Summary Meeting Report
Marine Mammal Protection Act Section §120(f) Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force

May 28, 2025

Task Force Attendees:

Shaun Clements, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW); Bob DeLong (knowledgeable
scientist — pinnipeds); Doug DeMaster (knowledgeable scientist — pinnipeds); Joe Dupont, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG); Liz Hamilton, Northwest Sport Fishing Industry Association;
Doug Hatch, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC); Olney (JP) Patt, Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation; Tim Ragen (knowledgeable scientist — pinnipeds); Bob Rees,
Northwest Guides and Anglers Association; Sean Tackley, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps);
Andrew Wildbill, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation; and Jack Yearout, Nez Perce
Indian Tribe.

Moderator/Facilitator:
Robert Anderson, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

Agency Advisors:

Casey Clark, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW); Mike Brown, ODFW;
Lindsey Bull, WDFW; John Cassinelli, IDFG; Diana Dishman, NMFS; John Edwards, WDFW; Mike
Gosliner, Marine Mammal Commission (general council — GC); Sarah Maher, IDFG; Chris McNulty,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration - GC; Larry Phillips, American Sportfishing
Association; Kyle Tidwell, Corps; Shay Valentine, ODFW; Bryan Wright, ODFW; and Chris Yates,
NMFS.

Overview

The National Marine Fisheries Service convened a Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force (Task
Force)! to providle NMFS with a recommendation to either approve or deny the Eligible Entities? August
21, 2024, application. In their application, the Eligible Entities requested that NMFS renew their August
14, 2020, Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) section 120(f) permit (which expires on August 14,
2025) for an additional five years to intentionally take, by lethal methods, individually identifiable

! As required by the MMPA §120(c)(1).

2 The Oregon DepartmentofFish and Wildlife, the W ashington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Idaho Department of
Fish and Game, on behalfoftheirrespectivestates; the NezPerce Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, the Confederated Tribes ofthe Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon, the Confederated Tribes and Bands ofthe
Yakama Nation; and the Willamette Committee.
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California sea lions (CSL) and Steller sea lions (SSL) that are located in the main stem of the Columbia
River between river mile 112 (I-205 bridge) and McNary Dam (river mile 292), or in any tributary to the
Columbia River that includes spawning habitat of threatened or endangered salmon or steelhead. The
Eligible Entities seek no changes to the terms and conditions in the August 14, 2020, permit, other than
to renew the existing permit for a five-year period that would begin on the date of issuance of the permit.

The Task Force met via webinar on May 28, 2025. Attendance included 12 of the 20 Task Force
members representing subject matter experts, fishing organizations, Indian Tribes, state agencies, and
other stakeholders. This report summarizes the major meeting discussions, proposed recommendations
and actions, and next steps for the Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force.

Background

On June 13, 2019, the Eligible Entities submitted an application pursuant to section 120(f) of the MMPA
to the NMFS requesting authorization to intentionally take, by lethal methods, sea lions that are located
in the main stem of the Columbia River between river mile 112 (I-205 Bridge) and river mile 292
(McNary Dam), or in any tributary to the Columbia River that includes spawning habitat of threatened
or endangered salmon or steelhead. As required by the MMPA §120(c)(1), NMFS convened a Task
Force to providle NMFS with a recommendation to either approve or deny the Eligible Entities’ June 13,
2019, application. The Eligible Entities’ application requested authorization for the intentional lethal
taking of CSL and SSL that are having a significant negative impact on at-risk species listed as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in the Columbia River Basin. The
Task Force reviewed the application, the factors contained in section §120(d), and public comments and,
as required by section § 120, recommended to NMFS whether to approve or deny the application. The
majority of Task Force members present at the meeting recommended approving the Eligible Entities’
application requesting authorization for lethal removal. Additionally, the Task Force submitted with its
recommendation a description of the specific pinniped individual or individuals; the proposed location,
time, and method of such taking; criteria for evaluating the success of the action; the duration of the
intentional lethal taking authority; and a suggestion for non-lethal alternatives, including a
recommended course of action. Following review of the Task Force recommendations and consideration
of the requirements of MMPA §120(f), on August 14, 2020, NMFS issued a permit to the Eligible
Entities authorizing the lethal removal of up to 540 CSL and 176 SSL, respectively, over the course of 5
years (85 FR 52330). This permit expires on August 14, 2025.

