'_\
O WO Jo Ul wdN

A DSBSSEDSEDDWWWWWWWWWWNNNNNNNNNNRRRRERRR R R
WOJOOD™WNRFROOWO®JIONUEWNROWOW®OW-JOU D WNR OWOW-Jo Ul b Wik -

Tab A, No.

GULEF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
296™ MEETING
FULL COUNCIL SESSTION
The Driskill Austin, Texas
AUGUST 14-17, 2023

VOTING MEMBERS

Kevin Anson (designee for Scott Bannon) ...........oeeeee.. Alabama
Kesley BanksS . i i u o it in it teeeeeeeeeesoesoesoeseeossassanssas Texas
SUSAN BOGGS e et et et et et et et et et et et et Alabama
Billy BroOUSSaArd. e e eeneeeeeeeeeeeeeoeeoeeoeeneeeeeneeanas Louisiana
Dale DiAZ et ittt ettt et ettt eeeeeeeeeeeeaaeeaeeean Mississippi
JeD . DUJAS e 4ttt ettt teeseneeeoneeeoneesoneesaeenenneneans Louisiana
PO F A Ze T e v ittt ettt e et et e et eneesoneesoneeeaneesaneesannes Florida
=Y T Florida
Dakus Geeslin (designee for Robin Riechers)................. Texas
Michael McDermoOt . v v it ittt ittt et ettt et eeeeenaeea Mississippi
ANthony OVEI O . v i ittt ittt e ittt ettt e s eoenseoensnsnsnsnses Alabama
Chris Schieble (designee for Patrick Banks)............. Louisiana
J0E SPTraATgINS . v it it ittt ettt ettt e et e e Mississippi
Andy StrelcheCK. .. i ittt it it it it et it et ettt et ettt NMF'S
O A O wh (= o Florida
@ B = B 1< Florida
Troy Wil liamS O e v v i vt ittt et eeeeeneeeeneeeenneeeonneeeannesas Texas

NON-VOTING MEMBERS

Dave DonaldsSOm. .. v ittt ettt eeeeeeeeeeeseeseeseeeseeesaneans GSMFC
LCDR Lisa MOLOd . e it i ittt ittt ettt iteeeeeseeseeeeeoeeaeennsas USCG
STAFF

ASSANE DiAgNE . v it ittt et eeeeeeneeneeeeenseeseennaeeaees Economist
A T W s =T 11 Economist
John Froeschke. ... ..ttt ittt ettt e eeeenann Deputy Director
Beth Hager. . ittt it it ii i et eeteeeeeenens Administrative Officer
Lisa Hollensead. v v et e ettt eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeenns Fishery Biologist
= Y T v NOAA General Counsel
Natasha Mendez-—-Ferrer ... u e e i et eeeeeeeennennns Fishery Biologist
Emily Muehlstein...........oiieie.... Public Information Officer
Kathy Pereira................ Meeting Planner - Travel Coordinator
Ryan Rindone............c..... Lead Fishery Biologist/SEDAR Liaison
BernNading ROV .« e ee i eeeeeeeeeeeeeneeneeneeneeeeaeas Office Manager
Carrie SImMmMONS. ... et eeeeeeeeeoeeeeneenennns Executive Director
Carly Somerset.....ee e eneeneenn Fisheries Outreach Specialist



'_\
O WO JoUldWwWwN

WWwwwwwhhhDNDNDDNDDNDDNDDNDNNNNERERERERERERRERERRERERERRE
B LWONPFPOOWO-JdJOUd WNEPRPOWOOWJoyU b WwWN

OTHER PARTICIPANTS

Charlie BergmMaiil. « e e oo eneeeeeneeeeeeeeneeaeeneenseeseeeeaeenees MS
Terrell Bradford. ...ttt it ettt teeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeens NOAA OLE
Eric Brazer. ... oo e ettt eeeeenenn Reef Fish Shareholders Alliance
2N =4S s < TX
Catherine BrUgEr ... v it ittt it eeeeeeeeeneeneenns Ocean Conservancy
Les CaAster lane . i vttt ittt et ettt ettt ettt ettt eee e eeeeeeeeeean TPWD
JASON DELaACT U Z e v v v vt ettt ettt e eeeeeeeeeeneeeneeeeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeenns FL
= Tl I G @ Y
Katie FisSCher. v ittt ittt et ettt ettt ee et eeeenns Matlacha, FL
Sonja Fordham.......eeeeeeeeeneennnn Shark Advocates International
TrOy Frady. o oe ittt ittt ettt teeteseoeeseeseesesoneassansans AL
5 oy S o Destin, FL
Ken Haddad. .o vt ittt ettt ittt et ettt eeee et eeeeeeeeneanens ASA, FL
SEaAN HeVeT Il . i i it ittt ettt e ettt ettt e ee e seeeennns Madeira Beach, FL
SCoOtt HiCKmMan . o ittt ittt et ettt ettt ettt teeneenens Galveston, TX
RAChal HIiSler e i i ittt ittt it ettt seeeeeeeeneens Double Bayou, TX
Peter HOOd. i it ittt it i it i et e e et e ettt ettt eeeeeeeeeeenaaeens NME'S
Evan HowWe l l. @i ittt ittt it i et et et ettt e e teeeneeeeenaeees NOAA OST
Dylan Hubbard. .. ... ...ttt ittt ittt et et ettt eeeaneeeeens FL
Brian Wi S . i i ittt ittt ettt et ettt eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaeans FL
Kerry Marhefka. ... .ottt it it et e e et e e e e et eeeeeeenn SAFMC
LAWTENCE MAT IO . it ittt et e ettt ettt et e eeeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeas LA
JAY MULLIN S e it ittt ettt ettt eeeeeeneeseneesoneesoneesaneesannas FL
John O/ Malley. v ittt it et et et et et et et ettt NOAA OLE
Charlie ReNIET . it it it it e et e e et et et et e et e e et et eeteeeeaeaean FL
Kent Satterlee.........cciio... Gulf Offshore Research Institute
JONN Walter . i i it i i i e i e i i e e e et et ettt e et eee et eeeeeeeenaaeens SEFSC
Garner Wetzel. . i ittt ittt ittt ittt esesenenensnsnsas Gulfport, MS
BOb Zales . i ittt ittt it et i e e e e Panama City, FL
Jim ZUrbricCK . it it it i it e e e et e e e e e e e e e Steinhatchee, FL



O o0 Joy Ul dbd WD

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Talle Of MOL A0S . v ittt it it et e et e et e ettt e eseeseeneeneeneeneenns 3

Induction of New CoUNCIl MemMDEr S . v vt ittt ittt ettt eeeeeeennneens 5

NOAA’s Key Findings of the Recreational Fishing Effort Survey.. 7

Call to Order, Announcements, and IntroductionsS...........o.o..o.. 30
Adoption of Agenda and Approval of Minutes............ciieeenn. 32
Comments from Sam RaucCh. ... ...ttt iiiniienneeenneeennns 33
Words in Memory of Bart “Buster Nigquet”..........eeeeeeeeeeeann 35
YT oot Rl e o ¥ I 36

Update from BOEM on Wind Energy Development in the GOM.... 36

Supporting Agencies Updalte S .. v u v e i it i it e et eeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeans 50
Texas Law Enforcement Efforts........... ...t iiieeennn. 50
South Atlantic Council LiaisSon.....eeuiteeeeeeeeeeaeeeenn. 58
NOAA Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) v v v i vttt ittt oenenennenn 61

|l o A O ) 111 11T o} P 68

Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission Report................. 112

U.S. Coast GUard RepPOT T . v vt vt i it ittt et eetoeseeseeeeseeenesnesas 113

ComMMIitEee REPOT S . i ittt ittt ettt et e et e e et aeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeae 116
Administrative/Budget Committee RepOrt.........e.eeeeeeenn.. 116
Migratory Species Commitftee RepOrT. ... ... it eeneeeeneenns 117
Shrimp Committee RepPOTr L. ... it ii ittt ie e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeans 126
Data Collection Committee RepOrt ... ...t eneeeeeeennns 133
Sustainable Fisheries Committee Report..............ouuu.. 139
Reef Fish Committee RepPOrT . ... i i i ii et eeeeeeeeeeeeeeans 152
Mackerel Committee RepPOT L. . vt i it it intieeeeeeeeeeeeeneenns 197

Other BUSINE S S . i vttt et et ettt e e o e oo e o e oaasoesoeseseneeeesassasss 200
Litigation Update. . v v i it ittt ittt eeeneeeeeeeaeeaeea 200

Election of Chair and Vice Chair...... ...ttt ieeeeeeeeennennn 201

Yo R L 1 B 11D o P Pt 203




O Jo U1 WD

BB D D D DR D WWWWWWWWWWRNNRNNRNONNOMNONMNONMNNMNONNNR R R R R PR R R
O U WNDPRPOOVOJdJOVUDdh WNRPEPODWOWVWOJOOUNDdD WP OWOWVOJIoyUT D WDNE O W

TABLE OF MOTIONS

PAGE 116: Motion that the council approve the final 2023 budget
as written. The motion carried on page 116.

PAGE 121: Motion to direct staff to develop a comment letter on
the scoping document HMS Amendment 16, electronic reporting
requirements, and HMS Amendment 15. The motion carried on page
125.

PAGE 133: Motion to create an ad hoc charter/for-hire data
collection AP. The motion carried on page 134.

PAGE 136: Motion to approve the draft charge and application
information for the ad hoc charter/for-hire data collection AP.
The motion carried on page 137.

PAGE 153: Motion to maintain an option for modifying the gag bag
limit in the draft framework and direct staff to re-run catch
analysis using more recent data to better understand the potential
impact to the current fishery. The motion carried on page 156.

PAGE 156: Motion to remove consideration of the recreational bag
limit for black grouper. The motion carried on page 156.

PAGE 157: Motion to separate spatial area closures into a separate
document. The motion carried on page 158.

PAGE 160: Motion in Action 2 to make Alternative 3 the preferred.
The motion carried on page 162.

PAGE 164: Motion in Action 1 to suggest the SAFMC move Alternative
5 to Considered but Rejected. The motion carried on page 164.

PAGE 168: Motion to direct council staff to work with NMFS to
develop an outline, estimated schedule, and deliverables for
pursuing the recreational initiative for discussion at the October
2023 council meeting. The proposal should consider a budget for
hiring a consultant to facilitate the initiative, proposed
activities, a strategy for involving stakeholders, the expected
number of meetings, and participants to accomplish identified
goals. The motion carried on page 169.

PAGE 170: Motion to direct council staff to provide an inventory

of council actions in the foreseeable future that we expect to be

impacted by changes in FES along with levels of exposure and bring
4



QO J o U Wb

S e el e el el e
O WwW-Jo U WNHFH O W

back findings to the council in October 2023. The motion carried
on page 185.

PAGE 190: Motion to request the SEFSC work with Gulf Council and
SERO staffs to outline a proposed action plan for the October
2023 meeting based on the FES inventory exercise. The motion
carried on page 195.

PAGE 196: Motion to request the NOAA Office of Science and
Technology (OST) provide an overview of their evaluating
measurement error in the MRIP Fishing Effort Survey Report to the
Gulf SSC. The motion carried on page 196.

PAGE 198: Motion to direct staff to begin a document to modify
the catch limits for Gulf Spanish mackerel in accordance with SEDAR
81 results and SSC recommendations. The motion carried on page
198.




'_\
O WO Jo Ul bdwN R

S DS DS DSDEDDEDWWWWWWWWWWNNNNNNMNNMNNNNRRRRRR R R R
WOJdONOBEWNRFROWOWOJIANODEWNRFROWOW®-JAU D WNR OWOW-Jo Ul WK -

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
convened at The Driskill in Austin, Texas on Monday morning, August
14, 2023, and was called to order by Chairman Tom Frazer.

INDUCTION OF NEW COUNCIL MEMBERS

CHATIRMAN TOM FRAZER: I would like to call the council meeting to
order. A couple of announcements, and so, today, we’re going to
—-— The council will hold a working lunch, to allow Dr. Evan Howell,
Director of NOAA’s Office of Science and Technology, to provide an
overview presentation on some recent key findings about the
recreational Fishing Effort Survey, and so I will hold a gquestion-
and-answer period following that presentation, and, for those of
you that want to follow along in the briefing materials, there is
a copy of the presentation, as well as a background document, and
so I would urge you to look at that, and we’ll certainly reference
it in the conversation.

We will take a fifteen-minute break before the start of lunch to
allow council members and staff to get lunch, and I just wanted to
remind people that this discussion period is open to the public,
and it will be streamed on the same webinar that is an open channel
right now, and so, again, for those of you online, I will remind
folks that the documents to be discussed for the presentation and
the written document can be found on our website as part of the
briefing materials. Any other questions or pre-meeting
announcements? Okay.

