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 1 
CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 2 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 3 
Hampton Inn Hotel 4 

Carolina, Puerto Rico 5 
 6 

MAY 24-25, 2011 7 
 8 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 9 
Fishery Management Council convened at the Doubletree by Hampton 10 
Inn Hotel, Carolina, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, May 24, 2011, 11 
and was called to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Barbara 12 
Kojis. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s go through and if everybody could call out 15 
their names, partly so the transcriber knows your voice, but 16 
also so that we have a record of who is here. 17 
 18 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Vance Vincente. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, National Marine Fisheries Service, 21 
Miami. 22 
 23 
JIM BERKSON:  Jim Berkson, National Marine Fisheries Service. 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  Steve Turner, National Marine Fisheries Service, 26 
Miami. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 29 
 30 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Jorge Capella, SSC member. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge “Reni” Garcia, SSC member. 33 
 34 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Mike Sissenwine, SSC member. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, Southeast Regional Office, St. 37 
Petersburg. 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 40 
staff, on the Go to Meeting, we have Walter and Miguel. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, LSU, and SSC member. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL LUGO:  Miguel Lugo with the Southeast Regional Office, 45 
NOAA Fisheries. 46 
 47 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Genio Piñeiro, Council Chair. 2 
 3 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much for everybody attending.  We 6 
do have a quorum.  We have an agenda.  The agenda is the agenda 7 
that was submitted to and printed in the Federal Register.  8 
We’re going over a number of topics today, but the main thrust 9 
of this meeting is to reassess, at the request of the council --  10 
 11 
The Caribbean Fisheries Management Council asked us to reassess 12 
the recommendations that we submitted for the OFL and ABC for 13 
the species and species groups that are not considered 14 
overfished or undergoing overfishing. 15 
 16 
The reason they requested this was a couple of things.  First of 17 
all, the years that we chose for determining OFL were very 18 
different from the years that were chosen from the species that 19 
were undergoing overfishing and overfished and they wanted a 20 
more detailed rationale for why we chose those years. 21 
 22 
The other reason was that some of the years that we chose did 23 
not reflect the same types of fishing areas that are occurring 24 
today.  In other words, the initial years on the list, the 25 
initial years of catch data, were for fishing that occurred at 26 
that time in other areas such as the Bahamas, et cetera. 27 
 28 
Today, of course, with the implementation and enforcement of 29 
various EEZs, fishermen in Puerto Rico no longer fish so widely 30 
and most of the fishing for reef fish occurs just on the U.S. 31 
Virgin Islands and U.S. Caribbean shelf areas and not in -- In 32 
St. Croix might be in Venezuelan waters and those years weren’t 33 
taken into account in the OFL, but certainly the Puerto Rican 34 
fishermen ranged much more widely, in different countries, than 35 
what is today their EEZ. 36 
 37 
We need to look more closely at the catch data and determine 38 
which are the best years to use and we’re going to be going over 39 
rationales and so on.  Steve will be presenting information 40 
about the various catches and the limitations with respect to 41 
the catch data, especially for Puerto Rico. 42 
 43 
We are going to start the meeting with a review of the SSC’s 44 
roles, their responsibilities, and the objectives, just real 45 
quickly, and go over the Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization Act 46 
and annual catch limits, reviewing their language, the 47 
overfishing limit, the ABCs, and the legal implications of each 48 
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and then the role of the SSC in how decisions and motions get 1 
treated at the council level. 2 
 3 
Then we’ll be going over some of the other information on the 4 
previous decisions that were made for the overfished species and 5 
so what I would like to do is just start with Graciela and she 6 
has a couple of slides that she would like to go over and then 7 
we’ll go over to Todd, who has got some information as well with 8 
respect to the responsibility of the SSC and OFL, ABC, et 9 
cetera. 10 
 11 

OVERVIEW OF SSC ROLE, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND OBJECTIVES OF 12 
MEETINGS 13 

 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Basically, what I’m going to do is I’m 15 
going to quote from the MSA.  This is what Miguel gave us.  From 16 
the 16 USC 1852, MSA § 302. 66. 101-627, 109-479, Committees and 17 
Advisory Panels, each council shall establish, maintain, and 18 
appoint the members of a Scientific and Statistical Committee to 19 
assist in the development, collection, evaluation, and peer 20 
review of such statistical, biological, economic, social, and 21 
other scientific information as is relevant to such council’s 22 
development and amendment of any fishery management plan. 23 
 24 
(B) Each scientific and statistical committee shall provide its 25 
council ongoing scientific advice for fishery management 26 
decisions, including recommendations for acceptable biological 27 
catch, preventing overfishing, maximum sustainable yield, and 28 
achieving rebuilding targets, and reports on stock status and 29 
health, bycatch, habitat status, social and economic impacts of 30 
management measures, and sustainability of fishing practices. 31 
 32 
This is a schematic of what the role of the SSC should be in 33 
setting ABC.  If anyone wants to go over this slide, please do 34 
so, but basically, what the SSC does is it gives the ABC 35 
recommendation to the council, who then sets the ACL.  This 36 
doesn’t have any more, but this is a council decision, the 37 
annual catch limit.   38 
 39 
This is the loop that the SSC is supposed to follow and so the 40 
overfishing limit minus the information that you have to 41 
determine an ABC and the ABC is a recommendation that you give 42 
to the council. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are there any questions?  Graciela, how do 45 
accountability measures work as well?  Accountability measures, 46 
when do they go into effect and so on? 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Once the SSC gives the recommendation 1 
to the council, the council then makes the decision from the -- 2 
If you set an ABC, that’s what the council has to use as 3 
determined by law.  That’s your role and that’s what you should 4 
give them. 5 
 6 
Then they are supposed to either decrease that amount, but they 7 
cannot set it over what you have determined to be the ABC.  Once 8 
they do that with the alternatives that are in the documents, 9 
then the accountability measures come in.   10 
 11 
Once the ACL has been surpassed for whatever number of years 12 
it’s decided that you’re going to let it be over that limit or 13 
the council has decided that it go over that limit. 14 
 15 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  This gives the impression that the ABC process 16 
is entirely up to the SSC, entirely a scientific process.  In 17 
fact, the National Standard 1 Guidelines say that the SSC shall 18 
set the ABC based on the ABC control rule. 19 
 20 
The control rule in the Guidelines replaces what was called the 21 
MSY control rule in the previous set of guidelines and my 22 
understanding of this is that control rule is essentially 23 
established within an FMP and it gives the policy input into 24 
what should be involved in setting an ABC and the most important 25 
policy input is the council’s judgment about risk tolerance. 26 
 27 
I don’t think this is actually being implemented well by any of 28 
the east coast councils.  I don’t know about the west coast and 29 
I suspect that there are problems there too, but on the east 30 
coast, I think that basically there’s this tendency to leave ABC 31 
to the scientists. 32 
 33 
There does need to be a process by which this ABC control rule 34 
expresses the council’s risk tolerance, because there’s nothing 35 
scientific about deciding how risky you want to be or not.   36 
 37 
There is a need for the National Marine Fisheries Service, in my 38 
view, to essentially submit the entirety of its National 39 
Standard Guidelines to some process of management plan 40 
evaluation so that it can give councils some guidance as to what 41 
the appropriate risk decisions are, in terms of tradeoffs 42 
between stock depletion and yield. 43 
 44 
Right now, the Guidelines give some vague notion of risk 45 
tolerance.  I think the vague notion is that you shouldn’t 46 
exceed the ACL more than one in four years, but, again, that’s 47 
not very well stated and even if it was well stated, there’s no 48 
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rationale for why one in four is better than one in three or one 1 
in five. 2 
 3 
There no logical basis for that and there cannot be one until 4 
there’s more, essentially, scientific work done to evaluate risk 5 
tolerances and risk tradeoffs. 6 
 7 
Again though, when we go through this process, it would actually 8 
help a lot if there was something in the terms of reference to 9 
an SSC by which the council at least expresses some view on 10 
risk, which may or may not be formally built into an ABC, but it 11 
would at least be in good faith with the sense of the National 12 
Standard Guidelines that talk about an ABC control rule. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you give an example of how this -- If a 15 
council came up with a risk determination, how this would work 16 
with respect to the ABC?  How would they come up with a risk 17 
determination in the first place, with a lack of, especially in 18 
the U.S. Caribbean, with the lack of information that’s 19 
available and then how is that implemented by the SSC in their 20 
decisions? 21 
 22 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  In some councils, they have gone so far as to 23 
state that they want some specific probability of exceeding OFL 24 
and commonly that probability is no greater than 25 percent and, 25 
again, I think that’s owing to the statement in the National 26 
Standard Guidelines about exceeding the ACL once in every four 27 
years, although the relationship really is very fuzzy and 28 
there’s no particular analysis that would guide the performance 29 
of that sort of risk tolerance or probability level. 30 
 31 
This council is not in a position to give that sort of guidance, 32 
but frankly, to me, when it questions the ABC recommendations 33 
that have come forward for stocks that are not currently 34 
designated as being overfished, I take that as some sort of 35 
feedback saying that it wants to be less risk-averse than the 36 
advice its gotten. 37 
 38 
I don’t think that’s necessarily a wrong feedback or an 39 
inappropriate interaction, because, again, ultimately it is the 40 
council’s judgment about risk tolerance and so that guidance can 41 
come in many forms and I think it actually has come in the form 42 
of referring some stocks back to us for further discussion. 43 
 44 
TODD GEDAMKE:  First of all, Mike, thank you.  You really hit on 45 
the essence of the few extra slides that I had to present here 46 
and so that was the main one that I had up next and that’s 47 
exactly the aspects that I was going to talk about. 48 
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 1 
I think that Mike’s comment that the council has asked us to 2 
revisit looking for more risk tolerance in this case, I think if 3 
we look at the time series we select, and Steve will go through 4 
this will a number of different stocks, but let me give one 5 
example. 6 
 7 
There is a few species which have only begun to be exploited in 8 
the most recent past and in that case, averaging zeros from the 9 
first part of the whole time series drops those levels very, 10 
very low and so in that case, the council has asked to revisit 11 
and apply more of a risk in those cases.  In other words, 12 
increasing the ACL. 13 
 14 
However, inversely, if you look at stocks that were fished very 15 
heavily at the beginning part of the time series and you now 16 
have a bunch of low levels, the council has asked to revisit in 17 
that case because they do not want to accept as much risk by 18 
setting ACLs very high, based on the early part of the time 19 
series. 20 
 21 
I think it’s very important to recognize that that question of 22 
risk and how we look at these time periods really is what the 23 
council is asking and not to have a single set for all the 24 
different species, but to take a look at them carefully enough 25 
so that we’re not either putting ourselves in an extremely risky 26 
situation or putting too much risk on the situation and I 27 
believe that’s one of the aspects of the presentation of the 28 
data and how the fisheries have changed over time that Steve 29 
will be presenting. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just think I need to read, just to remind 32 
everybody of some information I sent to you.  This was from Dr. 33 
Crabtree and he indicated that one of the concerns of the 34 
council was that these are healthy stocks that we’re looking at 35 
or at least there has been no determination that these stocks 36 
are overfished or undergoing overfishing. 37 
 38 
Depending upon, and that’s one of the things that we probably 39 
need to look at a little bit at this meeting, and not that we’re 40 
determining whether they’re overfished or undergoing 41 
overfishing, but just generally how concerned we are about the 42 
stocks. 43 
 44 
He indicated that if you set OFL at average catch, which was 45 
what we did for the stocks that were undergoing overfishing and 46 
overfished, for the most part, and not universally, but aren’t 47 
you saying then that overfishing has been occurring, on average, 48 
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about half the time? 1 
 2 
Isn’t that inconsistent with the starting premise that the stock 3 
is healthy?  If you’ve got a healthy stock, shouldn’t the OFL be 4 
a level above average catch?  It seems to me that basing ACL on 5 
average catch should not necessarily mean setting limits below 6 
average catch. 7 
 8 
He just gave the example of what the Gulf Council has been 9 
working on and we’re going to also have presentations here from 10 
Jim Berkson on the document that was sent to you in the mail 11 
that the ORCS working group has come up with, a technique for 12 
catch that’s reliable, but all you’ve got is average catch. 13 
 14 
Based on expert evaluation of the best scientific information 15 
available, and this is what the Gulf SSC has done, recent 16 
historical landings without trend, landings are small relative 17 
to stock biomass or the stock is unlikely to go overfishing if 18 
future landings are equal to or moderately higher than the mean 19 
of recent landings. 20 
 21 
They are setting the overfishing limit equal to the mean of 22 
recent landings plus two standard deviations.  A time series of 23 
at least ten years is recommended to compute the mean of recent 24 
landings, but a different number of years may be used to obtain 25 
a representative level of variance in the landings. 26 
 27 
Set acceptable biological catch using a buffer from the 28 
overfishing limit that represents an acceptable level of risk 29 
due to scientific uncertainty.  The buffer will be predetermined 30 
for each stock or stock complex by the council, with the advice 31 
from the SSC. 32 
 33 
Then he gave examples of like ABC as the mean of the landings 34 
plus 1.5 standard deviations.  The risk of exceeding OFL in that 35 
particular case is 31 percent and so on and so forth. 36 
 37 
He goes on to say I understand we’re in a data-poor situation 38 
and some judgment calls must be made, but I do think the issue 39 
merits consideration.  I don’t think anyone wants to needlessly 40 
reduce landings in an otherwise healthy fishery.   41 
 42 
Those are some of the concerns that he as a council member had 43 
and the other council members supported looking at this, because 44 
if you just choose average catch for your OFL, you are 45 
immediately really asking fishers to reduce their catches and 46 
that may be unnecessary for the groups that we’re looking at, or 47 
at least some of the groups that we’re looking at.  Todd, do you 48 
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want to go through any of the other slides that you had as well? 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think there’s a need for me to go 3 
through.  I think this is really the key point.  The 4 
terminology, there was just some question and some discussion 5 
regarding the ABC level that was passed to the council and what 6 
the council’s ability was to do once they received that level. 7 
 8 
As we just indicated, in the case of an ABC level that the 9 
council believes is too low, they do not have the flexibility to 10 
accept more risk once the SSC passes that ABC recommendation on. 11 
 12 
If that ABC recommendation is higher, they do have the ability 13 
to impose more conservative estimates from there.  I think we 14 
really have kind of a three-step process here to take a look at 15 
and I think that if we can -- We’ve got a lot to do in a couple 16 
of days and I think if we can walk through. 17 
 18 
Basically, we’re looking at, number one, during the last round, 19 
the SSC was uncomfortable providing ABC recommendations based on 20 
average landings for certain species.  21 
 22 
I think really the first question the SSC needs to at least come 23 
to agreement upon is are we comfortable going ahead with an 24 
average catch metric on this and then if we are going to take a 25 
look at average catch, which years are we going to use?  Steve 26 
has information in a presentation on the time series of 27 
landings. 28 
 29 
Then once we have a time series to use, the question there is 30 
then how do we come up with our recommendations from that time 31 
series?  Jim Berkson has a presentation on the ORCS approach and 32 
so I believe we really -- I see that as a linear way of getting 33 
us moving forward.  Does that make sense? 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jim, does that make sense to you in terms of the 36 
order of doing this or would you like to do your presentation 37 
before some of these other discussions? 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  I think the order that Todd mentioned makes the 40 
most sense. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Todd, would you just like to go over that order 43 
again? 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  First of all, three questions.  The first is are 46 
we in agreement that we can take a look at an average catch 47 
metric and provide recommendations from there?   48 
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 1 
Two, which years will we be using to select that average catch 2 
and I think we need to take a look at the groups that are on the 3 
table and the couple of aspects of the species reporting versus 4 
the group reporting, which is basically look at the time series 5 
and data evaluation.   6 
 7 
Steve has that information on that and then the approach to use 8 
once you have an average catch metric and how do we get to an 9 
ABC?  Jim has an approach, the ORCS approach, to present. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are there any comments on that? 12 
 13 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I have no problem with Todd’s recommendation.  14 
I was curious whether we were going to formally consider the 15 
letter from Roy Crabtree as an item for our agenda and make 16 
comment on it, because there are some things that are stated in 17 
it that are of a technical nature that I suspect that this SSC 18 
may not fully agree with. 19 
 20 
It’s a letter that’s apparently on the record to the SSC.  I 21 
believe it’s to the SSC and I guess I think it is appropriate 22 
that we comment if we’re not fully in agreement with some of the 23 
statements in the letter, from a technical point of view. 24 
 25 
That’s part of the reason I was asking about an agenda.  The 26 
formal agenda published in the Federal Register certainly 27 
fulfills the legal need, but it’s often helpful to actually have 28 
a more practical one that sort of lays out all the timing for 29 
looking at the various documents and presentations during the 30 
course of a day and the possibility of whether that letter in 31 
fact is formally a discussion item for us.  I think it should 32 
be.  I don’t care when, but I think it should be at some stage. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that letter could be considered when we 35 
look at how to get to ABC.  That would fit in there. 36 
 37 
JIM BERKSON:  Along with Mike’s comments about a more formal 38 
agenda, I really think it’s important that we have some 39 
mileposts laid out in terms of what we want to get done by when 40 
during these two days. 41 
 42 
If we have any chance at all of getting ABCs put together to 43 
recommend to the council for all of these stocks by tomorrow 44 
afternoon, we have to have certain steps accomplished along the 45 
way to get there. 46 
 47 
If we haven’t agreed on an approach or a time series for use 48 
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with the data by noon tomorrow or even by noon today, we’re 1 
going to have a heck of a time getting ABCs for all these stocks 2 
by tomorrow afternoon and so I think we’ve really got to start 3 
thinking about what has to get done and when. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I had a concern.  Are we talking about the 6 
entire range of groups or is there any particular concern about 7 
some grouping in particular?   8 
 9 
Starting from the letter by Roy, is he really referring, 10 
although not saying -- Does he have something in his mind about 11 
certain groups or a particular group that he is referring to but 12 
not actually mentioning in his letter that we need to actually 13 
put our attention with some priority to or is this just shotgun 14 
and it’s the entire thing? 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  To some extent, it’s shotgun with the entire 17 
thing, but his specific -- At the council meeting, he 18 
specifically mentioned lobster, the spiny lobster.   19 
 20 
That was one he was most concerned about, I think, because, in 21 
part, because if you looked at the data for that, it reduced the 22 
amount of spiny lobster catch that would be allowed in Puerto 23 
Rico appreciably, because of the long list.  That was one that 24 
he was -- He felt that lobster was a healthy stock and so there 25 
was no indication that that wasn’t. 26 
 27 
JIM BERKSON:  My understanding is to meet the requirements of 28 
the Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization for these stocks that come 29 
up in 2011, in theory, we need to have our recommendations for 30 
ABCs for all of these stocks that are in this 2011 category. 31 
 32 
We need to have these done by tomorrow and that’s why I was 33 
extremely concerned when I first heard that we only had a two-34 
day meeting to accomplish this. 35 
 36 
I think it’s doable if we can get through and get to some sort 37 
of agreement about the data and then come to some sort of 38 
agreement about the method and really break down our work 39 
assignments in a way that makes sense, but it’s a very tough 40 
challenge, to put it mildly, for our group in two very short 41 
days. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Please state your names first.  Jorge Sais was 44 
the second-to-last speaker.  We just need to get that straight.  45 
I agree.  What I would like to do is to see that we get through 46 
an agreement, because this is essential, an agreement regarding 47 
average catch metric, assuming that we agree that we can use the 48 
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average catch metric and are willing to come up with OFL and ABC 1 
based on the information that I would like Steve to present, his 2 
information on years to determine average catch. 3 
 4 
If we can get some determination of what we want to utilize for 5 
average catch, and this is probably going to be group specific 6 
and species specific, but if we can get through a large amount 7 
of that before lunch, I think we’ll be well on our way. 8 
 9 
If we can get through the whole thing before lunch, that would 10 
be even better and then we can go over how we would determine 11 
ABC based on that information that we have, what mechanisms 12 
we’re going to be using for determining ABCs. 13 
 14 
What I would like to do, if nobody has got any other comments 15 
and if you can try to keep your comments brief if you do, what I 16 
would like to do is have a discussion about whether we agree 17 
that we can use the average catch to determine, and it doesn’t 18 
mean that that is OFL, but determine as the basis for 19 
determining OFL.  Maybe the agreement has to be that we can as 20 
an SSC. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Barbara, just before we go on, I just had one 23 
question, I guess directed to you.  You mentioned in your 24 
opening statements that the council has requested that we give 25 
additional rationale for recommendations on ABC. 26 
 27 
I thought that at the last meeting that we gave a pretty 28 
detailed rationale for the years that we selected.  Could you 29 
elaborate on what additional rationale the council is expecting 30 
from us? 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The council wanted, first of all, they wanted 33 
something in writing with respect to that.  They also wanted -- 34 
They were concerned about the fact that we didn’t specifically 35 
go through and indicate why we were changing the years being 36 
used to determine OFL and ABC from the years that were 37 
previously chosen for the species that were undergoing 38 
overfishing and overfished. 39 
 40 
They also wanted to know, to a certain extent, because this was 41 
brought up in the meeting, why we were including, for example in 42 
the case of Puerto Rico, the initial years which included 43 
catches from other countries, in essence, the shelves of other 44 
countries. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  To your second point, which I understand fully, 47 
you mentioned that we selected different years than were 48 
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selected for species that were underfished or undergoing 1 
overfishing and so that implies, if I’m not mistaken, that we 2 
should keep to the same years unless we justify using other 3 
years for these non-overfished or undergoing overfishing species 4 
and is that correct? 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If I understood you, and I didn’t catch 7 
everything, but yes.  Here we use these particular years for the 8 
species that were undergoing overfishing and overfished and now 9 
what’s the rationale for using other years for the species that 10 
aren’t undergoing overfishing and overfished? 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Basically the council or National Marine 13 
Fisheries Service staff, one of the two or both, seems to have 14 
concerns that we used different years in our analysis for those 15 
species not overfished or undergoing overfishing than were used 16 
for species that were overfished or undergoing overfishing. 17 
 18 
I guess that implies that we are either stuck, constrained, to 19 
using the same years that were used for species undergoing 20 
overfishing or overfished or we have to do a better job simply 21 
justifying why we are going to use different years.  That’s the 22 
point I was getting at. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s correct. 25 
 26 
JIM BERKSON:  I think the issue is even bigger than this and 27 
that’s because the methods to work with stocks like this are 28 
currently in various stages of development all across the 29 
country. 30 
 31 
The issue of how to develop ABCs for these data-poor stocks is a 32 
relatively new issue and a lot of people have been working on it 33 
and this working group, this national working group that I’ve 34 
chaired for the last year-and-a-half, has been reviewing these 35 
methods as well as developing our own method. 36 
 37 
The methods are going to continue developing and it’s an 38 
iterative process and I think the question is, when you’re asked 39 
this question, you have to look at all the methods that are out 40 
there and decide what’s the best available at the time and what 41 
method should be used at the time. 42 
 43 
I think the methods that are on the table now are not the same 44 
as the methods that were on the table three months or six months 45 
ago and so this is why I wanted to talk about the ORCS report 46 
and the methods that are reviewed in there at this meeting as a 47 
possible improvement to what’s been done in the past. 48 
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 1 
The working group made up of folks from all over the country, 2 
really good scientists from all over the country, seem to think 3 
that it is an improvement over what’s been done in the past.   4 
 5 
I think we’re beyond looking at just saying what years should we 6 
be looking at and should we do it the same way we did it three 7 
months or six months ago to actually talking about what method 8 
makes the most sense to work with at this time. 9 
 10 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I remember last time we had a long discussion on 11 
the dates and the intervals.  Statistically speaking, I tried to 12 
push the point that being selective in the intervals is really 13 
dangerous on a long-term basis. 14 
 15 
If we start being selective, when we have a really long time 16 
series, which we hopefully will have in a few decades -- If we 17 
start choosing, then eventually you might prove anything you 18 
want to prove if you just select the right piece of the data.  19 
That’s why I always push to use all the data or everything you 20 
have available unless you have a very specific reason to throw 21 
it away. 22 
 23 
I’m just trying to express some caution in this, because being 24 
selective in a statistical analysis is a no-no and we are the 25 
SSC and how come we are doing that? 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s try to go and look at first -- We’ll just 28 
go through this in the logical order that Todd suggested, which 29 
was are we in agreement that we can use the average catch metric 30 
to determine the OFL and ABC?  Now, that doesn’t mean that 31 
average catch is going to be OFL or ABC, but that is going to be 32 
the basis for which we start on our determination. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA:  What else do we have? 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You summed it up better than I could have, Reni.  37 
I think that we don’t have a whole lot of detailed information 38 
in front of us.  I think we have average catch and I think many 39 
of the councils and SSCs in the country for data-poor species 40 
have been looking at an average catch metric.  I think that 41 
that’s our starting point and that’s what we’re going to have to 42 
go with. 43 
 44 
VANCE VINCENTE:  There is something else, but I think that we 45 
have not explored it to its full extent and that’s fisheries-46 
independent data.  How much of that are we going to be using to 47 
determine ABC? 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We might be using it when we come to -- If we 2 
determine and get a consensus that average catch will be a 3 
basis, we’ll be determining how we use that average catch from 4 
the fisheries-independent surveys as well as everything else, 5 
because average catch is just a basis for starting. 6 
 7 
Just as indicated, Roy Crabtree said in the Gulf Council they 8 
use that and then say OFL is two standard deviations or you 9 
could say and there’s lots of other metrics that are presented 10 
in the ORCS working group report as well that could be used for 11 
determining OFL and so on. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow up, to tie the two together, as 14 
Jim mentioned, the methods have been improving since we first 15 
started considering the ACL process, but I also want to make a 16 
point that we have been doing data evaluation throughout this 17 
process and last week, we were basically pulling together a 18 
whole lot of the fishery-independent information that we have 19 
available.   20 
 21 
Do we have that for us right now?  We do not have that available 22 
right now to tie into the process, but we are improving the 23 
information that we currently can put on the plate as part of 24 
the SEDAR process. 25 
 26 
The key point I wanted to make is that this is a dynamic 27 
process.  We’re both looking at improvements in methods and also 28 
a greater detailed evaluation and additional information and as 29 
that becomes available, this is going to be an iterative process 30 
and we can revisit it and go from there. 31 
 32 
From what I’m hearing, I think we’ve got average catch on the 33 
table as a starting point for the discussion and I really would 34 
suggest or recommend that we start taking a look at the data 35 
that we do have available. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I am assuming we have a consensus about using 38 
average catch as the base metric.  Does anybody object to that? 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Again, responding to the comment that was 41 
made, we don’t have anything else and so we have to use it, but 42 
I think we should be pretty clear as to what we actually have. 43 
 44 
We have average catch, which gives us some sense of the scale of 45 
the fishery.  If we didn’t have average catch, I could say I 46 
think the MSY is a million tons and Steve could say no, it’s a 47 
thousand and we would be making equally valid statements. 48 
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 1 
The fact that there is some catch gives us some sense of whether 2 
it’s a thousand or a million and scales it, but there’s very 3 
little more information than that.  After that, somehow we are 4 
making a judgment as to whether the average catch over whatever 5 
period is too high or too low relative to MSY and how far away 6 
it is. 7 
 8 
There’s no escaping that that’s what we are doing.  If we had an 9 
evaluation of the fishery-independent data, the length 10 
frequencies and so on, we would have a scientific basis for 11 
making that statement, but otherwise, we’re simply making a 12 
judgment and we’re simply using average catch to sort of scale 13 
that judgment, to see whether it’s about a million tons or a 14 
thousand pounds. 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  I would suggest a more appropriate way to word 17 
this is we want to use the time series of catch rather than 18 
average catch.  The ORCS approach specifically says that if you 19 
have extreme outliers that don’t make sense, you may not want to 20 
use those or there are other cases where it may be more 21 
appropriate to use the 75th percentile, let’s say. 22 
 23 
The approach goes into detail about why you might want to use 24 
one versus the other and so I think we should be talking about 25 
using the time series of catch. 26 
 27 
The second thing I would say is that in our report, the ORCS 28 
report, where we looked at all of these different methods, both 29 
national and international methods that looked at what you do 30 
when you only have catch data, every one of these methods relies 31 
on expert judgment. 32 
 33 
There is no way that you can apply one of these methods without 34 
expert judgment or informed judgment, whatever you want to call 35 
it, playing a critical part in each one of these methods.  That 36 
just has to be accepted and that is the role of the SSC. 37 
 38 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I just have a question.  Are there any forecasts 39 
for what the populations will do?  Is anybody running models 40 
based on the data that say by year such and such the mean 41 
landings, the average, will be that, so that we can sort of 42 
compare? 43 
 44 
I work at modeling and in modeling, you don’t have the 45 
validation and so how do we do validation to what we are doing 46 
here?  At what point do we say we are forecasting and we do this 47 
and based on what we do, we expect this and then we compare?  48 
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I’ve never seen that dynamic. 1 
 2 
JIM BERKSON:  When all you have is a time series of catch, that 3 
doesn’t give you the information necessary to actually provide 4 
you with the population dynamics needed to do any kind of 5 
forward projections, unless you’re willing to make an awful lot 6 
of assumptions and an awful lot of expert judgments that most 7 
population dynamics scientists aren’t comfortable making. 8 
 9 
That’s why we’re left with the ORCS methods that are out there 10 
right now that are just basically using this time series of 11 
catch and incorporating scalers or other dynamics to it.  12 
 13 
If we had more information, if we could do something like some 14 
sort of production curve or have some idea of how the population 15 
responds at different levels, we could do exactly what you’re 16 
talking about, but we’re not there.  That’s our whole issue. 17 
 18 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a final comment.  Maybe we should work, at 19 
some point and maybe not today or tomorrow, but what do we need 20 
to get there?  Maybe that’s the real question. 21 
 22 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I appreciate the recommendation of Jorge 23 
Capella about doing some modeling and implementing some theory 24 
work, even though you have to make many assumptions, but it 25 
gives you more room to decide as to where to go rather than just 26 
taking a mean. 27 
 28 
The only thing I feel a little bit uncomfortable about -- Using 29 
averages, I don’t have any problems in using averages, but I 30 
think that we do have the numbers to not only look at a central 31 
value, such as the average, but we should use some kind of an 32 
index of dispersion, whether it be the standard deviation or the 33 
mean standard of error, the variance, the range, the mode, or 34 
whatever. 35 
 36 
We really should be able to use the error of those numbers to 37 
make judgments as to it’s better to use, for example, 0.00 to 38 
0.05, because it has less dispersion, less error, but we’re not 39 
even using that.  Just sitting on that central value seems to be 40 
not very scientific. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s more or less move on, as long as we have a 43 
consensus.  I think Jim’s comment was very good that what the 44 
consensus is is that we do want to use the time series of catch 45 
as the metric. 46 
 47 
We’re not using average catch because we may determine that 48 
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we’re going to use something else besides just average catch, 1 
but it’s the time series of catch that’s available is what we’re 2 
going to be using as our metric or as the basis for our decision 3 
making.  Does anybody disagree with that? 4 
 5 
Okay, then let’s go on to Steve’s presentation on what we 6 
actually have as far as the time series of catch and the caveats 7 
and weaknesses, I guess, of the catch data from various years, 8 
so we can determine what time series we use. 9 
 10 
A question, Steve.  Do you want to go through this per species 11 
or are you going to go through this in each species group or 12 
what have you or is this going to be just a general overview of 13 
everything and then we go back to the species or species groups? 14 
 15 

STEVE TURNER PRESENTATION ON SPECIES AND SPECIES GROUPS 16 
 17 
STEVE TURNER:  I have basically a presentation put together that 18 
looks at a lot of the commercial fishery as an aggregate, very 19 
quickly, and then I move into the FMU groups of interest to this 20 
meeting, the 2011 FMU groups. 21 
 22 
I have focused on five of the seven or eight groups because of 23 
their landings levels and I’ll show you that.  I do have the 24 
information here for the remaining three groups and can put that 25 
up pretty quickly. 26 
 27 
I also have some species-specific information, some of which 28 
you’ll see here, because many of these FMU groups are comprised 29 
of one species, or primarily one species.   30 
 31 
I’m going to be fairly general and deal with the primary FMU 32 
groups, to give you some idea of what I’m thinking about.  I 33 
think it might be sensible to run through the presentation and 34 
then perhaps move into more detailed questions if you want to 35 
move in that direction.  Utility of using the Puerto Rican 36 
commercial landings for setting ACLs for 2011 FMUs --  37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Steve has laid out how he’s going to work through 39 
this, with the FMUs and also looking at some species-specific 40 
information.   41 
 42 
Bill, do we by any chance have copies or hard copies of that 43 
Table 1, just so that people can follow the FMUs and the 44 
species?  If we don’t have that, I think that would be helpful 45 
for people to have around and so maybe we could print that out 46 
during lunch time. 47 
 48 
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STEVE TURNER:  I also have the annual landings for each of the 1 
FMU groups in a table, if that’s of interest.   2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Todd, I’ve got the data, but not printed out and 4 
so if Steve doesn’t have it, I have it by year and we could 5 
print it out, maybe at lunch or something. 6 
 7 
STEVE TURNER:  I would have to print it out.  I don’t have it on 8 
a slide or anything.  It’s too detailed for a slide.  Moving 9 
along, I’m going to be looking at the consistency of the 10 
information we have available for calculating average landings. 11 
 12 
The primary factors I’ll be thinking about are the expansion 13 
factor that’s been used for calculating total landings from 14 
reported landings. 15 
 16 
I’ll be looking at the accuracy of the species identification.  17 
This is basically do we have aggregates, like filefish is 18 
combined or grouper is combined, as shown in the 2010.  What 19 
does that imply for what we have? 20 
 21 
Changes in gears, this really would affect catchability and if 22 
you’re assuming that your average landings are you’re extracting 23 
something constantly out of the resource, you need to do it in a 24 
consistent manner. 25 
 26 
If you’ve switched say from trap gear to line gear, they’re 27 
going to exploit different parts of the population and that 28 
would be even if your catch was stable, because your gear has 29 
changed, you really might not be in a stable condition. 30 
 31 
While here I say species-based information where possible, what 32 
I’m referring to is essentially my feeling that where possible 33 
it would be sensible to base ACLs on species and then aggregate 34 
across species up into an FMU, so that as the assessments move 35 
forward, you’re working in that framework, but that’s simply my 36 
opinion. 37 
 38 
Consistent method needed, the expansion factor, we need a 39 
consistent method.  The primary difficulty is that not all 40 
fishers report and so for the first part of the time series, we 41 
have a participant-based expansion factor and this is 42 
calculated.  It’s not really an expansion factor, but it’s sort 43 
of a reporting factor. 44 
 45 
It’s reporting fishers divided by total active fishers and so 46 
this is a participant-based, the number of people based, and 47 
this was used from 1983 to 2002.  It turns out we do have 48 
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information where we can calculate this to present, but we don’t 1 
have that available today.  2 
 3 
From 2003 to 2008, and 2008 was applied to 2009, we have a 4 
weight-based factor.  Here is reported weight over sampled 5 
weight from all fishers landing in surveyed ports.  This is an 6 
important step forward, we think, but there is some 7 
inconsistency in the time series. 8 
 9 
Here’s an illustration of that.  This is basically -- I believe 10 
this is all the finfish.  It may include lobster, but I believe 11 
this is finfish and so the darker red line, the lower red line, 12 
is reported and the upper line is the calculated expanded. 13 
 14 
The vertical line at 2003 splits on the left, the participant-15 
based expansion factor, and on the right is the weight-based 16 
expansion factor.  I need to point out that the weight-based 17 
expansion factor that I’m using here is region-specific and then 18 
I aggregated those to calculate the total landings for the 19 
entire island. 20 
 21 
If we look at the expansion factors themselves on the left, the 22 
upper left is the way it’s reported in -- It’s a graph of the 23 
way it’s reported in many documents, as reported over expanded. 24 
 25 
This is essentially a ratio that you have to use as a divisor 26 
when you’re calculating your total landings, your expanded 27 
landings.  On the lower right, to me, is an easier way to look 28 
at it. 29 
 30 
The participant-based expansion factor fluctuates from roughly 31 
1.25 to 2, with a mean somewhere around 1.5 or so, whereas the 32 
landings-based expansion factor, the way I’ve calculated it on a 33 
regional basis and then aggregating, to come up with this 34 
island-wide value, is more like an average of 2.25. 35 
 36 
Now, 2005 is an odd year.  There were a variety of things going 37 
on.  I think the calculations need to be reviewed, but I think 38 
there were a number of things going on and so there, in 2005, we 39 
have a much larger multiplier to get up to the total landings. 40 
 41 
The primary message here is there’s some inconsistency in the 42 
way the data that we have available today are calculated and so 43 
the SSC should keep this in mind as we move forward in our 44 
discussions today. 45 
 46 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Your previous slide, which when I looked that, 47 
my impression was there isn’t much difference in the expansion 48 
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factors whether it’s participant-based or weight-based.  The two 1 
curves are pretty much parallel and look to be about the same, 2 
whereas in the next slide, when you actually look at the 3 
expansion factors, they’re considerably different.  Can you 4 
explain how that comes about? 5 
 6 
STEVE TURNER:  We’ll go back to the first slide.  I think the 7 
gap between the reported and the expanded are similar.  They’re 8 
about a million pounds or something, but with the declining 9 
landings, reported landings, in 2003 and later, we’re still 10 
getting roughly a million, three-quarters of a million, pounds.  11 
It looks the same, but we’re multiplying up a smaller number.   12 
 13 
We do have this problem.  Now, Todd has done some work on an 14 
alternative calculation that was done for the annual expansion 15 
factor, that was done on an island-wide basis, and that puts it 16 
in a more consistent pattern than compared to the participant-17 
based.  Is that correct?  We don’t know, but it is available and 18 
potentially we could look at that later. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have just one comment here.  The decline in 21 
reported landings, is that a function of the fishermen being 22 
angry at the government for implementing the new fishery 23 
regulations or is that a function of an actual decline in 24 
landings? 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  I think Daniel should address that.  I would 27 
suggest we go back one slide.  I think there are a couple of 28 
things active here. 29 
 30 
DANIEL MATOS:  It’s true.  After 2004 to the next three years, 31 
the commercial fishers were very angry with the DNER because of 32 
the implementation of the new fishing regulations that affected 33 
them. 34 
 35 
Also, we observed from 2008 to the present, we observed an 36 
increase in the reports and an increase in the participation.  37 
However, we are observing a decrease in the number of active 38 
commercial fishers and so it’s complicated. 39 
 40 
STEVE TURNER:  One message we have here from Daniel is there 41 
actually is potentially some decrease in the active commercial 42 
fishermen, which would suggest that some of this decline could 43 
be associated with reduced effort.  Really what I think we need 44 
to concentrate on is consistency in the data for use in 45 
establishing a proxy for MSY. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You mentioned about 2005 and I see a big 48 
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peak in the expansion factor or the amount expanded.  Can you 1 
comment, what are the main issues on 2005?   2 
 3 
I know late in 2005 was the regional coral bleaching event.  4 
That actually happened in late October, but aside from that, 5 
what are the things that are very special about 2005?  Could you 6 
just refresh my mind? 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think with 2005 in particular what we really 9 
need to focus on there is the calculations that were done for 10 
that expansion factor.  I have a number of plots we can look at 11 
later.   12 
 13 
The expansion factor for two of the regions multiplies the 14 
reported landings in those areas by factors of I believe between 15 
ten and seventeen-fold, with a divisor of 0.08.  I think we are 16 
in the process of revisting those years. 17 
 18 
I think that the point that Steve was getting at and Daniel just 19 
touched on is in that 2003 to 2004 period, we have both a change 20 
in methodology, a change in management regulations, and the 21 
environment and cooperation of the fishermen during that time 22 
and so there’s a break point. 23 
 24 
2005, we do have a large peak that I think is a result of the 25 
calculations rather than tied to a biological process and we’re 26 
in the process of revisiting that. 27 
 28 
DANIEL MATOS:  I remember that for the year 2005, we also had a 29 
great number of lobster, spiny lobster, landings.  That also was 30 
a very good year for the lobsters.  Maybe this increased also 31 
the landings. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Steve, I have a question.  Do we have this 34 
summarized someplace where we’ve got all this information, so 35 
when we go over this that we’ve got all the caveats for each of 36 
these years summarized, so that when we make a decision about 37 
what time series that we’re going to be using, it’s right there? 38 
 39 
STEVE TURNER:  I do not have a document that goes along with 40 
this presentation, if that’s what you’re asking for. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, in essence, that’s what I’m asking for, or 43 
some slide that has this year and this is what the caveats are 44 
for this year and this is for this one, especially for things 45 
like that peak there and some of the other stuff. 46 
 47 
STEVE TURNER:  A quick way to do it would be essentially to 48 
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figure out how to print out this presentation and then we could 1 
at least use that as reminders. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think printing that presentation -- I didn’t 4 
want to suggest that for someone else’s presentation, but I 5 
think that that would be a very reasonable way of having some of 6 
this at our fingertips, so when we go back and discuss that we 7 
can look at it, at least these first set of slides. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is it possible to do that, Graciela? 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I believe so. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you would just copy it and then while we’re 14 
discussing this, we can get this printed out. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My recommendation would be to allow Steve to 17 
continue going through this.  We’ve got lunch and an hour during 18 
that lunch time period and someone can go about getting that 19 
done. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Somebody could be doing it while he’s doing his 22 
presentation, too.  He could just copy it and give it. 23 
 24 
STEVE TURNER:  Moving along, there are some questions about 25 
consistency in the expansion factor.  Commercial landings, 26 
accurate species identification, we have periods or we have some 27 
groups for which we have family-level identification and no 28 
species-level reports. 29 
 30 
We have situations where there is a single species reported for 31 
an entire family.  That may be the case or it may be that 32 
there’s inaccurate identification of the species actually 33 
reported as say white grunt, but I think Daniel can address that 34 
when we get to it.  There will be a couple of those questions. 35 
 36 
Then we have some odd patterns in the earliest years, 1983 to 37 
1985, ten and twenty-fold declines in those years, and I think 38 
Barbara has pointed out the reason for that.  A potential 39 
explanation would be removal of fishing from non-Puerto Rican 40 
waters, essentially, or Bahamas and other areas, but we can 41 
address that as we see the data. 42 
 43 
Commercial landings and species identification, this is all 44 
finfish.  You see here that we have about a half-a-million 45 
pounds a year for many of the years of unclassified species, 46 
whereas, and this is groupers and snappers and this is not just 47 
the FMUs we’re concerned about, whereas we have one-and-a-half 48 
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to two-and-a-half million pounds of species-specific 1 
information.  This is the sort of thing we’ll see in subsequent 2 
slides. 3 
 4 
Consistent exploitation pattern, the gears used, changes in 5 
gears in the overall fishery, and then we’ll move along to the 6 
FMUs. 7 
 8 
The overall fishery, here we have all finfish.  Basically, we 9 
see an increase, gradual increase, in line fishing over time, 10 
though a fairly consistent pattern in the proportion of lines 11 
from roughly the early 1990s, mid to early 1990s, to the late 12 
1990s. 13 
 14 
We see a fairly consistent decline in traps.  The blue line at 15 
the top left tends to slope downwards, though it’s relative 16 
flat, from -- It’s this line here and it’s relatively flat in 17 
this time period and so for all species combined, this time 18 
period might be a rational time period, but this includes 19 
snappers and groupers and parrotfish, which we’re not addressing 20 
today. 21 
 22 
Here are the average landings 1995 to 2002 for the FMU groups of 23 
interest.  I’ve focused on these here and I have this 24 
information available.  I can print it out for you and I’ve 25 
focused on these, which are the larger catches. 26 
 27 
For the grunts, the largest volume of all of them, we see some 28 
very high landings early on.  In every one of these figures, 29 
upper is landings in pounds and lower is proportion and it’s 30 
gear. 31 
 32 
Here, now this line, the yellow line, everything is white grunt 33 
and there’s a tiny, tiny amount of other species, whatever the 34 
blue grunt is and I think that’s the only one.  What’s going on 35 
with 1983 to 1985?  Presumably that’s the elimination -- This 36 
decline is the elimination of the fishery in the Bahamas and 37 
other areas. 38 
 39 
There appears to be relatively consistent patterns in 1986 to 40 
2002 in terms of level of landings.  There’s some gears that 41 
there’s clearly a lot of noise in the gears.  Perhaps there’s 42 
some consistency in roughly 1997 to 2002. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Can I ask a question at this stage?  If you go 45 
back a couple of slides, your total expanded landings in some 46 
years, such as 2000 to 2005, were approximately the same as in 47 
1983 to 1985, yet now on this most recent graph you’re showing 48 
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white grunt declining by a factor of three or four. 1 
 2 
Why might that be the case, I guess?  Is that with a catch of a 3 
certain species in foreign waters or do you have any possible 4 
explanation for this? 5 
 6 
STEVE TURNER:  Walter, are you asking about what’s the 7 
explanation for the decline from 1983 to 1985?  Is that your 8 
question? 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It seems to have been hinted that it’s some 11 
fishing in foreign waters, yet if you look at the aggregate 12 
catch that you presented a couple of slides ago, landings, or 13 
the expanded landings, from say 2000 to 2005 were basically 14 
equivalent to the 1983 to 1985. 15 
 16 
That slide right there shows that roughly about 2005 to 2000 17 
were equivalent to that amount being harvested in the early to 18 
mid-1980s.   19 
 20 
Is that if they’re reducing effort in foreign waters, does that 21 
imply that they may be increasing in these certain years in the 22 
territorial waters that would explain the roughly the same 23 
amount of landings in these different time periods? 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  The volume of landings here is very different 26 
than what we were looking at for the grunts.  Here, we’re 27 
looking at seven-million pounds and I would have to look at the 28 
species involved here.  This could be all species or it might 29 
include conch and lobster.  I would have to go check on what I 30 
used to create this graph. 31 
 32 
Basically, the species composition is very different.  We 33 
clearly see the decline.  My understanding is the vessels that 34 
were fishing in the Bahamas and other areas are no longer 35 
fishing or they’ve switched to completely different fisheries.  36 
They’re large vessels and not the sort of vessels that are 37 
fishing in Puerto Rico now and is that correct, Daniel? 38 
 39 
DANIEL MATOS:  Not for the grunts, because most of the deepwater 40 
snapper fleet, they’re targeting the silk snapper and the queen 41 
snapper and so the grunts are not included in that.  42 
 43 
STEVE TURNER:  What happened to the vessels that were fishing in 44 
the Bahamas and other areas?  Did those vessels shift into the 45 
Puerto Rican fishery or did they go some other place?  Were they 46 
sold outside the area? 47 
 48 



25 
 

DANIEL MATOS:  I remember that they were decreasing the number 1 
of the vessels and I started in my position in 1988 and at that 2 
time, they had probably only 50 percent of that fleet and in the 3 
next two or three years, they disappeared. 4 
 5 
They sold out to other persons and those vessels are not in the 6 
local fishery anymore.  Maybe one or two stayed, but they’re 7 
gone.  They’re gone and also, I remember for 1983 -- In 1985, I 8 
was a marine science student with Jorge and Graciela and do you 9 
guys remember the La Parguera sanctuary and the commercial 10 
fishers? 11 
 12 
They decided to not report the statistics to the DNER and do you 13 
remember that?  Maybe that’s why we have this decline in the 14 
reports. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just one comment, Walter, as well.  They did say 17 
that if you look at that information, to a certain extent if you 18 
ignore 2005 data for that overall catch level, if you ignore the 19 
2005 data, there is a decline from the 1983, 1984, 1985, 20 
probably, data. 21 
 22 
Steve did mention the fact that they were going to relook at the 23 
2005 data, because they thought that there was a problem with 24 
that. 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  My suggestion is we move along and try to focus 27 
on consistency of the dataset that we’re examining. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If you could just go back to that last slide, 30 
Steve, I think the focus on consistency is very important and, 31 
Daniel, one of the points of this slide is participant-based 32 
expansion factors and weight-based expansion factors. 33 
 34 
At the early part of the time series, from 1983 through 1987, 35 
there was a slightly different calculation that was done for the 36 
expansions and they said that the calculation of those factors 37 
are not well described, Matos-Caraballo in 1990.  Can you 38 
comment on changes in methodology for that expansion in the 39 
first few years of the time series? 40 
 41 
DANIEL MATOS:  If I remember, I remember that Dr. Suarez-Caabro, 42 
who was the original Director of the Commercial Fisheries 43 
Statistics Program, I think he used the 0.75 percent for many, 44 
many, many years. 45 
 46 
That’s what he did for many, many years and then we started to 47 
compare the commercial active fishers with the participants and 48 
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so you’re right. 1 
 2 
STEVE TURNER:  I think that’s an important point.  It sounds 3 
like in the early years that a number that may not have been 4 
based as robustly on observations was used.  An assumed value of 5 
75 percent was used, whereas subsequently a value calculated 6 
from the census of active fishermen and reporters was used. 7 
 8 
Now, that’s still a very crudely calculated value, in that one 9 
value is used for multiple years, one census value is used for 10 
multiple years. 11 
 12 
The number of reporters is generated from the available data, 13 
the trip tickets that came in, and so that’s easily calculated, 14 
but the census is carried over from year to year.  Is that 15 
correct? 16 
 17 
DANIEL MATOS:  Not year by year, but maybe four or five years.  18 
It’s not on a regular basis.  It’s when the funds were available 19 
and so we did a census in 1988, in 1996, in 2002, and in 2008.  20 
Those are the four commercial fishing censuses we did. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If I look at this and it says participant-based 23 
expansion, that means to me that it’s based on the number of 24 
people who are fishers who are registered versus the number who 25 
are actually turning in their reports and so it wouldn’t be a 26 
standard 0.75 or something like that.   27 
 28 
You would be varying from year to year and it looks like that’s 29 
what happened as well.  You can do that a number of ways in a 30 
participant-based, but I don’t think that that’s a standard 31 
metric. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s just the point of clarification that I was 34 
trying to get there, is that that is the general approach, but 35 
from 1988 through 2002, there was a consistent methodology based 36 
on these three different surveys during that time period. 37 
 38 
Prior to 1988, the methodology is not very well described and so 39 
just for consistency of time period, you really have 1988 40 
through 2002 and then, as Steve pointed out, there’s been a 41 
change in the methodology in 2003. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a comment here and I’ll try to 44 
contribute in some of this.  I think one of the main 45 
uncertainties that we have in this whole analysis is related to 46 
the fact that fishing on spawning aggregations was banned after 47 
2005, I believe it was. 48 
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 1 
The fact that the fisheries aggregations were banned doesn’t 2 
mean that they were not still be fished and perhaps thinking 3 
about red hind and mutton snapper, those are two species that 4 
were significant contributors to the entire finfish catch for 5 
reef fisheries in Puerto Rico. 6 
 7 
The fact that we don’t really know how much of that is included 8 
in these reported landings may actually shift those lines up and 9 
down in ways that we don’t really have any idea here of where 10 
are they going. 11 
 12 
Because those are massive, massive catches, I think that we 13 
should consider that with great uncertainty in these analyses 14 
and keep it in mind when we are trying to make decisions, 15 
because nobody here in this room really has any idea of where 16 
those data really are in our spreadsheets. 17 
 18 
STEVE TURNER:  Are you saying that since the imposition of 19 
management measures that it’s possible that the amount of 20 
underreporting has increased? 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have a pretty good idea that that is the 23 
case.  I am a fish buyer.  I buy fish from fish markets and I 24 
keep seeing those freezers full of red hind and mutton snappers 25 
during their spawning aggregation seasons.  I wonder if those 26 
guys are reporting that fish and I don’t think so. 27 
 28 
They’re still being fished, but they’re not being reported.  I 29 
don’t see any people as independent surveyors or people trying 30 
to obtain that information.  I see the freezers full of mutton 31 
snappers and I see the freezers full of red hind.   32 
 33 
I don’t see DNER people doing anything to account for those fish 34 
and so in my mind, those fish are lost, are lost in space, in 35 
time, and there’s a link in our data, in accountability, for 36 
those catch.  That’s what I’m afraid of. 37 
 38 
I am also concerned about the fact that we don’t have any idea 39 
about the effort, variability, throughout all these time series.  40 
I have also a concern about what Daniel is saying about 41 
commercial fishermen declining in time. 42 
 43 
All those are big concerns in this data, but particularly with 44 
regards to the fish spawning aggregations, because perhaps for 45 
mutton snapper, that could account for 80 percent of the annual 46 
catch. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  To put your comments in the context of evaluating 1 
the time series of information, your concerns surround some of 2 
the regulations that were implemented through the SFA and some 3 
of the closures, correct? 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Correct. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That would suggest that there may be an increased 8 
change in behavioral reporting from 2005 onward.  I think just 9 
for the record, let’s note Reni’s concerns regarding potential 10 
changes in reporting or misreporting rates from 2005 onwards and 11 
that, I think, is the nugget. 12 
 13 
STEVE TURNER:  The other thing I would report, that I would 14 
comment there, is the species that Reni is talking about are not 15 
the 2011 species.  Those are snappers and groupers, which were 16 
dealt with in 2010. 17 
 18 
Now, still, if fishermen are hiding catch, maybe they’re hiding 19 
their other catch from those same trips and I don’t know.  It is 20 
a concern, but those specific species are not ones that we’re 21 
going to be looking at today, except in some of our aggregated 22 
looks at the data.  Can I move along? 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  We looked at the grunts and we saw the decline 27 
and there’s some indication of consistency in landings from the 28 
mid to late 1980s up until about 2002.  Gear is less consistent, 29 
though there is indications of consistency from roughly 1997 to 30 
approximately 2002. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You keep saying 2002 and I’m not sure if that’s 33 
just on automatic mode, because I look at this and from the 34 
data, 2004 looks like a reasonable cutoff for that. 35 
 36 
STEVE TURNER:  I’m not focusing very much on after this time 37 
period because of the change in our metric.  This is the weight-38 
based expansion and this is the participant-based and so I’m 39 
cutting most of my discussion at 2002 because I have the 40 
inconsistency across this vertical line.  Yes, there may be 41 
consistency afterwards, but is that artificial or not?  I don’t 42 
know. 43 
 44 
Jacks, in the upper we have one of our examples of classified 45 
and unclassified species.  We have 40,000 to 60,000 or 80,000 46 
pounds of unclassified jacks from the early 1980s until roughly 47 
2002 or 2003.  Then we see a decline in the unclassified jacks. 48 
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 1 
We see an increase in the species-specific information and I 2 
think this is mostly bar jack.  We can look at that later.  It’s 3 
not clear to me what’s going on here.  If we add the two 4 
together, and I’m sorry I didn’t put a total line on here, 5 
they’re probably pretty similar in terms of totals from the late 6 
1980s until 2002. 7 
 8 
Now, that’s doing it by eyeball off the top of my head, but 9 
they’re not very different in terms of catch, total catch, for 10 
the FMU group, but clearly we have some species identification 11 
problems or species specificity problems. 12 
 13 
There’s probably consistency in landings at least through 1996 14 
and maybe later.  Now gear consistency, I think we have pretty 15 
good gear consistency.  You can even start in the late 1980s up 16 
to 2002 and definitely, in my opinion, the early 1990s to 17 
roughly 2001 or 2002. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Looking at the data, do you have any idea 20 
why the line and the net data -- It is like perfectly 21 
contradicting patterns.  I’ve never seen anything like that. 22 
 23 
STEVE TURNER:  This is proportions, right?  This is not 24 
landings.  This is proportion of the total and so I could -- If 25 
you would like, I can extract this in terms of poundage, but 26 
probably the poundage is bouncing back and forth between these 27 
two by whatever it is. 28 
 29 
You’re talking about 10,000 pounds and so each year it’s 30 
bouncing around between the two gears by 10,000 pounds, which to 31 
me is not very much.   32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If I run some kind of correlation analysis 34 
of this, it is like if the data has been modeled to exactly an 35 
opposite trend. 36 
 37 
DANIEL MATOS:  I have an idea of what’s happening.  During those 38 
years, there is a trend in the marketing and the fishers change 39 
from finfish to more lobster that they’re targeting and they use 40 
more other gear and also the deepwater snapper increased in this 41 
time and so we observed a decrease in the use of the nets, 42 
except for the lobster.  They are using more of the trammel nets 43 
and the gillnets to catch lobster during the October, November, 44 
December of every year. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is fine, but there is something wrong 47 
with that dataset.  There is something funny.  This looks like a 48 
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voice separation graphic of some sort, in which every single 1 
point draws in the opposite direction between nets and between 2 
line.  There is something, I can assure you.  There is something 3 
wrong. 4 
 5 
STEVE TURNER:  I would like to see this in terms of absolute 6 
poundage and see what’s going on, rather than proportions. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we need to move on.  It’s a good point, 9 
but let’s move on, because otherwise we’re not going to get 10 
through this.  Todd, do you have any comments? 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, all I was going to say that the key word is 13 
“proportion” in this case.  We’ve got two gears and when one 14 
gear has a reduction in use for one year, the other year is 15 
going to make up for it and that’s why you’re seeing the mirror 16 
image in this case.  You’re looking at a percent of a total and 17 
so I agree and I think we should move on.  The pattern there 18 
doesn’t concern me. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think Todd just had the exact same point I 21 
was going to make.  It has to add up to 100 percent and so if 22 
the catch with one gear decreases, the other one has to increase 23 
so that totals to 100. 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  Boxfish, basically we have everything is -- 26 
There’s no species specificity in the boxfish is what this upper 27 
slide tells us.  In terms of gear consistency, things look 28 
pretty consistent from the late 1980s through 2002. 29 
 30 
The wrasses, wrasses are a bit odd.  We essentially have Spanish 31 
hogfish and I believe the yellow one, it looks like the label 32 
has been cut off.   33 
 34 
The upper line there that’s yellowish is hogfish, the normal 35 
hogfish, and they’re starting at zero at 2002 and going up to 36 
about 20,000 pounds in 2003 and we have unclassified hogfish and 37 
so there’s essentially one data point in 2003 of 20,000 pounds 38 
of unclassified wrasses.  Is everything normal in hogfish?  I 39 
don’t know.  The increase and decline of Spanish hogfish is 40 
concerning to me.  41 
 42 
Gear patterns, in the first place we’re dealing with very low 43 
levels of landings and so gears are going to bounce around.  44 
Perhaps there’s some consistency in 1991 to 1997 and another 45 
time period of different gear configurations is maybe 1998 to 46 
2002 or so. 47 
 48 
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Triggerfish and filefish, once again, it’s about 80,000 to 1 
100,000 pounds a year.  It looks like there’s consistency and 2 
everything is queen triggerfish.  There are no filefish recorded 3 
or if they are, they’re very, very little.  It looks like 4 
there’s some other species recorded there.  There is a gear 5 
consistency in perhaps 1996 to 2001 or so.  1996 would be a 6 
little after that peak, somewhere in here. 7 
 8 
I think that’s what I have for now.  I could go to species-9 
specific information, but maybe you want to have a general 10 
discussion before we do that.  That’s up to you.  Species 11 
specific is only a few species.  We’ve seen the primary species 12 
here.  It’s hogfish, white grunt, I think one of the jacks. 13 
 14 
DANIEL MATOS:  Many of the species you will be working today are 15 
not targeted by commercial fishers and are not marketed in 16 
Puerto Rico to fishing consumers.   17 
 18 
They don’t eat them and so that’s why we have short data on that 19 
and as I mentioned before, for the last eight or ten years, the 20 
commercial fishers are targeting more spiny lobster, deepwater 21 
snappers, and probably dolphinfish and the reef fish.  They have 22 
decreased fishing activity on the reef fishes. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just have a question in organization with 25 
respect to this, Steve.  Do you think it would be best to just 26 
go over those groups that you have done, because there’s a lot 27 
more species and species groups to consider here, but we could 28 
just go over -- You’ve gone over those species and species 29 
groups and should we go through those and determine what years 30 
we’re going to use for the time series? 31 
 32 
STEVE TURNER:  Basically, I think there’s eight FMU groups 33 
listed here.  Now, I skipped spiny lobster, conch, and 34 
parrotfish.  I’ve gone over them. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Surgeonfish. 37 
 38 
STEVE TURNER:  There’s grunts, there’s goatfish, there’s 39 
porgies.  I have something on that if you want to see it and 40 
there’s squirrelfish, but there’s very little landings.  Maybe 41 
the easy way to address this is to go back to this slide. 42 
 43 
Here are the eight FMU groups.  Now, I skipped the porgies, the 44 
goatfish, and the squirrelfish at 20,000 pounds a year or at 45 
40,000 pounds a year.  If you want to go over them, I have the 46 
data, but we’ve seen a lot of noise at 80,000 pounds a year and 47 
I would expect we’re going to see even more noise with these 48 
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smaller FMU groups. 1 
 2 
We have the data plotted and maybe not for one of these.  Maybe 3 
not for squirrelfish, but that would take me a short amount of 4 
time to do it.  I can do it if you want to go into those 5 
details. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  In my presentation about the ORCS approach, it 8 
includes a discussion about how you would handle the time series 9 
of data and things you might want to consider, like what to do 10 
with outliers, et cetera, on a case-by-case basis. 11 
 12 
Rather than coming up with an overall decision for all stocks 13 
now before we decide on a method, we may want to look at how 14 
this method would be implemented and look at those 15 
considerations, just with a test case, let’s say. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That might be a good idea.  I’m just looking at 18 
the time series of data.  That’s what I thought we were looking 19 
at now, is just looking at what time series of data that we have 20 
to use and then we would go -- These would be the years and we 21 
could probably change it for each species group if we need to, 22 
but then we’ve at least eliminated some of these time series at 23 
this stage and have a rationale for using these years.  I think 24 
we’ve had a lot of information that’s come from everybody here 25 
and so, Jim, what do you recommend? 26 
 27 
JIM BERKSON:  I think that if the group can do that, that would 28 
be a good way to start, if we feel we have that information. 29 
 30 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Can you go to the grunt decline graph?  If you 31 
look at what I’m leading into, number one, is you superimpose 32 
the catch over the decrease in the use of traps for fishing, 33 
they correlate extremely well.  Do you see what I mean?   34 
 35 
Look at the blue graph for the traps and how they declined from 36 
1983, the use of traps, up to 2009 and also look how could that 37 
change in gear explain the variation in the number of landings?  38 
It’s really something that we need to look at. 39 
 40 
When I saw that, it led me to think that -- I think that we have 41 
the data, you have the data, to set up some kind of a matrix to 42 
see what percent of the variability, of the variance, of all 43 
those numbers by year can be explained either by changing gear, 44 
number of fishers reporting, number of storm events that 45 
occurred in that year, because we need to explain the variance.  46 
That’s what science is all about. 47 
 48 



