revenue data in some of the
social economic data, physical/chemical, all the
various things that are a tool to management. We
have these kind of reports available in eight
ecosystems around the country. And it's just a
different way to look at the various presentations for
the managers. You can get through the Integrated
Ecosystem Assessment website or through the
National Marine Ecosystem Status website that we
have all this stuff. So part of this effort is not just
attract the data, but to present it to managers in a
useful format.

The next one, let's see -- Okay, so I can't read that
chart either on my computer. But it is a way -- This
is an ecosystem social economic profile, which is a
just a different way to take some of this data. This is
for sablefish, which we will -- T'll talk a little bit more
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in @ minute about one of the things that we did. But
it is a different way to map all the various things that
are the environmental ones, the economic indicators,
and the various other indicators and present them in
a common place for managers. This was developed
by the Alaska Science Center, but there's interest in
other regions in preparing these kind of things in the
West Coast, Pacific Islands, and Northeast to help
elucidate what the trends are to both guide and stock
assessments as they're looking for new and different
ways to account for variables. And the managers to
sort of present the results in a way that is accessible.

All right. Now this slide -- I want to spend a little bit
more time on this slide. So ultimately all this
information goes into the stock assessments, which
informs catch levels. So I want to spend just a minute
to do a really simplistic and overly generalized way
in which we set the catch levels, which I'm going to
edge away from Cisco when I say this because I'm
going to make the science really simple. So when we
do a survey, we will survey the same survey over and
over again. And if we catch more fish, the quotas
generally go up. And if you catch less fish, the quotas
go down. Okay, really simple -- overly simple. Sorry,
Cisco.

Okay. But that's not -- and particularly, you know,
that assumes a lot as Cisco said. Even that simplistic
level sort of assumes that the environmental
parameters are the same year after year. That what
you're seeing is really a population that is bigger or
population that is smaller. And we know that, that's
not always true, particularly when you look at these
environmental parameters and things like
catchability. Right? Are we catching more fish
because there are more fish or because maybe the
fish are going on the temperature gradient and they
are just more or less accessible to our troughs to do
the same thing year after year.

So understanding the impact of temperature on
catchability can help us determine whether there
really are more fish or are we just more -- or are our
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surveys better able to catch them in any given year
because of an environmental parameter like
temperature?

And some of them are. Some of these things are
related to catchability like this one is yellowfin sole.
We have determined that, that one does -- the
catchability varies with bottom temperature. So
when we account for that in the management model,
we're better able to -- the stock assessment's better
trend what is actually happening as opposed to the
really simplistic thing I said.

And for the yellowfin sole, we were able to use that,
incorporate that into the model. And as a result of
that kind of thing, the council is looking at increasing
the overfishing level in the ABC because of the way
that it accounts for catchability in the model makes a
sort of really simplistic way I stated. We indicate that
that may not really represent what's going on in
there, that the population is healthier than we
thought because we were able to do things like look
at catchability.

We're also able to look at risk tables where we may
not -- also I should say before that, we can also look
at national mortality events like when red tide comes
in or other kinds of things to better indicate what is
going on when the stock collapses or when the stock
-- when we catch less fish in those nets sometimes,
it's not catchability. It is some other environmental
factor coming in like red tide. This one happened with
the gag grouper there. And we accounted for that,
that's still -- that still indicated that some of the
historic things that were going on were actually more
significant than the catchability. So the council now
is considering decreasing the catch levels to account
for some of these environmental parameters in that.

I will say it's difficult to link the quota determinations
are really complicated. There are a lot of factors that
go into how much you're allowed to catch or not. The
environmental parameters are just one factor that
goes into it. It is often -- It is very rare that you can
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say that because we now have a new bit of
environmental data, this is the actual management
result. It is a better informed management result, but
it's really hard to sort of pick out amongst all the
different changing variables what that one factor is.
So these are some of these things where we were
able to tie it back to the environmental factors. But
there were other things going on for each one of
these fish as well that we need to look at.

So one of the things that they do when they can't --
when it's not clearly -- when it is not so clear or when
we don't have environmental parameters that we
look at things like risk tables. The risk tables basically
-- once again, I'm going to really simplify this, it's the
risk of us being wrong. So you know, we come up
with scientific advice that come up to the stock
assessment, but there's a lot of uncertainty in that.

And understanding the risk that we're wrong and how
much of a risk that we're wrong is important. Right?
Because if we are -- if we hit our -- if we make a
population estimate and every year we hit that
population estimate and then the fish show up just
like we expect, very little risk. But if we're wrong
about that, if the fish vary widely or if there's a lot of
uncertainty in our modeling or there's -- you know,
there's changing environmental parameters creates
a lot more risk.

So we do these risk tables that look at that. And this
is something for the managers to think about. Should
we have a better buffer? Should we be more cautious
about this number, either too high or too low because
it might not reflect reality because we have all these
risks? And so we look at those kind of things.

One example of those kinds of things being used is
with the sablefish, which I talked about earlier with
that big chart. A lot of variation going on there. The
stock assessment has had some positive sides of
incoming recruitment, but there was not a lot of older
fish there. There was a lot of concerns about the
environmental variability -- the existing
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environmental conditions influencing that in the past
years. And because we were able to bring those
environmental conditions, the council considered a
significant reduction in the catch that would
otherwise not have been there had we not been able
to consider the environmental parameters.

So that was -- but it was all because of the application
of the risk tables and looking at, you know, how
confident are we that the assumptions and the
modeling are the right assumptions. Right? When
we're less confident, they do not -- the managers
consider a broader, more cautious approach to
management. And that was one on the sablefish one.

All right. That's how we use things now. And a lot of
these are tools that we originally created through our
ecosystem-based report, but part of the ecosystem
is the climate and other kinds of things. So you know,
we talk about Climate and Ecosystem Fisheries
Initiative. A lot of these we've been doing for years
through the Ecosystem Initiative, which is, you know,
we didn't create all this stuff overnight. We're adding
in and strengthening the climate part and also the
ecosystem part. But all of this is a different way of
looking at the various environmental parameters that
affect the fishery.

So we talked about -- Cisco also talked about
scenario planning. So this is something that we
support and the councils have been doing. This is
working to increase our capacity. The councils -- We
work with the councils on the fishery management
side to do that. I'm going to talk about three councils
and their experiences with scenario planning. But it
looks at, as Cisco was saying, it looks at not
necessarily the current predicted future state, but
understanding that there might be multiple different
future states. We don't necessarily know which one
we're going to be in. And how are we going to
manage in that kind of situation where we may be in
a completely different scenario than what we think
now?
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That has happened often enough so this is a realistic
likelihood. And so we did what we call scenario
planning. What do we do in the event that we are in
one of those different scenarios? Or what do we do
to plan for the event that we don't know which
scenario we're in?

All right, so the East Coast Councils and Commission
just finished a large extensive scenario planning
endeavor. They looked at the various scenarios. They
came up with a suite of recommendations. And I
would categorize them both as we need different data
to -- That's going to be important if we're in a
different scenario or if we're in the unknown in order
to allow us to manage when we don't know what
scenario we're in. So there's a data management
acquisition part, which really matches well with the
IRA. It's really timely to be able to do that because it
helps us guide those kind of decisions. We've gone
through this process. We've outlined new data
collection streams, new way to collect data in the
event of these scenarios. And we're able to apply that
almost immediately, so very timely.