We will proceed right into the agenda, with the Induction of New
Council Members, and Peter Hood, from the Southeast Regional
Office, will do the honors. We’ve got three new council members,
Kesley Banks from Texas, Dr. Anthony Overton from Alabama, and
Captain Ed Walker from Florida, and so if we could have the three
of you come up here, and we’ll get you squared away.

(Whereupon, the new council members were administered the
Magnuson-Stevens oath.)

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Okay, and so part of the reason that we go
through this exercise is to make sure that the new council members
have the opportunity to participate fully in the committees, and
so, when we get to the Reef Fish Committee, that’s a committee-
of-the-whole, and each of the new inductees will certainly have an
opportunity to vote on anything that might come up in that meeting,
and so, again, welcome to the council, and it’s great to have you
guys. All right. We’re going to jump right into the agenda, the
full agenda, and we will start off with the Administrative and
Budget Committee, and that is chaired by General Spraggins.

6



'_\
O WO JoUldWwWwN

A DWWWWWWWWWWNNNNNNNNNNNR,R R RR R R R R R
OB WNRFRPOOVWOJOOEWNRFROWOW®OM-JIAAUTE WNR OWOW-Jo Ul WK -

48

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on August 14, 2023.)

August 14, 2023

MONDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
reconvened at The Driskill in Austin, Texas on Monday afternoon,
August 14, 2023, and was called to order by Chairman Tom Frazer.

NOAA’S KEY FINDINGS OF THE RECREATIONAL FISHING EFFORT SURVEY

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: All right. While folks are making their way
back to the table, I just want to extend a special thank you to
the council staff for organizing this lunch. You know it’s often
hard to make a change like this at the last meeting to the schedule,
and you guys did a really nice job on that.

I also just want to make a few comments, before we get started,
and, you know, this discussion is, obviously, about, you know, FES
and some recent information that was released related to that
program, and the council EDs, chairs, and other folks just learned
about this in the last week, and, hence, you know, kind of the
impetus to try to move the discussion forward as soon as possible,
because it certainly has implications for work that is already --
Or actions that are already in place, you know, pending action, as
well as what we might consider moving forward.

I just want people to be mindful of the fact that, you know,
there’s a lot to discuss here, and I think solutions, or suggested
solutions, or guidance in that direction, would be helpful, right,
and, 1f we spend our entire time just focused on the concerns and
the complaints, we’re not 1likely to have a very productive
discussion, and so, with that said, Evan, if it’s all right, I
will Just go ahead and turn it over to you to go through the
presentation and provide any background that you want. Thank you.

DR. EVAN HOWELL: Thank you, and thank you to the council and the
council staff. I appreciate the ability to come here and present
basically what we presented also last Monday in the calls that we
did, and it feels like six months ago, but it was just last Monday.

I have a few slides for background, and I figured that most of the
7
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time would be answering whatever questions I could and listening.
I'm here all week, and so this is not the only time that I will be
here and available to talk, and so, if you have questions for me,
either now or later, that’s why I'm here, and so my name is Evan
Howell, and I'm the Director of the O0Office of Science and
Technology. It’s our office that houses the MRIP program, and
that is the program that does do the surveys, including the Fishing
Effort Survey, or FES, and so we do have results from a pilot study
of the Fishing Effort Survey, and that’s what we’re going to talk
about, as well as the potential next steps.

I have about five slides, and the main thing that we wanted to put
forward is that, since the beginning, you know, we’ve been doing
continual improvement studies on FES. There were concerns that
the effort was high, that the estimations that were coming out of
the FES were high, and there were differences between the FES and
other survey designs.

Throughout the beginning, we’ve been looking, and even before I
took over the job in 2020, the team has been looking at different
ways, and a lot of what was thought to be error was in non-sampling
error, and so this is not the only study that was done, but this
is one of the first studies that was done based on a recall error,
and this is where we’ve gotten the results from the pilot study
that show -- Pointing to what we feel the differences are and why
they’re being caught.

Again, this was one of several studies that we did. In this
particular case, and I will show you what it looks like on the
survey on the next slide, but, staying here for a minute, we looked
at the question order, and, you know, there was a few different
things that they changed in the study design, but 1it’s this
revision of the order of the questions that gave us the results.

It resulted in fewer observed reporting errors, fewer illogical
responses, and then the resulting effort estimates were generally
30 to 40 percent lower for shore and private boat than the
estimates that are produced from the current FES survey design.

There are a couple of limitations that I also wanted to say, and
this was a limited pilot study, and it was conducted over six
months, the first half of the year, and it was a smaller sample
size than the full FES. It was done from Maine to Mississippi,
and it did not include Hawaii, and so, spatially, it was there in
almost completion, but it was for a six-month period. Also, the
results did vary by state and fishing mode. Results from the pilot
study indicated that just the boat mode alone may be closer to 20
percent. However, because there was a lot of variability among

8
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there, and this was a limited pilot study, that went into some of
the decision points that the extended study did not go through.
This was part of the Gulf transition plan, and it was presented,
in some form, to that team earlier.

You will have the presentation, and you can take a look at this,
but all we wanted to do was visually show you what changed in the
survey design. The survey all the way on the left is the current
FES, and the current design looks at the shore-based mode first
and then the boat-based mode second, and the first qgquestion is
have you fished onshore in the last two months and then whether
you’ve fished over the last twelve months.

In the first one to the right, it’s the same, shore and then boat,
but the question order of how much did you fish in the last twelve
months is asked first, and then how much in the last two months is
second, and then the designs on the right actually flipped the
boat to be first and then the shore. Now, there were no significant
changes from flipping the mode of asking about the boat versus
shore first, and there was a significant finding, and that’s the
finding that represents the 30 to 40 percent estimate changes,
based only on changing the question order from asking the twelve
months first and then the two months, and that’s the main survey
design question order change that caused that.

This was designed, the original -- I know there are questions about
the original survey design, and the original survey design was
done 1in consultation with a survey design team, a team of
consultants, and it was peer reviewed, and it was -- It was deemed
to be appropriate at the time, based on what is considered to be
an industry standard in cognitive input, in that asking an easier
question first, and the consideration was that asking about the
last two months was considered easier, and so, again, with the
results from the pilot study, that is not, obviously, always the
case, and so that is what the revised framework tested.

The next steps for us, just in terms of FES, and I know that we’re
going to talk a lot more about next steps beyond just this, but,
for FES, because of the results of the pilot study -- It was a
large enough change that it warranted, for us, a follow-up study,
and so the decision was made to do a follow-up study through the
full year of testing in 2024. This would give us a larger sample
size over a longer duration.

It would also be done concurrently with the current FES, and, this
way, we would have one year of benchmarking at the same time. We
did receive funding, at the end of July, to begin conducting this
in 2024. 1In terms of timing, we have the peer-reviewed study that

9
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came back in June of 2023, and the decision was made in July to
get the funding to do this, because it was when we would have to
make a contracting decision in order to have this be able to be
started in January of 2024. If we had not, we would have needed
to wait to begin this testing.

The new study design will be informed by the results of two
previous pilot studies that showed differences, and one 1is the
question order, and that is the question order, is the one pilot
study result that we presented last Monday, that we’re talking
about today, and there is also a design that came back, a study
that was done looking at monthly waves and that precision gained,
the precision that was increased by going to monthly waves.

Because of that, and because of recommendations from regional
partners, as well as the National Academies of Studies
recommendations, we are looking at doing this new study design,
looking at both the question order change and the monthly waves,
and so this revised design will include both of those, and so we’ll
be increasing it from two months to monthly.

This study will determine the combined effects of these, which
will allow for a more efficient transition and calibration process,
if the decision is made, at the end of this testing time, that we
want to go to these changes, both the question order and/or the
monthly waves, and so, again, we know that the monthly sampling
has been a priority of the partners, and it will produce more
frequent estimates, 1in a shorter respondent recall period, and
that, we expect, would also minimize reporting error.

We get to the assessment and management implications, and, again,
for us, just looking at FES, we cannot look at it alone. While
it’s a survey, and a survey provides estimates, those estimates
are crucial in a lot of scientific and management products and
decisions, and so what we wanted to lay out today -- We don’t have
the full potential impacts.

These are unknown until we’ve completed this follow-up study, and
so, for today -- We wanted to be transparent, last week, and show
the results of this pilot study, because of the potential impacts.
We know that people have questions, and we know that there were
credibility issues around the estimates that were coming out of
FES. With this, again, it’s a pilot study, and it was limited in
scope, and we want to run the whole study through 2024.

We understand that it’s -- For our Science Centers, the Regional
Management Councils, and our Regional Offices, that it’s difficult
to begin to understand what the impacts could be. For now, the

10
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effort estimate from FES, where it is conducted, is still the best
available science we have for tracking relative year-to-year and
long-term effort trends. The scaling of the estimates may change,
if we’re transitioning to a revised survey, but we still expect
critical catch and effort trend information to remain intact, and
so, while there are changes that would happen in the absolute
magnitude of the estimates, we feel that the trends would be
unaffected by the changes in the outcome.

Our focus right now is on this question of what do we do from
today, and a trigger question, in one of the presentations that I
gave, was what do we do right now, and that is the focus of our
continued conversations. We’re having them with partners
internally and our programmatic improvements. What do we do right
now to really discuss how to further mitigate any disruption to
assessment and management, 1in 1light of our continued survey
improvements and future survey design changes, and we don’t expect
that anything of this large of a magnitude --

Again, we don’t know the full results, but, based on this pilot
study, the results of this type of magnitude -- Even if we continue
our 1improvement, we don’t expect to see that type of a change
again, because we have run several other pilot studies, but we
will have survey improvement through time, whether it’s a federal
survey or a state survey or anything within this framework, and
the spirit of continual improvement is that you’re always trying
to identify how to make your surveys better, and so do we also
look to see how we can make a management system that is flexible
enough that we can incorporate these changes, changes in whatever
survey 1s being used, to make sure that we’re minimizing the
disruption in the management process as much as possible.

Hopefully, as well, this 1s an opportunity to make fisheries
management more resilient, and this is an ongoing conversation
that we know that we’re having, in light of climate change and
other changes, and so, again, this is not say that we’re -- We
understand the potential disruption, and it’s how can we use this
as a potential opportunity to try to figure out how to move this
forward together. With that, that’s the only slides that I have
today, and I will turn it back to you, Dr. Frazer, for any questions
and comments that I can answer.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Great. Thanks, Evan, for providing the timely
overview of the materials that you discussed last week with folks.
Again, I don’t have an agenda here, right, and so I'm going to
open up the floor for discussion, and it looks like we have Kevin
Anson and General Spraggins.

11
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MR. KEVIN ANSON: I guess, looking at the process going forward,
Dr. Howell, I recall that there is some guidelines that the agency
tries to implement when it looks at data collection programs and
such, and changes, and looking at existing data collection programs
and comparing the new methodology, and I recall that the ideal
length of time 1is three years to have the side-by-side, but,
according to this, it looks like it will just be the one year that
there will be the two survey methodologies conducted, and that
will be the only data point that’s used for kind of looking back
at the calibration, if you will, of the existing survey format to
this new redesigned format with the guestion realignment, as well
as the length of time, and is that correct?

DR. HOWELL: That is the current time, and that is correct. There
was an initial discussion, again early on, in probably late May or
June, as we were finalizing this, and do we want to try to run a
three-year side-by-side study, and we felt it was cost prohibitive,
and potentially unnecessary, but that is an option, if we choose
to do that, and we were hopeful that the one-year side-by-side
would present us with the ability to do this in the middle, where
we have an established system, and the trends remain the same, and
we have a scalar offset that we can apply.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: A follow-up, Kevin?

MR. ANSON: It’s kind of a similar -- I think a similar answer,
and a different question, but a similar answer, and that is the
agency has kind of put forward, for public comment and council
comment, a new way to present the data, as far as the public on
the website, relative to the PSEs and such, and that, if certain
estimates have a PSE threshold, that they will either display it
or not display it, depending upon that result, and so one thing
that concerns me, with going to the one-month timeframe, is that
that essentially reduces the amount of intercepts that you have to
generate those PSEs, unless you increase the number of intercepts
in that month, because, currently, the two months of sampling are
combined to generate the one estimate for the two-month period,
and so is there any —-- Is there a plan to go forward with increasing
the amount of intercepts that would go within those one-month time
sampling frames, in order to try to improve the PSEs?