33 
 

At this point, it seems to me that we have all the information, 1 
but it needs to be synthesized to see how much of the variance 2 
can be explained by what, by numbers, number of fishers 3 
reporting.  I think that’s what we really need to look at. 4 
 5 
STEVE TURNER:  I guess my reaction is to establish an average 6 
catch, you’re looking for a period of consistency.  If you’re 7 
going to use average catch as a proxy for MSY, you need a period 8 
of consistency. 9 
 10 
We have clear indications here of inconsistency.  You might be 11 
able to say there’s a consistent period in here, though this 12 
decline is a bit of a concern, this in other gears.  You could 13 
say this is a consistent period.   14 
 15 
Now, we have inconsistency between here and here, because we’ve 16 
heard today that there’s a different calculation method for the 17 
expansion factor, and then we have inconsistency between here 18 
and here.  In terms of most consistent time period, there’s 19 
this. 20 
 21 
To me, that doesn’t take a great deal of analysis.  Now, one 22 
might challenge that decision in terms of variability and things 23 
like that, but these are relatively simple statistics.  We’re 24 
looking for some -- I think we’re looking for some fairly simple 25 
metrics. 26 
 27 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’ve heard discussion just moments ago about 28 
consistency in the reporting of the catch and explaining 29 
variability and I’m not sure that either one of those are really 30 
what we’re interested in here. 31 
 32 
The first thing that we need is that we actually believe the 33 
catch and maybe when Steve is talking about periods of 34 
consistency, he’s really trying to get at this is a period where 35 
we actually believe the catch more than some other period.  If 36 
that’s the intent, then yes, that’s what we are looking for, is 37 
a period when we think our estimates of the catch are the best 38 
estimates we can have over some period of time. 39 
 40 
Explaining the variability and why catch varies from year to 41 
year really isn’t the issue of concern.  What we want to do is 42 
have some sense of what’s happening to the stock during the 43 
period of time for which we think we have an accurate 44 
representation of the catch.  Is the stock increasing or 45 
decreasing or stable, basically? 46 
 47 
Unfortunately, we don’t have information on that and I’m not sue 48 
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how we’re going to deal with that, other than make, frankly, 1 
what will be a heroic assumption. 2 
 3 
In examining this information, first and foremost, our concern 4 
is finding some period of time when we think it is actually an 5 
accurate reflection of what the catch is.  Second, we have to 6 
make a judgment as to what we think the stock status was during 7 
that period for which we have an accurate reflection of the 8 
catch. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would just like to make one suggestion.  It 11 
looked like in the years, and Daniel needs to probably come up 12 
and confirm this, but that we would want to just at least 13 
eliminate some years to begin with, like 1983 to 1985 or 1986, 14 
because that was when Puerto Rican fishermen oftentimes landed 15 
catches that were caught outside of Puerto Rican waters and not 16 
the Puerto Rican shelf. 17 
 18 
Then the other thing to look at is the fact that the expansion 19 
methodology changed from 2003 onward and that may have changed 20 
the way the catch was determined and so that maybe needs to be 21 
eliminated as well from Puerto Rico, but I would like Daniel to 22 
comment on that.  What are the years, Daniel, that you would say 23 
Puerto Rican fishermen stopped -- What year did they really stop 24 
fishing in other country’s waters, in essence? 25 
 26 
DANIEL MATOS:  After 1992 or 1993 or maybe 1996, that this 27 
commercial fishing was ended. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Fishermen continued to fish not just on their 30 
shelf and when do those landings reflect the Puerto Rican shelf 31 
area? 32 
 33 
DANIEL MATOS:  When I came to the office, I never received a 34 
report from those people and I’m sure from 1988 we don’t have 35 
data from the reports from outside of Puerto Rico.  I’m very 36 
sure of that. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree completely with the uncertainties 39 
about the data or the catch data for these until late 1980s 40 
datasets, which I would tend to agree that we shouldn’t probably 41 
consider that, particularly perhaps regarding the deepwater 42 
snappers. 43 
 44 
Those fishermen were actually targeting deepwater snappers and 45 
groupers, particularly the snappers group, but I’m very 46 
concerned that even though this later part, from 2005 to 2009 47 
period of data, it’s kind of like highly variable. 48 
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 1 
There is still like a down trend in several species and I 2 
consider that that might be real and it may reflect the 3 
intensive fishing effort on spawning aggregations that may have 4 
been happening since the year 2000, where most of these 5 
aggregations were actually discovered and the fisheries over 6 
those aggregations was intensive for several years. 7 
 8 
I feel two things, one that we don’t have the information to 9 
account for that and two, that the trend might be real.  I don’t 10 
know where we stand with regards to that, but being 11 
conservative, as we should, with the great uncertainty of the 12 
data that we have, it is my opinion that we should consider the 13 
information that we have down to 2009, particularly with -- Even 14 
though it might be highly variable from year to year and it may 15 
not seem to be very stable, it may still reflect for some fishes 16 
and I think that we should go one-by-one to make sure, because 17 
those downward trends may be real. 18 
 19 
Unfortunately, we don’t have the data on effort, which is what 20 
would really bail us out here, but it would be very, very -- I 21 
have my reservations regarding discarding the most recent data 22 
from these finfish fisheries. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  A question, Reni.  You keep talking about the 25 
spawning aggregations that are fished, but which of the groups 26 
that we’re looking at right now have spawning aggregations that 27 
might have been targeted during that time period, because we’re 28 
not looking at groupers and we’re not looking at snappers. 29 
 30 
My only familiarity is like with margate and fishermen will say 31 
that the only time they really catch margate in St. Thomas is 32 
when they spawn, but I don’t know of any of these other species, 33 
I don’t think, that have that sort of spawning aggregation 34 
susceptibility that groupers and snappers have. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that the effort increases 37 
greatly during those times.  The line fishing increases greatly 38 
and they might be catching the targets of the spawning 39 
aggregation, but they’re catching everything, because the effort 40 
increases so much during those times. 41 
 42 
They actually go out fishing and they just don’t get mutton 43 
snapper.  They actually, instead of fishing effort of two boats, 44 
you might have a fishing effort of twenty boats. 45 
 46 
That is what actually makes the difference not only for the 47 
target species, but for all the other species as well and that 48 
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is my main concern.  If conch and lobster are included in those 1 
graphs, and not on that one obviously, but for the others that 2 
he was referring to, but I would cautious as well and not for 3 
the first part of the graph, of the dataset, but for the later 4 
years, particularly from 1988 on. 5 
 6 
I would not tend to discard any of that data and we went through 7 
that the last meeting and I think that we voted on that and the 8 
reasons were actually very well discussed and we might want to 9 
discuss that again and we are probably going to arrive at a 10 
similar place.  That’s my perception on this. 11 
 12 
STEVE TURNER:  Mike raised the question of our faith in the data 13 
and we don’t have independent metrics of how good these data 14 
are.  What we do have is from 1988 to 2002, we have censuses of 15 
the number of active fishermen and we know the number of 16 
reporters and that’s what is used for the expansion factor. 17 
 18 
Is that a good expansion factor?  I don’t know.  There’s 19 
certainly a great deal of uncertainty when you go to a species-20 
specific basis or an FMU-specific basis.   21 
 22 
It certainly is going to contribute uncertainty when you’re 23 
multiplying times 1.5 or some other number like that, because 24 
there’s a lot of uncertainty in that, but we have a consistent 25 
methodology and we’ve had a substantial number of port agents in 26 
the field working with the fishermen over that time period. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just have a question.  To just compare the 29 
methodologies, did you also do this participatory analysis for 30 
the 2003 to 2009 data as well, to compare it with the new 31 
technique that you’re using? 32 
 33 
STEVE TURNER:  We haven’t yet, but we expect that we’ll be able 34 
to.  The data exist to be able to do that, but we haven’t done 35 
that. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just one point of clarification there.  We have 38 
the participant-based to a weight-based change in 2003 and we 39 
also have an island-wide to a regional calculation that has 40 
changed. 41 
 42 
There’s two aspects in the change in the methodology in there 43 
and we expect to be able to get a participant-based, but I think 44 
the key point is that there’s clearly different ways of 45 
calculating at that point in time and there’s two different 46 
aspects to it, participant to weight and also island-wide to 47 
regional. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you think that your new method is better than 2 
the old method and that the data is more accurate for from 2003 3 
to 2009, that we could trust those landings more or catches? 4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I have some real questions, in particular about 6 
2005, for the expansion factors that were calculated there.  I 7 
myself have calculated using island-wide calculations as opposed 8 
to regional and we get some disparate signals that are poking 9 
up, depending on how you do the approach. 10 
 11 
In the end, where do I have the most believability and where do 12 
I have confidence in the way that it’s been done?  I think we’re 13 
still going to be looking at the expansion factors from 2003 on.  14 
We are going to be continuing our evaluation on that, but at 15 
this point in time, I think up to 2002 is the most consistent 16 
and the most believable. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  It might be a little premature to bring this up, 19 
but these ACLs are dynamic and not static.  Ultimately, 20 
somewhere down the road, we are going to have to update them and 21 
so we’re going to have to cross this transition and I’m just 22 
wondering how that might influence the choice of years and all 23 
of the discussion we’re having here. 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Could you be more specific about what you just 26 
said? 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’re trying to set an annual catch limit based 29 
upon a year sequence that will be used in the coming years, but 30 
we will go back and revisit that annual catch limit, I would 31 
assume with some frequent periodicity, on into the future for as 32 
long as annual catch limits are a policy of the National Marine 33 
Fisheries Service. 34 
 35 
We won’t always use the year 2003 as a stopping point.  Sooner 36 
or later, we’re going to have to cross that transition line and 37 
start using the new data.   38 
 39 
I can see a lot of problematic scenarios, one of them being that 40 
suddenly our annual catch limit goes up by 80 percent or down by 41 
40 percent or whatever scenario you want to dream up, but 42 
there’s going to be a sudden and substantial change that will 43 
have to be addressed one way or another.  Otherwise, the entire 44 
strategy of fishing in the U.S. Caribbean will be changed. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just one other question.  Is there any timeframe 47 
that is required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act or anything else 48 
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that requires these ACLs to be revisited at a particular 1 
interval? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m not aware of any.  Somebody else may be, but 4 
that’s something that if it hasn’t been addressed, sooner or 5 
later we are going to have to consider that. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That may be one of the recommendations of the 8 
SSC as well, given the problems with the data. 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  One of the main criteria for selecting the time 11 
series that you’re going to use for these kinds of approaches, 12 
assuming we’re just going to have a time series of catch, you 13 
ideally want a period of stability where you think the 14 
production of the fishery matches the harvest and so there’s 15 
been some stability in that fishery over time. 16 
 17 
If that’s your criteria, then that time series that you’re using 18 
doesn’t have to change.  The goal doesn’t have to be to 19 
continually incorporate the most up-to-date data, particularly 20 
if you believe that the population is increasing or decreasing 21 
or you have no idea.  You’re looking for that period of 22 
stability. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  What I wonder about is you establish an ACL, for 25 
example, just to throw out a sequence, from 1999 to 2005, which 26 
is what we’ve used for the 2010, and then in 2015 you’re using 27 
catch data based upon new expansion factors, et cetera, et 28 
cetera, then those could potentially extremely violate that 29 
historic ACL.  That would be a situation that would have to be 30 
addressed. 31 
 32 
STEVE TURNER:  Obviously monitoring of quotas and ACLs have to 33 
be in the same units as your proxy MSY.  We’re clearly going to 34 
have to come up with a conversion factor that will either take 35 
the old series and scale it to the weight-based or take the 36 
weight-based information that’s coming in and scale it to the 37 
participant-based.  Before doing any monitoring, we clearly need 38 
to be working in the same units. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Steve, wouldn’t you be concerned, for 41 
example, in doing that for the grunt data, in terms of the 42 
expanded landings?  You have a period of stability from 2006, 43 
2007, 2008, and 2009, four years of stability. 44 
 45 
The most recent data shows stability of four years in terms of 46 
the landings.  That’s the most recent data you have and it shows 47 
stability for four years.  That’s a reasonable period of time 48 
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and how do you weight that against a longer period of stability, 1 
but you’re talking about a period of time that was before the 2 
regional coral bleaching event. 3 
 4 
What effect might that have on the coral reef fisheries 5 
associated landings?  That’s a thing that concerns me.  What is 6 
real?  Is this 2006 to 2009 stable landings, for example for 7 
grunts, at 80,000 pounds or what is real is the 200,000 pounds 8 
from 1990 to 2003? 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think this is bringing up a bunch of questions 11 
and maybe what we should do is move on and we can use grunts as 12 
an example, because that’s what we’ve discussed.   13 
 14 
We’ll move on to Jim’s ORCS presentation and then we can use 15 
this as an example to go through, because there are things like 16 
you can choose a period of time between say 1988 to 2002, 17 
because that’s a long time series and it’s fairly stable and so 18 
on and so forth, but you’ve got an issue of decline. 19 
 20 
You can then start saying we have to set the ABC lower than what 21 
we think the OFL is or something like that and I think with a 22 
discussion of this, we can probably work this out and grunts 23 
look like a really good example for doing this. 24 
 25 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a comment, because we are using terms like 26 
consistency and stability when we’re talking about other stuff 27 
and stability doesn’t enter here at all.  I don’t know why we’re 28 
talking about stability, because it doesn’t -- Everything we 29 
have at this table, stability only means it’s bounded and it 30 
doesn’t mean anything.  It can be wiggly or stable and the same 31 
for consistency. 32 
 33 
If we are going to choose flat periods in the curve, we’re 34 
talking about stationary periods, but basically if we’re 35 
choosing flat, it’s the implication that if you have wiggles 36 
that it’s unstable and there’s no basis for that at all. 37 
 38 
If we are going to talk about statistics, let’s use the right 39 
language, because I think we’re using language that’s wrong for 40 
what we are talking about and that’s just a technical point. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Could I also make an assignment with respect to 43 
when we come up with the determination of the time series we’re 44 
determining, would you two, Reni and Jorge, write up the 45 
rationale that the SSC is using for the time series that they’ve 46 
chosen?  Would you be willing to do that? 47 
 48 
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JORGE CAPELLA:  Sure. 1 
 2 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For what period?  For now or -- 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  To present to the council.  This is the 5 
rationale for the SSC and you two -- 6 
 7 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I have a question.  Is this the rationale we had 8 
the last meeting or the rationale we’re forming now? 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The rationale we’re forming now. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s at the end of tomorrow, right?  I 13 
thought we had established a rationale from the last meeting and 14 
now comes -- I think that we’re reacting to a letter by Roy, in 15 
great measure, and this whole thing is funny, because when you 16 
read the letter by Roy and I said what is it that we’re talking 17 
about here, you clarified and said he’s probably referring to 18 
lobster. 19 
 20 
Then it comes to my mind all that happened on this last meeting.  21 
It’s because of the craziness of this landings data, which is 22 
whatever we have in our hands. 23 
 24 
I remember Todd thinking once that the data might be showing a 25 
decline in the fisheries, a crash of the fisheries, and then I 26 
hear the letter by Roy and here is another expert, a fisheries 27 
biologist, saying I’m concerned that we might be drawing 28 
conclusions and restrictions on a fishery that appears to be 29 
very healthy. 30 
 31 
Here is two expert fisheries biologists drawing opposite 32 
conclusions on patterns coming out from a dataset that we all 33 
know that it’s defective, but nobody knows on what magnitude. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just for the record, I have to clarify that 36 
statement.  I did not make statements as to any of these 37 
fisheries crashing and there’s not two opposite conclusions from 38 
two experts. 39 
 40 
There were statements made regarding extreme declines at the 41 
beginning of a time series being similar to a classic type of 42 
decline.  However, what we’ve been looking at and what we’ve 43 
been discussing here is changes in the way this information is 44 
calculated and the way it is measured. 45 
 46 
We had some discussions regarding how physical science modeling 47 
is done over time periods.  You have a calibration, to use the 48 
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language of the physical science, of those instruments that has 1 
changed over this time series. 2 
 3 
You have a calibration at the beginning which has changed and 4 
you have an expansion factor at the end and so although you may 5 
be measuring six, the way it’s calibrated and the way that’s 6 
brought up has changed and I just wanted to clarify that that 7 
was not a position that I put on the record at the last meeting. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would just like to follow up a little bit on 10 
what Reni was just saying.  Again, I’m a little concerned about 11 
the procedure and basically, I thought the SSC, at the last 12 
meeting, gave due diligence to what we were looking at. 13 
 14 
There is a record that has been established, a verbatim record 15 
of everything.  Honestly, Todd and I lost the battle.  Todd and 16 
I were opposed to using some of the earlier years in the 17 
analysis, but we lost it and I’m willing to live with that. 18 
 19 
I’m a little concerned at this stage where now the council 20 
simply did not like what we did and are asking us to go back and 21 
reevaluate it.  I’m willing to do it because I do have some 22 
concerns and it is supposed to be a scientific panel.   23 
 24 
However, I just would like it put on the record that we did look 25 
at the data.  We spent probably a good half a day trying to 26 
parse out why things may have changed and we simply decided at 27 
the end that everything we could think of was pure hypotheses 28 
and speculation and we really did not know a good reason or have 29 
a solid explanation. 30 
 31 
I have heard Dr. Turner’s presentation and again, to me, a lot 32 
of it borders on speculation.  They may have been fishing in 33 
foreign waters and so forth and then I hear somebody else, and I 34 
missed who it was, talk about now the reduction in grunt fishing 35 
may be simply due to the reduction in traps being used. 36 
 37 
Just for the record, again, I am concerned about the process and 38 
that because the council did not like what we did that they’re 39 
asking us to reevaluate this.  Now, I am -- Even though I was 40 
opposed to it, I’m content with living with the 1983 data 41 
onwards, but I am also willing to reevaluate it if that’s what 42 
the council wants. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  I like your suggestion, Barbara, that we actually 45 
look at the presentation that I put together and it’s set up so 46 
that we actually try a case, an actual species, in the ORCS 47 
approach to see how it works. 48 
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 1 
We don’t have to accept the approach or say we want to use it 2 
permanently or take the results as a definite endpoint, but it 3 
will just show us how the approach works and I think we could do 4 
that hopefully in a relatively short period of time and everyone 5 
would get a good sense as to how it works, if it does or not, if 6 
folks are comfortable with it or not. 7 
 8 
Then we could move forward and discuss whether that’s something 9 
we might want to use or not, but I think that takes us out of 10 
the theory and hypothesis stage to something that’s a lot more 11 
concrete and I think that would be helpful right now. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would like to do that before lunch, because 14 
then lunch would be an opportunity to discuss some of this stuff 15 
with everybody.  We have twelve o’clock right now and would one 16 
o’clock be okay for lunch for everybody? 17 
 18 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I get some clarification relative to a 19 
comment Steve made and this is that we need consistency between 20 
the metrics we’re using to estimate catch for the purposes of 21 
estimating ABC and the actual metrics that are going to be used 22 
to monitor catch for the ACLs? 23 
 24 
Obviously that’s correct and that has to be the case and so I’m 25 
trying to get an understanding of whether the intent is that 26 
when the National Marine Fisheries Service implements these ACLs 27 
that there’s going to be a scaling process of what’s actually 28 
reported, to take account of the unreporting, or whether the 29 
intent is that as a legal basis the catch is what’s reported, in 30 
which case we ought to be taking a different approach to how we 31 
go about our procedures here. 32 
 33 
There has to be that consistency and has that been thought 34 
through at the agency level, how it’s actually going to 35 
implement in the case of a situation where catch has 36 
historically been underreported and we’re using some scaling 37 
factors? 38 
 39 
STEVE TURNER:  We do not have -- We have not had formal 40 
discussions on the processes for monitoring Caribbean ACLs.  It 41 
has been my assumption that we would use expansions because of 42 
the variability in reporting rates, so that to account for that 43 
variability -- If one were just monitoring on reported rates, 44 
reported information, the variability in reporting could impact 45 
what we conclude about whether an ACL has been met or not.  46 
That’s been my assumption as to how that process would be 47 
handled. 48 
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 1 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think our report should be explicit that 2 
that’s our assumption, is that there will be this consistency in 3 
the metrics between the way we’re calculating average catch and 4 
the way it’s actually monitored for ACL purposes. 5 
 6 
I suppose the alternative is that the agency might decide to 7 
build in an implementation error factor that roughly corresponds 8 
to the scaling factor in the process and that is reduce the ABC 9 
by the inverse of the scaling factor to account for misreporting 10 
or underreporting, but I think that would lose the advantage 11 
that is in actually looking at the variability in the reporting 12 
rates from year to year and doing it the way Steve described it. 13 
 14 
In any case, our report ought to be explicit that this has to be 15 
addressed in a consistent manner between the way the science is 16 
done for the ABCs and the way the ACLs are actually implemented. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What I would like to do right now is take a 19 
five-minute break and then we’ll come back. 20 
 21 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ll get going and, Jim, if you can do your 24 
presentation on the ORCS working group method, I would really 25 
appreciate it. 26 
 27 