In meeting one of the conditions of the permit, on December 1, 2023, the Eligible Entities submitted a 3-
year comprehensive report evaluating the impacts and effectiveness of the program, including a
population viability analysis of key population parameters of at-risk fish species to estimate their
extinction risk and evaluate the effectiveness of permanent removal of predatory sea lions as a method to
reduce or eliminate mortality. The Task Force was then convened by NMFS on March 7, 2024, to
review the comprehensive report and evaluate the effectiveness of the authorized lethal removal or
alternative actions implemented, as required pursuant to section 120(c)(5) of the MMPA. The
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comprehensive report submitted by WDFW on behalf of the Eligible Entities described that during the
first 3 years of implementing this permit, a total of 60 CSL and 59 SSL (all adult males) were humanely
euthanized. The report concluded there had been substantial declines in the metrics of sea lion presence
at Bonneville Dam and Willamette Falls, and a quantifiable reduction in predation and quasi-extinction
risk for spring Chinook salmon in the upper Columbia Basin. No specific recommendations were
provided by the Task Force that would improve the effectiveness of the program.

On August 21, 2024, the Eligible Entities submitted an application to NMFS to renew their MMPA
section 120(f) permit. The Eligible Entities seek no changes to the terms and conditions in the August
14, 2020, permit, other than to renew the existing permit for a five-year period that would begin on the
date of issuance of the permit.

If NMFS approves the Eligible Entities’ request to renew the duration their MMPA Section 120(f)
permit for an additional 5 years, the Eligible Entities would be authorized to remove the remaining
balance of sea lions originally authorized for removal in their August 14, 2020, permit from the date of
issuance of the renewed permit. This application was noticed in the Federal Register on March 28, 2025
(90 FR 14119), initiating a 45-day public comment period. NMFS received one comment on the
application. The Task Force was then convened to review the application, the factors contained in
section §120(d), the public comment and, as required by section §120, recommend to NMFS whether to
approve or deny the application.

Meeting Presentations and Discussion
Welcome, Introductions,and Overview

Robert Anderson, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), welcomed the group and thanked
participants for attending, and led the group through a round of introductions. Robert reviewed the
proposed agenda, meeting materials, and Task Force expectations, and asked members if they had any
clarifying questions or would like to make comments or suggest additions to the agenda. Liz Hamilton,
Northwest Sport Fishing Industry Association, asked for an update on funding for implementation of the
removal program to be added to the agenda. There were no other requests for additions to the agenda.
Liz Hamilton also offered a comment on the success of the implementation of the program at Willamette
Falls, noting she appreciated the improvements observed there and how this can serve as an example of
what can happen when this problem is dealt with before it has a big footprint.

MMPA §120 Overviewand Context

Robert Anderson reminded everyone that he had sent a document describing expectations of the Task
Force prior to the meeting, confirmed Task Force members had a chance to review it, and asked if there
were any questions. No questions were raised.
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Robert Anderson gave a presentation that provided an overview and context of the MMPA Section
§120(f). Key topics covered in the presentation included:

e Anoverview of the pnniped removal authority under MMPA section §120 and §120(f),
including key 2018 amendments aimed at improving the process and efficiencies of the program.
This included establishing a geographic area for individually identifiable animals.

e Anoverview of the March 7th, 2024 program evaluation meeting (i.e., review of the 3-year
comprehensive report required by the permit), where the Task Force was able to check-in on the
implementation and effectiveness of the program.

o Eligible Entities provided information through the comprehensive report on
implementation, sea lion-salmon interactions, population viability analysis information
on listed fish populations, benefit analysis of the number of salmonids estimated not to
have been predated as a result of removal program, and a summary of the Bonneville
pinniped monitoring program. [Key metrics from the comprehensive report were not
restated during this permit renewal meeting, but are summarized below for ease of
reference]

m  The report included bioenergetic modeling efforts that estimated approximately
28,696 salmonids were not consumed by sea lions as a result of sea lion removals
(estimated by energetic requirements, not documented consumption), and
population viability analyses indicated reducing pinniped predation on spring
Chinook salmon passing Bonneville Dam from the maximum observed rate of 6%
to an average of 3% had reduced the average probability that a population reaches
quasi-extinction by 1.5%.

