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in the USVI.  The back-calculation cannot extend back further 6 
than the year 2000.  The motion carried on page 33. 7 
 8 
PAGE 38:  Motion that the SSC recommends that the year sequence 9 
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CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 1 
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE 2 

COURTYARD MARRIOTT 3 
ISLA VERDE, PUERTO RICO 4 

 5 
JULY 17-19, 2018 6 

 7 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 8 
Fishery Management Council convened at the Courtyard Marriott in 9 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Tuesday morning, July 17, 2018, and 10 
was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 11 
 12 

CALL TO ORDER 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We will start off with the roll call, 15 
starting with Walter. 16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 18 
 19 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  J.J. Cruz, new member of the SSC. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC. 22 
 23 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 28 
staff. 29 
 30 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 31 
 32 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC member. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 39 
 40 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 41 
 42 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 43 
Counsel. 44 
 45 
DIANA MARTINO:  Diana Martino, council staff. 46 
 47 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 48 
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 1 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 2 
 3 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 4 
 5 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 6 
 7 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, Council Chair. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have Doug Gregory online, and we 12 
have some people from the audience also online, and Skyler 13 
Sagarese is also online.  I am trying to see if they can talk to 14 
us, but we know they are listening to us.  They can hear us, but 15 
apparently we’re having problems with the incoming sound, and so 16 
we’ll try to solve that during the morning. 17 
 18 
You should have a copy of the agenda, but I am just putting this 19 
here.  This is the official Federal Register agenda.  There is 20 
also one additional thing that you should know, and that is that 21 
the computer is brand new.  Bill actually brought it down with 22 
him.  Are there any changes in the agenda? 23 
 24 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can see the agenda as listed in the 27 
Federal Register is fairly brief, and we’ll start off with a 28 
review of the outcomes from our previous meeting, and then we’re 29 
going to get into some remaining questions that need to be 30 
addressed relative to particularly our recommendations on the 31 
allowable or acceptable biological catch and the control rules 32 
that get us there.  That will be the major part of the meeting.  33 
Are there any additions or alterations that anyone feels they 34 
would like to recommend?  If not, then I suggest we go straight 35 
to the review that is probably in the -- Is it in the appendix 36 
of the briefing book?  Somewhere in the briefing book is the 37 
list of -- Item 1 is the review of outcomes from the previous 38 
meeting. 39 
 40 
Maybe before we get really into this, I would like an 41 
opportunity for both Dr. Cruz and Doug Gregory to introduce 42 
themselves a little bit to the committee, since they’re new, and 43 
so, before we get into the formal part, J.J., just give us a 44 
little background on yourself.  45 
 46 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I’m J.J. Cruz, and I am currently working at 47 
the Department of Marine Sciences at the University of Puerto 48 
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Rico.  I have been there for three years, and I am working in 1 
close collaboration with Richard Appeldoorn.  He was the one 2 
that introduced me to this fisheries work, even though I worked 3 
on that before coming here from Australia for the Department of 4 
Primary Industries.  I was a private consultant, and I advised 5 
the Fisheries Department there.  Of course, it was mainly 6 
fisheries related to the invertebrates, and not everything like 7 
here.   8 
 9 
Before that, I used to be a lecturer, a professor, at the 10 
Universidad Simon Bolivar in Caracas, in Venezuela.  11 
Unfortunately, or fortunately, they didn’t want me there 12 
anymore, and so here I am.  I hope to be as helpful as possible 13 
and contribute as best as possible, and, finally, I want to 14 
thank the people from the council for inviting me to be part of 15 
this selected group of people.  Thank you. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Doug, you’re also new to the committee, and 18 
could you introduce yourself a little bit?   19 
 20 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I started my career studying spiny lobster in 21 
the Florida Keys, and I got my master’s degree with a couple of 22 
publications on lobster, and, later, I went to work for the Gulf 23 
of Mexico Fishery Council as their biologist/statistician for 24 
about seven years, and I left the Gulf Council to work with 25 
Florida Sea Grant in the Florida Keys, working with the 26 
commercial and charter fishermen in the area. 27 
 28 
At the same time, I served on the Gulf Council SSC, while I was 29 
a Sea Grant agent, for about twenty-one years.  Then, about five 30 
years ago, I had the opportunity to become the Executive 31 
Director of the Gulf Council, and I have just now retired from 32 
that position and have had the good fortune to get appointed 33 
both to the Caribbean SSC and to the Gulf Council SSC again, and 34 
I look forward to helping both councils with these challenges we 35 
have with stock assessments and the control rules and meeting 36 
the ACLs and ABCs. 37 
 38 

OVERVIEW 39 
REVIEW OUTCOMES FROM THE MAY 29, 2018 SSC MEETING 40 

 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Thank you for that.  Both of 42 
you have somewhat of a difficult task, as you’re coming in kind 43 
of right in the middle of our deliberations to develop our 44 
control rules and the protocols that operate within those, and 45 
so, if you have questions, please ask.  Otherwise, bear with us 46 
as we move through this. 47 
 48 
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Getting back to our last meeting, which you all recall was a 1 
webinar, we had a list of -- I’m not sure how many it was, but 2 
maybe ten topics that we went through, and there was a number of 3 
resolutions that were associated with these, and we developed a 4 
there was the question and there was the resolution, and all of 5 
them were decided by motions and votes, and the scientific 6 
rationale for our decisions was also recorded, which are not 7 
necessarily reproduced here in the briefing book summary, but 8 
let’s go through this. 9 
 10 
Topic 1 was to confirm the landings year sequence to be used to 11 
calculate the sustainable yield levels for Puerto Rico 12 
recreational jacks, and that was decided to be 2000 to 2016.  13 
All the species are new to management, and so they were not 14 
affected by the previous ACL levels, and so that is consistent 15 
with what the committee had done before. 16 
 17 
The second topics was to clarify the process for calculating SYL 18 
and acceptable biological catch for stock complexes with two 19 
indicator species, and there was a fair amount of debate about 20 
this one, and the result from the vote was that a complex with 21 
two indicators -- The landings of those two indicators would be 22 
summed first and then a single SYL and ABC would be calculated 23 
for the combined indicators.  That would then apply to the 24 
complex.   25 
 26 
I would actually like to revisit that.  I can either go through 27 
this list, but Jocelyn had made some comments to me relative to 28 
what General Counsel -- They had some opinions about how this 29 
might work in a legal sense, and do you want to cover this now, 30 
or should we go through this and then come back to it? 31 
 32 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  (Ms. D’Ambrosio’s comment is not audible on 33 
the recording.) 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am suggesting that I will go through the 36 
list and then we’ll come back to that, and just note that we’re 37 
going to come back to Topic 2.  The third topic was finalize the 38 
indicator species selection for Snapper Unit 3 in St. Croix, 39 
Grouper Unit 5 in St. Croix, and Grouper Unit 4 in St. Thomas.  40 
Those are the same species for the groupers, but they are 41 
different numbers, because of the breakdown between the 42 
different islands. 43 
 44 
The result was that there was no indicator species for Snapper 45 
Unit 3, which is the lane snapper/gray snapper.  There was no 46 
indicator species for Grouper Unit 5, which was black, red, 47 
tiger, and yellowfin, and there was no indicator species for 48 



7 
 

Grouper Unit 4, which is the same species, the black, red, 1 
tiger, and yellowfin grouper, for St. Thomas/St. John. 2 
 3 
In Topic 4, determine whether to use the alternative year 4 
sequences for St. Croix and St. Thomas, as presented by the 5 
Science Center, and we felt there was insufficient information 6 
at that time, and so that’s going to be revisited in this 7 
meeting this week.   8 
 9 
Topic 6 was clarify whether to include an additional buffer 10 
reduction to account for scientific uncertainty resulting from 11 
the reallocation of unspecified landings, and the result for 12 
that was to verify what we had discussed in the previous 13 
meeting, and so, for Tier 4a stocks or complexes, we were going 14 
to use an additional buffer reduction for partitioning out 15 
unspecified landings as follows.   16 
 17 
If the unspecified landings are less than 10 percent of the 18 
reference period total, then we’re not going to adjust the 19 
baseline buffer.  If the unspecified landings are between 10 and 20 
35 percent of the reference period total, then we’re going to 21 
reduce the buffer by 0.05, and so that’s accounting for the 22 
increase in uncertainty there.  Then if unspecified landings are 23 
greater than 35 percent of the reference period total, there is 24 
going to be a greater reduction for uncertainty to the buffer, 25 
and so that’s a 0.1 reduction. 26 
 27 
Topic 7 is reconsider the tier assignment for Grouper 4 in 28 
Puerto Rico and St. Thomas/St. John and for Grouper Unit 5 in 29 
St. Croix, which are presently assigned to Tier 4b.  The result 30 
was to keep all those in Tier 4b. 31 
 32 
Topic 5 is for each stock/complex included in Tier 4b, establish 33 
a scalar for determining sustainable yield levels and finalize a 34 
scientific uncertainty buffer for the SYL and ABC, and so it’s 35 
basically the same thing we were just talking about in Tier 4a. 36 
 37 
First of all, for Tier 4b stock/complexes, we use the same 38 
scalar setting process, which is the susceptibility score times 39 
the variability adjustment factor, as Tier 4a, and the max 40 
scalar would be less than two.  Again, for Tier 4b stocks, use 41 
the same buffer setting process, which the baseline is about 42 
0.5, as in Tier 4a, and, finally, for Tier 4b, use an additional 43 
buffer reduction for unspecified landings, and those are the 44 
same ones that I just read above, and so I’m not going to read 45 
them again, and so we’re basically using the same buffer 46 
reductions for increased uncertainty when we’re using 47 
unspecified landings. 48 
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 1 
Note that there are a number -- For most, in fact, of the Tier 2 
4b stocks, the SSC determined they could not withstand any 3 
fishing pressure and set an ad hoc ABC of zero, and so these are 4 
actually the current stocks that have an ABC of zero.  The SYL 5 
for these stocks would be calculated using the setting process 6 
used in Tier 4a. 7 
 8 
Topic 8 is reconsider the ad hoc ABC for St. Croix queen conch, 9 
and the result of that was the ABC for St. Croix was set to 10 
5,000 pounds, and that’s the current limit, if I recall, and the 11 
SYL will remain at the ad hoc value of 107,720 pounds, and so 12 
these are -- We were bringing those in from the current 13 
regulations unchanged, and there is a lot of debate associated 14 
around that, but that was our final decision. 15 
 16 
Topic 9 was acknowledge the council’s directive to remove 17 