PRESENTATION ON ORCS WORKING GROUP METHOD 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  Thank you, Barbara.  This talk has a long name, 30 
but that’s just to set it up.  This is about the ORCS working 31 
group approach in particular.  The ORCS working group, our group 32 
came together at the first national SSC meeting.  Actually, it 33 
was the second national SSC meeting, which was held in St. 34 
Thomas about a year-and-a-half ago. 35 
 36 
A lot of that meeting was talking about what do you do with 37 
data-poor stocks in terms of setting ABCs and particularly when 38 
you had only catch or the only reliable data you had was catch 39 
and there didn’t seem to be many answers. 40 
 41 
There were a lot of approaches talked about that people knew 42 
about, but no one really knew the pluses and minuses of the 43 
different approaches or really how to move forward and so we had 44 
the idea of why don’t we put together a working group to focus 45 
on this. 46 
 47 
What we would do is we would review existing approaches and try 48 
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to come up with some recommendations that could be national in 1 
nature and not just region by region, but allow for some 2 
regional flexibility. 3 
 4 
We put this working group together and spent a year-and-a-half 5 
on this and we wanted to look at setting ABCs for stocks with 6 
reliable catch data only and, of course, we had to have an 7 
acronym, because everyone has acronyms or else you’re not taken 8 
seriously.  We came up with Only Reliable Catch Stocks, or ORCS, 9 
because we couldn’t come up with anything more clever. 10 
 11 
The second slide shows the people that are on this working group 12 
and you can see they’re from across the country.  We’ve got a 13 
number of folks involved with the Western Pacific Fishery 14 
Management Council and so they are dealing with the same issues 15 
that the Caribbean Council is dealing with, including Mike 16 
Trianni, who is with the Northern Mariana Islands Division of 17 
Fish and Wildlife. 18 
 19 
It was quite an interesting group.  It involves all but one of 20 
the regional fishery management council SSCs and so there are 21 
members from all but one of the SSCs that have been part of this 22 
working group and so that’s the thirteen of us that have been 23 
part of this group. 24 
 25 
What I would like to do is you all have had the report for a 26 
little while now and I’m hoping you’ve had a chance to read 27 
through it.   28 
 29 
Rather than just going through that report sort of page-by-page, 30 
as many would do with this kind of talk, I thought it would be a 31 
lot more interesting and helpful for us if we did what we just 32 
talked about doing, take an actual case and talk about how you 33 
would apply the ORCS approach to an actual case.  That would 34 
give us a sense as to whether this is something that would be 35 
useful or not. 36 
 37 
The overall ORCS report has become a Southeast Fisheries Science 38 
Center technical memorandum, which is the one you all have.  39 
It’s now Number 616.   40 
 41 
Our goal is to turn that into an actual manuscript for a peer-42 
reviewed journal within the next month or two that we’ll submit.  43 
The technical memo has three main parts to it.  First of all, it 44 
in detail reviews existing methods for dealing with ORCS and 45 
points out the pluses and minuses of them, along with how they 46 
work. 47 
 48 
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It describes a new method that our working group came up with 1 
that we think is an advance over existing methods and it 2 
recommends a hierarchical approach, what councils should do in 3 
cases when they’re looking at their ORCS. 4 
 5 
In our case, we don’t have the information to do anything other 6 
than the new ORCS approach and so that’s what I’m going to focus 7 
on. 8 
 9 
The ORCS working group approach has four main steps to it and 10 
I’m going to break this down in more detail over the next couple 11 
of slides.  The first step is to assign stocks to one of three 12 
exploitation categories, using an evidence-based scoring 13 
procedure and then assign one of three possible scaler 14 
multipliers to the stock based on its category and I’ll explain 15 
that in a second. 16 
 17 
Then calculate a catch statistic, using the time series of 18 
catch, and I’ll explain that.  We calculate an OFL by 19 
multiplying the scaler we got from step one by the catch 20 
statistic we get in step two and so that’s how we get the OFL. 21 
 22 
Then in step four, the council determines a risk tolerance, 23 
which is what Mike was talking about at the very beginning of 24 
our meeting, and then the SSC determines how risk prone an 25 
individual stock is to being overfished and then an ABC is 26 
calculated by multiplying the OFL by a scaler.  Now, this will 27 
hopefully make more sense as we go through it in a lot more 28 
detail coming up with an actual stock. 29 
 30 
The whole concept is based on the term “pretty good yield”, 31 
which was first developed by Alec McCall, who works for NMFS out 32 
in Santa Cruz, California, and then Ray Hilborn wrote about in 33 
2010. 34 
 35 
The concept here is that there is an equilibrium stock abundance 36 
in the range -- If this is the percent unfished biomass, and so 37 
this is 100 percent unfished biomass, and that’s zero percent 38 
unfished biomass and this is the yield you can get, and so this 39 
is basically a production function.  This a Pella Tomlinson 40 
production function. 41 
 42 
What this is saying is that if you look at where biomass is 19 43 
percent to 65 percent of unfished biomass, anywhere in that 44 
range, you can get at least 80 percent of the MSY yield in that 45 
range and so we basically can split up this production function 46 
into three parts, where we have the percent unfished biomass 47 
below 19 percent, where we have it above 65 percent, or in this 48 
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very wide range. 1 
 2 
We can call this a stock that is lightly exploited, where we 3 
have a high percentage of unfished biomass, moderately 4 
exploited, or heavily exploited. 5 
 6 
What we’re trying to do is we’re trying to evaluate which one of 7 
these three an individual stock is in.  Is it lightly, 8 
moderately, or heavily exploited and if we know that, then we 9 
can make hopefully some educated conclusions about where OFL is. 10 
 11 
Let’s try this approach out now.  We can look at potential 12 
management objectives, depending on stock status, for the ORCS 13 
working group method and we can say if a stock is lightly 14 
exploited, then perhaps the potential management objective would 15 
be to maintain current catch levels or even allow for limited 16 
increases in the catch.  That makes sense. 17 
 18 
If it’s moderately exploited, we might want to maintain current 19 
catch levels after creating a buffer for scientific uncertainty 20 
and if it’s heavily exploited or possibly overfished, we might 21 
want to reduce catches to end overfishing and so those are those 22 
three categories I showed you for the previous slide and what 23 
the management objective could potentially be for each one of 24 
those three categories. 25 
 26 
Step one is determining the stock status and if you looked at 27 
the ORCS report, Table 4 in the ORCS report is really critical 28 
to this and this is where we use expert judgment and any 29 
information we have to determine if the stock is lightly 30 
exploited, moderately exploited, or heavily exploited. 31 
 32 
Table 4 looks something like this, where we have an attribute 33 
and then we’ve got three categories for determining whether the 34 
stock is lightly exploited, moderately exploited, or heavily 35 
exploited. 36 
 37 
We’ve got a total of nine attributes.  I’ve only listed three 38 
here, to give you an example of how this works, and then we’ve 39 
got criteria for each attribute, one for if it’s lightly 40 
exploited, one for moderately exploited, and one for heavily 41 
exploited. 42 
 43 
We as a group determine for each one of these attributes which 44 
one of these makes the most sense and there’s a score associated 45 
with it.   46 
 47 
If this particular block is what we thought would be the case, 48 
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it receives a score of one.  If this block is what we think is 1 
the case, it receives a score of two and if this is the case, it 2 
receives a score of three and we do this for all nine of our 3 
attributes and then we average our scores that we come up with. 4 
 5 
If the score basically is less than 1.5, we determine the stock 6 
is lightly exploited.  If that average score is between 1.5 and 7 
2.5, we say that the stock is moderately exploited.  If the 8 
average score is greater than 2.5, we say it’s heavily 9 
exploited. 10 
 11 
Once again, this sounds very theoretical and let’s try it out 12 
for the stock we were talking about and see how this actually 13 
works and so I’ve broken this down attribute-by-attribute. 14 
 15 
This comes straight out of Table 4.  This is just hopefully an 16 
easier way of looking at it and thinking about it.  Attribute 1 17 
is the overall fishery exploitation based on assessed stocks and 18 
so if there are assessed stocks in the fishery, are most lightly 19 
exploited, moderately exploited, or mostly overfished?  The 20 
stock we are looking at is white grunt. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, white grunt was specifically what was up 23 
there. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  So we’ll look at white grunt now for the rest of 26 
this example, recognizing we could do the same thing for other 27 
stocks, but we’re going to test this out using white grunt.  28 
This is where everyone needs to chime in. 29 
 30 
On this first one, I think it’s relatively easy, because I don’t 31 
think we have assessed stocks in the fishery and so this is an 32 
attribute out of the nine, unfortunately, that we can’t even 33 
consider because we don’t have information to include. 34 
 35 
STEVE TURNER:  Is white grunt a bycatch to a fishery or is it a 36 
directed fishery? 37 
 38 
JIM BERKSON:  That actually comes up in another attribute. 39 
 40 
STEVE TURNER:  Here, you’re talking about the fishery, right 41 
there.  You’ve got to know -- To answer this question, you’ve 42 
got to know what fishery it’s in and so what fishery is it in? 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think it would be targeted.  I think it’s 45 
targeted in Puerto Rico, isn’t it? 46 
 47 
DANIEL MATOS:  No, in Puerto Rico, it’s mostly a bycatch.  In 48 
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the past, when they used the fish traps, the white grunt was 1 
consistently fished by the fish traps.  However, today, we have 2 
few fish traps and we didn’t see a lot of them.  During the 3 
1980s and everything, it was a very important part of the fish 4 
trap fishery and so it was targeted. 5 
 6 
VANCE VINCENTE:  In Guayanilla, Haemulon plumieri, or white 7 
grunt, it is the principle targeted fish in the bay since -- 8 
Actually, you sent me the information.  It was between 1998 and 9 
2009. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to try to get clarification.  12 
Jim indicated that we don’t have other assessed stocks in this 13 
fishery and I just wanted to make sure we get clarification on 14 
what is the point of this attribute.  Are we looking at white 15 
grunt or are we looking at the whole complex of species that are 16 
captured surrounding white grunt? 17 
 18 
JIM BERKSON:  We’re looking at the whole complex and so what 19 
we’re basically asking is we may not know what’s going on with 20 
white grunt, but do we have any idea what’s happening with other 21 
stocks that are caught with white grunt.  That’s the point of 22 
this one out of the nine attributes.   23 
 24 
Do we have an answer for that or is that something that’s 25 
unanswerable with the information we have or can we make an 26 
expert judgment with the information we have? 27 
 28 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think you do have to answer Steve’s question 29 
first, which is what is the fishery?  I’m presuming that for the 30 
purposes of this exercise that it’s all those species within the 31 
management unit, that it would be defined by the management unit 32 
and not by some more specific determinations of what is the 33 
métier and the ISIS or European world. 34 
 35 
I think to make this practical, why don’t you just deal with 36 
whatever the management units are that are being managed 37 
together for fisheries management purposes? 38 
 39 
In which case, are there other species in that group that are 40 
classified in terms of their status?  You don’t have to actually 41 
have a stock assessment.  You just have to have that somebody 42 
made the determination that there are some stocks within the 43 
group that are classified as overfished or not. 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  The answer there is no, there’s no information. 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  If there’s no information, we can’t answer it and 48 
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it’s treated as an attribute with no information and so instead 1 
of having nine attributes that we would average the score of, we 2 
would have eight attributes that we would average the scores of, 3 
assuming that we can come up with answers for the other eight.  4 
This one is a not available.   5 
 6 
Let’s move to Attribute 2, the presence of natural or managed 7 
refugia.  This comes down to what percentage of the species 8 
habitat is accessible to fishing?  Is it less than 50 percent, 9 
between 50 and 75 percent, or greater than 75 percent?  What 10 
does the learned panel think? 11 
 12 
VANCE VINCENTE:  More than 75, definitely.  Haemulon plumieri is 13 
a very shallow shelf area and it’s close to shore. 14 
 15 
DANIEL MATOS:  I would definitely agree with Vance. 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  We’ve got a score of three here.  I’ve got Todd 18 
writing down the scores.  He will be our official scorekeeper.  19 
This is the kind of thing that we can set up a spreadsheet to do 20 
this for all of our individual stocks, hopefully in a nice, 21 
neat, fairly quick way. 22 
 23 
Let’s go to Attribute 3.  This involves schooling, aggregation, 24 
or other behavior responses affecting capture.  How susceptible 25 
is the species to capture due to its specific behavior?  Does it 26 
have low susceptibility to capture, average susceptibility to 27 
capture, or high susceptibility to capture? 28 
 29 
VANCE VINCENTE:  High. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Please provide rationales if you say high. 32 
 33 
VANCE VINCENTE:  First of all, it’s schooling.  They predictably 34 
migrate from the seagrass meadow to the coral reef everyday and 35 
fishermen know that and so I would say it’s a very high 36 
susceptible species. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To put a caveat to that, that is the fact 39 
that Haemulon plumieri and -- I think that when we talk about 40 
Haemulon plumieri that we’re talking about Haemulon sciurus and 41 
a lot of the Haemulon within that group, caesar grunt and 42 
bluestriped grunt and even French grunts.   43 
 44 
It’s sometimes hard to tell, particularly if you are just 45 
referring to grunts.  Anyway, grunts used to be very, very 46 
vulnerable to gillnets.  Once the gillnet was banned, the 47 
fishermen could not actually trap the grunts, but they can still 48 
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put the traps in strategic points, but my point is that the 1 
vulnerability of grunts in general decreased greatly with the 2 
ban of gillnets.  That’s going to be my main point. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  A question.  Has gillnets been banned in Puerto 5 
Rico?  I thought it was just the size of the mesh that was 6 
required. 7 
 8 
DANIEL MATOS:  Gillnets are legal.  It’s legal to fish with 9 
gillnets in Puerto Rico.  It’s not banned. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s only banned in federal waters and then they 12 
can only be used -- I think in federal waters it can be used for 13 
maybe flying fish or something like that, but in the Virgin 14 
Islands, it’s banned in territorial waters as well, but not in 15 
Puerto Rico.  It’s just a size limitation on the mesh size. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to keep us driving here, the point in the 18 
attribute is how susceptible is the species captured due to its 19 
behavior and so are there behavioral characteristics?  As Vance 20 
touched on, he believes that the behavior of the species 21 
migrating -- They school and they move to the seagrass beds 22 
daily and so that would lead them to be a high susceptibility. 23 
 24 
I think that’s exactly the type of rationale that we want to 25 
look at for the white grunt in terms of this attribute and so I 26 
think are there behavioral aspects to the species that someone 27 
else has expertise on that would lead themselves to, regardless 28 
of gear, but allow them to be captured more frequently or more 29 
easily than other species. 30 
 31 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Not only the migratory behavior, but also it’s 32 
a schooling fish. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just want to mention that you said 35 
irrespective of gear, but it’s their susceptibility to gear that 36 
you’re really looking at here. 37 
 38 
If gillnets are banned, then the schooling behavior and the 39 
migration pattern may not be as important.  They may not be so 40 
susceptible, but since the gillnets are allowed, then they’re 41 
susceptible or seine nets for that matter as well, because of 42 
the schooling behavior. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  It really should be susceptible to the current 45 
gear and not what was used necessarily twenty years ago, but if 46 
gillnets are still used, then that’s what the criteria should 47 
be.  Why don’t we move to the next attribute, if we’re in 48 
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agreement. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve chosen here, just in case anybody else has 3 
comments, because I see these troubled faces, that this is going 4 
to be Attribute 3 is a three and it’s high susceptibility to 5 
capture. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  If folks want me to slow down, please ask me to.  8 
I’m trying to go through this not too quickly, but I know it’s 9 
before lunch and I don’t want to lose folks, like I would 10 
normally be lost because I’m hungry.  Notice I’m putting that 11 
all on me. 12 
 13 
At the same time, I don’t want this necessarily to be binding 14 
for this one stock.  This isn’t necessarily binding for this 15 
stock.  This is just an example of how we would do this and so 16 
we still have an ability to make changes to this. 17 
 18 
Let’s go to Attribute 4.  This is morphological characteristics 19 
affecting capture and so how susceptible is the species to 20 
capture based on its morphological characteristics? 21 
 22 
For instance, if it’s a gillnet and it has a particular 23 
structure to its fins that would make it more susceptible to the 24 
gear because of the fins.  Is there anything about its 25 
morphological structure for white grunt that changes its 26 
susceptibility?  We’ve got low susceptibility, average, or high. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say two.  It’s not low or high. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  So, Reni, you’re saying it’s average?  Let’s do 31 
average. 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s a number two for average and let’s move to 34 
Attribute 5.  Is it a targeted species or is it bycatch?  To 35 
what extent is the species targeted by the fishery?  Is there no 36 
targeted fishery, it’s occasionally targeted but occurs in a mix 37 
with other species in catches, or is it actively targeted? 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Daniel, do you want to speak to that? 40 
 41 
DANIEL MATOS:  I thought we answered that before.  It’s actively 42 
targeted by gillnets and the fish traps, too. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  So that’s a number three.  Attribute 6 is the 45 
natural mortality rate compared to dominant species in the 46 
fishery and so how does the natural mortality of the species 47 
compare to the natural mortality of dominant species in the 48 
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fishery? 1 
 2 
Is it higher or approximately equal to the dominant species, is 3 
it equal to the dominant species, or is it less than the 4 
dominant species?  Here, this involves obviously how it compares 5 
to the rest of the complex.  Is the natural mortality higher or 6 
lower, making it at greater risk overall to the other stocks 7 
that are part of this complex being caught? 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s clarify this, because the fishery could be 10 
the whole fishery or it could be just a small -- You’re talking 11 
about just the grunt fishery. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  This talks about all of the species, not just 14 
grunts, that are caught with those gear and so I think I would 15 
go back with what Mike said earlier, that are part of that 16 
management unit. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  As soon as you say management unit, then you 19 
start talking about grunts as the management unit and so what 20 
are we talking about here, because we’re now talking -- We went 21 
from grunts to now we’re talking about white grunt in the 22 
management unit of grunts? 23 
 24 
JIM BERKSON:  I think that’s -- We’re comparing white grunt to 25 
other grunt in the management unit.  Does that make sense? 26 
 27 
DANIEL MATOS:  In the grunts unit, Haemulon plumieri is the most 28 
caught.  He is the dominant. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But is it the dominant catch because it’s the 31 
most abundant grunt or is it the one that’s targeted the most? 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  That doesn’t matter.  If it’s equal to the 34 
dominant species because it is the dominant species, then it 35 
would get a score of one. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Jim, I’m just curious as to how it could be higher 38 
than the dominant species.  I think that would reflect on your 39 
definition of dominant species, right? 40 
 41 
JIM BERKSON:  If white grunt was not the dominant species being 42 
caught, but it had a natural mortality rate higher than the 43 
dominant species, that’s how you would get that.  Is it a one? 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  No, it’s a two.  It’s equal to the dominant 46 
species because it is the dominant species. 47 
 48 
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JIM BERKSON:  Okay.  So we’ll give it a two.  We will allow 1 
fine-tuning later, but this is to just get us through the 2 
process.  Let’s go to the next attribute, rarity.  How 3 
frequently is the species found in the catch, sporadically, 4 
occasionally, or frequently? 5 
 6 
DANIEL MATOS:  Frequently.  When I’m talking about the fish 7 
traps and the gillnet, it’s frequently. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But it’s not found frequently in all gear types.  10 
In line fishing it’s not. 11 
 12 
DANIEL MATOS:  By divers and by lines too, but it’s frequently. 13 
 14 
JIM BERKSON:  Let’s move to Attribute 8, value or desirability.  15 
How valuable and desirable is this species, low value, meaning 16 
it’s often not retained, moderate value, meaning it’s usually 17 
retained, or high value and it’s almost always retained? 18 
 19 
Now, in Table 4, there’s actually a dollar amount set that you 20 
could set a dollar amount to these three criteria to make it 21 
even more clear.  That would obviously be flexible depending on 22 
the region we’re looking at. 23 
 24 
The dollar amount for Alaska wouldn’t make any sense to use for 25 
the Caribbean and so if we wanted to adopt this approach, this 26 
is the kind of flexibility we might want to put into the 27 
approach and actually set a dollar amount so that it’s not so 28 
subjective and we actually would have some better criteria.  For 29 
now, can we come up with an answer to this one? 30 
 31 
DANIEL MATOS:  I saw the Table 4 and it’s low or something like 32 
that.  It’s like a dollar per pound, but it’s almost retained 33 
always.   34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  That would be Category 3. 36 
 37 
DANIEL MATOS:  When they catch it, they keep it and they try to 38 
sell it, even though it’s not very popular on the island, but on 39 
the south coast, it’s very, very popular. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just a second, because I look at it from the 42 
U.S. Virgin Islands point of view and you look at St. Croix.  43 
St. Croix might have fish that they sell for $4.00 a pound, like 44 
bluefish, the parrotfish or surgeonfish or what have you, pot 45 
fish. 46 
 47 
The high-value fish are going to be mutton snapper, grouper, 48 
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that sort of fish and maybe the same thing happens in Puerto 1 
Rico.  You’ve got different values and I think the price is an 2 
important thing to put on there, this a moderate-value fish or 3 
this is a high-value fish, even though maybe most of the time 4 
they are retained and they’re usually retained. 5 
 6 
It may not make too much of a difference in terms of if they’re 7 
almost always retained and maybe you want to make it a three, 8 
even if the value is only $4.00 and not $6.00 or $7.00 or $8.00 9 
a pound.  I think that’s something we need to discuss a bit. 10 
 11 
JIM BERKSON:  I agree.  I think if we can put dollar amounts on 12 
this, it helps flesh out this attribute. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The dollar amounts will be different for the 15 
Virgin Islands than it is for Puerto Rico and so Puerto Rico 16 
would have to put this on, but going through this so that we use 17 
this as an example and maybe during lunch, the Puerto Ricans can 18 
come up with the values of how much people pay for pounds and I 19 
can come up with the values for the U.S. Caribbean. 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  For now, let’s give it a three, recognizing that 22 
we’ll add dollar values to that and have the flexibility to 23 
change this if the SSC decides this is an approach they want to 24 
pursue. 25 
 26 
Let’s go to Attribute 9, trend in catches.  Ideally the ORCS 27 
working group said use this when effort is stable and so 28 
consider effort when you’re looking at this.  How is the trend 29 
in catches changing over time?   30 
 31 
There are only two options for this particular attribute.  One 32 
is it’s increasing or stable, in which case it’s given a score 33 
of 1.5, or the catch trend is decreasing, in which case it’s 34 
given a score of a three. 35 
 36 
DANIEL MATOS:  It is decreasing, number three. 37 
 38 
JIM BERKSON:  The catch trend is decreasing and so it’s giving 39 
us a score of three and Steve is looking at it and wagging his 40 
head.  It wasn’t shaking and it wasn’t nodding, but it was a 41 
wag, for the record. 42 
 43 
STEVE TURNER:  Basically, it depends on the time period you’re 44 
looking at.  We were looking at some time periods when there 45 
were stable patterns and so it really depends on what time 46 
period we’re thinking of for using as our proxy for MSY. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree entirely with Steve.  If we look at that 1 
central time period, you have stable and I believe there was 2 
some comments made earlier about the belief that effort is 3 
actually decreasing in recent years and so you would expect 4 
effort and catch to be decreasing during the time period and so 5 
the conclusions are much more interpretable if you’re looking at 6 
that stable time period. 7 
 8 
For this purpose, for this case study, I think that we can go 9 
with either one right now, but those are the types of 10 
considerations we’re going to have to make for the other 11 
species. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The question to Daniel is if you say that the 14 
trend is decreasing, what is the reason for the decrease? 15 
 16 
DANIEL MATOS:  As Steve mentioned, it depends on the time period 17 
we are looking at.  In my case, I thought from the beginning, 18 
from the 1960s or 1970s, but it’s true for the last five to ten 19 
years it’s almost stable, because of the decrease of the fish 20 
traps and the decrease of the number of active fishers.  We can 21 
use either one. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think this points out why the rationale for 24 
choosing this is important to make sure that we write down and 25 
clarify, because otherwise, we could be talking about different 26 
things. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Jim, looking at the data, looking from 1983, the 29 
first three years it was above 400,000 and then you get into a 30 
period from 1986 to 2005 when it’s running anywhere from 31 
150,000, roughly, to 300,000.   32 
 33 
Then the last four years, it’s 92,000, 66,000, 70,000 and 34 
178,000.  We would probably consider that that period from 1996 35 
to 2005 might be most stable, but do you put bounds on that, 36 
like a standard deviation or two standard deviations?   37 
 38 
You get 224,000, 171,000, 185,000, 212,000, and 297,000 and do 39 
you consider that stable, because that range of variation is 40 
still pretty great and it’s much greater than the more recent 41 
four years, although the average is much lower the more recent 42 
four years. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  This is looking at trend.  This isn’t looking at 45 
variance around the trend and so even if you have a high 46 
variance, I don’t consider that to be an issue.  It’s something 47 
that the group needs to consider as to whether they can detect 48 
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the trend or not, but if there’s no trend obvious, then I think 1 
you give it a score of 1.5 here. 2 
 3 
If we’re saying the most reliable time period is prior to those 4 
most recent years and after the first couple of years we don’t 5 
have a lot of faith in, that time period, from what I’m hearing 6 
from the group, is that that’s relatively stable.  Am I getting 7 
any disagreement from anyone on that? 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I disagree. 10 
 11 
JIM BERKSON:  You’re disagreeing?  Explain that to me. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we’re talking about trend over time, if I 14 
see those last four years, I see that the trend is a decrease 15 
from the previous years.  Four years in a row, for whatever 16 
reasons, the trend in the catch might be viewed to a decline in 17 
the effort.  It could be, but the trend, for me, is very clear.  18 
There has been a decline in the last four years. 19 
 20 
JIM BERKSON:  The question I have is if you look at that entire 21 
time series, by looking at those last four years, are you 22 
looking at apples and oranges or are you looking at the same 23 
comparable data? 24 
 25 
If it’s not comparable, you’ve got a serious issue there and 26 
until we can turn that into comparable data, you have to decide 27 
what you’re going to do. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am and the serious issue that we all are 30 
here.  We don’t know.  I don’t know.  I don’t know if the trend 31 
is real or not or if the trend is related to overfishing or if 32 
the trend is related to a decrease in the effort or is the trend 33 
related to a lack of demand, because of the economics and the 34 
fishermen not going out that much because the restaurants are 35 
empty and they’re not buying fish?  I am in the same problem 36 
that we are all here. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have just one question.  Is there any data 39 
that we have?  We’ve got these five years and we indicated at 40 
the last meeting that we had of the SSC -- We all concurred that 41 
the longest time period is the best time period. 42 
 43 
Is there some reason why we don’t have the information, based on 44 
the original expansion factors, for these years from 2003 to 45 
2009 so that we could just compare the data and see if there’s 46 
any changes in the trend or anything, so we have comparable data 47 
for those periods?  Otherwise, we really -- We’ve got a bunch of 48 
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years of data that we can’t even use. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that was sort of the essence of the 3 
discussion from earlier this morning, is that interpreting 4 
trend, as Reni pointed out, there are multiple, multiple 5 
factors.  We have clearly, from a data standpoint, we have 6 
clearly identified that some of those factors have changed in 7 
the most recent years. 8 
 9 
Looking at that and comparing the last five years to the 10 
previous time period can be confounded by changes in the 11 
methodology that’s being used to expand. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The reason I’m saying that is do we not have the 14 
information using the old expansion factors because of the fact 15 
that we don’t have the same data? 16 
 17 
STEVE TURNER:  Those calculations have not been done yet and it 18 
would take probably more time than we have available at this 19 
meeting to get that done. 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  My suggestion as to how we move forward is we 22 
calculate two averages for our average score, one using 1.5 and 23 
one using three for Attribute 9 and we see if it makes a 24 
difference.  25 
 26 
It may not make a difference in that final average score and so 27 
we could spend the next three hours discussing it and possibly 28 
not coming to any conclusion or we could just see if it makes a 29 
difference.  Why don’t I have Todd -- Todd has already done it, 30 
because he’s ahead of me, as usual. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Jim, out of curiosity, the paper that we’re 33 
discussing is based -- In fact, the title is “Reliable Catch 34 
Data Only” and with this Attribute Number 9, you’re now bringing 35 
effort into the equation.   36 
 37 
Are we now taking this next step and saying we also have 38 
reliable effort data from which to make decisions and if so, 39 
would there not be other methods, possibly, to calculate the 40 
status of the stock rather than going through these other eight 41 
attributes? 42 
 43 
JIM BERKSON:  Walter, that’s a great question and I think this 44 
is one of those cases where we’re relying on expert judgment, 45 
like we are through so much of this method and every method 46 
that’s in this report. 47 
 48 
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Going through Table 4, a lot of those decisions are going to be 1 
based on expert judgment and you’re right that if we had a time 2 
series of effort data that could be used, we could use 3 
production models or other more sophisticated techniques.  We’re 4 
not assuming we have that and we know we don’t have that and so 5 
the question is, can we use our expert judgment here to come up 6 
with conclusions about a time period when effort is stable? 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I’ll take another step and then make an 9 
assumption as to what is happening with effort.  We have catch 10 
data, but you’re asking us to, in our best judgment, determine 11 
what effort has been over this period of catch. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  Good question, Walter.  Todd has our two averages 14 
and in the case -- Remember we’re averaging our eight attributes 15 
and we’re not averaging Attribute Number 1, because we didn’t 16 
have an answer for it. 17 
 18 
Where Attribute Number 9 is given a score of 1.5, we have a 19 
score of 2.56.  Where Attribute Number 9 is given a score of 20 
three, we have an average value of 2.75.   21 
 22 
In both cases, they’re greater than 2.5 and in the one case, 23 
it’s not by much, but in both cases, they’re greater than 2.5.  24 
Let me move on with continuing with this method, assuming that 25 
that’s the value we got out of this scoring system. 26 
 27 
Compiling information from step one, we averaged the scores and 28 
if the average is between 2.5 and three, the species is heavily 29 
exploited and that’s the conclusion that this method came to 30 
when we applied our information into this method.  That’s the 31 
conclusion that was drawn from this.  That isn’t necessarily the 32 
case for all of the stocks we would be looking at, but we’re 33 
saying it’s heavily exploited. 34 
 35 
Now we finalize step one by turning the status into a scaler and 36 
that average score, if it was less than one, the determination 37 
is the status is lightly exploited and the scaler for the OFL is 38 
two.  We actually allow the OFL to be greater than our catch 39 
statistic. 40 
 41 
If that score is between 1.5 and 2.5, we say that the stock is 42 
moderately exploited and the scaler is one and so we basically 43 
are multiplying that catch statistic by one. 44 
 45 
If the scaler is greater than 2.5, we say that it’s heavily 46 
exploited and the scaler becomes 0.5 for the OFL and so we’re 47 
saying that that scaler, that the OFL should be less than that 48 
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catch statistic.  We haven’t determined that the catch statistic 1 
should be the average catch, but we’re saying that the OFL 2 
should be less than what that catch statistic is. 3 
 4 
If you go back to Table 4, the reason why that’s the case, 5 
looking at the eight attributes, is it’s a schooling fish and 6 
it’s vulnerable because of that and it’s got the mortality rate 7 
of the dominant species because it is the dominant species and 8 
it’s targeted and it’s not bycatch. 9 
 10 
If you look at all of those factors, all of those factors are 11 
the factors you would associate with a heavily-exploited fish 12 
stock and so that’s how we end up with that score. 13 
 14 
Let’s keep going through the next couple of steps.  Remember now 15 
that 0.5 is going to be the scaler that’s multiplied by this 16 
average catch statistic we’re going to come up with and that’s 17 
regardless of whether we came up with 1.5 or three for that 18 
final criteria. 19 
 20 
Step two is calculate the catch statistic.  Ideally, historical 21 
catches should represent a period with a stable harvest rate is 22 
what the document says.  That means a harvest rate where fishing 23 
removals are balanced by stock production and the stock can be 24 
assumed to be at its long-term equilibrium.  That’s the criteria 25 
ideally for determining the time series you would want to use. 26 
 27 
In reality, this is rarely or never the case, because there’s 28 
really no such thing as long-term equilibrium.  Welcome to the 29 
real world, right? 30 
 31 
Some of the things we need to think about when we’re picking 32 
that time series, and this is why it could be different for 33 
individual species, is do we have any effort variability, gear 34 
changes, or regulations over time that could really make a big 35 
difference in that data? 36 
 37 
If so, this impacts the utility of the catch statistic over 38 
time.  We want to select a time period where there’s little 39 
change in these factors and so that’s what the report says 40 
that’s one of the things we need to consider.  With regard to 41 
white grunt, this is something we ought to talk about, even if 42 
it’s briefly here now, are these factors that we need to 43 
consider in selecting that time period. 44 
 45 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  We made a determination where the stock is on 46 
the production function.  In this case, it’s on the low biomass 47 
level or heavily exploited.  It seems to me that we ought to be 48 
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looking for a catch series that we think is consistent with the 1 
stock being maintained within that exploitation status, because 2 
we’re saying we’re going to multiply that series by some number 3 
that will either maintain it where it is, in the case of 4 
moderate, or allow the stock to increase or decrease. 5 
 6 
The fundamental characteristic of this time series is that it 7 
should reflect a period that corresponds to however we’ve 8 
classified the stock and not only a period for which we’ve 9 
classified the stock, but a catch level that would have 10 
maintained that classification. 11 
 12 
How one makes that judgment, I don’t know, but that’s the only 13 
logical way to interpret why we would be using a period of 14 
catch, because it’s associated with our stock status and it’s 15 
associated with maintaining our stock status, whatever that was. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If it’s a heavily exploited status, you want to 18 
maintain it as --  19 
 20 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  No, that’s why we’re multiplying by 0.5, but 21 
catch should represent the catch that’s associated. 22 
 23 
JIM BERKSON:  I think after I go through these couple of slides 24 
for things we should be thinking about, it would be helpful to 25 
put up that time series again for white grunt.  Let’s go through 26 
the next couple of slides, so we keep thinking about these other 27 
issues. 28 
 29 
Did the amount of species misidentification or underreporting 30 
change over the time period?  This is something that needs to be 31 
considered.  If so, it diminishes the utility of data from the 32 
less reliable years and so the report also suggests you use the 33 
portion of the time series that’s most reliable. 34 
 35 
Then are there extreme outliers that cannot be fully supported 36 
or rejected with available information?  If so, we might want to 37 
use some sort of trimmed mean.  For a lot of cases, you end up 38 
with just outliers that make no sense whatsoever and so that 39 
needs to be considered. 40 
 41 
Consider recent trends in landings, if there’s a downward trend.  42 
If so, the safest approach, most precautionary, would be to use 43 
an average based on recent lower values.  If there’s an 44 
increasing trend, the safest approach or most precautionary 45 
would be to use an average over all the years.  Why don’t we 46 
take a look at what that time series looks like? 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Now that we are here, I would like to ask 1 
Daniel if he can refresh us the data on the decline of numbers 2 
of commercial fishermen that are reporting to your lab.  We’re 3 
evidently trying to figure out what has happened in the last 4 
four or five years and is that maybe -- Can you give us some 5 
information about effort, about fishing effort? 6 
 7 
DANIEL MATOS:  In 1988, we observed that 1,700 commercial 8 
fishers were active at that time.  In 1992, it decreased to 9 
1,100.  In 1996, I can’t remember what it was in 1996, but now, 10 
in 2008, there were only 800 and so it’s a decrease of about 11 
half, I think, in the last twenty years. 12 
 13 
Most recently, the last four or five years, we observed the age 14 
of the commercial fishers was high.  On the east coast, it was 15 
fifty-eight years old and now we observed that on the east coast 16 
that many fishing villages are closed, because there is no 17 
fishers to go out and fish. 18 
 19 
Also, with the increase of the fuel price, then this is another 20 
factor to decrease the commercial fishing effort and so that’s 21 
what we have observed the last years. 22 
 23 
During 2008, we observed that they reduced the number of trips 24 
and increased the number of hours for the trips, just to save 25 
some money in the fuel price.  That’s what we are seeing in the 26 
last years.  I don’t know if you have any other questions. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You are the one in this group most closely 29 
related to the fishermen and thereby to the fishing effort and 30 
we look at this period of 2005 to 2009 and it’s pretty stable, 31 
but it’s a noticeable, pronounced decline over the most recent 32 
years.  At least I myself, I come up with the question of effort 33 
and I don’t really have a good handle on that, frankly.  I don’t 34 
and so I’m asking you. 35 
 36 
DANIEL MATOS:  There is a decrease in the commercial fishing 37 
activity and effort.  The number of fishers is reduced and the 38 
number of trips is reduced.   39 
 40 
I remember four or five years ago, I was able to do maybe eight 41 
or ten TIP interviews to take data from the catches and in the 42 
last one or two years, it’s reduced to maybe half, maybe four or 43 
five.  There is a reduction in the number of active commercial 44 
fishers right now. 45 
 46 
Also, the groups we analyze today, for example the squirrelfish, 47 
the wrasses, and the boxfish, those fish are considered in the 48 
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market like a trash fish and so the jacks are very close to 1 
trash.  It’s not very popular to sell those fish in the market. 2 
 3 
On the other hand, the goatfish, this is a first class in the 4 
fish market.  However, since 1994 or 1995, and I can’t remember, 5 
but when the mesh size of the fish trap increased to two inches 6 
square, this is a limitation to catch the goatfish, because they 7 
can escape easily.  That’s why we are short of data here. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni’s question, just as any other information on 10 
effort, and we’re following up on Jim’s slides, which are 11 
looking at potential changes in that time series.  I think we’re 12 
hearing that effort has somewhat changed during there. 13 
 14 
The other thing that was on that characteristics was changes in 15 
management measures or things that may have affected it and 16 
that’s SFA primarily, around 2004 or 2005.  That was put in 17 
place and there’s some indication that we had changes in 18 
reporting behavior at that same time period.  19 
 20 
In those lists of key points that Jim had as to potential 21 
reasons you may question the time period, I think we’ve hit on 22 
effort, management, we’ve pointed out expansion factors.  There 23 
are clearly changes in that time series that at least occurred 24 
by 2005. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the questions I have regarding this 27 
decline in fishing is the decline in part because of the fact 28 
that there’s less fish out there as well, so that fishermen 29 
can’t make the money? 30 
 31 
(There is a gap in the audio recording.) 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  Considered a peer review document, although we did 34 
go out to external review and we had four people who are very 35 
well versed with state-of-the-art data poor stocks review it for 36 
us prior to publication as a technical memo and we incorporated 37 
their comments. 38 
 39 
We did the best we could, prior to turning this thing out 40 
quickly, to get outside eyes to look at it and we incorporated 41 
all of their comments. 42 
 43 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’m asking the question somewhat in the 44 
context of the Data Quality Act and that sort of thing, in that 45 
if we decided to use this method, is the SSC saying it’s, in 46 
effect, peer reviewed the method and endorses it, which I do not 47 
think is feasible, or are we saying that we’ve agreed to a 48 
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method put out by the agency, assuming that it’s data quality 1 
assured and so on and we’re saying it’s applied appropriately to 2 
these stocks?  Those are two different things and I think that’s 3 
actually a pretty critical decision that we’re going to have to 4 
make. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t want to speak for the agency, because I 7 
don’t even know who speaks for the agency, but I wouldn’t say at 8 
this point that this is an agency-approved methodology, because 9 
it’s only coming out as a Southeast Fisheries Science Center 10 
technical memo. 11 
 12 
The thirteen people that made up this working group, it’s not a 13 
working group with any true status.  The agency did not create 14 
us.  There was not an act of God and lightening and all that 15 
that has to happen for that to take place. 16 
 17 
If we were to use this, the SSC would be saying that we found 18 
this to be a competent method, best available science, I’m 19 
assuming, given the timeframe we have and what’s in front of us.   20 
 21 
I do think this is the most comprehensive review of these 22 
methods done to date and that’s what our external reviewers said 23 
and they also said that they thought the method that we’ve 24 
developed is the best available method.  That’s what our 25 
external reviewers said, but that’s different than a peer-26 
reviewed journal, obviously.  I would argue that we got better 27 
reviewers than you would often get with a peer-reviewed journal. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s take lunch now, so we can be back here at 30 
2:30 and please, everybody, try to be back so we can get through 31 
this. 32 
 33 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on May 24, 2011.) 34 
 35 
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The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 44 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Doubletree by 45 
Hampton Inn Hotel, Carolina, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, May 46 
24, 2011, and was called to order at 2:30 o’clock p.m. by 47 
Chairman Barbara Kojis. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Good afternoon, everybody.  I would like to 2 
restart the meeting.  We have a lot of things to do.  Is there 3 
anymore that we need to discuss just on the white grunt, Jim? 4 
 5 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we went through all the steps of the 6 
process there.  I would suggest the next thing we need to 7 
discuss is, one, whether the SSC likes this approach in general 8 
for coming up with ABCs and, two, if there are any modifications 9 
to the approach that members would suggest making to customize 10 
it more for the U.S. Caribbean.  The approach was meant to be 11 
customizable. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have one comment.  In terms of the value 14 
of the species, there’s a species that is so incredibly valuable 15 
and I’m talking about lobster.  It goes out of the scale of the 16 
1.5 or three because it is sought after because of its very high 17 
value. 18 
 19 
It’s sort of not linearly related to the other species in terms 20 
of -- The susceptibility of lobster for being caught is not 21 
because of its life history or aggregation or whatever.  It’s 22 
because of its value and that is not properly represented there 23 
is this that you propose.  Otherwise, I believe it is a way to 24 
go. 25 
 26 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s the kind of modification that the SSC can 27 
easily make.  There’s no reason why we can’t have a category for 28 
lobster that would be giving it a value of five or six for that 29 
particular attribute, rather than 1.5 or three, if the group 30 
agrees to it and we understand the ramifications of that, the 31 
implications of that. 32 
 33 
The method as I presented, as I mentioned before, this was a 34 
starting point for the thirteen members of this working group 35 
representing the entire country, recognizing that ideally each 36 
council’s SSC would have say three days or five days to put 37 
together their own version of this and fine-tune this approach. 38 
 39 
This wasn’t supposed to be taken as is, necessarily, for every 40 
council’s SSC, but every council could fine-tune it and add 41 
criteria or take away criteria or fine-tune criteria and that 42 
would be what was eventually used. 43 
 44 
Given the timeframe we have, it’s difficult to imagine us fine-45 
tuning that entire Table 4 and then applying it for all of our 46 
stocks by tomorrow afternoon and so we’re stuck in this position 47 
of what do we do and what’s the best we can do, given this 48 
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somewhat between difficult and impossible task we’ve been given, 1 
but that’s a great suggestion for a change that can be made. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is something that I believe is relevant 4 
to consider.  The other thing about this procedure, if you can 5 
call it that, is that it goes into issues that we have discussed 6 
here repeatedly, one of them being it leads us to consider 7 
partial segments of the time series and we would have to decide 8 
on that. 9 
 10 
I was also thinking, during lunch and some other times, that I 11 
perceive that there is many species that we are looking at in 12 
this group that follow some pretty similar patterns of catch, of 13 
annual catch, and if some of those species are not actually 14 
targets of any kind of fishery, for example porkfish for one, 15 
just to say one.  Who wants to catch a porkfish?  No one.  It’s 16 
a bycatch. 17 
 18 
If we see declines, consistent declines, in the capture of 19 
porkfish, that might be a pretty good indication of a reduced 20 
effort, reduced fishing effort, because if it’s -- We don’t have 21 
any reasons to believe that that species is particularly in 22 
peril or has been overfished or is for any reason presenting a 23 
real decline in its population. 24 
 25 
The declines in the annual catch might be completely related to 26 
a reduction in fishing effort, for whatever reasons there might 27 
be.  That’s another consideration that might help to adjust this 28 
protocol to whatever we have for Puerto Rico.   29 
 30 
At this point, I would give it a try, because at least we have 31 
some ways to go that we see that with certain flexibility that 32 
it can be adjusted to the reality of white grunt, if we can call 33 
that white grunt, which I believe it’s an assemblage of grunts.  34 
That’s my comment. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What would everybody like to do now?  Has 37 
anybody got a suggestion on a way forward here?  Do we want to 38 
go and try to break into groups and see if we can’t -- 39 
 40 
JIM BERKSON:  I think the group, the SSC, needs to do two things 41 
first.  One, they have to discuss or decide if they want to move 42 
forward with this kind of approach.  Before we sink a day-and-a-43 
half into it, that has to be done. 44 
 45 
Then the second thing is I think we have to discuss if people 46 
want to make modifications to it, like the ones that Reni just 47 
suggested.  If we get through those two steps in the next 48 
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fifteen minutes to an hour, then we can talk about how we 1 
actually implement this to get this done by tomorrow afternoon, 2 
but I wouldn’t start implementing it until we get through those 3 
two steps. 4 
 5 
JORGE CAPELLA:  In that case, I would like to propose a motion 6 
that we recognize that that’s a reasonable approach and it may 7 
need more work to be implemented, but we recognize that that’s a 8 
viable approach to what we’re tasked.  Maybe you can word it a 9 
little bit better. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re saying that the ORCS working group method 12 
is a viable approach to our task.  Is there anybody willing to 13 
second that motion?  Reni is seconding the motion.  Is there 14 
discussion? 15 
 16 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I would like to discuss it.  I certainly think 17 
it’s a step forward over what we’ve had in terms of being 18 
comprehensive and trying to frame all the issues, but I do have 19 
concerns about it and I’m not sure how far we would want to go 20 
with effectively adopting it for this purpose. 21 
 22 
There are some significant technical concerns about the issue of 23 
going from basically a stochastic model, which this is derived 24 
from -- It’s applying it in an equilibrium format, but it’s 25 
basically assuming that you can achieve some range of catch over 26 
a range of stock sizes by adjusting the catch to be what’s 27 
produced at each individual stock size. 28 
 29 
That’s a complicated subtle thing, but I think it is a real 30 
issue.  More importantly, I’m worried about the nine elements 31 
that we went through, I think it was nine, in that effectively 32 
all of those are making adjustments to our conclusion on element 33 
one. 34 
 35 
They’re saying that there are some stocks within the unit that 36 
are overfished and then how can we make adjustments for all 37 
those others to say whether we think they’re more or less likely 38 
to be overfished than some of the main species for which we had 39 
assessments. 40 
 41 
For example, is it more or less vulnerable and does it have a 42 
high natural mortality, which would probably make it less 43 
vulnerable, or a low natural mortality? 44 
 45 
They’re all really ways of refining our judgment on element one, 46 
which we are unable to use in this case, and the implication of 47 
that is that essentially our judgment as to whether a stock 48 
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would be overfished, moderate, or underfished is independent of 1 
anything about how much fishing is going on.  It’s a reflection 2 
of the behavior of the stock.   3 
 4 
It’s a reflection of its natural mortality rate and things of 5 
that nature, but essentially, we would get the same score with 6 
or without a fishery and that’s a logical inconsistency and it’s 7 
a reality of if you don’t know anything about the status of the 8 
stock, somewhere along the way you have to make a judgment and 9 
say whether we think this is overfished or not. 10 
 11 
I think the approach makes it seem like there’s a very 12 
comprehensive way of coming to that judgment, when in fact the 13 
bottom line is it’s just a judgment about whether you think 14 
something is overfished or not and I’m not sure you gain much by 15 
going through a lot of steps rather than just making that 16 
judgment. 17 
 18 
Again, elements two through nine, as I see them, are really 19 
independent of how much fishing is going on and that you 20 
basically get the same score the first fish that’s caught as you 21 
do when you’re catching a million tons and that’s a logical 22 
problem. 23 
 24 
The other thing is that the way this is being done is there’s 25 
double counting of some things.  We have the vulnerability based 26 
on natural mortality in one of the elements, and I don’t 27 
remember which one it is, but then again, we basically talk 28 
about vulnerability again as an add-on at the end of the process 29 
and so I’m concerned about that. 30 
 31 
As Jim says, all of these things could be addressed and refined 32 
for our purpose, but I don’t see how they can be in the time 33 
that we have available and so to some degree before deciding on 34 
whether we go forward and use this as an approach that we think 35 
is the best we can do at this time or not depends on what is our 36 
alternative.   37 
 38 
What if we say no?  What was done the previous time that this 39 
improves on?  How does this improve on essentially, again, 40 
coming to the conclusion about the average catch period or a 41 
period or a time series that we would use to calculate a catch 42 
level and then, again, making some judgment as to whether that 43 
corresponds to something that needs to be reduced or could be 44 
allowed to increase with some degree of confidence? 45 
 46 
I see at the end of the day it’s the same thing, but it has an 47 
awful lot of steps and elements to it that I think actually 48 
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largely rely very heavily on making that judgment about whether 1 
in fact you think something is in the proper status or 2 
overfished or underfished, which is basically the way the scaler 3 
approach has been used all along. 4 
 5 
The refinements of the method, which I agree with, somewhat lose 6 
their value if you can’t start off by being able to deal with 7 
element one of the nine. 8 
 9 
I guess I would just put that question on the table before we 10 
decide on a motion.  If we don’t agree with the motion to use 11 
this method, what’s our alternative?  Where would we be in this 12 
meeting?  Is it we have nothing or is it we relook at what was 13 
done in the previous meeting? 14 
 15 
JIM BERKSON:  If we don’t use this approach, I think that the 16 
options are all the other approaches that are in the ORCS 17 
report.  It’s what was done at the previous Caribbean SSC 18 
meeting.  Everything is back on the table.  The easiest default 19 
would be what was done last time. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would just like to follow up a little bit.  I 22 
would concur with Mike.  I have some concerns, partly I guess 23 
due to the fact that we went through the same process on the 24 
Gulf SSC. 25 
 26 
As we went through it carefully with numerous species and so 27 
forth, we found, as Mike has already found, inconsistencies and 28 
it’s a different method, but a scaler on different attributes.  29 
There were double counting issues and so forth and we had to 30 
change the scalers as we proceeded. 31 
 32 
I’m just concerned that given the very limited amount of time 33 
that we have, whether we can implement this method in a timely 34 
fashion.  Again, I also concur with Mike that we have to see 35 
what other alternatives we have available, but I’m just 36 
proposing a warning into jumping into this without evaluating it 37 
in more detail. 38 
 39 
Somebody had mentioned before lunch looking at the same species 40 
for one of the other islands and I think it would behoove us, 41 
possibly, to see what type of outcome we get on the other 42 
islands with the same species or looking at one or two 43 
additional species before we proceed. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Another approach might be, because of our time 46 
limitation, is to, in essence, use this table, Table Number 4, 47 
as a kind of template in a way for coming up with a discussion.  48 
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We could even add things to it for, first of all, determining 1 
whether species are lightly, moderately, or FMUs are lightly, 2 
moderately, or heavily exploited and then coming up -- 3 
 4 
We need a rationale for making that determination and at least 5 
look at this table and some of the other aspects of the report 6 
to develop the rationale for why we have said that this is what 7 
the situation is and then coming up with the average catch, the 8 
OFL, based on what our determination has been with respect to 9 
the exploitation and whether we’re going to allow an increase in 10 
catch or a decrease or what have you, but not use this as a way 11 
of going specifically and saying this is a three, this is a two, 12 
and this is a one, but using the criteria and the table to help 13 
us with a rationale for determining the level of exploitation of 14 
a species.  Then maybe discussing also, with respect to that, 15 
what that would mean in terms of OFL and ABC. 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  I’m just not sure how you do that without picking 18 
out the specific information you want to generate a specific 19 
outcome.  The nice thing about this scoring method is it’s set 20 
in place and it’s defined in advance and you know how it works. 21 
 22 
That’s more appealing to me than trying to justify your choice 23 
after the fact by looking at the table and picking out the 24 
particular boxes that match your argument.  I don’t know, but 25 
that just doesn’t sound good to me. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s a motion on the table.  I don’t know 28 
whether we want to do a consensus on this or a vote on it. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To start with, I think that perhaps nobody 31 
really here knows what the fishing effort was, to start with.  32 
That is probably one of the main concerns regarding the 33 
procedure, what kind of fishing effort has that particular 34 
fishery been subjected to. 35 
 36 
We have the catch data with uncertainties on the catch data that 37 
we have and we don’t have any effort data whatsoever, but with 38 
this procedure, we have at least a unified protocol from which 39 
to evaluate all the species that we have to deal with here. 40 
 41 
With so many uncertainties, it is very difficult to take any 42 
which one in particular and we’ll have to perhaps develop a 43 
particular protocol for each species or the alternative is using 44 
a more generalized procedure like this one and then go through 45 
each species by the same evaluation procedure. 46 
 47 
It simplifies our job and we will run into every consideration 48 
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that we would have to go in any other method, because the 1 
procedure, I believe that catch is the most relevant issue 2 
regarding the status of the fishery for these un-overfished 3 
species. 4 
 5 
I don’t know.  I would say that this is the only way that I see 6 
that we may apply a generalized procedure and finish the job by 7 
tomorrow.  Otherwise, I see myself just going into the question 8 
that was raised before of what else could we do? 9 
 10 
I find myself, again, in limbo for each one.  Every time a new 11 
species group or a new species comes up, we’re going to start 12 
arguing and trying to see what happened here and what happened 13 
there and every single year, are we going to take this year out 14 
or this year out and I don’t know. 15 
 16 
Really, at the end of the day, that drives me crazy, because 17 
there’s so many uncertainties that I think that this point, the 18 
best thing that we can do is to treat it from a more a general 19 
perspective like this procedure tends to drive you through. 20 
 21 
I pretty much would like to try it and see what happens and see 22 
where it leads us.  Maybe it leads us to somewhere that we say 23 
this really doesn’t apply here for this group or we don’t know 24 
what to do with it, but there’s a lot of people, a group of 25 
people, that have thought about this a lot and that might be a 26 
distance where we don’t have to travel. 27 
 28 
JIM BERKSON:  A couple of things.  First off, this method was 29 
developed, I think, with a different kind of fishery and stock 30 
in mind.  First of all, it was developed assuming you had 31 
information for Attribute 1.  Ideally, you had some knowledge 32 
about some indicator stocks or some other stocks in the fishery.   33 
 34 
Secondly, this is a unique fishery in that it’s my sense for 35 
most of these stocks, and correct me if I’m wrong, that nothing 36 
is particularly targeted and everything is retained.  You go out 37 
and you catch it and you keep it if you catch it and it sells.  38 
That’s unique. 39 
 40 
The other situation is we’re looking at these 2011 stocks and 41 
from what I’m hearing, I’m getting the sense that no one thinks 42 
that using our expert judgment for any of these stocks that 43 
we’re below B of 19 percent, we’re below 19 percent of unfished 44 
biomass. 45 
 46 
Even if a fishery has been going on, that is a very low level 47 
and that’s what that scoring system -- That’s what we got using 48 
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the scoring system for white grunt and so if it’s the case that 1 
we really aren’t below B of 19 percent, because we aren’t able 2 
to fine-tune that table for these stocks, given the time we 3 
have, and we aren’t able to use Attribute 1, perhaps we need to 4 
adjust the methodology for now, until we have time to better 5 
fine-tune it, until we’ve had time to see how it’s applied in 6 
other places. 7 
 8 
We need to fine-tune it so that we can implement it now and one 9 
way to possibly do that is to modify those scalers.  Instead of 10 
using 0.5, one, and two, use something like 1.1 and two or 1.9 11 
and one and two. 12 
 13 
Unfortunately, the real population dynamics background that went 14 
into this, the real theory that gets applied to this that makes 15 
this a great method, is the values of 0.5, one, and two actually 16 
have a basis in population dynamics behind them. 17 
 18 
The second we take that out and we say instead of using 0.5 that 19 
we’re going to use 0.9, you start losing some of that scientific 20 
underpinning, but the reason we would be doing that is because 21 
we don’t believe that those stocks are lower than B of 19 22 
percent.  I think there is a scientific justification for doing 23 
that. 24 
 25 
I think if we could potentially adjust those scalers, the method 26 
becomes practical for use until we have the time to develop it 27 
further and until we have the time to see how it’s been 28 
implemented in other regions.  I’m just throwing that out to 29 
start a brainstorming session here or to continue the 30 
brainstorming session. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I’m not thrilled with the position that we’re in.  33 
I have to agree with Mike’s comments regarding using an approach 34 
that is -- I don’t want to say hand-waving, but it’s a multistep 35 
approach to come up with a scaler. 36 
 37 
However, this is a very, at least a step-wise process to develop 38 
the discussion to come up with that scaler.  Uncertainty in this 39 
situation is a reality.  We don’t have any other options.  We 40 
don’t have more information that we’re not putting on the table 41 
here. 42 
 43 
I think Jim’s comments regarding modifying the initial scaler 44 
from one, 1.5, and two, and he was just throwing that out to get 45 
a discussion going, recognizes the fact that these are stocks 46 
that were not designated as undergoing overfishing.   47 
 48 
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These are not stocks that are targeted and therefore, if we 1 
start with our average catch metric, looking at an OFL and a 2 
value of one on that, then we can have the further discussions 3 
where the council can determine the amount of risk they want to 4 
take to drop down from that, but that at least recognizes the 5 
fact that we are in a situation in dealing with stocks that are 6 
not designated as undergoing overfishing. 7 
 8 
The only other point that I would like to make is that it’s been 9 
brought up a couple of times that in essence we are looking at 10 
the status of the stock, where it falls on that production 11 
curve. 12 
 13 
As Jim just pointed out, I don’t think there is strong support 14 
for a belief that we are below B 19 on this.  However, when we 15 
are looking at these time series, I think the period that we are 16 
looking at is also tied intimately into the level of the scaler 17 
that we choose. 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  If we did that, we’re in essence saying that 20 
we don’t need to go through those nine elements, of which number 21 
one we can’t score anyway.  We’re just making the judgment that 22 
it falls in the moderate range and then maybe we’ll proceed with 23 
the rest of the methodology. 24 
 25 
That also removes my concern about the double counting of 26 
vulnerability, because we would only be using it in the second 27 
half of the methodology and not the first half. 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  The only reason to go through Table 4 at that 30 
point would be if you think you have stocks that would come out 31 
as lightly exploited, that you could potentially use the scaler 32 
of two or something higher to allow for an increased catch if 33 
that’s possible and it may not be, given that the nature of 34 
these stocks and the nature of the fishery. 35 
 36 
So many of these criteria would come out as three anyway and 37 
it’s probably hard to imagine a stock coming out with an average 38 
value of less than 1.5, given that nothing is targeted and 39 
everything is retained and everything has the same value. 40 
 41 
If you think about that list, it would be hard to think of 42 
potentially anything coming out less than 1.5, but if there was, 43 
you actually could increase the catch above one. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just in discussing value, I had talked with 46 
Daniel earlier and he divided fish into market trash, which for 47 
wholesale prices are seventy-five cents a pound.  Those were 48 
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squirrelfish and wrasses besides hogfish and so you run into a 1 
little problem there, because hogfish is a first-class fish and 2 
sells for $2.50 a pound wholesale. 3 
 4 
You’ve got those two that are market and then there’s second-5 
class fish that only sell for a dollar a pound and they’re close 6 
to trash fish and those are the jacks, the grunts, the porgies, 7 
the triggerfish, and the filefish. 8 
 9 
There are first-class fish that are actually targeted by fishers 10 
and those sell for $2.50 wholesale and those are all the 11 
boxfish, the goatfish, the hogfish, and the spiny lobster.  The 12 
goatfish probably aren’t caught the same way, as much as they 13 
used to be, because the mesh size has been increased.  They’re 14 
small fish and they go through the mesh, for the most part, and 15 
so it’s only the very largest that are caught. 16 
 17 
There are different values for the different groups and that may 18 
be one way of getting through this a little bit faster, because 19 
some of these are already low value.   20 
 21 
They do fall under the category, I’m sure, that when you have a 22 
trap out and you catch a squirrelfish or a puddingwife or a 23 
Spanish hogfish, you might still bring it back, but they’re not 24 
targeted.  There are only a few of the listed species that we 25 
have that are actually targeted and preferred. 26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are you implying that those groups would be 28 
actually low vulnerability?  The comment that I wanted to bring 29 
up is I agree completely with you on that.  This group of fishes 30 
that are not targeted are actually bycatch and fishermen 31 
usually, as much as they can, they put it back in the water, 32 
things like doctorfish, for example. 33 
 34 
At least in Puerto Rico, nobody tries to go to the fish market 35 
with a doctorfish or a squirrelfish.  Nobody has the time to 36 
clean the fish.  Cleaning the fish is more costly than selling 37 
it and so who wants to go through the work of doing that?  There 38 
is a big difference right there. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can we get a consensus? 41 
 42 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a clarification.  My motion is in the 43 
precise language to recognize the validity of the method.  It’s 44 
not that we adopt the method right now or anything.  I am going 45 
by steps.   46 
 47 
We recognize the validity and then we do something else and how 48 
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do we improve it?  This doesn’t mean that we’re going to do the 1 
method right now.  It just recognizes that the method is there 2 
and it seems to be valuable.  The fact that it’s the only option 3 
doesn’t really weight much. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s move this forward then.   6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Could you just reread the motion to me, please? 8 
 9 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Basically, my language is to recognize the 10 
validity of the ORCS method. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think you said something like the ORCS working 13 
group method is a viable approach to our task.  That was 14 
seconded by Reni. 15 
 16 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’m still not clear what it is.  To recognize 17 
the validity is a pretty strong statement and I would not 18 
support that, because I think there are issues that have been 19 
raised. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It wasn’t validity.  It was a viable approach. 22 
 23 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Viable means yes, it could be used and I guess 24 
in that context that’s fine. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I’ll call for a vote.  Just all in favor of the 27 
motion; opposed.  It’s unanimous.  Does somebody have the next 28 
motion, which is to actually use this, or do you have any other 29 
comments?  We need to move forward.  If we’re going to use this, 30 
we need to move forward. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I have a comment or maybe a 33 
suggestion or whatever, that we spend a little bit of time 34 
thinking about the timeframes that we are going to apply to 35 
this, because that’s something where we -- That’s a barrier 36 
where I think that might stop us in the process. 37 
 38 
I think that one of the best ways of looking at this is to look 39 
at a figure that we had in the meeting before which showed us 40 
the annual catch time series of the species that we are going to 41 
be working with. 42 
 43 
They all came up in the same figure and there, we can see the 44 
trends, the temporal trends, the time series, of the different 45 
species that we need to be working here with and see if we can 46 
say, okay, there’s a group of species where we can try to get 47 
into an agreement of what years -- If we are going to do any 48 
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revision to the time series data that we’re going to be 1 
considering and try to go through that process right there. 2 
 3 
Then if we can sort of get into an agreement of the time series 4 
that we’re going to consider for the different species in 5 
consideration, I think that we will be saving a barrier to the 6 
process right there and we might be able to go through it. 7 
 8 
I recommend that we might go and see those time series and see 9 
if some of them sort of follow the same trend.  We might apply 10 
the same criteria, because otherwise, why not?  We could just 11 
talk a little bit about that and see if then we can insert, with 12 
an agreement of the time series, insert the process and start 13 
evaluating each fish or each group of species through the 14 
procedure, if you want. 15 
 16 
STEVE TURNER:  That may be a rational approach.  I am a bit 17 
concerned that there could be gear changes in there that would 18 
be masked by constancy of landings. 19 
 20 
JIM BERKSON:  I wish we had about three more days to think about 21 
this, because I just think if we didn’t feel this rushed to put 22 
this into implementation that we could really fine-tune it and 23 
make it a lot better or just feel a lot more comfortable with 24 
it, even if we ended up with the same thing. 25 
 26 
One way we could go through this would be to work in smaller 27 
groups, taking advantage of our own expertise.  For instance, 28 
fish ecology versus fishery versus data and looking at say those 29 
nine attributes and then the time series of the catch data. 30 
 31 
We could probably fairly quickly look over our list of stocks 32 
and say are there any cases where these are significantly 33 
different than the white grunt example that we already looked at 34 
in terms of those eight attributes we used already, in terms of 35 
the time series, the years we might want to use. 36 
 37 
We maybe have two or three of us work on each one, three 38 
attributes each let’s say, or something like that.  We spend an 39 
hour doing that and then we come back together and we report on 40 
it, each group saying we looked at it and everything turned out 41 
the same as white grunt or everything did except for these two 42 
stocks and then we talk about what do we do at that point.  Do 43 
we modify the scalers or do we not modify the scalers or how do 44 
we move forward? 45 
 46 
I’m just assuming that there really aren’t going to be an awful 47 
lot of differences compared to what we’ve already done and I’m 48 
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trying to think of a time effective way to do that.   1 
 2 
We might actually be able to get through that by the end of the 3 
day, so we could have a decent discussion tomorrow morning about 4 
given now that we’ve gone through the scoring system and given 5 
now that we’ve decided what years to work with, how we could 6 
implement this best, given that for our stocks.  That’s just an 7 
idea. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any comments on that?  Do you think that would 10 
be a viable way of going so that we maximize our time?  I think 11 
that would also be kind of testing this as well.  We don’t have 12 
much time, but it would give us an opportunity to test this and 13 
then if we decide that this is working, it will move us forward 14 
a lot. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can’t remember all the species, but going 17 
through quickly through my mind, I think that there are major 18 
differences between the species that we are dealing here with 19 
compared to white grunt. 20 
 21 
For example, we say that white grunt is a schooling species and 22 
not all the porgies are schooling, at least the ones that I can 23 
think that are more frequent in the catches, which is the porgy 24 
and it’s --.  That’s a fish that usually is caught in traps 25 
alone or maybe in a pair. 26 
 27 
Lobster, there are many reasons to believe that it’s completely 28 
different in terms of schooling behavior and vulnerability.  29 
It’s more vulnerable to certain gears during some parts of the 30 
year.  It requires a strategy of fishermen to capture it that is 31 
different from white grunt. 32 
 33 
Angelfishes, squirrelfishes, they’re all -- Squirrelfish are not 34 
schooling fish.  Their vulnerability varies and their value 35 
varies in relation to white grunt.  I don’t see that much of a 36 
pattern that applies to all these groups, at least looking from 37 
my perspective and trying to remember the nine steps in the 38 
process.  I see important discrepancies between the groups. 39 
 40 
JIM BERKSON:  That makes sense and the point there wasn’t so 41 
much that they would necessarily be identical, but the point 42 
there was that, for instance, you and Vance probably have the 43 
fish ecology background, the ecological background, necessary to 44 
be able to go through that list and look at those attributes 45 
that are ecological in nature and be able to classify them as 46 
one, two, or three fairly quickly, with some justification, and 47 
then bring them back to the group and explain why you did that. 48 
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 1 
Somebody with better background on the fishery itself could look 2 
at the attributes related to the fishery and so the same thing 3 
and so maybe we’ll end up with vastly different scores for the 4 
different stocks, but once again, by going through that 5 
exercise, we could either do it as an entire group, as we did 6 
with grunt, or we could try to break it up a little bit and use 7 
our time a little more wisely.  It depends on the group, however 8 
we think would be the best use of our time. 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I just wanted to make a clarification.  First of 11 
all, just set lobster aside in these comments.  You touch on the 12 
differences between the life history or the schooling behavior 13 
within these groups.   14 
 15 
I think part of those tools that are to be used across many 16 
fisheries is that there’s a much wider range.  As we get down to 17 
these groups of species that are not heavily targeted, we’re 18 
narrowing the range. 19 
 20 
Although there may be differences in schooling behavior between 21 
one species and another, we’re not talking about highly 22 
migratory schooling species that are moving all over the place 23 
and so we need to keep in mind that within this group, and I 24 
think that’s what was Jim was touching on that we might not find 25 
major differences, but within this group there are clearly 26 
differences, but in the broader scale of things, we’re looking 27 
at species that are at least relatively similar. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It depends upon how big your universe is, but 30 
the difference is that different susceptibility to being 31 
targeted as well.  It’s a lot easier to catch a schooling fish 32 
that migrates and you know the behavior patterns than something 33 
that’s found in pairs and could be found all over the reef. 34 
 35 
Anyway, does everybody think that this would work?  Maybe we 36 
could kind of break into groups and decide and do you have a 37 
recommendation as far as how to break into groups, because one 38 
of the groups that I see, Jim, would be the one that would work 39 
on the time series and I would certainly want Jorge Capella and 40 
Steve to be in that, but I don’t know what other groups we would 41 
have as to whether other people could be in that group. 42 
 43 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I don’t like the idea of breaking into groups.  44 
We’re already a small enough group to begin with and breaking 45 
into groups and then coming back together and discussing the 46 
issues usually takes more time than if we just solve the problem 47 
right away.   48 
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 1 
Let’s do it together and that way immediately we can answer any 2 
questions that pop up, because breaking into groups and coming 3 
back and then discussing it, we’re not going to gain anything.  4 
I would like to see the input of everybody when I say something.  5 
That’s my opinion. 6 
 7 
JORGE CAPELLA:  The biggest compliant I have heard is on the 8 
first attribute.  That seems to be the most interesting one and 9 
so maybe we tackle that one and maybe the others will fall down. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we almost eliminated the first one, 12 
didn’t we, that we couldn’t come up with that one and we were 13 
just going to cross that one off? 14 
 15 
JORGE CAPELLA:  But it seems to be very important and maybe we 16 
can come up with -- When I put up the motion to recognize the 17 
value of the method, an improvement would be to make it more 18 
algorithmic.  Right now, the way it is, if you give it to ten 19 
groups, they’ll reach ten different answers, probably. 20 
 21 
I would like to put a more quantitative aspect in the 22 
attributes.  For example, the first question, that should be a 23 
mathematical equation there, based on landings or whatever.  If 24 
this is more than this or greater than that, then it should be 25 
like an algorithm.   26 
 27 
You have this condition and then you go to the next one and then 28 
you reach a development point.  If everything is subjective, 29 
then everybody will reach a different conclusion and you have to 30 
harden this a little bit with numbers and that would be my 31 
recommendation for really Number 1, which seems to be the 32 
crucial one.  We may not have a direct number or estimate of 33 
exploitation, but we do have landings and other numbers. 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  We don’t have the information to give us Number 1.  36 
It does not exist.  If we did, we would have a successful stock 37 
assessment on some of these stocks.  They would have gone 38 
through the SEDAR process and been approved and we haven’t, 39 
because the information isn’t out there yet. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I propose that we start with the first group 42 
and see how it goes.  Let’s see how it goes.  Let’s see how much 43 
time it takes and what’s the complexity and what are our 44 
intellectual lagoons in the process, but let’s start and see how 45 
it goes. 46 
 47 
Maybe we think that we need to break into groups and maybe we 48 
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can sort of enjoy our joint knowledge, however limited it is, 1 
and however limited the information available is.  We might be 2 
able to work it out.  There’s not too many groups. 3 
 4 
What I do want to make clear, make clear for myself to start 5 
with, is that we are talking about Puerto Rico data and that we 6 
are not mixing up Puerto Rico with Virgin Islands, particularly 7 
because of the standpoint that the species have different 8 
values, to start with, and perhaps the fishing regulations and 9 
whatever else applies. 10 
 11 
We do it for Puerto Rico and then based on the Puerto Rican 12 
experience, we’ll get better.  We’ll probably be able to go into 13 
the Virgin Islands as well later on in the process, but I like 14 
the idea, because it will give us a guideline to treat each 15 
species and see if we can gain knowledge in the process and be 16 
able to carry it on and finish it. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just for one final comment on this, my 19 
understanding of Mike’s proposal was that people would take for 20 
all the species and look at their specialty and there might be a 21 
group that looks at the schooling aggregation and other 22 
behavioral responses for all the species and maybe the presence 23 
of natural refugia and then another group that looks at a couple 24 
of other aspects, so that we can speed up the process and then 25 
come back and explain, after the group has looked at everything, 26 
explain what their rationale is for putting each species in each 27 
area. 28 
 29 
Then we have a smaller group discussing this and then we have 30 
people coming in and having looked, more in a concentrated way, 31 
at a few items in there and then the whole group would then 32 
discuss each species, but each group would determine whether 33 
there was schooling behavior for each of these fishes and so on 34 
and so forth. 35 
 36 
It doesn’t sound like that’s what people want to do and that 37 
they just wanted to discuss it, but I just wanted to throw it 38 
out, just in case people misunderstood.  You weren’t looking at 39 
specific species and then you go back and argue those points 40 
again, but you were just looking at certain aspects of this 41 
table for all the species. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How much time did it take us to go through 44 
the white grunt, an hour?  That was the first one and probably 45 
the most difficult one.  Probably the time will be declining as 46 
we go through the process by different species.  I don’t know, 47 
but just as a suggestion, just to try it out and see what 48 
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happens. 1 
 2 
JORGE CAPELLA:  This is a question for you, Madam Chairman.  3 
Item 2 of the agenda was to review the decisions and logic 4 
behind the 2010 Amendment.  We sort of jumped over that and we 5 
are in Number 4, but I am concerned that maybe our logic in 6 
doing this will be against the logic that is implicit to be 7 
faulty on Item Number 2.   8 
 9 
Shouldn’t we resolve Item Number 2 before going on?  Obviously 10 
somebody is saying we did something wrong last time and they 11 
convened us to fix it.  Are we going to go ahead without fixing 12 
it or are we going to -- 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think the intent of that agenda item was for 15 
the SSC to remind themselves of the deliberations that went on 16 
last time and the decisions that were made.  I don’t think the 17 
intent was obviously that we did something wrong in 2010. 18 
 19 
While we have that information here, I’m not sure we -- It will 20 
take time to go through that.  I would be happy to do that or 21 
Bill is very, very familiar with the 2010 Amendment and he could 22 
probably give us a brief synopsis, if that is one way you want 23 
to go, or I have slides that we could put up too. 24 
 25 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I’m just wondering in terms of maybe somebody 26 
can remind us exactly what were those decisions.  I have a hard 27 
time remembering everything. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bill, would you be able to do that, just right 30 
now or would you be able to do it tomorrow?  I don’t know if 31 
there’s a lot of things to go through with respect to this. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  If you just want a recap of how we came to the 34 
decision of using the 1999 to 2005 time series, I think I could 35 
give you a general idea off the top of my head. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is it 1999 to 2005 for Puerto Rico as well? 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  I used 1999 to 2005 and it’s 1999 to 2005 for 40 
Puerto Rican commercial and it’s 2000 to 2005 for Puerto Rican 41 
recreational, because there is no Puerto Rico recreational in 42 
1999.  It’s 1999 to 2005 in St. Croix and it’s 2000 to 2005 in 43 
St. Thomas, because there are no data, acceptable data, in 1999 44 
for St. Thomas. 45 
 46 
Now, we could debate forever whether there is or is not suitable 47 
data in some of those other years, but these are the 48 
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determinations that the council made when they were coming to 1 
these decisions. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In other words, Bill, you were using that 2003 4 
to 2005 data that are funny data now on the graphs that we’ve 5 
been looking at and the recommendation now is that we stop with 6 
2002 data? 7 
 8 
I understand the 2005 was the end -- It was 2005 because we were 9 
looking at species that were overfished and undergoing 10 
overfishing to come up with ACLs and there have been a lot of 11 
regulations in place after 2005. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not overfished, but just undergoing overfishing.  14 
Some of them may also be overfished, but the criterion we were 15 
operating under was undergoing overfishing.  I can tell you 2005 16 
right off the top.  We chose that because that is essentially 17 
when the Sustainable Fisheries Act Amendment went into place. 18 
 19 
We felt like the provisions of the 2005 SFA Amendment actually 20 
started taking effect in 2006, but still may not have completely 21 
taken effect and so we felt like it kind of became a mixed bag 22 
after 2005.  Some things were going into effect almost 23 
immediately and some things took a while, closures versus the 24 
net ban, et cetera, et cetera.  We just weren’t as confident 25 
with the post-2005 data. 26 
 27 
At the time that we were developing the 2010 Amendment, we felt 28 
much more comfortable with the critical component that was the 29 
expansion factors for Puerto Rico and that’s why we were not 30 
uncomfortable using the 2003, 2004, or 2005 data. 31 
 32 
There was no indication at that time that those data could be 33 
problematic and whether they are problematic for snapper, 34 
grouper, and parrotfish or even conch, which is the fourth 35 
species included in the amendment, I think we probably would 36 
have to go back and evaluate that a little more deeply, because 37 
we really haven’t looked in depth at snapper, grouper, 38 
parrotfish, and conch. 39 
 40 
The council, from my perspective, is comfortable with what we’ve 41 
done data-wise with the 2010 Amendment.  The SSC may not be and 42 
that’s up to you guys.   43 
 44 
As far as the start point was concerned, the determination from 45 
the council was that anything pre-1999, in spite of the fact 46 
that there were new reporting forms in place, in their 47 
estimation, those reporting forms had not been fully accepted 48 
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and fully used and so there was still a bit of mixing between 1 
the old forms and the new forms through 1998 and so that’s why 2 
those chose 1999. 3 
 4 
That really summarizes the data sequence.  Prior to 1999, forms 5 
were mixed or else they were still reporting as gear rather than 6 
species groups.  Post-2005, that’s the SFA Amendment and the 7 
fact that 1999 was not used for two of the component fisheries 8 
was due to the fact that there were no data for those two 9 
component fisheries, St. Thomas commercial and Puerto Rico 10 
recreational. 11 
 12 
That really summarizes how the data were chosen and this was 13 
based upon, and keep this in mind, because I think this is 14 
important, not just the council at a meeting going through this, 15 
but it was based upon a SEDAR data workshop and it was based 16 
upon an ACL working group deliberation and several other 17 
meetings and so there’s a lot that went into this determination 18 
to use 1999 to 2005.   19 
 20 
It was not an off-the-cuff decision and personally, I think that 21 
you would have to be very careful to take another tack on that 22 
after so much effort has been put into determining those time 23 
sequences.  24 
 25 
Those workshops also considered all these other species.  Those 26 
are still an open bag, but they drew the same conclusions for 27 
surgeonfish, et cetera, et cetera, grunt and all these other 28 
non-undergoing overfishing species as they did for snapper, 29 
grouper, parrotfish, and conch.  That’s how we got where we got 30 
with the 2010 Amendment. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I just want to follow up.  As Bill said, there 33 
were a number of meetings that were involved in developing this 34 
time series and part of the deliberations on ending the time 35 
series in 2005 was the fact that at the time we had only 2006 36 
and 2007 available to us. 37 
 38 
At the time, the signal, as we’ve seen now by looking through 39 
2009, started going all over the place and so there was some 40 
question as to the credibility or validity of those last couple 41 
of years. 42 
 43 
There was also concern that the SFA management measures changed 44 
reporting behavior.  As we’ve pulled together the information 45 
currently, the most available information that we had, those 46 
four years in the most recent years started to show a slightly 47 
different pattern, which is why we began investigating further 48 
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into the expansion factors and found that we had a change in the 1 
methodology at that point in time. 2 
 3 
We’re data limited, but we also have a dynamic, moving target as 4 
we are adding more information and more analyses on this.  5 
Although I agree that we have to be consistent in our logic for 6 
potentially taking a different tack, there has to be the 7 
recognition that there is new information on the table while 8 
we’re considering this than there was at the time when all those 9 
meetings occurred for the 2010 Amendment. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  A question regarding the trip ticket.  That trip 12 
ticket or data that you were referring to was the trip ticket 13 
change in Puerto Rico between 1998 and 1999?  Is that what you 14 
were saying?  I know there were trip ticket changes in the U.S. 15 
Caribbean and were there also trip ticket changes in Puerto 16 
Rico? 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, there were not in Puerto Rico.  They chose to 19 
use a consistent time sequence between the islands and so they 20 
were trying to be as consistent in their choice of averaging 21 
criteria among the three island groups and I’m pretty sure 22 
that’s what their logic was. 23 
 24 
Obviously there were many more data years for Puerto Rico under 25 
any circumstance, except using the gear, than there were for the 26 
USVI. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What was the rationale for using just the same 29 
for the three islands? 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  To the greatest degree possible, they wanted to be 32 
consistent with all of the other parameters that might affect 33 
landings, environmental impacts, changes in market, and all 34 
these other things that may occur over the course of a thirty-35 
year history of landings data. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Specifically, because certainly hurricanes 38 
affect the islands very differently and their cultures are very 39 
different and the shelves are different and the environmental 40 
factors are different.  They’re different between St. Thomas/St. 41 
John and St. Croix.  Was there was some other, besides just 42 
making that statement, was there some actual validity for the 43 
statement? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, there was and actually, Genio is a good one 46 
to comment on that, because he’s much more familiar with the 47 
history of Puerto Rican fisheries than am I and he may be 48 
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comfortable with this or maybe not.  I don’t want to put you on 1 
the spot, but he had brought up some of the perspectives that 2 
led to using a more recent time series. 3 
  4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The reason was in 1998 we had our last big 5 
hurricane, George.  From 1999 to 2005, we didn’t have 6 
hurricanes.  At the end of 2005, we had the SFA, but in Puerto 7 
Rico, in the case of Puerto Rico, in 2006 we started with the 8 
new regulations and that’s where everything else collapsed, 9 
because 50 percent of the data for tickets disappeared.  10 
Fishermen stopped reporting. 11 
 12 
Then I was commenting with Dr. Keithly that from 2006, 2007, and 13 
2008 the price of gas went up to $5.00 a gallon and then we hit 14 
the recession in 2008 and so when you look further down the road 15 
and then you look back, the fishermen at the public hearings and 16 
the evidence, the most consistent, less impacted data was the 17 
one from 1999 to 2005. 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  It seems to me that we haven’t made clear what 20 
our next step is and I thought it was one of two things.  Either 21 
we agree to pursue the method described by Jim or we review what 22 
was done in the last meeting, in light of the feedback from the 23 
council and Roy’s note. 24 
 25 
I thought we were starting on trying out Jim’s method, but now 26 
we seem to be going back and responding to the feedback from the 27 
council on our previous method.  I’m not convinced which one is 28 
the right one, but I think we ought to do one or the other. 29 
 30 
JIM BERKSON:  My suggestion is based on the motion we just 31 
passed, we go ahead and start trying to put together the new 32 
method and it’s not Jim’s method, but it’s the ORCS working 33 
group method, as much as I would like to take credit for it. 34 
 35 
Graciela has a really good matrix up on the screen there that 36 
will let us go through and enter values for each of our 37 
attributes for those stocks.  If we could get through that -- I 38 
would like to go through that process on a step-by-step basis, 39 
as outlined in both the report and the presentation I gave. 40 
 41 
If we could complete this matrix, I think we would have really 42 
done something and we would feel good about what we did.  We 43 
would have accomplished something and we could probably do that 44 
by the end of today and that would be a very good lead-in to 45 
tomorrow. 46 
 47 
What I’m trying to avoid is us just going around in circles and 48 
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not hitting an endpoint today and so I think we ought to just 1 
start tackling this thing. 2 
 3 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a comment.  We seem to have two problems 4 
and they are intermixed.  One problem is the time series and the 5 
other is the method and I don’t know how to de-couple them, but 6 
they seem to be tangled and going around and so I don’t know how 7 
to solve it.  Maybe we could settle one and work with the other. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We will get to the tangle very, very 10 
quickly.  Whenever we hit the trend point, we’re going to have 11 
to make a decision right there and deal with the problem and 12 
solve Number 2 and keep going.  We have to go through there. 13 
 14 
If we insert ourselves in the process, we will have to pay 15 
attention to the issue when we go into the trends analysis, 16 
because whenever you see the trends, we’re going to have to look 17 
at the data and decide whether we’re going to ignore those first 18 
years and the last years and go with the 1999 to 2005 timeframe 19 
and see how that goes. 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  One thing we may want to do is if we go back to 22 
that matrix, go by row instead of by column and that way, we can 23 
go through all of those trends at once, species-by-species, and 24 
once we get the first seven done, we feel good about those first 25 
seven. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that’s an excellent idea and I agree. 28 
 29 
STEVE TURNER:  I can give you a second version of my file, where 30 
I have many of these species -- I now have eight or nine of the 31 
species groups up in my PowerPoint and so if I give that to you, 32 
then you can use that. 33 
 34 
Shortly, I’ll have the remaining three, which is angelfish at 35 
3,000 pounds a year, tilefish -- I’m looking at this one.  The 36 
MSY is 3,000 pounds, some of the extremely unimportant ones.  37 
I’ll have those shortly, but let me give you this and you can 38 
work off of that one and I can continue cutting and pasting and 39 
cleaning figures up. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thanks, Steve.  We can work on this other part 42 
while you’re doing that? 43 
 44 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  So we’ll go through and look at that.  47 
That’s great. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  For this criteria of refugia, the three choices 2 
are less than 50 percent, between 50 and 75 percent, or greater 3 
than 75 percent.  What percentage of the species habitat is 4 
accessible to fishing, less than 50 percent, between 50 and 75 5 
percent, or greater than 75 percent? 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would say virtually for all of these that it’s 8 
greater than 75 percent in Puerto Rico, isn’t it? 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  If that’s the case, they all would get a score of 11 
three. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just want to clarify.  What kind of 14 
legally-enforced refugia is there in Puerto Rico that 15 
exclusively harvests these fisheries groups?   16 
 17 
I’m trying to think about where can’t you fish that these fish 18 
are found, places like Desecheo and the closed fishing areas, 19 
seasonal closed fishing areas.  I don’t think so.  I think that 20 
the whole thing is pretty much open to fishing and so there’s no 21 
refugia. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Everybody is happy with that? 24 
 25 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I wouldn’t know what to score these, but I’m 26 
presuming that when we talk about refugia that that could 27 
include some species that has a broad range that extends well 28 
out of the range of any of the vessels that are involved in 29 
these fisheries. 30 
 31 
It’s not just a matter of formal refugia designated by law.  If 32 
it was an oceanic stock that just happened to pass through 33 
Puerto Rican waters, we would probably score this very low.  34 
That’s the intent, Jim, but apparently that isn’t the case for 35 
any of these. 36 
 37 
JIM BERKSON:  The report describes each of these in more detail.  38 
It gives about a paragraph and I would be happy to read that 39 
paragraph if you all don’t have it available and if you want a 40 
little bit more background on these as we go through it. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think it’s good to clarify, because I’m sure 43 
people probably haven’t read it three times and they may forget, 44 
but I don’t think there’s any -- I would have assumed that 45 
refugia also indicates something like it was on the drop-off and 46 
the boats couldn’t get to the drop-off and so it would be a 47 
refugia.  That’s not true of anyplace. 48 
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 1 
VANCE VINCENTE:  These are benthic reef fish, which dwell in 2 
very shallow water within the Puerto Rico platform, which is 3 
accessible very much.  I would say a three. 4 
 5 
JIM BERKSON:  The next attribute involves schooling, 6 
aggregation, or other behavior responses affecting capture.  How 7 
susceptible is the species to capture due to its behavior, low 8 
susceptibility, average susceptibility, or high susceptibility? 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s start with porgies.  Is there a comment on 11 
that, one, two, or three? 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Porgies, there’s two porgies that are 14 
typically captured in fish traps.  One of them is Anisotremus 15 
virginicus, which is the porkfish, and the other one is the sea 16 
bream.   17 
 18 
None of the two have any commercial value and I would say that 19 
they both go into traps, pretty much.  They don’t bite on lines, 20 
usually, and so I would say about a two.  I would give them a 21 
moderate because of their behavior.  They go into traps. 22 
 23 
Sort of like a fish that would not go into traps is, for 24 
example, the hogfish.  The hogfish will not go into a trap.  25 
These fish actually go into traps and that’s the only way they 26 
are caught unless we’re talking about big seines and gillnets, 27 
which is something else and I’m not very familiar with that and 28 
what is the level of that effort being addressed to the local 29 
reef fisheries right now. 30 
 31 
In terms of fish trapping, I would say that in behavior they’re 32 
not excessively vulnerable nor exempt from fish trapping and so 33 
I would say a two or something like that. 34 
 35 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Archosargus rhomboidalis and Anisotremus 36 
virginicus, the behavior is very different, one from the other.  37 
Archosargus rhomboidalis is different in the feeding habits.  38 
They’re herbivores and they stay within the shallow areas.  It’s 39 
not fished for that I know of.  At least it’s not a target 40 
species. 41 
 42 
Anisotremus virginicus, they school when they’re very young, 43 
actually, and then they split into two or three or couples or 44 
they’re kind of solitary or semi-solitary.  Just off the top of 45 
my head, I would say a two, but I just wanted to refresh my 46 
mind. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the porgies, it’s the Calamus 1 
species that the fishermen are targeting and so it’s the Calamus 2 
bajonado and the Calamus penna.  Those are the ones that they’re 3 
actually targeting. 4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a suggestion, so we can get through this.  6 
First of all, a lot of this information is going to require the 7 
local experts’ input on this and for something like behavior, if 8 
we thought about maybe the two that are most vulnerable to these 9 
criteria and the lower vulnerable, because I think if we go 10 
through each one of these individually, it may take us a real 11 
long time and it’s just a thought, in terms of thinking about 12 
this. 13 
 14 
Look across the board and see which has the most vulnerability 15 
due to behavioral attributes and that would allow you to select 16 
out which are going to get the higher scores and which get the 17 
lower scores.  It’s just a thought. 18 
 19 
JIM BERKSON:  So everyone is happy with a two here? 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say that triggerfish, for example, 22 
they don’t -- The gray triggerfish does go into fish traps and 23 
the blue ones, not that -- Can you continue the -- The others 24 
are tilefish? 25 
 26 
JIM BERKSON:  It would be better if we went in order, I think, 27 
if we could just keep going column-by-column.  Let’s do goatfish 28 
next.   29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s schooling, but it goes through the fish 31 
trap opening. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If it goes through the fish trap opening, I think 34 
we’re looking at morphology and it would be size to 35 
vulnerability as opposed to a behavioral characteristic. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s to give a value in the table, right? 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  Yes, but the question here is, is there anything 40 
about their behavior that makes it particularly susceptible or 41 
not susceptible to the gear that it’s caught with?  Does it 42 
school in a way so that if a net is going to catch one that it’s 43 
going to catch all of them?  Does it actively seek out traps 44 
because of the bait?  It’s those kinds of things. 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  We have to be careful about how we define 47 
schooling, because goatfish are not schooling fish.  They’re 48 
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benthic and they aggregate, maybe as much as five to six to 1 
seven, but they stay pretty much on the bottom and they don’t 2 
school in the water column.  They tend to move close to the 3 
bottom in small aggregations, at least the Mulloidichthys.  4 
There’s two species. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The yellow and the spotted goatfish. 7 
 8 
VANCE VINCENTE:  The spotted.  Mulloidichthys is the spotted.  9 
About the other, I don’t know much. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It schools.  Again, they school, but they do 12 
not -- They are not vulnerable to fish trapping that much. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  They’re not really migratory species that you 15 
can put a net out in their migratory pathway and get them and so 16 
-- 17 
 18 
VANCE VINCENTE:  So it’s probably more like a one, low 19 
vulnerability. 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  Their behavior would make them less susceptible 22 
than the average species in that fishery? 23 
 24 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I would say yes. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think they’re very susceptible if we’re using 27 
the behavior like for the porgies to make it a two because it 28 
goes into traps.  Goatfish will also go into traps, but because 29 
of the morphology of the goatfish, and this is where we’re going 30 
to run into problems, is they are small and the mesh size on the 31 
traps means that they’re really not caught much anymore unless 32 
they’re very large. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that we should put a two 35 
there and keep going, because the behavior doesn’t really matter 36 
for these guys.  It doesn’t really -- I don’t see any other fish 37 
there that is actually more or less vulnerable because of its 38 
behavior. 39 
 40 
Maybe some jacks do school and are vulnerable because of that 41 
and some not and so by characterizing jacks into one group, you 42 
lose a lot of information there, because some school and some 43 
not and I would rather go to two, moderate, and don’t see any 44 
big problem by giving them a moderate vulnerability to fishing 45 
because of their behavior. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know if this helps, but if the increase in 48 
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mesh size occurred in 2006, the landings dropped by 80 percent 1 
in that year from previous.  That would suggest to me that it 2 
was not behavior that caused that drop and it was morphology 3 
relative to the change in mesh size.  Behaviorally, they seem 4 
plenty susceptible.  Morphologically, that susceptibility has 5 
dropped drastically. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  Great.  So that’s a two.  The question is for any 8 
of the other stocks up there -- We can take it stock-by-stock, 9 
but an easier way might be to say for any of those stocks, do we 10 
see that they would have a value other two? 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Surgeonfish school and not so much the blue 13 
tang, but the doctor and the ocean surgeon school and they are 14 
caught in nets.   15 
 16 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think we’re paying too much attention to the 17 
example of schooling, which is really geared towards the typical 18 
industrial fishery that takes advantage of schools for purse 19 
seining.   20 
 21 
In this particular case, I find it actually hard to conceive of 22 
what information we would have for these stocks that wouldn’t 23 
make them a two, unless it would happen to be something we would 24 
just know doesn’t like the shadows from the traps or something 25 
like that.  For the most part, I would take as a default that 26 
these are all two, unless we really know of something unique 27 
about them that would make them different from that. 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  There could be some trap-happy stocks. 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Some trap unhappy.  For example, the 32 
tilefish is trap unhappy because it is so slim that it goes 33 
through every single trap. 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  But that’s morphology again. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Morphology, yes, of course. 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  So let’s put two across this row and go down to 40 
morphology. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just have one question, because with jacks -- 43 
In Puerto Rico, for blue runner, do they use purse seines or 44 
seines for those? 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They used to use big seines, but as far as I 47 
know, it was also banned, the seining, but I may be told 48 