m The report concluded removals conducted at Bonneville Dam also resulted in an
unquantified reduction in predation elsewhere in the Columbia River and its
tributaries, and reduced recruitment of new sea lions to Bonneville Dam.

o No specific recommendations were provided by the Task Force that would improve the
effectiveness of the program.

e An update on the number of animals removed so far under this permit. To date the Eligible
Entities have removed 229 sea lions under this authorization (an additional 8 animals were
removed under active prior 120 permits, which are now expired, during this timeframe).

o Of the animals removed under the current 120(f) permit, 117 were CSLs and 112 were
SSLs. One CSL was transferred to the Oregon Coast Aquarium; all other sea lions were
lethally removed.

o All removals were from locations at Bonneville Dam or Willamette Falls; a few animals
had also been removed from the Bonneville forebay (above the dam).
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e A reminder of the purpose of convening the Task Force, and the Task Force’s role, which is to
recommend to the Secretary of Commerce (NMFS) whether to approve or deny the proposed
intentional lethal taking of pinnipeds in the MMPA §120(f) geographic area.

o If the Task Force recommends approval, it must also include a description of the specific
pinniped individual or individuals to be taken, the proposed location, time, and method of
taking, criteria for evaluating the success of the action, the duration of the intentional
lethal taking authority, and nonlethal alternatives, if any.

o In considering whether an application should be approved or denied, the Task Force was
required to review and discuss the considerations included within MMPA §120(d). These
were outlined and discussed during the 2020 Task Force meeting. As part of MMPA
§120(f) changes there were also changes in procedures and timelines; these were included
in the permit issued in 2020.

o The above describes the process the Task Force went through when considering the new
application and permit; in this case all conditions of the existing permit would be carried
forward into a new/renewed permit, if authorized.

Task Force Decision-Making Process and Timeline

Robert Anderson reviewed the 120(f) decision-making process and timeline. He noted that we received
one comment for review and consideration, which he shared with the Task Force in advance of this
meeting. Robert explained that at this meeting the Task Force will discuss whether to renew the permit
for 5 years, and then NMFS will draft a report on behalf of the Task Force summarizing the meeting and
their recommendations, and share it with the Task Force members for their review and comments. After
the Task Force has provided their input a final version of the report will be provided to NMFS. Given
the required timelines, NMFS would need to receive the report and recommendations from the Task
Force by July 27th, 2025, and 30 days after that the Agency will make the decision on whether to
approve or deny the application.

Questions from Task Force Members

Before deliberating on the permit renewal application, some of the Task Force members asked questions
about the status of the current removal program and its implementation in the coming year.

Doug DeMaster asked how much implementation of the program costs.
Shaun Clements replied that he wasn’t sure of exact figures but estimated roughly $500,000 per year.

John Edwards with WDFW estimated their total funding for pinniped removal programs was
approximately $2,000,000 per year, coming from a mix of state and Federal funds.
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Liz Hamilton asked if the Federal funding for FY25 had been dispersed to the states and Tribes already,
and expressed concern that funding that hadn’t been dispersed may still get pulled back.

Robert Anderson replied that he was pretty sure the funding for FY25 had been dispersed already but
could verify, although there is too much uncertainty for NMFS to speak to future funding levels or what
may be coming in the next fiscal year.

Mike Brown confirmed that ODFW had received Federal funding for last year and this year.

Doug Hatch provided an update on Tribal funding for the program, sharing that their cost is about
$250,000 for CRITFC crews to participate in removal program, and BPA has communicated to CRITFC
to expect funding will be less next year but has signaled some funding is still expected to continue.

Casey Clark from WDFW reported that for Washington state program funding they historically
received about $750,000 a year, but the current state budget situation is leading to significant cuts to the
WDFW marine mammal program. Casey shared that they will receive about $560,000 going forward,
which would allow WDFW to continue the core program but limit their ability to expand and do
research.

Bob DeLong stated that the data on measurements of males removed provided in the Eligible Entities’
comprehensive report were helpful, and as far as he was aware we were still waiting for reports on the
age of these animals. He asked for any guidance on when that data might become available.