additional reductions proposed by the SSC to be applied to the 18 
SYL for ecologically-important species.  The result of that is 19 
that we will not incorporate these additional reductions to the 20 
ABCs.  However, we are recommending to the council that they 21 
consider these for when they are setting their ACLs, and the 22 
recommendations there are the same ones that we had made when we 23 
were first considering this from getting down to ABC, and so 24 
what we’re basically doing is saying that we’re keeping the 25 
recommendations, but these are not going to be part of the SSC 26 
process and they’re going to be part of the council process. 27 
 28 
Topic 10 was to address the summary report from the 29 
February/March meeting.  I did notice there that there is no 30 
results statement, but, in the minutes of the meeting, we 31 
pointed out that we made no changes to that report, and so there 32 
wasn’t a need to address that report.  I think that’s the last 33 
item. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, at this point, let’s go back to Topic 38 
2.  This is the case where we had more than one indicator for a 39 
complex, and there was a split vote, and our decision coming out 40 
of that was that we would sum the annual landings of the 41 
indicator species and then calculate a single SYL and ABC, as 42 
opposed to calculating SYLs and ABCs for the individual 43 
indicators and then applying those results in some fashion to 44 
the complex.  Since the vote didn’t go that way, we never 45 
decided how that might be done, and so, Jocelyn, you had some 46 
comments about how this might play out in a legal sense, I 47 
guess. 48 
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 1 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, thank you.  I was reviewing the notes 2 
from the last meeting and the minutes, and I just wanted to make 3 
sure that the decision here is motivated by obviously the 4 
scientific concerns and this body’s scientific advice. 5 
 6 
When I was looking back, I saw that there were some concerns 7 
that might be characterized as management concerns that, if you 8 
had an SYL for each indicator and they were being fished 9 
differently, it’s possible that one of the indicators could be 10 
over that sustainable yield level and the other might not, and I 11 
heard some concerns and saw some concerns in the minutes about 12 
what that would mean for management, if the stock complex would 13 
continue to be able to be fished if the ACL for the complex as a 14 
whole hadn’t been exceeded, given the way that the council is 15 
contemplating management, with a complex ACL and AMs that apply 16 
to that ACL as well as if there is recreational landings and 17 
commercial landings, is the total ACL exceeded. 18 
 19 
From a scientific perspective, others had raised points about it 20 
might be useful to gather information on the indicators and 21 
figure out is the complex being managed properly, and it might 22 
be useful to understand, if one species is over its SYL, to know 23 
if the complex is grouped properly or if these are the proper 24 
indicators for the complex. 25 
 26 
There is a lot of flexibility in the guidelines for how you 27 
manage when you have two indicators, and so either approach, 28 
from a legal sense, would be okay as long as the reasoning is 29 
coming from that scientific advice about scientifically what is 30 
the most sound way to collect information about these species. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would start out by -- The scientific 33 
rationale that was given for that result was basically it was 34 
easy to understand the result, because you had one number, and 35 
you’re either over the number or you’re not, but, as Jocelyn is 36 
pointing out, if we do -- I don’t think we have anything with 37 
more than two indicators, and so, if we had two analyses and we 38 
don’t show the same thing, we had sort of a conundrum about, 39 
okay, how does that apply to management, and that is something 40 
that would need to be resolved, but it’s also -- As Jocelyn was 41 
saying, if you ignore that, then you’re also ignoring some 42 
information about how the complex is working and whether these 43 
things are representative of some single complex or whether 44 
there really should be a split in the complex or something like 45 
that. 46 
 47 
Do we want to basically throw away that kind of information, for 48 
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simplicity’s sake, or do we want to have a more detailed 1 
analysis?  I would point out that, in our, hopefully, efforts to 2 
move to Tier 3 with the data-limited toolkit that is becoming 3 
more readily useful, that we would -- This would allow us to do 4 
more detailed analyses for these indicators, whereas, if we lump 5 
them, we’re basically throwing out that opportunity, and so are 6 
there comments from the committee?  J.J. 7 
 8 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Just a question.  What are the characteristics 9 
of indicator species, and how did you choose indicator species? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s a very long answer, but I will 12 
give you the short version.  The species are put into complexes 13 
largely based on life history, but, in some cases, a clear 14 
pattern where these fishes are fished together.  The most 15 
obvious is like the deepwater snappers, which are partitioned by 16 
depth, and so, if you’re fishing queen snapper, you are likely 17 
to also catch some other species, whereas, if you’re fishing for 18 
red snapper, you are likely to catch another suite of species 19 
that are based on depth, but a lot of the -- What then becomes 20 
an indicator is really based on how well does that life history 21 
represent the group for species that are dominant in the catch 22 
for that complex. 23 
 24 
The first requirement, if you will, is that there has to be 25 
data, and so, if you’re a minor species in the catch, you’re 26 
probably not going to have data enough to do an analysis anyway, 27 
and so it’s a dominant species in the catch that’s being 28 
targeted whose biology is representative of the group, or even 29 
slightly conservative for the group, and so, if that species is 30 
doing okay, you know the ones that maybe have a little bit more 31 
productive lifestyles will also be okay, and so that’s the kind 32 
of criteria that were -- There are some other things in there as 33 
well, but those are probably the major factors that were driving 34 
what species were being selected.  Is there any sense that we 35 
want to revisit this, other than me, because I’m against this 36 
one, but we did have a vote on it. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I have not heard any convincing -39 
- In light of especially the uncertainty in many of the landings 40 
and so forth, I just recommend leaving it as it is.  My 41 
recommendation would be to remain with what we had at the 42 
previous meeting, the motion made at the previous meeting.  I 43 
have not heard any convincing argument for changing this motion 44 
and retracting it, especially in light of a lot of the 45 
uncertainty that we have in the data to begin with.  The motion 46 
appears fine to me. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin and then Jocelyn. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe to alleviate perhaps some of your 3 
concerns, Rich, presumably these are still going to be reported 4 
individually.  They are on the forms that way, and so the 5 
Science Center could gather that same kind of information, even 6 
though -- Over time, we could always have a time series then of 7 
how things are being reported and how the fishing is going.  8 
It’s not directly -- We wouldn’t get that directly, strictly 9 
speaking, following this, but we could track it separately, if 10 
that makes sense, and so we’re not losing information. 11 
 12 
I share your concerns, but we’re not losing information if we 13 
stick with this and there is some red flag at some point, like 14 
if Species 2, Indicator 2, is always blowing through what we 15 
feel might be a reasonable catch level and so maybe we need to 16 
revisit this, but we could track that over time.  If we elect to 17 
stay with this, I don’t think we’re losing information, 18 
necessarily, but it will be something that we have to, at the 19 
Science Center, pay attention to. 20 
 21 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just in response to Kevin’s point, I just 22 
would wonder what that reasonable catch level would be.  I mean, 23 
you have, right now, a sustainable yield level, which is some 24 
level that you know is sustainable, and so you could calculate 25 
that now and then do that analysis, but, to the definitional 26 
point on sort of what is an indicator stock, one of the things 27 
that each indicator will have to have is measurable and 28 
objective status determination criteria.   29 
 30 
That’s in the guidelines, just in keeping with these indicators 31 
are used to help manage and evaluate more poorly-known stocks in 32 
a stock complex, and so I think sort of the idea behind the 33 
guidelines is to gather as much information you can about the 34 
indicators, so that you know -- So that you’re managing these 35 
more well-known entities in a data-poor situation, and so it 36 
seems consistent with them to try to come up with those 37 
additional reference points. 38 
 39 
We’re in an interesting situation that isn’t directly addressed 40 
by the guidelines, because we have an SYL, which we’re not 41 
considering a status determination criteria.  If that were the 42 
case, then we could have a -- The guidelines would contemplate 43 
having an SYL for each indicator, and so that’s why there is 44 
some flexibility in this case to figure out what information you 45 
want to collect about the indicators, but the way that this is 46 
sort of contemplated is that you will collect more information 47 
on the indicators so that you understand if you’re managing 48 
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correctly and can change course, and, of course, the SSC is 1 
responsible for giving ongoing management advice, and so were 2 
you to find something out by having an SYL and an ABC for each 3 
indicator and monitoring those as well as monitoring the complex 4 
SYL and complex ABC, which both approaches result in, and 5 
perhaps you might learn something or perhaps you might not. 6 
 7 
I think it comes back to the question as to why select two 8 
indicators and what is important about those indicators and what 9 
information you want to have about them to give to the council 10 
to inform their management. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’ve always had some issues with the two 13 
indicators as well, but what I meant was we can track it both 14 
ways.  We can do it as though they were two individuals, and we 15 
can do it this way, unless the SSC changes its mind and wants to 16 
go with two indicators or -- I think the idea of having two 17 
indicators versus one indicator, that ship has probably sailed, 18 
but, if we choose to go with the combined sum, as it’s written 19 
here, the Science Center can still treat those as if we had done 20 
it the other way and track each one individually, and we would 21 
set the SYL and ABC as though it had been done by the SSC, just 22 
to see how it tracks over time. 23 
 24 
I think we probably -- I would probably do that anyway, 25 
regardless of how the SSC goes, but we could certainly recommend 26 
that the Science Center do that, just so that we’re not losing 27 
that information, because we seem to be split here, and I think 28 
it’s information that we want to have, regardless of how this 29 
Topic 2 comes out. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would point out that one of the other 32 
things that was discussed at the last meeting in favor of the 33 
outcome was basically you are -- By looking at the two 34 
indicators, you are getting kind of a broader incorporation of 35 
variability, and therefore a more representative view of the 36 
entire complex.   37 
 38 
Like I said, I still would like them to be done separately, but 39 
Kevin is right, and, if the Science Center is willing to do 40 
this, which should be at this point trivial, because we will 41 
have a protocol that you plug the numbers in and you get that 42 
stuff out, that these things can be tracked individually even if 43 
our recommendation is that, for at least setting eventually the 44 
ABCs, that this is going to be a pooled ABC for that complex. 45 
 46 
The down side is that what’s the difference between doing that 47 