91 
 

otherwise.  As far as I know, big seines are banned. 1 
 2 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Not completely.   3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Not completely? 5 
 6 
VANCE VINCENTE:  It was banned for a good time and then the 7 
fishermen, particularly from the Aguada region actually and 8 
Guaniquilla.  They complained to the Governor and to the DNER 9 
and they allow it on certain specific areas, of which I don’t 10 
know which they are, but it is not a holistic statement.  Just 11 
for very few locations, they’ve been reauthorized. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  Our next row deals with how susceptible is the 14 
species to capture based on its morphological characteristics, 15 
low, average, or high? 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can we put two across and then we’ll just change 18 
the twos? 19 
 20 
JIM BERKSON:  Two is the default value. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Goatfish would probably be a one. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Goatfish and tilefish, I would say, and 25 
squirrelfish as well, except black bar.  Most of them go through 26 
the -- Not the large adults, maybe not.  Maybe those two only.  27 
The tilefish and the goatfish should be one. 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  The next row is targeted species or bycatch and 30 
this one will probably be similar across the board.  To what 31 
extent is the species targeted by the fishery?  One is no 32 
targeted fishery, two is occasionally targeted, but occurs in a 33 
mix with other species and catches, and three is actively 34 
targeted. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We have squirrelfish are bycatch, surgeonfish 37 
are bycatch, and we have a problem with wrasses, because hogfish 38 
are first-class fish, but puddingwife and Spanish hogfish, which 39 
are in the same unit, are bycatch, market trash. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, also the angelfish are targets of 42 
the aquarium trade. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, the angelfish are targets of only the 45 
aquarium trade, I think, right?  Then there’s second-class fish, 46 
which according to Daniel are close to trash, which are jacks, 47 
grunts, porgies, triggerfish, and filefish. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say that there’s also some target 2 
species for boxfish.  They’re highly valuable. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Three would be, I think, and you guys can change 5 
this, but this is what I got from Daniel, but three would be 6 
boxfish, goatfish, hogfish, and spiny lobster, which we don’t 7 
have up there. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m just curious.  Is this across the board or are 10 
we just dealing with commercial Puerto Rico and we’ll deal with 11 
recreational separately?  Are there any differences in these 12 
attributes between the commercial and recreational fisheries? 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Could somebody answer that?  I don’t really know 15 
Puerto Rican recreational fisheries at all. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only data that you’ve looked at so 18 
far is the commercial side of things.  You do have a set of data 19 
in the ACL 2011 document that looks at the recreational data.  20 
For anyone who is a recreational fisher, they can -- If you want 21 
to combine it here, that’s fine.  If not, we can just make 22 
another tab and deal with the recreational separately. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We could look at this, because about half the 25 
fish catch in Puerto Rico is recreational and so it’s a really 26 
important part of the catch of the fisheries and so if there’s 27 
anything in here for those who know about the recreational 28 
fishery that would either increase or reduce the numbers that we 29 
have up here, maybe that could be brought up as we go. 30 
 31 
JIM BERKSON:  The ABC, would it be fisheries-specific or would 32 
it just be stock-specific?  Would we come up with an ABC for a 33 
stock for each fishery?  If that’s the case, then we would need 34 
to do this table for each fishery. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  We are coming up with sector-specific ACLs for 37 
Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  What I would recommend is that we do this table 40 
for commercial and then we go through it probably fairly quickly 41 
and see what changes we would need to make to turn it into a 42 
recreational table. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  When you did the sector for recreational, did 45 
you just multiply the commercial by 1.5 or were you very 46 
specific as to having some knowledge of what species are 47 
targeted in the recreational fishery to put in a value that’s 48 
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separate for recreational that varies between species or species 1 
units? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’ve got recreational data for Puerto Rico from 4 
the MRFSS and so they are built completely independent of the 5 
commercial dataset. 6 
 7 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I thought we were going through an exercise of 8 
determining OFL and ABC for a fishery management unit, 9 
effectively for a stock.  That should be done once to get an OFL 10 
and an ABC.  The dividing of that up into sectors is an 11 
additional management issue. 12 
 13 
We’re aiming at things that are presumed to be at the stock 14 
level, although we’re substituting a fishery management unit for 15 
stock.  I don’t see what the sector divisions -- I don’t see 16 
them as being related to what we’re doing here.  17 
 18 
It is true though that if the fishery is made up of both 19 
recreational and commercial, we somehow need to balance our 20 
judgment on these things to take account of both types of 21 
fishing activity when we talk about the behavioral, but we’re 22 
shooting for only one ABC. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Bill, I had a question regarding the table.  25 
In this category of bycatch, like pure bycatch would be one and 26 
then targeted species would be three, the extremes would be 27 
that?  That’s why boxfish and the wrasses would be targeted.  28 
I’m thinking about the hogfish. 29 
 30 
There is a group of fishes there that are bycatch.  The porgies 31 
are and so I would say that that’s a two, because those are not 32 
either bycatch or targeted species, but are species that you can 33 
get by hook and line mostly.  They’re not really bycatch, but 34 
things like angelfish and surgeonfish and squirrelfish and 35 
tilefish are bycatch, pure bycatch, in Puerto Rico.  36 
Triggerfish, I would give a two and grunts, I would give them a 37 
two. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Tilefish should be one? 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Tilefish would be one, yes.  It’s pure 42 
bycatch.  Triggerfish is a two and squirrelfish is a one and 43 
surgeonfish as well, one.  Two, one, and then porgies, I would 44 
leave it at two.  That’s my take on that one. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What would you say jacks is? 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jacks, a two. 1 
 2 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Going back to the surgeonfish, in Puerto Rico 3 
definitely it’s never targeted.  Nobody eats surgeonfish in 4 
Puerto Rico and it’s definitely a bycatch, but as you know, in 5 
the Virgin Islands it is a targeted species. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re only looking at Puerto Rico. 8 
 9 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I thought that we would be looking at one ABC. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Triggerfish, in the Virgin Islands, it’s 12 
prime.  It’s prime meat. 13 
 14 
JIM BERKSON:  We’re looking for one ABC per platform, so 15 
recreational and commercial for that stock on that platform, but 16 
we’re still going to have platform-specific ABCs.  We’re on to 17 
our next category, which is natural mortality compared to the 18 
dominant species in the fishery. 19 
 20 
How does the natural mortality of the species compare to the 21 
natural mortality of dominant species in the fishery?  Is it 22 
higher or approximately equal to the dominant species or is it 23 
equal to the dominant species or is it less than the dominant 24 
species? 25 
 26 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Can we define dominant species? 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that’s important, because with each one 29 
of these, there is a dominant species and so somebody needs to 30 
say what the dominant species is. 31 
 32 
VANCE VINCENTE:  What is going to be the baseline?  Is it the 33 
dominant species in that specific taxa or is the dominant 34 
species of the whole catch, annual catch?  I don’t know. 35 
 36 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Conceptually, the way this is constructed, it 37 
should be how is the natural mortality relative to those species 38 
for which we’ve classified them as, stock status.  This whole 39 
exercise is about saying what’s the stock status of these other 40 
species that aren’t classified, in effect. 41 
 42 
If a species has a low natural mortality relative to those 43 
species that are classified as overfished, then it’s almost 44 
certainly going to be overfished or beyond and vice versa, if it 45 
has a very high natural mortality, short-lived, relative to 46 
those that have been classified.  Then it may be less 47 
susceptible to being overfished. 48 
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 1 
I think that’s the intent.  Now, our problem here is we don’t 2 
have anything that we’ve classified as stock status and so we 3 
really don’t -- 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We haven’t done a stock assessment, but we do 6 
have the species that are considered undergoing overfishing and 7 
are overfished and we can look at those and say that relative to 8 
these, is the natural mortality of these less or more than 9 
those? 10 
 11 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Maybe we should be using those for row one, 12 
which we decided not to fill out.  If we’ve made stock 13 
determinations, then why aren’t we using those? 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, the problem that I see is that it’s 16 
a group of species and not one species and so how can a group of 17 
species be more or less -- Have a higher or less natural 18 
mortality of the other species?  It’s undefined. 19 
 20 
We’re dealing with groups and not with one particular 21 
population, but a group of populations gathering to what we say 22 
is boxfishes.  I recognize about five different boxfishes, 23 
different species, and so which one are we talking about? 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It just needs to be clarified and, Jim, could 26 
you clarify? 27 
 28 
JIM BERKSON:  In a multi-stock fishery like this, multispecies 29 
fishery like this, this particular attribute is looking for the 30 
outliers.  It’s looking for stocks that have a particularly low 31 
natural mortalities or particularly high natural mortalities 32 
compared to the multiple stocks that make up that complex that’s 33 
fished on. 34 
 35 
If we look at that row of stocks, are there some that we know 36 
have particularly low natural mortalities and others that have 37 
particularly high natural mortalities compared to everything 38 
that’s caught in that fishery as a whole?  That’s what that 39 
category is about. 40 
 41 
If they all have about the same natural mortality rate, they 42 
would all be two, but my guess is that some live longer and some 43 
live shorter. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to make sure I’m clear on this, Jim, when you 46 
talk about the fishery, you mean the reef fish fishery of Puerto 47 
Rico?  Okay. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That would include even red hind and so on and 2 
some of the snapper species that are caught in traps and line 3 
and so on that are all part of this fishery because they’re 4 
caught in the same gears. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  Yes, as long as those aren’t targeted in a 7 
separate fishery at separate times.  If people are specifically 8 
going out for red hind when they wouldn’t be catching these, 9 
that would be a separate fishery. 10 
 11 
If red hind are caught at the same time as everything else using 12 
the same gear and you have an equal probability of catching 13 
them, susceptibility taken into account, that’s the same 14 
fishery.  If you’re just going out to get red hind two weeks a 15 
year when they’re spawning because they’re easy to catch, that’s 16 
a different fishery. 17 
 18 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I have a question.  Is it mortality related to 19 
life span?  Are we giving a preference to the smaller fishes or 20 
how do you handle that? 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s actually the point I was just going to 23 
make, is that we can think about this and there are other life 24 
history and variance, life span and body size.  Your largest 25 
animals that live the longest are going to have the lowest 26 
natural mortality and therefore, were to end up being in your 27 
category towards the three on this.   28 
 29 
Those that are very fast growing that have higher natural 30 
mortalities are going to be less susceptible or less productive 31 
than your other species and so yes, that would be one way of 32 
looking at this.  Which of these species get to be the oldest or 33 
the largest size would be another way of quickly looking at it. 34 
 35 
JORGE CAPELLA:  What about fecundity?  How do you decouple 36 
mortality from fecundity? 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think the way to go through these points is 39 
that fecundity would be part of a productivity-susceptibility 40 
analysis.  This is just taking that one criteria looking at 41 
natural mortality and I’m looking at some Gulf productivity for 42 
tilefish and they’ve got age at maturity is high and maximum age 43 
is high.   44 
 45 
The scoring on that ends up being a slightly higher risk ranking 46 
than some of the other comparable species, like hogfish.  It 47 
puts it a little bit higher than that.  For those that are more 48 
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familiar with the life histories of these, you can look at those 1 
that are going to have the oldest ages and the largest sizes or 2 
size at maturity. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Here, the tilefish species that is common, 5 
which is Malacanthus plumieri, which is the sand tilefish, that 6 
fish doesn’t grow bigger than a hogfish and so in this case, it 7 
might not apply, but following this, I would only be concerned 8 
about wrasses because of the hogfish, because it’s a long-lived 9 
fish. 10 
 11 
At the same time, within wrasses, the same family, you have the 12 
smallest of all of them, which is the slippery and all that, 13 
which are very, very small fish.  They may be short lived, but 14 
with higher fecundity. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s not included in this.   17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In that case, I would put two across and 19 
keep going, because I don’t think we’re going to be able here to 20 
come up with any additional life history data that would tell us 21 
otherwise or just take it out of the equation or leave it at 22 
two. 23 
 24 
VANCE VINCENTE:  There’s two ways of doing it and I don’t think 25 
any of it can be done this way.  Number one is many of the reef 26 
fish ecology books, like Atlantic Reef Fish, Fishes of the 27 
Atlantic, they have the approximate life span.  You look up the 28 
species and then it says 4.5 years or twenty years.  It’s an 29 
estimate. 30 
 31 
Then we have a lot of otolith information and I don’t know where 32 
that has been summarized in some way by the council, but another 33 
way is to look at the otolith data and that way, we can say 34 
which are short-lived and which are long-lived.  There are ways 35 
of doing it. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  FishBase has that information for most of these 38 
species as well and I looked up some of it and it’s even got 39 
resilience and vulnerability estimates for the species.   40 
 41 
There is information out there on this, but I don’t know of any 42 
of those species up there that have a really short life history 43 
and have high natural mortality or really are super long-lived, 44 
forty years or anything like that, like the groupers and 45 
snappers.  They may be an across the board two that may be the 46 
best or we may have a -- 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Also, the problem by lumping all the species 1 
into one group, you actually start encompassing a lot of 2 
variability within that group.  In the case, for example, of 3 
wrasses, the hogfish.   4 
 5 
In the case of the boxfish, you have buffalo trunkfish like for 6 
the smooth trunkfish, for example.  The buffalo trunkfish is 7 
about three or four times as big as the other one and so there 8 
is a great deal of range within life histories within the same 9 
groups that we’re talking about and so we’ve got to be very 10 
careful as well within this. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Be careful, Reni, because there’s only certain 13 
species within the group.  Like for the wrasses, the only 14 
species in this unit are hogfish, puddingwife, and Spanish 15 
hogfish.  The other wrasses are not included at all. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The same thing applies.  Like the 18 
puddingwife, it’s half a pound and the hogfish can reach sixteen 19 
or fifteen pounds.  It’s the same thing.  In the case of the 20 
trunkfish, the buffalo trunkfish must be there, because it’s the 21 
biggest growing one, I would expect.  Can you pull the table 22 
down a little bit down?  If it’s not, I would hope that -- The 23 
trunkfish is the one that I’m referring to, the buffalo 24 
trunkfish. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Which species is that? 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s one of the Lactophrys. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think it’s probably called the trunkfish. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, probably the trunkfish, the biggest 33 
growing, the largest growing, of the group.  Compared to the 34 
smooth trunkfish, smooth trunkfish doesn’t get to half a pound 35 
and the buffalo trunkfish can be six, seven, eight pounds.  It’s 36 
a big difference in size. 37 
 38 
The size range within each group is very large.  It’s 39 
considerable and so that is also when you try to answer the 40 
question about natural mortality, there is even high variability 41 
in natural mortality expected within many of these groups.  I 42 
don’t know if we could take one out and single it out of the 43 
rest of them. 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  If I could eliminate a couple of groups, because 46 
there’s basically no landings, would you prefer that?  Would 47 
that be helpful? 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You could mention it. 2 
 3 
STEVE TURNER:  Surgeonfish, tilefish, and angelfish.  It’s 4 
probably less than a hundred pounds a year. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  Reni is just making the point that it’s a problem 7 
trying to manage these things as groups when you’ve got very 8 
different life histories and you’ve got different niches they 9 
occupy.  That’s the problem with species identification.  10 
There’s lots of species and all the other issues we have to deal 11 
with all the time. 12 
 13 
There are different ways to approach it.  You deal with the 14 
group overall and try to come up with a classification or you 15 
deal with it based on the one that’s most abundant in your 16 
catch, the one that has the highest harvest rate you think in 17 
your catch, or you could be precautionary and go after the one 18 
that’s most vulnerable.  We really haven’t been given direction 19 
on how to do that. 20 
 21 
Oftentimes those kinds of decisions are based on being most 22 
precautionary and so if there is a stock in that group that’s 23 
caught a lot and it has a mortality rate that’s less than the 24 
dominant species, that might be something that you would take 25 
into account even if there are other stocks that are the exact 26 
opposite, but if they aren’t caught very often, if they aren’t 27 
major players, then you might be more concerned with the one 28 
that is that you need to be more cautious about. 29 
 30 
From our discussion so far, I don’t know that I’m hearing 31 
anything that tells me any of those stocks should be any 32 
different than a two.   33 
 34 
While Graciela fill that in, if we’re ready to go to the next 35 
one, the next one is rarity.  How frequently is the species 36 
found in the catch, sporadically, occasionally, or frequently? 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s information that Steve can provide and he 39 
did provide that on some.  Steve, which were the ones, again, 40 
that you listed that have almost no catch at all?  Angelfish, 41 
surgeonfish, and tilefish would be all one or 0.5. 42 
 43 
STEVE TURNER:  We don’t know if they’re rare animals or if 44 
they’re just not caught. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have some information on that.  They’re 47 
not rare.  They’re common.  Angelfish, surgeonfish, and tilefish 48 
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are common.  The thing is that the fishermen usually throw them 1 
alive back again in the water.   2 
 3 
They don’t want to deal with them.  They just don’t want to 4 
clean them.  They don’t want to spend their ice with that kind 5 
of fish because they don’t have any value and so they throw them 6 
back in the water and it’s not reflected in the statistics. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If they’re common, then they’re a one? 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  No, if it’s sporadic, it’s one.  I think if 11 
they’re caught all the time and not retained then it probably 12 
has something to do with bycatch mortality.  If they’re caught 13 
and thrown back and none of them live, then you would say 14 
they’re caught frequently. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think most of them live if they are thrown 17 
back in the water reasonably.  They live because I have 18 
undertaken about five major fish trapping studies.  That’s what 19 
I do.  I take them and throw them back in the water and they 20 
live. 21 
 22 
JIM BERKSON:  I would consider that sporadically if they’re not 23 
killed by the fishery.  Those would be ones. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Triggerfish are not rare.  It depends on 26 
where you fish them.  Particularly the gray triggerfish is 27 
vulnerable to fish trapping, very vulnerable to fish trapping.  28 
In terms of the rarity -- If they are rare, I wouldn’t say they 29 
are rare.  We are saying that surgeonfish are not rare, but they 30 
just are not -- Rarity in the catch.  I would probably put a one 31 
into the goatfish as well. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  They’re averaging 70,000 to 80,000 pounds a year 34 
for triggerfish and filefish in the commercial fishery. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would take out goatfish, because now with 39 
the increasing the mesh size, very rarely do they get into a 40 
trap.  You can also fish them by hook and line, but very seldom 41 
do they bite. 42 
 43 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’m not proposing that we do anything 44 
different, but this particular element is one of those examples 45 
where I think the system hasn’t been vetted and thought through 46 
enough.   47 
 48 
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The reasons that it might be rare in the catch is that it’s only 1 
bycatch for some reason or not vulnerable to the gear, both of 2 
which are covered elsewhere, or it’s low value, which is covered 3 
elsewhere, or maybe it’s an endangered species, in which case 4 
we’re getting the wrong answer. 5 
 6 
I would just point out that this particular category is probably 7 
not a useful one for our purposes.  For that reason, I would 8 
probably score it in some neutral manner throughout, so that it 9 
basically doesn’t affect our results. 10 
 11 
JIM BERKSON:  If that’s the case, I would suggest we remove it, 12 
rather than giving it a two.  Even a two is a value that’s going 13 
to play into that average. 14 
 15 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  The only reason I suggested giving it a 16 
neutral value is because I’m reluctant to see us modify the 17 
scheme.   18 
 19 
I’m pointing out my reason for thinking that to do this properly 20 
there has to be a thorough vetting, but to do it piecemeal, 21 
modifying one thing and not another, I think is probably not 22 
advisable and in order to still take account of my apprehension 23 
about this one, that’s why I recommended trying to give it, 24 
unless there’s some specific reason to do otherwise, just give 25 
it a neutral score, so it doesn’t have much of an impact. 26 
 27 
Again, I think that the information content that would come from 28 
something being rare in the catch is covered by the other 29 
categories or it’s going to give us the wrong answer in the case 30 
of a very depleted or endangered stock. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But we don’t have any of these as being that 33 
depleted or endangered, I don’t think.  Certainly the council 34 
hasn’t determined that.  Maybe for this purpose anyway, I think 35 
it’s a good point to make with respect to this.  We could just 36 
go and put twos, I think, for everything else, but ones for the 37 
ones that are not caught commonly. 38 
 39 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Are they not caught commonly because, for 40 
example, they’re of low value, which means we’re going to say it 41 
again in the next row? 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s a whole bunch of different reasons.  44 
Like goatfish are high value, but the mesh size is too large. 45 
 46 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  We covered that up under morphology. 47 
 48 
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VANCE VINCENTE:  We’re just saying the attributes are not 1 
independent of each other. 2 
 3 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Yes, they’re very much not independent.  I 4 
guess it’s how much emphasis do you want to put on this one 5 
issue, because by having these non-independent entities show up 6 
and affect multiple scores, you’re having more influence than I 7 
think is appropriate. 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  I think it’s fine to put twos across there, but I 10 
think we definitely need to take notes as to why we’re doing 11 
that, because that’s easily the kind of thing we forget a year-12 
and-a-half from now when we’ve got to readdress this. 13 
 14 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Just putting a number is dangerous, because 15 
you’re considering the final ranges and so if you put a two, 16 
it’s very different than just putting a one overall.  Maybe if 17 
we just put zeros, it might be better. 18 
 19 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s why you -- Probably a better option is to 20 
leave it blank or to delete the row.  Maybe just leave it blank. 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would just second the leaving it blank and 23 
having a note off to the side so when we review it later that 24 
the rationale for why we decided to leave that out is clear and 25 
then just leave it blank and therefore, we don’t modify the 26 
procedure and we can move forward. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that’s a consensus, that we’ll just 29 
leave that blank, for rarity.  If you could just delete all 30 
those ones and twos in there, Graciela, and then we’ll indicate 31 
why we did that.  Next is value. 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  This is low value, often not retained is a one.  34 
Two is moderate value, usually retained.  Three is high value, 35 
almost always retained, and, Barbara, you had dollar amounts and 36 
species classifications for those, which made it more objective. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes.  The market trash that were seventy-five 39 
cents a pound were squirrelfish and surgeonfish.  The second-40 
class fish, which were a dollar a pound, which is not much 41 
different, they probably should be 1.5 or something like that, 42 
because these are really or ones as well, maybe ones as well.  43 
Jacks are -- 44 
 45 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Jacks depends on which species. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Grunts and porgies. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  How many categories are you going to have, 2 
Barbara? 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s potentially three categories, because 5 
there’s market trash, first-class trash fish and second-class 6 
trash fish or actually the other way around, and then first-7 
class fish. 8 
 9 
There’s three categories, but the second-class fish are almost 10 
considered trash fish, according to Daniel, but Jorge is saying 11 
something a little bit different in saying that some of the 12 
jacks, which I would have assumed from the Virgin Islands have 13 
some more value than others.   14 
 15 
I don’t know, but according to Daniel, jacks sell for a dollar a 16 
pound and that’s not much different than the seventy-five cents 17 
a pound that you’ve got for squirrelfish and actually 18 
puddingwife and Spanish hogfish. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that there is also a lot of 21 
variability within the group.  There are some that are 22 
ciguatoxic and they’re completely trash and nobody pays anything 23 
for them and they’re even illegal to be sold. 24 
 25 
Things like the blue runner, for example, small crevalle jacks 26 
and horse-eye jacks, are sold.  You even see them in 27 
supermarkets in Puerto Rico and they are worth something 28 
compared, for example, to a sand tilefish and nobody pays 29 
anything for it.  It’s just not sold or a surgeonfish and 30 
they’re just not sold or squirrelfish.  People that make soup 31 
pay half-a-dollar per pound for them and so there is certain 32 
gradient in value there. 33 
 34 
In the porgies, for example, the Calamus species are in the same 35 
group as grunts and people pay more for a grunt than for a 36 
tilefish.  I would give those groups a two and the same for 37 
goatfish, a two.   38 
 39 
The jacks, give and take, I would probably keep a two and then 40 
leave the ones for the surgeonfish, the squirrelfish, some 41 
wrasses, and the tilefish.  The others might have a two.  The 42 
boxfish, in some places, boxfish is first and so that, I would 43 
say, is a three. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think three for the goatfish, three for the 46 
hogfish or the wrasses, because of the hogfish, and three for 47 
the boxfish and then why don’t you go through and porgies, 48 



104 
 

should they be one or two? 1 
 2 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I think this is the easiest one, really.  First 3 
of all, looking at Puerto Rico in general, there are no threes 4 
in there, to begin with.  Boxfish is right.  If you to La 5 
Parguera, you are going to eat chapin, but nowhere else.  If you 6 
to the north coast, San Juan, they won’t touch it and so the 7 
maximum I would give it, to be general about it, would be a two. 8 
 9 
Porgies are one and goatfish is a one or a two, but there’s not 10 
much heavy fishing or much desire for hogfish and so I would put 11 
a two, just to be generous.  Angelfish, a one.  Angelfish is a 12 
one and what do we have left?  Tilefish is a one or a two.  13 
Tilefish is probably a one, at the end of the column, at the end 14 
of the row.  Triggerfish and tilefish would be one. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you look at this in terms of compared to say 17 
mutton snapper or red hind or those species, then I think you’re 18 
right that two would be the maximum on this and so those threes 19 
should really be twos. 20 
 21 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I agree.  There should be no threes in there. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The next one is the trend.  That was one that we 24 
were questioning whether we could deal with that, but that was 25 
looking at the actual graphs. 26 
 27 
JIM BERKSON:  Can I make a suggestion here?  Can we go back to 28 
the -- Just out of curiosity, can we plug in threes for every 29 
one of those and see it makes any of those greater than 2.5, 30 
just out of curiosity? 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why all threes? 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  I’m just saying let’s look at an extreme and see 35 
if it makes a difference.  Three is the trend is decreasing.  36 
Otherwise, it would be a 1.5.  If the trend is increasing or 37 
stable, it would be a 1.5.  If the trend is decreasing, it’s a 38 
three and I’m not seeing that any of those cross that 2.5 39 
frontier. 40 
 41 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Trend in catch or trend in stock size?  I know 42 
what we have for information, but what’s the intent? 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  The idea is to use it when the effort is stable 45 
and what we’re trying to find is a -- Let me look it up here to 46 
make sure I get it exactly right.  It says trends in historical 47 
catches may also be informative under some circumstances. 48 
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 1 
If fishing effort is stable, a declining trend in catches may be 2 
an indicator of stock depletion.  Again, if effort is not 3 
increasing, stable or increasing catches are an indication that 4 
the stock is exhibiting resiliency and not likely being severely 5 
impacted by fishing, but caution is warranted when interpreting 6 
catch patterns in the absence of other indicators and sources of 7 
data. 8 
 9 
Qualitative measures of effort, such as the number of active 10 
vessels or employment in the fishery, are likely to be all that 11 
are available for data-poor stocks, but may be misleading if 12 
there are technological advancements in the fishery. 13 
 14 
Increasing catches could also be an indication of fishery 15 
expansion, that is a stock that is transforming from lightly 16 
exploited to moderately or heavily exploited status. 17 
 18 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Given that, I would actually say that we can’t 19 
fill it out, because we don’t know anything about the trend in 20 
effort.  As Jim has just pointed out, it’s not going to make any 21 
difference in our conclusion anyway, but there’s a rationale for 22 
simply not scoring that one, because, again, it was prefaced as 23 
trend with some sort of idea about effort. 24 
 25 
If you did have this information, trend at relatively constant 26 
effort, I suspect the information would be redundant to Number 27 
1, which would have allowed us to score whether we thought 28 
things were overfished, moderately fished, or lightly fished, 29 
but in this particularly case, I think it’s probably just as 30 
appropriate to simply leave it that this is one we don’t have 31 
the information to use and put no scoring. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that if we put up the graph 34 
of the catches of these not overfished species, I think that 35 
we’re going to learn something about -- There might be hidden in 36 
there indirect evidence of a measurement of effort. 37 
 38 
If we looked at the annual catch trends of unexploited species 39 
or non-targeted species, we would see that if there is a 40 
declining trend, that declining trend has got to be because of 41 
effort.  It must be an indication of effort, because we’re not 42 
seeing that porgies are declining because they’re being 43 
overfished. 44 
 45 
There are some species there that we know that they have never 46 
been fishery targets, nor are they prime or especially 47 
vulnerable because of bycatch.  They sort of reflect what the 48 
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fish trapping does and so if there is a lot of fishing trapping, 1 
their numbers go high. 2 
 3 
If the effort on fishing trapping goes down, their numbers go 4 
down and so I don’t know, but it’s like a good means for us, for 5 
the group here, to learn about perhaps the indirect indicators 6 
of trends in effort rather than anything else, maybe normalizing 7 
our knowledge or our measurement of effort in our judgment of 8 
these annual catch data, but again, I mean putting three there 9 
might -- I wouldn’t put three.  I would put twos. 10 
 11 
JIM BERKSON:  I think Mike’s suggestion is a good one and that 12 
is that we don’t put anything there, because we can’t justify it 13 
right now.   14 
 15 
If we look at what those scores are and basically what we’ve 16 
done is we’ve done the first part of the ORCS method and we’ve 17 
applied it and justified that those stocks are moderately 18 
exploited in that huge category, which is probably what you 19 
would have expected for those stocks. 20 
 21 
It doesn’t mean everything in the Caribbean is in that category 22 
and it doesn’t mean that everything would fall into that 23 
category.  What it means is for those stocks using the method, 24 
that’s where we’ve ended up. 25 
 26 
The next step is to say that if we use the method, that scaler 27 
is going to be one now for the OFL and that’s what we used 28 
before, but now we have a justification for using it, a sound 29 
justification, based on these criteria that we didn’t have 30 
before. 31 
 32 
We have a good justification for the scaler and we can now move 33 
forward and talk about, on a stock-by-stock basis, what should 34 
be the timeline, that time series we use, to multiply by that 35 
scaler of one to get our OFL and so that’s the next step and the 36 
step after that is to determine high, medium, and low 37 
productivity and we’ve done the job we’ve been asked to do. 38 
 39 
I like the idea of looking at that data and trying to get a 40 
sense of the effort.  I think that would be interesting, but 41 
that’s not necessarily a part of what our assignment is that we 42 
have so little time to do right now.  If we had time tomorrow, I 43 
would like to do that. 44 
 45 
Right now, I would like to start looking at these stocks and 46 
look at that time series again, catch time series, and if see if 47 
the time series we end up with are different than what we first 48 
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said about porgy or what we’ve said in the past. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just have a question.  We’re suggesting that 3 
we remove -- If you could delete the threes and then we’ll see 4 
where we land, because if all of these are falling under the 5 
second, moderately exploited stocks, when we have tilefish, 6 
angelfish, that definitely it sounds like are not being 7 
exploited and that we have virtually no catch from those, then 8 
maybe this isn’t giving us what we need for that, because we 9 
need something else to give us a better picture and to get a 10 
broader range of values for this. 11 
 12 
JIM BERKSON:  We can try modifying that table and adding 13 
attributes or changing attributes.  I think if we had three or 14 
four days, that would be a really interesting thing to do.  15 
Unless there’s a desire to start a fishery for those stocks and 16 
raise the catches above what they’ve been historically, I don’t 17 
know that it’s worth the effort to try to do that right now. 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I certainly agree with Jim’s last point, but 20 
I’m curious whether the cutoff point at 2.5 -- What’s the basis 21 
for that?  We would come to a different conclusion if the cutoff 22 
was two, for example, one that Barbara in fact is more 23 
comfortable with with respect to angelfish and tilefish.  I’m 24 
not suggesting we do that.  I’m just curious about whether there 25 
is some specific reason for that cutoff. 26 
 27 
JIM BERKSON:  Yes, because it’s halfway between two and three, 28 
where two the criteria is moderately exploited for each one of 29 
those three choices. 30 
 31 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Okay and so if one wanted to think about 32 
further discussion of this methodology at some future date, I 33 
think that is an important issue and in fact, one thing that’s 34 
occurred to me even before we got into this discussion is 35 
there’s an issue as to whether you would want to apply these 36 
factors as additive or multiplicative factors. 37 
 38 
I think that in fact you would probably want to use most of them 39 
as multiplicative factors applied to Element or Factor 1.  I do 40 
think there’s a lot of room for further, broader thinking about 41 
these things and refinement, but for our purposes here, this is 42 
probably as we’re going to get. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of my concerns is if we say that all of 45 
these are moderately exploited and yet we have groups here like 46 
angelfish, surgeonfish, and tilefish, et cetera, that are really 47 
not exploited, when we say they’re moderately exploited, the OFL 48 
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becomes you multiply whatever you decide is your average catch 1 
metric or your time series metric and you multiply that by one. 2 
 3 
These are species that are not being exploited and so if there 4 
was a fishery that could be developed, the OFL, you would think, 5 
would come up higher than that.   6 
 7 
Now, there may be other ecosystem reasons to reduce -- You have 8 
a higher OFL if you don’t take into account the fact that 9 
angelfish are spongivores, et cetera, or that surgeonfish are 10 
grazers, but that brings down the ABC. 11 
 12 
JIM BERKSON:  If you remember the section of the report and the 13 
slide that I had up there about the ratchet effect, which 14 
mentioned if you had a stock that was lightly or moderately 15 
exploited and you were concerned about ratcheting the catch 16 
down, you thought there was room still to further exploit the 17 
stock, the recommendation was that you not use the average, you 18 
use something like the 75th percentile as your catch statistic 19 
you’re going to multiply by your scaler. 20 
 21 
If you did that with those stocks, that would give you that 22 
extra room you’re talking about and I think in those cases where 23 
they’re not exploited, and that’s a clear criteria we could use 24 
for those stocks that separates them from other stocks, that 25 
would be a good use of that part of the report. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s five o’clock right now.  This is when the 28 
Federal Register indicates when this meeting is supposed to end.  29 
I don’t think we have anybody from the public here staying that 30 
has been here at the meeting at all and the cocktail hour, free 31 
cocktail hour for the people that are staying here, doesn’t even 32 
happen until six o’clock.  Would you be willing to stay here for 33 
another hour to discuss this? 34 
 35 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I have to leave at 5:30. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ll let you do that, but you’re going to be 38 
back tomorrow, right? 39 
 40 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Yes.  At nine? 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think it’s scheduled for 9:30 and the Federal 43 
Register says 9:30 and so it will be 9:30 that we’ll be 44 
starting. 45 
 46 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Maybe you guys who know, is there a given 47 
species in the whole thing for which you know a lot and for 48 
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which you can try all the simplifications to see how they match 1 
the real science?  Does that exist at some point? 2 
 3 
JIM BERKSON:  That is going to be done.  It hasn’t been done 4 
yet, because this is just too new, but with all of these data-5 
poor methods, one of the most interesting things is to use a 6 
data-rich stock, where you have a full stock assessment, and 7 
compare it to what you get using the data-poor method. 8 
 9 
Especially if you look at the management that’s prescribed using 10 
the full stock assessment versus the management that’s 11 
prescribed using the data-poor method and following it out for 12 
about ten years and seeing what would happen to that stock, 13 
given what we know about it, if you use the data-poor method. 14 
 15 
Within six to nine months, I think you’re going to see that 16 
happening with this and comparing it to other methods and I 17 
think it’s going to be really interesting.  Hopefully I’m going 18 
to be involved in some of that. 19 
 20 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Is that species or any of the species going to 21 
be tropical, because we have this problem of you do the work 22 
over in Alaska and in the Grand Banks and then nothing applies 23 
to here. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  Ideally, if we have data-rich stocks, which I’m 26 
sure we do in the tropics, maybe not in the U.S. Caribbean, but 27 
if we have stock assessments, it certainly could be done. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  I have two comments.  One is, and Todd may want to 30 
expand on this, but the next SEDAR does include white grunt and 31 
you guys are doing white grunt.  The second thing is I’m just 32 
curious, but are we going to run through this process for 33 
lobster, which is another one of the species we have to address 34 
for the 2011 amendment? 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does this work for invertebrates as well? 37 
 38 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t know why not.  If you think about those 39 
criteria, I would think that you could use them. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We could add that on right now and we could go 42 
through and do that, to have it. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  Why not? 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we done then with this? 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  No, we’re going to do spiny lobster as well.  1 
Let’s do spiny lobster, as long as it’s up here, because I think 2 
that’s the only one besides the aquarium fish that are left off 3 
of here. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about conch? 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Conch already was done. 8 
 9 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I was going to comment on something else and 10 
I’ll let it pass now, but do we have a status determination of 11 
spiny lobster? 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, remember the stock assessment couldn’t come 14 
to a conclusion and so there was not a status assessment with 15 
respect to that? 16 
 17 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I know that, but it isn’t listed in any of the 18 
FMP documents or NMFS determinations or whatever as having a 19 
status, that anybody knows of?  We’re going under this and 20 
making -- Until we do this, we’re basically starting with a 21 
blank sheet on this?  That’s interesting. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  We actually do have status determination criteria 24 
for all of these FMUs, but they were based upon expert input and 25 
not based upon quantitative assessment outcomes.  We have that 26 
for spiny lobster, too.  The MSY is 547,000 pounds.  Like I 27 
said, that’s based upon expert input and not quantitative 28 
assessments. 29 
 30 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I follow up on that?  I wouldn’t have any 31 
faith in 540,000 pounds, based on anything but some sort of 32 
quantitative method, but I would have faith in expert judgment 33 
about whether something is moderately exploited, overexploited, 34 
or lightly exploited.  That’s what we need for this exercise.  35 
We don’t need an MSY determination or an overfishing 36 
determination quantitatively with respect to F and so that’s 37 
really what I was getting at. 38 
 39 
I think that actually is relevant to the determinations we had 40 
for some of these other stock units as well, but it seems to me 41 
to be particularly relevant to species like spiny lobster, which 42 
is so important. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There are some fairly stringent rules and 45 
regulations with spiny lobster and so one of the difficulties, I 46 
guess, with respect to that is those regulations probably keep 47 
it from becoming overfished. 48 
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 1 
Because of the fact that the spiny lobster is found right 2 
throughout the Caribbean and has a long larval life cycle, an 3 
actual assessment has not been able to be done, but it’s 4 
obviously a heavily-exploited stock, but it probably comes under 5 
moderately exploited because of the size regulations, which are 6 
much larger than Florida, the fact that you can’t keep buried 7 
females and so on. 8 
 9 
We could go through this and fill out this form and see what we 10 
come up with.  If we start with refugia, I think, again, number 11 
three. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I defer.  I say that, because of the same 14 
reasons I just said, like ripe females, size constraints, all 15 
those are refugia.  I would go for a two.  The species has some 16 
refugia.  It has the protection of ripe females and the size 17 
constraints.  They act as refugia and also the long life span of 18 
the larvae that it has.  It makes recruitment to be, in a 19 
general sense, independent of the places where it’s fished. 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  By the criteria it’s of the habitat and so 50 22 
percent of habitat, 50 to 75 percent of the habitat, or greater 23 
than 75 percent of the habitat.  I think with the closed areas, 24 
we’re still not getting down into near 75 percent and so I’m 25 
thinking we’re probably in that upper category for heavily 26 
exploited. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The only other thing would be how deep are the 29 
lobsters and then how deep do people fish, because that’s -- 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have been seeing lobster down to 160 and 32 
so they go down.   33 
 34 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I would say a two, 50 to 75 percent of habitat 35 
accessible.  I wouldn’t say more than 75, because it’s much 36 
deeper.  How deep could you put a lobster trap, normally, a 37 
fisherman within the Puerto Rican shelf? 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sometimes habitat has other meanings beyond 40 
the physical setting where the animal is.  Habitat sometimes 41 
refers to the entire place or conditions where the organism 42 
dwells and not necessarily the hole where it’s living at a given 43 
time.  Habitat also refers to function in the ecosystem. 44 
 45 
VANCE VINCENTE:  One thing is that it’s reasonable to choose for 46 
a two, because I would say, from the top of my head, about 25 47 
percent of the Puerto Rican shelf would not be accessible for 48 
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normal fishers and I mean scuba diving for the lobster.  You 1 
don’t catch lobster by hook and lines.  You need fish traps and 2 
most of the small fishing vessels cannot handle -- 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The spirit of the question refers to how 5 
available it is to fishermen and I think that for the particular 6 
case of lobster, they are not completely available.  It’s not 7 
like all of the other reef fish that we were talking about. 8 
 9 
Lobster, because of its size -- When they talk about habitat, 10 
I’m not sure if the spirit of the question was actually the 11 
physical setting exclusively, but rather how available it is to 12 
fishermen and that is what I believe. 13 
 14 
VANCE VINCENTE:  If lobster would be catchable by hook and line, 15 
then I would say more than 75 percent, but either you go down 16 
diving for them or you drop a fish trap and I’m saying that fish 17 
traps are not normally placed more than a hundred feet to begin 18 
with and so you’re still within the shelf shallow area. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I say a two and you are in agreement. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Refugia is going to be two.  Behavior is 23 
schooling, aggregation, or other factors affecting capture.  24 
With respect to lobsters, they do go aggregate in holes together 25 
and so you can find twelve or fifteen lobster. 26 
 27 
VANCE VINCENTE:  There are certain times of the year in which 28 
there is massive migration of thousands of them.  Ask the 29 
fishers from the west coast, which take advantage of such 30 
migrations.  In fact, they don’t even know how to sell them.  31 
They even have to give them away for free because they catch so 32 
many when they intercept the migration groups.  At times, yes, 33 
there is a behavioral, an increased vulnerability due to 34 
behavior. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I was just informed by Graciela that we have 37 
only five more minutes because of the recording and so what 38 
would you recommend for a behavior on this, a number? 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  May I ask a question from people who would 41 
know?  Do these deep lobsters migrate onto the shelf at some 42 
time during the annual cycle, in which case they become 43 
vulnerable? 44 
 45 
I ask that because a hundred percent of them could be in 46 
unfishable waters part of the year and if a hundred percent of 47 
them actually come up into the shallows at some time of the year 48 
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when the fishery actually has them vulnerable. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, Dr. Sissenwine, they do.  In the 3 
wintertime, we have what’s we call the lobster run.  It’s 4 
provoked by the great swirls late in September by the hurricanes 5 
and by the cold fronts and it usually lasts until February or 6 
mid-March and they come in big, big numbers at that time. 7 
 8 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I would consider that a behavior that would 9 
actually increase their vulnerability, somewhat offsetting the 10 
fact that there’s deepwater refugia.  That’s, to a degree, 11 
offset by a behavior of onshore migration, which is common in 12 
crustaceans and so that’s what I would have expected to be the 13 
case. 14 
 15 
JIM BERKSON:  I would give them a three. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It sounds like it.  Morphology is the next one, 18 
the morphological characteristics affecting capture. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They’re not very fast swimmers.   21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The main concern would be when they 23 
use nets, because their morphology will really trap them in the 24 
nets. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They like to go into traps. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You’re suggesting a three for morphology as 29 
well? 30 
 31 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I’m going to let Reni choose that one. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  2.5. 34 
 35 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  We’re saying their morphology makes them 36 
vulnerable, I guess, but isn’t the more important issue whether 37 
minimum size constraints and so forth give them the protection?  38 
Are there trap vents -- There certainly are minimum sizes, but 39 
are there also trap vents that essentially mean that it would be 40 
hard to overfish this species, given the required gear?  That’s 41 
what I think the important consideration here is.  I haven’t any 42 
idea what the answer is, but that’s what I would be talking 43 
about. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t think the trap vents release lobster.  46 
There’s no release of lobster.  There’s probably no mortality if 47 
they catch juvenile lobster and release them, but a lot of 48 
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fishermen will keep their juvenile lobster and even the females 1 
in the traps, to go pick them up after the females, in 2 
particular, release their eggs. 3 
 4 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  You’re essentially describing a situation 5 
where the minimum size constraints are not, as they are 6 
currently applied, effective enough to essentially ensure that 7 
we’re preventing overfishing? 8 
 9 
If I had a well-enforced minimum size constraint that made sure 10 
every lobster got to spawn for five years, then I would say that 11 
the morphology was such that I don’t have to worry about this 12 
being vulnerable to overfishing.  That’s clearly not the case. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, it’s certainly not the case.  What would we 15 
put as a number here?  If we said it was a two, it would be 16 
average susceptibility to capture and specific characteristics 17 
depend on gear type. 18 
 19 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Based on that, it’s a three. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bycatch or actively targeted by the fishery, I 22 
think it’s actively targeted and does anybody object?  That’s a 23 
three.  The next one is we’ve eliminated natural mortality and 24 
we’ve eliminated -- Rarity is a sporadic occurrence in catch, 25 
not common but mostly pure catches are possible with targeting, 26 
and frequent occurrence and not uncommon, but mostly pure 27 
catches are possible with target and frequent occurrence in 28 
catch. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You eliminated rarity, but you left 31 
natural mortality on the table. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We weren’t going to do natural mortality, were 34 
we? 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Natural mortality, considering lobster, they 37 
have a very long life and so from that standpoint and fecundity 38 
is not low. 39 
 40 
VANCE VINCENTE:  It’s a two by definition. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So we put a two in there? 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Which one did we -- We did include M and we 45 
eliminated rarity? 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  Rarity was a duplicate, we decided. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Graciela, have we got it finished now?  Is that 2 
right?  Okay.  Tomorrow, we’ll go and we’ll look at the actual 3 
graphs and the data and come up with what we’re going to use for 4 
the time series. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  We need to do that and then we need to do the 7 
productivities, low, medium, and high for each of the stocks. 8 
 9 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I need to correct my suggestion about a three 10 
for natural refugia, because Todd just told me a figure that 11 
they said lobster traps down to -- 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Fish traps and I would maintain your two.  I 14 
would maintain your original scoring on that. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Fish traps that go down deep are for deepwater 17 
snapper and they’re not targeting lobster and they probably 18 
don’t have the shape of funnel and stuff to catch lobster. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I’m going to email everyone the table 21 
that we just finished. 22 
 23 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I ask one more question on this?  Of 24 
course, lobster as a stock is broadly over the Caribbean.  I’m 25 
sure it’s not a single stock over the Caribbean, but it’s much 26 
more broadly than Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands and so 27 
a lot of the considerations we’ve had here, we’re effectively 28 
making the assumption that we apply equally in Cuba or in 29 
Grenada and so forth, which isn’t true, and so I don’t know 30 
whether there is merit to some sort of comment about this in the 31 
context of the broader stock network. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Genio pointed out there’s smaller sizes and the 34 
U.S. Caribbean probably protects their lobster probably more 35 
than any other group except Saba Island actually has an 8.35 or 36 
something like that inch. 37 
 38 
Most of the areas throughout the range of the lobster in the 39 
Caribbean have a smaller size range for capture than we do in 40 
the U.S. Caribbean. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We did send Amendment 4 to the Spiny 43 
Lobster FMP around, because it has one table that lists all of 44 
the management measures and sizes for spiny lobster all over the 45 
Caribbean. 46 
 47 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  In effect, that’s almost saying there’s an 48 
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inverse sanctuary effect.  That is, they’re better off being in 1 
U.S. waters than in Cuba or somewhere else.  Our assessment of 2 
the status of the stock, which is basically what this is, but -- 3 
In one sense, we’re talking about refugia within the near field 4 
of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, but we have an inverse 5 
refugia at the stock level because they’re much more vulnerable 6 
to fishing in the other countries. 7 
 8 
I’m not quite sure how one takes that into account, but you 9 
certainly wouldn’t conclude that if everything about the 10 
management in the U.S. Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico were ideal 11 
-- My example where the minimum size gave them all five 12 
opportunities to spawn, you wouldn’t necessarily be confident 13 
that on a stock-wide basis there wasn’t a problem with spiny 14 
lobsters, because of what’s going on in all those other places. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s also like Saba Island which has a larger 17 
size than the U.S. Caribbean for lobster. 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  But compared to Cuba, that’s not probably a -- 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Except the currents come that way and so that 22 
may be feeding our islands. 23 
 24 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Yes, but we’re feeding Cuba and the stuff is 25 
not coming back around. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  And Florida. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  My comment was there’s been a recent SEDAR done 30 
on spiny lobster for the Gulf and South Atlantic and basically, 31 
and, again, somebody can correct me.  I was on it, but I can’t 32 
remember the details now, but basically it’s Caribbean-wide and 33 
so forth and what’s harvested in one area is probably not going 34 
to have any large effect on the stock in that area. 35 
 36 
I think it’s an issue that probably may need to be considered 37 
with some other species that we have been assuming are local 38 
stock recruitment activities when they may not be and just a 39 
request to Graciela.  I have to leave, because I have a five 40 
o’clock meeting elsewhere.  Can you send me the motion that was 41 
passed earlier today?  I would like to see the wording of it 42 
compared to where we have moved this afternoon.  Thank you and 43 
I’ll see you tomorrow.  9:30, is it? 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, 9:30.  Thank you, everybody, for coming and 46 
attending and thank you for recording.  We’ll see you tomorrow. 47 
 48 
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(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on May 24, 2011.) 1 
 2 