DR. HOWELL: I appreciate that comment, and so the current plan
right now is, even going to the monthly waves, is to increase, but
also still provide the two-month waves, at this current time, so
that we would have more intercepts, but also more information going
into the two months, to get to that PSE issue.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: General Spraggins.
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GENERAL JOE SPRAGGINS: Thank you, Dr. Howell, and Kevin asked a
lot of the things that I wanted to, and so I will be very short
here. If you do the survey that you’re talking about within 2024,
and where you do them side-by-side for one vyear, will it be
something that, if it comes out to where it’s an effort that’s a
lot different, that we can implement shortly after that, or will
it still take several years to get it implemented?

DR. HOWELL: I appreciate that question as well. I think, at this
point, we’re talking about how to accelerate the timeline, so we
wouldn’t have -- If it was deemed appropriate, that we would not
have an extended delay before implementation, and so I think the
one year was seen as that middle ground, to try to get,
scientifically, at least one year of information, but I would also
like to look at ways to accelerate the analysis timeline, because,
right now, part of what the understanding would be is that we get
a full year back by the end of 2024, but there would be a period
of analysis, to make sure that we have those results, and I think,
the more that we can apply maybe additional resources, or work
together to try to figure out how to accelerate that analysis
period, or shrink it down to as small as possible, would give us
the information in a more timely manner and be able to decide upon
implementation or not faster. Does that answer your question?

GENERAL SPRAGGINS: Yes, that answered it, and, I mean, obviously,
there are a lot of unknowns, right, at this point.

DR. HOWELL: Unfortunately.
CHAIRMAN FRAZER: We’ve got Dr. Sweetman and then Mr. Gill.

DR. C.J. SWEETMAN: Thanks for the presentation, Dr. Howell, and
being here to talk about this on short notice, even though I know
you were planning to be here anyway, and so I have three kind of
high-level questions for you. I think I probably have an answer
for one, based on what’s on the screen right now, but I will Jjust
spit them out to you, Evan.

First, I would ask kind of what is NOAA’s guidance on active
amendments and frameworks that are using FES landings, and, second,
and they’re all kind of somewhat related here, and so how does
this kind of impact the stock assessment process that is using FES
for active assessments that we’ve got going on, as well as -- My
final qgquestion here 1is what is the impact of some of this for
Secretary of Commerce approval for amendments and frameworks that
the council has already submitted?

13
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DR. HOWELL: I appreciate all of those questions, and I think those
are the ones in everybody’s minds at the councils, and I’ve got
Peter and Mara here as well, to maybe give me some support, and I
will provide the answer that we have, in terms of the agency, but
I also would get some backup from them.

At this point, we don’t have any rationale for changing anything.
What was approved and decided upon was using the information we
have, and FES still remains the basic information, the best
scientific information we have available, and that’s the time
series that was used in the assessments, and so we would continue
to use those, unless it was deemed that a different source would
be useable, and so I don’t know, Mara, if you want to say any more
on the process.

MS. MARA LEVY: I mean, I think that’s correct, right, and so
things that have already been submitted -- I mean, the guidelines
are clear that you use the best scientific information at the time
that it’s developed, and things that you’re working on now -- FES
is still the best information available, for the most part, unless
there is a reason to use something else, like SRFS, but, I mean,
you’re talking about a pilot study that may or may not, in the
future, prove to have the agency make some changes to FES, but
that’s still unknown at this point, right, and so I think we’re at
the very beginning of the process that the agency is using to kind
of figure out what, if anything, they need to do with the FES
survey.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: I am going to let Mr. Gill go in just a second,
if it’s all right, but I just wanted to follow-up on this a little
bit, because I know a lot of people are thinking about this, right,
and so, in the preliminary data, or the pilot data, assuming that
they’re a reasonable representation of what might come out with a
follow-up study, they introduce a fair amount of scientific error,
right, into the process, and the way that the management process
works, right, is so you go through a stock assessment, and you
work with the SSC to get catch advice, right, and so you’re
establishing an OFL and an ABC, and the difference between that
OFL and an ABC actually captures that scientific uncertainty that
we’re introducing into the process here.

Because, you know, this process, as it moves along, and, you know,
if you do a more thorough study in 2024, analyze the data in 2025,
and think about what recommendations might look like in 2026, and
implementation late in 2026 or 2027, is there -- The reason I'm
asking this, Evan, is, again, I’'m thinking about solutions, right,
and there’s some reasonable evidence, right, that we should be
concerned, right, or that we should be cautious, moving forward.

14
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We can’t simply go back and redo the stock assessments, and we
don’t have the human capital to do that, not in a short timeframe,
right, and so we can’t undo things, necessarily, that, you know,
are in place right now immediately, but is there merit, perhaps,
and I am not suggesting that we do this, and I'm adding to the
discussion for your group to consider, and what the council has
the ability to do is to look at that ABC, right, and set either an
ACL or an ACT, and that’s within their purview.

By capturing a little bit more of that uncertainty and adjusting
those ACLs, or ACTs, in the immediate future, it’s something that,
depending on how much -- How strong you feel about these data, and
it’s a way to hedge your bets a little bit, and I’'m not saying
whether it’s right or wrong, and I am looking for options, and
that’s something that you might consider for council actions moving
forward, to either deal with assessments and catch advice that’s
been administered to-date, as well as pending action.

DR. HOWELL: I’'m not sure -- I appreciate that question, and I see
that Andy Strelcheck has his hand up, and so, Andy, if you want to
take this first, and I think this 1s more in your purview.
Otherwise, I will answer.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Go ahead, Andy.

MR. ANDY STRELCHECK: Thanks. I wasn’t raising my hand for this,
but I will take a stab. Tom, I appreciate the question, and, when
we’ve gone through transitions with previous data streams, right,
we have essentially calibrated and continued to use the scale, or
units of data, in which we established our catch limits and catch
targets in, right, and so I would expect that we would continue to
do that, whether it’s MRIP-FES or whatever the next units are, or
the state surveys, until the council adjusts them.

I mean, you bring up, obviously, an interesting point, is that,
well, could the council -- At least the way I'm interpreting it is
could they get out ahead of that and make some decisions, in terms
of adjusting catch 1limits and catch targets Dbased on this
information, and then that, ultimately, funnels into the
management process and monitoring forward, and we could do that.

The risk, the downside, was we don’t know, at this point, what the
pilot -- What the follow-on full-scale pilot study 1is going to
tell us and how variable that might be across states, or across
modes, and one point that I wanted to emphasize, and, Evan, you
can correct me if I'm wrong, is that a lot of people are latching
on to the fact that the pilot that’s been presented says that
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effort estimates were reduced by approximately 30 to 40 percent.

That’s across the entire study, but there’s a lot more variability,
and, in fact, the one state in the Southeast, or the Gulf, that
was actually in the pilot, Florida, had a much lower amount of
change relative to the current FES, and so those are the types of
differences that are really important when we start thinking about
the management implications right now, because, until we have more
information behind this, it’s really hard to speculate on how to
approach this going forward.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thank you for that input, and, Bob, I’'m sorry
that I skirted over you, real quick. Go ahead.

MR. BOB GILL: No problem. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like
to follow-on to Joe’s question, Evan, if I could, and that is, as
you 1indicated, what you’re doing is time critical, because it
starts the sequence going forward, and I appreciate that you’re
making efforts to reduce that, and so my question relates to that,
and it’s are you, as part of that, planning to do -- If I can call
it a pre-analysis, if you will, taking the results of what you’re
accruing in the side-by-side and, rather than wait until 2025 to
start that analysis, start it ahead of time, to get the glimmers
and help point the way to where you’re going ultimately, and, as
part of that, the planning episode that incorporates whatever you
might need, be it software, be it personnel, be 1t workload
considerations, as a way to minimizing that delay time in 2025,
rather than just wait and, okay, we’ve got the study, and now we’re
going to start the analysis, and, Jjust sequentially, I'm thinking
more of a parallel kind of effort that would help you expedite
that, and is that part of the thinking? I guess the corollary to
that is that even reasonable that that could be done?

DR. HOWELL: Thank you for that, and I will tell you what I know
today, and so I am personally open to minimizing the timeframe
needed to get this done in any way possible. What I don’t know is
what is possible, and so your question about pre-analysis -- 1
will take that back, and we will look at this, because my -- One
of my bigger concerns is the timeframe, that this could represent
a huge change and get us into where we feel we need to be, but the
timing of it, and how long the window is, is a concern to me, and
so I think that is definitely something that I will discuss with
the team, and we can try to look at a plan. At this point,
honestly, we’ve just gotten to the first step, which is to get the
study funded, and now we’re looking at the next steps, and so this
is good timing, and I will definitely take that back. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Mr. Anson.
16
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MR. ANSON: I'm Jjust curious, and you mentioned, or it was
mentioned, that Florida -- You know, the estimate, or the
difference, was the lowest, at least of the sample size that was
provided of the states that were tested, and, I mean, every time
you get a dataset, it offers an opportunity to really look into
it, and sometimes it brings up more questions, but I'm curious.
For those other states where the study, the pilot study, was
conducted, their demographics are different than Florida.

Florida is considered basically the whole state is a coastal state,
whereas the other states, as I understand 1it, there 1s a
significant number of boats that live away from the coast, and so
have you all had a chance to kind of look to see where the physical
distance of the responses were and how those answers then were
provided and how that may have changed, because they just might be
in a different mindset, if you will, those that live farther away
from the coast, whereas those that are on the coast, anglers that
do saltwater fishing, they, you know, might just look at those
questions differently too, and so I'm just -- Again, those are
differences, because, when I look at this, you know, the results,
and even 1f you go from 20 to 40 percent of the difference, you
know, we’re still --

If you look at the Coastal Household Telephone Survey and the
impacts of the estimates as it relates to red snapper in the Gulf,
you know, for the state surveys for Alabama and Mississippi, where
the Coastal Household Telephone Survey and FES has been conducted,
you know, we’re still two to three-times, two-and-a-half-times,
more harvest that was occurring, and, granted, harvest 1is a
component of both effort and catch, but the FES then ramped that
up -- At least in Alabama’s case, it doubled it, essentially,
again, and so, even with a 20 to 40 percent reduction, we’re still
two-times more higher than what the state survey estimates, as far
as the number of trips.

You know, I just think that, with the larger geographic coverage
that the FES survey has incorporated, versus the Coastal Household
Telephone Survey, that there still may be something going on there
with, you know, access or inclusion of those anglers in those
states that, you know, have a different demographic, if you will.

DR. HOWELL: I think one thing we could do is to look at those
results together, especially from the pilot study, and take a look
at some of the modes by state, and look at some of those
differences, and I think we’re starting to offer that, and we’ve
sent it out, but I think an active discussion around that would be
helpful, and, again, I think that FES has to represent the entire
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Atlantic seaboard, as well as the Gulf, and so I think, for some
of the states that have either a smaller footprint or, as you say,
more inland participants, that would be something to continue to
look at together.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: General Spraggins.

GENERAL SPRAGGINS: I think that I’'ve already heard this, but I
want to make sure that I'm -- So what we have now that the council
has given forward to go to the Secretary, that is not going to
back up any of what we’re doing, and we’ll continue to do that, if
the Secretary signs it, and then this will be an additional to it
and what would do, and is that correct?

DR. HOWELL: Correct. We will continue to go forward with the
actions that are in place, and, anything that you’re moving on, I
think the council has some discretion as to what you would like to
do, in light of the information, but, again, it was a pilot study
result, and it wasn’t a full benchmark.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Dr. Walter.

DR. JOHN WALTER: Thanks, Evan, and I think we’re really glad that
you’re here and brought your team here, and your staff, and I
wanted to follow-up on —-- I think that C.J.’s question wasn’t quite
addressed on the impact on the stock assessments, and I think T
will follow-up there, because we’ve been thinking a lot about that.
Obviously, my staff is seeing this as a challenge, and it’s going
to be a lot of work to address and work through these.

It's something that I think is an opportunity for collaboration,
and I think we see this as something where we really need to work
with our SSCs and the council staff and SERO to try to define the
best path forward, and what we see is actually there is a short-
term, or near-term, issue of the pending stock assessments and how
we’re going to deal with this in our current stock assessments.

In some cases, 1t will be a non-issue, say for example for
yellowedge grouper, and 1it’s mostly commercial, and we could
probably continue to work as normal. For other ongoing
assessments, we’re going to have to take it more on a case-by-case
basis. In some cases, 1f there is a survey, like for gag, where
we use SRFS for it, then it’s not an issue. If it’s another one,
where we’re going to have to work through the state surveys, I
think that there’s a process for that, for instance the red snapper
operational assessment that will come after the research track.

I think, in those cases, technical working groups to address how
18
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to deal with that could actually start to explore that, and, in
other situations, sensitivity runs are probably going to be our
main tool, to say is stock status affected by this, and I think
one thing we can sort of rely on is that, when the trends are the
same, but the magnitude is different, usually stock status is
relatively conservative, and that’s one of the nice things about
our assessment and science process, and so, in that case, we can
probably continue to give advice on stock status.