for two indicators and just lumping all the species in the 48 
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complex and doing it for that as a whole?  The reason we go to 1 
single species identifications and all the effort that everybody 2 
has made to get their forms in the shape to deal with these 3 
species that -- To not do it from the very beginning kind of -- 4 
Well, it’s not necessarily consistent with that effort, although 5 
it does open up that question of interpretation.  J.J. 6 
 7 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  One comment and one question.  The comment is 8 
I totally agree with Kevin that it would be a very good idea to 9 
keep at least the information separated, regardless of the way 10 
you decide to analyze it at the end.  I lied.  I have two 11 
comments and one question. 12 
 13 
The second comment is it does make a difference, because, in 14 
these groups that were selected, they are inherently corelated, 15 
because they are caught together you told me, and so it would 16 
make a big difference if it’s analyzed individually or all 17 
together, but I wouldn’t like to go in that direction, because I 18 
think that we need to discuss other matters.  The question is 19 
let’s suppose that we calculate the SYL for one of those 20 
indicator species.  How do we translate that information into 21 
the other species of the group? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so there isn’t a 24 
translation, as such.  The decisions that were made when 25 
choosing an indicator, we’re saying that this species can be 26 
representative of the group, because -- As I said, largely it’s 27 
because of life history, and usually the ones that are chosen 28 
are also obviously the larger ones, because we’re not out there 29 
to get gobies.   30 
 31 
They’re going to have the more conservative life histories, and 32 
so, if they’re okay, it’s likely that the other species in the 33 
complex, which would tend to be more productive species, just 34 
based on basic average biological principles, and so there isn’t 35 
a translation, as such.  There is the rationalization, if you 36 
will, that, if we look at the species that are abundant, but the 37 
ones needing the most conservation, and that’s the ones we’re 38 
tracking, then the rest of the group will be good.  That 39 
tracking back, if you will, takes place at the time you make a 40 
choice of indicator species. 41 
 42 
Once we start looking at the actual analyses for those species, 43 
there is not a reflection back, unless, since we do have data on 44 
a number of the other species, we see something weird going on, 45 
and that will cause us to come back and say, wait a minute, 46 
maybe this was not a good selection of indicator species. 47 
 48 
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The alternatives are that we have to either analyze every 1 
species in the complex, and I’m not sure how many species we 2 
have, but it’s eighty species or something like that, per 3 
island.  It’s a job that can’t be done, and so we do want to get 4 
it down to a trackable number of species that hopefully we can 5 
start doing analyses in the future on, as our data becomes 6 
better.  I am not hearing any kind of movement to change our -- 7 
 8 
JOE KIMMEL:  My comment was I agree with Walter’s assessment of 9 
this situation, and let’s stick with our Motion 2 that we made 10 
at the last meeting. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if Joe and Walter are in unison, that 13 
is a pretty broad consensus right there, and so I am not hearing 14 
anything opposite to that, and we’re going to keep the -- I 15 
think we have a consensus to keep that decision the way it is, 16 
correct?  Okay, and so we keep how we’re going to treat the two 17 
indicators, as decided in the last meeting.  Kevin. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before we move on completely, and I don’t want 20 
to revisit this, but a related topic was the idea that when we 21 
have a unit that has no indicator, but multiple species, say 22 
parrotfish, three species with no indicator, it’s a similar 23 
issue, and so I’ve been asked by Science Center staff just to 24 
have a clarification on how that’s handled, and so it’s handled 25 
similarly to this, correct?  They are summed and then the SYL 26 
and ABC are calculated from that sum, and that is my 27 
recollection, but staff has asked for clarification, to make 28 
sure that they are understanding that situation. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s my understanding, and that’s no 31 
different than what’s being done now for complexes, because 32 
indicator species have not been used to date. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Thanks. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. 37 
 38 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Just to double-check, Kevin.  If you don’t 39 
have indicator species, you will sum all the species within the 40 
group and then do the calculations?  Thank you. 41 
 42 

REVIEW AND FINALIZE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS YEAR SEQUENCE 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The next topic, and one of the ones that I 45 
think will generate a fair amount of discussion before we come 46 
to a conclusion, is to review and finalize the year sequences 47 
for the U.S. Virgin Islands.  Is someone over there going to 48 



15 
 

give us a -- Adyan, is that going to be you? 1 
 2 
All right, and so, just to refresh everybody’s memory on this, 3 
and this was in the briefing book, with a lot of the dialogue 4 
and discussion presented there, but we have an interaction of 5 
several things happening, the most important of which are the 6 
change in forms in the Virgin Islands that are now providing 7 
very good species-specific information on the catches. 8 
 9 
Unfortunately, there have been severe economic declines, 10 
particularly in the Virgin Islands, and particularly in St. 11 
Croix, and so we have seen a very strong reduction in the 12 
reported landings during the periods since these species-13 
specific data were collected, and there is basically kind of two 14 
ways that were being discussed to handle this. 15 
 16 
One was to make an adjustment in the buffers or the scalars to 17 
account for the apparent change in economic activity, which 18 
means we needed economic information to be able to put into 19 
that, and, of course, we have not gotten that far in our 20 
deliberations, because we’re still trying to work out the basic 21 
protocols that this would then be on top of. 22 
 23 
The alternative would be to go back to using the data before 24 
these declines were taking place, assuming that these declines 25 
are due to the economic situation, and somehow partition the 26 
lumped groupers and lumped snappers into the individual species, 27 
based on the data that we have for the most recent years, and 28 
then use those higher levels of catch as the reference period 29 
for which we are then going to apply the protocol for scalars 30 
and buffers to get our SYLs and ABCs.  With that introduction, 31 
Adyan, go ahead. 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  This figure alludes to what Rich was speaking of, 34 
which is, over the more recent period, landings are more 35 
consistently reported to species, but there is a drop-off in the 36 
total landings when that switch occurs, and so Rich also spoke 37 
of these two methods. 38 
 39 
Method 1 is a way to deal with unspecified landings in a current 40 
year, and it’s essentially what we’ve already talked about doing 41 
for Puerto Rico, and that could also be done for the small 42 
amounts of unspecified landings in recent years in the USVI.   43 
 44 
Method 1 involves calculating and applying ratios, calculated on 45 
an annual basis and applied on an annual basis, and so 46 
partitioning on an annual basis.  Method 2 involves calculating 47 
a ratio over a period of time and applying that ratio to a 48 
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different period of time, and that is what I have run through 1 
and prepared as an implementation for St. Croix and St. Thomas. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I could just make a comment to that.  4 
There are two different methods there because there are two 5 
scenarios that we’re facing.  It’s not like you can really take 6 
Method 1 and apply it to the situation of the Virgin Islands, 7 
because there isn’t the species-specific information in any 8 
given year to help you break up the unspecified landings. 9 
 10 
We have years where we have specified landings by species and we 11 
have years where we don’t have it, and so you always have to -- 12 
For this situation, we’re only going to be in Method 2 because 13 
there isn’t a baseline to apply Method 1, just so that’s clear. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just in summary -- This is just another summary 16 
slide of what are unspecified landings, and so, by that, I mean 17 
reported to higher taxa, like genus, family, or also even order 18 
or class, such as bony fish, and I will show some information 19 
about where those bony fish fall off, and that could help guide 20 
your selection.  These values are just over the entire time 21 
period.  Let me go forward to this slide here.   22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you go back to the graphs and explain 24 
just what those are showing? 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  These are area plots that show what fraction of the 27 
landings are reported to each taxa level, and I have collapsed 28 
anything higher than family.  You have year along the X-axis and 29 
total pounds.  Notice that the Y-axis is different for each 30 
plot, and, in the beginning of the time series in the Virgin 31 
Islands, there is a lot of data reported to the higher taxa.  In 32 
the late 1990s, it becomes reported more frequently to the 33 
family level. 34 
 35 
The information I will show you later is when exactly the 36 
unspecified drops off, when it becomes less than 1 percent, and 37 
it’s in 1999 for one island and in 2000 for the other.  I 38 
believe that’s associated with a form transition, and it was 39 
implemented in one island before the other, but there was kind 40 
of a full transition, actually in the reverse, and so it turns 41 
out that both islands, starting in 2000 -- If you were to be 42 
using those green family landings, and perhaps even those blue 43 
genus-level landings, and partitioning those out with 44 
information from a recent period, you would probably -- You 45 
would consider taking into account when the higher taxa are 46 
getting out of the equation. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so I will also point out 1 
that you have -- For Puerto Rico, you have taken -- Well, the 2 
recreational data is what’s there, but that is also more or less 3 
the reference period that we were considering. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the commercial data, that is also 8 
what’s there, but we would truncate the reference period to more 9 
or less 2010, because that’s when ACL levels were capping 10 
potentially what was being fished and/or reported, but you can 11 
see that we were starting in 1983, I believe it is, and so the 12 
reference period does contain a long record of higher catches, 13 
even though, in Puerto Rico, certainly things went down with the 14 
global economic crisis that started in the late 2000s. 15 
 16 
In St. Thomas and St. Croix, you can see that, from about 2010, 17 
again, we have ACLs going into effect, and we don’t know what 18 
that effect had on both catches and/or reportings, but obviously 19 
what’s reflected in the data are sharp declines both in St. 20 
Thomas and St. Croix, and, if we were only going from the data 21 
that is species specific, and so that shows up really nicely in 22 
St. Thomas.   23 
 24 
That little rise in purple right at the end is the switch to 25 
species-specific data, and so, if we were just using that, we 26 
are not using the higher catches that were available prior to, 27 
which, in Puerto Rico, are incorporated into that.  In St. 28 
Croix, the drop is a little bit more, because they’ve had more 29 
of an economic shock, with Hovensa closing, and so you actually 30 
see a higher proportion of species specific, because of their 31 
emphasis I think on queen conch in particular, but also lobster, 32 
which obviously are species specific from the very beginning. 33 
 34 
There are differences in the datasets available to us as a 35 