- - - 3 
 4 

May 25, 2011 5 
 6 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 7 
 8 

- - - 9 
 10 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 11 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Doubletree by 12 
Hampton Inn Hotel, Carolina, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, May 13 
25, 2011, and was called to order at 9:30 o’clock a.m. by 14 
Chairman Barbara Kojis. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we need to start the meeting.  This is 17 
the second and last day of the SSC meeting.  We still have a lot 18 
of work to get done and so we need to be very focused with 19 
respect to this. 20 
 21 
Just some reminders.  Please have your cell phones off and 22 
please keep your mic open when you’re speaking and so just make 23 
sure that red light is on when you’re speaking.  Please say your 24 
name when speaking and one of the other things is Walter, I 25 
believe, on speakerphone again. 26 
 27 
One of the other things is that the essential fish habitat draft 28 
report is available for everybody to review and all comments 29 
need to be in by Friday of this week.  These are especially 30 
major comments.   31 
 32 
There might be an opportunity to do some minor corrections after 33 
this is finalized, but any major comments where there needs to 34 
be extra work or anything like that done have to be finished and 35 
in to Graciela by the end of this week.  I guess you can get 36 
them by Sunday or something like that, if people want to work 37 
over the weekend?  We know how dedicated everybody is.  I would 38 
like to go around right now and just have everybody say their 39 
names for the record, starting with Vance, please. 40 
 41 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Vance Vincente, SSC member. 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, National Marine Fisheries Service, 44 
Miami. 45 
 46 
JIM BERKSON:  Jim Berkson, National Marine Fisheries Service. 47 
 48 
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STEVE TURNER:  Steve Turner, National Marine Fisheries Service, 1 
Miami. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 4 
 5 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Jorge Capella, SSC member. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC member. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Reni Garcia, SSC member. 10 
 11 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Mike Sissenwine, SSC member. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, Southeast Regional Office. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Genio Piñeiro, Council Chair. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 20 
staff. 21 
 22 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If we could get the table up that we completed 25 
yesterday, just so that we can just go over what we did.  I 26 
wanted to also address -- Walter Keithly sent an email message 27 
regarding the motion that we made that the ORCS working group 28 
method is a viable approach to our task, which was the motion we 29 
made yesterday, and then went on to use the ORCS working group 30 
method, with some modification, to come up with a kind of 31 
analysis of the different species and species groups that we’re 32 
dealing with. 33 
 34 
He indicated in his email that this method might be viable, but 35 
it does not necessarily imply that it is the best method or even 36 
the most appropriate method. 37 
 38 
Given the discussion after lunch, which exclusively focused on 39 
the ORCS method, I’m wondering if everyone else on the panel has 40 
concluded that the ORCS method is the most appropriate means for 41 
generating the numbers that we are required to provide. 42 
 43 
As I mentioned before lunch, I am concerned about using a new 44 
method that has not been seriously examined, i.e., tested for 45 
different species of interest in the Caribbean, and I do have 46 
concerns with some of the attributes and the cardinal scales 47 
given to those attributes.   48 
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 1 
I, for one, am confused as to how these scales were derived and 2 
am worried about proceeding down this path without some 3 
additional discussion and information. 4 
 5 
I think we need to address this and I think we addressed a lot 6 
of this previously at the meeting, where we came up with -- I 7 
think Mike Sissenwine indicated that this was really the best 8 
method that was available right now for determining the OFL and 9 
ABC for species such as species and species units that we didn’t 10 
have -- That we only had reliable or questionable, even, catch 11 
data for. 12 
 13 
Maybe, Jim, would you like to address this issue as well, 14 
because you were the one who developed this and have gone 15 
through a lot of work with this method? 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  As we discussed yesterday, the ORCS report was a 18 
product of thirteen coauthors from around the country, including 19 
representatives of all but one SSC that reviewed all known 20 
methods for dealing with stocks that only have reliable catch 21 
data. 22 
 23 
We reviewed those methods and we developed a new method.  All 24 
that was thoroughly documented in this report.  This report was 25 
peer reviewed by four expert stock assessments, all with 26 
expertise in data-poor stocks. 27 
 28 
The report, including the new method, has received more peer 29 
review, to my knowledge, then any other report and the new 30 
method has received more peer review than any existing method, 31 
to my knowledge.  There are questions about its implementation.  32 
Walter is right to bring those up. 33 
 34 
This is the first time that this new method has been 35 
implemented.  The theory has been presented and the approach has 36 
been presented and all the coauthors recognized that with any 37 
new method there are going to be questions and issues that arise 38 
when it’s first implemented.  I think it’s definitely valid to 39 
discuss those as we go along.   40 
 41 
I think that what the working group decided was that this was 42 
the most appropriate method for dealing with these stocks and 43 
our peer reviewers have agreed and so at this point in time, I 44 
think it’s a reasonable way to proceed. 45 
 46 
Probably the best way to proceed is to attempt to implement this 47 
approach in a practical way for the Caribbean, in a way that 48 
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makes the most sense for the Caribbean and our stocks.  As I’ve 1 
mentioned all day yesterday, the approach was designed to 2 
incorporate flexibility, so that if, for instance, some 3 
attributes don’t make sense for our stocks, we can leave those 4 
out. 5 
 6 
If other attributes might make more sense, we could include 7 
them.  There’s a lot of flexibility we could add to this 8 
approach and that’s something we may want to discuss as well, 9 
but I don’t see any justification, given all the work that’s 10 
gone into this report and to this approach, to dismiss the 11 
approach at this point in time.  Based on this national working 12 
group and our peer reviewers, it is the best approach available 13 
and I’m confident in saying that. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much, Jim.  The next thing I 16 
would like to do is I have asked Vance Vincente to just present 17 
some information. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Barbara, I heard Jim and I’m not going to fight 20 
one way or another on it.  However, I think if that’s the case, 21 
I think there needs to be an additional motion somewhere by the 22 
group that says that that is going to be the process that we are 23 
now going to change to to provide the information needed by the 24 
council. 25 
 26 
As of now, the motion simply says it’s a viable method.  It 27 
doesn’t say anything about that we are going to use it.  I would 28 
suggest somebody there make a motion that that will be the basis 29 
for our decision making process. 30 
 31 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I don’t think we should in fact formally make 32 
a decision on the method.  We’ve made a statement that it’s 33 
viable and we’re now going through an exercise to try it out.   34 
 35 
I think at the end we’ll get some results and I think we have an 36 
obligation to look at those results in the context of our 37 
previous results and make a decision then whether we modify our 38 
results based on what was done in the last two days or not, 39 
modify our previous outcomes. 40 
 41 
I don’t see that the result of this meeting is a referendum one 42 
way or another on a new methodology.  We’ve acknowledged it’s a 43 
viable approach and we’re going through an exercise of testing 44 
it out, but I wouldn’t want it to be interpreted that this SSC 45 
had peer reviewed the methodology in a general context. 46 
 47 
We’ve tested it for our stocks and at the end of doing that, 48 
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we’ll make a decision as to whether we modify the previous 1 
advice or not and respond to the request from the council.  I 2 
see the motion that needs to be made is at the end of the 3 
process, when we either move to change previous advice or not. 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That clarifies it for me and I would agree 6 
there.  I was concerned that we were going to just automatically 7 
accept the results of this new process.   8 
 9 
As long as it’s now on the record that it’s just a process that 10 
we will be looking at and making decisions or decisions will be 11 
based later, depending on the results and comparing them with 12 
the previous results, that’s fine with me.  Thank you. 13 
 14 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  At least that’s the way I’m proceeding in the 15 
exercise.  I think other SSC members need to speak for 16 
themselves. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thanks, Mike.  I concur with you, Mike, on this 19 
and maybe other people as well. 20 
 21 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would just like to say that yesterday it was 22 
pretty evident that the attribute list was not the most adequate 23 
for our situation.   24 
 25 
I think in the future we might like to work on selecting 26 
attributes that might be independent from each other and that 27 
might best describe our stocks and such.  I think I see the 28 
method as really good, but the real clue in the method is the 29 
attribute list and so we have to work on that. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve got the table up here.  I think that this 32 
will come up later on, because I think after we go through and 33 
look at the time series -- My direction for this is we look now 34 
at the time series.  We’ve got some information here, but we 35 
look at the time series that we’re going to include for these 36 
species. 37 
 38 
I don’t know if there’s any other, at this stage, any other 39 
discussion that we need regarding the results from this table.  40 
Jim, would we need to discuss this any further at this stage, 41 
because we still have a productivity analysis to do and we still 42 
have the time series to determine and which would you think 43 
would be the best, to look at the time series next or the 44 
productivity? 45 
 46 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we ought to follow the order that’s in the 47 
report and that I gave in the presentation and that would be 48 
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looking at the time series next.  I think that’s the next 1 
logical step, because that leads us to calculating the OFL.  The 2 
productivity enables us to get from the OFL to the ABC and so 3 
that’s a sequential step further along the path. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was wondering before we got there, since 6 
I wasn’t here, if we could just run down those categories in 7 
Column A so I know exactly how those were being interpreted and 8 
then I had two questions on the groups, one of which is are 9 
margates included in the grunts and in the wrasses, are hogfish 10 
included?  In the time series, we saw Spanish hogfish, but not 11 
hogfish. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just to answer those questions, yes, hogfish are 14 
included in the wrasses and margate are included in the grunts. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just wanted to remind you, Barbara, that I 17 
do have a strong comment regarding the value aspect, 18 
particularly for the spiny lobster. 19 
 20 
My recommendation is that we reconsider the value aspect of 21 
spiny lobster.  I’m not comfortable with the one to three range 22 
in which we can separate value of the lobster regarding other 23 
species.   24 
 25 
In other words, for me, in my opinion, the value contrast of the 26 
spiny lobster from a three to a two is more.  It’s another 27 
scale.  If you look at the value per pound of a category two 28 
fish with a category three lobster, it’s much more than linear.  29 
It’s not a linear relationship and it’s not a linear 30 
association.  It goes beyond, much farther beyond, in terms of 31 
value than a category two. 32 
 33 
That’s what I was trying to -- For this method, for me, it’s 34 
probably -- At the same time with the timeframe that we analyzed 35 
was going to be the period where we evaluate catch records.  36 
That’s the other comment that I wanted for us to spend some time 37 
considering and see how we can adjust this method and account 38 
for the value of the lobster and put it in the proper 39 
perspective. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any further comments about that? 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to make a comment.  I tried to 44 
bring this up yesterday, but for some reason the voice wasn’t 45 
working and so I couldn’t get through.  One of the attributes 46 
that I question altogether is the value and I would recommend 47 
just taking it out of everything. 48 
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 1 
If you go with the value of species up here, there’s menhaden 2 
and Alaskan pollock and so forth that we see a very low value.  3 
Well, depending on what the scale is, again. 4 
 5 
The price is not the controlling factor.  It’s the profitability 6 
and so you have to take the cost per unit of effort into account 7 
and we don’t have that and I just don’t think that the price per 8 
pound begins to tell the story.  That could be misleading in 9 
many cases and I would just recommend dropping the value out of 10 
the attribute categories in total. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any comments on that? 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If value is supposed to be -- If the table 15 
is supposed to be looking at what the risks are, what are the 16 
risk factors here and how we’re scaling them, value is by far 17 
the most important one. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does anybody feel, other than Walter, that we 20 
should leave value out of this?  To me, we need to move on and 21 
we can’t be -- With each of these, there are probably issues, at 22 
least issues for some species, and I think what we need is just 23 
an explanation and if Jim could just do a quick explanation for 24 
Richard and then it will update everybody else as to what the 25 
categories were and how we divided that up, but just a quick go-26 
through on that. 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a procedural comment.  As we’ve all 29 
recognized, we have a lot to accomplish today and I agree with 30 
you that if we can get through the process that we can take a 31 
look at how these species fall out and then we can address 32 
particulars. 33 
 34 
As I see it, we have to look at the time series and we have to 35 
look at the productivity analysis, the final scoring, and then 36 
we do have to leave time for both discussion regarding Walter’s 37 
concerns on the methodology overall and then Reni’s concerns 38 
regarding lobster and so on. 39 
 40 
If we’ve got the day here, maybe a little bit of time markers 41 
for ourselves to get through the process.  I think if we really 42 
target getting through the time series discussion by lunchtime, 43 
it provides us the afternoon to look at the productivity and 44 
then further discussion on that and so just as a hope for us to 45 
get through the process, that would be my suggestion. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that’s an excellent idea, Todd.  We 48 
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really need to focus before lunch on getting through all the 1 
time series on this.  We do have, I think, one other item that 2 
will come up as well with productivity and that’s ecosystem 3 
component -- Not component species, but the ecosystem value of 4 
the species as well. 5 
 6 
That’s really not addressed in the attributes and may be 7 
addressed in the productivity, but I don’t think so.  That’s 8 
another thing that’s part of the discussion, but, Jim, if you 9 
could just do a quick run-through of this and then we’ll get on 10 
to the time series. 11 
 12 
JIM BERKSON:  I would be happy to.  The first attribute was the 13 
presence of natural or managed refugia and this comes straight 14 
out of Table 4 from the document that was sent around. 15 
 16 
This is basically what percentage of the species habitat is 17 
accessible to fishing and that’s less than 50 percent, between 18 
50 and 75 percent, or greater than 75 percent.  That goes along 19 
with scores of one, two, and three.  20 
 21 
You can see how that lines up for those stocks and basically, 22 
they all were threes, except for spiny lobster, and I guess that 23 
column is now in question as to whether we want to go this route 24 
or not. 25 
 26 
The next attribute was schooling, aggregation, or other 27 
behavioral responses affecting capture.  How susceptible is the 28 
species to capture due to its behavior, low, average, or high 29 
susceptibility? 30 
 31 
The response there was that all the stocks had average 32 
susceptibility and there really wasn’t anything unique among the 33 
stocks, except for spiny lobster.  I don’t know whether you all 34 
want me to go through spiny lobster or not, but I will. 35 
 36 
Attribute 4 is morphological characteristics affecting capture 37 
and so how susceptible is the species to capture based on its 38 
morphological characteristics, low, average, or high 39 
susceptibility? 40 
 41 
In this one, goatfish were given low and everyone else was given 42 
average and tilefish was given low.  Goatfish and tilefish were 43 
both given low. 44 
 45 
The next attribute was is it targeted species or bycatch?  To 46 
what extent is the species targeted by the fishery?  A one means 47 
no targeted fishery, a two means occasionally targeted, but 48 
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occurs in a mix with other species in catches, and three means 1 
actively targeted. 2 
 3 
You can look up on the screen.  We’ve got quite a mix of the 4 
numbers up there.  Rather than me taking you stock-by-stock, 5 
I’ll just let you look at it. 6 
 7 
The next attribute is natural mortality compared to the dominant 8 
species in the fishery and so how does the natural mortality of 9 
the species compare to the natural mortality of the dominant 10 
species in the fishery?  11 
 12 
Number one, it is higher or approximately equal to the dominant 13 
species.  Number two, it’s equal to the dominant species or 14 
three, it’s less than the dominant species.  In that case, 15 
everything got a two. 16 
 17 
The next one was rarity, how frequently is the species found in 18 
the case.  It was decided that this basically is a duplicate of 19 
other categories that are up there and so we decided to not 20 
score that.  That was left off. 21 
 22 
Number 8 was value or desirability, how value and desirable is 23 
the species?  This has to do with not just the cost per pound, 24 
but like I said, the desirability.  One is low value, meaning 25 
it’s often not retained, and two is moderate value, meaning it’s 26 
usually retained, and three is high value, almost always 27 
retained. 28 
 29 
You can see how the scores come out on this one.  The only three 30 
up there is spiny lobster and there’s a mix of ones and twos for 31 
the other stocks. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just a couple of questions so I know where 34 
you guys were working at.  For grunts, I mentioned margates and 35 
if you’re looking at the life histories and M of things like 36 
white grunt and blue stripe, that’s a whole different thing than 37 
something like a white margate.   38 
 39 
Was that discussed?  If it was, I’ll just drop the question, but 40 
if not, the question is where do we want to be on that scale?  41 
Do we want to get those larger species back? 42 
 43 
The other question would be things like surgeonfish and probably 44 
goatfish, to some degree, which are schooling and because of 45 
that, very susceptible to net capture. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We addressed that yesterday and we 48 
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recognized the same situation we had for wrasses, for example.  1 
We have things like puddingwife, for example, and then in the 2 
same group we have hogfish and so we sort of came in with the 3 
same kind of dilemma there. 4 
 5 
That’s why the variability within those groups was so high that 6 
we decided to address everything with a two, because of the 7 
particular case that we were seeing in several of those groups.  8 
 9 
We also talked about the boxfish group, in which the smooth 10 
trunkfish was perhaps a fraction of the size attained and the 11 
lifespan attained by the buffalo trunkfish, which can be seven 12 
or eight pounds and probably lives twice as much as a smooth 13 
trunkfish. 14 
 15 
Yes, we faced that dilemma yesterday and that’s why we sort of 16 
said there’s so much variability within those groups and that 17 
the variability between groups doesn’t sometimes look as great 18 
and so we put everything on a two and tried to live with that 19 
problem that way. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If there’s no other comments, let’s go to the 22 
time series. 23 
 24 

DISCUSSION OF TIME SERIES 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  This is the average landings 1995 to 2002.  That 27 
time period was selected arbitrarily in terms of the beginning 28 
of the time series and 2002 because that’s the end of the 29 
participant-based landings series.  After that, we have the 30 
weight-based landings series. 31 
 32 
We’ll, in the near future, hopefully be able to carry that 33 
information all the way through to 2009, but that’s not 34 
available at this point and so basically in order of magnitude, 35 
here are the FMU groups. 36 
 37 
We see that on the right-hand side that some FMU groups, the 38 
tilefishes, the angelfishes, the surgeonfishes, have very low 39 
landings on an annual basis, at least on average. 40 
 41 
I guess the desire is to look for consistent periods of level of 42 
landings and gear composition, which might indicate some sort of 43 
stability in the harvest.  Is that our purpose? 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s up to the group as to what they want to 46 
do.  I just wanted to note that it looks like, because of the 47 
change in determining the expansion series from 2003 onward, we 48 
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probably -- Maybe we can get a consensus on this, but we would 1 
eliminate that information, at this stage anyway, and then the 2 
early years, from maybe 1983, 1984, and 1985 and maybe 1986, 3 
which were considered periods in which the Puerto Rico fishery 4 
was going, in essence, offshore to fish could be eliminated 5 
because of that, but those are the years that I see as possibly 6 
easily removed at the early stage and then we have discussion on 7 
the ones that are in between for using for the time series. 8 
 9 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  In terms of the years we should be using, 10 
conceptually, we’ve classified each of these stock as, I think 11 
all of them, as moderately fished.   12 
 13 
Therefore, we should be looking for a catch time period that we 14 
think corresponded to stock conditions of moderate fishing, 15 
where the stock was moderately fished and in fact, the catch was 16 
such that it wasn’t likely to change that, that it wasn’t a 17 
period where it was driving it to be overfished. 18 
 19 
That’s conceptually what we should be looking for and that sort 20 
of implies that it’s dependent on the time period associated 21 
with our classification. 22 
 23 
The problem is since our classification didn’t use the first 24 
element of the scheme, it’s time-period independent.  We get the 25 
same classification for these stocks at all times in their 26 
history, which just points out one of the flaws in the scheme 27 
when it doesn’t have that first element, which actually says 28 
whether there’s some overfishing going on or not. 29 
 30 
Just so we understand conceptually what we’re looking for, we 31 
are looking for a catch record that corresponds to however we 32 
classify the stocks.  In practice, just picking a period of 33 
relatively stable catch is about as good as we’re going to do, 34 
in my opinion. 35 
 36 
STEVE TURNER:  Let me interject.  I think we’re probably looking 37 
for stability in the gear composition as well.  I believe that 38 
should be part of our consideration. 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Again, we’re relating the mortality, the 41 
removals from the stock, to the stock condition and in that 42 
context, gear composition is irrelevant.  The fish population 43 
dynamics don’t care about the gear composition that remove the 44 
fish. 45 
 46 
Now, in practice though, I think the gear composition has a lot 47 
to do with how reliable we think the data is and that sort of 48 
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thing and so we’re sort of, in my opinion, looking for a catch 1 
series that has a conceptual basis that relates to status of 2 
stocks, in concept, but in practice, we’re probably more 3 
concerned with selecting time periods and catch series that we 4 
simply think are reliable instead of data in terms of how much 5 
is actually removed. 6 
 7 
Those aren’t inherently the same thing, but in practice, that’s 8 
probably where we are, is looking for a series that we think is 9 
reliable in terms of just being the best we can do about what 10 
the removals have actually been. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No offense to the grunts or grunts lovers, 13 
but I think if we are going to be looking for a time series 14 
based on a representative species group, I think that we should 15 
be looking at lobster, because it’s the highest, the dominant 16 
group, in terms of pounds and if we multiple that by value, I 17 
think it’s the most important species that we are considering 18 
under this group.  If we are going to take a time period that 19 
applies for all, I think that we should be looking at lobster 20 
and not at grunts. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that brings up a good point.  Are we 23 
looking for a time period?  Is this what’s expected that we’re 24 
going to consider for all species or are we looking for time 25 
periods that are for individual species groups and what’s the 26 
recommendation of the group? 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I have a few different comments.  To respond 29 
directly to that, I think that we have all of the information 30 
and the ability for us to look at all the different groups that 31 
we have right here and do an evaluation on whether a time period 32 
across the board is the appropriate decision or we can pick them 33 
individually. 34 
 35 
I would also like to second Mike’s comments regarding looking 36 
for a time period of consistency or a time period of stability, 37 
conceptually.   38 
 39 
It would be ideal if we could pinpoint this level to where that 40 
is on the production curve.  Given the information that we have 41 
available, we’re currently not able to do that, but looking for 42 
a period of stability during that time period conceptually will 43 
tie it to some level of sustainability.  Where it is on that 44 
production curve, we may not know, but a period of stability 45 
will pinpoint it at least at that point and so I think that is 46 
important. 47 
 48 
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Then the other word that I just want to tie in there is 1 
“stability” and also “reliability” and I think the 2 
considerations about gear changes during that also puts some 3 
question into it and so I think the comments there were 4 
constructive and right on target. 5 
 6 
Also, I think that Barbara’s opening comments regarding the 7 
change in methodologies for the expansion factors from up until 8 
1988 is -- You were questioning 1986 and 1987 and up until 1988 9 
or through 1987, starting in 1988, we have a consistent 10 
methodology for that expansion from 1988 to 2002. 11 
 12 
That central block there, from a procedural and methodological 13 
standpoint, provides a common methodology for how that’s 14 
calculated. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Todd, what happens after 2012 with regards 17 
to the expansion factor?  Can you refresh my mind? 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Sure and, Richard, I was going to suggest doing 20 
this for your purposes.  As we began pulling this information 21 
together and also for the SEDAR, we did some in-depth evaluation 22 
regarding the methodology for the expansion factors and it came 23 
to our attention that there was a switch between a participant-24 
based methodology to a weight-based and regional methodology 25 
that began in 2003. 26 
 27 
We have some concerns regarding that and we’re currently doing 28 
continued evaluation on that approach and refining it, but at 29 
this point in time, we do not have values for that expansion 30 
factor that we can calibrate so that we can look at the whole 31 
time series as a whole and so we have just two different 32 
methodologies there. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For example, in the case of the grunts, the 35 
reduction that we see in these last four years of the data, it 36 
is because there is no expansion data, expansion factor, applied 37 
to the annual landings or what is your perception of that 38 
reduction in the case of grunts, for example? 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we can talk about this across the board.  41 
This SSC and the council has deliberated around this time 42 
period.   43 
 44 
There was initially, when we looked at the apparent reduction in 45 
landings during that time period, there was some suggestion that 46 
it was directly related to behavioral changes due to the 47 
management actions of SFA.  That’s really where the group had 48 
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rested as a conclusion on this. 1 
 2 
When we had data through 2007, the fact that those numbers were 3 
going up and down was not of great concern.  As we pulled 2008 4 
and 2009 together, we noticed that those levels were remaining 5 
down at those lower levels, which is why we began to reevaluate. 6 
 7 
There could be a number of explanations, which is why we’re not 8 
going to stand behind those calculations at this point in time 9 
and request the time to reevaluate. 10 
 11 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Maybe the question, I could phrase it 12 
differently.  Do you have any evidence that those numbers are 13 
wrong? 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  May I just make a comment from yesterday?  I 16 
think Daniel sat here and he said that the fishermen aren’t 17 
reporting because of their anger about the regulations and that 18 
fishermen -- There aren’t as many licensed commercial fishermen 19 
as there used to be and those were, I think -- The fuel costs 20 
had gone up and so fishermen were, in essence, fishing less and 21 
going out fewer times, like twice a week instead of every day of 22 
the week, because the cost was so much higher.  There may have 23 
been a couple of other factors as well. 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  The other factor he said in there is gradually 26 
over time the fisher population is aging and there’s no 27 
recruitment of young fishermen to the fishery so that the total 28 
population of fishers is decreasing. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  He said the average fisherman’s age was fifty-31 
eight and I think that right away -- I wouldn’t like to say 32 
that’s old, but I think that slows fishermen down.  You’re not 33 
doing the same thing that you’re doing when you’re thirty and 34 
early forties and twenties. 35 
 36 
VANCE VINCENTE:  This is a point I brought up yesterday and 37 
maybe I’m batting off the wrong way, but if I look at these two 38 
graphs, I would say that landings is very much dictated by time 39 
of year.  You have high landings and a high use of traps.  It 40 
just looks like these two lines -- A lot of that variance can be 41 
explained by the use of traps rather than anything else. 42 
 43 
I’m sure if I make a chi square of it that I will find a 44 
significant association between the landings and the use of 45 
traps.  Tell me if I’m looking at things wrong, but this is one 46 
of the things that is not clear cut. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  I’ll just pass on this information.  2005 was 1 
the SFA and now, I don’t think the SFA had regulations, except 2 
for the gillnets in federal waters, that affected these species, 3 
but it was a factor, I think, with the fishers probably 4 
psychology regarding fishing. 5 
 6 
In 2006, there were new regulations in DNER and presumably those 7 
were implemented in that year and started to be enforced in 2007 8 
and gas prices were near five-dollars a gallon and then there 9 
was the recession and Puerto Rico, as far as I know, is still in 10 
a recession and so purchase of fish and so on may not fit into 11 
people’s budgets, in many cases. 12 
 13 
Then there were about half the commercial fishers that there 14 
were before and so those are issues and I would just like to 15 
mention here too that I don’t think grunts are generally caught 16 
on lines and yet, the amount of line fishing has gone up while 17 
the amount of trap fishing looks like it’s gone down from 18 
initial years and kind of stabilized after that.  That may be 19 
one of the other effects on this. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just using grunts as an example here, since 22 
we have it in front of us, what’s bothersome is obviously the 23 
big decline in the last couple of years.  Without either size 24 
frequency information or catch effort information, we really 25 
don’t know the cause of that. 26 
 27 
It could be non-reporting or it could be the conversion factor 28 
or it could be change in gear types.  Some go one way and some 29 
go the other and so just from that perspective, it says we ought 30 
to avoid those years in coming up with where we think a 31 
consistency level is. 32 
 33 
STEVE TURNER:  In terms of the reliability of the post-2002 34 
information, basically there was dockside sampling, directed 35 
dockside sampling, throughout Puerto Rico for selected periods 36 
of time to basically come up with a conversion factor. 37 
 38 
What I’m saying is that I have reasonable faith in the post-2002 39 
information.  I probably have more faith in that information 40 
than the previous information, in terms of I think there’s 41 
probably greater uncertainty in the earlier information. 42 
 43 
However, we have a discontinuity in approaches and that 44 
discontinuity is the recommendation to break.  Now, post-2002, 45 
we also have a question as to whether the best approach would be 46 
a regional approach or an island-wide approach. 47 
 48 
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What I’ve used here is the regional approach information as 1 
adopted by the SEDAR Data Evaluation Workshop in 2009, but that 2 
question I think warrants revisiting and so there are some 3 
questions about the appropriate analytical treatment of the 4 
post-2002 information, but the primary reason for the division 5 
is the discontinuity in treatments. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just one of the things I would like to say is 8 
that one of the things that was also mentioned by Daniel that I 9 
forgot is that some of these fishing villages have actually 10 
closed down and they’re no longer fishing villages and people 11 
aren’t fishing in the villages, because of all these other 12 
factors. 13 
 14 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I’m going to suggest the calculations we are 15 
doing are so extremely simple that we can choose several and try 16 
them out.  Why are we spending so much time choosing one or the 17 
other?  Let’s do them all and see what they see and then let’s 18 
base our judgment on that.   19 
 20 
We’ll do the whole series versus the ideal stationary period 21 
that people are talking about, but I am concerned about the 22 
implication of the stationarity of landings and the relationship 23 
of that to the dynamic of the different species.  I don’t see 24 
it.   25 
 26 
Frankly, I don’t see it.  You’re ignoring time delays and limit 27 
cycles and all these really nasty interesting things and I just 28 
think that’s an oversimplification. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One of the reasons that when this is done 31 
that people average data over fairly long periods of time is to 32 
account for things like limit cycles and time delays and so 33 
forth.  If it’s a long enough period of time, then those are not 34 
a serious issue.  If it’s a very short period of time, then they 35 
are. 36 
 37 
Again, we don’t have any information about the dynamics of the 38 
stock and so while conceptually we should be picking a period 39 
that relates to a desired dynamic of the stock, that’s only a 40 
concept and we have no basis to do it. 41 
 42 
I would, again, favor, first and foremost, reliable information, 43 
the most reliable period, and second, stability, for the reason 44 
that was stated, that stability at least gives you some 45 
indication that the catch may have been sustainable, even if it 46 
wasn’t at the desired level, although even that is not a sure 47 
thing, because if effort was increasing, then that conclusion 48 
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could be false.  First, pick reliable data, the most reliable we 1 
have, and then second, look for some stability. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the questions I have too is we see a 4 
decline with grunts, the white grunt here, in these latter years 5 
and is that found throughout all the patterns for all these 6 
species?  If it’s an expansion factor, then you would expect 7 
that to be happening, wouldn’t you? 8 
 9 
STEVE TURNER:  No, the expansion factor should reflect 10 
essentially the amount -- It should be a good reflection of the 11 
landings and so if the landings have decreased, our value here 12 
is going to decrease.  The expansion factor just says of the 13 
reported information, there’s an additional 100 percent or 150 14 
percent that other people are landing who are not reporting. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, I understand that. 17 
 18 
STEVE TURNER:  It should reflect the landings. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree with Steve, but I want to make sure that 21 
we not get focused on one aspect.  I think Richard just laid out 22 
a couple of different factors.  You have behavioral changes.  If 23 
the psychology or the behavior of the fishermen was affected by 24 
the management regulations that were put in place, therefore you 25 
may expect a reduction in reporting rates across the board. 26 
 27 
If the expansion factor methodology changed slightly during that 28 
time period, we have a disconnect between that time period, due 29 
to either the way we calculate it, the changes that occurred 30 
with management.  There’s just a number of factors that have all 31 
come into play at approximately the same time period there. 32 
 33 
Interpreting the signal as a reduction due to changes in effort 34 
or changes in actual landings right now, it’s very difficult to 35 
pinpoint down the cause of those changes, but your question was 36 
do you see changes across the board and yes, there are changes 37 
that occur for most of these species and we’ll see this very 38 
similar pattern for a number of different species. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s my impression that if we follow the 41 
criteria of reliability and stability that actually the last 42 
four years -- It’s a period where Steve was saying that this 43 
latter period is the most reliable in terms of reliability.  He 44 
feels it’s the most reliable period of data and I really see 45 
that it is the period also of more consistency in the data. 46 
 47 
If we come up with selecting a timeframe which leaves out the 48 
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most reliable data, we really need to justify why in terms of us 1 
being a committee here and making a recommendation.   2 
 3 
We had better be prepared to give a very good justification of 4 
why are we leaving the most recent data and the most reliable 5 
dataset out, that dataset being consistent, particularly for the 6 
grunts, if we are going to be using the grunts as the model for 7 
the rest of the species groups. 8 
 9 
I would strongly recommend that then we look at lobster from 10 
another perspective or at least just use the time series data 11 
for the lobster to make a decision and not use the grunt to 12 
decide for the lobster.  I am seriously not in favor of that, 13 
but except for that peak, I see pretty much a consistent trend 14 
throughout and I don’t see any good reason why to eliminate any 15 
years, aside from that crazy peak. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought we were looking at this from the 18 
point of view of each group is going to get its own series of 19 
years, based on the time series and so I don’t see it. 20 
 21 
We’re just using the grunt series right now just to talk about 22 
the data, more so than grunts themselves.  I think we’ll get to 23 
lobster and your points are valid.  I’m just concerned when we 24 
had that kind of drop in the grunts, is that to a lack of 25 
fishing, a lack of reporting, or a change in the drop in traps, 26 
which is the primary method that most of them are caught? 27 
 28 
If we can’t have some indication of what’s happening there, then 29 
I question whether we can use that data.  If we had length 30 
frequency distributions, we could see whether -- If the sizes 31 
were going up, we would say okay, mortality is going down and 32 
there’s less fishing going on. 33 
 34 
I don’t know if we have catch effort or that kind of 35 
information, but just based on the catch data, it’s really 36 
difficult.  I’m not really a proponent of setting really low 37 
levels, but for the case of the grunts, I don’t see how you get 38 
around that kind of 200,000 limit, because that’s been stable 39 
for a long time. 40 
 41 
Lastly, I don’t think the 2005 -- I think the peak which shows 42 
up everywhere has got to be an anomaly, because the reporting, I 43 
guess, was so low that the factor was so large and when you 44 
multiply anything by something large, it becomes large. 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  One more try.  If grunts are caught by traps, I 47 
think one thing that would be very useful is if we had the 48 
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number of traps per year and if they would be constant across 1 
the board, pretty much constant, then the landings may be 2 
reflective or are probably reflective of the stock.   3 
 4 
Do you think we can do that exercise or would it be too 5 
complicated?  That way, you would be putting intensity -- 6 
Percent by landing is good and it’s useful, but if you actually 7 
have the effort in there, then we can start -- This issue of 8 
effort has come in every single meeting for the last fifteen 9 
years or so. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  There are a lot of analyses that we would love to 12 
be able to provide for this.  Effort, we could simply count 13 
traps and we could provide those metrics.   14 
 15 
At the meeting last week for redtail parrotfish, queen, and silk 16 
snapper, we spent almost two-and-a-half days with the fishermen 17 
trying to figure out the details regarding the way effort was 18 
reported. 19 
 20 
We could do a very quick one.  The question though is 21 
interpretability on it.  We could give a number of traps, but I 22 
think if we look at the pattern across the board, we’ve had 23 
Daniel provide us information on the level of effort over three 24 
or four different time periods during there and if anything, the 25 
indication is that effort overall has declined towards the end 26 
of the time series. 27 
 28 
If you have a stable period, Mike is concerned that effort is 29 
increasing, yet you have a stable set of landings.  Every 30 
indication from the fisheries representatives on the islands are 31 
indicating that that effort trend is most likely going down and 32 
so by us looking at -- For grunts, we’ve got that 200,000 33 
ballpark area in there. 34 
 35 
If effort, by all indications, is going down during that time 36 
period, that would provide a conservative level for us to look 37 
at.   38 
 39 
I guess my point is I’m with you and I would love to get into 40 
much more detailed analysis, but I think as long as we’re 41 
conceptually looking at this as a stable period that we feel is 42 
relatively reliable and there’s no indication from the experts 43 
that are on the ground that we do have increasing effort during 44 
this time, I think we’re consistent in our logic there. 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  If we are searching for stability to select a 47 
timeframe, we need to know the variance, where the variance 48 
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comes from.  If you can exclude, for example, effort, then we 1 
can start looking to different things, but I have nothing else. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I remember very well the last meeting and we 4 
started pondering on all these things about the variance and 5 
about the variability in the data and about the uncertainties of 6 
the effort. 7 
 8 
I remember that after hours and hours of discussion that we 9 
started looking at the trends in the data and saw that the 10 
entire time series actually sort averaged out one thing with the 11 
other and that it would be very hard to decide upon a specific 12 
timeframe against the entire time series of data. 13 
 14 
We actually voted and decided on a vote that we would be much 15 
better off as a committee to go with the entire dataset for the 16 
groups being considered here, because we didn’t really have a 17 
good handle and rationale to discard any particular piece of 18 
data. 19 
 20 
The decision on the vote, the majority, was to retain the entire 21 
dataset and just for example, looking at the lobster, if we can 22 
put it back, I don’t see, in terms of the lobster, a good 23 
rationale to eliminate the first group of data, from 1983 to 24 
1988.  There is ups and downs and probably that period for the 25 
spiny lobster spans the entire variability that we see for the 26 
entire dataset, except for that 2005 peak. 27 
 28 
Probably if you divide and include it into your entire dataset, 29 
it will probably dilute itself pretty much and so just remember 30 
from the last meeting that we’re getting caught in the same 31 
scenario here. 32 
 33 
Back again, we may start every time talking about it and 34 
discussing and voting and it will probably change around in 35 
every meeting and so I don’t know where we’re standing right 36 
now, going back to this.  I know this is a very hot, hot place 37 
to be, a hot topic, but I remember we visited this on the last 38 
meeting and we even voted on it. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  This was definitely a very hot topic at the last 41 
meeting.  We spent a lot of time discussing it and I also 42 
remember, as we began discussing 1983 and 1984, me presenting an 43 
apology for not having the detailed information on the 44 
methodology used to calculate these and the background on this. 45 
 46 
As you pointed out, at the time there was some level of 47 
frustration regarding which period we should use and so I think 48 
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that the difference between the last meeting and our discussion 1 
is that we have had two different people that were not at that 2 
last meeting, Steve Turner, who has presented a breakdown of the 3 
data through the entire time series, the changes in methodology 4 
and the results from the ORCS report, really discussed some of 5 
the factors that should be considered when you’re selecting a 6 
reliable time period.  I think there’s a lot more information on 7 
the table at this meeting than we had available to us last time. 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  As Todd pointed out, one of the key pieces of 10 
information we have now is what came out as a recommendation 11 
from the ORCS report. 12 
 13 
One of the strongest recommendations from this group when 14 
looking at the time period is to consider major changes in 15 
effort variability, gear changes, or regulation changes over 16 
time.  Clearly there have been changes in regulations since 2005 17 
and during that time period. 18 
 19 
There have been changes in also the percentage reporting, 20 
underreporting, over that time.  I think that using the entire 21 
time series, especially these most recent years, doesn’t 22 
necessarily make the most sense, given the recommendations that 23 
have come out of this report.  I think we have to be consistent 24 
and I just don’t see how that follows. 25 
 26 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I’m just concerned here and I’m confused because 27 
like I asked yesterday, we were summoned here to review 28 
something we did last time and then, like Reni said, we’re sort 29 
of ignoring what we did last time.   30 
 31 
We reached a vote and we reached a conclusion and now we’re 32 
rehashing the issue and we’re sort of being steered into 33 
something, and I’m not really sure what it is, that ignores the 34 
fact that effort has dropped drastically in the last few years 35 
and so that requires a change in view in regards to fisheries 36 
and we’re being sort of confined to do a method on a given 37 
interval which is way back and doesn’t capture the reality of 38 
our current situation. 39 
 40 
We’re going to be judging stocks and landings and all of those 41 
based on old data and ignoring the elephant in the room, which 42 
is the drop in the effort.  Why are we doing this?  This is an 43 
open question. 44 
 45 
JIM BERKSON:  Regardless of what the group decides now or 46 
decided last time, one of the main things that this working 47 
group decided was that dealing with data-poor stocks is an 48 
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evolving practice and that new methods are going to come and 1 
they are going to continue to come and there are going to be 2 
additional analyses and evaluations done of these new methods. 3 
 4 
No SSC is going to be able to put in place a methodology now 5 
that will likely still be in place five to ten years from now, 6 
because things are changing too rapidly and other SSCs are 7 
changing their decisions over time already, based on additional 8 
information coming out of these working groups, based on 9 
additional information on the time series. 10 
 11 
I think we have to adapt and be flexible.  That doesn’t 12 
necessarily mean that you have to agree with what I’m proposing 13 
or what any individual is proposing.  I think we just have to 14 
accept the fact that this is a highly evolving field, trying to 15 
figure out how to come up with catch limits for stocks like 16 
this. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To me, I don’t think the issue of the 19 
declining effort in recent years is really going to be an issue 20 
that we’re going to deal with, because in just my looking at the 21 
data and the fact that we do have the discontinuity in the 22 
methodologies that basically splits are we going to look before 23 
this or after that, all of the periods of stability, in catch 24 
anyway, come from the old data. 25 
 26 
To me, that’s where we’re going to be looking to put these 27 
things and so if the catches have gone down because fishing has 28 
gone down, then things should be better than we think they are 29 
and being conservative is okay. 30 
 31 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  We seem to have, in practice, two options.  32 
One is the decision that apparently was made at the last 33 
meeting, which is to use all of the data, or to use a period of 34 
relative stability, which tends to not use the most recent data 35 
and uses sort of the 1980s through until around 2003 or whatever 36 
the year is. 37 
 38 
Steve is telling us that he thinks the most recent data is the 39 
most reliable data, the best data, in the sense of actually how 40 
much was removed from the stock.  In that sense, it seems a 41 
shame not to use it, but as others have said, there’s a change 42 
in pattern because of the presumed reduction in effort. 43 
 44 
I think, as Rich just said, the implications then of using it 45 
would be that we’re being a bit more conservative and I think 46 
that’s, to some degree, the decision that needs to be made, is 47 
do we want to use it and label it as potentially more 48 
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conservative than the alternative from the last meeting.  It 1 
seems to that that’s, in essence, what comes out of this. 2 
 3 
Another consideration though is to actually use a median rather 4 
than an arithmetic mean, which means a lot of the difference is 5 
going to disappear anyway. 6 
 7 
For example, that 2005 point becomes just a little bit above the 8 
line rather than one that really moves the value very much.  9 
Similarly, some of the high years at the beginning of the time 10 
series or the low years at the end get damped out.  If we are 11 
going to use a long period of time, I would actually recommend 12 
that it would be more robust to be using a median rather than an 13 
arithmetic mean. 14 
 15 
I have some sympathy with the point of view of sticking with the 16 
decision that apparently was argued pretty hard before and with 17 
a decision that retains some data that Steve has said he thinks 18 
is the most reliable. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Steve, would you like to confirm that what you 21 
said before was that the most recent data is the most reliable 22 
data? 23 
 24 
STEVE TURNER:  My feeling is that in terms of uncertainty the 25 
historical data is more uncertain than the more recent data.  26 
The more recent data is done with a designed approach and not a 27 
sophisticated design, but still, a designed approach to try to 28 
estimate a conversion factor. 29 
 30 
The other is based on a census, a periodic census, and that 31 
census is carried for multiple years and so I have less 32 
certainty in that approach and so I feel that things are more 33 
uncertain.   34 
 35 
However, you have other things going on.  In 2005, when a lot of 36 
people stopped reporting, that gives us a very large expansion 37 
factor and so there’s certainly substantial uncertainty about 38 
the 2005 expansion factor. 39 
 40 
In terms of statistical approaches, as a statistician, I’m more 41 
comfortable with the later information.  The earlier information 42 
is done in a consistent manner and it’s done for a long period 43 
of time in a consistent manner and so I think it has a great 44 
deal of utility there, though clearly as a statistician I would 45 
say there’s hidden uncertainty around those values, but we see a 46 
lot of consistency in those values. 47 
 48 
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In the time period, there’s at least three different censuses 1 
used to calculate the participant conversion factors, but we see 2 
a lot of stability in there and so even though I think there’s 3 
hidden uncertainty in the earlier data, I still think that for 4 
many of the uses that it is still usable information. 5 
 6 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would like to repeat my question, because 7 
unless you show me some data is wrong, I have to believe it’s 8 
right.  That’s the only thing I can do.  You are talking about 9 
reliability and I don’t see any index of reliability associated 10 
with any data point there and I don’t see error bars. 11 
 12 
As far as I see, nothing tells me that that’s wrong and so as a 13 
statistician, you must agree, because if you can’t prove 14 
something is wrong, you have to use it.  You cannot second guess 15 
data. 16 
 17 
If we had a thousand years of data, we wouldn’t be wasting time 18 
in this exercise.  There’s no way we can analyze every single 19 
peak in a thousand years and why are we doing it here?  Because 20 
we have so little time.  That’s the only reason we’re being 21 
involved in this.  At some point we have to trust the data. 22 
 23 
STEVE TURNER:  I think the critical pieces of information are 24 
one that we picked up at this meeting and one that I came in 25 
with.  The 1983 through 1985/1986 time period, there was fishing 26 
outside of this platform and so I think it would be 27 
inappropriate to include landings from outside of this platform 28 
in setting an MSY for this platform, number one. 29 
 30 
Number two, to set this sort of information, you want consistent 31 
data and I’m saying there’s a discontinuity in the way the data 32 
are calculated between 2002 and 2003 and so what I see is from 33 
the mid to late 1980s onwards, 1986 or 1987 to 2002, you have 34 
data that’s reported in a consistent manner. 35 
 36 
Then 2003 onwards, you have data reported in another manner 37 
that’s consistent.  Now, there’s all sorts of foibles in there, 38 
especially 2005, but still, you have two periods of consistent 39 
data. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just wanted to point out again that we 42 
have clarified or perhaps argued that those landings that came 43 
out of the platform were for mostly, to a very, very large 44 
extent, to deepwater snappers, particularly deepwater snappers. 45 
 46 
Those people that were fishing out of the Puerto Rican platform 47 
were fishing for deepwater snappers.  There’s very little people 48 
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fishing for reef fish out of the Puerto Rican platform and 1 
bringing these fish to Puerto Rico.   2 
 3 
I see that there’s two main uncertainties from this data and 4 
they work in different ways.  One is the lack of reporting that 5 
tends to underestimate what was really fished and the other is 6 
lack of effort, which tends to decline in the results that we’re 7 
seeing. 8 
 9 
The drops that we are seeing sometimes, we may think that it is 10 
because of the lack of effort that we have great uncertainty 11 
about how the effort varied and precisely that’s the point that 12 
I want to bring. 13 
 14 
There are two main factors contributing to uncertainty and we 15 
cannot weight them.  We don’t know to weight them and we don’t 16 
know how to weight them from year to year and we don’t know how 17 
all this has varied across our time series and then we see that 18 
by the foremost and most important element that we need to be 19 
looking at here is probably spiny lobster, right there on the 20 
screen. 21 
 22 
All the other actually species that we are looking at are 23 
bycatch of lobster, frankly.  Those are bycatch of that main 24 
fishery.  25 
 26 
People are putting traps because they want to catch lobsters.  27 
If they get a boxfish, it’s because it came into a trap that was 28 
initially, and with great love, put there because they wanted to 29 
catch a lobster.   30 
 31 
I see that here we see with all the factors being unweighted 32 
that in the course of almost thirty years of data that we end up 33 
essentially, during these last years, with the same consistent 34 
catch that we started our dataset with and that it would be very 35 
hard to actually say that no, we’re not going to use, because of 36 
different reportings and because of different weighting factors 37 
or because of different efforts or because of different 38 
reporting scenarios that we can leave pieces of this dataset out 39 
and particularly I’m most critically worried about our last four 40 
or five years. 41 
 42 
How are we going to tell the council that we are leaving our 43 
most reliable dataset out because of one thing or another if 44 
that dataset falls right in the middle of our mean?  In other 45 
words, it’s not an outlier.  We don’t have outliers in our last 46 
four or five years of data, at least in the case of the spiny 47 
lobster.  48 
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 1 
If we use a geometrical mean or median, it probably even reduces 2 
and so I would be much more inclined to go that way than to 3 
actually arbitrarily cut a piece of our data time series for 4 
reasons that are not weighted. 5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My comment is short.  Reni just used the term to 7 
“arbitrarily” cut out information.  I think we’ve presented at 8 
least three or four reasons for the most recent period as to a 9 
rationale for why that information is not consistent with the 10 
rest of the time series. 11 
 12 
I also think that in the first three years we have both the 13 
potential fishing on other stocks and also up through 1987 a 14 
different methodology that is not well described for the 15 
expansion factor during that time period.  We have at least two 16 
lines of reasoning for the first years and probably three or 17 
four for the last five years. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess this question is for Dr. Turner.  This 20 
issue of fishing outside the platform in the early years is a 21 
relatively important question or issue and when I look back 22 
twenty-five years ago now, I would assume that most fishermen 23 
had very small boats and so forth. 24 
 25 
If you go back to the census that was done back then, I would 26 
imagine that a large proportion may have even had motors on 27 
their boats and I guess my question is have you examined in any 28 
manner to try to quantify the amount of fishing that was going 29 
on outside the platforms in these earlier years?  Just given the 30 
small-scale nature of the fishery, I would just be surprised if 31 
it’s large, the percentage. 32 
 33 
STEVE TURNER:  I have not tried to quantify that, Walter.  I 34 
basically listened to the experts from Puerto Rico who have 35 
collected the data. 36 
 37 
Additionally, it is my understanding that back when that fishery 38 
was going on that there were large vessels and those have been 39 
sold off and that was brought up and discussed again yesterday.  40 
The size composition of the fleet changed before and after that 41 
transition. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Walter, I would just like to mention that that 44 
was the same thing that happened in St. Croix.  There used to be 45 
much larger boats that were actually going after swordfish and 46 
other pelagic species and so when they mention here deepwater 47 
snapper, I would imagine that those boats also probably went 48 
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after swordfish and pelagic species as well in Puerto Rico. 1 
 2 
I’m just curious, because of the value of lobster, if they would 3 
have gone also and targeted lobster at all on these shelf areas 4 
and maybe we can get some idea of what species they might have 5 
targeted besides deepwater snapper that may be listed here. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If somebody looks here at the time series 8 
data for silk snapper and also queen snapper, you will see 9 
extraordinarily high landings during this period that we are 10 
talking about and that is because it was people from Puerto Real 11 
that were going not only to Barbados or the Bahamas, but they 12 
were fishing all throughout the Caribbean outside of Puerto 13 
Rico, Saba Banks and Columbia.  Genio can tell you the entire 14 
story. 15 
 16 
You will see that the annual landings for those species is four 17 
or five times the average, because I saw them and I remember 18 
discussing this and I always knew that it was because of that. 19 
 20 
When you examine this trend of the fisheries, it does not apply 21 
to these fish.  We’re talking about fishes that are 600 feet and 22 
below.  This does not affect the fisheries for lobster or for 23 
boxfish or grunts. 24 
 25 
That’s the only comment that I had and then I was not saying 26 
arbitrarily that we’re just taking it out of our shirt and that 27 
we are going to cut this piece of data because we don’t like it.  28 
It’s that in the case of the lobster, which is the main species 29 
target, I see that this reliable data is right at the present.  30 
It’s right in the range of the present landings and so I don’t 31 
see a really good reason to cut it out. 32 
 33 
Then, again, I think that we discussed this in depth, as we are 34 
doing now, at the last meeting and voted on that and getting to 35 
an agreement and I really don’t see any new arguments that 36 
convince me that those years are really the explanation for the 37 
outlier that I’m seeing on the dataset. 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think, Reni, you’ve brought this up a number of 40 
times and you’re in agreement that during those first few years 41 
there are extra landings of other species that are probably 42 
coming out of other areas, correct? 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t know exactly the years that you’re 45 
referring to, but I know that for red snapper that is the case 46 
and because I’m aware that Tomas Rosas, he would be pay some 47 
vessels to fish for red snappers outside of the Puerto Rican 48 
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platform.  I realize that. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We’re all in agreement then.  We’re all saying 3 
the same thing, because the way the expansion factors are 4 
calculated during that time period, it’s not species-specific. 5 
 6 
If you had landings that come in from outside of the region, the 7 
people that are at the dock are looking at the amount of 8 
landings in pounds that are -- This was participant-based.  It 9 
was based on the number of participants during that time period 10 
reporting.  It doesn’t matter what species they were fishing for 11 
and it doesn’t matter where they were fishing. 12 
 13 
If we’re looking at hogfish here, those landings and those 14 
participants that were fishing outside of Puerto Rican waters 15 
are going to affect the way these values are calculated for all 16 
of these other species. 17 
 18 
You have provided the logic for the snappers and the reason that 19 
some of those people are fishing in other waters.  Then that 20 
same problem, which is not separate from these groups that we’re 21 
focusing on, applies to those same years.  Does that make sense? 22 
 23 
STEVE TURNER:  I have looked at the species.  I just brought up 24 
the species landed and I restricted to snappers and groupers.  25 
Seabass, there are no groupers identified to species prior to it 26 
looks like 1987.  There’s a tiny bit of red hind in 1986.  27 
Seabass in general dropped from 550,000 pounds in 1983 down to 28 
176,000 pounds in 1987. 29 
 30 
Lane snapper, 274,000 pounds and it drops to about 200,000 31 
pounds and in some years, it’s substantially less than that.  32 
Mutton snapper drops from 100,000 pounds down to about -- It 33 
varies.  It bounces around between 25,000 and 80,000 pounds and 34 
so there’s about a 20 percent drop there. 35 
 36 
Silk snapper is 650,000 pounds down to 300,000 to 500,000 pounds 37 
and so we’ve got maybe a 20 percent drop there.  Yellowtail 38 
snapper drops from 275,000 pounds down to 120,000 to 200,000 39 
pounds.  Subsequently, it picks back up, in what’s probably the 40 
early 1990s. 41 
 42 
Snappers in general drop from about 100,000 pounds down to 43 
30,000 pounds and so there’s a variety of signals in here.  It’s 44 
not just the deepwater snappers is what I’m concluding from 45 
this.  There clearly is some signal of unclassified grouper.   46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is that corrected or uncorrected? 48 
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 1 
STEVE TURNER: This is expanded, which is -- I don’t know what 2 
you mean by corrected.  It’s total landings.  It’s our 3 
calculation of total landings. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Perhaps the best thing would be to look at 6 
what’s actually reported, because as Todd was pointing out, if 7 
you have stuff coming in from off the platform, that’s going to 8 
go into your expansion factor. 9 
 10 
If your reported landings are all dropping as well for things 11 
other than the deepwater snappers, which we know are coming in 12 
from afar, then something else is really going on and my 13 
recollection of the statistics from the late 1970s to the early 14 
1980s is for everything they go way up and they come back down. 15 
 16 
It looks like a classic we’ve just got so much gear out there 17 
and there used to be thousands of traps out on the platform 18 
where now there’s tens or maybe a hundred.  The fishing effort 19 
used to be much higher on the platform than it is now. 20 
 21 
I think, Todd, the work that you had done with the length 22 
frequencies showed that as well.  Back in the early dataset, the 23 
size frequencies were smaller than what they currently are and 24 
so I think there was a higher level of fishing going on all 25 
over, both on the bank and out of Puerto Rican waters. 26 
 27 
It’s obviously different for different groups, because the 28 
shallow-water ones, as Reni said, are not what they were going 29 
to target and if they were coming into lobster traps, they were 30 
going to throw them back, because they want to fill their hold 31 
with lobster. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Given that, what does that mean in terms of 34 
including that information from the earlier years? 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t think it’s going to mean anything.  37 
I think that if you cut that first part and the other part and 38 
use the meat section of the dataset, the conclusion for a 39 
recommendation is going to be the same.   40 
 41 
I would have done the exercise that Capella recommended, just 42 
use the entire dataset and use that piece, cutting between 1988 43 
or 1999 to 2002 or 2003.  I think it’s going to be more or less 44 
the same.  I would really like to see what is the implications 45 
of our recommendations, because I see that -- I don’t think it’s 46 
going to make much difference at all. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a key point that I continue to bring up, the 1 
fact that the outcome may be the same is not how we have to 2 
justify the methodology that’s developed for it.  When this goes 3 
on and is reviewed, it’s not going to be the fact that we end up 4 
with 100,000 pounds.   5 
 6 
It’s going to be the fact was all the information considered was 7 
appropriate time series used, was there a period of stability or 8 
consistency to the information that was available?  The outcome, 9 
we cannot focus on the outcome, but the logical steps and the 10 
methodology used to come up with that. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, let me just respond to that.  That 13 
is fine and I understand you really well.  I know there’s 14 
reasons for us to consider as to selecting a particularly stable 15 
period where things were done more or less the same. 16 
 17 
The problem is that we cannot weight the factors.  We don’t know 18 
how important that reason was in terms of our data output.  We 19 
don’t know how important the other factor was in terms of the 20 
other piece of the dataset. 21 
 22 
Because we don’t know what the relative weight of those factors 23 
were, I think that we’re much better off as a group knowing that 24 
we are not jumping into defending data points there that are 25 
going to make really relevant changes into our conclusions and 26 
to use the entire dataset that has been presented to us as a 27 
committee here for this time. 28 
 29 
Also, I agree with what Capella was saying earlier.  If there 30 
were pieces of this dataset that were inappropriate, why were 31 
they brought up in the first place?  Now I am skeptical about 32 
leaving out data when I have it in my consideration and knowing 33 
that there’s factors for each point.   34 
 35 
Todd, I believe each one of those points has a huge error bar 36 
around it.  We don’t really know, because we don’t know how much 37 
people didn’t report and we don’t know perhaps where actually 38 
the fish came from or if it was the same species or what.  39 
There’s a lot of uncertainty around every single data point that 40 
we have, but it’s what we have.  From that standpoint, that’s 41 
why I think that -- We went through this before, I know. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  May I just make a suggestion, because we could 44 
be discussing this forever.  I would like to suggest that Reni, 45 
Jorge, maybe Richard Appeldoorn get together and put together a 46 
motion for which years we should use that the group can look at 47 
and the rationale behind it. 48 
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 1 
Maybe we’ll take an hour-and-a-half for lunch or something so 2 
they can put that together with all the rationale so then we can 3 
discuss that, but in the meantime, we take a look at how we’re 4 
going to deal with this date, irrespective of what time series 5 
we use, how we will deal with it in terms of whether we use 6 
average catch, whether we use a 75 percent or two standard 7 
deviations or what have you, and maybe look at some of these 8 
things to see how much difference there is, using Jorge’s 9 
suggestion, just how much difference there is if we use all the 10 
data versus a shorter period of data. 11 
 12 
I think that what we’re just going to be doing is going around 13 
in circles unless we have something that’s written down and 14 
ready for everybody to look at and where we’ve summarized all 15 
the points that people have made today regarding the data. 16 
 17 
I would just like a suggestion as to whether people think is a 18 
good idea, because we’re not going to be moving forward with 19 
this otherwise, I have the feeling.  I could call a vote, but I 20 
would like to get more of a consensus on this. 21 
 22 
VANCE VINCENTE:  We know what the motion is, to use all the 23 
data.  Let’s make a motion and vote on it and let’s get it over 24 
with. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We could do that as well.   27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Frankly, I don’t know what the procedure is, 29 
because we have been here before.  We’ve done this before.  Last 30 
time, we brought the motion and we voted on it and we had a 31 
majority and I don’t know why are we doing this again?  Frankly, 32 
I don’t understand why are we doing -- Is it because of the new 33 
information? 34 
 35 
New information and so what’s -- Frankly, I would like to do 36 
this right and what is the weight of this new information?  How 37 
much weight does it have in terms of the data output? 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  I’m neither pleased nor not pleased that you’re 40 
not swayed by the additional information.  I do think it was 41 
incredibly important that we present the information and the 42 
discussion about the data and the discussion about the methods 43 
and I don’t think it’s appropriate to dismiss that additional 44 
information or the discussion that’s taken place just because a 45 
motion was made previously.  Now, that motion was passed and 46 
that’s binding by the SSC, et cetera, but I don’t think you 47 
should trivialize the addition of new information. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I respect that very much.  My point is that 2 
I don’t think that we should trivialize the data, the previous 3 
data, without knowing what was the weight of the situation, of 4 
the condition.  How important is that in terms of the data?  5 
What is the weight? 6 
 7 
Then because I don’t see -- What I really don’t see is that we 8 
have put out here a justification to come back or to go back 9 
from our previous discussion.  Fine, there are reasons to 10 
believe that there was different ways of looking at the 11 
expansion factors, but what is the weight that that has on the 12 
overall behavior of the dataset? 13 
 14 
Particularly, I am particularly concerned about the fact of the 15 
reliability of the most recent data and we discarding that most 16 
reliable dataset.  Frankly, I am caught between two lines of 17 
fire here. 18 
 19 
VANCE VINCENTE:  One thing has become clear with this new 20 
information and it’s that the further back we go, the greater 21 
the uncertainty.  What worries me even more now is that we don’t 22 
have the statistics of the fishermen that were fishing beyond 23 
the Puerto Rican shelf and if it’s true, and maybe the council 24 
chairman may answer that question, they did go to Columbia.  25 
There were two open waters in 1972 and they go for lobster 26 
there.  If they would be going to Columbia, they would be going 27 
for lobster. 28 
 29 
I visited the place and we spent about three weeks gathering 30 
fisheries data and looking at the reef environments and so there 31 
may be other things than deepwater snapper that they may be 32 
getting there, but we don’t know and so that even makes it even 33 
more uncertain what happened or how much of that fisheries 34 
landing contribution came from elsewhere. 35 
 36 
That even justifies it even further not to use those years and 37 
I’m really rethinking things over based on the new information 38 
and so if anybody can help me on that, to get clear on that. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The majority was for deepwater snapper and 41 
grouper, the Bahamas and Columbia and Panama.  It was ice in 42 
those days and lobster wouldn’t keep up very well and so perhaps 43 
it was brought in by plane, but lately, the trend has been for 44 
people from Puerto Rico to sell lobster to other parts of the 45 
Caribbean, but in those days, it was silk snapper that was 90 46 
percent of all the captures.  47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  We need to go forward. 1 
 2 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Can I make a motion? 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jorge, yes. 5 
 6 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would like to make a motion to ratify our 7 
decision in the last meeting to use all available data unless it 8 
can be proven that the data is wrong and for all the reasons we 9 
have explained. 10 
 11 
I don’t think it’s necessary to repeat them here.  It was in the 12 
record for last time and it’s in the record for this time.  We 13 
could write something up, but the motion is on the table. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there a second?  Reni has seconded this.  Any 16 
further discussion?   17 
 18 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’m sorry I missed some of the discussion and 19 
so I don’t know what everybody is so heated up about.  Maybe 20 
that’s good.  I guess my comment is more general.  I would 21 
actually -- I have no problem with a scientific group voting on 22 
procedural matters, but I really think we ought to be trying to 23 
be able to come to a consensus on a scientific judgment and 24 
that’s what we’re talking about here. 25 
 26 
It’s not a procedural issue like what is the order of the 27 
agenda, but it’s specifically what is our scientific judgment.  28 
I’ve been in hundreds or maybe even thousands of meetings like 29 
this and I can only remember one or two instances where we 30 
actually voted on scientific judgments. 31 
 32 
In those cases, everybody involved was admitting that the 33 
situation had broken down to being a political decision and not 34 
a scientific one, regretfully a political decision and not a 35 
scientific one. 36 
 37 
I don’t think that’s the case here.  I think they’re just honest 38 
views that are different among people, but given that, I still 39 
think as a practice that this institution would be much 40 
healthier if it could reach consensus on things that are of a 41 
scientific nature and keep the voting to procedural or 42 
organizational issues. 43 
 44 
I’ll join whatever the consensus is, because I’m not qualified 45 
to judge.  I have some sympathy for the arguments that have been 46 
made by all the people involved, but I’m wondering if it is 47 
possible -- I guess the obvious consensus that I hear at this 48 
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stage would be to stick with what we did before or what the 1 
group did before, even though there are other people who would 2 
prefer a different outcome, but it seems to me to be that’s 3 
probably the most appropriate thing that one could reach 4 
consensus on.  As I say, I’ll join any consensus, because I 5 
don’t feel qualified to take a strong side on it. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If we go in the direction of a consensus -- Just 8 
out of curiosity, when you’re doing a consensus, are we in 9 
essence just saying does anybody object to, in essence, the 10 
motion that’s on the table? 11 
 12 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  If I could comment, formally, consensus is 13 
interpreted as meaning everybody can live with it.  It’s not 14 
their preference, but they can accept it and they can live with 15 
it and stand with the group to move forward and make it work. 16 
 17 
The practice in most meetings I’ve been in is that if there’s 18 
only one individual who is opposed, it’s almost a matter of peer 19 
pressure that you join the consensus.  If there’s more than one, 20 
then generally people try to find some other way forward. 21 
 22 
Now, from what I understand here, there probably is more than 23 
one that would prefer some other option, but I would still hope 24 
that we could find a consensus.  There isn’t a formal vote, of 25 
course.  There’s simply the chair asking if people can accept 26 
this as a consensus. 27 
 28 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I have a question and this is to the experts 29 
here.  Now that we have a good idea that the landings in the 30 
early 1980s, based on the species that we’re looking at, the 31 
reef, benthic, shallow species, would not be affected because 32 
these are mostly deepwater snappers that came from other 33 
geographic locations, my question is knowing that, the noise 34 
that may be involved in the landing data, it varies. 35 
 36 
We have discussed often, very much, the different forcing 37 
factors that can affect these landings.  My question is were 38 
those variations, whatever factor could have influenced these 39 
landings numbers, these earlier time series, are they 40 
significantly different from earlier modifiers? 41 
 42 
I know they’re different and they look at decreasing effort, et 43 
cetera, but how much of that noise would be different to if -- I 44 
agree with Reni in part and with myself after the last meeting 45 
that we should use as many numbers as possible.  The greater the 46 
numbers, supposedly the lesser the variability or whatever.  47 
That is my question. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we heard the exact opposite and that is 2 
that all stocks in those early years were impacted by those 3 
deepwater stocks, because the expansion factor was based on all 4 
landings and not based on just the deepwater landings. 5 
 6 
For that reason, it blows up the total landings for even the 7 
near-shore platform stocks, which is the problem, but, Steve, 8 
clarify if I got that wrong. 9 
 10 
STEVE TURNER:  The expansion factor is island-wide.  Whether 11 
it’s a fish this big caught with a net or it’s a deepwater 12 
snapper, the same expansion factor is applied.  The other thing 13 
I would say is it appears to me that the decline in landings 14 
from 1983 to roughly 1986 or 1987 was for inshore species as 15 
well as offshore species. 16 
 17 
If those inshore species actually came from off the platform -- 18 
My assumption about that drop suggests that they came from off 19 
the platform, so that my assumption is that some of that fishing 20 
was for shelf species as well as deeper water species. 21 
 22 
JIM BERKSON:  If that expansion factor for those early years is 23 
different because of the larger fish caught deep shore -- 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  It’s a person-based expansion factor.  It’s the 26 
number of people reporting and the total number of people 27 
considered to be fishing.  That is the expansion factor.  It’s a 28 
person-based expansion factor, no matter what they fished for. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you just explain the expansion factor, 31 
because usually what you do is if they don’t report, then you 32 
expand.  Explain how this is done.  If there’s a bigger fleet -- 33 
Go ahead and explain. 34 
 35 
STEVE TURNER:  The DNER went out and basically examined who they 36 
believed was fishing.  They did a census and then they compared 37 
that census to the number of people reporting and so the 38 
expansion factor is active fishermen divided by reporting 39 
fishermen.  That would be your multiplier.   40 
 41 
They actually reverse it and so if you look in a table, it’s the 42 
opposite way around, but the expansion factor that we would 43 
multiply by is active fishermen divided by reporting fishermen.  44 
That applies to the whole island. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The question was to describe how the expansion 47 
factor has calculated and Steve has been focused on the 48 
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different aspects.  In our summary of how the expansion factors 1 
were worked, and I read this into the record last time, 2 
correction factors exist from 1971 to 1987.  However, the 3 
methods used to calculate those factors are not well described.  4 
This is a Daniel Matos 1990 publication. 5 
 6 
For 1971 through 1987, we cannot sufficiently answer how those 7 
expansion factors were calculated.  The description that it’s 8 
participant-based applies from 1988 through 2002 and this is 9 
documented in the SEDAR Caribbean Data Evaluation Final Report. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just looking at that data there, you have a 12 
huge drop just in reported landings in the early part of the 13 
1980s and so it’s not expansion-based, if you will.  I think 14 
that from my experience, looking at the data over time and what 15 
was happening in the early 1980s, there was just a lot more 16 
fishing going on. 17 
 18 
If we’re looking for something that’s supposed to be 19 
representing a stable level of fishing, including things where 20 
everything is coming down, it doesn’t sound to me like something 21 
is stable and in my expert opinion, I would argue that that’s 22 
just not the case.  It’s not a stable opinion. 23 
 24 
There’s lots of factors that we don’t know about what was 25 
happening in the late 1980s and 1990s, up to 2002, to just keep 26 
one method of reporting in play here, but I would be very 27 
comfortable saying the early part of the 1980s is not 28 
representative of what we are looking for and should not be 29 
included. 30 
 31 
Now, I would equally argue just because the datasets are 32 
somewhat dissimilar because of the correction factors used, that 33 
for the most part I would tend not to include the most recent 34 
data.  I also strongly support Mike’s idea of using the median 35 
and the quartiles around that to look at our mean trend in 36 
variances rather than a mean in variance. 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Thank you very much for the clarification.  39 
That’s exactly what I just had jotted down to myself.  There’s 40 
two aspects of this.  One is the data quality and the questions 41 
regarding it.   42 
 43 
There’s been some suggestions that putting it all in there is 44 
the best way to go, but I think the other aspect of this is 45 
exactly what Richard just touched on.   46 
 47 
We’re looking for a stable period in here and if you look at the 48 
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time series and you go through each of the species, we can be 1 
looking at one of those sections and so the only clarification 2 
I’m trying to make is there is both the data quality issues that 3 
we’ve brought up, plus there is also the theoretical basis of 4 
looking for a period of reliable and stability during the middle 5 
and so it’s two-tiered.  Thank you for your clarification and 6 
comments. 7 
 8 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I have a question.  In my understanding, are you 9 
guys saying that after a collapse that the period following a 10 
collapse is a stable period?  Is that what I’m hearing? 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The question used the word “collapse” and I made 13 
it clear yesterday that I didn’t claim there was any collapse.  14 
There are clearly declines at the beginning part of the time 15 
series and so I won’t say that a period following a collapse -- 16 
I’m not claiming there’s a collapse, but there are distinct 17 
changes in the levels of reporting during those first few years. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ll stay away from the question of the 20 
collapse, but as I’m looking through the data, I wouldn’t pick 21 
anything before say 1989 or 1990 and the reason for that is 22 
because you have this downward trend and the evidence that we 23 
have says there was changes in effort that were accompanying 24 
this time period. 25 
 26 
While I don’t know whether say the period after 1989 represents 27 
a true stability, I would say the period before that -- I would 28 
argue we could clearly say that does not represent a period of 29 
stability, even though for some of those years the catch looks 30 
similar, just because you have a decline and you have changes.   31 
 32 
It takes years for that catch to stabilize to those new levels 33 
of effort and so I wouldn’t say, okay, as soon as the decline 34 
hits bottom or levels out that that’s where we should start.  I 35 
would give it another three years or so before we start looking 36 
for something that represents stability. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does anyone want to, again, suggest a time 39 
series?  We’ve got a time series on the table for consensus that 40 
incorporates the whole dataset.  It appears that there are at 41 
least three people, if not more, that would not agree to that.  42 
Is there any other recommendation that we can discuss regarding 43 
getting a consensus? 44 
 45 
JIM BERKSON:  I think if we’re trying to move towards a 46 
consensus that probably -- One way of looking at this would be 47 
just to focus on should we be using the early part of the time 48 
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series and have that discussion take place first.  Then we may 1 
want to ask should we use the later part of the time series and 2 
have that discussion and see if we can make progress there. 3 
 4 
Otherwise, we’re going to just keep going in circles about the 5 
whole time series, early and late and early and late, the whole 6 
time series.  Let’s just focus on a small number of years at 7 
this point. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s try it that way.  I think that to a 10 
certain extent we’ve got -- There’s a lot of other issues that 11 
are going to come up later on too and so this is only one of 12 
them and we do have limited time. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I must say that now I realize that because -15 
- What you just read about Daniel Matos, what you’re essentially 16 
telling me is that we don’t really know what those values are.  17 
The expansion factor that was applied, nobody really in this 18 
room, nobody knows what it is and so nobody knows how that data 19 
point actually came about and so now, for me, you might as well 20 
erase it.  For me, that’s not data. 21 
 22 
If you cannot stand behind it, it’s not data and so for me, it’s 23 
not -- As soon as you said that, for me now it’s not part of 24 
that dataset for me and in fact, now I vote for you to erase it 25 
from the dataset, because if nobody can stand behind that point, 26 
some of those points, then it’s not real.   27 
 28 
It’s a real outlier and not because it’s different from the 29 
trend, but it’s because nobody knows what it is.  Nobody knows 30 
how it came about.  It’s not real.  It’s not even good data and 31 
now it’s not real for me.  I don’t believe it now.  I don’t 32 
believe it and so I am convinced.  For that early part of the 33 
graph, I am convinced. 34 
 35 
If you can’t tell me where the point came from and Daniel Matos, 36 
which is the one that actually is the owner of that information, 37 
cannot tell me where did the data come from, then I’m convinced 38 
it’s not worthwhile looking at it. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Daniel said that he started at DNER in 1988 and 41 
so this presumably means that you’re saying any data before 1988 42 
that you concur is not -- With Daniel’s statement that he 43 
doesn’t know how this data was really expanded and he doesn’t 44 
know the parameters behind that. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I concur now.  Now this convinces me right 47 
away, in a second.  I thought that there would be some kind of 48 
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continuity not because just the person changed and now the 1 
entire history of the landings and of the calculations of the 2 
weighted expansion factors and everything that’s been brought to 3 
the most realistic value.  It has changed to a point that nobody 4 
can defend it.  If they cannot defend it, I’m not going to 5 
defend it. 6 
 7 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a point.  The data is not being contested, 8 
the landings data.  What’s being contested is the factor, the 9 
factor that’s not created.  Just a point that the landings data 10 
is not being contested.  The trends are the same.  It’s the 11 
amplitude of the trends which is going to be in doubt and that’s 12 
why Richard very wisely recommended using the landings straight 13 
without any factors. 14 
 15 
Keeping this in mind, the question is in the factor and not on 16 
the data and another point is I might be old enough to know who 17 
was doing at that time and we had Suarez-Caabro, which was a 18 
worldwide authority on fisheries, doing this.  I tend to trust 19 
what he did.  I don’t know exactly what he did, but I’m pretty 20 
sure it wasn’t way off the mark. 21 
 22 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I ask if we can agree by consensus that we 23 
would not use the data prior to 1988, I guess it was, not 24 
because we are making any judgment about whether it’s right or 25 
wrong, but simply we are not satisfied with the level of 26 
documentation that’s before us right now to use it.   27 
 28 
That tends to be what I think you said and so we’re not judging 29 
that whoever did it did anything wrong, but we just don’t have 30 
any documentation and we could move forward with part of a 31 
decision. 32 
 33 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Maybe I’m the strongest opponent and so I’ll 34 
agree to what you suggested for the sake of consensus. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anybody else disagree?  Is this consensus as far 37 
as everybody is concerned on that?  We’re going to eliminate the 38 
data earlier than 1988 from consideration and so we’ve got one 39 
down.  Let’s look at the other end, which is the 2003 to 2008 40 
data.  Does anybody want to comment on that or make a suggestion 41 
for consensus?  Should we include that or should we exclude it? 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am really hesitant to throw away data and 44 
so I mean what is the difference between the weight-based 45 
expansion and the participant-based expansion in terms of the 46 
outcome of the trends of the data, of the landings with the 47 
expansion factor?  Why did we change in the middle and then we 48 
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changed to a weight-based expansion and say that’s what we don’t 1 
like.  Frankly, it’s difficult.  It’s difficult to accept. 2 
 3 
Then perhaps knowing that it’s the most reliable dataset and you 4 
know sometimes I think that given the gasoline increments and 5 
everything else, fishermen know what they do.  If they are not 6 
fishing, it’s because there’s not that many fish.  Even if the 7 
gasoline increases and there’s a lot of fishing going on, 8 
they’ll put more traps. 9 
 10 
In the back of my mind, I have a concern.  I have a concern 11 
about declining stocks that are real and that’s one of the most 12 
important motivations where there’s less fish traps around.  13 
It’s not just gas and it’s not just old people.  There’s more.  14 
There’s more to it. 15 
 16 
Since 2005, I’m going to say it for the record again, because I 17 
am concerned about it, but we lost probably as much of 40 to 50 18 
percent of the live coral cover in our reefs and what impact may 19 
that have on the medium to long-term, I don’t know, but as far 20 
as my ecological background guides me, it’s not going to be to 21 
improve the coral-reef-associated fisheries. 22 
 23 
Then we have the lionfish, which are now displacing everything.  24 
It’s like a population explosion of those things and what impact 25 
is that going to have in the future for these coral-reef-26 
associated fisheries?  I don’t know. 27 
 28 
That part of the graph, I’m very, very especially concerned.  29 
That first part of the graph, I didn’t have a really good grip 30 
on it, but knowing that this part of the graph is the more 31 
reliable and shows a decline in some of the reef fisheries and 32 
not that much of the lobster, but perhaps we should look at that 33 
not in very generic terms, but perhaps species-by-species or 34 
group-by-group or something like that, but I am concerned. 35 
 36 
What is the criteria or perhaps tell me, what is the difference 37 
between the participant-based expansion and the weight-based 38 
expansion that justifies us to eliminate those years? 39 
 40 
STEVE TURNER:  I need to apologize that we don’t have the 41 
conversion factor between the weight-based expansion and the 42 
participant-based expansion.  There will be some scaling in 43 
there, so that we can use for assessment, and potentially for 44 
management, a consistent time series. 45 
 46 
At some point in the near future, I expect to say that this 47 
should be scaled -- If we’re going to keep on this scale, the 48 
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participant-based scale, then these values would be scaled up or 1 
they would be scaled down, but I don’t know what -- Maybe 2 
they’ll be exactly the same.  Maybe it’s a 1:1 conversion, but I 3 
don’t know the answer to that. 4 
 5 
My concern is that there’s going to be some scaling in here that 6 
will shift this up or shift this down and so, to me, that’s the 7 
concern.  8 
 9 
If we assume that we have consistently-measured landings 10 
throughout the time period, but we really don’t.  Because we are 11 
dealing with two different ways of making the expansion, then I 12 
don’t know that we have consistent what we’re calling total 13 
landings and that’s the problem I see with the data. 14 
 15 
The question then becomes do we use the early data or the late 16 
data, in my eyes.  You guys may decide to use the whole thing, 17 
but in my eyes, there’s a discontinuity there and I don’t know 18 
how to bridge that discontinuity yet.  I will in the near 19 
future. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have a couple of things here.  I am 22 
actually in favor of not using the more recent data, just 23 
because the method used is not the same.  It’s a consistency 24 
issue, number one. 25 
 26 
Secondly, however, it does show a downward trend and what we’re 27 
supposed to be looking at is some place where we’re having 28 
consistency.  I think the 2005 anomaly, if I recall from 29 
Daniel’s presentation at one of the many meetings we’ve had, is 30 
that the lack of reporting was not occurring island-wide.  It 31 
was occurring specifically -- I think the southwest was a hotbed 32 
of discontent and so when you take a correction factor and do it 33 
island-wide, I think that’s why it blows up. 34 
 35 
Anyway, I think 2005 is an anomaly.  The rest of it is probably 36 
pretty good, but it’s a short timeframe and you’ve got that 37 
anomaly in it.  There is the issue about whether since 2006 or 38 
2007, when gas prices were really going up and they came back 39 
down after the economic collapse in 2007, but there is a 40 
question about just what’s going on in the fishery. 41 
 42 
Again, is it a question of are we looking at something stable or 43 
not that we should be including into that estimator that we’re 44 
looking for and I would argue that it’s not. 45 
 46 
I agree probably even more strongly than Reni that there’s 47 
probably a problem here with a lot of the reef fish that we’re 48 
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looking at, but as I understood it from comments made earlier 1 
today, we are going to look at ecological relevance later on and 2 
that will come into the weighting of the risk or where we’re 3 
going to set a fishing level.   4 
 5 
Is that correct?  If that’s the case, then I would say we’re 6 
going to deal with that issue specifically and let’s not worry 7 
about it now. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re developing the, in essence, technique and 10 
methodology and certainly that’s one of the things that I 11 
personally think and so anybody can bring that up as a factor 12 
that we need to include. 13 
 14 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  With respect to the use of the data since 15 
2003, there would be a number of considerations.  One is data 16 
quality and we’ve already concluded that we have no basis to 17 
reject it in terms of data quality.  It’s as good as the other 18 
or maybe better. 19 
 20 
Second, is it reflective of our determination of stock status?  21 
We’ve said the stocks are all in the moderate range and so did 22 
something happen after 2003 so that it’s no longer 23 
representative of a moderately-fished stock? 24 
 25 
That might be the case if it’s because effort was reduced 26 
dramatically and so fishing mortality went down and the stock 27 
was recovering and so on, but given the time delays for a number 28 
of these, I’m not convinced that that would be the case, again, 29 
in part because our moderate category ranges over 19 to 65 30 
percent of an unfished stock.   31 
 32 
It’s a very large range and so changes of that magnitude in this 33 
period of time don’t seem, to me, to be that likely.  If in fact 34 
that were the case, we’re probably being conservative to include 35 
this most recent data when it’s a downward trend, given 36 
regulations and potentially less fishing mortality.   37 
 38 
That would be a caveat that I would say we might express, that 39 
if by using it we think it’s -- It’s either appropriate or it’s 40 
perhaps conservative. 41 
 42 
The third consideration relates to this consistency issue 43 
between the earlier period and the latter period and it is 44 
troubling to have methodologies that are inconsistent, which 45 
that means admittedly the time series aren’t strictly 46 
comparable, but a consideration here is the future as to how is 47 
this fishery going to be managed? 48 
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 1 
I’m assuming it’s going to be managed based on estimates that 2 
are going to come from the agency based on weight-based 3 
expansion and therefore, it would be fairly ridiculous, in my 4 
mind, to say we’re not going to use the most recent stuff 5 
because it’s inconsistent with the earlier stuff, but we are 6 
going to manage the fishery based on estimates that are going to 7 
come from the method used with the most recent data. 8 
 9 
Unless the agency intends to monitor and regulate this fishery 10 
based on participant-based expansions, this consistency issue, 11 
to me, is irrelevant.  If anything, it would say you only use 12 
2003 onward and I think there are reasons why we probably 13 
wouldn’t want to solely use 2003 onward. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do we have a consensus that we’ll use 1998 to 16 
2008 data, a consensus that we will -- 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have a question.  Mike, in your thinking 19 
of that, are you still thinking in terms of using a median as 20 
opposed to a mean? 21 
 22 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Absolutely.  For one thing, that makes the 23 
2005 problem -- 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On that basis, I would not have a problem. 26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How difficult is it to normalize the later 28 
years of data to a participant-based expansion?  Is it that much 29 
of a problem? 30 
 31 
STEVE TURNER:  It will take some time for the DNER staff to do 32 
that and I was told yesterday that that couldn’t happen 33 
immediately.  I expect it will happen soon.   34 
 35 
I guess a question I would ask, a procedural question, is if we 36 
use 1988 to 2009, would the committee want a correction factor 37 
applied after the fact to the calculation of the median, so that 38 
if we do come up with a correction factor that we feel is 39 
robust, which would not at that point be reviewed by the 40 
committee, how would we handle that? 41 
 42 
Would we just mix the two datasets, as is being proposed right 43 
now, 1988 to 2009, or would you ask the Science Center to make a 44 
correction to one of the two time periods and recalculate that 45 
median? 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe you would be the best person to answer 48 
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me.  I can’t really understand why an expansion factor is the 1 
cause of a sudden decline.  If you look at the total reported 2 
landings, you would have expected some kind of a smoother trend 3 
for the weight expansion factor, but no, it is a sudden drop 4 
from about 2005 to 2006 and then a sudden increase again.  Why 5 
is that curve not smooth? 6 
 7 
STEVE TURNER:  Basically, we have about four-million pounds, all 8 
species combined, dropping down to about three-million pounds is 9 
the way I see that, with noise.   10 
 11 
The expansion factors are essentially based on annual sampling, 12 
so that the level of the expansion factor is going to vary by 13 
the proportion of sampled landings that were actually reported 14 
to DNER versus sampled landings which were not reported.  That 15 
can vary from port to port and it can vary from year to year. 16 
 17 
I would expect the expansion factor to vary from year to year.  18 
Now, why is there a drop from four-million to three-million?  My 19 
assumption is a good fraction of that is associated with 20 
behavior of the fishermen.  They stopped fishing.  It could be 21 
due to the stocks declining, but I can’t answer that here. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I see here is the variation is more 24 
than the mean.  It’s such a huge -- In relation to the data we 25 
have, which is the landings, the expansion factor is so great 26 
that it is hard to swallow that we are going for a number that 27 
it’s all based upon our judgment of how many people didn’t fish 28 
or how many people didn’t report. 29 
 30 
Maybe it’s even higher.  I don’t know and the problem is that I 31 
don’t think that anybody really knows, not even DNER.  I want to 32 
put that down for the record, because we’re in guess land here, 33 
really, really in guess land. 34 
 35 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think we are guessing on a number of things, 36 
but hopefully we’re doing it objectively and with some logical 37 
basis for our arguments. 38 
 39 
Steve asked a very specific and important question.  Would one 40 
want to go back and make these two periods consistent in terms 41 
of the estimation method?  If in the future management is going 42 
to be based on landings-based adjustments, that is the blue 43 
line, then one would go back and adjust the earlier period 44 
upward to reflect landings-based.  That’s the way to be 45 
consistent with the future management regulations. 46 
 47 
Just looking at that, I assume that you can’t recalculate during 48 
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the period of 1988 through 2003 and you would essentially be 1 
calculating a ratio between the height of the blue lines and the 2 
red lines there and applying it to the earlier period.  Is that 3 
correct, Steve? 4 
 5 
STEVE TURNER:  We will establish a red line to cover this period 6 
and so whether that red line is here -- That will be based on 7 
information that we have. 8 
 9 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  You would get the ratio on a year-by-year 10 
basis between the red and the blue line for the period where 11 
they overlap and then apply that ratio to the earlier period.  I 12 
think that’s a perfectly logical way to proceed, to make these 13 
consistent. 14 
 15 
If we don’t do that, what it would appear to be is that we’re 16 
being conservative, that is we’re using a median catch level for 17 
the purposes of setting an ABC that’s lower than the value we 18 
would get if we made these adjustments, just because of the way 19 
those lines stack up. 20 
 21 
Now if when the Center went and did this they found that there’s 22 
a reversal such that the values for the participant-based are 23 
much higher or are higher than landings-based in the recent 24 
years, a change in the ranking of those lines, then my statement 25 
that we’re being conservative is incorrect and I think we would 26 
want to revisit it. 27 
 28 
At this point, I would be willing to say that we simply accept 29 
that there is an inconsistency going forward.  There will be a 30 
consistency between the recent data and the way the management 31 
is implemented and we’re probably introducing an element of 32 
conservatism by not doing a retrospective correction to the pre-33 
2003 data. 34 
 35 
STEVE TURNER:  My feeling is that -- This is basically regional 36 
expansion factors and it’s not quite average, but an island-wide 37 
based on regional expansion factors.   38 
 39 
Assuming we continue using this, that we decide that regional is 40 
the best way to go, my feeling is the participant-based 41 
expansion factor will show a dip in 2005 and then come back up 42 
and so we’ll have a value somewhere in here, so that to get this 43 
on the same level as the weight-based, we’ll be multiplying this 44 
up. 45 
 46 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Which means that the pre-2003 landings values 47 
will be higher when they are adjusted and by not doing that, our 48 
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estimates of ABC are, to a degree, conservative and rather than 1 
adding expansion on expansion, I would prefer to simply 2 
acknowledge that potentially we’re being a bit conservative. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We have a couple of things on the table.  One of 5 
them is maybe somebody can state what the consensus agreement 6 
should be with respect to these data, with respect to whether 7 
the Southeast Fisheries Science Center adjusts it after we have 8 
made a decision if they find that there’s a change in these. 9 
 10 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I don’t think that we should in any way 11 
dictate what the Science Center should do in its best judgment 12 
from a scientific point of view.   13 
 14 
What I was suggesting is that we would create our estimates of 15 
ABC based on what’s available to us right now and acknowledge 16 
that if further adjustments are made by the Science Center for 17 
whatever reason in its best judgment as to best science, that 18 
our estimates of ABC might turn out to be conservative. 19 
 20 
If something very strange happens and the order of those lines 21 
is reversed, then I would suggest we should revisit the issue, 22 
but no one expects that to happen and so I certainly wouldn’t 23 
mean my comments to any way be telling the Center what it should 24 
do in its best judgment scientifically.   25 
 26 
It’s just a practical way forward for us to getting out some ABC 27 
results during this meeting or in the very short term.  I would 28 
be particularly interested in the Center’s views as to whether 29 
that framing of the view causes any problems in the Center, 30 
which is not the intent. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think you framed it well and the side 33 
conversation that we were just having here is that when this 34 
correction factor is developed, then I think the SSC would have 35 
to revisit and reevaluate this and I think I just want to stress 36 
too that this is an iterative process. 37 
 38 
If we come up with this methodology and we make the 39 
clarification that this could potentially be conservative and 40 
that it needs to be revisited as we develop correction factors, 41 
calibration factors, then I think that that is a way to move 42 
forward. 43 
 44 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Then if you’re looking for a proposed 45 
consensus, I think it’s that we would use the period of 1988 46 
through the present values, using the corrections, be they 47 
participant-based or landings-based, that are available today. 48 
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 1 
We would calculate our central tendency via the median and not 2 
the mean and we would acknowledge that there’s a potential 3 
degree of conservatism for a couple of reasons.  One might be 4 
that the expansion factor in the earlier part of this series 5 
might have been higher if we had available the landings-based 6 
estimates. 7 
 8 
Second might be that there’s a reduction in the most recent 9 
years.  Both of those would tend to add an element, we believe, 10 
of conservatism in terms of the eventual estimate of OFL and 11 
ABC. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  That sounds fine to me.  There’s one additional 14 
thing I thought we might want to bring up and that is, Barbara, 15 
you mentioned yesterday that there were a couple of stocks that 16 
were caught in very small numbers that you thought using the 17 
median may be too limiting and you may want to go with like the 18 
75th percentile for those stocks. 19 
 20 
I didn’t know if we wanted to have a blanket motion that just 21 
said median for all stocks.  The ORCS report allows for using a 22 
75th percentile if a stock is low exploitation or moderate 23 
exploitation if there’s a feeling there’s an ability to expand 24 
the fishery without risk to the stock.  Avoiding the ratchet-25 
down effect is the term in the document and so I just wanted to 26 
add that. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I concur with you there.  I don’t think it’s 29 
necessary in this consensus to actually determine that we’re 30 
going to use the median across the board.  That may be what we 31 
want to use most commonly, but I think we ought to look at the 32 
other options for specific species or species groups. 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  If we want to get more technical, we may want to 35 
say we want to use a non-parametric measure of central tendency. 36 
 37 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Or rank order measure of central tendency.  38 
That’s more flexible. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does everybody concur with this, that we use the 41 
1988 to present data and that we will use a rank order or non-42 
parametric measure of central tendency to determine the OFL?  43 
Okay.  Good.  We’ve made progress.  Thank you.  We’re not doing 44 
motions and we’re doing consensus.  Jorge, do you want to 45 
withdraw your motion? 46 
 47 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Yes, Madam Chairman. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You’re withdrawing your motion.  Thank you.  We 2 
have the consensus on all of this.  I suggest we go for break 3 
for lunch and come back here at one o’clock and really try to 4 
get back here at one o’clock, because we still have a lot to do 5 
and I’m sure there will be discussion on this, but I think we’ve 6 
made some good progress at least in deciding these aspects.  7 
Thank you. 8 
 9 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on May 25, 2011.) 10 
 11 