Casey Clark from WDFW explained that they do remove teeth from each animal euthanized for aging
(sent to a laboratory they contract with), but there should be some follow-up to make sure they can feel
more confident in the numbers they’re getting back because there is some evidence the tooth layers may
not always be accurate. Casey explained that for SSL in particular there is some question about the aging
because the ages seem unrealistically low for the size of the animals. Therefore, additional research
relating estimated age based on layering in the teeth to estimated age based on size is ongoing.

Bob DeLong asked if this aging work would include all animals removed through 2025, and Casey
clarified that the last batch of teeth sent for analysis was through fall 2024, so they would not yet have
data for animals removed this spring.

Proposed Action - Application for Permit Renewal

On August 21, 2024, NMFS received an application pursuant to section 120(f) of the MMPA from the
Eligible Entities. In their application, the Eligible Entities requested that NMFS renew their August 14,
2020, MMPA section 120(f) permit (which expires on August 14, 2025) for an additional five years to
intentionally take, by lethal methods, individually identifiable CSL and SSL that are located in the main
stem of the Columbia River between river mile 112 (I-205 bridge) and McNary Dam (river mile 292), or
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in any tributary to the Columbia River that includes spawning habitat of threatened or endangered
salmon or steelhead. The eligible entities seek no changes to the terms and conditions in the August 14,
2020, permit, other than to renew the existing permit for a five-year period that would begin on the date
of issuance of the permit.

As of today (May 28, 2025), based on the number animals removed to date under the current permit, the
remaining balance of animals the Eligible Entities would be authorized to remove is 423 CSL and 64
SSL, respectively. Collectively, the same number of animals authorized in 2020 would be removed over
10 years, rather than 5 years as initially authorized. Robert reminded the Task Force that there had been
a 45-day public comment period earlier this year, and one comment was received from the Animal
Welfare Institute during that time (which he had previously shared with the Task Force).

Doug DeMaster noted that the comment mentioned monitoring effectiveness of the removal program
on listed runs.

Robert Anderson explained that this is typically included as part of the annual reporting requirement of
the permit, with analysis done with a bioenergetics model included in the report. Robert explained that
because the Task Force went over that information at the program review (referring to the March 7,
2024 meeting) he did not intend for the Task Force to review that information again today. However,
based on those reports Robert recalled that the median value was around ~41k fish not predated based
on the latest annual report that was submitted.

Robert suggested if there are specific questions Bryan Wright or others could get into the details.

Doug Demaster asked if there is any underlying trend data that can be inferred from the first 4 years of
data collected.

Casey Clark explained that WDFW has started reporting a new metric to look at sea lion presence at the
dam, which doesn’t speak to fish consumed/salmon saved but is looking at sea lion days which is a
useful metric for capturing the duration of stay and number of animals. Casey stated that as shown in the
most recent WDFW reports for the project there is a really clear reduction in animals over time,
particularly in the fall. Casey also explained that from Brian’s agent-based modeling, because of reduced
SSL duration in the fall (when they previously had quite long stays in fall months and into spring),
they’ve now seen mostly zero animals in winter months, although the few animals hanging around led to
a large number of sea lion days in those months. Casey further noted that when they generated the
comprehensive report in 2023 they worked with WDFW fish biologists to apply estimated numbers of
salmon saved from the consumption model to a salmon population viability assessment (PVA), and
showed across all runs of Chinook salmon they evaluated there were consistent reductions in risk of
quasi-extinction.

Tim Ragen noted that it looks like the foundations of estimates of effect are sea lion numbers and days
present, and asked if WDFW had a mechanism for incorporating different shifts in run timing of ESA
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fish stocks into this evaluation, noting there are still a number of distinct population segments (DPS) and
evolutionarily significant units that are struggling. Tim asked if there are ways we canuse that to look at
the program and improve it for stocks that aren’t doing well.

Casey Clark replied that the best and easiest (low-hanging fruit) way they could currently address this
is by looking at timing and duration of sea lion presence, which has shown a pretty marked compression.
Casey mentioned there was some prior work done on timing of spring-run Chinook salmon and overlap
with timing of sea lion presence, and asked if it would be useful to revisit that, if looking at duration and
timing of overlap would be valuable. He noted that you would be able to address whether there are
certain runs that experience substantially less overlap with sea lions than previously, although it would
be difficult to get to an apples-to-apples comparison and actually evaluate the predation impacts as
compared to other threats. Casey emphasized that’s why PV A is so valuable, and it would be good to
continue to collaborate with the Corps and ODFW to do more of that kind of work.