The management side of that is what do we do that?
I mean on the management side, there are two
things that could happen broadly speaking is we
could be in a different scenario. So what is the trigger
-- when do we know we're in that scenario such that
we could start managing that scenario? Or more
likely, we won't know what scenario we're in until
we're halfway through it, which Cisco is always telling
me, we often don't know until we're -- until we're well
into it. So how can we manage for that uncertainty in
the interim? And the Scenario Planning Group came
up with a number of not just new data, but
management recommendations for here's how we
think that you should adjust your management cycle.

So that Scenario Group just finished this spring. The
managers got together with sort of an
implementation team, an implementation group to
look at these kinds of things because the
implementation on the management side are going
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through three councils and the commission. So you
know, it now needs to go to the managers to actually
carry that forward. And so the managers are going to
want data, but they also need to move out on some
of things that they're doing there. And that's what
this new group, the East Coast Climate Coordination
Group -- The Climate Innovation Group, which just
met, I think last week, are trying to plan out well,
what do you do with all this and how do you translate
this into management now or in the future as this
data comes online?

So the management response is still to come, but
that is the -- I mean what we want is not to just do
this as an interesting exercise. There needs to be
some management reaction to that. And that's what
this group is trying to do. Not just are we going to
get more information, but how are we going to
actually react as the managers? All right, so that was
the East Coast.

The Pacific Council did a similar group -- a similar
process -- The Pacific Coast Climate Scenario
Planning. They called it the Climate Communities
Ecosystem Initiative, which helped them to prioritize
work. As similar, the scenario planning then became
an information stream into the management process.
So the Pacific Council has used this to help identify
new data streams for IRA -- potential IRA funding. So
that's good -- so much like the East Coast. The
Council is looking at this regularly.

It is not clear what they have done in response as
management action, this just completed last year.
But the Council -- the Pacific Council is looking at this
and trying to figure out much like the East Coast
Councils are doing. But that still remains to be seen
exactly how they're going to do it on the
management side to react to this sort of adaptability.
And that is one of the challenges. We want new data
streams, but we also need to create flexible
management systems and that is something that still
needs to be done. Is not yet done on either coast.
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And then finally, Alaska -- Alaska is doing something
similar. They've got a climate change task force.
They've got a Alaska Climate Integrated Modeling
Project. And the Alaska Climate Change Task Force is
working on climate scenario planning workshops in
2024 likely in May. So they are a little bit behind.
Doing something similar to what the Pacific and the
Atlantic did. The exact substances of those
workshops are under development. They want to
collate, synthesize, and communicate. It remains to
be seen how they're going to react though. You know,
you can collate, synthesize, and communicate, you
still as the managers need to react. And that is --
We're still working with them on that. It's just still at
an earlier stage in the process than the other two.
Okay. And then a few more updates. So I mentioned
that this -- a lot of what we talked about here started
not as the CEFI Initiative, which is new, but as part
of our Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management
Initiative, which incorporated climate early on. And
so that, we have an EBFM policy and a roadmap that
is out there. It's been out there a while. I think we've
talked to this group about that before. We're
currently looking at how to update that to incorporate
climate more directly. And you know, it has been
almost a decade. I'm not exactly sure when we issued
this policy, but it's been almost a decade. And so we
believe that it is time to update that policy. We expect
to finalize revisions to the policy in 2024, so that's
something to look forward to. It will be part of -- to
integrate that policy and make sure that everything
is all integrated together; CFI and everything else.
We're going to do that.

Now the last thing I want to talk -- which is sort of a
pure governance issue, we've talked to the councils
about this. So you remember like using the black sea
bass equation. You know, so the locus of that stock
is moving from off the mid-Atlantic to the New
England, which crosses a council boundary. And the
landings have really shifted from one region to
another. Not completely shifted, but they are
shifting. So that creates -- that creates governance
structures because right -- because earlier, we were
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completely satisfied to manage that stock, solely in
the mid-Atlantic. It made sense. That's where all the
landings were. That's where the locus of stock was.

But as it moves up into New England, how do we
incorporate now the New England fishers who are
fishing on this stock? At least, that's stock is available
off their coast into the government structure. And I
don't intend to focus so much on black sea bass
because the councils are working it out at the
moment, but the Magnuson Act does indicate that the
Secretary of Commerce is supposed to designate the
boundaries of the councils. So we designate which
councils get to manage which stocks. And most of
that happened in the 70s based on large marine
ecosystems and that made sense.

But as the council stock changed, we need an
objective transparent way to look at this if that needs
to change. And some of this might need to change
and some of it might not. But this is a function that
statutorily has been vested with the Secretary and
we basically haven't done it significantly for a long
time. There hasn't been a need. We have done it
occasionally. We did it with like tilefish recently. But
there's a need to be transparent. So we put out a
statement about what criteria we would use, how we
would involve the councils, recognizing that you can't
just switch that council on and off.

It takes a lot to work up to -- I mean once it goes to
a new council or shared council, they've got
obligations. They've got to create an entire fishery
management plan with various objectives. So it's a
difficult thing to do, but we have to be able to explain
when and how we are or are not going to do
something like that. So this is sort of the concept. We
put that out.

We've talked to the councils about this, the CCC,
which is the Council Coordinating Committee. That's
all the councils. So this is the timeframe. We have
discussed this with the councils in a number of
previous meetings. We've put out a draft of the
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proposed policy with the councils in May. We
discussed them recently in October. Their feedback
and all the comments are due on Friday on the draft.
And then we expect to finalize this policy and rule it
out next summer.

All right, I'm almost done. So looking forward, you
know, we talked about the Climate-Ready Fisheries
funding piece through the RA. We've talked about the
overall Climate Ecosystems Fisheries Initiative, which
is broader than just funding, but funding is an
important part of it. We've talked about the EBFM
policy of the roadmap and the draft Governance
policy. A lot of those things are still to come. We've
been talking about them, but we still need to finalize
a lot of those things.

And the take-home message, which Cisco and I
agreed on is we're using various tools to address the
climate change, which is true. Right? A lot of them
did not -- they're not new. There are new ones that
we are building in. They build on the efforts that
we're moving forward. And we're looking -- you
know, we're looking forward to the upcoming
challenges that continues to evolve as sort of the
changing ecosystem evolve, our challenges evolve.
And with that, I'm going to stop. I'll be happy to take
questions for both of us -- we're happy to take
questions.

Chair Davis: Thanks, Sam. Thank you both, Cisco and
Sam. That was an amazing update. And really great
to see all these tools in place and the way the
communication governance and everything. So we
have -- we have about 15 minutes and I believe that
Pat was up first. Actually, I'm sorry. I didn't see all
the -- We have Pat, Kellie. And who was next?
Anybody? No. We'll just go Pat, Clay. We have
Meredith and Richard and then Kellie. Okay, so go
ahead, Pat.

Dr. Sullivan: Great, thank you. Thank you, Sam and
of course, Cisco and Evan too. Sam, I really like
where you're going. The challenge for me is I'm in
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the weeds and I'm seeing all of this going on both
coasts. And it's really hard. So for example, I'm the
Chair of the working group for the scallop, which is
being prepared for the research track assessment.
And I really had to twist arms to get the ecosystem
folks to come and at least talk to us. And I've seen in
other situations for the SARC reviews where the
ecosystem person was there for the whole period.
And this gets to the sort of transdisciplinary approach
to trying to deal with this where people are actually
working together on this stuff as opposed to here's
what you should be doing, see you later. Right? And
it's difficult.