- - - 12 
 13 

May 25, 2011 14 
 15 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 16 
 17 

- - - 18 
 19 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 20 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Doubletree by 21 
Hampton Inn Hotel, Carolina, Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, 22 
May 25, 2011, and was called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by 23 
Chairman Barbara Kojis. 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would like to resume the meeting.  Let’s start 26 
taking -- Since we’ve come to a consensus on the time series 27 
we’re going to be looking at for determining the landings that 28 
we’re going to be using for determining OFL and ABC, let’s start 29 
looking at species.  Do we have any species that we want to look 30 
at initially or can we just start with grunts? 31 
 32 
DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL SPECIES AND SPECIES GROUPS OFL AND ABC 33 
 34 
STEVE TURNER:  From here on I have species. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s start with the FMU groups.  Let’s start 37 
with that.  If we look at grunts -- 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  I’m just curious as to what the purpose of going 40 
through these are.  It may be a great purpose and I’m just 41 
confused.  We’ve set the timeframe now that we want to use and 42 
we’ve said we want to use the median and so do we really need to 43 
look stock-by-stock at this, other than just to get the 44 
calculations?  If everyone wants to do it, that’s fine. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  First of all, I didn’t understand that we were 47 
always going to use the median for all of these and the second 48 
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thing is we haven’t looked at productivity yet and so what would 1 
your recommendation be for going through this? 2 
 3 
JIM BERKSON:  There are two issues.  One is would we want to use 4 
the median in all cases and just before lunch, we talked about 5 
the idea of possibility using the 75th percentile for stocks that 6 
the catch was very low, where we thought the catch could 7 
possibly be increased. 8 
 9 
We had a discussion at lunch where Mike brought up the 10 
possibility of incorporating that into the risk factor, where we 11 
go from OFL to ABC, so that stocks that have the potential for 12 
increased catches would be considered low-risk stocks, stocks at 13 
low risk of being overfished, rather than using the 75th 14 
percentile.  I don’t know, Mike, if you want to make that 15 
argument or explain that a little bit more. 16 
 17 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think you’ve explained it correctly.  The 18 
rationale that I would put forward is the lack of a rationale 19 
for using the 75th or the 83rd or any other percentile.  It’s just 20 
an arbitrary selection. 21 
 22 
I think it confuses people by implying it has something to do 23 
with some sort of statistical view of the world by using either 24 
a standard deviation or a percentile, which is just a non-25 
parametric version. 26 
 27 
Rather, if we think the stock is at low risk, we ought to 28 
discuss that and be more transparent about what we use in the 29 
later stages of the analysis, where we’re making these judgments 30 
about the risk of the stock. 31 
 32 
Again, I’m not in favor of using something that appears to have 33 
some statistical rationale when there is absolutely zero 34 
statistical rationale for using it. 35 
 36 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I’m getting a bit lost, because we’ve had 37 
factors and we’ve had coefficients and I would like to see, 38 
going from landings to ABC, what’s the exact number?  When you 39 
get all these factors multiplied and added or whatever, what’s 40 
the number that actually multiplies landings to ABC?  I think 41 
that’s what I would like to know. 42 
 43 
JIM BERKSON:  Keep in mind that the first number we’re talking 44 
about is the OFL and the OFL for most stocks, based on our 45 
motion this morning, would be the median of the landings over 46 
that time period we selected and so that’s the OFL. 47 
 48 
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The ABC is then going to be the OFL times a scaler.  That scaler 1 
is going to be determined by the council and if you remember my 2 
talk from yesterday, there would be three categories, low risk, 3 
medium risk, and high risk, really based on productivity of the 4 
stock. 5 
 6 
The council would determine what the scaler would be for each 7 
one of those three categories and so it could be one for all of 8 
them or it could be 0.9, 0.7, or 0.5.  It could be a step 9 
function.  They could do it however they wanted.  Those numbers 10 
can’t be greater than one, but that’s the step that they have to 11 
do. 12 
 13 
We’ve got this OFL now in theory, which is the median over that 14 
timeframe, and I think Steve can give us those numbers, and I’m 15 
putting you on the spot, and then we have to then for each stock 16 
determine whether it’s low risk, medium risk, or high risk. 17 
 18 
JORGE CAPELLA:  My question is to get to the OFL from landings, 19 
you have a factor which already has some conservatism built in 20 
and then we saw some other thing that we might adjust the factor 21 
in the future and that makes it even more conservative and then 22 
we’ll go to OFL. 23 
 24 
To jump to ABC, we’re even more conservative and I’m concerned 25 
about all those steps and I’m not really sure how do we get -- 26 
What’s the final number that gets me from landings to the actual 27 
ABC?  It’s all tangled in factors and fudge factors and I can’t 28 
see the light in this. 29 
 30 
JIM BERKSON:  There are really only two steps and only two 31 
scalers and the first step is getting to the OFL.  That’s the 32 
median over that time period.  Since we determined that all of 33 
these stocks are moderately exploited, the scaler is one and so 34 
it’s just the median for that and so that’s how you get the OFL. 35 
 36 
There’s only one other scaler involved and that’s picked by the 37 
council and that’s depending on whether it’s a low risk, 38 
moderate risk, or high risk.  Those are the two steps.  The 39 
first step gets you to OFL and the second step gets you to ABC. 40 
 41 
It sounds like we’re adding factor after factor after factor and 42 
we’re making it more and more conservative along the way and I 43 
think a lot of that is how the Act is written and how the 44 
National Standards are written and all the graphs they’ve forced 45 
us to look at and all the rest, but I think in practice how 46 
we’re doing it, it’s a lot simpler than that. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  May I just make a comment?  I don’t understand 1 
how you could say for tilefish, angelfish, and surgeonfish that 2 
you have moderate exploitation of those species, given those 3 
figures up there.  This may be just a weakness in the 4 
methodology, but that just doesn’t seem to make sense to me. 5 
 6 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  It is what came out of the methodology and you 7 
may be right that the methodology doesn’t work for those stocks 8 
if that’s the SSC members who have specific knowledge about 9 
those stocks judgment.  I wouldn’t have a clue, but if that’s 10 
the judgment, then the methodology didn’t work for those stocks. 11 
 12 
I guess one could substitute some other judgment and simply say 13 
we don’t believe the methodology for angelfish.  The alternative 14 
would be that we’ve classified them, based on this methodology, 15 
in the moderate exploitation level. 16 
 17 
What we’re hearing as we go through the risk discussion and so 18 
on is the SSC may conclude that that’s formally where we’ve 19 
classified them, but we actually think there’s really a lower 20 
risk in these stocks and even classifying them as moderate, they 21 
might be at the upper biomass range of moderate, that is are 22 
even more lightly exploited than FMSY. 23 
 24 
We might choose that we would make a determination that for some 25 
stocks instead of multiplying by the factor of one, which 26 
applies throughout the range of moderately exploited stocks, 27 
that we acknowledge that there’s some moderately exploited 28 
stocks that are on the moderate-light side and use some factor 29 
greater than one.  We’re at the upper end of the biomass range 30 
for those stocks. 31 
 32 
The alternative would be to say that one is what we do right 33 
now, based on the information before us, but acknowledge that 34 
that might be conservative and that there might be some 35 
provisions made for expansion of the TAC in the future, given 36 
some commitment to monitor, so you know that as the fishery 37 
develops that there would be some information gathered. 38 
 39 
The actual idea of using average catch or median catch for a 40 
quota when you didn’t have a stock assessment was actually 41 
commonly used in the 1970s and it was referred to as a 42 
preemptive quota by what was then the International Commission 43 
for Conservation of Northwest Atlantic Fisheries. 44 
 45 
The preemptive quota was something that was proposed to be put 46 
in place for a fishery that was probably underdeveloped, but one 47 
didn’t want it to suddenly get out of hand without any sort of 48 
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proper management or science in place. 1 
 2 
In some sense, by saying we’ve used the term one, where we’re 3 
not concerned about it, we could be viewing those are really 4 
preemptive quotas.  I’m not suggesting using that term, but 5 
conceptually, that’s what it is, until such time as there’s some 6 
sort of a development plan agreed to that takes proper 7 
precaution as the fishery builds up. 8 
 9 
Basically, I see the two options as either do that, where we 10 
just use one because that’s what the protocol says, but 11 
acknowledge that that might be conservative and the council 12 
could entertain proposals to allow development of the fishery in 13 
an orderly way or if wanted to essentially promote that, we 14 
would have to justify using a term greater than one, because we 15 
think that even though we’ve classified it as moderate, it’s 16 
really falling pretty close to lightly exploited. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would just like to note that when I make a 19 
presentation and give a value at the CFMC that it’s universally, 20 
to date, been taken that that is the SSC decision and that the 21 
CFMC cannot change that.  I think we have to be careful that we 22 
are going to provide is something that at least we understand 23 
that. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  The protocol we used, we’re implementing and we’re 26 
removing three attributes because we don’t have that information 27 
and one of the attributes, Attribute Number 1, is really 28 
obviously very critical and that’s the status of other stocks in 29 
that fishery and we don’t have that because we don’t have stock 30 
assessments of other stocks. 31 
 32 
We mentioned yesterday how this is a somewhat unique case, 33 
because everything in the complex is being caught and pretty 34 
much everything is being retained and so you don’t have many 35 
things being targeted. 36 
 37 
We also agreed, for the most part, and people were pretty 38 
comfortable saying that most of these stocks were moderately 39 
exploited.  That seemed to be a reasonable conclusion, that they 40 
were somewhere between 19 and 65 percent of virgin biomass. 41 
 42 
Now, if we do feel there are a couple of stocks that are very 43 
unique for whatever reason and don’t fit in that category, we 44 
need to be able to state our reasons why and what the 45 
implications of that are. 46 
 47 
If we think there are two or three stocks that are up there that 48 
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either the selectivity for them, the vulnerability in the 1 
fishery is substantially lower than for the other stocks and so 2 
they’re just not being caught in the same proportions, or some 3 
attribute that makes them unique that isn’t taken into account 4 
in our protocol, I think we could logically make that argument 5 
and then talk about what the implications would be and possibly 6 
that could lead to a scaler greater than one for those stocks, 7 
to get from the median to the OFL.  If someone wants to make 8 
that argument -- I’m not familiar enough with the stocks or the 9 
ecology to be able to do that. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We know those stocks are actually bycatch, 12 
the same as with butterfly fish, Chaetodontidae, and the same 13 
with filefish, Monacanthidae.  We can make the same argument for 14 
these families, exactly the same argument.   15 
 16 
They’re not there and I don’t know why and maybe because they 17 
are thrown in the water more often than these ones, for some 18 
reason or one reason or another.  I don’t really know, but 19 
there’s never going to be a fishery for them because nobody eats 20 
them, at least in Puerto Rico.   21 
 22 
Maybe fisheries in the future might get to a point that people 23 
start eating the tilefish, but as of now, they’re in the same 24 
category, I would say, as butterfly fish.  They’re ecologically 25 
very important and we talked about this for angelfish, which is 26 
a major concern. 27 
 28 
We spent some time talking about this last time too and so I 29 
don’t know if we could just leave it apart or use the average 30 
for these guys.  There are sample size limitations. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I concur with you.  I like the preemptive quota 33 
idea, to a certain extent, as well.  I just am looking at this 34 
and I leave this to the Puerto Ricans to come up with whatever, 35 
but if you’re going to manage these three fisheries, I’m a 36 
little bit concerned that maybe people will take the -- The 37 
scientists and managers will take it seriously, like surgeonfish 38 
at sixty-four pounds, and if you caught probably a thousand 39 
pounds of surgeonfish, it wouldn’t be a big deal and you 40 
wouldn’t be bumping up against OFL all the time when you’re 41 
trying to do your management.  You wouldn’t have accountability 42 
measures coming into play, et cetera, et cetera. 43 
 44 
I’m looking at this from a management point of view.  I’m not 45 
necessarily looking at it from a fishery point of view, but the 46 
reason that they’re in here, that tilefish, angelfish, and 47 
surgeonfish are in here -- Tilefish, I’m not sure why, but 48 
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angelfish and surgeonfish, they’re certainly caught in the U.S. 1 
Caribbean and eaten in the U.S. Virgin Islands. 2 
 3 
People love angelfish in the U.S. Virgin Islands and surgeonfish 4 
are commonly caught and sometimes they just catch too many of 5 
them and they release them and so they’re good sellers, but 6 
they’re not great sellers. 7 
 8 
I’m not suggesting that this fishery should necessarily be 9 
developed here, because there’s all sorts of reasons for those 10 
two groups not to be developed, but at the same time, I’m just 11 
looking at the practical aspects of this, in bumping up against 12 
-- If we just leave this at sixty-four pounds for surgeonfish 13 
and 212 pounds for angelfish when it may not hurt to have 500 14 
pounds or 1,000 pounds and if we leave them at the low level, 15 
then there may be accountability measures coming into place that 16 
would start causing problems for management. 17 
 18 
JIM BERKSON:  It would be accountability measures for the entire 19 
complex and not just for that stock, potentially. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The way they’ve been doing the accountability 22 
measures is just for that unit, that species unit, so that if 23 
you caught sixty-four pounds of surgeonfish, then you would have 24 
a closure for the rest of the year or the next year, depending 25 
upon whatever. 26 
 27 
JIM BERKSON:  That assumes you could return the fish alive from 28 
that stock. 29 
 30 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I see the problem and I entirely agree with 31 
it, that it’s sixty-four pounds and potentially saying you have 32 
to close an area or shut down a fishery.  That seems absolutely 33 
ridiculous, but frankly, it’s a management system that’s 34 
ridiculous in that regard and I don’t think we should fudge some 35 
science to make it work. 36 
 37 
Surgeonfish, we could call them lightly exploited and then we 38 
could double it and make it 128 pounds, but that doesn’t help.  39 
It just shouldn’t be what in New England we call a choke stock 40 
that could actually have some impacts on the overall management.   41 
 42 
That sort of stems from the way the management unit is 43 
structured and the level at which ACLs are set and so on.  It 44 
isn’t a reflection of anything that we can deal with in terms of 45 
setting an OFL, given the information we have at the species 46 
level. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s sort of a little crazy, because we have a 1 
lot of other information that’s independent fisheries 2 
information or expert opinion of people that are here about the 3 
abundance of these species. 4 
 5 
We can certainly say, especially with surgeonfish, because 6 
they’re quite abundant, from my experience.  I haven’t dived 7 
much in Puerto Rico and so I’ll leave this to the Puerto Ricans.   8 
 9 
Maybe they’re not, but I would guess that because they’re not 10 
even being targeted or fished or anything like that -- In the 11 
Virgin Islands, where they’re targeted, they’re common.  There 12 
are schools of them that come by, hundreds in a school, even 13 
though they’re targeted. 14 
 15 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  That’s fine.  So we reject our analysis that 16 
said they were moderately exploited and we classify them as 17 
lightly exploited.  The protocol still says so you double the 18 
catch, which it doesn’t make any difference whether it’s sixty-19 
four pounds or 128. 20 
 21 
Is there some rationale by which we could say make it a 22 
thousand?  I can’t think of any scientific one.  It’s probably 23 
perfectly reasonable, but I can’t think of a scientific basis by 24 
which we’re going to justify that. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that more than a thousand 27 
pounds are captured every year and probably more than 5,000 and 28 
probably more than 10,000.  The only problem is that people 29 
throw them back and they don’t get to the fish market, because 30 
people throw them back in the water. 31 
 32 
They get into the traps.  Believe me, they get into the traps 33 
and they get into the nets.  People don’t want to deal with them 34 
because they’re worthless.   35 
 36 
It’s more work at the fish market.  They just throw them back, 37 
but this is a common fish and then what I’m afraid of is that if 38 
we put a very low ACL on it that in the future if for one reason 39 
or another fishermen are not allowed to put anything back in the 40 
water or some of these crazy management measures or whatever, 41 
it’s going to be a real problem, because that’s what is being 42 
done right now. 43 
 44 
People get them into the nets and they put them back in the 45 
water alive, if possible.  Fishermen like them and they don’t 46 
want to kill unnecessarily fishes that are not going to do any 47 
profit, not going to get them any profit, and so they put them 48 
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back in the water. 1 
 2 
It’s a pretty fish and the same with butterfly fish.  One of the 3 
most common fishes in a fish trap is a pair of butterfly fish.  4 
You put a fish trap in the water and it comes with butterfly 5 
fish. 6 
 7 
You see butterfly fish there?  No, but they’re very common.  8 
Every time you put a fish trap down, the likelihood is that it 9 
comes with butterfly fish in it.  The fishermen just put them 10 
back and the same with angelfish and the same with surgeonfish 11 
and tilefish, you get them with hook and line, whether you want 12 
it or not. 13 
 14 
If you’re fishing for red hinds and any kind of other snappers 15 
on the reef and you’ll get tilefish, sand tilefish.  That’s the 16 
reality.  They take them off the hook and put them back in the 17 
water or use them as bait. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the things I just want to mention is that 20 
technically the fishermen are supposed to be recording their 21 
bycatch as well and so even though they’re putting them back in 22 
the water, they’ve caught them and because there’s a mortality 23 
level associated with them, they’re supposed to be recording 24 
their bycatch. 25 
 26 
If they start recording as they’re supposed to be recording, 27 
then this numbers of pounds would increase tremendously and I 28 
think when Mike is talking about the scientific basis, I think 29 
you could probably go with a scientific basis by looking at the 30 
numbers of pounds of surgeonfish that are caught in the Virgin 31 
Islands, on the shelf area and so on, and get an idea of what 32 
could possibly be caught in Puerto Rico and use that as a 33 
standard.   34 
 35 
There’s ways of getting an idea of what level of surgeonfish 36 
catch you may be able to have.  You may not want it at that 37 
level because of its importance as a grazer, but there are ways 38 
of doing that. 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I would guess there probably are, but 41 
unfortunately, we don’t have anything before us to make a 42 
judgment.  We seem to have wide agreement from those who know 43 
anything about it, not me, that we probably should have 44 
classified tilefish, angelfish, and surgeonfish as lightly 45 
exploited and not moderately. 46 
 47 
I don’t think there’s anything wrong with -- We’ve gone through 48 
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the exercise and we’ve said we were doing it for the purposes of 1 
seeing how it worked, but at the end of the day, we were going 2 
to make our own judgments as to what the basis for OFL would be. 3 
 4 
If we want to conclude that for those that the OFL should be 5 
based on the broad judgment of experts that these are lightly 6 
exploited, fine.  I can agree with that with no problem at all, 7 
in which case we would be proposing OFLs that are basically 8 
double median catch. 9 
 10 
Now that doesn’t probably solve the problem for surgeonfish.  11 
Maybe it does for tilefish, but that’s what could be addressed 12 
from the scientific point of view. 13 
 14 
It strikes me that at the council level, and this is obviously 15 
purely the realm of the council, one could consider reframing 16 
the management measures such that there was an ACL for something 17 
referred to as just minor stocks or minor species and was an 18 
aggregate. 19 
 20 
Maybe just adding all those numbers together for those three, 21 
which comes up to 1,200 or 1,500 pounds, and saying that based 22 
on the just general of these fisheries, random nature of what 23 
gets caught and what gets retained, for management purposes they 24 
would be just treated as an aggregate ACL for minor stocks or 25 
for minor items in the catch, until such time as a better basis 26 
could be developed for a proposal.  That’s the sort of thing 27 
that has to come from the council.  All we can do at this level 28 
is use the data we have. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just want to make a comment on that, is the 31 
fact that surgeonfish and angelfish are part of the fishery in 32 
the U.S. Virgin Islands and my understanding is that like each 33 
of these species units, you really have to come up with an OFL. 34 
 35 
You’re supposed to manage them for the whole of the U.S. 36 
Caribbean in way when we’re just breaking them down separately 37 
otherwise and so it would be hard to -- In Puerto Rico they 38 
could be minor stocks, but not in the U.S. Virgin Islands. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is it possible for us say that we just do 41 
not have the adequate information to put an ACL on these stocks 42 
and that our information is completely defective because of the 43 
reasons that we’ve stated here? 44 
 45 
Even if you put twice the amount of pounds, how does that in any 46 
way scientifically fix the problem?  It’s completely unreal and 47 
it doesn’t make any sense.  It’s absurd. 48 
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 1 
To put an ACL to one of these fish groups that we know that we 2 
do not have the -- We know that data is worthless and it’s like 3 
you can multiply that by ten or by a hundred and it will still 4 
not make any sense.  I don’t get it. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does anybody else have a comment on this?  Do we 7 
have a way forward with this, so we can get through this? 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  The SSC does not have the ability to not come up 10 
with an ABC for each of these stocks.  It’s the law and we can 11 
look at different methods or we can talk about how much 12 
confidence we have in it and how much confidence we have in the 13 
data.   14 
 15 
We can talk about ways to improve the data, but the bottom line 16 
is we need to come up with an ABC.  Not an ACL.  That’s the job 17 
of the council, but our job is to come up with an ABC. 18 
 19 
We have a method on the table that is a good one, I think.  20 
There are other alternatives, as we’ve discussed, that are in 21 
the report.  As Mike said, if in our expert judgment as a group 22 
we feel we can overrule the method and have a good basis for 23 
doing that, there’s no reason why we can’t, but I think we’re 24 
basically looking at calling those stocks lightly exploited and 25 
making them two times the median for now, because that’s what 26 
we’ve got on the table.  That’s the method. 27 
 28 
I don’t think anyone is going to argue with you that the concept 29 
of an ABC for this kind of stock with this kind of information 30 
is difficult, if not impossible, both in theory and in practice. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would guess that we put in the caveat that 33 
these are our concerns and that these are bycatch species and 34 
the bycatch isn’t being recorded, et cetera, et cetera, et 35 
cetera, and this needs to be taken into account when it comes to 36 
if the data is more accurately reported by fishers and it 37 
includes bycatch.   38 
 39 
Then you would expect this to increase, the poundage to 40 
increase, dramatically and that should be taken into account 41 
when they consider whether AMs, accountability measures, should 42 
be put into place. 43 
 44 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a comment on the tilefish.  That’s a 45 
species that in my region, where I live in northwest Puerto 46 
Rico, it’s gaining -- It’s switching.  It used to be a second or 47 
trash fish and it’s not anymore.   48 
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 1 
Nobody is throwing them in the water.  They’re eating them and 2 
they’re asking for them and so that would be a perfect example 3 
of a species or a group that has changed from nothing to high 4 
demand and we should keep a watch on it just in case. 5 
 6 
STEVE TURNER:  I would point out the numbers we’re looking at 7 
are 1995 to 2002 and obviously when we look at the medians in 8 
1988 through 2009, the numbers will be somewhat different. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a question.  Are we going to see the 11 
rest of the dataset normalized to whatever weight or factors are 12 
going to apply?  I think at the end of the session we decided 13 
that we were going to use the datasets from 1988 to the present, 14 
to 2008.  Are we going to see the rest of that data sometime 15 
today, normalized to the weight factor or to the -- 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, it’s not going to be normalized.  It’s going 18 
to be as is.  They haven’t been able to do it, because Daniel 19 
Matos has been asked to normalize the data that was done by 20 
weight to using the participatory expansion factor, but he’s not 21 
going to be able to do it in the next day or two.  He wasn’t 22 
able to do that. 23 
 24 
As a consequence, we’re just going to be using the information 25 
we have right now the way it is and so we’re got some of that 26 
data expanded by the participation expansion factor and some by 27 
the weight expansion factor. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So we’re going to have the ABC decided from 30 
the median of that dataset as it is? 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  If you remember my talk from yesterday, I think 35 
ideally what we would like as output coming out of this meeting 36 
would be a list of the stocks, a list of the OFL, which would be 37 
the median over that time period times one as the scaler for 38 
most of the stocks and times two for those three stocks and then 39 
a listing of high, medium, or low risk for each one of those 40 
stocks that would be used to convert the OFL to the ABC. 41 
 42 
If we just had a table with three columns, stock name, OFL, and 43 
low, medium, or high risk, that’s what is needed to come up with 44 
the ABCs, which is what our assignment is. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Steve, have you done this already, in essence?  47 
Have you already come up with the median for this and we can 48 
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just put it into that table that Jim is suggesting? 1 
 2 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes, I have calculated medians and I could pass 3 
them to Jim and I could send them to Graciela and put them up on 4 
the screen. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jim, what would you prefer with respect to that? 7 
 8 
JIM BERKSON:  If we had unlimited time, I think what would be 9 
the most interesting thing to see would be a graph of each, the 10 
time series with a line going across where the median is, so we 11 
actually see where the median is related to the time series. 12 
 13 
Steve is catching a plane today and we’ve only got this 14 
afternoon and we still have to categorize all of these stocks as 15 
low, medium, or high risk.  That might be an unreasonable 16 
request and it probably is an unreasonable request, given the 17 
time we have.  At the very least, I think we do need to see what 18 
the median values are. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we could probably put up each of those 21 
graphs.  If he gives out the median values, we could just look 22 
at that and you could even just point to that median value and 23 
where it lands on that graph. 24 
 25 
JORGE CAPELLA:  We’re considering using the 75th percentile as 26 
the median and did we decide for the median at some point?  I 27 
thought we had the option and I don’t know if we voted on doing 28 
the median. 29 
 30 
JIM BERKSON:  We had talked about using the 75th percentile for 31 
those three stocks.  I think that by deciding our expert 32 
judgment took them out of the category of moderately exploited 33 
into the category of lightly exploited, that changed the scaler 34 
to two times the median and so that’s more consistent with our 35 
overall protocol than going with the 75th percentile. 36 
 37 
As Mike pointed out when he was discussing this, by talking 38 
about the 75th percentile, it gives the aura of it being a more 39 
statistically valid approach than it likely is. 40 
 41 
JORGE CAPELLA-GARCIA:  I wanted to know if we are doing USVI 42 
ABCs as well today. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It depends upon the timeframe.  I think the 45 
biggest concern was Puerto Rico, because there’s more data with 46 
respect to Puerto Rico and there are more issues with the years 47 
that were being used, where the years for the Virgin Islands 48 
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that are being used -- People are more comfortable with that, 1 
because there was very limited years that could be used because 2 
of the fact that they didn’t start reporting by family until 3 
like 2000 or 1999. 4 
 5 
There’s not as big of a concern, although if you’re using median 6 
here, you may want to be using median in the U.S. Virgin Islands 7 
as well and so we’ll see what the timeframe is.  Let’s try to 8 
get through this and Puerto Rico is the number one priority and 9 
then we’ll see how much time we have left to look at the Virgin 10 
Islands. 11 
 12 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I’m just referring to the letter that was 13 
regarding the lobster and there was all this argument about 14 
using the median or the mean rather than a higher value.  Since 15 
you are going to lower it afterwards, it basically means that 16 
you are decreasing the allotment for the fishermen and we spoke 17 
of all this and then suddenly we come with the median and I got 18 
lost somewhere.  I think the spirit was for us to consider this 19 
and try to do something about it. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think what we need to do is look first and see 22 
what the median does with respect to the graphs and then we can 23 
probably discuss it from that point as well. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just a follow-up to that.  Would we be 26 
setting ourselves up for picking a central value that half the 27 
time we’re going to exceed, just based on what we’re doing? 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s one of my concerns with using medians or 30 
averages or what have you, because at the last meeting, I hadn’t 31 
thought through that, I guess, and these are not species that 32 
are undergoing overfishing or are overfished and so that is a 33 
concern. 34 
 35 
We’ve got the median values.  If we can put the graphs up and 36 
then just show where the medians lie with some of these, we may 37 
have a better reflection. 38 
 39 
JORGE CAPELLA:  It would be nice to have both on the same graph, 40 
the mean and the median, just to see the comparison. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If we can have both the mean and the median, 43 
that would be great. 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  It’s not on the one I just gave you.  It’s not 46 
very skewed, I don’t think.  I’ll work on that and it will be 47 
pretty quick. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  In the meantime, I would just to remind the group 2 
that we also have a recreational component to these data that 3 
have to be considered and I would just ask the question of do we 4 
want to apply the exact same procedures or do you want to do 5 
recreational separately, keeping in mind that recreational data 6 
starts in the year 2000? 7 
 8 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  A stock has one OFL and one ABC.  It could 9 
have a hundred ACLs and so ultimately, if we’re being asked to 10 
recommend an ABC, it is a stock ABC, which should be inclusive 11 
of all catches, all removals.  That’s scientifically the way the 12 
term is used. 13 
 14 
I guess anything that we’re doing now that’s only using 15 
commercial data has to be prefaced on this is only a partial or 16 
a contribution of the ABC, until such time as there’s 17 
consideration of the recreational part. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then my question would be beginning in the year 20 
2000 -- You’re using 1988 to 2009 and you’ll have a burst of 21 
landings beginning in 2000 that reflect the added input of the 22 
recreational data.  That’s going to alter your averages and your 23 
ABC and I’m just curious as to how that’s going to come out 24 
overall. 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have it for the Reef Fish FMU.  27 
We don’t have any information for spiny lobster from the 28 
recreational sector. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I guess we would have to discuss how we deal 31 
with this, because we do have a -- We are dealing with 32 
commercial fisheries data from 1988 onwards and if we only have 33 
recreational data from 2000, we would have to do some sort of 34 
factor to increase the commercial data. 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that we can -- I think there’s a 37 
relatively simple solution.  What we’ve been discussing is 38 
looking at the commercial landings and how to handle determining 39 
an OFL from the commercial landings, where now we have 40 
recreational information from 2002 on. 41 
 42 
If we come up with the median for the commercial sector, using 43 
the time series that we’ve selected to provide the best 44 
information to inform us on that aspect, then we can do the same 45 
procedure for the time period that we have available for the 46 
recreational and those two additively can become the OFL for the 47 
fishery and so I think it’s not a big hurdle. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Great.  That’s wonderful. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Like I said, I’m shooting from the hip here and I 4 
just want to make sure.  Bill, do you see any problems with 5 
that? 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m happy with any solution you guys come up with 8 
and that seems like a good one.  This isn’t exactly the way we 9 
did it before, but this is probably more valid. 10 
 11 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Mechanically, that’s a solution.  I guess the 12 
other solution may be the way you did it before and that is to 13 
scale up the pre-2000 values to take account of recreational and 14 
they’re both potentially simple mechanical ways to do it, but I 15 
guess you get different answers. 16 
 17 
I guess the logic of scaling up earlier values would be related 18 
to what degree you think there’s important information in the 19 
catches in those earlier periods that’s lost by not scaling them 20 
up and by essentially discounting the importance of the earlier 21 
period.   22 
 23 
I don’t know that there’s a right or wrong answer.  At some 24 
stage somebody makes an arbitrary judgment or makes a judgment 25 
about one of two alternative equally easy ways of mechanically 26 
dealing with this problem. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just to know, do those recreational landings 29 
data have expansion factors too? 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would say so, but who would like to answer 32 
that question? 33 
 34 
STEVE TURNER:  They are estimates and so there is sampling for 35 
catch rates, catch per trip, per angler trip, and there is 36 
sampling for effort.  The two are multiplied, which effort being 37 
the total number of angler trips.  The two are multiplied to 38 
create the estimate of the total landings.  There is expansion 39 
from two sets of samples to get the total.  It’s called 40 
estimation in this case.  It’s statistically based. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do we need to take a little break for a few 43 
minutes and let you get this going, the median and the average? 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  It will take me about ten minutes. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Why don’t we take a ten-minute break then? 48 
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 1 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I don’t think we closed the loop on how we 2 
were going to deal with the recreational.  Again, there are two 3 
approaches.  One of them is just have a recreational series and 4 
have a commercial series of two different variations and add 5 
them together. 6 
 7 
The other is to have a single series where you’ve basically 8 
scaled up the portion of the commercial for which you do not 9 
have recreational.  The only logic for doing that is if you 10 
think there’s some information associated with value in having a 11 
longer series. 12 
 13 
If there is, you’re somewhat discounting the value in the 14 
commercial for that longer series if you’re just having a 15 
straight average of these two sets of information.  For that 16 
reason, I tend to favor the scaling up of the older data for 17 
which you don’t have recreational. 18 
 19 
I don’t feel strongly either way, but we do need to make that 20 
decision, because at some stage, somebody is going to have to do 21 
it.  One is you simply take the median commercial, 1988 through 22 
whatever it is, 2009, and then you take the median recreational, 23 
which is 2000 to whatever the present day, then you add those 24 
together. 25 
 26 
The other is that you take the ratio of those and you use it to 27 
scale up the portion of the commercial data where you don’t have 28 
recreational and so you’re creating a single series of total 29 
catch that you use.  You will get different answers, I think. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But the question is which is more valid, because 32 
are you putting a lot of uncertainty into the system by assuming 33 
that what the recreational catch is between 2000 and present is 34 
the same as what was occurring in the earlier data? 35 
 36 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t know about this at all, because I don’t 37 
know the data, but I would assume there’s some sort of trend 38 
with the recreational data and that it’s ramped up since the 39 
beginning of that time series or not. 40 
 41 
I wouldn’t think you could use a constant proportion from the 42 
last ten years and assume that that’s the same proportion, 43 
recreational to commercial, that there was back in the early 44 
years, but I don’t know. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s what I was trying to say. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I was going to initially make the same 1 
clarification of the assumption that the recreational component 2 
has been similar over the whole time period, which is a very 3 
important one. 4 
 5 
The other one is that if we are looking at the 2002 information 6 
to the end of the time series, we’ve discussed the lower values 7 
that are present during that time period and so you would be 8 
calculating a ratio on what we’ve looked at and categorized as a 9 
conservative part of the commercial sector. 10 
 11 
You would be using that to calculate a ratio and apply that back 12 
across and so, once again, your assumption would be that the 13 
proportion calculated from the end of the time series, where 14 
there’s noise in it, is going to apply to the rest of the time 15 
series. 16 
 17 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think Jim and maybe Richard both pointed out 18 
that yes, doing it where you’re scaling up makes the assumption 19 
that the ratios have not changed and if people feel that’s 20 
probably not a valid assumption, then the way that Todd 21 
suggested earlier on in this discussion is probably the 22 
appropriate method and it’s probably easier as well.  If that’s 23 
generally the feeling, then I would suggest that’s the way we do 24 
it. 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  I have a technical issue.  For the three stocks, 27 
three FMU groups, with the low levels of landings, do we assume 28 
zero catch for the years in which we have no recorded catch?  If 29 
so, then our values are going to be substantially lower and the 30 
median for at least two of them will be zero.  31 
 32 
We could make the assumption that there probably were landings 33 
in those other years and just take the median and average of the 34 
years in which we actually saw landings, but it’s still very low 35 
numbers. 36 
 37 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Why are we assuming that the median is a better 38 
estimate of the central value than the mean?  I’m just 39 
wondering.  It’s taken as a given, but -- We haven’t seen any 40 
distributions so we can base our conclusions on the difference 41 
that we base on the distribution.  If it’s normal, they will be 42 
the same and if they are not, they will be different and there’s 43 
a skewness factor and we haven’t seen any of those things and 44 
we’re sort of blind. 45 
 46 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  The proposal to use a median is based on the 47 
concern that there are occasional outlier years that are not 48 