Tim Ragen noted that it looks like Willamette Falls removal program has been successful, although
there may be a slight increase in CSLs again, and asked if this is still being monitored.

Mike Brown replied that ODFW is continuing monitoring (January 1 through May) and this is their
12th year. Mike explained that going forward the effort might shrink down (if they remove January), but
ODFW is planning to have monitoring going forward. Mike also mentioned this year there have been
more SSL downstream than up at the falls, but there are still a handful of CSLs around (2-3 this month).

Tim Ragen asked if there is anything we cando to monitor animals lower in the river, and Mike
answered that ODFW has been trying to do weekly boat surveys (which is challenging with staffalso at
Bonneville), but did remove two SSLs from lower in the river earlier this year.

Bob DeLong asked as a pomt of clarification whether the remaining balance of animals to be removed
under the current permit would be a cap on how many could be removed over the next 5 years.

Robert Anderson clarified that yes, that would be the cap.

Bob DelLong stated that this is something the Task Force should consider, because the Eligible Entities
have to date removed 112 SSLs and if there are only 64 left then he could see the program getting in a
pinch in the next 5 years.

Robert Anderson replied that the request sent to NMFS was just to extend the permit with the existing
balance, and that per initial conversations with the Eligible Entities and what they are able to implement,
the balance of numbers seemed close to what they would need. Robert also noted the Eligible Entities
could also apply for additional authorization 2-3 years down the road if they are able to remove the
remaining balance in less than 5 years. Robert stated that there are probably plenty of CSLs remaining,
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but if the Eligible Entities submitted an application for more SSLs that’s when the Task Force would get
nto what numbers would be appropriate. He noted the permitting process is also more straightforward if
we don’t change the scope of the action.

Bob DeLong asked how many SSLs have been removed per year over the past 5 years, and Robert
replied he would have to look back athis records but for this year it would have been 13, and in the first
year was low because it took a while for the program to get going in 2020.

Bryan Wright shared that the average is 23 per year, and the highest was 36 in a year, when combining
fall through the following year (like a fiscal year).

Doug DeMaster reiterated and supported Bob’s point that the Eligible Entities would be likely to reach
a pinch point with SSLs in the next few years, if they continue removals at this rate.

Tim Ragen noted that Casey Clark has pointed out SSLs are declining, so there may be fewer of them at
the dam going forward than in the past 5 years. Tim noted it also might be useful to wait to consider
additional animals because the information they’re getting is helpful in evaluating the success of the
program.

Doug DeMaster stated that he understood Tim’s point that they should wait as long as they can before
requesting more animals, and numbers of SSLs may be going down. Doug also noted there is also a risk
of going a certain amount of time without being able to remove animals, while renewing the permit is
easier if you’re not requesting more animals, so it’s a fine line.

Robert Anderson reminded the Task Force that the application mentions an adaptive approach, where
they can see how things go, and if the Eligible Entities startto approach their limits they can apply for a
new authorization. Robert mentioned the Eligible Entities are likely going to want to look at the process
and the timeline and decide when to apply for a new permit.

Casey Clark noted that from the perspective of the Eligible Entities, the intent was to be forward
looking, and it would be helpful if they can extend and make use of unused balance even for the next 1-2
years, and reduce the impact on the pinnipeds over more years. Casey recognized that the Eligible
Entities likely will atsome point want to pursue a new permit and noted that having an uninterrupted
permit and funding has allowed the removal program to build momentum and be more successful than
when it was while starting and stopping.

Joe DuPont stated that from Idaho’s standpoint, their read of the language was that should they
approach their limit they would approach NMFS to discuss additional management options, which
means they would have to go through the whole permit process again.
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Robert Anderson confirmed that was correct, and the Eligible Entities would need to look at a new
allocation, do a new analysis, and consider it all again. Robert explained that currently we are still within
the scope of what was previously analyzed, so we can continue to use existing analyses and rely on this
for the next couple of years. Robert noted it would be a lot more work (for agencies, Eligible Entities,
and the Task Force) to add new animals, to discuss how to parameterize such an authorization,
monitoring, etc., so there is some economy in this approach.