The absolutes might be different, and, in that case, what we want
to do is work together on providing an advice framework that might
be less dependent on knowing the absolutes, and I think that
there’s a couple of examples that we’ve sort of talked about, and
it’s something we need to work through more, about whether we can
talk about giving advice, in terms of a percent change or something
like that from previous ACLs.

We don’t have that fleshed out entirely, but I think that’s
something that we could work with the SSC to help come up with
examples and vet those through the science process, and that’s
sort of what we see as the near-term, or short-term, but, in the
medium-term, we’re hoping that we’re going to get more data here
from the FES pilots that is going to help give us better data that
will be able to be used, and then we would use that data as it
comes available online in 2025.

I think we need to keep expectations clear that it’s going to take
time for that to work its way through the assessment and then the
management process, and so I wouldn’t expect anything to hit the
books until 2026 or later, based on that, and there is still going
to be high uncertainty.

Long-term, I think what we’re talking about is there’s just really
challenges in trying to get a handle on what total recreational
catch and effort is, and that is going to persist even after this
FES pilot, and that’s just the nature of the beast of that, when
you’ve got a dynamic, and a user group that is so dynamic, and is
increasing, which 1is a good thing, Dbut i1it’s going to be a
challenge, and I think developing advice frameworks that aren’t
reliant on saying we know recreational catch exactly I think is
going to probably be the longer-term solution.

We can play to our strengths and kind of diminish -- Or not play
on our weaknesses, and I think the analogy I’ve been using is, if
you were going to design a system, a car, you wouldn’t put the
most important thing, like the drive shaft, and make it out of the
weakest metal, and you wouldn’t make a drive shaft made out of
zinc, and I think that’s the case, where we’ve developed management
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protocols that rely on us knowing rec catch and effort exactly,
and I think, if we could develop management that would be a little
more attuned to that being a real challenge for us, and probably
will continue to be, we could probably give better management
advice.

That’s a longer-term solution, and that might get to something
that we would address through management strategy evaluation or
something like that, but those are sort of what we’re seeing right
now, and we’ve really just started to chew on this, but those are
the kind of things that we can think of as paths forward for a
short, a medium, and a long-term. Thanks, and I will be here also
to answer more questions, and I think we’re going to have a lot
more conversation here.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Susan has a question, but, John, I was going to
just ask -- You know, I think you made an important comment there,
and, I mean, so you don’t necessarily have to focus on absolutes,
and you referenced perhaps looking at like percentages or something
like that, but every stock assessment is different, right, and
effort is just one element of what goes into that assessment, and
so it’s hard to just scale everything and say, you know what, 30
percent of -- You know, we’re going to reduce the quota or
something by 30 percent, or increase it by 40 percent, and I think
people need to know that, right, is it’s not an easy fix, right,
and you can’t just go change, or modify, those stock assessments
in the short-term to accommodate that.

I guess one of my earlier questions to Evan were, even though we
can’t do that, is there some bounds, right, that we might be able
to consider that are reasonable moving forward, and, yes, we don’t
have to adopt that today, or even in the short-term, and I think
it’s something that we should think about, given that things aren’t
radically going to change, right, from an information flow
perspective, until 2026, probably, or later, and so, anyway, that’s
just a comment. Ms. Boggs.

MS. SUSAN BOGGS: So I have a question for Evan, and then I have
a gquestion. So I was looking at -- We did the sample sizes, and
it seems like every response was around 30 percent, and is that -
- Is that common for a survey like this? I mean, Kevin was talking
about how the state surveys, with the charter boats, when we were
talking about it, which I know is apples and oranges, but it was
higher, like 65 percent, which, to me, would be a better comfort
zone, but is this typical for this type of survey? Is 30 percent
-- I mean, obviously, that’s what I’'m seeing, and I'm just making
sure.
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DR. HOWELL: Yes, and I think it’s fairly typical for this type of
broad survey and the response rates that you get. I think a
potential conversation for us is how to improve survey response
rates, period, and then I think, getting to John’s point, in the
medium-term and long-term, and like how do we continue to collect
the best representative data that we can in the rec industry, or
the rec area, in terms of like novel techniques or things like
that, and so I think, if there’s a lot that’s on the table for
this broad -- We really have to cover such a wide -- That 30
percent, unfortunately, is about the average response rate that we
can expect to see, and I'm not sure how we would increase that.

MS. BOGGS: So my next question is I'm not a scientist, and how do
we message this to the fishermen out there, to understand what'’s
happening here, because, to me, this could dramatically change
some of the decisions that we’ve made, and some of the decisions
that we’re looking to make, and, based on this information, are
these things that now we’ve got to stop, for those species that
we’re currently dealing with, and send it back to the SSC to take
a look at and say maybe we didn’t do this right, based on this new
information?

Then the other part that concerns me is that we’re going into yet
another pilot study, and so what information are we going to find
out then? Was it really way, way more, or way, way less, and
that’s why, when we have these conversations around the table, I'm
more the 75 percent person, and not give 100 percent, because now
we’re seeing that maybe our numbers aren’t right, and how do we
make the fishermen, commercial fishermen, charter/for-hire, and
recreational fishermen, comfortable, Dbecause this giving and
taking away that we’ve done with so many species -- We’re losing
our integrity.

CHATIRMAN FRAZER: I am just going to jump in for Evan, and I'm not
sure there’s a question for him to answer there necessarily, and
I think communication is going to be a huge issue, right, and I
think that we’re going to have to work with the agency, various
branches of the agency, to explain what has happened, what the
path forward is, and what the implications, or ramifications, are
for our business that we conduct around this table, and, more
importantly, people’s livelihoods as well, right.

What I am thinking about as well, Susan, and Evan can jump back in
here at any time, but the message I’'m hearing is that what we have
on the table is the best scientific information available, and
we’re going to 1live with that, and I Jjust, again, wanted
confirmation of that, Evan, for the table.
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DR. HOWELL: Correct, and I think that the things that -- As John
and others have raised, there are potential options, and I think
looking at where we might have an expectation that the effort
change would play a significant role in scientific output, or
decisional advice, could be things that we could look at through
sensitivity and see what type of impact it would have.

There are some things that, as we were talking about, that we
wouldn’t expect to see a large impact, or a change at all, if this
was a bias, or a scalar, and it was, you know, changeable that
way, and it’s not a non-linear that changes over time, like the
Coastal Household Survey to FES, and it’s different than that
relationship, but I think these conversations now, I think, and
they’re council-specific.

I mean, we’re looking at all the different councils, and one of
the things that was stated was why did we wait, and we didn’t wait,
and we actually accelerated to get this out in front of the Mid-
Atlantic and Gulf Councils, and we, unfortunately, did not get it
in time for the Northeast, and there was always a time that it was
going to hit before and after things, but we got this out to be
able to have these conversations, to talk through like what options
do we have, and, while we wait, I think we can continue to call
this the best scientific information available. If there are
things that we really feel would have a substantial impact, I think
we could look at those separately.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: All right. Thank you for that. Andy, I see
you’re on the phone.

MR. STRELCHECK: Thanks, Tom. Going back to Susan’s questions, or
comments, I appreciate them, and we’ve given a lot of thought,
Susan, with regard to implications of this, and, as has been
stated, right now, the FES estimates are not changing, and they
represent the best scientific information available.

With that said, we fully recognize, right, what are we going to do
now in this kind of interim potentially transitional period, where
we have a follow-on pilot study that’s going to be implemented and
tested and results provided as soon as possible, based on what
Evan has stated, right, and so the way I’ve looked at this is kind
of, you know, things that have been approved and moved forward
with the council -- Those are with the agency at this point, and
they’re based on the record that you’ve established.

Everything that is kind of pending right now, that we will be
working on going forward between now and whenever these results
are available, it will need to be compartmentalized into what’s
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mandated, what’s required, what, you know, needs to be done, versus
what is within the council’s discretion, maybe that you don’t have
to work on for the time being, and make some tradeoff decisions
with regard to that, but, in terms of not moving forward with an
action simply because it incorporates FES, that, to me, is not an
option at this point, right, but how we do that, and what we
consider, is going to be really important, as well as the timing
of that information, because, 1f we time-out, Dbased on the
council’s schedule, some of these actions, they might be wrapping
up around the time that we’re getting the results of the FES
follow-on pilot study, right, and so how do we take all of that
into consideration and base our decisions Dbased on this new
information, whatever comes forward, in the future.

I think it’s going to have to be looked at very carefully, on a
case-by-case basis, but fully recognizing that we haven't made any
changes yet to the FES, and so the FES, as it currently stands,
represents the best scientific information available.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Ms. Boggs and then Mr. Geeslin.

MS. BOGGS: So I have to ask the question, and is it the best
scientific information available? There has been a flaw that has
been found, and now we’re doing pilot studies to flesh out that
flaw. I mean, heck, I could come back and say that SEFHIER is the
best scientific information available for the charter fleet,
because that’s the only information we have for the charter fleet,
but that doesn’t fly, and I'm just -- I am very concerned, and I'm
sure that Mara and her staff, and agency staff, has considered the
fact that we’re probably going to get sued, because of what’s
happening here, and it concerns me, and I have been very vocal
from the beginning.

I appreciate what the Science Center is doing and this FES survey,
but I’ve never been comfortable with it, for this very reason, and
I am just very concerned. I mean, I understand we can’t stop,
and, I mean, we’re going to continue to move, but is there other
science that we may have more confidence in that we can use in the
interim, because, to me, this no longer 1is the best scientific
information available, and now I’'m not a scientist, and I'm just
a layman standing on the outside looking in, thinking this don’t
look good.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Go ahead, Evan.

DR. HOWELL: I appreciate that, and I think that, if I were to
characterize it to a family member or someone and, you know, my
uncle died deep-sea fishing, and that’s what he loved to do, and
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so he would always round me on things, 1like why don’t you let me
go out there, and why don’t you let me do this, and we have a
process that has some safeguards in place, meaning that we got the
results from this study that indicates what we expect, that there
is potentially an overestimation.

We need to run this down, and we need to go through the process to
make sure, scientifically, that this truly is what we think we
see, and that’s not an answer that people want to hear, especially
if they feel that, vyes, I knew this all along, and I could have
told you, and we don’t discard what we have in hand, because we
don’t want to just put something that we’re not testing, or haven't
tested, out first.

It's not the only thing we have in play, and there are options, as
Andy was saying, and we can look at things separately, and so, if
there is other data sources that are available, for example like
we have another source from a survey, and that alone can be used,
and I think gag was an example of this. It’s when you have notable
survey information across different places, and 1it’s really
difficult to create just one standard currency, and that’s where
we ended up with FES being the one thing that’s there, and so, for
now, I think we’re there today, and the conversations right now
are what options do we have, and let’s look at these things
individually and then identify and exactly what you’re saying.

If we do have other information that we do deem is better, we could
decide to use that, but, right now, I think, that, as Mara and
others have said, and I think I’ve said, is the results of a pilot
study. Do I think they’re going to be extremely different than
the full-year study? ©No, but they may be different enough that
we’ll have a better understanding from a full year and be able to
look at that analysis and see the true impact, but there are things
that we can do while we’re looking through that.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: A quick follow-up, Susan.

MS. BOGGS: I appreciate that, and I will use an analogy from the
charter fleet. You know, a day lost of fishing is a day lost of
fishing, and you don’t get it back, and so either we restricted
fishermen from accessing the fishery when they could have been or
we’ve created a problem that now we’re going to have to go back
and try to fix, and, ultimately, could lead to the detriment of
the species. I mean, that’s pretty drastic, and I understand that,
but I am just -- I am Jjust really concerned where we are here, and
where we go from here, and thank you.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Dakus.
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MR. DAKUS GEESLIN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I guess I’'m struggling
with the same thing that Susan brought up, and while I do
appreciate Evan’s explanation, I am struggling with what is the
best scientific information available, and we’ve heard it multiple
times, and Jjust because we keep saying it, it doesn’t mean it’s -
- I am not sure that our commercial fishermen, or recreational
fishermen, or charter/for-hire fishermen, would buy into the
notion that this is the best scientific information available at
this point in time.

I can certainly understand the need for a follow-up study, and
we’ve got to do that. We’ve got to run these things parallel,
side-by-side, and I'm just a little concerned that that’s not going
to be the saving grace, that we come up with a margin of error
that is, you know, just as bad of what we’ve seen, and maybe we
narrow it down into some regions, or states, and I understand
there’s a lot of variability in there.