committee to try and come up with, eventually, our ABCs, and so, 36 
as I pointed out, this congruence with species-specific data and 37 
economic dislocation and the implementation of ACLs all have 38 
some impact that, right now, we don’t have a good measure on, 39 
and so the question was do we back-calculate to get those higher 40 
things in there or can we get measures of say economic 41 
performance that would allow us to readjust the scalars to 42 
account for those declines.  Right now, we’re then going to talk 43 
about Adyan’s work, and the rest of the Center, on what they’re 44 
able to do to do the back-calculations and what those look like, 45 
and so go ahead. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just, again, keeping in mind the two methods, 48 
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either way the steps and instructions that are followed 1 
regarding the years and the tiers, the buffers, those are all 2 
centralized in one document, and those are important to know 3 
that those are accurate, because changes in there will change 4 
the final results. 5 
 6 
For both of these methods, there are also some tasks remaining 7 
that I would like to get clarification on.  I can also share 8 
what is currently run, but just knowing that they might change 9 
slightly, depending on these topics, which it becomes kind of a 10 
circular argument as to getting these done before evaluating the 11 
differences in the methods, since they need to be kind of 12 
specified for each method. 13 
 14 
By specified for each method, I am referring to the ad hoc 15 
partition assigned ignore decisions, and so we can always 16 
partition, but we have also identified groups to just assign 17 
them, and so, for example, I believe triggerfish was one.  The 18 
majority of triggerfish is thought to be queen triggerfish.   19 
 20 
The triggerfish, we have assigned it, and so that’s different 21 
from partitioning, because, with a partition -- It essentially 22 
accomplishes the same thing, but, with one, you apply a buffer, 23 
because of the partition, and, with the other, you don’t.  I 24 
just want to make sure that all of those decisions that we have 25 
are as intended, because it also changes the -- By moderately 26 
changing the buffer, you do substantially change the difference 27 
that the ABC results in quite a bit. 28 
 29 
We would also, with Method 2, want to check for units that we 30 
should not be running.  An example is something like hogfish, 31 
that could have been reported, but not necessarily consistently 32 
reported.  Just because there are some records, it doesn’t mean 33 
that it’s something that we should consider complete, as well as 34 
just reviewing one more time the decisions, some of which we 35 
walked through plenty today and elsewhere, but just one that I 36 
would want clarification on was the do not include zeroes for 37 
either 4a or 4b, and is that correct?  Yes?  Okay. 38 
 39 
The actual methods of calculating the ABC, once you have your 40 
reference years partitioned, is all the same, and this is what 41 
we have kind of been going over, and so I won’t focus on that.   42 
 43 
For Method 2, the proposal, a potential, is an option to use the 44 
ratios from 2012 to 2016.  By that, I mean the percent 45 
composition of the species that make up those unspecified groups 46 
and use those percent composition to apply that to the 47 
unspecified groups from 2000 to 2011. 48 
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 1 
2000 is suggested because it is the first year where both 2 
regions don’t have a large component -- Greater than 1 percent 3 
of bony fish unspecified, of that larger class taxa.  That comes 4 
back to where those directions go, which would just involve 5 
updating the SERO official file to change the years of when the 6 
ratio is developed versus when the ratio is applied, and I do 7 
have the results that come from these particular years, but I 8 
have not implemented the partitioning, other than -- I have only 9 
implemented partitioning following the 1 percent rule with the 10 
buffers associated. 11 
 12 
I wanted to get clarification as to whether you guys want to 13 
also look into other species that may be worthy of being 14 
assigned into a group, because the unspecified is thought to be 15 
made up of a large part of one species, and so it just becomes 16 
the consistency in when something is assigned versus when it is 17 
partitioned.  I do also have the percentages that we looked at 18 
before when we made decisions similar to the ones you made for 19 
queen triggerfish.  20 
 21 
The results won’t change a lot.  Well, a part of the results 22 
won’t change a lot, because you are essentially saying that if 23 
something is near zero to call it zero and if something is near 24 
one to call it one as its fraction of the group, but what 25 
changes is your buffer, because if you are partitioning, you 26 
have -- If you are partitioning and you’re near a one, you get a 27 
decrease in the buffer, which results in a lower ACL, and so I 28 
just wanted to -- 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I’m not -- I understand what you’re 31 
saying, but I am not following it in this application.  Do you 32 
have an example that you can use to illustrate that?  Really, to 33 
the degree possible, we really need to have a set of questions 34 
like how do we want to do this question one and how do we want 35 
to do this question two, et cetera, and so, if you can work us 36 
through those question-by-question, then we can decide on 37 
protocols. 38 
 39 
One of the questions, just looking at that table you had, would 40 
be what reference period do we want to go with, and so I 41 
understand the rationale that you had for coming up with 2000, 42 
but, depending on how we go with these partitions, I could see 43 
where we could actually go back a little bit, because, okay, 44 
you’re less than 1 percent, and our decision was, if it was less 45 
than 10 percent, we’re not going to adjust the buffer at all, 46 
and so that could go back another year or two, perhaps. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Definitely what years to use is a good question, 1 
and then, also, I will just come back to one more explanation 2 
here.  These are kind of the rules that I have been following, 3 
based on my understanding.  On the left there is only attempt to 4 
partition at the family and genus level.  When you partition at 5 
higher levels, you are -- I mean, it’s possible, but you’re 6 
really just getting into a lot of math that is not necessarily 7 
going to change your values a lot, especially if, as you saw, 8 
there is small amounts of those higher taxa in some of those 9 
years, and, the further back you go, the just more highly 10 
uncertain it is that your partitions are likely to have been 11 
accurate at those levels. 12 
 13 
Also, only attempt to partition when unspecified landings make 14 
up at least 1 percent, and so that was, I guess, something that 15 
I’m not sure you have on the books, but that was something that 16 
led us to be calling things that were negligible, and so I think 17 
it maybe was like maybe a surgeonfish that was less than 1 18 
percent, and we didn’t bother moving forward with the partition, 19 
because partitioning out something so small would be negligible. 20 
 21 
Use ratios to proportionally allocate and expand species-22 
specific landings, and then here is where, I guess, I will move 23 
us towards clarification, where the ad hoc decisions overwrite 24 
this process, and so, if the group has determined, based on 25 
expert opinion, that the majority of -- This is similar to 26 
something that we did in Puerto Rico, and so I’m kind of 27 
questioning whether it’s something to also do in this exercise, 28 
and that is having those ad hoc decisions clearly documented, 29 
and I can walk us through the percentages that are relevant to 30 
the time periods that are driving the presence or -- So there 31 
are unspecified landings, and then the specified ones are 32 
sometimes made up by only a single species or two species or 33 
predominantly one species, and so you are able to, similar to 34 
decisions that we have walked through at the past meetings, make 35 
ad hoc decisions. 36 
 37 
I wanted to just see if that’s something the group wants to go 38 
through or if we want to just continue with the partition and 39 
the rule of buffers when partitions occur, based on the percent.   40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the original graph that you presented, 42 
where you show the total landings on the specified groups, does 43 
that total landings include species that we know are reported as 44 
species and that they comprise a relatively big percentage of 45 
the catch, such as spiny lobster and conch?  Okay. 46 
 47 
That is everything that is built in there, and so, in the 48 
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partitioning analysis, wouldn’t it be easier to just take those 1 
big groups out and treat them separately, because we know there 2 
is species-specific -- We don’t have a problem with those, and 3 
deal with a significantly smaller percentage of the total for 4 
the partitioning exercise. 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so there is not -- There is actually a 7 
smaller number of decisions that need to be made on that front, 8 
and, if things are obviously one way or the other, then it’s 9 
good to just call it -- Potentially not partition if it’s 10 
thought that it’s simply just the way it was reported and not 11 
that it was truly a diverse group, and so I will move towards 12 
that table. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to clarify, we’re really talking about 15 
fish here. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, we’re talking about fish, and so some of the 18 
decisions here are very obvious.  Like we know that -- It’s on 19 
the books, I think, in the notes, that spiny lobster reported to 20 
genus are considered spiny lobster species, and so that’s kind 21 
of the same decision, that yes or no, that kind of needs to be 22 
done for every single checkmark, as to whether you think the 23 
jacks were made up by a single species or not, and so here -- 24 
This table identifies everything that had an unspecified that 25 
made up greater than 1 percent of its group.  You get into 26 
slightly gray space when it’s not close to 99 percent.  It could 27 
be -- Let me check something real quick. 28 
 29 
I will move this over to Excel real quick, but, just to give you 30 
an idea of where I’m headed, using the Method 2 over the years 31 
that I have just ran with, you end up with thirty-six situations 32 
where species make up unspecified, and this is the percentage 33 
over that period. 34 
 35 
For something like queen triggerfish, making up 99 percent, it’s 36 
very clear that that can be attributed to all queen snapper, 37 
but, for something like red hind, making up 82 percent, that’s 38 
where we can partition.  It’s kind of -- I guess now it’s 39 
looking more naturally like there are a few things that are in 40 
the nineties, and so it is probably fine to just keep just that 41 
one, but just knowing that everything else will be partitioned. 42 
 43 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  A question.  That 84 percent is the average 44 
over the sixteen years, like 2000 to 2016? 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  In that what you call partition -- 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s the -- More accurately, that’s 3 
the ratio that’s in the 2012 to 2016.  It’s being used to do the 4 
partitioning in the earlier years. 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, that’s more correct.  Thanks. 7 
 8 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  That is the relative frequency of red hind in 9 
that dataset, right? 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, that’s the relative frequency of red hind among 12 
trips reported within this family, and so, if you wanted to 13 
break apart this family in the past, using the ratio from the 14 
present, you would get your ratio of the components and not of 15 
the full total, but just of the individual components that are 16 
reported to species and apply those proportions to the 17 
unspecified previously. 18 
 19 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  For each family, right? 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, at each level, and so it’s rare in the Virgin 22 
Islands that things are reported to genus.  It only happens once 23 
with angelfish.  It happens more frequently in Puerto Rico, but 24 