182 
 

actually a reflection of changes in catch, but more reflects 1 
screw-ups in methodology or lack of sampling or something of 2 
that nature. 3 
 4 
The median is more robust or tends not to be so susceptible to 5 
outlier years that, again, are not perceived to be a real change 6 
in what was actually caught, but are more a methodological 7 
thing, the example being the 2005 blip that was in the lobster 8 
data, in all the data.   9 
 10 
It just gives you a result that’s less sensitive to things that 11 
we don’t think are actually a real change in catch, but are more 12 
likely to be a methodological anomaly. 13 
 14 
JORGE CAPELLA:  It’s sort of biased towards the lower catches.  15 
Implicitly, it’s biased by default and so is that what we want 16 
or do we really want to know what’s going on there? 17 
 18 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Biased towards the lower catches in that case 19 
where the outlier happened to be a very high value.  It doesn’t 20 
necessarily have to be, if the skewness were in the other 21 
direction.   22 
 23 
I don’t think it’s because -- I don’t think we should be doing 24 
it because we want something more conservative.  I think we 25 
should be doing it because we want something more robust to 26 
problems of measurement error, let’s say, or estimation methods.  27 
I also don’t suspect it makes a huge amount of difference. 28 
 29 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I suspected that too, but just a change from the 30 
mean to the median lowered the lobster by about 30,000 pounds 31 
and I would say that’s a significant change just by choosing a 32 
different estimator. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The years were different, too. 35 
 36 
STEVE TURNER:  They were different years.  It’s on the order of 37 
10,000 or 12,000 pounds out of almost 400,000. 38 
 39 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Do you have that number difference between the 40 
mean and the median?  I’m just curious and let’s say for 41 
lobster, what’s the difference between the mean and the median 42 
for the interval? 43 
 44 
STEVE TURNER:  The median is 364,000 and the mean is 373,000.  45 
It’s 9,000 pounds different out of 400,000.  Lobster is one of 46 
the best ones.  I’ll get them on a figure for you in a minute. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Great. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My multitasking skills and brain thoughts are 3 
challenged here.  We have a couple of open thoughts that I don’t 4 
think we’ve resolved.  I think we’re kind of in agreement, but I 5 
just want to make sure that we’re all clear. 6 
 7 
Steve raised the question about the zero values and removing 8 
those.  Are we all in agreement there that removing those and 9 
calculating the median based on the years where there is 10 
reported landings is the way we want to go forward?  Okay. 11 
 12 
Then the other one is the recreational and commercial, which I 13 
don’t think we really just made a final on that.  I think the 14 
last part of the discussion looked at having the commercial 15 
series and calculating the median from that and calculating the 16 
median from the recreational and then adding those two together.  17 
Okay.  Thank you. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay, but we have a little caveat here with 20 
Bill. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to point out on the first thought 23 
that -- Steve probably could comment on this, but it’s not just 24 
the low catch species that have blank years and so are we going 25 
to remove all of the blank years from all of the species or just 26 
from the low-catch species? 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Which other ones have zero values? 29 
 30 
STEVE TURNER:  Dealing with 1988 to 2009, the only three FMU 31 
groups that I have blanks in are tilefish, angelfish, and 32 
surgeonfish. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why do we need to put an average in there 35 
if we’re just taking -- We just don’t use the zeros as values 36 
and we’re just taking the median as before. 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow up and I think we touched on it 39 
there, too.  As part of the amendment and as part of the 2010 40 
amendment, the language that’s used for evaluating and 41 
monitoring that’s been touched on is that if the ACL is 42 
exceeded, and, Bill, correct me if my language is incorrect, but 43 
the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, in conjunction with the 44 
council, will evaluate to determine whether reporting changes 45 
have changed or something along those lines. 46 
 47 
They key component there is that for some of these species, the 48 
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data form is going to be improved and we’re going to end up with 1 
better information on certain species, plus some of these zeros 2 
are times when fishermen were not reporting those.  As has been 3 
touched on, there may be landings of those and so we will have 4 
the ability as a group to reevaluate this information in the 5 
future. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  Given where we are, I think there are two things 8 
we could do now while we’re waiting.  We could either take that 9 
break that was promised earlier or we could begin looking at 10 
individual stocks and talking about low, medium, and high risk, 11 
in terms of productivity.  I would personally be in favor of the 12 
break. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we should take a break for ten minutes.  15 
I’ve got quarter past and so make it twenty-five past that we’re 16 
back. 17 
 18 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s start the meeting again.  Let’s resume and 21 
take a look at the data.  Steve, you’ve got it all ready to go? 22 
 23 
STEVE TURNER:  It’s right there. 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  We’ve got the table up here for the 1988 26 
to the 2009 and we’ve got the mean and the median data.  Now, do 27 
you want to have those graphs up there as well and we can just 28 
look at that mean and median data and where they fit on the 29 
graphs?  Is that possible? 30 
 31 
If we take and look at which graph do you have up there, so you 32 
just get an idea of what it is?  You’ve got the grunts and so 33 
you go back to the other thing and the grunts are 2002 for the 34 
median and 187 for the mean.   35 
 36 
2002 and 187 and so the median, in this particular case, is 37 
higher than the mean and 2002, you can just about go across the 38 
200,000 line.  That shows you where that is. 39 
 40 
You’ll note that there are a number of years where that 41 
overfishing limit will have been reached, especially in the 42 
earlier years, from 1988 to 2002, with that median, but comments 43 
on this?  Maybe, Jim, do you want to take over what you would 44 
like people to look at here. 45 
 46 
JIM BERKSON:  What we’re trying to do is just get a sense of 47 
where the median is relative to this time series and see if the 48 
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logic is consistent, if our protocol makes sense.  What I see is 1 
that there are lots of different ways we can look at this. 2 
 3 
What I’m seeing is that the median is more than double what the 4 
catch has been the last four years and that as you would expect, 5 
it’s pretty much the central tendency over the entire time 6 
series and given that it’s a moderately exploited stock, I think 7 
that’s where you would want the OFL to be.  By definition, it’s 8 
one times the average of the central tendency. 9 
 10 
Given the time series we selected, I think it’s turning out 11 
where we would expect it to.  I’m not pushing that value, but 12 
I’m just saying that’s the product of our protocol. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In my opinion, it is a number that was going 15 
to come out anyway.  Any which way that we look at the data, 16 
that was the number that it was going to come out, give or take 17 
10,000 pounds. 18 
 19 
JIM BERKSON:  What we can do is we can go through each one of 20 
these and look at them and see if there’s anything that looks 21 
strange.  There aren’t that many graphs to look at and then the 22 
next step would be to go and talk about them in terms of low, 23 
medium, and high risk.  When we get through that, we can pat 24 
ourselves on the back and say we got a heck of a lot done this 25 
meeting.  Should we look at the next stock or are we at the next 26 
stock?  What’s the median value on this one? 27 
 28 
STEVE TURNER:  This is jacks and they’re about equivalent on 29 
this. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just to make sure that it’s clear, there’s no 32 
line there that sums those two species, classified and 33 
unclassified, and so you have to do that visually yourself.  The 34 
93,000 median, if you looked at the last couple of years, in the 35 
2006 and 2007, the catches were well below that and the catches 36 
in 2008 and 2009 would probably be about that or above the 37 
median. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That was for jacks, right? 40 
 41 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes, we were looking at jacks. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  These are the classified plus the 44 
unclassified total? 45 
 46 
STEVE TURNER:  These are total landings, expanded landings. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s look at another species. 1 
 2 
STEVE TURNER:  Just a minute and I’ll tell you which one we’re 3 
going to look at, so that we can look at this table and then 4 
move down to it.  The next one will be the boxfishes.  It’s a 5 
median of 90 and a mean of about 84 and we’re dealing with 1988 6 
through 2009. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It almost looks like you’ve got a zero value 9 
almost for 1988. 10 
 11 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  1989 is really low.  Is there any reason for 14 
that? 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Hurricane Hugo maybe? 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Wouldn’t that be true for all the fish species?  19 
This seems sort of unique. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s due to the drop in -- Is that diving? 22 
 23 
UNIDENTIFIED:  Traps. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what is driving it. 26 
 27 
STEVE TURNER:  Also nets take a big drop in 1988. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  People probably lost their traps in 1988. 30 
 31 
STEVE TURNER:  Whereas it looks like the divers were -- Probably 32 
there was very little landings, but there was a little bit taken 33 
by divers and so it looks like a high percentage, but it’s still 34 
a small amount of landings. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Fortunately, one year doesn’t detract from 37 
the overall analysis of this, particularly when we are using the 38 
median.  It works pretty well, in fact. 39 
 40 
STEVE TURNER:  Do you want to move along? 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, please. 43 
 44 
STEVE TURNER:  The next group will be the wrasses and the median 45 
and the mean are very close to each other.  46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is it 83 and 84?  Is that what it was? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  83 and 85. 2 
 3 
STEVE TURNER:  We’re starting our dataset in 1988 and we’re 4 
going obviously to 2009.  Landings in 1988 total were 137, 147, 5 
138, 106.  After that, it’s 50,000 to 90,000 pounds and a couple 6 
of years at a hundred thousand pounds.  You can see a lot of it 7 
there, but the late 1980s and early 1990s, it was from 100,000 8 
to about 150,000 pounds total. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In more recent years, the poundage is around 11 
60,000. 12 
 13 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes, in the last four years, it’s 50,000 to 14 
60,000 and the previous five years was roughly 90,000 to 15 
130,000.  Once again, the median is 83 and the mean is eighty-16 
five-and-a-half.  Can I move along? 17 
 18 
Probably the next one we’re going to look at is triggerfish and 19 
filefish.  The median is a little below the mean, 65 and 70.  20 
Basically, this is queen triggerfish. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The mean and median again were? 23 
 24 
STEVE TURNER:  65 for the median and 70 for the mean. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay, next one. 27 
 28 
STEVE TURNER:  The next thing we will be looking at is lobster 29 
and so very similar medians and means.  It’s 364 and 374.  Move 30 
along? 31 
 32 
The next thing we will look at is the porgies.  It’s 27 and 32 33 
and so relatively there’s a larger difference.  Basically, 34 
porgies come in unclassified.  Should we move along? 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay. 37 
 38 
STEVE TURNER:  The next we’ll be looking at is the goatfishes 39 
and so similar median and mean.  They’re both at about 20 and 40 
21.  Most of the data in this time period is for specific 41 
species.  I believe there’s probably a couple in there and we 42 
can look at that later if we care.  Once again, the median is 43 
about 20,000 and the mean is about 21,000 pounds. 44 
 45 
Squirrelfish, I think now we get into -- Squirrelfish is 18 and 46 
18.  In 1988 and 1989 and 1990, landings were 8,000, 11,000 and 47 
12,000.  Our median is 18,000 and so they’re a little below the 48 
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median.   1 
 2 
Now we get into the three groups and tilefish, we can probably 3 
do all these together, basically.  It’s essentially less than a 4 
thousand pounds.  Tilefishes are -- There’s big differences in 5 
all three of these between the median and the mean, but there’s 6 
very, very little data. 7 
 8 
Tilefishes have data in a bunch of years.  Surgeonfish have data 9 
in about eight years or maybe nine and angelfish in five years 10 
or four years.  I don’t know if I even plotted angelfish.  I 11 
guess I stopped at that point and I didn’t even plot those 12 
three.  We just have this information. 13 
 14 
Tilefishes is one year or two years with more than say 700 15 
pounds and one year is at 1,300 and one is at 2,100, but most of 16 
the years are between 100 and 400 or even less than a hundred.  17 
Surgeonfish, as I said, there’s eight years and angelfish, 18 
there’s five years. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  We’ve looked at this and what’s the next 21 
step, Jim? 22 
 23 
JIM BERKSON:  The next step would be to go through grouping-by-24 
grouping and talk about low, medium, and high risk of becoming 25 
overfished and what’s the likelihood of each grouping becoming 26 
overfished in terms of the risk, taking productivity into 27 
account? 28 
 29 
Let me see if I can get you better wording.  With regard to the 30 
stock becoming overfished, is the stock at low risk, at moderate 31 
risk, or at high risk?  That’s pretty much what I just said.  I 32 
think it will end up, for the table, it will end up being low, 33 
medium, or high is how I would recommend doing it for the 34 
council. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jim, can you elaborate on the productivity 37 
aspect or productivity consideration of it? 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  Give me one minute on that.  The language in the 40 
report is as follows: In developing ABC, managers should 41 
consider distinguishing between high productivity stocks and low 42 
productivity stocks, the latter of which can be considered 43 
higher risk because they are more prone to becoming overfished 44 
and have longer recovery times if they do become overfished. 45 
 46 
Assigning stocks to productivity categories is largely a 47 
scientific task and can be done using productivity scores from a 48 
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PSA analysis, which I talked a little bit about yesterday, or 1 
other approaches. 2 
 3 
Then the degree to which different ABC multipliers are used for 4 
the productivity categories is more of a policy issue that 5 
should be decided by the council. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I can just add to this, because as part of the 8 
productivity/susceptibility analysis, there was a list of finite 9 
criteria and I’ll just read those off.   10 
 11 
These are: intrinsic rate of increase is one; maximum age; 12 
maximum size; the von Bertalannfy growth coefficients; the 13 
natural mortality, which we discussed; the fecundity; breeding 14 
strategy; recruitment; age at maturity; and mean trophic level.  15 
These are basically criteria to evaluate growth rates, 16 
reproductive rates, and the intrinsic rate also ties in survival 17 
schedules. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do we want to go through these then one at a 20 
time, starting with porgies, to make an assessment based on our 21 
expert knowledge as to whether they have a low, medium, or high 22 
level of risk of becoming overfished? 23 
 24 
JIM BERKSON:  It really doesn’t relate to the stock’s current 25 
status as much as it does the inherent characteristics of the 26 
life history of the stock. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, this goes back to how you want to 29 
view these groups and how conservative you want to be.  If you 30 
are looking at grunts and looking at French grunt versus a 31 
margate, your values of susceptibility or productivity are going 32 
to be quite different. 33 
 34 
Hogfish versus any other wrasse is going to be quite different 35 
and so was there a consensus yesterday about where you wanted to 36 
be?  I got the impression from what Reni said that it was kind 37 
of a middle of the family kind of consideration. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That really needs to be taken into account here.  40 
The other thing is I suppose you have choices.  You can choose 41 
the species that’s most abundant, that you’re catching the most, 42 
that really reflects the catch, or you can do a middle-of-the-43 
road or you can choose the species that has the highest risk, to 44 
be most conservative.  I don’t know.  You may want to vary with 45 
different groups. 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  We have a section in the report also that you all 48 
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received that looks at stock complexes and that’s basically what 1 
this is.  It’s multiple stocks that are being categorized this 2 
way and it points out that you really need to take into account 3 
the most vulnerable of the stocks and when considering things 4 
like this, make sure you’re not letting the most productive 5 
stock dominate other stocks and potentially get them into 6 
trouble. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, I didn’t mean to jump in front of you, 9 
but I’m going to push this one towards you anyway.  I would 10 
suggest if there are low-hanging fruit in this group, are there 11 
groups or sections that we can get off the table right off the 12 
bat? 13 
 14 
For ones that may have a varying degree of productivity, that’s 15 
going to take some discussion, but we have lobsters there, which 16 
is a single species, and are there others in there that don’t 17 
have the difficulty between varying productivity in the groups 18 
that we could get off the table quickly? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There probably are.  I was going to raise 21 
another point and somewhat of what we’re talking about depends 22 
on how you want to view the fishery and ecosystem as a whole.  23 
Other than jacks, for the fish, all these things are fairly 24 
small.  Hogfish would be large. 25 
 26 
What their potential rate of production is and say what that 27 
means in terms of actual numbers is probably different now than 28 
if we had a full suite of predators on there and so while a lot 29 
of these things have a great potential for increasing rapidly, a 30 
lot of it will be realized because we don’t have the competition 31 
from the snappers and groupers, but that may not be where we 32 
want to be. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You mentioned that you had some low-hanging 35 
fruit on there that you wanted to present and do you want to 36 
bring that out now? 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Spiny lobster is obviously a single 39 
species.  The wrasses were largely just hogfish.  Triggerfish 40 
were largely queen triggerfish and so those ones ought to be 41 
fairly easy. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you have a suggestion? 44 
 45 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Richard, but also look at the grunt graph.  It’s 46 
primarily what is determined as white grunt, even though there 47 
might be some other species involved there.  That’s a single 48 
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species. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because we got rid of margates a while 3 
ago. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Which is a point.  Do you have some risk values 6 
that you want to propose for those that you just mentioned? 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say for spiny lobster and for 9 
wrasses that they’re both high, because they’re both probably 10 
very long-lived.  Hogfish is certainly long-lived and I suspect 11 
spiny lobster are long-lived as well. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  The H is high productivity or high risk?  They’re 14 
inverse. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  High risk is how I was doing it. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments on this, especially from 19 
Puerto Rico’s component? 20 
 21 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would say the triggerfish is a medium. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Triggerfish is medium, M? 24 
 25 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would say so.  I suggest that triggerfish be a 26 
medium risk. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Would surgeonfish fall under low risk?   29 
 30 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would say so.  All the others are low, too. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think angelfish is probably medium as well.  33 
Surgeonfish will reproduce in the first year and they grow to 34 
adult size within a year or two and they’re fairly long-lived, 35 
but they’re reproducing quite rapidly, whereas angelfish are 36 
about two years before they reproduce and they’re fairly long-37 
lived as well. 38 
 39 
JORGE CAPELLA:  They form pairs. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  They form pairs, right.  We’re looking here at -42 
- We’re looking here at productivity, irrespective of everything 43 
else, but just how productive are these. 44 
 45 
JORGE CAPELLA:  This table is for risk. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Risk of being overfished based on productivity. 48 



192 
 

 1 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I think he answered for risk and that was the 2 
question. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, my H’s were for risk. 5 
 6 
JORGE CAPELLA:  That’s why I had the feeling we were talking 7 
about risk here. 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  It is risk, but it’s not risk due to a specific 10 
fishery or magnitude of a fishery.  It’s in general due to the 11 
life history of the stock and what is the likelihood that it 12 
could be overfished and what would we expect in terms of 13 
recovery time if it became overfished? 14 
 15 
Some stocks are going to have the capability of recovering a lot 16 
more quickly than others and so that’s what we’re talking about 17 
in terms of risk and not given the fishery we have today and the 18 
magnitude we have today, what’s the risk, necessarily. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Something that hasn’t been mentioned or at 21 
least I haven’t heard mentioned in here regarding most of these 22 
species is the fact that most of them have pretty long larval 23 
durations. 24 
 25 
For example, you take the case of lobster and we’re talking 26 
about nine to twelve months and angelfishes, surgeonfishes, 27 
boxfishes, those have long larval durations, pelagic larval 28 
durations, the point being that recruitment is probably not 29 
determined by self-recruitment and by self-seeding patterns, but 30 
actually the larvae comes from anywhere. 31 
 32 
Larvae can come from a long way and perhaps that seeding is an 33 
additional factor to be considered, which reduces the risk of 34 
becoming overfished.  That is an additional consideration that I 35 
just wanted to point out that I had not heard before here. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It only affects the risk of becoming overfished 38 
if you have areas that are not being fished, but I don’t think 39 
there’s too many areas left in the Caribbean like that and so 40 
you’re still looking at the other factors, I think, for 41 
determining the productivity. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The point is that you would be surprised how 44 
much lobster larvae is there in the water.  There’s an amazing 45 
amount of lobster larvae.  I don’t know where it’s coming from, 46 
but if we say that there is not that much lobster around, 47 
there’s a lot of lobster somewhere, because we are getting so 48 
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much lobster larvae that sometimes it’s really surprising to see 1 
how much lobster larvae there is in the water.   2 
 3 
I’m not going to contend that it’s not in high risk and probably 4 
another point that goes against that is that the time for the 5 
first reproduction is very long too and so it might have the 6 
difficulties of specimens getting to the size where they can 7 
reproduce and thereby seeding other areas where we might as well 8 
play an ecological role in regional terms, thinking about 9 
regional terms, which is probably something that we should be 10 
also thinking while sitting here. 11 
 12 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I would propose using low for all the other 13 
species that haven’t been marked as either medium or high. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jorge has proposed putting an “L” for low for 16 
the rest of the species. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would certainly disagree with that, in 19 
the sense that some of the jacks are fairly large and long-20 
lived.  If you’re talking about the smaller jacks, maybe that 21 
would be the case.  I would tend to want to be conservative with 22 
them. 23 
 24 
Again, looking at margate for the grunts, I would want to be 25 
conservative with them and so I would not put either one of 26 
those as low and in fact, I was debating on whether they should 27 
be high or medium. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Let’s make a choice. 30 
 31 
JIM BERKSON:  Can we agree on low for everything except for 32 
jacks and grunts?  I’m not hearing any objection. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m hesitant about boxfish, because I don’t 35 
know much about their biology, but the rest I don’t have a 36 
problem with. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t know much about boxfish. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Again, boxfishes, the problem is that 41 
there’s a really wide variation within that group.  Between 42 
smooth and buffalo trunkfish, there’s about eight pounds of 43 
difference there.  Not that much, but buffalo trunkfish can be 44 
four or five times as big as a smooth trunkfish and so probably 45 
some big, huge differences there. 46 
 47 
The point I wanted to make regarding jacks is that the larger 48 
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jacks are ciguatoxic and people don’t actually fish for them, 1 
nor are they even legal, thinking about the Seriola species.   2 
 3 
Anyway, still, again, for me the important thing is that the 4 
variability within those groups is so large that it wouldn’t be 5 
hard to convince me otherwise to just put a medium across the 6 
entire board and maybe just stop to consider spiny lobster with 7 
a little bit more care and aside from that, I would put medium 8 
across the entire thing. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think the surgeonfish are a little bit 11 
different, just from the papers I’ve read about surgeonfish.  12 
They have a very -- They quickly come up to maturity level, 13 
within the first year.  They get to adult size quickly and then 14 
they have a fairly long life cycle and I just look at the 15 
fishing pressure that they’re under in the Virgin Islands and 16 
how abundant they still are. 17 
 18 
My suggestion would be to have grunts as medium and jacks medium 19 
and boxfish medium and then we’ll about -- Maybe tilefish even 20 
medium and then we can see if anybody objects to that. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The boxfish, the Government of Puerto 23 
Rico has established minimum sizes for those that are of larger 24 
size than in the commercial catch since 2004.  It became 25 
implemented in 2006. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re looking at productivity irrespective of 28 
any management measures or anything like that and so if you 29 
could put “M” for the rest of those up there, boxfish, grunts, 30 
and jacks.  Probably tilefish as well.  I know nothing about 31 
tilefish, but -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The point is that for at least 34 
representatives of these groups, there’s a fair amount that’s 35 
known either about one thing or another of the list that was 36 
read off and either the mortality estimate, the K, or some kind 37 
of maximum age or something like that, but we would have to go 38 
dig out that data. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Unfortunately, we don’t have time right now to 41 
do that. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In an effort to move things along, I 44 
actually have no problem with the listing as it is now on the 45 
screen. 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  If we’re all in agreement with this, if I can -- 48 
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It might be helpful to just have me take two minutes to explain 1 
where this is going to go next.  We’ve got the OFL and now the 2 
question is the ABC. 3 
 4 
Graciela, would it be possible to pull up my talk from 5 
yesterday?  I’m only going to show you two slides and so don’t 6 
panic. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a quick comment and that is it would be 9 
hard for me to explain the huge differences between the Calamus, 10 
porgy, and a grunt.  They’re very closely related and I don’t 11 
know. 12 
 13 
I don’t have in front of me anything that strikes me as so 14 
different that we should change their vulnerability to 15 
overfishing between them.  Porgies and grunts are close. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That could be, because I don’t know that much 18 
about them. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They’re the same size and they have similar 21 
rates.  I don’t know very much about them, but they look alike 22 
and they taste the same.  Not exactly the same, but they taste a 23 
lot alike when you fry them in oil. 24 
 25 
JORGE CAPELLA:  This is sort of outside the subject, but maybe 26 
you can help me.  I’m just wondering, for a species like the 27 
lionfish that suddenly arrives and is suddenly becoming a 28 
desired fish, how do we work out putting something new that 29 
comes out of the blue into a management plan?  I’m just 30 
wondering because it’s the only one yet, but it might occur in 31 
the future and actually, right now, lionfish is eaten more than 32 
all grunts, I guess. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think you would treat it as an introduced 35 
species.  It’s an invasive and the OFL is 100 percent of the 36 
biomass or something.  You can catch all of them. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Barbara, can we have the table back up on 39 
the screen?  Reni raised the issue about porgies and should we 40 
put porgies like grunts? 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, we might as well.   43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then I wanted to make sure I -- What were 45 
we doing with tilefish? 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We just had them as a medium because I didn’t 48 
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know. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s fine and boxfish were a medium as 3 
well?  I would agree with that.  Okay. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Now the presentation? 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  This will be brief, I promise.  This was our goal 8 
for this meeting in terms of coming up with our part of the ABCs 9 
and we’ve accomplished it, amazingly enough.  That was to 10 
produce the table that would have a stock name, an OFL, and 11 
that’s the median value over that time period that we agreed on, 12 
and then the risk level. 13 
 14 
If you remember that table, this shows what our job is to go 15 
from the OFL to the ABC and it shows what the council’s job is.  16 
There are two parts to that and so this shows what the council’s 17 
job is to go from OFL to ABC. 18 
 19 
Our job was to take each stock and decide its risk level and we 20 
did that.  The council, their job is to decide what those risk 21 
scalers should be for each one of these categories and that’s 22 
what gets multiplied by our OFL to come up with an ABC. 23 
 24 
Now, they can pick any values they want for these three.  They 25 
don’t have to pick one of these alternatives.  That scaler has 26 
to be less than or equal to one and so they can’t pick a scaler 27 
greater than one.  That ABC can’t be greater than the OFL. 28 
 29 
The next step will be going to the council at their next meeting 30 
and saying what do you want your scalers to be for these three 31 
categories? 32 
 33 
If we had gone through this process in a more appropriate way, 34 
the council would have given us that response, that risk level, 35 
before we went through our exercise, because it’s the SSC’s 36 
responsibility to produce ABCs and not the council’s.  They 37 
would have given us the risk level and we wouldn’t just have 38 
that table with OFLs, but we would have a table with ABCs also. 39 
 40 
In the future, that’s how we’ll operate.  We’ll actually be able 41 
to turn out the ABCs.  Because of the order of the timing of the 42 
meetings and all the rest, it’s going to appear that the council 43 
is giving ABCs, just because we’re giving them OFLs and the risk 44 
levels and they’re going to give the scalers and as a 45 
consequence, they’ll have ABCs come out of that, but that’s not 46 
their responsibility to produce ABCs. 47 
 48 
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The other thing to keep in mind is hopefully -- The goal here is 1 
not for the council to look at our values for OFL and then pick 2 
scalers that they feel most appropriate to come up with ABCs.  3 
They shouldn’t be looking at the outcome to pick those scalers. 4 
 5 
Ideally, they should be asked, before they see what the OFLs 6 
are, what would you pick as the scalers, given this system?  7 
Then the calculations would be made.  I don’t know if that’s how 8 
it would work.  It’s obviously not my job to tell the council 9 
how to do their business, but that’s how it could work, if that 10 
makes sense. 11 
 12 
Given that, we’ll end up with ABCs and then the next step will 13 
be for the council to come up with the ACLs, but we’ve done our 14 
part now for Puerto Rico in terms of providing the input needed 15 
for ABCs. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just want to make sure that the Puerto Ricans 18 
are happy with what this is going to end up with as the result, 19 
because remember that we have OFLs that were medians and now for 20 
those species that are low risk, the lowest level that the 21 
council could choose, according to these alternatives, is 0.90 22 
times OFL to determine the ABC.  Then for moderate-risk species, 23 
it’s 0.8 and for high-risk species, it’s 0.7. 24 
 25 
That means like for the lobster that we’ve determined is a high-26 
risk species -- 0.75 I guess for lobster would be the lowest.  27 
For lobster, we have an OFL at 380,000 or 360,000 pounds.  That 28 
will then be reduced by at least 25 percent. 29 
 30 
JIM BERKSON:  Keep in mind the council has the ability to set 31 
the scalers for all three of those categories to one.  It’s 32 
going to be difficult to justify that, because basically they’re 33 
saying there’s no scientific uncertainty or they’re not 34 
concerned about risk whatsoever, but they could set it equal to 35 
0.99, 0.98, and 0.95.  That’s totally up to the council. 36 
 37 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I have never been to a full council meeting.  38 
Does the council get to know what we deliberate here?  Do they 39 
know the discussions and do they know the issues?  I know 40 
through Genio they do, but in terms of formally, do they get 41 
transcripts of these things? 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t know whether they receive transcripts.  44 
Sometimes they get extensive information.  Sometimes I’ll give a 45 
PowerPoint presentation on things.  Sometimes when the results 46 
are simpler, from at least my perspective, I’ll give a small 47 
presentation, but with this, I think there will be probably a 48 



198 
 

much more extensive presentation on how we came up with this. 1 
 2 
We should actually and we have in the past produced a little 3 
report, sometimes three or four pages, that outlines what our 4 
results were as well and so there’s a variety of things, 5 
depending on the decision and how difficult the decision of the 6 
SSC was. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just wanted to comment that I haven’t seen 9 
how the actual -- I don’t know how it looks in terms of the 10 
lobster.  By multiplying the ABC times 0.75, it’s probably still 11 
going to be above what has been the landings plus the expansion 12 
factor for the last four years. 13 
 14 
If anything, that group is what is going to be looked at with 15 
any particular concern.  If you want to take a look at it here, 16 
but I think that essentially we have done here what we could do 17 
with the data that we had.  Even if we consider the entire 18 
dataset, it was not going to vary by much. 19 
 20 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Just a matter of order.  I see the agenda and I 21 
see we’ve just finished with Item 5 and there’s no way we can do 22 
Item 6 because we’re missing the -- Does that mean that we’re 23 
done with the agenda?  Is there any new business or are we 24 
adjourned? 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, we haven’t done recreational catches yet for 27 
Puerto Rico and we need to discuss that and we also, if we have 28 
time, we would like to do the U.S. Virgin Islands. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m a little confused.  The table that was 31 
done yesterday, where does that fit into all this, the one that 32 
had all the refugia, behavior, morphology, bycatch, which was, I 33 
assume, coming up with some aggregate score of risk? 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s the first step in the process and that 36 
determines whether you classify the stock as lightly exploited, 37 
moderately exploited, or heavily exploited.  That determines the 38 
scaler you use to multiply by the median of that time period to 39 
come up with the OFL. 40 
 41 
The way it ended up for every stock we looked at is it came up 42 
as moderately exploited, meaning a scaler of one got multiplied 43 
by the median.  We as a group overruled three of those stocks 44 
and said that we don’t believe moderately exploited, based on 45 
expert judgment. 46 
 47 
We think for three of those stocks they’re lightly exploited and 48 
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the scaler should be two instead of one, but that table provides 1 
the justification needed to have the scaler used to multiply by 2 
that median of being one. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You all consider spiny lobster to be 5 
moderately exploited? 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It was right on the edge.  2.5 is the cusp for 8 
being heavily and so on exploited and based on all the refugia 9 
and because of the behavior and the morphology and so on and so 10 
forth, it ended up with that number.  Again, there may be issues 11 
with the methodology. 12 
 13 
At the same time, do you think the end result that we’ve come up 14 
with is going to be adequate for spiny lobster or are you 15 
concerned about the final result?  Could we look at the 16 
recreational data then for these species groups? 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  As we slide into the recreational data, I have to 19 
bring up a point.  In conversations during our break, Bill 20 
pointed out to me that there’s a slight inconsistency in the 21 
logic that I presented for treatment of the zeros in the 2010 22 
amendment and in our previous SSC meeting and so I think we need 23 
to just touch on that briefly. 24 
 25 
In terms of the assessments, we actually do include the zeros 26 
for both the recreational and the commercial and in the 2010 27 
amendment, we also included those. 28 
 29 
I think the discussion here revolved around the zeros that exist 30 
in the three groups that had the smallest landings and I just 31 
wanted to put this back on the table.  Steve is actually just 32 
calculating if we included those zeros, so we could take a look 33 
at that, but I think the group and myself ended up trying to 34 
exclude those, at least for those three groups. 35 
 36 
In this case, I would put up for discussion including those 37 
zeros as part of the median calculation and with the caveat that 38 
for those three groups we only have a few years of information 39 
that this might not work and we could make an exclusion, but I’m 40 
a little I guess concerned about inconsistency in the logic 41 
between the way we’ve treated it before and now. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  To a certain extent, at least with the last 44 
document that was dealt with, species that are undergoing 45 
overfishing and overfished, I mean if you included zeros there, 46 
you’re talking about species that have already been designated 47 
overfished and undergoing overfishing and we just excluded the 48 
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zero values from the ones here that hardly had any landings at 1 
all. 2 
 3 
These are non-fished species, in essence.  They’re very minor 4 
fish species and so I don’t see a real problem with that.  5 
There’s quite a bit of difference in what you’re looking at.  6 
These are species, to me, that you could just arbitrarily put up 7 
a thousand pounds or something like that, based on the 8 
information you have from other locations.  Somebody else might 9 
have other comments on that. 10 
 11 
STEVE TURNER:  It doesn’t have much of an effect for this Puerto 12 
Rican commercial data for those three low-landings species, but 13 
we’re just about to address recreational species and we will 14 
face the same dilemma with many more species and many more year 15 
combinations.  You guys can do whatever you want, but we’re 16 
about to deal with this again. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s take a look at that information, because I 19 
know that there’s very small sample sizes there and so we run 20 
into another problem. 21 
 22 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I ask the question of -- I’m more 23 
concerned about getting it right than getting it consistent, to 24 
be blunt.  I would exclude zeros if the reason we have zeros is 25 
we in fact don’t have data.  I would include them if we have 26 
data but we have an estimate that comes out zero. 27 
 28 
I think we need to make that distinction.  I don’t know in the 29 
past when they were included, zeros were included.  I presume 30 
that’s because people believed that it was actually sampling 31 
done and their best estimate of what the catch is, based on 32 
data, was zero.  That’s fine. 33 
 34 
If for these cases in this whatever this species that was that 35 
was sixty-four pounds, in those years where there were zeros, if 36 
we believe that our best estimate of the catch during those 37 
years, based on sampling, was zero, then we should include the 38 
zero. 39 
 40 
If our feeling is there simply wasn’t any data, there wasn’t any 41 
sampling, for whatever reason, then they should be excluded.  I 42 
don’t have the answer to that, but that’s the logical basis for 43 
making the decision and so was there data in those couple of 44 
years when you have the zeros? 45 
 46 
STEVE TURNER:  My reaction is that I think there probably was 47 
data.  Our expansion factors suggest that we have a 60 percent 48 
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sample in terms of people.  Now, I would have to -- Graciela, do 1 
you know that these species are on the data form?  I think 2 
that’s a question that is relevant here. 3 
 4 
If somebody is just writing them in once and a while, then 5 
that’s very different than if they’re on the data form and 6 
they’re asked to write them in and so we might take a little 7 
time to get a copy of the data form to be sure of that. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Graciela is going to take a look at that. 10 
 11 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Again, the actual number doesn’t matter much.  12 
The amounts are so trivial.  Again, I was just proposing that we 13 
agree on a logical basis that if you have some basis under which 14 
you can estimate something and it just comes out to be zero, 15 
then you include it in the series.  If there’s no sampling and 16 
no data, then you shouldn’t include it and presuming that’s 17 
consistent with what was done in the case of the previous time 18 
this was addressed. 19 
 20 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Again, I would request that given that the 21 
calculations are relatively simple, that we be presented the 22 
recalculated results just to see them, without the zeros and 23 
with the zeros.  If we’re being told that it’s not significant 24 
or not, we haven’t seen the numbers.  It might be significant in 25 
a specific case. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If the zeros were included and we used a median 28 
value, the value would be zero.  I think that’s what Steve 29 
Turner already said and I think what we had up there before was 30 
the average value and that was the average value including the 31 
zeros. 32 
 33 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Nobody noticed this and I wasn’t going to make a 34 
comment, but, for example, surgeonfish, did anybody notice that 35 
the median was about 20 or something like that and the mean was 36 
a hundred-and-something?  What does that really mean?  It means 37 
that the catch was only a few years of really huge catches and 38 
very little elsewhere.   39 
 40 
There’s no other way you can get that and in those cases, the 41 
zeros would be very important, because we’re talking with either 42 
a bust or a boom and a zero is -- I found those values very 43 
strange and I don’t think they should be there at all, but 44 
nobody else caught them. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other thing is what is that telling us about 47 
MSY, which is really what OFL is supposed to be?  It’s not 48 
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telling us anything, because people aren’t targeting this 1 
fishery.  The MSY for the fishery could be 80,000 pounds. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The whole thing is corrupted. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s like who cares, but maybe you guys do. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I really think this is important 8 
and I think that we should address it and establish that.  Our 9 
assessment of these stocks is worthless because the data is 10 
worthless. 11 
 12 
These species or species groups have not been reported in any 13 
formal way by fishermen.  It’s just an occasional reporting and 14 
probably very informal reporting of these fishes.  These fishes 15 
are known and we have expert opinions here that have experience, 16 
direct experience, on the fact that these fishes will get into 17 
the nets and will be included in the hook and line fisheries, 18 
particularly in the case of tilefish, and these fishes are just 19 
not reported by fishermen because they never get to the ice box. 20 
 21 
Any which way you look at it, it’s going to be wrong and it’s 22 
going to be out of context.  It’s going to be based on 23 
information that is incomplete and we don’t even know how 24 
incomplete it is at this point.  We know that it’s not -- The 25 
fact that some years no surgeonfish are reported doesn’t mean 26 
that surgeonfishes have not been fished. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the things is that the technique we’re 29 
using really isn’t effective across the board at using average 30 
catch for species that are not really part of the fishery.   31 
 32 
This really doesn’t work and then you have to go and say, okay, 33 
what is it that we would like to do for these species that are 34 
not part of the fishery in many respects.  They’re part of the 35 
fishery, but they’re really not targeted and they’re not being 36 
reported and so on. 37 
 38 
Do we want to do a preemptive quota or do we want to make sure 39 
that the amount of catch stays low or what do we want to do or 40 
do we want to just eliminate them, which Jim says we can’t do, 41 
but in essence, we’re coming up and it’s the same thing that 42 
happened in the Virgin Islands and St. Thomas with the quota for 43 
conch. 44 
 45 
St. Thomas and St. John, they’re not fishing conch, for the most 46 
part, and so they end up with 3,000 pounds of conch a year.  47 
This is a shelf that’s four times the size, or something close 48 
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to that, of St. Croix. 1 
 2 
St. Croix may have a more productive conch shelf and stuff, but 3 
St. Croix is catching up to a couple hundred thousand pounds of 4 
conch and why would you have a quota of 3,000 pounds on a shelf 5 
that’s as large as the St. Thomas shelf for conch?  Just because 6 
that’s the average catch?  That doesn’t mean anything with 7 
respect to MSY and OFL, if OFL is an MSY proxy.  I think we’re 8 
just getting, for some of these species, messed up.  Let’s move 9 
on to the recreational. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I guess Steve is getting verification right now 12 
whether they’re actually on the form or not or they’re a write-13 
in.  I think that’s a key piece of information for this, but I 14 
just wanted to bring that up now.   15 
 16 
As we get into the recreational, we’re going to have some of 17 
same questions and he should be able to clarify what’s on the 18 
commercial form and we can revisit and so I think we can move on 19 
to recreational, but this is just a question that we’re going to 20 
be facing right now too. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  As of the year 2000, from the reports 23 
that Daniel produces for the commercial fisheries, there is no 24 
tilefish, angelfish, or surgeonfishes on the forms, as of 2000.  25 
This is a report and it’s part of what you have on the screen 26 
and so it lists almost everything else, but it doesn’t have any 27 
of the -- 28 
 29 
STEVE TURNER:  Daniel Matos just confirmed that.  He said that 30 
tilefish, angelfish, and surgeonfish essentially have not been 31 
on the forms and so then I think the information we have here is 32 
incidental information and to me, it would not be representative 33 
of what would be landed, potentially.  I don’t know whether it 34 
is representative of landings or not. 35 
 36 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Can I ask, does that form have an entry for 37 
other, where you can just -- 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, it doesn’t and so it would be 40 
written in. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve I think got the information now that 43 
tilefish, angelfish, and surgeonfish are not on the PR forms and 44 
is there a blank on the Puerto Rico catch report forms, trip 45 
tickets? 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the reports, you can write in the 48 
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names and, in fact, it’s been added to the Erdman’s list, which 1 
is the one that Daniel uses for clarifying the species.  You do 2 
have angelfish, you have no surgeonfish, and there are tilefish 3 
and so they do have a code and they have been probably added 4 
accordingly over the years. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It may very well be that because they’re not on 7 
the trip tickets that they have a chance of just being -- The 8 
fishermen not even bothering putting them on and so I think that 9 
is a justification for excluding the zeros.  Let’s get on to 10 
recreational fishing and thank you guys for doing that. 11 
 12 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Does it go beyond that, the justification that 13 
we basically don’t have any data on those species that’s 14 
meaningful?  If you just have sort of -- It apparently isn’t 15 
even required that somebody report their catches of those, is 16 
it? 17 
 18 
You just have random events that somebody decided to tell you 19 
about it and so, to me, I would just basically say you don’t 20 
have data on those, because there’s no scheme by which it’s 21 
being collected that’s designed to provide either a census or a 22 
statistical inference. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You’re making the assumption that when the 25 
fishermen are instructed that they’re not even asked to put 26 
anything on there, necessarily, except the fish that are on that 27 
list. 28 
 29 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  That’s in part why I asked whether they’re 30 
required to fill in things that aren’t on the list and people 31 
seemed to indicate that they are not. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  This is something I want to comment on 34 
again.  Fishermen which is lifting sixty or seventy traps a day, 35 
a morning, the fish that he puts out in the water, he’s not 36 
going to remember all about those surgeonfishes that he put back 37 
or the angelfish or anything like that.  He doesn’t really care 38 
to say and for him, that’s not important.  It’s nothing that he 39 
would -- 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I maybe confused things.  These were landings 42 
that we were talking about and not catches.  Catches would 43 
include the bycatch and landings do not include the bycatch and 44 
so they’re only recording the fish that they’re landing here or 45 
that’s all that we’re considering here. 46 
 47 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Remember before that we excluded a whole bunch 48 
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of catch data pre-1988 because we didn’t really understand where 1 
it came from or the documentation for it and so forth.  We now 2 
have, for these three species, some numbers and nobody here 3 
seems to have a clue what the validity of them is, other than 4 
they must have appeared on some forms.   5 
 6 
I guess I’m just wondering what the logic is of thinking that 7 
these sort of random entries into forms would be a valid basis 8 
for coming up with an OFL for these species, particularly when 9 
we’ve heard that at least one of them is quite abundant, 10 
although it’s recorded at a trivial level, compared to our 11 
decision prior to reject a bunch of data that some legitimate 12 
scientists had been involved in collecting but we didn’t have a 13 
document about it. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just one last comment.  In terms of 16 
the biostatistical data that is collected from the commercial 17 
fishers, these species do appear, including butterfly fish and 18 
things like that. 19 
 20 
Most likely, the write-ins into the tickets get added as they 21 
come in, but it’s not a specific line in the trip ticket as of 22 
2001, which is the ones that I’ve been able to look at. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe what happens is if a fisherman is 25 
biostatistically sampled when he brings his catch in and then he 26 
goes and he puts tilefish in or surgeonfish in if he brings it 27 
in, because then he’s got somebody helping him out with that. 28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Prior to 2004, that was the case.  30 
After that, fishermen were not allowed to give the landings data 31 
to the port agents.  They had to be mailed in and so they would 32 
write whatever it is and so depending on the year when you have 33 
these catches or these landings, then it would have been helped 34 
by the port agents, most likely. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just wanted to follow up with Mike’s comment, 37 
because I think we have to follow up with that.  If we don’t 38 
have valid landings and data really for these species, then what 39 
do we do with them in terms of OFL?  Are there suggestions? 40 
 41 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  We’ve been basing all of this on what was 42 
called a report on Only Reliable Catch and reliable being part 43 
of it.  We’ve been stretching that definition all along and 44 
we’re now at a point where it’s stretched beyond belief to think 45 
that somebody would make some decision on what the overfishing 46 
level would be based on sixty-four pounds of estimated catch, 47 
based on entries which we don’t know who made them or why and so 48 



206 
 

on. 1 
 2 
I think there’s a point where you just simply say there is no 3 
basis for even using catch only.  Now, something that could be 4 
done, and I guess this gets back to a comment earlier on, given 5 
that and given the knowledge that there are things that are 6 
landed for which there is no catch, it would make sense to me 7 
for the council to pursue some sort of a category of other 8 
species or minor landings or something and come up with a 9 
reasonable number, as in the context of a preemptive regulation, 10 
so that you don’t find that suddenly a fishery for one of these 11 
things explodes without any monitoring of it or regulating of 12 
it. 13 
 14 
If someone was looking for a number on that, we might come up 15 
and say we know of at least approximately X number of pounds for 16 
these three species that have been reported and maybe an initial 17 
number to put into some sort of management framework.   18 
 19 
We already talked about multiplying by two and it might be an 20 
aggregate of two times the sum for all three of these.  It’s 21 
still a small number, but at least it’s something that means 22 
that you’re expecting these to be monitored in the future, but 23 
you’re not going to close down the fishery because you get a 24 
hundred pounds of surgeonfish landed. 25 
 26 
I’m thinking out loud.  The bottom line is we don’t have any 27 
information to have the slightest degree of credibility in 28 
talking about an OFL for those three species and if the council 29 
needs to do something, it probably involves some sort of a 30 
process that looks at some coverage of other species or minor 31 
species or something like that that at least starts to require 32 
that they get documented and controls the development of a 33 
fishery for these things. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  My suggestion might be that we look at the St. 36 
Thomas/St. John data, which is on the same shelf, because the 37 
surgeonfish are part of a fishery there.   38 
 39 
We could look and say if they land 30,000 or 40,000 pounds or 40 
what have you, that shelf is a lot smaller than the Puerto Rico 41 
shelf and can we at least say that maybe 5,000 or 10,000 pounds 42 
of surgeonfish could be landed on the Puerto Rico shelf as a 43 
preemptive regulation.  It’s really conservative because we 44 
don’t have the information, but -- 45 
 46 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  My reaction to what you just said is that it 47 
seems like a very plausible pursuit to try and come up with such 48 
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arguments.  I’m feeling like it’s pretty late in the day to 1 
start doing it right now.   2 
 3 
I think it really at this stage would be sort of feedback to the 4 
council that there is no scientific information or valid catch 5 
information upon which to do this job for these few stocks in 6 
the way that existing guidance from NMFS has come down with 7 
either it the National Standard 1 Guidelines or this recent 8 
report that Jim led. 9 
 10 
Maybe there are some ways of making inferences by comparison to 11 
areas where some of these species are landed and we would have 12 
to visit that at a later date.  I don’t think we can do it now, 13 
but what you described is sort of sensible, for what you said. 14 
 15 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I may be far off, but we might say since there 16 
are little very data, but we have some data.  There are some 17 
yearly landings.  Just set the OFL to the largest yearly landing 18 
on record for these species or maybe 80 percent or something, so 19 
we can get to an OFL, because we need to get to an OFL somehow 20 
and I understand that point.   21 
 22 
The problem here is how to get it and since there are very few, 23 
just choose the highest or the average of the three highest or 24 
something like that. 25 
 26 
STEVE TURNER:  I guess my only point would be that we don’t know 27 
what the yearly landings are.  We know that it appears that 28 
somebody wrote something down, but whether that represents 29 
everything landed in that year or by that fisher, I don’t know. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But that’s true of everything for the data. 32 
 33 
JORGE CAPELLA:  But it wasn’t less than that. 34 
 35 
STEVE TURNER:  Certainly the maximum is -- At least that amount 36 
has been landed. 37 
 38 
JIM BERKSON:  I have no idea what’s required of us in this 39 
particular case.  We’ve said everything there is to be said 40 
about it.  We don’t have any NMFS General Counsel people here to 41 
tell us what we supposedly need, but perhaps what we should do 42 
is follow our protocol and come up with the numbers as we 43 
suggested and then write every disclaimer we feel is appropriate 44 
about why the data are not consistent with the other data we’ve 45 
used to do this for other stocks and what the implications are. 46 
 47 
If we write a paragraph about that, then the council and the 48 