On the plus side, I see, from my notes that I took earlier on, and
maybe it was last week, when we talked about the IRA funding, and
it was August 4, as a matter of a fact, and we talked about Project
Number 4, and I understand that we talked about this before the
FES information came out, but that Project Number 4 is an
independent effort estimation pilot.

I mentioned earlier that I don’t totally understand how all these
things flesh together, but I think there’s some potential there to
mend that project with some of the challenges that we’re facing
here, and I took some notes. It said the goal was to develop the
gold standard, to maybe conduct some independent workshops and to
really transform the programs and not bolster onto the existing
programs, and so, 1f we really want to embrace that, and think
about transforming some of those programs, it looks like we’ve got
a path forward here with some of the pilot studies, the follow-up
study, but also utilizing this IRA effort to address some of this.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Great. Thanks, Dakus. Again, I just -- I know
these thoughts are going through people’s minds, right, and this
discussion that relates to best scientific information available
-—- I mean, there are certainly concerns about the FES program and
the data that it -- The information that’s generated at present,
but I have to remind folks as well that, in the absence of things
like the State Reef Fish Survey or something like this more
generally, there’s not another effort-generating program, right,
and so, I mean, that’s a tough pill to swallow, a little bit, but
it’s the only information that you have right now. Andy.
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MR. STRELCHECK: Thanks, Tom. You covered one of my main points,
right, which is what’s the alternative, right, and that’s the
issue, and so everyone 1is latching onto, well, the pilot study
indicates, vyou know, that effort 1is lower, and there’s a
directionality to it, and it’s concerning, obviously, that we would
have to manage, in this interim period, without kind of knowing
how we’re going to be able to address, or wutilize, that
information, and especially if it holds true with a follow-on
study.

With that said, right, there’s uncertainty around that, and we
don’t know what that ultimate follow-on study is going to produce
and look 1like, and so I wanted to just point to any number of
examples over time, where there’s been an evolution of survey
methodology that has occurred, and these pilot studies have taken
place, and even though results have become available prior to full-
scale implementation, we haven't immediately acted on those pilot
studies, and you can talk about state surveys, and you can talk
about the MRIP APAIS survey, and you can talk about the MRIP-FES,
the initial survey, you know, before implementation, and all of
those involved pilot studies, and all of them involved some sort
of testing.

I think the main difference here is there’s a broader awareness,
and, as Even has really done a good Jjob with, a greater
transparency to this process to give the council information early
on to let you know this is what the agency is working on, in terms
of improvements in data collection, and so, you know, we’re in a
predicament, and it’s a difficult spot, obviously, to be in, but
we don’t really have an alternative, at this point, because we
don’t have enough information to make sweeping changes to the FES
survey based on these smaller-scale projects that have been
produced.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Okay. Thanks, Andy. Dr. Sweetman.

DR. SWEETMAN: A question for vyou, John, related to the
assessments, and so we mentioned looking at different options,
what we could look at there, either a sensitivity run or putting
together technical working groups to explore other surveys, and so
I'm thinking of what we’ve got coming down the pipeline.

The mutton snapper data stock assessment workshop is coming up
next week, and I'm sure Julie is probably sitting there wondering
how we’re going to move forward on some of this stuff too, given
some of these outstanding questions, and so other options that
you’re talking about, and like the State Reef Fish Survey does
pretty good coverage for mutton snapper, and it’s primarily a south
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Florida fishery, for the most part, and are those options that
you’re thinking that we could look into as well there, as opposed
to -- Like similar to maybe how we’ve done gag?

DR. WALTER: I would say that every data workshop looks at the
data independently and finds out the most appropriate data for
that stock assessment, and it doesn’t have any bearing on whether
other surveys are better or worse than others, and it looks at it
and says that, in fact, that’s the core area, and it’s covered
well by the Florida survey, and maybe that workshop might make
that decision that is the most appropriate and useful, and I think
those are the decisions that are always made when we decide on
which indices to use, and, if that’s the way that process works,
I think that that could be a straightforward decision.

DR. SWEETMAN: Just a follow-up there, and so I guess the way I
was asking that was specifically in how you were talking about
forming some sort of technical working group that would look into
that, and is that going to be stock-specific, as the assessments
come up, or a broader charge, or like what are you thinking along
those lines?

DR. WALTER: So I'm really kind of flying a little bit off the
cuff, in terms of what that working group was, and I think the
main one that we need, and this gets kind of to Susan’s point about
the integrity of the science, because that’s really one of our
staff’s concerns, and that is is what they put into the assessment
somehow giving advice that’s going to cause some major problems to
the stock.

I think that we need to -- What I would recommend is that we kind
of pull together some working group that at least evaluates the
potential impacts on the assessments and which ones might need to
be looked at further for that, like, for instance, some that aren’t
going to be a problem and others that might indeed be and then
prioritize what we do forward with them.

In terms of which datasets we use, it would be useful to have some
overall guidance, rather than have it stock-specific, and we try
to do that when we can develop a working group on common issues,
but, in this case, for assessments that are ongoing, that need
data decisions made, like mutton, they’re going to have to make
that decision and go with it.

I think what I would like to do is for us to continue conversations
about how best to use the resources we’ve got, both our SSC, SERO,
council staff, my staff, to come up with a plan for ensuring the
integrity of our advice framework, determining the best use of the
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data inputs, and then the longer-term solutions for how we build
a robust management advice framework that maybe doesn’t rely solely
on things that are really challenging or uncertain.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Captain Walker.

MR. ED WALKER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Again, I’'m not on your
committee, but I feel like I might throw my two-cents in here, and
I'm looking at it from a regular angler view from the outside, who
doesn’t know the science and all this stuff, and what he sees is
maybe a couple of vyears, using a 1likely flawed system, and
potentially having his charter season cut down, or his recreational
season, you know, on a reduced level and being told, you know,
we'’ re probably wrong, but it’s going to take us two years to figure
it out.

You know, they’re going to be frustrated, you know, with good
reason, and I understand there’s not an easy solution here, and I
wondered, and this 1is just throwing random ideas around, if on
certain species that were indeed affected by flawed effort surveys,
if we could explore a de-calibration, if you would, if you could
back up 15 or 20 percent, to give them a little something in the
interim, and I don’t know that there’s a mechanism to do that, but
that would be an olive branch to the people that can’t fish, based
on what we’re telling them is probably flawed information.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thanks, Ed, and, again, I think there’s a lot of
potential ideas around the table, and the intent was to provide
them to folks that will be considering options moving forward,
and, you know, what I recognize is going to happen is that this
issue is going to pervade all of the discussions in our committees
moving forward, right, and we’ll hear about it, and it will bear
on some of the stuff that sustainability -- The sustainability
committee will be talking about today, and it’s certainly going to
have an impact on what we talk about tomorrow in the Reef Fish
Committee.

Rather than just dwelling on, you know, the extreme negative
thoughts, vyou know, 1let’s think about what happened in this
discussion and what actions the council might take in order to
continue to make progress and manage the fisheries in the most
responsible manner that they can, and that was a large part of why
we had this discussion today, and so we are going to wrap it up
pretty quick, and I see that Andy has his hand up on the screen,
and so, Andy, I’'m going to let you go, and then if Evan wants --
Go ahead, Andy.

MR. STRELCHECK: Thanks, Tom, and I will keep it short. I
28



'_\
O WO JoUldWwWwN

A DRSS WUWWWWWWWWWNNNNNMNNMNNMNNNNR,R R R R R R R R
OJdO OB WNRFRPROOVWOJINDEWNRFROWOW®-JAAU R WNR OWOW-Jo Ul W -

appreciate Ed’s comments, right, because I think this is a
challenge right now, in terms of how we communicate on this with
stakeholders and what the implications for this are, and what Ed
is pointing to, right, is this perception, belief, that, because
the effort estimates are potentially lower, based on the pilot,
that that would equate to more days fishing, and that is a
communication challenge, because what the issue really is is that
we would then need to plug into the assessment lower landings and
discard estimates and recompute the ABC catch limit, overfishing
limit, and then determine whatever those new levels should be and
manage against those, but, right now, we don’t have that
information, and so we’re unable to do that.

Comparing essentially the effort estimates to the current catch
level is not going to be appropriate, but we need to communicate
out that effectively, to ensure that people understand what the
implications are of this.

CHATIRMAN FRAZER: Okay. Thanks, Andy. Susan, you had a quick
word?

MS. BOGGS: To end on a positive note --
CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thank you.

MS. BOGGS: I would 1like to thank Evan for bringing this
information to us and giving us the opportunity to comment, and we
look forward to working with you with this challenge before us.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Evan.

DR. HOWELL: Well, thank you, and that’s what I was going to say
back, is I appreciate the ability to be here, and Dr. Simmons and
Dr. Frazer and all of you for having me here, and that’s why I'm
here. I will be here all week, and it is something major, and I
understand the implications, and I understand the concern and the
gravity within this particular council, and so that’s why I’'m here
in-person here, and I sent other people to different councils, and
so thank you for your time, and I will turn it back to you, and I
will be here all week.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: I would just like to say one other thing, before
we take a short break and jump into the Sustainable Fisheries
Committee, and there’s a lot of people in the audience here as
well, right, and, again, I would urge you to think about the issues
at-hand, and don’t necessarily be shy in your public comment,
right, but, again, throwing stones isn’t necessarily going to help
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anybody, and try to think about this in a constructive way, if
possible, but we certainly look forward to hearing what you have
to say about it, and I know the agency is going to take your
comments into consideration as well, and so, again, thanks to
everybody. We’re going to take about a ten-minute break, and then
we’re going to jump into Sustainable Fisheries.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on August 14, 2023.)

August 16, 2023

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
reconvened at The Driskill in Austin, Texas on Wednesday morning,
August 16, 2023, and was called to order by Chairman Tom Frazer.

CALL TO ORDER, ANNOUNCEMENTS, INTRODUCTIONS

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: All right. We’re going to call people back to
the table and start the Full Council session. All right. It looks

like we’ve got everybody back to the table. If we can minimize
the discussion in the back of the room, we’ll get started. All
right.

Welcome to the 296th meeting of the Gulf Council. My name is Tom
Frazer, vice chair of the council. If you have a cell phone or
similar device, we ask that you ©place it on silent or vibrant
mode during the meeting. Also, in order for all to be able to

hear the proceedings, we ask that you have any private
conversations outside. Please be advised that alcoholic beverages
are not permitted in the meeting room.

The Gulf Council is one of eight regional councils established in
1976 by the Fishery Conservation and Management Act, known today
as the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The council’s purpose is to serve as
a deliberative body to advise the Secretary of Commerce on fishery
management measures in the federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico.
These measures help to ensure that fishery resources in the Gulf
are sustained, while providing the best overall benefit for the
nation.

The council has seventeen voting members, eleven of whom are
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce and include individuals
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from a range of geographical areas in the Gulf of Mexico with
experience in various aspects of fisheries. The membership also
includes the five state fishery managers from each Gulf state and
the Regional Administrator from NOAA’s Southeast Fisheries
Service, as well as several non-voting members.

Public input is a vital part of the council’s deliberative process,
and comments, both oral and written, are accepted and considered
by the council throughout the process. We will welcome public
comment from in-person and virtual attendees.

Anyone joining us virtually who wishes to speak during the public
comment should register for comment online. Virtual participants
that are registered to comment should ensure that they are
registered for the webinar under the same name they used to
register to speak. In-person attendees wishing to speak during
the public comment should sign-in at the registration kiosk located
at the back of the room. We accept only one registration per
person. Public comment may end before the published agenda item
if all registered in-person and virtual participants have
completed their comment.

A digital recording is used for the public record, and, therefore,
for the purpose of voice identification, I will call attendance

for the council members attending virtually first. Mr. Andy
Strelcheck.
MR. STRELCHECK: Andy Strelcheck, NOAA Fisheries, Southeast

Regional Office, Regional Administrator.
CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Mr. Dale Diaz.
MR. DALE DIAZ: Dale Diaz, Mississippi.

CHATIRMAN FRAZER: Now I would ask that members of the room identify
him or herself, starting on my left.

DR. SWEETMAN: C.J. Sweetman, Florida.
MR. GILL: Bob Gill, Florida.
MR. WALKER: Ed Walker, Florida.

MR. DAVE DONALDSON: Dave Donaldson, Gulf States Marine Fisheries
Commission.

GENERAL SPRAGGINS: Joe Spraggins, Mississippi.
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MR. MICHAEL MCDERMOTT: Michael McDermott, Mississippi.
DR. ANTHONY OVERTON: Anthony Overton, Alabama.

MR. ANSON: Kevin Anson, Alabama.

MS. BOGGS: Susan Boggs, Alabama.

LCDR LISA MOTOI: Lieutenant Commander Lisa Motoi, U.S. Coast
Guard.