it does -- It’s done by family and by genus. 25 
 26 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Okay, but that means that perhaps -- If I 27 
looked only at 2012, it was 82, and then, if I looked only at 28 
2015, it would be 95, that value, and if I would look at year-29 
per-year it would change? 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and that’s more akin to Method 1, where you 32 
calculate and apply those annually. 33 
 34 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes, and then, for these partitions, do you 35 
take into consideration that variation on the relative 36 
frequencies? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, it’s actually -- The ratio comes from the sum 39 
over all of those years, and so it’s just taking the -- The sum 40 
over those years, yes, it technically could be applied as the 41 
average of the annual ratios.  That could be done. 42 
 43 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The other thing is the taxonomic structure of 44 
the whole assemblage -- I know the analysis is done per family, 45 
but it’s not the same to say that I got 84 percent of 100 46 
snappers out of an assemblage that has got 1,000 fish and to say 47 
that I got 84 percent of whatever species of snappers in the 48 
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whole assemblage that I’ve got 200 species.  I was wondering if 1 
that -- If you wanted to see the tree of the taxonomic structure 2 
of that assemblage was taken into consideration for that 3 
partition. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  To the extent that if the partition of a family 6 
increases the unspecified genus, yes, that -- In Puerto Rico, 7 
and it doesn’t happen here, but that cascade happens, but any 8 
cascades further up in taxonomy don’t, and so there is no 9 
further breakdown over the years that I am using and the current 10 
structure that I am using.  You could break out the higher 11 
classes, and is that what you’re asking?  12 
 13 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I understand the higher classes, but that 14 
answers my question.  Thank you. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that we’re getting into -- We need to 17 
do this, but we’re really getting into the weeds of how you do 18 
this process, and Adyan needs some clarification on that, but 19 
what I’m reading as Number 2 is review and finalize USVI year 20 
sequence.   21 
 22 
Now, do we need to get into this level of detail to determine 23 
the year sequence, or do we need to talk about, okay, we think 24 
we can go back this far, because the reporting was at this level 25 
of taxonomic certainty, versus going back into the 1990s and the 26 
1980s and the 1970s, when we were having things like pot fish 27 
and hook-and-line fish, versus snappers and groupers?   28 
 29 
I suggest that, if we have enough information to make the year 30 
sequence decision, that we focus on that, because we’re starting 31 
to comingle a lot of things here, and I, for one, am having a 32 
hard time following much of what we’re talking about, because it 33 
is so detailed.   34 
 35 
Again, Adyan needs to get into this detail.  Where she needs 36 
clarification, we need to give that to her, but I suggest that 37 
we focus on the year sequence and then move on to this kind of 38 
stuff, because this isn’t telling me anything about the year 39 
sequence, but some of the earlier summary figures and tables 40 
that she had shown does inform that decision, for me, and so I 41 
suggest that we focus on that and then get back into this, 42 
because I am starting to see lots of comingling of different 43 
questions in our conversation, and so that’s just a thought. 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just to add clarity to that real quick, this is a 46 
result of the year sequence, and so this is the circularity that 47 
I was talking about, because these are decisions that you then 48 
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make based on the year sequence, but these decisions also 1 
influence the year sequence, and so, yes, having the year 2 
sequence specified first would --  3 
 4 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The thing is to decide whether to use only the 5 
last five years or seven years or use everything, and that 6 
depends on the way you are trying to apply the recent 7 
information to accommodate the previous information, and so I 8 
know it could be -- Actually, I am trying to understand what is 9 
the process, because understanding how we’re going to translate 10 
those proportions to past data is important, in my opinion, to 11 
decide whether it is worth it to take everything or just a bit. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Excellent.  I’m glad we’re back to this.  14 
I think that we run into some serious problems if we go back, 15 
and I’m just looking at the Virgin Islands here.  If we go back 16 
into the 1990s and the 1980s and the 1970s, where all the 17 
landings except for -- What was species specific back then was 18 
queen conch and lobster, and everything else was based upon the 19 
gear that you used to catch the fish. 20 
 21 
I think we run into some serious problems if we think we’re 22 
going to, in any reasonable way, start to partition.  Where you 23 
see all that green, I think that’s doable, and I think that’s 24 
what Adyan has done so far, and so that’s where you get 25 
reporting of snappers and groupers and that kind of thing, and I 26 
think that we’re -- I think that it’s a reasonable thing to do 27 
to do this partitioning exercise there. 28 
 29 
I think when you start to go back in time -- First of all, 30 
you’re now thirty or forty years back, and would the percentages 31 
that we’re coming up with in the most five or six years be 32 
reasonable to apply back then, and just the logistics of those 33 
calculations would become very difficult.   34 
 35 
It gets to be really, really fuzzy when we go back that far, but 36 
I think we’re on reasonable ground to apply this approach from -37 
- Well, we can talk about what the first year would be, but 38 
somewhere around 2000 and moving forward, and I am basing that 39 
2000 on this table here, where you -- Essentially, this 40 
unspecified bony fish is no longer being reported. 41 
 42 
I mean, you could argue do we want to go back to 1999 in St. 43 
Thomas versus 2000 in St. Croix, and that’s not going to cause 44 
me any consternation, but I think, when you start to go back in 45 
and you’ve got everything other than conch and lobster is being 46 
reported as bony fish, I think that’s a tough leap to start to 47 
partition those out. 48 
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 1 
VANCE VICENTE:  How do you take into account the fact that the 2 
proportion of species in a given family varies significantly 3 
through time?  Like, for example, Nassau grouper used to be a 4 
major component, 60 percent, of the groupers.  Now it’s 1 or 5 
zero or whatever.  How do you take that into account for this 6 
evaluation? 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why you don’t go back so far. 9 
 10 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I think that’s an important point.  The 11 
community composition would change over time if you remove apex 12 
predators from the community or species that are less productive 13 
by their basic biology.  Even if you stop fishing for the 14 
things, they’re not going to come back in the same proportions 15 
that they used to be.  I mean, that’s been demonstrated in a lot 16 
of different places, and it’s a good reason for not going back 17 
to the way back. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I was just going to say that I agree with what 20 
Churchill said and with what Kevin said.  In my opinion, I would 21 
not want to go back before roughly 2000, and, again, I do have 22 
concerns of even going back that far, but I think, as a cutoff 23 
point, roughly 2000 would be as far back as we would want to 24 
consider. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to get back to a more basic 27 
question, and that is, right now, we’re on the record of using 28 
just the 2012 to 2016, and so we need to make it a formal 29 
decision whether we want to change that and go with the back-30 
calculation, and then we can worry about what that sequence is 31 
going to be. 32 
 33 
The alternative to the back-calculation would be to try and 34 
develop, based on some kind of economic indicators, adjustments 35 
to scalars and buffers that would accommodate what we think 36 
might be happening in the Virgin Islands, and, as I said, 37 
especially St. Croix, since that’s always been the problem 38 
child, from the economic point of view. 39 
 40 
I hate to put this on you, Walter, but you’re the only one who 41 
has actually looked at economic data, and that was a couple of 42 
meetings ago.  Unless you can voice some support for trying to 43 
do that kind of an adjustment, which I think would be painful, 44 
then we should formally go on record to say, okay, we want to go 45 
the back-calculation route. 46 
 47 
Then the next decision will be, okay, how far back are we going, 48 
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so we can get some hard decisions made here.  Do you have any 1 
comments on that, since you, as I said, are the only one who has 2 
actually looked at that, and probably not too strenuously. 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It has been a while since I’ve looked at it, 5 
and I am of the opinion that, yes, the downturn in the economy 6 
did result in a reduction in demand for products landed in 7 
especially St. Croix.  I don’t have the adjustment factor that 8 
should be used, what scalar might be used.   9 
 10 
Having said that, just thinking things through as I’m talking, I 11 
would probably be in favor of using a scalar, rather than going 12 
back an additional even ten years in the landings.  Again, I 13 
would like to see a little bit more information and some 14 
additional discussion, but I have no problems with using the 15 
2012 to 2016 period and using a scalar to bring up the landings 16 
during that time period to what I would consider to be a more 17 
reasonable level, taking into account the decline in recent 18 
years due to the economic downturn in the economy. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To complicate things even more, if we went 21 
that route, would we not also need to -- Are we claiming a 22 
special case, or are we saying economic function is impacting 23 
catch overall?  I mean, there is certainly a decline in Puerto 24 
Rico catch, especially the recreational catch, when things 25 
collapsed in 2008 and whatnot, and so is this a methodology we 26 
would try to apply across all islands, or is this problem unique 27 
to the Virgin Islands?  It’s just that, for the Virgin Islands, 28 
the adjustments would be much greater, because we’re seeing that 29 
impact on the landings, and it is opening a can of worms that in 30 
fact we can’t deal with, even though that might be the preferred 31 
way to go. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will just say that there is multiple cans of 34 
worms, everything we’ve done so far at several meetings, and 35 
this is just an issue, and I think the downturn has been more 36 
severe in St. Croix than the other islands, and so I’ll just 37 
leave it at that. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is not an analysis that we have.  That 40 
would be something that we -- I mean, how would we move forward 41 
with that?  We don’t have it now.  I am not -- I would have to 42 
see what we come up with and how we would apply it, but what I 43 
do know is that we have landings.  We have them now, and we have 44 
a method now, filled with caveats, but we have real data, and we 45 
can move forward with it. 46 
 47 
I am not against the looking at the economics, but we’re not 48 
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ready with that, and I don’t know what kind of delay we’re 1 
talking about and if that’s of concern to the council.  We’ve 2 
got another way forward.  Again, I think if you spoke to the 3 
folks at the Science Center and everybody around this table, we 4 
would come up with a whole list of concerns, but they are data, 5 
and we do have a method, and we’ve got to sort some things out 6 
with the method, but we have a way forward. 7 
 8 
I would argue that we can move forward with this and entertain -9 
- I don’t think that’s a -- I think the economic stuff is a 10 
worthwhile exercise, but I don’t know when we might expect to 11 