But now, you know, there's severe things happening
with the scallop and it has to do with warmer
temperatures. So we're getting some input now, but
it's challenging. On the North Pacific Coast, the
ecosystem folks -- I mean after several years, we got
an ACLIM presentation, the SSC did. Apparently they
were giving it to the council all the way along, but we
never saw it. And you know, the ecosystem folks are
coming to me on the SSC individually and saying why
aren't you using our stuff?

And of course what we see is that, you know, folks
like Szuwalski who's doing the stuff with the crab,
he's doing like five or six crab assessments. Right?
And he doesn't have the time to incorporate
something into the assessment. So what happens is
we get the report. It starts the meeting. We use it
qualitatively to add a buffer or not, which is a very
crude way to be actually using this very high level
information that's being provided.

So some -- I don't know what to suggest, but
something there, which -- what I what I was sort of
seeing in this was the ecosystem part of it. And how
does it connect with getting individuals to talk to each
other and make use of it?

The only other side comment is what I've seen at
other levels is people continue to focus on the adults.
Obviously with the crab, something else is happening
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there. And we're seeing that with like Summer
flounder in estuaries. You know, there's all these
things. And we want -- We are drawn to the adults,
but in fact, this is affecting us at lots of different
natural history levels. So the natural history of these
affects is happening too.

So I'm sorry, I don't know what to suggest. You're
doing the right thing from the high level picture, but
people have to be talking to each other and we need
a transdisciplinary approach if we can think about
how to do that. Thanks.

Chair Davis: Okay, thanks. Because we don't have a
lot of time, can you all try to keep your comments
very short and then have a direct question? It's fine,
Pat. And we do recognize you, Tom, that you're also
up on the screen. Clay.

Mr. Tam: Yes, thank you. Just a comment. I think
when you're looking at the plan, Cisco and Sam did a
great job. But also getting down in the community
level. And where I speak from is from the Native
groups, especially in the Western Pacific. These are
not new issues. A lot of the knowledge -- empirical
knowledge from these people that lived on the land,
they price they paid for mismanagement was the loss
of civilization. And many of them, if you look in like
the last meeting we had brought up Charlie Kaaiai.
And when you look at the population of Natives and
what they've done in terms of moon calendar, lunar
calendar, harvesting of fishing cycles, you talk about
ecosystem management and that was it in a nutshell.
And I strongly suggest to at least have the flexibility
within our region to go and touch on these people.

And I would think you would have the same scenario
with the Native populations along the Coastal areas.
They have knowledge that goes way beyond the last
100 years with our climate change. And I know
practitioners out there that have predicted and we
have seen the science from these people. And 1
suggest strongly that instead of reinventing the
wheel, that we embrace that and maybe bring them
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Dr. Werner: Yeah. No, thanks for the comment. And
again, couldn't agree more. And I believe the Alaska
Council has, I think, formally included the traditional
ecological, local ecological knowledge in the council
process. Or at least they wrote a framework for the
inclusion of that knowledge in their -- in their decision
making.

Dr. Sullivan: We actually have SSC members that
incorporate that as part of our process, yeah.

Chair Davis: Thank you for that comment and
discussion. We have Meredith, then Richard, Kellig,
Barry, and then Tom.

Ms. Moore: Oh, sorry. Hello. Okay. Sam, hello. Very
like appreciate all of the comments. Am I getting a
lot of feedback or just a little? Okay, sorry. So I'm a
big fan of risk tables, but I note that a lot of councils
and fisheries are still developing them or don't have
them. And so one recommendation is that it would be
great to set a goal for having risk tables for all of
those fisheries, like all of our fisheries so that we can
understand them. And I know you need to be
thoughtful about like which ones are the most
vulnerable and target your efforts that way. But snow
crabs, climate vulnerability assessment said that it
was not particularly vulnerable to climate and then
they all starved. So there's a need to have a sense of
risk tables, I think for lots of fisheries.

But my main point that I'd like to say is that a lot of
fisheries don't even have like thoughtful harvest
control rules that gradate with risk or vulnerability or
abundance even in the fisheries. And I'm assuming
that a lot of the way that the climate information you
all are preparing is going to interface with the fishery
management system is through buffers, though the
management and scientific buffers that ladder down
from OFL to ABC to ACL.

And I would be really interested to understand if
there is a baseline assessment of the amount of risk
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that we currently have in our fisheries because a lot
of fisheries set management buffer equal to zero. And
also the scientific buffer, not particularly accounting
for the issues. Scientific buffers, I think have a lot
more credibility to them. But many, many councils
simply set the management buffer for their fisheries
to zero so that they can fish as close to the ABC as
possible.

So I'd be really interested to understand if we know
what the baseline of that is so that we can
understand if we are then effectively managing using
risk tables and thinking about the vulnerability of
fisheries to climate change. And see whether we're
actually implementing that as we go. So thank you.

Mr. Rauch: Yeah. There's some sweeping statements
in your comment that I don't agree with all that.
Every one of our councils look at risk while they're
setting their quota. And they don't all have -- they
don't all have risk tables. And some of it is more
fishery-specific, but they all are required to look at
that. And as they set the annual, take that into
account -- take the uncertainty into account and the
uncertainty risk, the same thing.

Some of them do set it at zero and they are required
to explain why. So they're supposed to have a
rational basis, but some of them do set it at zero. In
part, my experience has been those that do are
based on the fact that the predictive capability of our
models continues to hold up. Right? You know, Cisco
talks a lot about the fact that a lot of our parameters
are falling apart in terms of some of these terms, but
not all of them are. Some of them are still quite
predictive and were good at that. And we constantly
look at it.

So you know, there's not a baseline for every fishery.
Every fishery is different. We have different amounts
of scientific investment and research that goes into
different fisheries in part because of not every fishery
is as important as every other fishery. But they all
are supposed to on the record, you know, have a
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rational basis for why they select what they do, which
includes why they are dealing with uncertainty the
way they're dealing with it. And we may disagree with
the conclusions, but that's a requirement of all the
fisheries is to do that.

So the risk is embedded in there. Some of them are
a lot more overt, like those risk tables. And we
encourage that. But that risk discussion and the
certainty discussion is embedded. Every time we set
a quota, it's in there somewhere. But I'm happy to
talk with you. It's just you asked is there a national
baseline? There's not. Each fishery is different. And
some of them are far more robust than others. I think
we all agree on that.

Ms. Moore: Thanks. I really appreciate that and am
happy to talk more about it.

Chair Davis: Thank you for that, Sam and Meredith.
Richard and then Kellie.

Mr. Yamada: So I guess my question is that you
know, in your ecosystem management planning that
-- I have a specific example. In Alaska, they would
take all the ecological components and determine,
you know, their interactions. And since this is my last
meeting and I can stand on a soapbox here, I've been
studying squid. It's a potential commercial fishery in
Alaska. And in the -- when we created the EE Zones
in the early 80s, late 70s, when we moved all the
foreign fleets out of Alaska, there's a huge squid
fishery for Manchester squid. They took, you know,
hundreds and hundreds of tons of squid out of Alaska
waters. And when we pushed them off, no one came
into fish with squid. And this is a time when all the
fisheries in Alaska were robust. And for 50 years,
there's never been a squid fishery in Alaska.