MS. LEVY: Mara Levy, NOAA Office of General Counsel.

MR. PETER HOOD: Peter Hood, NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Regional
Office.

DR. WALTER: John Walter, NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Fisheries
Science Center.

MR. TROY WILLIAMSON: Troy Williamson, Texas.

DR. KESLEY BANKS: Kesley Banks, Texas.

MR. GEESLIN: Dakus Geeslin, Texas.

MR. J.D. DUGAS: J.D. Dugas, Louisiana.

MR. BILLY BROUSSARD: Billy Broussard, Louisiana.

MR. CHRIS SCHIEBLE: Chris Schieble, Louisiana.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR CARRIE SIMMONS: Carrie Simmons, council staff.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: All right. Thank you, everybody. We will just

jump right into a couple of items, and we’ll adopt the agenda and

the approval of the minutes, and then I will invite a speaker up

and say a few other words and make a couple of announcements.

The first item would be the Adoption of the Agenda, and that would

be Tab A, Number 3 in your briefing materials. Is there any

modifications to the agenda? I am not seeing any. Can I get a

motion to adopt the agenda?

MR. GILL: So moved, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Okay. We have a motion to adopt the agenda by
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Bob Gill. Is there a second?
MS. BOGGS: Second.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: It’s seconded by Ms. Boggs. All right. Is there
any opposition to adopting the agenda? Seeing none, we will
consider the agenda adopted as written and move on to the next
item, which is the Approval of the Minutes, which will be Tab A,
Numbers 3 and 4 in your briefing materials, and are there any edits
or modifications to the minutes? Mr. Donaldson.

MR. DONALDSON: Thank you, Mr. Chair. On page 35, line 28, under
my report, it says the “INTA”, and it’s supposed to be “IMTA”.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Noted. Thank you, Mr. Donaldson. Are there any
other modifications or edits to the minutes? Okay. I am not
seeing any. Can I get a motion to approve the minutes?

MR. GILL: Move to approve the minutes as modified.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thank you, Mr. Gill, for the motion to approve
the minutes. Is there a second? It’s seconded by Mr. Anson. Is
there any opposition to approving the minutes? Seeing none, we’ll
consider the minutes approved, and we have the next agenda item,
before we get into the presentations, and I know that we have an
update from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, but I would
like to invite Sam Rauch, the Deputy Assistant Administrator for
NOAA Fisheries, up to welcome our new council members and, you
know, just give us a little bit of an update of what’s going on in
the agency, and so thanks, Sam, for making yourself available.

COMMENTS FROM SAM RAUCH

MR. SAM RAUCH: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am Sam Rauch, and I'm the
Deputy Director of the National Marine Fisheries Service, one of
the three deputies. I oversee the work of all the Regional
Offices, including the Southeast Region, the Headquarters Offices
of Sustainable Fisheries, Habitat, Conservation, and Protected
Resources.

The other two, if you’re interested, is the Chief Scientist, and
Evan Howell is acting in that role right now, and you heard from
him earlier, and he’s here in the meeting, and then we have an
Operational Deputy, which oversees enforcement internally and
budget and those kind of things.

It is my pleasure to be here. The August council meetings, around
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the country, are always very exciting, because we have new council
members, and it is a solemn and difficult task that the council
does. There’s a lot of preparation, a lot of difficult decisions,
and it’s a lot of hard work, and so we really appreciate the people
who put themselves forward to be council members and who make the
commitment to be here on this important activity, and so I really
would like to take the opportunity to welcome Dr. Overton, Dr.
Banks, and Captain Walker as the three new council members here.
They were appointed by the Secretary in June, and we look forward
to your next three years of participation in this meeting.

It is an exciting time to be here, and I think the council, or at
least the subcommittee, heard earlier in the week on some of the
activities regarding new funding that the Department of Commerce
is rolling out that is of interest to many of the activities that
we’ re doing through the Inflation Reduction Act, continued funding
under the Infrastructure Law, and there 1s a low of investment
that we are making in science, and there are some investments that
we’re making in the council process and in other things that are
of interest to here to try to modernize the way that we look at
fisheries, to better adapt to climate change.

I won’'t go through all of those again, but those processes are out
there, and we are looking forward to working with the councils and
other stakeholders and states and other partners in trying to make
progress to significantly change and improve the way that we both
develop the scientific input that the council relies on and work
on the management responses to that, and so those are very exciting
things.

For me personally, I am excited that the agency released, earlier
this year, the National Equity and Environmental Justice Strategy,
and that was something that I personally led at the Fisheries
Service, and I was really pleased with that, but the hard work is
still to be done, as we work through -- As you all work with the
regions on tailoring that national strategy down to a more
localized implementation strategy.

We’re also looking at potential changes to National Standards 4,
8, and 9, and so we’ve got an Advanced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking out there, and we're taking comments on that. We may
or may not decide to do anything with that, but we are looking at
people’s views on that, and we’re really excited about what that
might entail and what we might do, or not do, to improve those
processes, and so just a few things that we’re doing, Mr. Chair,
and I'm happy to take any questions, if you would 1like, but I
wanted to reiterate my welcome to the new council members. Thank
you.
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WORDS IN MEMORY OF BART “BUSTER” NIQUET

CHATIRMAN FRAZER: Thank you, Sam. Again, we just wanted to take
the opportunity to have Sam up to the table a little bit, and, you
know, we always appreciate you making the time to come down and,
you know, keep abreast of some of the issues that are going on in
the council and making yourself available, not only to the council
members, but the stakeholders that are here too, and so I told Sam
that I didn’t want to just bombard him with an hour’s worth of
questions, right, and certainly we’ll entertain a couple, if there
are any, but, if not now, again, he’s certainly willing to make
himself available during the breaks or any time for the rest of
the day that he’s here, and so, if you have a pressing question,
I wouldn’t feel, you know, shy about going and talking with him,
and he’s a pretty approachable guy, but we will ask, right now, if
there any questions, and, if there aren’t, Sam, I will put you off
the hook. Any questions for Mr. Rauch? All right. Sam, thank
you for coming. We appreciate it.

All right. Also, before we get into some of the other agenda
items, every once in a while, we lose a member of the community
that affects a lot of people, and we Jjust recently lost Bart
“Buster” Niquet, and many of you know that he has participated in
these meetings for years and years and years, and so we prepared
a few words with regard to his passing, and I would like to read
them here.

Bart “Buster” Niquet has been a fixture at council meetings for as

long as any of us can remember. Buster began working in the
fishery as a deckhand on a partyboat out of Panama City, Florida
in the 1950s, and he later became a captain. He eventually

migrated to commercial fisheries, commercial fishing, and ran a
longline vessel for many years.

He was a legendary fisherman. He loved his time on the water, and
he was dedicated to the sustainable management of our fisheries.
Perhaps more importantly, he always had a good joke, a kind word,
or a thoughtful question to share. He genuinely loved the friends
he made through the fishery and the council process, and it’s hard
to believe that we won’t see him around anymore. He will certainly
be missed.

Okay, and so we will go ahead and have a presentation, and that
would be the Update from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, or
BOEM, on Wind Energy Development in the Gulf of Mexico, and that
would be Tab A, Number 7 in your briefing materials, and Mr. Celata
is going to give that presentation. Mr. Celata, are you on the
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line?
MR. MIKE CELATA: I am. Can you hear me?

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: We sure can, and we will turn the floor over to
you, sir.

PRESENTATIONS
UPDATE FROM BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY MANAGEMENT (BOEM) ON WIND
ENERGY DEVELOPMENT IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

MR. CELATA: All right. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate the
council allowing BOEM to speak here today. You know, wind energy
development, I think we’ve talked to the council, or at least some

committees, in the past, and it’s an important -- It’s important
energy being developed in the Gulf of Mexico, and fishing,
commercial fishing and recreational fishing -- You know, they’re

important stakeholders in the process, and it’s very important for
us to present our thoughts and get feedback as we move forward
through the process.

I am Mike Celata, and I used to be the Regional Director for BOEM
in the Gulf of Mexico region, and I actually retired in January,
but I guess I couldn’t stay away, and I am back to work on wind in
the Gulf of Mexico, to help with this process and put a strategy
together and do outreach meetings like this, and so today I'm going
to give you some background, kind of catch you up on where we are,
if you haven't checked in on us recently, or we haven't checked in
on you, and, you know, we’re actually at this final sale notice,
and I will talk about that in a little bit, and there’s an auction
on the 29t of this month for wind.

We’re looking to the future, growing wind in the Gulf of Mexico,
and, really, that’s kind of where we want to get some feedback, as
to kind of our ideas of where we’re headed.

This 1is Jjust a reminder, and this is our process, and it’s a
lengthy process of many years, and, in the Gulf of Mexico, we still
haven't had any leasing, and so we’re at this beginning planning
and analysis stage, and, on the 29th, we’1ll actually have our first
auction, and we’ll talk about the location in a little bit, and
then, after that, companies come in, and they assess the sites,
and they look at the seabed, what kind of turbines they can put in
the Gulf, what kind of -- You know, where the wind direction is
actually coming from, and then they send in a construction and
operations plan of, based on that information, here’s how we want
to develop the wind on our lease.
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Today, we’re really just going to stick to the planning stage, and
I am going to review this area, the RFI, request for information,
call, this area identification, wind energy area, and then touch
on the leasing. If you have any gquestions about the more detailed
stuff, we can probably get somebody from our Atlantic region,
because that’s where the more detailed construction and operations
are ongoing at this point in time.

The important thing, or one of the important things here, is NEPA
environmental reviews and public commenting and public outreach.
Those are critical parts of the process, and we don’t often talk
about those, and they’re not heavily highlighted on this graph,
but that is important, and, again, why we’re here, to kind of get
some feedback.

I wanted to emphasize the public outreach process that we’ve gone
through. You know, we’ve had numerous meetings with people and
engaging. Historically, in the Gulf, with oil and gas, you know,
we have a process where we have Federal Register notices and public
commenting periods, and these are official periods that we get
comments in, and it hasn’t really been as engaging as the wind
energy process.

In the wind energy process, we’ve reached out more to stakeholders
and constituents in meetings 1like this, to make sure people are
aware that the structures are different, the designs are different,
and the impacts to the industries might be different, and it’s
very important that we have a dialogue as we move through the
process.

How did it all start in the Gulf of Mexico? Well, it requires
actually a state to be interested in wind in the federal offshore,
and Louisiana showed that interest, and they asked for a taskforce,
which is federal and state partners and tribal partners to discuss
the plans and the projects moving forward. The map you see 1is
actually the wind distribution for a study that we did with the
National Renewable Energy Lab, and so stronger winds are off of
the Texas and Louisiana coasts, the western part of Louisiana, and
the weaker winds are off of Florida, and so you will see how this
helped play into our decisions to move forward with wind energy in
the Gulf of Mexico.

There is a lot of advantages to being in the Gulf. I mean, we
have the oil and gas supply chain, the capabilities of a workforce
that can be retrained and move into the wind energy development,
but hurricanes, and those impacts on these turbines, is something
that is actively being studied, but it’s a technology issue, and
we expect that to be overcome by the time that any wind turbine is
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installed in the federal offshore of the Gulf of Mexico.

This is a map of the Gulf of Mexico, and the black lines that run
from, you know, kind of north-south and the checkered area is the
planning areas, and so, historically, if you’re familiar with oil
and gas, the western planning area is off of Texas, mostly, and
the central planning area, in the middle there, is off of
Louisiana, mostly, and, when we do this process, we start -- We
try to narrow it down to where we’re actually going to have leases.

When we started going out to the public about interest on wind
energy in the Gulf, we went to both the western and central
planning areas, and we went out to the blue line, 1,300 meters,
because, at the time, that was the technological depth of floating
wind capabilities, and we got interest from folks.

As moved further, we narrowed it down to the red line, which is
the 400-meter water depth line, and it still runs from the Mexico
border, but we cut it off at this wvertical 1line west of the
Mississippi, and that’s partly because of some of the comments
about potential mudslides off the river, and, to the east there,
we have the Breton area, and there’s a lot of bird pathways there,
and so, 1in our first pass, we thought it was prudent to exclude
those areas, and that doesn’t mean that, in the future, we might
not reconsider those areas, but, in our process, we decided to
eliminate those areas as we move forward.

In those comments, these are some of the things that we heard from
people, that they wanted a twenty-nautical-mile buffer for
migratory Dbirds, a twenty-nautical-mile buffer for menhaden
fisheries, and we wanted to remove significant sand sediment
resource areas, and so one of the things that BOEM also does is
provide sand sediment for coastal resiliency and beach
restoration, and so we wanted to make sure that that was available
for states to rebuild the coastline.