see that or who would do that, but it certainly wouldn’t be 12 
anybody on the assessment side of things. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sarah and then Reni. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Don’t misunderstand me.  I said my preference 17 
would be to start at 2012 or use the 2012 to 2016 period and use 18 
a different scalar.  I understand going back to 2000, and I 19 
would not be opposed to it, but I just think that the 20 
information in the 2012 to 2016 period is far superior to the 21 
older time period, in terms of what the landings are by species.  22 
Going back and using some ratio for one year in the past may be 23 
fine, or maybe two years in the past, but, the farther back you 24 
go in time to assume a constant ratio, I think it’s extremely 25 
problematic.  Having said that, given time constraints and so 26 
forth, I am willing to use that, if need be. 27 
 28 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I actually thought that this issue might come 29 
up, where we adjust the scalar using the same short time period, 30 
and so you guys had already scored productivity and 31 
susceptibility, which then translates to vulnerability, which, 32 
if you remember, is a higher scale.  It actually went up to 33 
nine, and so I went back and got those vulnerability scores, and 34 
I used those in your formula instead of just the susceptibility. 35 
 36 
In essence, I actually increased the scalar.  I used everything 37 
else the same, and so I do have tables for both St. Thomas and 38 
St. Croix, where you can kind of compare the current method 39 
using just the susceptibility or this other method using the 40 
actual vulnerability, and so I can show you what those kind of 41 
look like for the two islands. 42 
 43 
In some instances, it did help a lot, and, in some instances, 44 
like for instance where the productivity was one, then you’re 45 
just multiplying whatever susceptibility by the same number, and 46 
so you get the same end result, but I do have those numbers if 47 
you kind of want to see how changing the scalar using something 48 
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that you have already developed might help. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not sure I really want to see that, 3 
because that’s kind of redoing everything we have already worked 4 
on, and so that would really set us back, and so it’s not clear 5 
to me how that approach is accounting for -- Although 6 
vulnerability does account for an economic situation, there is 7 
not a way to adjust that by a trend in economic performance, 8 
shall we say.  Reni.  9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that, in particularly the case of 11 
the USVI, where we have discussed this many, many times, and we 12 
-- Within this committee, I think that we have a pretty good 13 
idea that this fishery is demand driven.  Whether it’s 100 14 
percent demand driven or not, we don’t know that, and it has 15 
probably varied throughout the years, but a significant part of 16 
the fisheries is demand driven. 17 
 18 
Trying to establish a year sequence based on annual landings is 19 
not going to be an exercise that we are going to be all here in 20 
agreement with, and so I would start by trying to set any 21 
possibilities right after the entire sequence of closures that 22 
had been established, because the establishment of closures has 23 
been something that has normalized in the fisheries, and so even 24 
without -- Demand driven or not, where there are closures, the 25 
declines in the landings, because of the closures, were 26 
significant, and so we need to depart from a point on a year 27 
sequence that is after all those closures and all those 28 
management measures were in effect.  That, by itself, gives us a 29 
starting point. 30 
 31 
Aside from that, then if the effort has already been -- We know 32 
that, from the start of the fisheries to this point, or at least 33 
to some six or seven or eight years back, the effort has been 34 
increasing, and so we need to see that point where the effort 35 
actually stabilized, and then, when we have that year sequence, 36 
where we have some stabilized effort and the stabilization in 37 
the management closures, then we can take that portion into 38 
account and do the partitioning from the species where we have 39 
the data and normalize or adapt that fraction where we have all 40 
the species data and then adjust to that period where we have 41 
stable fisheries and stable effort with all the management 42 
measures in place, but we have unspecified data at least for the 43 
finfish. 44 
 45 
I do see that it is possible.  I don’t see -- I mean, whenever I 46 
see a complication is where we try to establish year sequences 47 
out of the annual landing trends, because we know the annual 48 
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landing trends is biased because of the fishing effort, and that 1 
is where I think that we get into all the problems, when we try 2 
to forget that, when we try to forget that the fisheries are 3 
demand driven and we try to forget that there is a huge gap and 4 
huge variability in fishing effort.  Aside from that, I think 5 
that the problem here is not very difficult. 6 
 7 
VANCE VICENTE:  Along that same line, when you brought up the 8 
effort, because, in the years where there is a decline in 9 
effort, for example number of days fishing, number of vessels 10 
going out, when you see that decline, that’s an indicator of the 11 
economy.  There is not a demand. 12 
 13 
For example, we know St. Croix, which is where this is the most 14 
clear case, we know exactly what year Hovensa shut down.  Have 15 
we seen a decline in effort since Hovensa?  What I’m saying is 16 
that I think there are ways to account for the economic factor 17 
without really making it a major issue really at this point, and 18 
that’s my suggestion. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, the decline in effort may reflect a 21 
decline in demand, but it may also simply reflect a reduction in 22 
the stock, which leads to a reduction in profits and less 23 
effort, and so I’m looking at effort may not show what you’re 24 
thinking it does. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two things, if I may.  One, I would like to 27 
go to a break soon, and, second, can we just get a motion that 28 
says either we are going to go with back-calculation or we’re 29 
going to go with buffer/scalar adjustments and make that 30 
decision.  Then, if we’re going to go with back-calculation, we 31 
can start talking about what the year sequence for that would 32 
be, so we can get some hard decisions here. 33 
 34 
VANCE VICENTE:  Walter, what you said is true.  I mean, there is 35 
going to be less effort if the stock is down, but, in that case, 36 
what you would do is you would use species that we know that 37 
have been stable or increasing, lobster, for example, and conch.  38 
We know the stock is there, and, if you see a decline in the 39 
effort, that certainly would be related to the economy, to the 40 
demand. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We have seen figures that there is an 43 
increasing catch per unit effort, and so I don’t see what -- In 44 
the last workshop, I believe, for spiny lobster, I saw an 45 
increasing catch per unit effort from the TIP data. 46 
 47 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just to add a little bit to what is being said 48 
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here, and there is some great discussion, but it’s not only the 1 
market-driven fishery.  Over the past years, also we have seen a 2 
great decline in the number of fishermen that we have.  We have 3 
a lot of fishers that only just hold a license for registering 4 
their boat, because they register their boat for free, and 5 
they’re not out there fishing, and we saw that heavily at this 6 
last registration, what just took place last week. 7 
 8 
We’ve also got to take into consideration that there’s been a 9 
moratorium on licenses from 2000, and so there are no new 10 
fishers coming into the fishery unless a license is transferred 11 
from a family member over that way.  Then, like Reni was saying 12 
earlier, the seasonal closures and everything went into effect 13 
in 2005, with the Sustainable Fisheries Act document, and you 14 
will see a big decrease over those species in their catch report 15 
landings, and so those units are closed during the spawning 16 
aggregations, and that’s when they were targeted by the fishers. 17 
 18 
Let’s use yellowfin grouper as an example for St. Thomas/St. 19 
John, where we might have harvested 25,000 pounds of yellowfin 20 
grouper back in 2002, I think it was 2002, before they had the 21 
emergency closure.  They are not targeted anymore.  We catch 22 
them -- We call it an accidental catch now, because you catch 23 
them all over the shelf, but, when we really used to fish them, 24 
it was during the spawning season. 25 
 26 
You’re going to see a lot of declines in those species, and so 27 
all of that needs to be taken into consideration.  I would love 28 
to see a different year sequence used, but I love the discussion 29 
and what’s going on, looking at the scalars and buffers and 30 
seeing how it can be bumped up, but I know the numbers will be 31 
down for a longer period of time right now, and especially I am 32 
speaking for St. Thomas/St. John, because of the two hurricanes, 33 
but we are seeing a drastic, drastic drop-out of fishermen, 34 
because of their age and not wanting to get back in. 35 
 36 
I was shocked when we had the preregistration meeting to see -- 37 
Not knowing how many fishers that we have who are over sixty and 38 
seventy years old, and so we’re seeing a big decrease there, and 39 
so the numbers will be down, and I don’t know if and when they 40 
will ever come back up, and so I’m just putting that on the 41 
record, and I will pass it over to Ed. 42 
 43 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Excellent discussion between Walter and Reni 44 
and Vance.  One of the things that I just wanted to just talk 45 
about is our FAD program, fish attracting devices that are 46 
offshore to relieve fishing pressure on the reef, which these 47 
fish attracting devices are for wahoo and dolphin and tuna. 48 
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 1 
If you see a decline within that year sequence that you’re 2 
probably going to pick for the reef fish, it’s actually that the 3 
fishers transitioned and target pelagics to relieve the fishing 4 
pressure.  I mean, you have die-hard fishermen that only target 5 
conch and only target lobster and then a few that don’t -- The 6 
rest have gone over into the pelagic fishing, but they target 7 
the reef fish, and so you might see a decline in effort there, 8 
and I just wanted to --  9 
 10 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I would just like to say one more thing, if I 11 
may.  Also, for the record, the trap reduction plan was finally 12 
signed by the Governor of the Virgin Islands, and so it was 13 
implemented last week during registrations, where, over the next 14 
three years, the fishers are going to all -- Those fishing traps 15 
are going to take that 20 percent reduction, and, actually, we 16 
had several fishers that declined to take their tags, because 17 
they will no longer be in that fishery, and so it’s going to be 18 
very interesting here, coming up over the next year or so, 19 
through the Fishery Advisory Committees, looking at those 20 
numbers, so we can present something to the council to show the 21 
decline in the trap fishery as it pertains to traps.  We worked 22 
on it for eight years, and it’s finally been signed and 23 
implemented, and so all of that is going to weigh into all of 24 
what is taking place right now. 25 
 26 
VANCE VICENTE:  Maybe one way to deal with this effort, fishing 27 
effort, is maybe we need -- In addition to indicator species, we 28 
need indicator fishers.  We know which fishers are going out 29 
consistently, and they have a specific market, and, if you can 30 
follow those specific -- If they have reduced the number of 31 
trips and effort since, for example, Hovensa closed, then you 32 
can account for it, but, if you take all the total number of 33 
trips in that year, that --  34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  We kind of need to get back to 36 
questions, and so Kevin. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would like to make a motion that we adopt the 39 
year sequence, to be determined, and that we utilize what I 40 