And nobody's -- really no data on the squid
populations would have been collected. So I think five
or six years ago, squid got -- was kind of looked at
and really cursory stock assessment done on it, but
it was not a targeted assessment. And then so squid
was put into an ecosystem component. And I guess
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once you throw in your component, there's no data
on it. So I've been -- you know, I did get an SKA
grant to look at the market for this squid -- this
Manchester squid. But I'm having a hard time finding
any data on -- the scientific data on the interaction
of this squid population with other fisheries.

So I did a couple years ago work with a professor at
the University and we were able to help the
Northwest Science Center do some eDNA research on
the squid species. And the students just published
their posters last month. And these squid are eating
herring, cod, and salmon as part of their diet. So you
know, nobody's done any of this kind of research to
see how -- what role do these squid play in the
ecosystem? It may be, you know, a hidden predator
in the ecosystem that nobody -- has gone under the
radar of fisheries because unless there's a
commercial fishery, you don't throw any money into
it to do that research.

So I hope that, you know, again, this is my last
meeting so if anybody's interested in looking at
squid, I'm the squid guy. And so I'd really like, you
know, to get more attention on what role does squid
play in the ecosystem in Alaska? So thank you.

Dr. Werner: Just to build on that, Richard, I think not
just on squid, but there's a whole, you know --
there's a need to look at the shifts in ecosystem. Just
look what happened to the Alaska snow crab. We
need to be measuring shifts at other aspects of the
food chain or the trophic levels. You know, we should
be measuring what's happening with those -- you
know, with the organisms that can provide those
caloric offsets if you will. And unfortunately in our
surveys when we have to give something up, it's
ecosystem measurements. You know, we're focused
on the target species that we need to measure, but
we're not looking at perhaps the supporting, you
know food web if you will, whether it's squid, whether
it's others. This is something that we have to do as
we try to understand how the ecosystem is shifting.
But good point, thanks.
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Chair Davis: Yeah. Yeah, thanks for that. Thank you.
Kellie, Barry, then Tom and then lunch.

Vice Chair Ralston: All right, I'll be brief. And I guess
this a little bit of a pile on. I really do appreciate the
Agency kind of looking more holistically at how to
address fisheries management. I think it is looking at
everything that's connected. Not only the trophic
levels, but also the habitat and the water quality that
go with it. In my mind, that goes beyond water
temperature, which I know we talk a lot about
because that's easy to monitor and assess. But the
habitat really is key. I mean when you put it up there
for the Snow crab, to look at the fact that there
weren't prey items because there's not habitat to
support them. It is all interconnected. And I certainly
realize that, you know, we're challenged sometimes
even on data poor individual species to have
information on an individual stock. And so collecting
all that information is a challenge. But I think it is
something that is key to properly managing our
fisheries into the future and addressing some of these
climate shifts.

And one other point that I wanted to make that Pat
brought up too was really kind of looking more at
juvenile species to be able to be predictive so that we
don't get halfway down a climate change cycle and
then realize that we have a problem. If we're looking
earlier on in the life cycle, I think we can -- we can
catch that a little sooner and perhaps be a little bit
more proactive on it. So that's all I have to say.
Thank you.

Dr. Werner: Real quick and just to echo that. I mean
we were able perhaps not to have to measure certain
things, assuming stationarity, you know, that word
that was up there. But now that's no longer the
assumption we can make. So what we thought we
didn't need to measure anymore, we all the sudden
do need to measure. Yeah.

Chair Davis: Yeah, very good points. Barry.

Mr. Thom: Yeah. I guess I'm going back to a couple
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of things. One, I just wanted to thank Kevin for
highlighting what's going on with the fishery
dependent data collection and improvements there.
And for Sam for highlighting the importance of that
data when it comes to actually managing the fisheries
going forward. I know the Agency tends to focus a
ton on the internal resources going into the surveys
and that assessment piece. But that fishery
dependent data is just as important when it comes to
actually management of the stocks and collection of
the socio econ data and other information.

And so I think related to the budget discussion
tomorrow, I think what a lot of us are trying to do is
figure out ways to keep that base data collection
going. Keeping, you know, modernizing that. And
then at the same time, adding to that the ecosystem
information. It's not an either/or. It really is an "and".
And we need both of those pieces going forward. So
hopefully that will continue to be emphasized.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Barry. Tom. Tom, can you
hear us? You're up next.

Mr. Fote: I don't know if you can hear me, but I'm
not hearing you. I lost sound again. Okay, my
question -- since I can't hear what you've been
saying for the last few minutes, it's been a -- I'm
looking at how we manage fisheries. Management of
fisheries in spawning stock biomass for many years.
I did Atlantic Stage Marine Fisheries Commission and
jointly with the Mid-Atlantic Council for almost 33
years. And basically we're still managing that way.
Yet, we know that it doesn't produce what we think
it's going to. But we're producing the biggest sporting
stock, biomass, yet we have species like lobster,
which is not going to make any difference because
there's going to be no recruitment. So if we've got
bays and estuaries that are not a producing
recruitment, it's maybe because of climate change.

One of the things we talked about this afternoon with
the climate change is the effects. And again, I'll point
out the 1955 study that was done in New Jersey on
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recreational fishing. If you look at that study and you
look what was important in New Jersey back then for
fishing, those species are gone; both the mackerel,
whiting, ling, and a whole bunch of others. And what
they started moving was from the south from
Delaware Bay. We used to be able to get Winter
flounder and scup and then it disappeared all the way
up the coast.

So I hope you heard my questions. I probably can't
hear you answer.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Tom, for your comments. I
don't know if you can hear us.

He can now. Anything you'd like to --

Mr. Rauch: I mean I just -- I think that's exactly right
is that we -- figuring out the inputs, you know, we
are going through a transition. We've always been in
transition. Fisheries management is never as simple
as I sort of really laid it out simply. It's always
included more variances and inputs. And as we learn
more as Cisco said, we're learning what to -- what
kind of data we need. We didn't think we needed that
data. We didn't think that, that was driving the
stocks. You know, we really simplistically many
fisheries thought that fisheries removals was the --
you know, the predominant factor in terms of health
and stocks.

And for me, stocks is not true anymore or at least it's
clearly not that simple. And figuring out, you know,
is it the bays or estuaries? Is it climate change? It is
the prey? That's all important. It is easier to say that,
that's important than actually figure out how to
measure it. How it actually affects those kinds of
things. That's really complicated.

We're working through those issues. It is a long, slow
process and it will continue to be a long, slow
process. There's no easy answers because you've got
to collect the data. You've got to understand what it
means. You've got to sort and incorporate it. Then
you've got to react to it as the management. That is
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a lengthy process. But we're all committed. We've
been committed to it for years. The CFI stuff is a new
way to invest in it and new tools to bring to the -- to
the problem. But the problem remains the same
problem it's kind of always been.

Chair Davis: Thank you, Sam. So Cisco and Sam and
Evan, thank you so much for this very robust
discussion and bringing us up-to-date both from the
budgetary side, from the science side, and also for
the toolbox that is coming together for the fisheries.
I also want to thank the MAFAC members for all your
great comments and questions during this
discussion.

We are now going to break for lunch. And if you could
be back here at 1:15, that will be our start date --
start time.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the
record at 11:52 a.m. and resumed at 1:24 p.m.)

Chair Davis: Okay. I also want to acknowledge that
Matt Upton is on Zoom. Hello, Matt. Nice to have you
join us. And best wishes for your upcoming baby. Oh,
did he leave? There he is. Matt, can you hear us?

MR. UPTON: Nice to see everyone. Wish I was there
in person.