Liz Hamilton stated that she has two big concerns, 1) the possibility of a one-year gap in the removal
program, and 2) available resources for agencies to process a new permit application. Liz asked if there
is an opportunity to consider the 2020 analysis for an increase in the number of SSLs authorized to be
removed.

Robert Anderson replied that NMFS and the Task Force weren’t requested in this application to look at
more animals, and because past analyses generated numbers that ended up serving as caps for SSLs and
CSLs they would have to do an analysis like this again. Robert further noted NMFS would have to re-do
its NEPA and ESA analyses because those are tied to the number of animals authorized, so the current
decision documents don’t support adding more animals, and NMFS wouldn’t be able to update those
and make a decision in the next few months. Robert stated that any next go around would probably look
different in scope (numbers and potentially locations), which opens up a lot more than what the Task
Force and NMFS are considering under this application.

Mike Brown noted ODFW is going to be doing a survey for the SSL eastern DPS this year and range-
wide next year, and those numbers will be helpful when the Eligible Entities apply for a new permit.

Tim Ragen asked if the Eligible Entities had made any progress on the recommendations made by the
Task Force last year, and asked what the current number of CSLs and SSLs looks like in the lower
Columbia River, which may give us an indication of what we’re up against in the coming years.

Robert Anderson replied that he heard there was a pretty good nflux of animals in the main stem and
lower tributaries this year (there was a big smelt run) and he received calls about sea lions in the Cowlitz
River and other lower tributaries. Tim asked again about past recommendations, such as reducing
artificial haul-outs. Robert replied that in the December 2023 comprehensive report they speak to
progress made on those recommendations, and there was some detail on what they have or haven’t been
able to do on things like removing artificial haul-outs.

Casey Clark pointed the Task Force members towards that report as well, and noted that ODFW has
done a series of drone surveys of haul-outs to get a good time series of abundance of animals at haul-
outs. Casey noted that will begin to tell us about portions of animals in the lower river at different times,
and begin to tell us how much animals at the south jetty in Astoria have to do with the number of
animals in the lower river. Casey mentioned WDFW has also tagged Astoria animals in August (CSLs),
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deploying more than 40 tags in the past two years, and is hoping to do it again this year, which provides
less fine-scale information, but long-term deployments tell us where animals are (lasting 1-2 years per
animal). Casey explained that getting enough of those tags out will help them start to understand how
many sea lions stay in the estuary or surrounding coastal areas, how many are moving north, how many
are coming up the river, and how many are sticking around after the smelt leave. Casey said they are still
trying to get at those questions of abundance in the river throughout year, and mechanisms linking
seasonal food to how many animals come up river and habituate or prey switch once eulachon (smelt)
are gone.

Tim Ragen recommended that the Task Force also consider impacts on white sturgeon, which are not
currently listed, but have been declining and may be considered for listing in the future.

Task Force Deliberation and Vote

Deliberation and Further Questions

In addition to the deliberation and questions raised so far, Robert Anderson requested Task Force
members suggest recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the program, and provide
rationale in support of any recommendations. The Task Force was then asked to vote on whether to
recommend NMFS approve or deny the application to renew this permit.

Sean Tackley brought up the fact that as part of the current permit the Task Force considered darting
and possible methods for removal, and asked whether the Eligible Entities had explored that or any other
methods aside from trapping.

John Edwards stated that they have explored the darting option, and are prepared to use that as part of
their repertoire, however it’s always going to be secondary after trapping. John explained that trapping is
amuch more efficient method in terms of number of animals and success rate, and that even though
they’ve done a lot of work to make sure darting would be safe and humane, even if there is a low
absolute risk darting is still also just a higher risk. John stated that for planning they have darting
available for periods when trapping may be unsuccessful (for example, if only trap-shy animals are
around), but they haven’t run into that situation in recent years when they’ve been prepared to use
darting.

Recommendations to Approve or Deny the Application to RenewPermit - Vote

Task Force members were asked to indicate whether they recommend to NMFS to approve or deny the
Eligible Entities’ application to renew the August 14, 2020 permit for 5 years for intentional lethal
taking of sea lions in the MMPA Section 120(f) geographic area.