think was initially proposed by the Science Center of using 41 
proportions from the period in the Virgin Islands where we have 42 
species-specific information, 2012 to 2016, and apply those 43 
proportions back as implemented by Adyan based upon previous SSC 44 
recommendations.  I am going to have to have help wording this 45 
thing, but the gist of it is let’s go ahead and use the 46 
proportion method over a time period to be determined to set the 47 
--  48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we simplify this just to something like 2 
using a proportion method to back-calculate? 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That sounds delightful.  Let’s go with that. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending we take a break while we 7 
work on that wording, and so ten minutes, please.  We’re on 8 
break. 9 
 10 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have on the screen a draft text for the 13 
motion presented by Kevin.  Is there any discussion or questions 14 
concerning what the motion is recommending?   15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I think I am somewhat in favor of 17 
the motion, but I would like to see it tightened a little bit 18 
before we have any vote on it.  In other words, I am willing to 19 
use the 2012 to 2016 data if we don’t go back too far.  For me, 20 
that would be before 2000, and so I would like to see at least 21 
some timeframe put on this motion. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the thinking in this wording is 24 
that there will be -- If this is accepted, there will be a 25 
separate motion to deal with the timeframe, because there is 26 
issues of both how far back we go and how far forward we go. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Well, as it stands now, I may not be able to 29 
vote for the motion, whereas if there was a clause put in it or 30 
a statement put in it for it not to back before 2000, then I 31 
could vote for the motion. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, are you open to that amendment? 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I’m fine with that.  I have been told by 36 
the person who has been doing all the work that we need to have 37 
-- Where did you want the word? 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  The SSC recommends that the annual non-specific 40 
species -- 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, annual. 43 
 44 
JOE KIMMEL:  I will second the motion. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We still need to put in the 2000 limit in here, 47 
right?  That works for me, that wording. 48 
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 1 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Can we make suggestions on the method rather 2 
than the motion itself?  I mean, I understand --  3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be a separate issue. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You can make a substitute motion if you want 7 
to. 8 
 9 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I mean, my issue with this method is it -- As 10 
Kevin pointed out, it does not take into consideration most of 11 
the things that are important in the specific data, and I 12 
understand that we’re trying to come up with individual specific 13 
SYLs, but those come out of a metric which is inherently 14 
correlated -- There is an instruction on the covariance of those 15 
metrics that is structured on those metrics, and I believe we 16 
have alternative methods -- At least we could use dispersion 17 
weighting on the average on the annual landings to give us at 18 
least some confidence interval around that 84 percent, and I’m 19 
using the example we were using before, but, basically, I 20 
understand the motion, that we need to take advantage of that 21 
previous data. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would the suggestions that you are thinking 24 
about here -- Would that still fall under the general 25 
terminology of landings ratios, and it’s just a question of how 26 
we calculate those ratios, or is it something that you could not 27 
call a ratio and therefore we need to change that? 28 
 29 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  No, we would call it a ratio, but it’s just 30 
the method of how we will estimate it.   31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I think J.J. has a good point, 33 
but I believe we might be able to take that into account with 34 
the buffers, in that the buffers take into account the 35 
scientific uncertainty.  If I understand you correctly, we are 36 
looking at a percentage, or a ratio.  If, in that 2012 to 2016 37 
period, there is a high amount of variability in that ratio, 38 
then possibly you could increase the buffer to account for that 39 
variation in that 2012 to 2016 average ratio. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  With that commentary, then we 42 
have the motion.  I think Joe had made a second on that, and, if 43 
there is not any more discussion, we will take the vote.  We’ll 44 
start with Walter, and we’ll just go around the table. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes. 1 
 2 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 3 
 4 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 7 
 8 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Reading the motion for the record, the 15 
SSC recommends that the annual non-species-specific finfish 16 
landings be partitioned using species-specific landings ratios 17 
developed from the years 2012 to 2016 in the USVI.  The back-18 
calculation cannot extend back further than the year 2000. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The next step in the process 21 
would be then we need to decide -- The next steps, as has been 22 
discussed, is how we want to calculate those numbers and what 23 
the year sequence will be over which they will be applied, 24 
constrained by what we just passed.  It can’t go past 2000.  25 
Kevin. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before we move on to the nut-and-bolts of this 28 
thing, I want to make sure that we do not -- We already have on 29 
the record, for Puerto Rico, how we’re going to handle the 30 
comparable situation.  If that’s already on the record, then I 31 
am done with that question, but, if not, then we need to address 32 
that. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there isn’t a comparable situation 35 
exactly, as I mentioned earlier, because, in Puerto Rico, you 36 
are taking your unspecified and you’re splitting it out by what 37 
is specified in that given year, and so it’s a one-year ratio 38 
applied to that same year, and so that question of variability 39 
that we’re talking about, for instance, doesn’t come into that. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, I guess I meant the comparable 42 
situation being have we approved how we’re going to deal with a 43 
year-specific unspecified landings, and, if that’s already on 44 
the record, then fine, but I think there was a little confusion 45 
on my part of has that been put on the record. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  For me, yes, it’s put on the record, 48 
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but, if you would like -- We will still need a break to go back 1 
and confirm that, and so can we hold that thought? 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then we will try to confirm that probably 6 
during lunch, and then we’ll get back to the decisions on year 7 
sequences for the Virgin Islands.  Now, there is -- First of 8 
all, this is finfish, what we just passed, because, for conch 9 
and lobster, those have been species-specific from whenever, and 10 
so the potential for using a longer sequence is available to us, 11 
and a reminder that we started Puerto Rico’s data for most 12 
species back in 1983, I believe is the number, because that’s 13 
when there was some confidence in the data being collected and 14 
continuity, to some degree, over that time. 15 
 16 
We haven’t looked at that data for either St. Thomas or St. 17 
Croix, but the options are there for those two species, and 18 
then, for the finfish, we are constrained by 2000, but it could 19 
be something more recent than that, but, again, for Puerto Rico, 20 
we had capped the year sequence prior to ACLs going into place, 21 
and so we were confident that the catch levels were not being 22 
affected by those ACL levels, and so that decision would then 23 
also need to be made for the Virgin Islands, recognizing, 24 
however, that this is when we have our species-specific data.  25 
Anyway, we need to cap both ends of that, both for the finfish 26 
and for the conch and lobster. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you’re looking to me to begin the 29 
discussion?  Okay.  I mean, I am happy to do that.  The 30 
rationale for 2000 is that there were changes to the reporting 31 
for the Virgin Islands, changing to the reporting forms where 32 
reporting went from being gear-specific, in other words finfish 33 
caught by a certain gear, to being family groups of snappers and 34 
groupers and all of that.  Gears were still reported, but it’s 35 
sort of irrelevant to this discussion.   36 
 37 
In 2000, we also see that, essentially, all the reporting had 38 
shifted to -- For St. Thomas/St. John as well as St. Croix, all 39 
of the reporting had shifted to the new forms, and there was a 40 
period of transition in the couple of years before that, and so 41 
this issue of having unspecified bony fish had disappeared.   42 
 43 
The reporting of that had been reduced to less than 1 percent of 44 
the total, and so that, to me, is a clean break, and so, for 45 
simplicity, and we certainly, as a committee, have found every 46 
way possible to complicate things, and so, given that we are 47 
looking at -- I know there are lots of caveats as you go back in 48 
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time, and the species compositions could have changed and all of 1 
that, but, given the data that we have, which is a time series 2 
of landings, and, for simplicity sake, I would be happy with 3 
beginning in 2000 for both St. Thomas/St. John and St. Croix. 4 
 5 
For consistency with Puerto Rico, it seems to me that, if we 6 
wanted to not get -- Not bring in the time series, that period 7 
where management perhaps -- Along with economic issues and all 8 
of that, which we don’t, at the moment, have numbers for, but 9 
certainly we know that there was an imposition of catch limits, 10 
and so, in Puerto Rico, we said we’re not going to include those 11 
years, and so, for consistency sake, I would recommend that we 12 
not do that here either. 13 
 14 
What we get from 2012 to 2016 are ratios that are applied to the 15 
period that I would suggest is 2000 to -- We can’t include 2011, 16 
because you had a change in reporting forms again, going from 17 
these species groups to species-specific data, and so that might 18 
be a little tricky there, and so you could certainly use 2000 to 19 
2010.  Well, what year did all the management go into place?  20 
Was that 2010?  Not so much the seasonal closures, but the ACLs. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  2012. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2012.  Okay.  So you could go to 2010 and be 25 
away from issues with changing forms, and recall that in the 26 
Virgin Islands that the fishing year is July to June, and so 27 
you’re going to have these fundamental changes in the middle of 28 
a calendar year.   29 
 30 
You could go 2000 to 2010, and you are avoiding those form 31 
changes that might make things a little tricky, although I am 32 
open to suggestions there, but you are certainly avoiding this 33 
imposition of a ceiling in catches, which we avoided in Puerto 34 
Rico.  We specifically did not include those years, and so, if 35 
we’re looking for consistency and simplicity, which we don’t 36 
always do, but if we are concerned about that, that’s one way to 37 
go.  I am not making a motion to that, but that’s just sort of a 38 
little background as to how we got here. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other thoughts by the committee?  If no 41 
one is particularly disagreeing with that, we would need a 42 
motion. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Now, having said all of that, I do have a 45 
question.  When did the prohibition on Nassau grouper go in?  46 
Does anybody know off the top of their heads?  Was it before 47 
2000? 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The difference in jurisdictions is a 2 