Climate and Ecosystems Subcommittee -
Recommendation for Climate-Ready Fisheries Policy

Chair Davis: Yeah. All right, well, we've got a nice
session planned for the afternoon. And Meredith and
Jocelyn are going to lead us in a presentation and
discussion on Climate and Ecosystems Subcommittee
recommendations for Climate-Ready Fisheries Policy.
And this is one of our action items that will be voted
on Thursday.

So, the subcommittee has been doing some amazing
work and I'm quite excited to hear some of the
outcomes. And then there'll also be a working session
after this time. So I'll turn it over to both of you,
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Meredith and Jocelyn, to lead. Thank you.

Ms. Moore: Yes. And we're doing it with grace, as we
always do. That's what we bring to this. I think it's
our number one skill set.

Chair Davis: Okay, so you have a little flexibility on
time, depending on how much work time you need.
So, we'll keep an eye on that.

Ms. Moore: Perfect. Just so folks know, my
presentation is short; then I would like to get
feedback and answer questions and figure out next
steps. And then, based on how people react and how
that goes, we will ideally use the work session
afterwards to huddle with anybody whose feedback
we need to better incorporate, with the goal of
leaving this meeting on Thursday with a finalized
letter, if possible.

So that's just sort of the where we are and where
we're going on this. So let me take a quick step back,
because we have some new folks. Hello, new folks
who I have not had a chance to introduce myself to.

I will do a very short, what is happening with this
subcommittee, and what are we and how does it
work. Because I think we're the first subcommittee
to sort of report out during this call.

So, hi, I'm Meredith Moore. This is Jocelyn. Jocelyn?
Great.

Also, I just want to acknowledge, Ilike, our
subcommittee is very large, and many, many people
have helped us with this letter. And I did not do the
work I needed to do to list out who all those people
are, but I love you all.

And, also, if more people would like to join the
subcommittee, you are welcome. So if you watch
this, and you're like, "I cannot wait to do more of
that," you let me know. Okay, great.

So, we are the Climate and Ecosystem
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Subcommittee, a name that I remembered. And we
tasked ourselves with trying to figure out how to
improve the uptake and implementation of climate
information in fisheries management.

And so, early on, we kind of determined that we felt
that there were kind of two -- maybe go to the next
slide -- two main bodies of work that we felt kind of
needed to be addressed. And the rough answer for
what the two things are is -- oh, beautiful; I can't
wait to mess this up -- is, one, what is Climate-Ready
Fisheries? That's question one. And so, that's number
one. And then number two was, how do we do it?

So that's the short version of what we put together.
But the longer version is up on the slide, which is we
wanted to -- we felt that one of the challenges in the
uptake of climate information into fisheries
management is a lack of a shared understanding of
what and why we are doing the work. And so the
subcommittee wanted to take a look at how to
articulate that Climate-Ready Fisheries is different
than just what we've always been doing, although
there are certainly similarities.

As well as, like, when we are looking at the fishery
management system as it is being deeply strained by
climate and the communities that depend upon these
resources are further burdened by issues of climate,
what are we going to choose to value when we're
making decisions about management? And what
direction should we be aiming management in, in
order to be successful and to have fisheries for the
long term?

So, step one was we felt that there wasn't a coherent
and collective shared vision of why this matters and
what we're doing with it, and that we would like the
agency to make that more crisp for everyone who's
involved in the management system.

So, that's phase one, and that's the phase that we're
currently in. And so today's letter that we will be
looking at is our recommendation about how to
address that particular question.
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The second phase, which the subcommittee will be
taking up as soon as you free us from the current
letter, is how. What recommendations can we give to
the agency about how to go about implementing
Climate-Ready Fisheries more into management?

We heard a lot of really good tools and science that's
being developed, and we're deeply appreciative and
support all of that that's happening. And we also look
at the fisheries management system right now and
see that only 12 of our FMPs of the 46 actually include
climate. Obviously, that's from a GAO study that was
recently done.

And so there is just this gap because of the inertia of
the management system and other very real issues.
Like, there's a reason for all of them, but we want to
provide recommendations about how to try to
overcome some of those reasons and get us further.
So that's phase two, which we will start after this
meeting.

Things that the subcommittee has done, besides lots
and lots of meetings with lots of agency people,
which we're all very appreciative of, is that we did
organize a session at the last meeting where we got
to hear from both practitioners, and also scientists
and others, about what they saw as major challenges
in Climate-Ready Fisheries.

And so our work here is building both on what we
have heard in all of those sessions, where we're
learning from folks, as well as the expertise and
thoughts of the subcommittee. So, ideally, our letter,
which I'll go over in a second, is a collection of all of
those thoughts, with kind of a call to action to the
agency.

So that's what I wanted to say about what we're
doing. Jocelyn, anything to add to that? Okay, great.
There's a big green button. I'm going to push it. Oh,
no. Okay, hang on. Beautiful.

Okay, our main recommendation is that there is not
a Climate-Ready Fisheries policy, and we would like
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there to be one. So, that's what we came up with
when we were looking at this. And the reason that
we landed on this, although we note that there are
other policies that the agency has issued; you could
argue that Magnuson's saying "have sustainable
fisheries" merits needing to have climate in your
fisheries, as well as there is the Ecosystem-Based
Fisheries Management Policy and Roadmap, and
other similar devices like that.

But what a policy is supposed to be -- and I took
these words from the agency, so you're welcome --
is that it's a statement of, and instructions for,
implementing important high level internal direction
that guide the organization's decisions and actions. It
promotes accountability and consistency in
management and science practices, informs
constituents of agency positions, and demonstrates
NOAA Fisheries' commitment to implementing
identified priorities.

And when I read that, I want one of those that says
Climate-Ready Fisheries. Like, that's -- that just
really speaks to me. We need that level of
commitment from the agency that's clear and talks
about these priorities and expresses them to people.
And so, to me, it was clear that the policy system is
a useful one for us to be recommending that the
agency clarify their priorities on.

And a cool thing about the policies, because, as you
know, I probably spend way too much time looking
at the agency's policies and procedural directives, but
they often contain the exact type of things that our
subcommittee found were lacking, which is things
like definitions of terms and frameworks for how to
achieve certain things. Principles, in particular;
policies are a great place for the agency to articulate
the principles that they wish to think about and the
goals of where they're trying to go.

And so, we were like, great. Policy, please. And then,
so, here's what we're recommending. And I'm
actually going to spend a little bit of time on the third
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bullet point first, which is that I did not try to write
the policy. Our subcommittee did not try to hand the
agency, here is your Climate-Ready Fisheries policy.

What we did was say, you should have a policy, and
here are key things that we think you should consider
in your principles and values, and to bring clarity to
this issue.

So, just want to be clear, we know it's not a complete
document, and we weren't trying to achieve that.
We're trying to make recommendations to the
agency about what we would like it to value and how
it should communicate those priorities to managers,
scientists, and the public.

So, thing one, we recommend a Climate-Ready
Fisheries policy; you've heard me say that. Thing
two, we defined three different things, or prioritized
three different things, that we think need additional
clarity in the effort of the agency as they think
through what to value here.

The first thing -- and I will talk a little bit more about
these in a second -- but the first thing was, please
tell us what Climate-Ready Fisheries are. Here are
our thoughts about it. Then, separate from that, how
does the management system -- what does Climate-
Ready Fisheries management look like?

And then the third thing is, we know that fishing
communities are deeply stressed by this, and we'd
like to see more focus and consideration of what they
are going through and how to maintain them and help
them adapt to these changes, as well. And so we felt
it necessary to call that out directly.