The Rice’s whale, which is an endangered whale in the Gulf, and it
was requested for a buffer zone along the 100 and 400-meter area,
and then we removed high to moderate shrimping areas, as a request,
and we put some navigation buffers in, and then, of course, we
coordinated with DOD and removed some areas related to DOD
throughout this process.

One of the things that we learned is that NOAA had already gone
out and done spatial modeling, and they had worked, in the Gulf,
on aquaculture siting, and there was a request that we work with
NOAA and NCOS to do a very similar modeling, and so we did, and
this has been a great partnership. It started in the Gulf, and
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it's expanded both to the Atlantic and to I think Oregon now, and
maybe even in the Gulf of Maine, which is kind of surprising. When
I hear BOEM talk about GOM, to me, it’s always the Gulf of Mexico,
and it will never be the Gulf of Maine, but there is another GOM
in our vocabulary.

This modeling approach is what we use to try to deconflict with
other users, and so you can see here that, in the model -- It’s a
constraints model, and so, basically, those were things that we
decided never to impact at the beginning, simple things like we
have o0il and gas infrastructure and pipelines that we know, in the
first go-round, we didn’t want to involve.

We did the high shrimping areas that were removed, some DOD sites
and things like that, and then we did a suitability model, which
I will talk about in a little bit more, what went into that, and
then we did a tradeoff analysis and a characterization analysis,
and we came out with a result, and on the map is an example, and
so greens are good, right, and reds are bad, and so greens would
generally be, you know, there is less conflict in the model, but
that kind of gives you an example of the outputs of the maps of
where we go, and you can see there’s a grid cell size that we do
use to make that analysis.

Then this is the different datasets that went into it, and, as I
said, this was a constraints model, but, in the model, we had
industry and operations, and we had a fisheries layer, and a lot
of data came from NOAA, and probably from this council and from
data that they’ve collected. Then logistics, economics, national
security, of course, and then natural and cultural resources. All
of these -- We had fifty-four datasets in total, and each one of
these sub-models was equally weighted in going into this analysis.

These are Jjust model layer examples, and so you can see the
electronic logbook data for shrimping, right, and the reds were
areas that were high and that we tried to exclude, and then then
the little blue things are -- I will get into those details, and
those are actually outputs from the model, but they’re highlighted
here to show the areas that were deconflicted with each individual
layer, and, on the right, you will see pelagic birds, and hopefully
those hatch in black areas and it’s very well deconflicted with
where the bird populations are located in the Gulf of Mexico.

We looked at protected resources, and red is, again, areas where
we didn’t want to go, and you can see that those draft wind energy
areas, those black-hatched areas, are either in the yellow or the
green, or the yellow and maybe into the orange, and they are not
in the red area, and the same for DOD, and you can see the red
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areas that got excluded, and orange are questionable, and the
lighter colors are clearly areas that were heavily deconflicted.

This was the output from that model, right, and so the reds were
things that we just said we’re not going to go there, the coastal
menhaden fisheries and the birding and the fairways, oil and gas
infrastructure, and the red out towards the 400-meter line is the
Rice’s whale area, and so the high deconflicted areas were the
greens, and the reds were the areas that we weren't going to go
with from the outputs from this model.

Here, again, are the thirteen deconflicted areas that I kind of
had shown already that came out of the model, and so there was a
95 percent -- The top 5 percent of the areas -- These were
identified, and we looked at areas that were large enough for
leasing, and so there’s still a lot of areas left in the Gulf, but
these were the most deconflicted areas out of them all.

As we move through our process and are narrowing, the next step is
an RFI call, and then it’s the area ID, or the wind energy areas,
and so, in our analysis, we chose two of those areas, I and M, to
go forward to move them into deciding on where our leases would be
for the August 29 auction, and so we have one off of Louisiana,
and we have one area that was off of Texas, and these are the
rationale for why we picked those two out of the model at the time.

Again, this goes into some of the comments that we had, and I kind
of discussed some of those things. We had a lot more concerns
from the U.S. Coast Guard when we did this, and they have concerns
on lightering zones, and so I want to stress that, in the process
we did previously, when we did these wind energy areas, we had the
thirteen that we moved forward to, and we decided to have two.

When we went to the two, we put out a memo, a draft memo, and we
call them preliminary WEAs, and we went out to the public to
comment on that draft memo, and so that’s important, because I
think, as BOEM is moving through the Gulf of Mexico, that draft
memo process 1s going to be skipped, but we have meetings like
this to seek public engagement, so that we can put those comments
that are received directly into our process, as opposed to putting
out a Federal Register notice or a public announcement, and we’re
doing this kind of in smaller meetings, to make those comments.

During that draft, we did change the WEAs a little bit, and not a
lot, but we did take off a few extra blocks, and so I think, in
this process moving forward, and I will talk about it a little bit
more later, there are opportunities still to change, but we would
do that probably at the proposed sale notice stage, the official
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public way.

This is where we are actually, and so we submitted a final notice
for sale, and that sale is on the 29th of this month, and we went
back to, in those wind energy areas, to NOAA and NCOS and did some
more modeling, so that we could pick actual leases in those wind
energy areas, and so you can see, even though we had these larger
wind energy areas, the leases are a subset of those wind energy
areas, and we have three leases that are up for auction, and you
can see the acreage. 100,000 acres is kind of the round estimate
that industry has given us that they think they can make viable
windfarms in the Gulf of Mexico, and so we aimed to have leases
around 100,000 acres.

Then this just shows you how many homes can be powered and the
benefits of, if those areas are leased, how many homes will be
powered, what the power production would be, and that gives you
some distances of depths on those plots.

Then, in our leases, we had -- So you bid a dollar amount, but
BOEM has moved to also providing credits on the bidding, because
they are trying to promote certain activities, and so 1like
workforce training and supply chain development, and so, like I
said before, in the Gulf, there’s a lot of o0il and gas experience
and people who work in that industry, and the supply chain for oil
and gas hopefully can be diverted to supply chain development for
wind, and the workforce can hopefully be retrained to work on wind,
and so there’s an incentive for companies to do that here, but
they don’t have to put the 20 percent up in cash, and they can do
it in this workforce training, if they’re the winning bid.

Another credit was the fisheries compensatory mitigation fund, and
so this is unique to the Gulf, partly because of the o0il and gas
history, and there is a fisheries fund for o0il and gas that 1is
administered through NOAA, and we had the question of why this
doesn’t exist for wind, and so we proposed this, and so companies
can get a 10 percent bidding credit if they propose this, where
they put a mitigation fund, and so that’s 10 percent less cash
that they need to put upfront, but this is a program that they
have to put together on the backside to help fisheries, if there’s
any impacts.

Where are we going? We’ll go back to the thirteen deconflicted
areas, and, again, we took B out already, because of DOD concerns,
and we have I and M that have been utilized, finalized, as wind
energy areas, and that’s where we’re having the lease areas. The
three lease area are in I and M, moving forward, and so there’s
eleven left of these outputs from the model, draft wind energy
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areas that BOEM wants to make a final decision on. Are we going
to finalize them and say we may have a future lease sale there, or
are we going to say, hey, we’re not interested in these areas in
the future, and we’re going to go rerun the model?

Again, this just shows that in a different context, the two that
are out that have the leases and then the other areas that are
still under consideration as we move forward.

These are the kinds of things that -- What we’re trying to find
out —-—- We ran a model, and we deconflicted areas. 1In those eleven
remaining areas, 1is there something we missed? For example, I
know that we’ve talked to the Southern Shrimp Alliance, and they
believe that there is some specific blocks in our wind energy areas
that may still have significant amounts of shrimping, and so we’ve
been talking to them directly on those types of issues, and we
have also questions for industry, and like which ones are
economically viable, and which ones might you bid on in the future,
and then we know -- We kind of got the answer on the last one, and
the minimum acreage is around 100,000, and so we probably, in our
plan, have already decided to move forward with wind energy areas
that are only about 90,000 acres or greater.

There are probably about five of those, moving forward, and I don’t
have the ones in front of me, but we can talk about them. We can
go back to the map, and we can see the ones that have the biggest
areas and probably figure those out as we move forward, and so
these are the types of things that we’re asking for, either today
or you can email me afterwards. We do have a kind of fast
turnaround time here, and the memo is being drafted as we speak,
but the process is continuing.

I think BOEM wants to select the wind energy areas and continue
with dialogue and then maybe remove individual tracts that don’t
actually go up for leasing as we move forward through the process.

Again, we have an email here, where you can send the comments to,
and my email is actually michael.celeta@boem.gov, if you want to
email me directly, but I am available for any questions that you
may have at this time. I think the next slide is the end, and, if
there is -- I mean, 1if there is new data that we’ve missed in our
analysis, it would be good to have that, and, again, we try to
minimize space-use conflicts, and, based on the data we have, I
think we’ve done a fair job of that.

Again, we want to continue engagement as we move forward through
this, and I am available for one-on-one meetings, as necessary,
small-group meetings, and I have specifically been hired back to

42



'_\
O WO JoUldWwWwN

A DRSS WUWWWWWWWWWNNNNNMNNMNNMNNNNR,R R R R R R R R
OJO DB WNRFRPOOVWOJINOEWNRFR,OWOWOM-JIAUTE WNR OWOW-Jo Ul WN -

listen to folks and engage and have a dialogue, and my goal is to
be as frank and straightforward as possible, as I can, and so thank
you. I think that’s it.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thanks, Mike, for the presentation, and, again,
I just appreciate all of the efforts that you and the team from
BOEM have made to try to engage the council on this wind energy
process and keep everybody informed as to the process itself and
the progress to-date and where we’re headed here, and so, with
that said, 1is there any questions, or are there any questions,
excuse me, from any of the council members? Go ahead, Mr. Schieble.

MR. SCHIEBLE: Thank you, Mr. Celata. Just a qgquick technical
question. For the o0il and gas mitigation in Louisiana, our
Department of Natural Resources has basically what they call a
hang fund, and it’s if any of the commercial fishing industry
interacts with some o0il field gear that is left unattended out
there, and it damages a net, they can seek reimbursement for that
damage through that. Is the fisheries mitigation compensation
that you’re addressing here 1in this presentation going to be
handled the same way? In other words, have you reached out to our
Department of Natural Resources to work through that process with
them?

MR. CELATA: Well, I don’t think it’s necessarily going to be
handled the same way, and I would say that I need to reach out to
them, and I haven't been in discussion with them, but we talked to
NOAA about their process in the federal waters. The difference
with oil and gas rigs for BOEM and the wind energy regulations is
that we’ve never -- It’s not in the statute that it allows us to
force a company to do this, right, and, hence, why BOEM is putting
it as an incentive in the lease option, so that they don’t have to
put cash wupfront, right, Dbut they have to put this program
together.

In designing a program, BOEM doesn’t have 100 percent control of
how that program is going to be proposed, and we do have review
rights, and we do -- You know, we can say no, and you need to move
in this direction, but BOEM can’t structure that program upfront
exactly the way we might want to see it, but I'm happy to talk to
DNR a little bit more, so we have all that stuff in our back pocket
and we’re aware of all the different options when a company -- If
a company wins, and they have this in their proposal, that we can
do a better job of steering them in the right direction.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: Thank you, Mike. It looks like we have a hand
up from Andy Strelcheck.
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MR. STRELCHECK: Thanks, Tom. Hi, Mike. 1It’s good to hear your
voice, and I appreciate that you’re back working on this, and I
look forward to working with you going forward. A couple of
things, and one is we’ve had some recent conversations with NCOS,
James Morris, with regard to updated information with regard to
marine spatial planning, and so we are communicating with them
with regard to any data that may be needed, and we can certainly
share that with you going forward, based on what you had requested
in your presentation.

My question really relates to kind of the public input process,
and what made, I think, the first round of Gulf wind a success was
the transparent process, the interagency working meetings, as well
as the marine spatial planning and kind of engaging stakeholders.
You mentioned kind of fast-tracking kind of this next round of
Gulf wind, and so I'm curious about that.

You know, the areas have certainly -- We’ve done a good job of
marine spatial planning, of deconflicting a lot of the ocean uses,
but my recollection is that, you know, the areas that were selected
the first go-round were kind of middle ranked with regard to
deconflicting issues, and so this next go-round could include areas
that might be better than the initial round chosen, as well as
some that are worse, and so can you talk a little bit more about
the public input process and what BOEM is thinking with regard to
feedback from constituents?

MR. CELATA: Yes, and so one is that’s me, right, and, if nothing
else, I am here to listen to everybody, and that’s why I was hired,
right, and so I'm just going to put that on the table, and that’s
my email address, though I'm only working part-time, and so I only
work twenty hours a pay period, but that’s my goal, and so we’ve
reengaged with NCOS, and we’re talking to them, and so these
initial wind energy areas, draft is what we’re calling them, the
outputs from the model, the thirteen, and eleven which are left,
and BOEM wants to decide what to do with them, right, and because
they were the most deconflicted areas.