208 
 

Regional Office and the Office of General Counsel can decide 1 
what to do with it, but I don’t feel competent to say that we 2 
can’t come up with an ABC or we shouldn’t.  I just don’t know 3 
how that works.  I think we should just give them the 4 
information, including all the problems. 5 
 6 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I have no problem with giving them all the 7 
information and exactly what we’ve done and so here’s the 8 
calculation.  I have a problem with this SSC saying we recommend 9 
it as an ABC, because then it ties a bunch of hands and creates 10 
a bunch of requirements and I don’t care what the law is.  As a 11 
scientist, I’m not going to be told I’m legally obligated to 12 
make up science and we’re getting to that point with this. 13 
 14 
I think it’s perfectly fine to put forward all of the 15 
information and all of the calculations that result from the 16 
procedures, but I wouldn’t go so far as including them in 17 
something that I would want to recommend as an ABC. 18 
 19 
I am happy to have some discussion where we hint at some ideas 20 
for which the council might want to pursue, like developing some 21 
what I might even label as a preemptive quota for minor stocks 22 
that are not documented in the landings or trip tickets and in 23 
fact, you could even use something that’s based on sort of a 24 
minimum level, which is what we have documented in the trip 25 
tickets today, in that context, but I can’t see how we could go 26 
much beyond that. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You know my opinion.  I would rather not 29 
give any OFL whatsoever.  I don’t think that we have the data 30 
for that.  If forced to come up with a number, I would agree 31 
with you.   32 
 33 
I would use the UVI or some kind of UVI number, saying that the 34 
reefs are similar and we’re talking about neighboring islands 35 
and the community structure of these reefs is known to be fairly 36 
similar.  A number within the range of the USVI should be used 37 
as a proxy. 38 
 39 
JORGE CAPELLA:  Is it feasible to put a blank statement saying 40 
that the SSC refuses to calculate an OFL for species not 41 
included in the ticket?  That might be justifiable. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I guess we would have to look and see if any of 44 
these other species are not included in the ticket, but that’s 45 
certainly an option. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that’s sort of somewhat the question Jim 48 
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was referring to with not having General Counsel here.  I agree 1 
with Mike’s statement that passing these three forward as part 2 
of the rest of the package is probably inappropriate, due to the 3 
fact that they’re not on the form. 4 
 5 
We may set that aside as a recommendation or something with 6 
slightly less strong language for these three groups.  The 7 
comparison with the USVI, I know we have the same problem for at 8 
least one of the groups in St. Thomas, where it’s not on the 9 
form.  It was only found as a write-in in a couple of places and 10 
so this is going to be a problem we have in the USVI also. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  I have two comments.  One, it’s funny that we’re 13 
turning this thing around, because the USVI really complained 14 
about using Puerto Rican data to do anything in the USVI and now 15 
we’re kind of turning that on its head and that’s fine. 16 
 17 
The second thing is you might want to go through the 18 
recreational stuff first and then see where we stand, because it 19 
may end up no better, but there are recreational data for these 20 
species groups too and, of course, ultimately, our ABC is based 21 
upon the combination of commercial and recreational. 22 
 23 
That’s not going to eliminate the problem, but it might reduce 24 
it and I don’t know if it will or not.  Steve has got the data 25 
and I’ve filled in zeros on mine, but it could.  It could help 26 
with this problem. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Could we look at that recreational data?  Could 29 
you just explain that table a little bit, Graciela, because it’s 30 
got parentheses and so on in there. 31 
 32 
STEVE TURNER:  Is this in the document? 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s in the ACL document, isn’t it? 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 37 
 38 
STEVE TURNER:  What page? 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Page 33.  I think everyone should have 41 
a copy of that, because that’s going to be kind of hard to look 42 
at this.  You have pounds and number of fish.  Number of fish 43 
are in parentheses for the recreational harvest from the MRFSS. 44 
 45 
Steve explained earlier how the information was filled in at the 46 
Science Center and so you have most of the groups, angelfish, 47 
boxfish, goatfish, grunts, wrasses, jacks, porgies, tilefish, 48 
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squirrelfish, and surgeonfish and triggerfish.  There is no 1 
information on invertebrates, especially spiny lobster. 2 
 3 
You have the information from the year 2000 to 2009.  That’s the 4 
most recent.  At the bottom of the table, you have the averages 5 
for each of the families from 2000 to 2005 and 2000 to 2007.  6 
It’s just that it’s divided between two pages. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Then you have averages for a whole different mix 9 
of things, but the average for 2000 to 2009, probably given our 10 
previous discussion, is what we would want to look at the most 11 
closely.  Do you just want to highlight that in yellow? 12 
 13 
I don’t think it solves the problem, but the angelfish and the 14 
tilefish and the surgeonfish have higher landings, for the most 15 
part, for recreational fishers than they do for commercial 16 
fishers.  It probably indicates that the commercial fishing data 17 
is bogus. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was some information that Daniel 20 
just gave me regarding some of the angelfish and surgeonfish.  21 
They got sold in St. Croix and so there was some people from 22 
Vieques actually harvesting them and selling them in St. Croix 23 
and so maybe -- He wanted to know what the years were and so 24 
that’s one question that he asked us when we were getting that 25 
information. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The idea here would be -- Jim, do you want to 28 
just go over it?  We would just add this to the commercial?  I 29 
guess we have to decide what time series we want to use for 30 
recreational data and then we want to decide what we’re going to 31 
do with it with respect to commercial data, if we’re just going 32 
to take the poundage here and add it to the commercial fishing 33 
poundage and then that would become the OFL for those species. 34 
 35 
Just look at the time series, because I guess that’s mainly what 36 
we have to select, right?  We have chosen the longest time 37 
series that we could, given the data.  Is there any reason not 38 
to choose the 2000 to 2009 time series?  Are there any caveats 39 
with that data that some of it isn’t as good as other data? 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The caveats that go along with the 42 
MRFSS data as it was collected in Puerto Rico over that period 43 
of time.  What I mean by that is that there were quite a number 44 
of personnel changes over that period of time and there was very 45 
little species identification from the intercepts over that 46 
period of time. 47 
 48 
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I think that most of the problems regarding the conversion -- 1 
Most of the data are collected in numbers and so they have to be 2 
converted to weights.  Am I missing anything? 3 
 4 
All the caveats that deal with the MRFSS data collection effort 5 
over that period of time have to be included in here, but it’s 6 
the best available information or the best estimate available 7 
for the recreational.  It’s the only information available, 8 
recent information available, for the recreational harvest. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But there’s no difference and all those caveats 11 
apply to all those years and there’s nothing special about any 12 
one of the years and one year being weaker than another that 13 
might need to be omitted or anything like that.  All the years, 14 
in essence, have the same problems. 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This includes all modes and so it 17 
would be private boats and charters and shoreline fishermen.  18 
It’s over the state and EEZ waters and so everything that is 19 
available is right here that is non-commercial. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any comments? 22 
 23 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Not being familiar with this data, except for 24 
those three species where we said the commercial data is bogus, 25 
is it correct to conclude that the commercial is greater than 26 
the recreational for all the other species? 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 29 
 30 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  No?  What isn’t? 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jacks. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jacks are coming in at 93 or 94. 35 
 36 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  So it’s considerably higher. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  -- may even be higher, at least at some years.  39 
Am I looking at the right one? 40 
 41 
STEVE TURNER:  You take the median of the jacks and the median 42 
of the jacks is going to be around 50,000 pounds and the jacks 43 
on the commercial side are 100,000 pounds. 44 
 45 
The median on the boxfish in the recreational -- I can’t read 46 
it.  The triggerfish, the median in the triggerfish is going to 47 
be maybe 30,000 pounds there and in the commercial, it’s 60,000 48 
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pounds.  If somebody else wants to eyeball some other medians, I 1 
can read off what the commercial stuff is. 2 
 3 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  In part, I asked the question because we went 4 
through a process of classifying these fisheries earlier on, 5 
based on a lot of discussion that was really based on our 6 
perception from the commercial point of view. 7 
 8 
If now we’ve found out that the recreational fisheries were 9 
bigger, it might mean that we had to go and revisit some of 10 
those discussions, but that doesn’t appear to be the case, 11 
although we probably should have been thinking about both 12 
recreational and commercial when we discussed it earlier, but it 13 
doesn’t look like that we would have gone so far off that we 14 
need to revisit it. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We need to have a consensus on what we’re going 17 
to do here.  Does anybody want to propose anything? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My question would be do we know anything 20 
about this dataset that would suggest, and I’ll throw this out 21 
as an example, that for the first year or two, when they were 22 
first starting out, they were still getting the bugs worked out 23 
in terms of their sampling and so those really high values that 24 
we’re seeing in those first years for some of those species are 25 
artifact or do we believe the whole thing is fairly consistent 26 
in its quality? 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Craig Lilyestrom told me that probably 29 
the years of 2006 and thereabouts probably show much lower 30 
information because of the problems that they were having with 31 
personnel and working with the MRFSS in Puerto Rico. 32 
 33 
There was a lot of effort put at the beginning of the time 34 
series and then changes in personnel were dramatic in 2006 and 35 
2007 or so and so that’s the most I can say about the time 36 
series. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In other words, the beginning data, the first 39 
years of data, may be the best years. 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I’m not making that statement, but I’m 42 
saying that the information from the DNER for the period of 2006 43 
to 2008, they had quite a number of problems in the data 44 
collection efforts. 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Just a question and again, back to gear.  Is 47 
there any significant differences between the recreational 48 
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fisheries gear and the commercial fisheries gear, because we 1 
don’t have any information in this report on that. 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are jacks.  For the recreational 4 
gear, the original plan was to collect information on line 5 
fishing, but anything that gets reported from the recreational 6 
side is included in this data. 7 
 8 
There are a number of gears that are prohibited for the 9 
recreational fisher to use, such as traps and pots, but they are 10 
actually used.  The other main gear for the recreational fishers 11 
would be spearfishing, the spear. 12 
 13 
In some years, we might have some information from the spear 14 
fishermen in here, but at least I have not been able to tell 15 
what’s the gear associated with what species over that period of 16 
time.  I don’t know if we actually can tell if it’s been 17 
reported as one thing or the other. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  A lot of the data, this is really expanded data.  20 
It’s based on telephone interviews, right? 21 
 22 
STEVE TURNER:  The effort is telephone, but the catch rate is 23 
dockside.  It’s talking to the fishermen one-to-one for that 24 
day’s trip and so it’s not a recall of what you caught a month 25 
ago.  It’s what you caught today and that’s where the catch 26 
comes from.  The effort is a recall. 27 
 28 
If they’re doing the telephone survey, that’s a recall.  Did you 29 
take a trip?  Did you go onshore or did you go out on a boat?  30 
It’s that sort of thing.  That’s the recall, but the catch rate 31 
is from onsite interviews, in-person interviews. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do they ask them if they are spear fishers or 34 
line fishers and how long they went out and all that sort of 35 
stuff, to get some sort of effort data and how many people and 36 
all that? 37 
 38 
STEVE TURNER:  They certainly ask the kind of gear and I believe 39 
they ask time, but the sampling is designed around access.  Are 40 
you on a boat at a marina and are you on the shore?  It’s that 41 
sort of thing. 42 
 43 
The effort is recorded via those access types.  Did you take a 44 
trip on a private boat or did you take a trip on a boat or a 45 
charter boat?  It’s that sort of thing. 46 
 47 
JORGE CAPELLA:  At what point are we?  Are we in the process of 48 
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selecting a time series again? 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 3 
 4 
JORGE CAPELLA:  In that case, I would recommend that we use the 5 
full time series.  Sorry to say the same thing all over again. 6 
 7 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I agree with you, but if you look at the trends 8 
for the same species, commercial versus recreational, they 9 
behave totally different.  There’s no similarity and it’s just a 10 
point. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve got a consensus that we’re going to use 13 
the data from 2000 to 2009 for the time series. 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we going to be able to do something 16 
about lobster?  We can’t close our eyes.  Lobster is the one of 17 
the prime targets for recreational fishermen.  It’s a prime 18 
target. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have requested the information from 21 
Grisel Rodriguez, who has been in charge of the recreational 22 
data collection since 2010.  They said as soon as they have it 23 
ready, they will make it available and they are asking for the 24 
department about the invertebrates that are being harvested by 25 
recreational fishers. 26 
 27 
The only information that we have, it’s from the -- There are 28 
two sets of information.  One is from 1995, the survey that was 29 
done for the recreational harvest that included some of the 30 
lobster, but that was really minimal, and then from the 31 
charters, 37 percent of the charter operators that allow 32 
fishing, the main harvest would be spiny lobster. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just out of curiosity, and Bill Arnold or 35 
somebody from the NMFS staff can maybe answer it, but what did 36 
they do about recreational catch of lobster and invertebrates in 37 
the SFA Amendment?  Did they just leave those out? 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What was the question? 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Walter, could you please repeat that? 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In the SFA Amendment, was recreational harvest 44 
of lobster and other invertebrates included in the SFA 45 
Amendment? 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The answer is yes. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It seems one way we can go at it here then is 2 
just take however they did it in the SFA Amendment and move that 3 
information. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the SFA Amendment, in the year 6 
2002, there had been a specific -- I think it was two waves 7 
where data was collected on queen conch and that data was 8 
expanded to be included in the SFA. 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  How about lobster? 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s what I’m looking for right now.  13 
Table 7 of the SFA includes the information for a comparison 14 
between the commercial and the recreational landings for Puerto 15 
Rico and it was estimated to be, for spiny lobster, 175,784 16 
pounds of lobster is harvested by the recreational fishers and 17 
so 32 percent of the total landings. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If we don’t have any additional information, I 20 
would say let the SSC just note that number. 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to say that I think in the 23 
absence of additional information on the recreational fishery 24 
and if the local Puerto Rican experts on this don’t have an 25 
objection, I think working with that fraction from the 26 
commercial landings that we do have available would be one way 27 
to go forward. 28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For comparison purposes, if you look 30 
at the commercial catch of 370,000 pounds, way back when we did 31 
the SFA, and so it’s about the same poundage that you have come 32 
up with at this stage, at this meeting. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s based on what data? 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This was based on the average of 1997 37 
to 2001 for Puerto Rico, but the problem with this is that it 38 
actually includes the Virgin Islands, but the Virgin Islands, I 39 
have to say that the only information that we have in terms of 40 
recreational harvest of lobsters is that charter operators do 41 
not allow any fishing from their boats.  Anything that’s 42 
collected is collected from private boats. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s also collected from docks. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a point maybe of interest and if you 47 
look at the recreational landing trends, that 2005 peak does not 48 



216 
 

exist.  Actually, the peak occurs in 2003 and so it’s kind of 1 
interesting to note that difference and see how we can explain 2 
the 2005 peak in the commercial landings, but there is 3 
definitely no peak. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do we know if 32 percent was just chosen to 6 
determine the lobster landings and it was based on only the 7 
Puerto Rico lobster catches?  I think we need to make sure that 8 
this is straightened out. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the SFA, remember that there was 11 
extrapolation from the Puerto Rican data to the U.S. Virgin 12 
Islands and so there is that percentage included in there, but 13 
at the time, the only published document that we had regarding 14 
recreational fishing from charters said that no one allowed that 15 
fishing and there were two reports, I believe, from the 16 
recreational harvest that was minimal for lobsters in the Virgin 17 
Islands, as compared to Puerto Rico. 18 
 19 
The 175,000 includes that percentage from the Virgin Islands, 20 
which throughout the document, it’s stated that it’s probably 21 
not as large as in Puerto Rico. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Shouldn’t then we be eliminating -- Is there 24 
some way of eliminating the Virgin Islands component from that 25 
recreational fishing total for lobster? 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have a table. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  You could use the percentage and not the value.  I 30 
don’t know where you’re headed with this, but you say 32 percent 31 
and so we take what the commercial landings were in Puerto Rico 32 
and we add 32 percent to account for the recreational. 33 
 34 
Just from my long-term survival point of view, I would really 35 
rather you not do that for the Virgin Islands, because they have 36 
vehemently opposed using Puerto Rico data in the USVI.  Their 37 
Senate delegate has all the way up the line and they would be 38 
very angry if we turned around and did that again after they’ve 39 
fought so hard against it. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and I agree with it. 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Bill, just for clarification, in the Virgin 44 
Islands, since we don’t have recreational information, the ACLs 45 
are being set for the commercial sector alone. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  The accountability measures will be applied to 48 
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both the commercial and recreational fisheries in the USVI when 1 
the ACL for the commercial fishery is met.  Until we get better 2 
recreational data in the USVI, they are dependent upon 3 
commercial activity. 4 
 5 
One option that I would think you would have available to you is 6 
to take the same approach for lobster in Puerto Rico and so you 7 
set a commercially-based lobster ACL and when that ACL is 8 
reached, then the AMs are applied across the board and that 9 
removes any guesswork or extrapolation. 10 
 11 
It’s my understanding that the data upon which this was based 12 
was a single years of MRFSS data when they expanded the MRFSS 13 
sampling to include conch and lobster. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was no lobster data collected 16 
through the MRFSS at all.  It was only conch. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The recommendation then is to just take 32 19 
percent of the commercial landings for lobster to come up with 20 
the recreational landings for lobster in Puerto Rico and add 21 
those recreational landings to the commercial landings.  Can we 22 
just do that, so we have that value?  That would be quick to do, 23 
I think.  We could just go with our median lobster value and 24 
multiply it by 0.32 or 1.32. 25 
 26 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  When we do this, does this imply there’s going 27 
to be an ongoing monitoring program for lobsters in Puerto Rico, 28 
such that they’ll be able to make decisions on whether ACLs have 29 
been fulfilled and so on?  If it’s not monitored, then why are 30 
we doing this charade thing of multiplying by 1.32? 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only information I have is from 33 
Grisel Rodriguez, as I said.  She said that they would be 34 
monitoring the spiny lobster not directly through the MRFSS, but 35 
within the recreational data collection effort, so the Puerto 36 
Rico DNER.  Whether there is the budget to do that on a 37 
continuous basis, et cetera, I don’t know.  This is personal 38 
communication as of 2011. 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  The agency is going to have to make a 41 
determination of whether an ACL has been adhered to or not and 42 
applying accountability measures and if there isn’t capability 43 
to actually monitor this component of the catch such that that 44 
can be done, then I actually feel that adding in some number 45 
actually potentially leads to mischief.  I would rather not do 46 
it and if it’s actually going to be monitored, then fine.  This 47 
is the best we can do. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I wholly agree with Mike on that.  I think that 2 
we have separated these out for different commercial versus 3 
recreational sectors in other scenarios here and we don’t have 4 
the ability to monitor it.  The system is not currently set up 5 
to do it. 6 
 7 
We’re looking at a number of species that we are working on data 8 
improvements and we’ve included, at least in the 2010 Amendment, 9 
the ability to make framework adjustments as the ability to 10 
monitor and collect information on it is included.   11 
 12 
I think that just sticking with the commercial and monitoring 13 
the changes in the data improvement program and then potentially 14 
doing a framework adjustment later, as better information 15 
becomes available, is the way to go. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem I have with that is then if 18 
we’re not going to include lobster, why include all the rest of 19 
the fish?  Either we’re not monitoring one thing or we’re not 20 
monitoring anything. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s a different situation, because the actual 23 
MRFSS continues to -- MRFSS is monitoring the fish, but they 24 
don’t include conch and lobster in their questionnaire and so 25 
MRFSS is not doing that, but they are doing fish and they’re 26 
doing it on a regular, annual basis.  It’s not like -- They just 27 
don’t do invertebrates. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where does the lobster value come from? 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess I would disagree with Mike and Todd, in 32 
that we can give an overall ABC and then the council will split 33 
it up and allocate that ABC between the commercial and the 34 
recreational. 35 
 36 
If they care to do nothing with the recreational and not monitor 37 
it, that’s fine, but I heard Jim mention earlier today that it 38 
is mandated by law that the SSC provide an ABC for each species 39 
and that ABC includes both commercial and recreational catch. 40 
 41 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  That’s not the way it’s going to be done in 42 
the Virgin Islands and so it obviously isn’t mandated by law.  I 43 
don’t know what’s mandated by law anymore and in fact, I don’t 44 
think any of us do until the courts settle it when the suits are 45 
finished. 46 
 47 
It’s being done differently in the Virgin Islands.  The issue of 48 



219 
 

mischief that I mentioned is that when you put a factor in for a 1 
catch level where there is no monitoring of it, the first time 2 
that the component that is monitored goes over the level at 3 
which it was projected to catch, it becomes very easy to borrow 4 
from that unmonitored element. 5 
 6 
I have observed situations where that becomes a loophole subject 7 
to mischief and so since we have no information on it, the basis 8 
for monitoring it apparently right now, and even the information 9 
for the number is apparently from a single year, which is very 10 
shaky, and to base these conclusions and the future on a single 11 
year, I just think it’s more reasonable to basically use 12 
apparently whatever is going to be done for the Virgin Islands 13 
and that is make decisions based on what’s reported in the 14 
commercial and act accordingly. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just want to be on the record that I 17 
consider that this is a high-risk decision we’re in the 18 
direction of taking here.  30 percent is a substantial amount of 19 
the total catch and if by any means commercial fishermen feel 20 
then that that annual catch limit would be associated with what 21 
has been their statistics, they will not want recreational 22 
fishermen to tip into that. 23 
 24 
That’s going to bring an interesting dilemma for the council at 25 
some point and I would much rather work out on a different 26 
direction and try to say, look -- This lobster is more important 27 
than all these other fishes combined for recreational fishermen. 28 
 29 
It’s been just falling into a gap of information that we would 30 
rather have at least a reasonable estimate for recreational 31 
fishermen to have a quota within a fishery that is real.   32 
 33 
What is unreal is to think that there is none and what it’s 34 
going to bring is it’s going to bring havoc between commercial 35 
and recreational fishermen and at some point, the council will 36 
have the burden to deal with that.  I’m pretty sure that they 37 
would rather prefer us to deal with it now than them later. 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The draft document prepared for the 40 
ACL Amendment of 2011 includes a number of bag limit 41 
alternatives for the recreational harvest and as of the scoping 42 
meetings, most of the people who are commercial fishermen have 43 
really been in favor of establishing bag limits for the 44 
recreational fishers. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are there comments? 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where does the bag limit quota come from? 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The quota established right now. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But the bag limit, where is it going to drop 5 
from?  It’s going to drop from the annual catch limit of the 6 
commercial fishermen.  Not really?  Is that something else 7 
additional? 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are some of the management 10 
measures that are -- After you’ve set the ABC and the council 11 
sets the ACL, then there will be an ACL for the commercial 12 
sector and one for the recreational sector. 13 
 14 
From that amount that is set for the ACL for the recreational 15 
sector, then there is going to be a bag limit for the 16 
recreational harvest from that amount of pounds that are 17 
allocated to the recreational.  If they have 100,000 pounds, but 18 
they will be limited to anywhere between zero to I think the 19 
maximum was five spiny lobster per fisher. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If the council sets the ACL based on the OFL 22 
that we provide them, that OFL that we provide them would have 23 
been based on the commercial fisheries landings without 24 
incorporating the catch of the recreational. 25 
 26 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think we need to get this clear.  That 27 
wasn’t the understanding under which I was proceeding.  I was 28 
proceeding under the understanding that there wouldn’t be an ACL 29 
for the recreational sector, that that’s what was described for 30 
the Virgin Islands and I was suggesting that that be the option 31 
for Puerto Rico, that they would be regulated by a bag limit, 32 
minimum size, whatever regulations, whatever input controls, 33 
were decided on. 34 
 35 
If there was accountability measures necessary, maybe the bag 36 
limit would be reduced or something like that, but it wouldn’t 37 
be based on specifically any particular sector ACL.  If there is 38 
to be a sector ACL, then I agree with you that you have to 39 
somehow take account of the recreational catch, but I was under 40 
the assumption that that wasn’t what was being considered here. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think your original interpretation is what was 43 
intended.  There is a commercial OFL and there is no 44 
recreational OFL put in place now.  As we improve data and we 45 
get information from the recreational sector, we could 46 
potentially go back in for a framework adjustment and add a 47 
recreational component to it, but no, it was limited to the 48 
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commercial sector. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to know, and I guess that was Todd 3 
speaking there, what is the basis of this information that you 4 
have, Todd?  Has this been determined by NMFS, by the Regional 5 
Office, at this point? 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I apologize and I’m not sure I fully understand 8 
the question.  Bill, I guess you can clarify in how this is set 9 
up.  You’re the one writing these amendments and so if you could 10 
clarify, that would be great. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  I guess I didn’t explain things very clearly.  We 13 
have commercial lobster landings data.  We will use those 14 
lobster landings data through a series of gyrations, some of 15 
which are being taken care of today, to ultimately set an annual 16 
catch limit for the commercial lobster fishery in Puerto Rico. 17 
 18 
The recreational lobster fishery in Puerto Rico will not have an 19 
ACL set for it, but it will remain a separate sector.  It will 20 
operate independently.  We will not know how much they’re 21 
catching, but they will be out there fishing as they have fished 22 
in the past. 23 
 24 
As the commercial folks approach and meet their annual catch 25 
limit, the accountability measures that apply will apply to both 26 
the commercial and the recreational fishery together and so, for 27 
example, if that accountability measure said that you have met 28 
your ACL and we are going to close the commercial fishery, then 29 
the recreational fishery also would be closed at that time. 30 
 31 
Prior to that time, they would have been allowed to operate.  If 32 
we establish bag limits for the recreational lobster fishery, 33 
then they would operate under those bag limits during the time 34 
when they were open for harvest and then obviously bag limits 35 
would become irrelevant when the fishery was closed. 36 
 37 
Really, it’s more complicated than that, as everything in the 38 
Caribbean is, because we don’t get real-time or anywhere near 39 
real-time data, especially in the Virgin Islands, but even in 40 
Puerto Rico. 41 
 42 
What we’ve set up as our accountability measures are three-year 43 
averages that will be applied to the next fishing year and so 44 
whereas everything is not instantaneous, that is essentially 45 
what would happen and what would happen is the next year’s 46 
fishing year would be shortened by the amount necessary to, to 47 
the greatest degree possible, ensure that that ACL is not again 48 
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exceeded. 1 
 2 
Ultimately, our goal is to -- Maybe this is just a false goal in 3 
my mind, but the ultimate goal would be to include lobster and 4 
conch in MRFSS sampling so we could start getting recreational 5 
data on these species. 6 
 7 
When we do, those recreational data would be used to develop a 8 
separate quota, ABC and ACL and everything about it, for the 9 
recreational fishery and then they would operate independently, 10 
as will the other fisheries in Puerto Rico for which we do have 11 
separate recreational data. 12 
 13 
For the snapper, for example, the two sectors will operate 14 
completely independently.  We’ve got separate ACLs for each 15 
sector.  When the commercial reach their snapper ACL, AMs will 16 
be applied, but if the recreational has not met their separate 17 
ACL, they would still be allowed to go on until they do and I 18 
hope that explanation helps.  That’s the way we’ve got it laid 19 
out right now both for the 2010 species and for the 2011 20 
species. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anybody have any questions regarding that?  I 23 
think that was clear.  Jim, what’s the next thing we need to do?  24 
Is everything as far as -- 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we’ve gone through most of the steps at 27 
this point.  The only outstanding issue that we have is a 28 
statement or a conclusion regarding the angelfish, tilefish, and 29 
surgeonfish.  We have a lot of zeros in the recreational for 30 
these.  As has been -- 31 
 32 
(There is a break in the audio recording.) 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  -- species that have very low commercial catch 35 
records, that we just go with the highest recreational catch 36 
record and apply that as the OFL for both commercial and 37 
recreational and just use that as the basis and then that can be 38 
changed with framework in the future when there’s better 39 
information available.  Maybe that is the way we should go.  40 
What were the poundages for that? 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  There are approximately 5,000 pounds for each 43 
group, but I would like to throw in my own personal caveat that 44 
I’m scratching at the only information that I have in front of 45 
me to propose this and I think Mike’s suggestion of potentially 46 
adding expert opinion from the local Puerto Ricans would maybe 47 
add a little bit more validity to this or some comments on 5,000 48 
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pounds as a potential OFL. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  For surgeonfish, I’m sure that that’s not much 3 
of a problem to have 5,000 pounds.  Angelfish and tilefish, that 4 
might be high. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we’re just talking about Puerto 7 
Rico at the moment.  If we’re saying these things are lightly 8 
fished, does that mean we bump it up where we could go twice 9 
that level, which would cover both the recreational and the 10 
commercial catch? 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you explain that?  I don’t understand.  Use 13 
values. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You were talking about if something was 16 
lightly fished that you could actually go twice the median and 17 
so I’m proposing that that be done, which would cover both then 18 
the recreational and the commercial catch. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  And then twice of what? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of whatever the median is. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Twice the median of the recreational? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of the recreational catch, because it’s the 27 
only data we have. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What is the median for this? 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I haven’t calculated it, but given seven out of 32 
three years are zeros for angelfish, we’re looking at zero. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The maximum was fine, which I think what 35 
you had reported.  Whatever the base. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If people want to look at it, it’s page 35 in the 38 
ACL Amendment.  The maximum, for angelfish, it’s 2,500 pounds 39 
one year and close to 6,000 pounds, 5,900, for 2003 and then 265 40 
pounds for 2009 and then zeros throughout.  For angelfish in 41 
2003, 5,989 is just the maximum value.  For tilefish, you’re 42 
looking at 5,400. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  Are we assuming that the zeros are there because 45 
of sampling issues, just hit or miss and they didn’t happen to 46 
hit in those years?  If that’s the case, then perhaps what we 47 
want to do is take the median of the years where there is data.  48 
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I don’t know that it’s any better.  It’s possibly more 1 
justifiable, because you’re actually getting rid of those zeros. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would go with that.  At this time of the 4 
afternoon, it’s a way out. 5 
 6 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  It’s not logically consistent.  The fact that 7 
they’re zeros is because that’s what the estimate is.  There was 8 
sampling then.  People were out there intercepting boats and so 9 
forth, but they just didn’t get any samples and that’s the best 10 
estimate from the data that’s available. 11 
 12 
I think we simply have to say that we don’t have any faith that 13 
-- Because they’re not reported systematically in the commercial 14 
and because they’re such a rare species in the recreational, we 15 
don’t have any confidence in the catch data for either for these 16 
three species. 17 
 18 
If one then has to set an ACL or an OFL, we note that the 19 
maximum estimated catch by the recreational is whatever the 20 
number is and then I think it’s up to the people who know 21 
something about these things to say it’s their expert judgment 22 
that’s virtually nil in the context of the long-term potential 23 
sustainable yield of these stocks and as a preemptive attempt at 24 
setting an OFL, we recommend twice that number or whatever you 25 
think is right. 26 
 27 
Obviously people need to start collecting data.  I think that’s 28 
about as straightforward and honest a description of what we 29 
could do.  It’s we don’t have faith in the data for a variety of 30 
reasons and it’s not necessarily anybody’s fault, but we do 31 
observe that there are at least a couple of catches of this 32 
level that are probably underestimates because the commercial 33 
side isn’t included. 34 
 35 
Then it’s expert judgment that would lead us to conclude that 36 
these are virtually nil compared to what is potentially 37 
sustainable for such resources and therefore, as a preemptive 38 
basis, we propose an OFL of some multiplier of that.  Two is 39 
probably as good a number as any for our purposes right now. 40 
 41 
I think we could go through all sorts of hocus-pocus, but we’re 42 
not going to come up with anything any more meaningful than that 43 
or any more defensible than that, other than doing the sort of 44 
thing, Barbara, that you described, which might be a more 45 
ecologically-based method, but we can’t do that now. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  So we’re relying on the Puerto Ricans to give 48 
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their opinion on that and maybe come up with some values. 1 
 2 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My opinion, again, for the recreational is 3 
that the sand tilefish is not rare in the recreational 4 
fisheries.  It is probably even more common than the red hind.  5 
Sometimes the recreational fishery, in order to get a red hind 6 
or a coney or a graysby, they have to go through three or five 7 
sand tilefish. 8 
 9 
They bring them up and they use them as bait.  It’s good bait.  10 
Either that or they hammer their head and throw them back in the 11 
water for it not to bother again.  That’s the kind of fish that 12 
we’re talking about. 13 
 14 
Those zeros in the data, they’re unbelievable and that’s not 15 
true.  I would take them out of the equation.  All of the data 16 
is bad, but those zeros are just not real.  They’re not real and 17 
they’re infinitely bad, because it’s a zero and the zero is like 18 
an infinite value.  It’s so bad that you cannot pin it down.  19 
It’s zero and so it’s bad. 20 
 21 
It means that nobody ever fished with hook and line in Puerto 22 
Rico during that year and that is wrong.  That is completely 23 
wrong and so at least if you have some data, that means that at 24 
least somebody said the truth, that we got a couple of sand 25 
tilefishes. 26 
 27 
It is almost a bad reputation for fishermen to get a sand 28 
tilefish.  If you start getting sand tilefish, you are not 29 
actually a good fisherman and so nobody wants to tell that they 30 
fished sand tilefish.  It is a bad fisherman and it’s a shame. 31 
 32 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  The approach that I just described basically 33 
throws out the zeros, in effect. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, that’s exactly the type of expert 36 
information that we need on this one and so if we’re looking at 37 
what I think Mike laid out very cleanly as the best potential 38 
rationale we could put on this, for tilefish we have a maximum 39 
value of 5,423 pounds. 40 
 41 
You’re saying this is a complete underestimate of what is out 42 
there and so we could -- He said two was maybe the best number.  43 
In this case, you believe this is a severe underestimate and it 44 
could potentially go maybe four times greater for the overall 45 
OFL and two times for the recreational and two times for the 46 
commercial. 47 
 48 
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I think this is the type of input on these numbers that will 1 
provide a rationale for why we’re taking a maximum value out of 2 
this time series and using your opinion as to how far to scale 3 
that up. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There’s nothing else we can do at this 6 
point, I don’t believe. 7 
 8 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  The scaling up really gets us into very 9 
arbitrary territory and so while I have no doubt from what 10 
people have said that you could scale up by five or ten or 11 
whatever, it just becomes so arbitrary. 12 
 13 
One rationale is we’re saying these are lightly exploited and we 14 
already said you could scale up by a factor of two from the 15 
catch.  If we’re doing that based on the maximum observed in the 16 
recreational, I guess we could say maybe scale up by a factor of 17 
two again to account for the commercial. 18 
 19 
Going beyond that -- Those are very shaky assumptions or 20 
decisions, but going beyond that, I think we’re just starting to 21 
say let’s just pick a number.  That would then say, in that 22 
particular case for tilefish, 20,000 pounds for both commercial 23 
and recreational together. 24 
 25 
If this SSC, from people who know something about this stock, 26 
thinks that’s a very safe number, then I can accept that as our 27 
recommendation.  I have no personal knowledge to base it on, but 28 
at least you can describe how you got there, where the two times 29 
two came from. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t know that that would be a really safe 32 
number, because if you’re looking at squirrelfish as twenty-33 
something thousand pounds, squirrelfish are much more common 34 
than tilefish in the waters. 35 
 36 
I’m going to leave this to the Puerto Ricans to get an idea, 37 
because lots of you spend a lot of time in the water and you 38 
have some idea.  If you compare them with some of the average 39 
catches from other species, then maybe you would have an idea of 40 
where this lands. 41 
 42 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  If I could just continue, there’s no 43 
requirement -- Four isn’t required.  One could argue that you 44 
just use the maximum value.  Since you’re using a maximum and 45 
not the median, there’s no reason that you necessarily have to 46 
double that, but you might double the maximum to account for the 47 
commercial, in which case you’re just going to 10,000. 48 
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 1 
It really is a judgment call.  I think it’s helpful to have that 2 
judgment be able to describe how you got from an observed piece 3 
of information, which is the maximum catch, to the outcome. 4 
 5 
At the end of the day, what’s important is that the people who 6 
know something about these resources feel that it’s a very safe 7 
value.  If people feel that multiplying by two -- I can come up 8 
with a logical description of that just as well. 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  It is the end of the day, but in terms of logical 11 
consistencies or inconsistencies -- 12 
 13 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I have to go. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Good bye and thank you. 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  If we had data for all of those years, or even for 18 
most of those years, we would be using a median.  We wouldn’t be 19 
using a maximum and I just find it a little inconsistent that 20 
we’re going to use a maximum and then double the maximum on top 21 
of it, when if we had two more data points, we -- We’re saying 22 
that the zeros are perfectly valid, because it was a statistical 23 
sampling scheme. 24 
 25 
Perhaps in this case we should be using an average rather than a 26 
median because we can’t come up with a median, but an average is 27 
a measure of central tendency. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just one comment here.  I think those sample 30 
sizes were very low.  Many of those probably zeros were in the 31 
years that they probably didn’t have much sampling done at all 32 
and so it may behoove us to just do a median, as we discussed 33 
before, of the years in which they actually got some data.  It 34 
may be better to use an average in this particular case. 35 
 36 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think we’re -- I’m getting worried that 37 
we’re starting to pretend we’ve got a statistical treatment of 38 
this data that makes sense.  Yes, there is a sampling scheme 39 
that applied in those years where the zeros came up, but what I 40 
was hearing is that the reason the zeros probably appeared is 41 
that people are using it for bait and they’re discarding it and 42 
so forth. 43 
 44 
It’s not getting to the creel survey part, which is where these 45 
numbers are coming from.  They’re coming from a creel survey or 46 
what the people bring in on their boats. 47 
 48 



228 
 

I was simply using the data to sort of bound the problem.  We’ve 1 
got at least a few pieces of data that come up to 5,000 pounds, 2 
which for all of these reasons, including mostly that they’re 3 
just not landed and they’re used for bait or discarded, is truly 4 
a minimum level of what catches might actually be going on. 5 
 6 
That was my starting point for using that high value or maximum 7 
value, as Todd suggested earlier on in the day, and not because 8 
it had any statistical validity for any reason.  I think saying 9 
double it to take account of the commercial, which we know we 10 
really don’t have any data, might be about as straightforward a 11 
way forward as we’re going to get at this stage. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s going to be interesting and I agree 14 
with Mike on this.  Having some kind of a number to start with 15 
might be really useful at this point because we don’t know what 16 
the lionfish is not going to eat. 17 
 18 
The fisheries here in ten years could be completely different.  19 
For people that are not diving or not doing these surveys, it 20 
might be something strange, but I am in the water very, very 21 
often and I’ve seen a population explosion of lionfish in the 22 
Puerto Rican reefs. 23 
 24 
I’m really concerned about it and it is going to be about -- 25 
What I’m saying is it’s going to be about what the lionfish does 26 
not eat.  We may be eating a lot of sand tilefish in the future 27 
if that’s not one of the fishes that lionfish will get to, 28 
because it’s slippery and because it’s fast and it still has 29 
some meat on it.  We may be eating a lot of it in the future. 30 
 31 
It is a situation that I think that the best that we can do is 32 
establish some kind of baseline from which to depart.  It’s 33 
serious business, you know. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is the consensus then that we’ll look at the 36 
maximum poundage caught in the recreational fishery, which is 37 
for tilefish, it looks like 5,423 pounds and for angelfish, it’s 38 
almost 6,000 pounds and for surgeonfish, it would be something 39 
over on this side, probably about 5,000 pounds as well, and 40 
double those to take into account the commercial catch and that 41 
will be the recommended OFL for these three species? 42 
 43 
I would just like to note that in the Virgin Islands, angelfish, 44 
there’s approximately 10,000 to 11,000 pounds of angelfish 45 
caught annually and the shelf in St. Thomas/St. John is probably 46 
a fifth the size of Puerto Rico and surgeonfish, there’s 39,000 47 
to 40,000 pounds of surgeonfish caught and so you could multiply 48 
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that by five times and get what you might have for a similar OFL 1 
for the U.S. Virgin Islands.  That just gives you a -- There’s 2 
no information on tilefish. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was just going to basically agree with 5 
all of that. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Todd and Steve, do you understand what we just 8 
said, so that you can just make that calculation so that we have 9 
that data?  Okay.  Good.  We’ve already determined what 10 
everything else would be? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have a question.  Where in this does the 13 
ecological value of the species come in?  I know we’re not doing 14 
that today, but where is that in this process? 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  Keep in mind -- You weren’t here yesterday when we 17 
talked about this a bit, but the general idea is that we should 18 
be fine-tuning the ORCS method, if that’s the one we’re 19 
adopting.  We should be fine-tuning that for its use here in the 20 
Caribbean in the way that makes the most sense. 21 
 22 
That means developing the attributes and not necessarily the 23 
nine that are on there exclusively, but possibly including some 24 
additional ones, removing some that don’t make as much sense, 25 
editing some of them, but adding other attributes that might 26 
make more sense for Caribbean stocks. 27 
 28 
That could include ecosystem factors that would be important.  29 
The other thing you could do is you could include the importance 30 
to the ecosystem in that risk category and so instead of just 31 
thinking about low, medium, and high risk in terms of rebuilding 32 
or whether the stock is overfished or not, you could think about 33 
it in terms of a risk to the ecosystem.  That could be a 34 
component of that risk factor also. 35 
 36 
That all comes down to how do you adapt this system or evolve 37 
this system for the Caribbean and as I mentioned yesterday, 38 
ideally we would have had a week, or a three-day meeting, just 39 
to work on fine-tuning this method for us and then we would have 40 
had another meeting to actually apply it and implement it for 41 
our stocks. 42 
 43 
We didn’t have the time to do that and so we sort of were forced 44 
to use it as is for our stocks without making those kinds of 45 
edits and changes.  That doesn’t mean we can’t in the future.  46 
We should in the future. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understood the list of criteria that went 1 
into that initial table as something that was used to 2 
characterize something like the average state of exploitation 3 
and not the impact of that or the risk of being at that level 4 
from the ecosystem point of view. 5 
 6 
I ask this because I consider spiny lobster a real keystone 7 
species on the reefs or it was when it was on the reefs.  That’s 8 
not being taken into account. 9 
 10 
Surgeonfish, we’re saying they’re lightly fished, but they’re 11 
important herbivores and we probably shouldn’t be taking them at 12 
all.  Some other species have these problems too, but not the 13 
ones we’re looking at today. 14 
 15 
JIM BERKSON:  You’re right.  As Table 4 is developed, it’s 16 
really looking at the impact to that stock, the exploitation 17 
factor to that stock.  I don’t see why that can’t be modified to 18 
look at the impact to the ecosystem, in addition, or to find a 19 
way to incorporate that into the overall method. 20 
 21 
As I keep saying, these methods are evolving.  They’re getting 22 
more sophisticated and they’re taking into account more factors 23 
and that’s going to continue as they’re implemented in different 24 
parts of the country and we could play a real valuable role in 25 
adding to the method things that we think are important 26 
regarding our own stocks. 27 
 28 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think Jim is correct that one could modify 29 
that classification scheme to take account of ecological roles.  30 
I’m trying to think about more broadly and forget about whether 31 
we’re in a data-poor state, but more broadly, where people in 32 
FMPs have taken account of an ecological role. 33 
 34 
There aren’t very many, but for example on the Pacific Coast, 35 
there’s effectively as set-aside of a portion of the 36 
productivity of sardines and anchovies to serve as prey for 37 
other species.  I think it’s very ad hoc in terms of how they do 38 
it, but conceptually, it’s to recognize the ecological role, the 39 
critical role, the prey species play. 40 
 41 
That’s been done in that case by basically setting a different 42 
fishing mortality target for FMSY, using a lower level.  Instead 43 
of using what’s commonly used of I think corresponding to a 44 
spawning biomass per recruit of 30 or 40 percent, they use 50 45 
percent or something like that, which results in a larger stock 46 
size and a smaller F. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where does that occur? 1 
 2 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  It occurred in the process of defining 3 
overfishing and so it does occur in the process of determining 4 
OFL.  I was actually thinking about it and whether it could be 5 
part of the process of ABC, but not logically, because ABC is 6 
about scientific uncertainty and estimation and not about 7 
ecological role. 8 
 9 
It is done for a few stocks.  It’s probably a very small number 10 
nationwide, but it probably would have to be built in.  It might 11 
even be another multiplier not in that Table 4, but in a 12 
separate table that just dealt with ecosystem considerations.  13 
There’s no reason that couldn’t be developed.  It just doesn’t 14 
exist right now. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there anything else we need to do before the 17 
end? 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  One, we have to agree that what we’ve done is 20 
superior to the alternative, which is what we did the last 21 
meeting, I guess.  This goes back to Walter’s concern raised 22 
right at the beginning of today. 23 
 24 
I’m taking it from the way the group is reacting that that is 25 
the view, that what we’ve done is superior to where things ended 26 
up at the last meeting, but I think we need to formally conclude 27 
that by consensus. 28 
 29 
The other thing though is I do think that there is some comment 30 
that should be made about Roy’s message to us.  I hope that that 31 
doesn’t take very long, but I think we ought to at least have a 32 
few minutes to discuss that, but first, I would suggest that we 33 
need to come to closure that what we’ve laid out, although we 34 
don’t have the exact numbers in front of us, is what the SSC 35 
prefers over where it was a month ago or whenever it last met.  36 
Is that where we are? 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do we concur with that?  Does anybody object? 39 
 40 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Good. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anybody objecting?  Okay.   43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That what we did today was better than last 45 
time? 46 
 47 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Well, that we are moving forward and endorsing 48 
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it as the basis for our OFL and ultimately ABC, although there’s 1 
another step for the council to take to get to the ABCs. 2 
 3 

DISCUSSION OF LETTER FROM ROY CRABTREE 4 
 5 
If I could go on to Roy’s message, which many of you have more 6 
background on than I do, but just from memory, he was raising a 7 
couple of points.  One of them was why not use the one standard 8 
deviation or one-and-a-half standard deviations or two standard 9 
deviations as a basis for using catch data to calculate OFLs. 10 
 11 
He was characterizing these different standard deviation levels 12 
as probabilities of overfishing being reduced and what he was 13 
really talking about is the probabilities of being judged to be 14 
overfishing and not probabilities of really overfishing.  I 15 
think that’s a very important distinction. 16 
 17 
He was basically describing obvious statistical conclusions 18 
about the likelihood that you’re going to be deemed to have 19 
exceeded the OFL definition, given the historical catch series, 20 
by using different statistics.   21 
 22 
I think we should be clear that that’s not what we’re trying to 23 
judge.  We’re trying to create an OFL definition that’s not 24 
based about how hard or easy it is for management to live within 25 
it, but what it really does in terms of the stock dynamics and 26 
those are different things. 27 
 28 
I don’t see, in the context of making a decision about stock 29 
dynamics and overfishing the stock, that the approach that he 30 
described in his letter is applicable.  That’s my view.   31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Basically, what happened on the lobster in the 33 
Gulf is that there’s a significant amount of evidence that 34 
there’s not local recruitment or that it is minimal and that 35 
it’s Caribbean-wide. 36 
 37 
As a result, what the SSC did, rightly or wrongly, is we took 38 
that average of ten years of landings and added two standard 39 
deviations, and it was very arbitrary, to determine OFL and then 40 
we took one-and-a-half standard deviations above the mean to 41 
determine ABC so that ABC would fall below OFL. 42 
 43 
The issue really was that there’s no indication of a local stock 44 
recruit relationship for Florida and I tried to bring that up 45 
earlier today, but for some reason the audio was not working and 46 
I was going to ask whether there was any indication of a local 47 
stock recruitment relationship in Puerto Rico, for the exact 48 
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same reason.  That’s the reason why we took a two-standard 1 
deviation approach for OFL for lobster. 2 
 3 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I’m presuming there is no data to indicate 4 
that there’s a localized stock to Puerto Rico or to Puerto Rico 5 
and the Virgin Islands and so in that context, it would be 6 
similar to Florida and the Gulf of Mexico, that it’s a broadly 7 
dependent stock with larvae circulated over large areas and so 8 
on. 9 
 10 
Aside from that, there doesn’t seem to be this interpretation 11 
that going to one-and-a-half or two standard deviations or one 12 
standard deviation can then be interpreted into probabilities of 13 
overfishing is a valid interpretation in the context of the way 14 
average catches are being used to estimate OFL definitions. 15 
 16 
It is a valid interpretation in terms of historically how often 17 
you would have been judged to be overfishing or not.  It’s a 18 
trivially obvious interpretation.  If you have a hundred years 19 
of previous data and you define overfishing as the median of 20 
that data, then it means that you would have decided that you 21 
were overfishing 50 percent of the time or if you use the 22 
average, basically 50 percent of the time in the past. 23 
 24 
If you define overfishing as two standard deviations, then it 25 
means that you would have found yourself overfishing in the past 26 
2.5 percent of the time and I think that’s what Roy says in his 27 
message, which is a trivially obvious conclusion from normal 28 
statistics, but it has nothing to do with using that data to 29 
estimate what the OFL should be. 30 
 31 
What is important about it though is the implication is that 32 
using some central tendency of average catch to set OFL in the 33 
future and then using it as a maximum constant catch is going 34 
to, in essence, say the fishery can’t function the way it used 35 
to, even if we thought the way it used to function, on average, 36 
was perfectly reasonable in terms of, on average, not 37 
overfishing. 38 
 39 
I think Roy is correct, and the councils need to understand 40 
this, that this framework by which management is being done, 41 
where using average catches essentially translates into some 42 
form of a constant catch strategy, because you can’t get out of 43 
it until you have basically annual stock assessments, ultimately 44 
is going to result in a lower average catch and prevent catch 45 
levels that occurred in the past that in fact were not 46 
deleterious to the stock. 47 
 48 
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He is right about that and that is a realization that I think 1 
everybody needs to come to about this stuff, that basically 2 
maximum constant catch strategies are more conservative than 3 
maximum average catch strategies, which is well known and well 4 
published.  I think that Roy is right about that and that people 5 
ought to recognize and deal with it. 6 
 7 
One way of minimizing that, to some degree, is to apply the 8 
TACs, these constant TACs, over a longer period of time and 9 
allow for some averaging over multiple years.   10 
 11 
Now, I don’t know how that works out in terms of ACL, which says 12 
annual, but the logic, if you wanted to say that we’re basing 13 
OFL on the average of ten years, would be that your measures 14 
would be accountable over some ten-year period or something like 15 
that, so that you wouldn’t be changing the behavior of the 16 
fishery, but that’s not what is necessarily being done when you 17 
apply accountability measures based on an ACL.  That’s my 18 
response to Roy’s message, for what it’s worth. 19 
 20 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I am confused, because I read the same letter 21 
and to me, the point of the letter is that the method we were 22 
using automatically -- If a stock is healthy, then by default it 23 
would decrease the allowed catch and so by default, it punishes 24 
the fishermen for having a healthy stock and I think that’s a 25 
contradiction. 26 
 27 
To me, that’s the spirit of the letter.  It’s not the details on 28 
the multiplier or all that, but it’s why are we punishing the 29 
fishermen for having a healthy stock.  That’s the real question 30 
in all this. 31 
 32 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I think what I said, what I described, agrees 33 
with that view.  I don’t want to characterize it in terms like 34 
punishing fishermen or not, but the implication of taking a 35 
result that came out of a dynamic fishery that on average was 36 
acceptable and then forcing a constant catch strategy, or a 37 
constant or less strategy, is that you’re going to result in 38 
less catch.  It has to be. 39 
 40 
When you put in accountability measures that mean even the cases 41 
in the past where you exceeded the TAC are now paid back, it 42 
guarantees it’s less and so I think he’s right and it’s not a 43 
matter of punishing or not, but it’s the way the overall 44 
framework has been set up by either Congress or the guidelines 45 
or whatever.  It’s the way it is. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just wanted to note that the data is supposed 48 
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to be used and the accountability measures are supposed to go 1 
into place with using three years of data and so it’s the 2 
average over three years. 3 
 4 
I’m a little bit concerned because it starts off using the first 5 
year and then the first and second year, the average of the 6 
first and second, and then the average of the first, second, and 7 
third.   8 
 9 
I’m not exactly sure how it would work and I would have thought 10 
that they could have gone back and looked at some of the data 11 
that was before, even though we’ve got the FMP going in place 12 
saying in 2012 that you could have used 2010, 2011, and 2012 as 13 
your data and what it would mean. 14 
 15 
I think that possibly the fishers might get punished because of 16 
the fact that you’re starting with one year, two-year, and 17 
three-year rather than just a three-year average. 18 
 19 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  Certainly a three-year average lessens this 20 
problem compared to a one-year, but we’ve been basing our 21 
conclusion that the average catch level over a period of fifteen 22 
years corresponded to a moderately fished stock and that is 23 
something that we would report to Congress is okay and it’s not 24 
a problem stock. 25 
 26 
The framework inherently means, even before you add the risk 27 
factors and so forth that we’re talking about, that the catch 28 
will be less in the future. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there anything else we need to address?  31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What we’ve done, I think, is by selecting 33 
average landings over a given timeframe to be equal to OFL, you 34 
can say it’s moderately fished.  What we’re saying is that 35 
they’re fishing somewhere around MSY and then we reduce that 36 
accordingly by this new matrix to get an ABC. 37 
 38 
In each and every case, what we’re saying is that they are 39 
fishing somewhere in that MSY area on these fisheries and 40 
rightly or wrongly.  I think to some extent probably what Roy 41 
was trying to bring up was the issue that there may be some 42 
species that are underfished and can use some expansion and as 43 
such, take your average landings and add some amount, just like 44 
we were talking about at the very end of the meeting on some of 45 
these species, but we selected not to do that for any of the 46 
major species. 47 
 48 



236 
 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I really don’t like anybody making the 1 
connection between the levels that we’re setting and MSY.  2 
That’s not what we’re doing.  What we’re doing is saying here’s 3 
a place where things were at least somewhat stable and we would 4 
like to be able to hold it at that level and maybe in the 5 
future, as we follow the fishery, we can make statements about 6 
whether they can support higher or lower levels of fishing. 7 
 8 
Unless we’re doing some kind of stock assessment that’s going to 9 
derive an MSY value, we’re just totally disconnected from it 10 
from that regard. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What I would say then is that we should have 13 
increased OFL and set ABC at that stable level of catch.  That’s 14 
a way to achieve that objective if you feel that is the way a 15 
fishery should be managed. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would disagree.  For most of these 18 
things, we really don’t have a basis for knowing to what degree 19 
they’re fished or overfished or whatever, except for the ones 20 
that are really low.  To presume that that’s where the ABC 21 
should be set is making an assumption that they are in fact 22 
underfished and I just don’t want to make the statement one way 23 
or the other. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I’m going to just bring up one more point and 26 
then I’m going to stop, but basically what we’ve done, Richard, 27 
is we’ve said we have a stable level of landings and is this is 28 
where we would like to see the fishery managed at. 29 
 30 
We took that stable level of landings and then we reduced it by 31 
a certain scaler to arrive at an ABC and so what we’ve done is 32 
now forced the fishery to operate below that stable level, 33 
unless the council selects one, and in many times it’s not going 34 
to be able to, as the scaler. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  From a practical point of view, if it makes 37 
anybody feel anybody better, the last four years of reported 38 
landings, adjusted reported landings, are much lower than all of 39 
the averages we are setting here. 40 
 41 
Like I said, from a theoretical point of view, it’s great, but 42 
from a practical point of view, really what we end up with even 43 
with ACLs are going to be higher than what they’ve been fishing 44 
for almost all of these species over the last four years.  I 45 
just thought I would point that out. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other final comments? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So is it too late to put ecological value 2 
into that table?  My recommendation would be that we give 3 
ecological values of three to spiny lobster and surgeonfish, two 4 
to jacks, because they’re predators, and one to everything else 5 
and I would double the weight and then if you average that out, 6 
things come out to be more or less the same, except spiny 7 
lobster come out to be three and surgeonfish come out to be 2.4. 8 
 9 
It accentuates the importance of those ones that we think have 10 
real significant roles to play in maintaining the ecosystem and 11 
so I think this is a fundamental issue that we have to face in 12 
reef fisheries that perhaps is not the issue elsewhere. 13 
 14 
I don’t want to speak for elsewhere, but I think our habitats 15 
are declining rapidly and I think the way we’ve altered our 16 
ecosystems through fishing are largely responsible.  They’re not 17 
solely responsible by any means. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Comments? 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t disagree with Rich at all in terms of the 22 
importance of that factor.  I don’t know if I’m comfortable 23 
defining it at this point, especially given where we are in the 24 
meeting. 25 
 26 
Ecological importance is a huge category and granted, it’s 27 
pretty tough coming up with three categories, three boxes, for 28 
any of these attributes, but those were already in place in the 29 
report that’s been peer reviewed and published. 30 
 31 
Adding this new one that isn’t defined yet at 5:40 on the second 32 
day of this meeting sounds difficult and I’m not trying to 33 
dismiss it, Rich, because it’s incredibly important. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we could have a statement that these 36 
values that are going to the council do not include that as yet, 37 
because that has been yet to be defined, but the council should 38 
be cognizant of that when they’re setting their ABCs, I would 39 
accept that. 40 
 41 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  You could even go a bit further than cognizant 42 
to say might take note of them in whatever that table is where 43 
they assign their risk values.  Rather than multiply spiny 44 
lobster by 0.99, you really ought to take seriously a lower 45 
value. 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  I would like us to make the point to the council, 48 
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if you all agree with me, that we should have time set aside to 1 
actually work to adapt this methodology for our own needs here 2 
in the Caribbean, because I have no doubt that we’re going to be 3 
dealing with catch-only stocks for a long time to come down here 4 
and we’re going to be needing to modify these ABCs for a long 5 
time to come. 6 
 7 
If we could come up with adapting this table the way we ideally 8 
could have prior to this meeting, if we could do that over the 9 
course of the next year or something like that, I think we would 10 
be a lot better off.   11 
 12 
I think it would be really interesting discussion, to have say a 13 
two or three-day meeting dedicated to doing that, if you all 14 
think that would be beneficial. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think one of the issues is if you just put 17 
ecosystem in the table as one of the values and you’ve got eight 18 
or nine values and you just put in it and that only pops spiny 19 
lobster up to 2.75, it puts it over the limit for a heavily 20 
exploited species, but just barely, and then for surgeonfish and 21 
angelfish, they’re only a two, still. 22 
 23 
Depending upon the importance that’s given to the ecosystem 24 
value of the species, this may be really moderated a lot by this 25 
table because it’s just one of eight or nine different values. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I doubled the weight. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Doubled the weight, yes.  That’s one way of 30 
handling that as well. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Rich, I think the surgeonfish and the lobster 33 
were the two main ones that you mentioned, correct? 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, they would be the highest and the 36 
jacks would be like a two. 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  I guess I just wanted to remind the SSC 39 
that we did have a recommendation that was passed forward to the 40 
council on surgeonfish. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It was both surgeon and angelfish. 43 
 44 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Surgeonfish and angelfish, that they have 45 
ecological importance and that recommendation from the last 46 
meeting was passed on and the council considered it and I 47 
believe the council selected this recommended scaler as a 48 



239 
 

preferred at the last meeting.   1 
 2 
This is obviously going to change things slightly and so the 3 
statements that you’ve made on the record there and I think 4 
potentially tying into the table is one way of going about it, 5 
but I see that as a separate recommendation from what Jim just 6 
suggested, which is working with this methodology over the 7 
course of the next year. 8 
 9 
If the SSC believes that is a good idea, let’s just separate 10 
those two things out as recommendations, because I think that 11 
working with this procedure and modifying it for our purposes -- 12 
We are going to be looking at catch-only for at least a while 13 
and I think this is going to be an important step in the process 14 
and so I would second that recommendation to work on this. 15 
 16 
MIKE SISSENWINE:  I would also endorse that and along with the 17 
ecological value issue that Richard is raising, I’m actually 18 
even more concerned about the issue of changes in the 19 
productivity of the system overall associated with coral 20 
bleaching and coral diseases, lionfish, and so on. 21 
 22 
Remember, we’re basing these OFLs on a time series that goes 23 
back to 1988 and the system could be substantially different in 24 
terms of its carrying capacity today and probably downward, 25 
obviously, and so I think we need to -- We should have spent a 26 
lot of time, in fact, addressing that concern, which we haven’t 27 
been able to. 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  Can we just see if there’s a consensus on wanting 30 
to meet to discuss the method and improve the method?  If 31 
there’s a consensus, that would look good, I think, on to the 32 
council. 33 
 34 
JORGE CAPELLA:  I just want to say that your summaries, I find 35 
them very useful.  Keep doing them, because I don’t work in this 36 
and so I come to a meeting like this every few months and I 37 
always forget what we did last time and so I find your summaries 38 
really nice and so keep doing them, please. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the other things I would just like to 41 
bring up is I would like some assistance in this report, because 42 
it’s going to be a big report.  I was wondering if I could ask 43 
Mike to put together a written response for Roy’s comments, so 44 
that we could just -- It doesn’t have to be long, but just put 45 
together what you have. 46 
 47 
Todd and Steve, could you just put together the actual values 48 
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and so on for all of these that we’ve discussed here, so we’ve 1 
got those available.  Reni and Jorge, could you put the 2 
rationale for choosing the years that we did and why that 3 
changed from last time and maybe Bill can help you with any 4 
problems in why we’re different, doing something different, from 5 
2010 as well as anything else, but why we chose the 1988 to 2009 6 
years. 7 
 8 
Then, Jim, if you could put together on what we did with the 9 
ORCS and I’ll put it all together and go over it and so on and 10 
add anything else.  Does anybody see anything else that really 11 
needs -- I’ve got some of these recommendations and so on down 12 
and I’ll pass the report out to all of you in case I forget any 13 
of the recommendations for the council. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you stand by the recommendation 16 
that you made to the council regarding the aquarium trade 17 
species, to be moved into a separate FMP? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does anybody object to that?  I don’t see any.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One final comment and I’m not arguing to 22 
change anything, but I would just like to note and I wish I had 23 
remembered this earlier and it’s kind of embarrassing that I 24 
didn’t. 25 
 26 
Grunts are sitting here in the catch-only group and yet, there 27 
was an assessment made which I was an author on and everything 28 
but a French grunt is severely overfished, based on that 29 
analysis.  Yet, we have the grunts as lightly fished and so 30 
there’s more work to do. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anything else?  Graciela, is there going to be 33 
any problems, because we have St. Thomas and St. John and we 34 
haven’t done anything with the U.S. Virgin Islands.  I think 35 
everybody was happy with the years.  That was not a problem and 36 
the time series was not a problem. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You only have family data from 1999 39 
onward really that you can use and so that basically limits the 40 
years that you can look at.  If you choose anything less than 41 
that, it’s less than ten years that you’re going to be looking 42 
at. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It will be average instead of median and all 45 
that sort of stuff, but we just are going to have to state that 46 
we did not have time to address that and so that’s going to have 47 
to stand the way we made the recommendation before. 48 
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 1 
We did make a recommendation and I’m hoping Roy will not come 2 
back and say you said that surgeonfish -- Catch for surgeonfish 3 
should be half of what the average catch is.  I hope that he 4 
doesn’t interpret it that way, but anyway, that’s the way it’s 5 
going to stand, I guess. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What’s going to be the call with the USVI? 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We made recommendations last time and I guess 10 
we’ll have to stay with the recommendations and if they don’t 11 
like that, then we’ll have to have another meeting.  I would 12 
like to thank everybody very much and at least we made it this 13 
far. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I just wanted to thank everyone also.  This has 16 
been a productive meeting and I think we’ve got a lot of 17 
challenges ahead of us and I really think that we made some 18 
decisions and made some steps forward and I just really want to 19 
thank everyone for all their help and participation. 20 
 21 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on May 25, 2011.) 22 
 23 
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