This is a -- these three things have overlap, and I just
want to admit to that. Fisheries is a combined system
of both people and resources. And so we've called out
people separately. It's also in the fisheries definition,
so there's some overlap. But we felt that the
additional priority and focus was necessary to
articulate what our concerns were.
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And we also pulled the management system out
separately because we found that, if we didn't do
that, then we lost track of, like, the values and
objectives that we wanted the full system to achieve
because we were spending too much time saying,
like, and in this part of the fishery management
system do this thing. So, it was too specific.

So, the document, which I'm sure you all have read,
includes all of those pieces to it. And, again, this is
what we have been focusing in on. The Climate-
Ready Fisheries is our broadest of our
recommendations for things that should be clarified
and defined, followed by what is the fisheries
management system when it is climate-ready? What
does that look like? Followed by a number of
recommendations about how to consider the
vulnerability of fishing communities and how to
support them during this period of time.

And I believe that's my last slide. So, here concludes
the presentation, because I did not want to walk you
through a -- I don't actually know how many pages it
was -- eight-page document and slides. And so, what
I'd love to do is open it up to questions and
comments, etc., which we will attempt to incorporate
into our work and move forward with this letter, if we
can. Thank you.

Oh, Jocelyn, anything you want to add? I know that
was a lot. This is also how the subcommittee meeting
goes. Reminder, would you like to join the
subcommittee? Jocelyn?

Dr. Runnebaum: I would like to thank Clay Tam, Sara
McDonald, Pat Sullivan, Sarah Schumann, Joe. On
screen, Matt Upton, Tom Fote, and Natasha Hayden.
And a huge thanks to Katie for keeping us on track,
somewhat on law, on time, and really pushing it
forward. So, thank you. We couldn't have done it
without you. And sorry you had to bug us so much.

Ms. Moore: We were terrible to her.

(Laughter.)
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Chair Davis: So, questions?
Dr. Runnebaum: Go ahead, Richard.
Ms. Moore: And then Stephanie's next.
Mr. Yamada: So what is Climate-Ready Fisheries?
(Laughter.)

Mr. Yamada: Yeah, I mean, you must have debated
this, trying to come up with some kind of definition.
So just, you know, like, off the record, give me some
idea of what is a fishery that is climate-ready?

Ms. Moore: Yeah, I think it's a great question. And
that's one of the reasons why we are recommending
that the agency make it more clear, and why we've
provided a substantial amount of feedback about
what we think it is.

I'm trying to see -- I mean, one of the things that we
recognized is, as we tried to narrow it down, that we
were leaving things out. And that it does require sort
of a different valuation of things.

I think one of the key sorts of statements that we
came up with that helps is actually the first bullet
point under that section, which is: Climate-Ready
Fisheries prioritize the ability of stocks to provide and
to support businesses, recreation, and cultures that
depend upon them for the long-term, taking into
account the protection of marine ecosystems based
on the conservation and management principles and
requirements outlined in the MSA.

And so it's about managing that long-term even as
things vary in management. But I want to be clear,
we didn't write a, like, one-sentence definition,
because it wasn't sufficient. Which, again, is one of
the challenges that we're asking the agency to
address, which is that there is no shared
understanding of what the point of it is, and what the
output and outcome of it would be.

So, there's a non-answer to your question. Because
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you can't write a one-sentence definition of this,
which, in my mind, is another reason why we need
more clarity. Please follow up with your extra points.

Mr. Yamada: So, follow-up. So, in my mind, when I
hear that, the major issue, I think, for me, when you
talk about climate-ready, is the ability to predict what
the future is going to be like and the impacts of
climate change. So I think predictability is, like, top
of my list.

Second would be, how do businesses or fisheries
pivot to a change in fishery? So how do they go from,
you know, a high abundance fishery to a low
abundance fishery? Do they try to find other fisheries
or provide more added value to that fishery? You
know, so that they're -- although you may be able to
make more money off of a fishery that is not as
productive as it used to be in the past.

So, that's the second thing. Which is part of it. I
mean, I look at resiliency to climate change as being
a major thing that I would like somebody to say, well,
the stocks going to be crashing your next ten years,
get ready. There are things you can do. You can --
you know, these are, you know, things to prepare
your business and your business plan to start
anticipating this in the future.

So, you know, how far -- I mean, a lot of these pivot
points takes a lot of investment, you know. And so
you need time to raise capital for infrastructure. If
you're thinking about, okay, we're going to go to
aquaculture stuff. We're going to go to -- we're going
to raise oysters instead of whatever. And it takes
infrastructure and time to sort of -- give me, like, you
know, when is -- what is happening in a fishery?
When do I need to prepare to pivot into another
fishery? And what are my options? You know, those
are questions.

Ms. Moore: Thank you for that. I'll do a quick
response, and then I'll give it to Pat. I would say, of
your three points that I wrote down -- which is, one,
predictability; two, how to pivot; and three, resiliency
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-- I think that the one and three are included as much
in this as we can.

So, we recognize that many of these fisheries will not
be as predictable, but we have a language in there
supporting, especially in the Climate-Ready Fisheries
management section, the various tools and other
predictive capacities that the agency has walked us
through earlier, and support for things like CFI, and
risk tables, and all of those things.

So we're wildly supportive of doing as much
prediction as possible, while recognizing there's
going to be a substantial amount of just, in some
cases, buffers or precaution we need to put in for the
situation where we don't know the answer and we
need to be careful so people can keep fishing for the
long-term.

So, yes to predictability, trying to include that, while
recognizing we are going to be in a less predictable
state. So I think we've included some of that, but if
we haven't gotten to what you want out of that, and
this open to everybody, I encourage you sending us
red lines or working with us to try to add some of
these to make sure that it's in.

For resiliency, resilience is one of the primary things
that we noted as a key factor. Both on the community
side, and also the fish stock side, is that Climate-
Ready Fisheries should prioritize resilience and ability
not only to bounce back from things, but to maintain
fishing for the long-term.

So to your middle point, sorry, which is how, how do
they adapt? That's phase two. Sorry to kick that one
over. But those sorts of questions about, like, what
should the -- what should fishing communities and
those sorts of things do, how do they adapt, we want
to cover that more in the how section, which I think
is going to be phase two. But what we tried to do to
bridge us there is highlight, in the community
section, the conditions and values and considerations
for what a community that is part of a functioning
climate-ready management system is.
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Like, how do we value them? What are we thinking
about? Because if we have that sort of guidepost of
what we want the communities -- how we want to
support them, then that creates the conditions where
we can figure out the how's.

And so that's how we tried to address some of that in
this policy document.

And I know Pat also wants to jump in and try to help
answer some of your questions, too.

Dr. Sullivan: Yeah, if I may. I have this sort of very
black-and-white cartoon version of how to think
about all of this. If you think of a fish, basically, with
the climate changing, the fish either has to adapt,
move, or die. Right?

And, frankly, it's the same thing for communities.
And we don't want to say it exactly that way, but you
actually said that. In the sense of, like, you want to
know if something is going to happen that is going to
make everything go away and you have to do
something else. Right?

So I think it's important to recognize that last point,
that there may be some action -- so, it's not all about
resilience in the sense of, like, we'll figure something
out. You may have to choose something different.

And so that's an important point to kind of consider
in that, in the realization of how to implement this,
that may have to be -- you know, humans are very
creative, but that may have to be one option. So I
appreciate that you noted that. Thanks.