The two that we picked, the I and M, were in the middle of that
pack of those outputs from the model, and so we think that these
are pretty well deconflicted, and we’re just trying to fine-tune
which ones of these to finalize. We’re also -- Once that process
of finalizing these existing outputs, whether they’re going to be
wind energy areas or they’re not, we’re going to go back to NCOS
and rerun the model, and so we’re going to look at future
opportunities.

If there is new information, and the State of Louisiana has a
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different interest, and so there may be different economic
viability, and we’re talking to them about running the model again
in the Gulf of Mexico, because, yes, things could change, right,
and there may be better areas, but let’s take N for example.

I don’'t know if you’re all -- If we can go back and look at the
map, but it’s a small area off of Louisiana that is east of St.
Charles, I guess, and I don’t know if it’s offshore of Lafayette,
basically, but it’s a small area, right, and it’s not 100,000
acres, but, if you actually look at the model, and you don’t look
at the highest, the darkish greens, and you look at the 1light
greens, which is the next level down of deconflicting, there’s a
significant amount of acreage here that could potentially be
available to developers and still deconflict a lot of the area,
right, and so we are definitely going to go through that.

The public engagement piece -- So there’s a limit to --
Unfortunately, BOEM is -- The agency, and the administration, wants
to get to thirty gigawatts of wind energy by 2030, and the Gulf
has these areas that could be moved forward maybe more quickly
than some of the areas, because of the work we did with NCOS,
right, right off the bat, and it’s a big area, and we picked the
least deconflicted areas.

They want to have another auction, potentially in year, and the
reason they need to do that is because the IRA tied wind energy
leases to 0il and gas auctions, and there is going to be an oil
and gas auction coming up here in maybe September, and so for BOEM
-— Within that year, BOEM can have an unlimited number of wind
energy auctions. After that year, unless they hold another oil
and gas sale, they can’t have any other wind energy auctions, and
so I think they’re kind of using that as a guidepost.

I mean, I’'ve only been back for three weeks, and so this -- I
understand, for some folks, that not putting out a draft wind
energy area memo to comment on is concerning, but I am trying to
be as engaged and get as many comments directly as I can, to be
very similar to that process, and so the only thing that you would
lose is the official comment period, and what that helps BOEM do
is —- To get that draft memo reviewed internally takes a long time.

I still think we’re going to do a lot of engagement, and we still
have the proposed sale notice, which is a clearly public process,
a set period of time for comments, and I think -- This happened
last time, and I showed it in the model, but, even if we decide on
finalizing wind energy areas, a particular box can get removed at
that stage, if there is something we find in these discussions
that impacts the fishing industry or the shrimping industry or
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some other industry, moving forward. That’s a long answer, but I
think it’s -- Hopefully I answered it, but that’s everything that
I have learned since I’ve been back for three weeks and my mindset
as we move forward.

MR. STRELCHECK: Thanks, Mike, and you helped to clarify some of
the questions that I had, and so the only other I guess question
would be -- You know, you’ve kind of left it open-ended, in terms
of communicating with you and through another email address, but
is there kind of time constraints, in terms of where you’re looking
-—- How soon you’re looking for input or when the latest is to
provide input, obviously, for this next round of wind energy in
the Gulf.

MR. CELATA: For the wind energy area decision memo, like as soon
as possible, but, again, in that process -- So I’'m talking maybe
-—- We still have to put out the proposed sale notice, and so all
the comments don’t have to get wrapped up in that memo, but -- So
I think, you know, if we’re talking December, and my understanding
is -- You know, I’ve been hired to work through December, because
the project will be kind of more solidified by then, and so, if
you can’t get something in quickly, and you’re working with me,
clearly I think we have through December to make sure that your
comments are input into the process and either get accounted for
-—- Maybe not here in the wind energy area process, but in the
proposed sale notice process.

CHATRMAN FRAZER: Dr. Walter. Ms. Boggs. I’'m sorry.

MS. BOGGS: Thank you, Michael, for your presentation, and so, on
Slide 25, it says you’re seeking input, I’'m guessing from the
council, and so my concern, and now I’'m going back to Slide 10,
and I just want to make sure -- It appears that everything south
of I, and so it would be A through H, and there looks like there’s
a lot of interaction with the shrimpers, and I don’t know what --

MR. CELATA: I will just say, right now, and so I think -- One of
the critical things that I said is it has to be 90,000 areas,
right, and so A, B, and B is already out because of national
security concerns, C, D, E, and I think none of those are 90,000
acres, 1f I remember correctly, right, and so my guess is -- I
think G is probably -- I think, if I remember correctly, F was
about 90,000, and so we might be talking about ¥, and J, K, L, M,
and then N is kind of a thing on its own, because there may be
some economic reasons to add N, besides the 90,000, and so I don’t
think you’re going to get A, and you’re not going to get B, and
you’re not going to get C, D, E, and I think F was out too, but I
would have to double-check, but those ones in the southwest are
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definitely probably, I would say, are not going to move forward,
and I'm going to just be honest with you.

I can get that information back to someone directly, because I am
pretty sure that, i1f I don’t have that information in my inbox
now, I will have it by tomorrow, and say which specific ones --
Those 1it’s pre-decisional, right, and so it would only be a
recommendation, and then BOEM and the director and above will still
get to decide, but I am pretty sure E and the southwest are going
to be out. I don’t remember what F, G, and H were, but I can get
that information, but it’s the bigger ones that are going to be
the ones that are moving forward, plus possibly N, and so it 1is
the ones, more than likely, that are mostly deconflicted.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: John.

DR. WALTER: Hi, Mike. I'm glad to have you back. Thanks for the
presentation, and I’'ve got a couple of points. One, I think this
really illustrates the value of starting big to ending big and to
getting the spatial planning done in advance, because it does set
a path forward, I think, for the administration to achieve its
goals here, and so I think it demonstrates the value of science in
that process.

The two comments I have, and, one, I think that stakeholder
engagement has been key to that, and having open dialogue with all
of the affected stakeholders was key to identifying good areas
during the first round, and, if there’s going to be a second round,
I think it’s really going to benefit from concerted stakeholder
engagement, and I know there’s a tight timeline, and I guess what
I would say is that, the more that BOEM can open that door for
stakeholder engagement, I think the more successful the process is
going to be and the more deconfliction that is going to happen,
and so I would say try to find those opportunities, either through
a taskforce or through other engagement opportunities.

My second point is that, as we develop more of the Gulf, and we’re
going to occupy more of the areas, it could have potentially a
greater holistic ecosystem impact, and I think that’s something
that we saw from offshore oil and gas. If we knew then what we
know oil and gas became, we probably would have put in long-term
systematic monitoring to be able to identify what the changes that
may have occurred in the system are, and I think this is an
opportunity for offshore wind potentially to do that, and we have
had some conversations about that being part of either the lease
sale notice or bidding credits or something like that, and it seems
like that’s a conversation that we need to continue to have.

47



O o0 Joy Ul dbd WD

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

How could something like that be tied to the lease sale, because
I know that developers are going to have to be monitoring within
their lease, but that doesn’t really get us to the holistic eco-
systemic changes that may occur that are really critical, and what
that is is it’s really it’s the development could support the
science that supports the development.

I think, here, we’ve demonstrated that science has told us where
are good areas for development, and science is going to continue
to tell us where we should continue to develop the blue economy,
and I think using that, and funding that science, 1is actually in
the interest of developers, as well as anyone in the Gulf, and so
is there a potential way that we could tie that support for science
into lease sales? Thanks.

MR. CELATA: So not for August, and so we have those terms and
conditions that are necessarily in the lease for this auction,
but, yes, I mean, we could have terms and conditions in leases
that require things. You know, that’s definitely a bigger question
than me and the Gulf of Mexico, and I think that’s a valid point
though, that we need to have the continued dialogue about.

I would -- So I'm going to make this even a bigger thing, because
we’re talking about ocean planning, and we’re talking about wind,
but we really need to -- This whole ecosystem in the Gulf of

Mexico, we need to talk about a holistic planning process, because
we have aquaculture, and we still have o0il and gas, and we still
have wind, and BOEM 1is going to be in charge of carbon
sequestration, and we can’t Jjust talk about this process in
isolation of wind development, and we need to talk about this as
an ecosystem and a Gulf of Mexico development over time.

Unfortunately, that’s well beyond my time here, but I do think
you’re right that the ecosystem -- That we have to talk about it,
and we have to move that forward, but we have to think bigger than
just wind, and we have to think about all activities, and it’s
going to be critical. Minerals somewhere, and I don’t think there
are any critical minerals 1in the Gulf, but ocean energy
development, ocean -- You know, there’s going to be a lot more
things that happen in the ocean in the future, and this model that
we’ve set up, that NOAA has set for aquaculture, and that we’ve
adapted as a team for wind, really needs to be at the forefront of
all future energy and mineral development in the federal 0OCS, and
so we can talk more about it. I'm happy to focus on the wind
piece, and try to fix that one, but we need to actually think
bigger picture.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: All right. I am looking around, and I am not
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seeing any other hands, but, Mike, maybe I can ask one question
that’s related to your answers both to John Walter and Andy
Strelcheck, and, I mean, so I'm Jjust going to capitalize on a
phrase that you used in your response to Andy of things change,
and that’s the first one, right, and then John commented on the
value of science.

On your Slide 5, one of the things that it shows are the wind
conditions in the Gulf that kind of informed where you might want
to pursue wind energy areas, and those winds are average winds,
and from some historical dataset, but we know that those historical
data are not going to be useful moving forward, right, because the
world is not stationary, and we’ve talked a lot in our council
meeting about climate-ready fisheries and the changing
environment, and, because ocean circulation patterns change in
response to climate change, and ocean dynamics and atmospheric
dynamics are highly coupled, I’'m wondering how BOEM will look at
those processes, moving forward, and what models they might have
used to project future wind conditions, or ocean conditions, and
if there’s an opportunity to access those models and evaluate them.

The reason that I ask that is not so much for the wind itself, but
to gain some insight into whether or not there are data products
available that would allow us to look and evaluate how those
changing environmental conditions might impact our fisheries
resources, you know, for example, pelagic fishery resources.

Again, the question is can you point the council to those data
products and who we might talk to to access them, if they exist,
you know, and it’s quite possible, and I'm hoping not, but, you
know, I’'m hoping that you didn’t just view the stationary moving
forward.

MR. CELATA: I appreciate that, and we fund research, ongoing
research, and one of the things that I asked since I’ve been back,
and I have to go by the answer, 1is because the National Resource
-- NREL, I think they’re supposed to be working on newer versions
of this, and, I mean, these old studies are on our website, and,
you know, I can email Carrie or somebody with those links, and so
NREL would actually have the data and the analysis behind it, and,
I mean, I’'ve only seen the published reports, but we can definitely
engage those discussions, and I'm pretty sure that NREL is looking
at, you know, the future, and how things might change, and I’'m not
-— I Jjust don’t have the knowledge to give you an appropriate
answer on this call.

CHAIRMAN FRAZER: I appreciate that as well, and so, I mean, after
this call perhaps, if you can at least point us to the right
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direction of folks that could answer that question on providers of
those data and data products, and if you could just send it to the
council, by way of Carrie, that would be great. Mike, I'm not
seeing any other hands up around the table. Again, I really
appreciate your time and sharing the information today with the
council, and so we’re going to let you go. Thank you.

MR. CELATA: All right. Well, thank vyou. I appreciate the
opportunity, and, again, feel free to reach out to me directly.

CHATIRMAN FRAZER: All right. We are going to try to tackle some
of the other items on the agenda, and I think I would like to go
first to the 1liaison reports, and hopefully we didn’t catch
everybody, or anybody, off-guard, and so I will kind of go through
the various liaison reports and the spokespeople, I guess, and see
if they’re ready to do that.

In order would be the Texas Law Enforcement Efforts, and I wonder
if Lieutenant Casterline is here. Thank you, sir. I appreciate
it.

SUPPORTING AGENCIES UPDATES
TEXAS LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS

LT. LES CASTERLINE: Mr. Vice Chairman and council members, good
morning. For the record, my name is Les Casterline, and I’'m the
Assistant Commander of Fisheries Enforcement for the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department of Law Enforcement Division.

I am here today to present to you just an overview of our current
joint enforcement agreement with the NOAA Office of Law Enforcement
and go over our individual priorities and give you an idea of the
participation that we had this year in each of these priorities
and the level of enforcement that we’ve seen in the waters here
off of the State 