Doug DeMaster shared that he understood that the Task Force is in a “thumbs up or thumbs down”
situation for this request, and he had no problem with approving. He noted that he appreciated the effort
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of the states and Tribes in monitoring and estimating the benefits of this work, particularly given how
difficult it is to get funding for research right now.

Tim Ragen then noted that he agrees, and also didn’t have a problem with approving. Tim stated he is
mterested in making sure there is monitoring in-river and in estuaries, and looking at the timing shifts of
ESA-listed fish runs, to the extent those timing factors can be evaluated as Casey described earlier. Tim
stated he believes this work strengthens the argument that we’re doing this in the most effective way we
can for salmon stocks we’re trying to recover.

Robert Anderson asked the Task Force members to individually state their recommendation for the
record, and all members present provided their recommendation to NMFS to approve or deny the
application:

Doug DeMaster - approve [stated in comment above]

Bob DeLong - approve

Tim Ragen - approve [stated in comment above]

Shaun Clemens - approve

Joe DuPont - approve

Andrew Wildbill - approve

Jack Yearout - approve

JP Patt - approve

Bob Rees - approve

Liz Hamilton — approve (raised concerns about the current cap for SSL being inadequate for implementing the
program over the next 5 years, and about continuation of federal funding for this work)
Doug Hatch - approve

Sean Tackley - approve

The following Task Force members were absent:
Traci Belting

CT Harry

Rian Sallee

Peter Hatch

Kelly Dirksen

Dave Blodgett

Jill Fritz

William Hurley IV

Next Steps

Robert Anderson then reviewed the schedule and process for documenting meeting results and
submitting the Task Force report, recommendations, and actions to NMFS.

M arine M ammal Protection Act Section §120(f) Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force M eeting, M ay 2025 — FINAL REPORT
12



Doug DeMaster stated it would help to know how coordination with ODFW, WDFW, and IDFG mesh
with the Federal side. Doug also asked what will happen with NMFS monitoring and research, and if
that would fall to the science centers.

Robert Anderson clarified that within the context of this permit, that responsibility falls to the
permittees, although that’s not done in isolation and we know science center researchers coordinate with
other folks that do pinniped research as much as they can. Robert also explained that as far as funding
and studies, we don’t know what that will look like for NMFS yet, so any statements on that would be
speculation. Robert also reminded the group that as Mike mentioned ODFW will be doing eastern DPS
SSL surveys this year, and we will see what happens with Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) and
Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) programs. Robert summarized that the monitoring that is
required by the permit is the responsibility of the permittee to conduct, and NMFS will work with them.

Doug DeMaster suggested it would be helpful if everyone involved could develop a monitoring plan,
stating who will be doing what and when. He suggested it would be helpful to have more of a
comprehensive idea of what research and monitoring will be done to monitor the impact of this program.

Robert Anderson shared that he would agree, but as has been noted the funding is uncertain. Robert
also agreed that we know we will need this information to evaluate future permit applications, so this
monitoring will need to be done.

Mike Brown offered to have ODFW put together a summary of what they plan to do, and start folding
in what other groups will do.

Doug DeMaster said that if they can get plans even from individual entities that would be helpful, and
suggested maybe WDFW could do that too.

Casey Clark agreed that it helps to have a draft plan, but there is currently so much uncertainty on the
state’s end that he can share what they intend to do, but he can’t tell what leadership will commit to.
Casey shared that between this and the question of whether major changes will take place at Federal
agencies it seems very unclear where we will be in a year or two, so they are waiting to see if some of
these major things change.

Tim Ragen agreed that it is helpful to have a plan, to provide some structure around what you’re
planning, and allows for the Task Force to support them.

Bob DeLong thanked Robert for his planning, and wanted to recognize the Tribes, Oregon, and

Washington for conducting the lethal removal program over the past several years, and being able to do
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it with adequate personnel to do it safely. Bob noted that things in the field don’t always go as planned,
so he recognized that they should continue the same level of safety.

Robert Anderson thanked everyone for taking time to participate and provide feedback and questions.
He committed to keeping the Task Force apprised of next steps and updates as we move through the
process, and adjourned the meeting.
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