Ms. Moore: If I could just riff for a second, I always
think it's "adapt, move, die, or just have a really bad
time." Because some of them just hang out and get
real stressed out, which is how most of us live, so.

But thank you. Are you feeling, is that helpful? Would
you like to offer recommendations for us to, to like,
clarify, or ensure some of those points are better
included?
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Mr. Yamada: I think if I read the document, I'd like
to how to. Which is to me -- I'm more of a practical
person, instead of getting away from esoteric values.
You know, I mean, a lot of times that just escapes
me.

I like to, you know, like, okay, I need to get some
concrete answers to some of my concerns in the
future. And that's the -- you know, to me, the
language is important.

That if you're going to communicate that to
stakeholders, that they don't see this as just a policy.
This is going to be something, hopefully, more
concrete that recognizes the situation. That will
provide some answers and some guidance. And that's
basically what I'm saying there.

Ms. Moore: Thank you. Yes, I really appreciate that.
We had to resist, in order to divide the work really.
We're going to say the where we're going because we
need to know that so that when we're deciding the
how we're going, that it actually gets us there.

And so, it feels like we've sort of reversed the order
of things here a little bit. And that was a frustration
that we put ourselves through as well.

So appreciate your comments very much. And our
goal is to get to some very pragmatic how's. I had
Stephanie with a card up at some point in time, and
then Tom. Stephanie, are you retiring? Very good,
thank you. Tom?

Mr. Fote: Yes, Rich, I don't ever see a concrete
answer in how do we do this. I mean, I know Bob
Beal is be sitting around a table. He manages two
fisheries that I managed for 30 years on the
Commission, which is with the flounder and weakfish.

We shut the fishery down. We put basically a
moratorium. One fish, very small bag limit, 100-
pound limit on the commercial fishery. And they were
building up, they were coming back before we put
these regulations.
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But for the last 18 years, we saw no results, and the
same thing went to flounder. Not the offshore
Georges Bank, but the inshore stocks. Same thing
with mackerel. Nobody fishes for mackerel because
it's no more inshore.

And it wasn't management's fault, it just
disappeared. So I mean, I can't find a concrete
answer what we do. Because we manage for things
that we can't control.

I mean, and basically, the only things, the tools we
have, and even when the stock assessment peer
reviewed says that stocked biomass is not the
problem because it's big enough, that's all we
manage towards.

And then, we restrict the recreational and commercial
fishermen, on these stocks that they can harvest and
all they see is pain. They don't see any results.

Same, as I said, weakfish, winter flounder, Boston
mackerel, and in the Mid-Atlantic region, the stocks
that had disappeared beside that.

So you know, I don't see a concrete answer yet. I
mean unless we can do something about climate
change. And we don't seem to be getting anywhere
on that. So I'm not sure what the answer is.

Dr. Runnebaum: Richard, if there are specific
sections, we have, I have a couple of sentences
flagged that we can step through, when we go into
the work session. I don't -- I think Tom's right. That
we're not going to get to, and Meredith, that we're
not going to get to specifics.

And that this is just the first step in a process, which
is, can be frustrating. So as long as we're sort of
heading in the right direction that you're comfortable
with, I think that would make me feel good.

Dr. Runnebaum: Okay, great. All right, Brett, Megan.
Megan, Megan, please, Madam Chair.
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Chair Davis: Okay, thanks. First of all, thanks for the
presentation, overview, and the good work of the
committee. It's just I have a couple of questions,
although probably I'm not allowed to ask more than
one.

So I was just wondering, you know, with the
information that was shared this morning from Cisco
and Sam, in regards to the Climate Ecosystem and
Fisheries Initiative, I'm just wondering how you've
addressed that in the letter. If that's part of it, I
apologize if I missed that.

Ms. Moore: Yes, it's in there. We're largely focused
on the need to, to define sort of the full system of
this. And so the Climate Ecosystem Fisheries
Initiative is absolutely a thing that we acknowledge.

And recognize that in order to achieve clarity
fisheries, we need, you know, the full science
enterprise to be supporting that decision- making.

And so we've included that in a couple of sections in
the report. So it's there, but it doesn't, I think we all
recognize how important CFI is and how that work is
going to help us.

But also, the climate is happening to our fisheries
now. And so we're focused on trying to create a
system that, that can work for now, and also when
all that new science comes online.

Dr. Runnebaum: So the second bullet point on page
4. And then, on page 5, it's the first full sentence, we
appreciate CFI, basically. Okay.

Ms. Moore: And Megan put your card back up if you
have more questions. And Brett?

Mr. Veerhusen: Megan, did you want to, do you need
to ask more? Go for it.

Chair Davis: Very generous, thank you. I suppose my
other one is, I'm just curious, in regards to how the
committee worked, where the things, where you
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aligned and where there might have been some
conflict of, of ideas? I'm always interested in that
when committees get together. And so just kind of
curious from that standpoint.

Ms. Moore: I feel like I should let somebody else
answer this. But I will say, the, I think the, the couple
of places that I noted is that is the tension between
the how versus the where.

I think we spent a lot of time trying to figure out, like,
we also just want to get to pragmatic how to do it
and provide those recommendations. But I think we
recognize that without a shared understanding of
what we value and, and how things are different. It's

If you're making decisions about what to do without
knowing the direction and the intent of it, then it, you
can just get so focused on doing the thing that you
forget where you're going.

And so, I'd say a lot of the tension came from trying
to tease out and organize and order our thoughts
about how to get to those things, because there's a
lot of really passionate people who want to solve
these issues.

And I think navigating some of that, as well, as I
would say, some of the, some of our members are
they're either themselves or representing folks who
are actively experiencing climate impacts and the
frustration of those systems.

And I think working through and just making space
for some of those things was important for us to do.
That's what I would say. But I welcome the rest of
the committee highlighting any  particular
subcommittee, any particular conflicts that they saw
that we needed to resolve. Pat?

Dr. Sullivan: Just to echo this thing about, like, I'm
very practical in the same way, Richard is. I was
going, we have to have examples in there, otherwise,
nobody's going to understand what we're talking
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But I fully understand that we need a policy first,
right before we kind of dive in. And it makes a lot of
sense, although it's harder for me to grasp. So we
talked about that a lot.

Dr. McDonald: So and I want to emphasize the
second thing that you said, you're emphasizing the
first thing, which was the members actively
experiencing climate impacts. And just the variety of
the impacts to the variety of communities that are
experiencing, from rural to tribal, to commercial
fishermen.

And I think that that there was, there were, there
were some really interesting conversations around
that. I don't know if it was a conflict.

But it was definitely trying to make sure that we
characterized all of the opinions and all of the
perspectives in the best way possible without
representing somebody who wasn't in the room. So
trying to make sure all the voices were heard, I think
was another challenge you guys handled really well,
So.

Dr. Runnebaum: Matt? Matt, can you hear us?

MR. UPTON: Can you folks hear me? I think another
part of what came up is since folks, different
stakeholders impacted differently, that responses
need to be kind of nuanced to the challenges that
people may face.

And then also being careful about not making
judgments around well, you know, who is more
impacted by climate change and less impacted with
everyone basically having impacts and there needs
to be kind of responsive management to deal with
that.

Dr. Runnebaum: Brett, do you want to? Okay, well,
we're really wearing you guys down. Pat.
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Dr. Sullivan: If I may. So one of the things that I had
suggested the last meeting is on the last paragraph
on page one basically says, and, and will help. Right?

And I think that can be stay there. But something
similar should go at the end, to read to, to continue
to remind our colleagues at National Fisheries
Service, that we're not just leaving this at their
doorstep. We're planning to help with that to you in
different wording or something like that.

Ms. Moore: Thank you. We did forget to add that. So
just to let people know, what we will be adding is a
couple of sentences either, at the -- probably both at
the beginning and at the end at the end of the letter,
essentially indicating that phase two exists.

And that we're going to work on phase two. And also,
that we're available to help the Agency respond to
the recommendations that we're making in the letter
and figure out how to incorporate them into whatever
they're doing.

So I would say, we're simply just going to add that
concept of like, we're here, which is important, and
we did not include. So thank you, Pat, for raising that.
And we'll get those sentences to folks for a final copy.
Megan? I love it. Do bring, keep, keep asking
questions.

Chair Davis: Okay, thanks. So you said at the end,
which I see you have some calls to action. And calls
to action are usually like how's as well, right? Or they,
they can be.

And maybe for the group, you could summarize the
call to actions. I think would be good, because really,
that's such an important part of your letter. Can you
tell me which thing you're characterizing is a call to
action?

Ms. Moore: I would like to phone a friend.

Chair Davis: Okay, yes. Heidi's just told me how they
just told me there's bullets under each of your
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sections that are the call out?
Ms. Moore: Yes.

Chair Davis: Could you, what are the strongest ones
that you're calling out? What, what are -- because
calls to actions are things that you want people to do,
right? They fall into a how situation.

Dr. Runnebaum: Yes. So I think maybe I would start
an offering that we're asking for a definition and for
clear principles to be outlined. And for --

In each of these principles that we've laid out, we
tried to be as comprehensive as possible. And, as
Sara said, encompassing as possible for all of the
views.

And I think that our call to action is for the Agency to
wade through with stakeholders what this means for
us all together. That we have our own perspective as
a collective advisory committee.

But we are not necessarily representing the entire
nation. I guess, maybe just not the Gulf of Mexico,
as well. So I think, I think that's sort of where we're
starting for the call to action. But Meredith is having
additional --

Ms. Moore: I'm writing stuff down.

Dr. Runnebaum: So I'm just going to keep talking
here. I think it's also a call to action to sort of work
with us. And that we really value the collaborations
with the Agency that we've had so far, and the
presentations that we've gotten and the feedback
that we've gotten.

And sort of some of the wrestling that staff have been
going through at the Agency, particularly around
climate-ready communities, which is sort of outside
of the scope of NOAA Fisheries, and what can be
regulated.

And so, it's kind of expanding support in creative
ways. And I think that, sort of, creates some



111

complexity for the Agency to address. But we've
heard the need for a climate-ready nation, and that
means people, and fish, and the ocean. Meredith, are
you ready?

Ms. Moore: Yes, I got it. Okay. So amazing work.
Here's what I'd say. I don't consider these calls to
action. I consider these principles for these different
terms.

And that's why I got confused and needed help. But
here's what I will say. In my mind, the three pieces
that we have in here, which are our description of
what Climate-Ready Fisheries is.

And then, our focused attention on the principles that
are considered, that we suggested under that for
Climate-Ready Fisheries management. And then,
climate-ready fishing dependent communities.

If I'm going to take a step back and look at what kind
of is the umbrella term there, which is the fisheries
term, generally. Very roughly, we have four points in
there that I would summarize, probably incorrectly.

As sort of, the first point being like, we're still doing
long term fisheries management for people and the
ecosystem. That's kind of the first one.

It's easy with Climate-Ready Fisheries, I think, or
climate, it's easy with climate change affecting
fisheries to get very distracted by the near-term
thing.

And we want to suggest that we are, we need to
maintain a focus on enduring sort of this 30-year
period of increasing climate impacts, because
emissions reductions will not help us for three
decades.

We need to keep an eye on ensuring long-term. We
want to leave these fish for generations to come.
That's sort of the first one, point to me. The second
one is about using the best available science and all
of the tools et cetera to achieve that.
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The third point in my mind is about creating a more
adaptive system and adapting to all the changes.
Thinking about risk, thinking about vulnerability,
getting all those things done.

And the fourth one is equity. And focusing in on how
to make sure that when we come out the other side
of this, if we, or as we are doing it, we are being
thoughtful about the impacts on communities and
trying to reduce any additional burdens and being
thoughtful about it.

And so, those are kind of the four main principles in
our overarching definition. And I think that's what
makes, like those are all the things that I think are
part of fisheries management.

But articulating them in a crisp way that that is the
key thing we really want, that's what makes it
different. Is bringing all the pieces together under the
stress of climate change.

And still achieving all the goals that we've set out for
ourselves and being adaptive, being clever, being
smart, and getting it done and doing it with
everybody. I think that's the key thing we're trying
to do.

And then the other, the management bullets and the
community bullets, I think flow out of those, kind of
four main principles. But I did want to emphasize, I
think we've taken the community piece really
seriously.

Because we see that, you know, tradition, I mean, I
don't want to say traditional, but regular U.S.
fisheries management has not been, and we all know
this particularly thoughtful about some of the impacts
and has been, in some ways predicated on removing
access for certainly for tribes, subsistence users and
native folks.

But then, also, just as a principle of limiting,
management has often excluded people. And I think
as we're heading into climate change really
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impacting, I think all of those communities are
additionally vulnerable on top of the strain we've
already put on them.

And so, we wanted to take some time to particularly
highlight the socioeconomic and cultural impacts.
And that to do Climate-Ready Fisheries well, we'll
need to have that be part of every breath of the
system, in order to make sure that we're really
getting it done. So that's how I would suggest I'm
going to answer your question. But I'm happy to take
a follow-up.

Chair Davis: I think that was great. I think it's really
important that, that you could articulate that as well
as you did I. I would just make a suggestion to really
highlight those in the beginning, maybe in a little
summary in the beginning.

It's a lengthy document with a lot of really good
input. And having you articulate those so clearly, was
really great for the whole group that hasn't been
involved, also, as intimately as you have. But it really
brought out some really great points there. Both
Jocelyn, Meredith, on answering that, so thank you.

Ms. Moore: Thank you. Do we do we have other
questions or thoughts? Okay, can I propose? I'm not
so sure, necessarily. Here's what I think we're doing.

Megan has asked us to think about how to add the
summary that I just made up. I wish the transcript
was coming faster. But I took some notes, so we'll
get that.

So we'll add that in, and then Pat has appropriately
suggested we add sort of the, and now we're still
here, sentences. So we're going to do that. We may
spend some time with Richard, if you would like,
highlighting some of the things that we think in the
document may hit some of your main points. If you'd
like to, or if you felt like we've addressed that and,
but we're happy to emphasize some more things.

I haven't heard more, other things we need to add to
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the document. And so I think that is going to be a
very doable thing for us and bring you all a final
document on Thursday for full committee
consideration and approval. And I think that's what
our next steps are, but I give it back to Heidi.

Ms. Lovett: So, Katie and I have been taking notes,
especially during your question and answer session.
Som Katie has been capturing notes because I've
been watching her. I mean, watching, we were
sharing a document. So we can definitely take the
paragraph that she captured and send it to you,
Meredith, to help. Or it can be shared on the screen,
if you want to work on it now as a subcommittee,
which we do have time right now for the
subcommittee to just sort of continue this work. So
it's up to you how you want to do that, but I just
wanted you to know that s