problem, but we do have the three dates when they came into 3 
being. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was 2006 in the Virgin Islands. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here is the problem with that.  Nassau grouper 8 
made up some percentage of the groupers, and it’s no longer 9 
reported, and so, getting a ratio that includes Nassau grouper, 10 
you can’t do it.  We may, for some species, want to consider 11 
different time periods, or species groups consider different 12 
time periods.   13 
 14 
That’s the one that comes to mind to me, and so you would have -15 
- I think you still don’t want to get into, okay, we have this 16 
management effect beginning in 2012, but maybe for the groupers 17 
you look at 2006, or whatever the cutoff date was, to 2010.  18 
It’s a shorter time series, but we can partition it more 19 
properly than when you have -- There are going to be some other 20 
species that have this problem. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When are you getting your data for Nassau 23 
that you’re going to be able to do that for?  It just doesn’t 24 
exist. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That’s what I mean.  You don’t want to 27 
go back in time where you had Nassau being caught that we can’t 28 
account for in the current years, and so you would want to 29 
truncate it forward.  If Nassau became prohibited in 2006, you 30 
wouldn’t want to use 2005 data to partition your groupers, 31 
because some of those are Nassau, and we can’t account for that. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Why would you not just take out Nassau before 34 
you started your calculations? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Because they’re not reported as Nassau.  They 37 
are reported as groupers, and so the issue is I can’t come up -- 38 
Well, I say I, but Adyan can’t come up with a ratio that 39 
accounts for Nassau grouper and go back in time with it.  There 40 
are going to be some exceptions to this, and hopefully not very 41 
many, but, for the majority of species, I think beginning in 42 
2000 is reasonable. 43 
 44 
Where we have a prohibited species that is no longer being 45 
reported that is a significant portion of that species group, 46 
we’re going to have to think about the time series a little more 47 
carefully, because I don’t know how many Nassau grouper were in 48 
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the groupers, and I have no way of getting that ratio anymore. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to complicate life, the EEZ was closed 3 
for Nassau in 1990, and so that’s Lang Bank for St. Croix and 4 
the outer --  5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But we have all the landings.  If they were 7 
still catching Nassau from territorial waters, that is still 8 
part of the groupers, as reported in the only data we have. 9 
 10 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, the Nassau groupers were closed both 11 
territorial and federal, and so were not able to harvest them.  12 
That was way before 2006.  We weren’t harvesting Nassau grouper, 13 
because -- I don’t remember the exact year that the emergency 14 
closure went into effect for the Grammanik Bank.  I don’t 15 
remember what year that was, and I was one of the fishers at 16 
that bank, and, from before that, we were not allowed to harvest 17 
Nassau grouper both territorial and federal.  We were never 18 
landing those groupers. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  My caution is not that I want to set some -- We 21 
just need to be aware of that and have the right years, so that 22 
we don’t run into these issues, because we don’t want to screw 23 
up the ratios. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Thank you for the clarification, and I agree 26 
with you, but I have a feeling, and somebody is bound to correct 27 
me, that the landings for Nassau grouper, or whatever species 28 
we’re talking about, is probably pretty minor, which is going 29 
back to at least 2000, which is the reason that they probably 30 
closed it to begin with.  As such, I think this issue is not as 31 
major as you are making it sound.   32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For Nassau in particular, we’re already 34 
recommending an ACL of zero, although that is not part of the 35 
process.  That’s an ad hoc take-out. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just to put it in terms of the way it would be 38 
implemented, the assumption itself is you’re just determining 39 
the period over time over which you are making this assumption 40 
of consistency.   41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it does go to I think the point that 43 
J.J. and a few others made during the break about whether the 44 
variability in that consistency assumption can be addressed and, 45 
if so, how.  That’s another question for later. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will be providing plots of the composition over 48 
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time, similar to what we saw for everything, that should 1 
enlighten us on the variability of the composition within the 2 
unspecified. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Following that exchange, I’m not 5 
really hearing anything that would prevent us from looking at 6 
2000 to 2010, which is what was discussed, but, again, someone 7 
needs to make a motion.  There is some wording up there, and I 8 
am putting out a request that this motion be made. 9 
 10 
JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, I so move. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need a second. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I will second it.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The motion reads that the SSC recommends 17 
that the year sequence for finfish in the U.S. Virgin Islands be 18 
2000 to 2010.  The motion was made by Joe Kimmel and seconded by 19 
Kevin.  Now we can have discussion on that motion. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  My understanding now is that the only purpose 22 
of the 2012 to 2016 data are to prorate the 2000 to 2010, and so 23 
now we’re not using 2012 to 2016 at all in our SYL calculations? 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because that is parallel to what we did 26 
in Puerto Rico.  When the ACLs went into place in Puerto Rico, 27 
we did not include that in the time series for this new 28 
calculation. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What do we have now for Puerto Rico? 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We have 1983 to 2010, or 1988, and some of them 33 
are a little different as well.  I think there are some 34 
individuals that have different periods.   35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about 2011?  It’s kind of left in the 37 
transition. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The reason I brought up 2010 is, in 2011, 40 
you’ve got -- Maybe Adyan can comment on this, in terms of 41 
whether or not it makes for some difficulties in doing the 42 
calculations, but 2011 -- Half the year is reported to species 43 
group, groupers and snappers, and then, in July of 2011, we went 44 
to the new forms, which have the species-specific.  Now, maybe 45 
that doesn’t matter.  Maybe we want to get some testimony from 46 
the person who has all the experience in trying to do this work. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Before that, Bill, did you have 1 
input here? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to remind you that this stoppage at 4 
2010 was for those species that were already being managed and 5 
that were affected by the ACLs.  You took the non-managed 6 
species all the way to 2016, and you don’t have to do that.  I 7 
just wanted to make sure that you guys remembered how you got 8 
these year sequences.  For example, in Puerto Rico, manta rays, 9 
I think, go all the way to 2016. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so do we have a situation 12 
where we are adding new species to the Virgin Islands?  Joe, 13 
would you want to modify this to say that this 2010 would apply 14 
to those species already under management?  Would the committee 15 
entertain an additional statement within this motion that would 16 
say, for those species new to management, that the data would 17 
continue to some other date?  Those species that are not 18 
affected by ACLs would still be affected by that change in 2011.  19 
For new species, like dolphin and wahoo, do we want to run those 20 
to 2016, for example? 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We are more likely to have data in more recent 23 
years than we are -- I mean, I would certainly -- I would like 24 
to have things, as much as we can, be equivalent across all the 25 
islands, Puerto Rico and St. Thomas/St. John and St. Croix.  26 
Let’s make all the same decisions, to the extent that we can, 27 
and this is one that we can. 28 
 29 
Now that I think about that 2011 thing, I feel like it’s perhaps 30 
less of a problem than I -- It becomes a coding problem, but it 31 
doesn’t become a theoretical problem, and so -- Because half of 32 
the year you would have to apply those ratios and the other half 33 
of the year you have already got them.  Is that an accurate 34 
statement? 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So maybe we need to further amend this.  If we 39 
go through 2011 -- I will concede a few minutes to Bill. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  Nothing is ever that simple.  As Sarah reminded 42 
me, some of the new species are being placed into complexes with 43 
old species, and you will have to make that decision, because 44 
you really wouldn’t use the newer years in combination with the 45 
older species. 46 
 47 
Also, half of 2011 probably won’t work real well for the old 48 
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species, and it would be fine for the new species, because 1 
you’re blowing right through that year, but, for the old 2 
species, you’re using the ratios that you’re saying you’re not 3 
going to use those years for the old species, and I guess you 4 
could, because they’re not ACL affected, but my bottom-line 5 
point is you might want to just say -- Instead of trying to put 6 
all of this into the motion, you might want to say something 7 
along the lines of unless the SSC determines that there is a 8 
special case scenario or something and they want to adapt it.   9 
 10 
You could say that it goes from 2000 to 2010 unless the SSC 11 
determines a logic for a different year sequence or something 12 
like that.  Otherwise, I am afraid that your motion is going to 13 
be packed with all kinds of qualifiers. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The 2011 thing, now that I am thinking about 16 
it, I think the biggest concern is when did the ACLs go into 17 
place.  The lesser concern is half the year we’ve got to get our 18 
numbers from these ratios and then the other half of the year 19 
they were directly reported, because of the form change. 20 
 21 
It’s a little more rigmarole, when it comes to coding it up, to 22 
run the program, but I think that it’s -- It’s just something 23 
that can be readily done, I think.  My concern would be when is 24 
the effect of the management, which is driving down landings 25 
from what they might otherwise have been, and I get it that 26 
there were other factors, like economics and all of that, but 27 
the management is clear that there were limits in place, and we 28 
have treated it one way in Puerto Rico, and we ought to treat it 29 
the same way in the Virgin Islands. 30 
 31 
I also agree with you, Bill, that we could get into a really 32 
lengthy motion here if we try and account for all the caveats, 33 
but I am just trying to think of how to make it very clean.  If 34 
we give ourselves an out, then I think it’s too unclear of a 35 
motion. 36 
 37 
If we said unless otherwise specified, it seems like a get-out-38 
of-jail-free card that we could apply to anything at any time 39 
under any circumstances, and so I’m struggling to think about 40 
how we might very clearly have this, and I think we’ve got it, 41 
unless we want to change 2010 to 2011.  That takes care of 42 
everything that is under management currently. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For those species that are not under 45 
management, we’re already dealing with a situation where have, 46 
for most of the groups -- Not all of them, but for most of the 47 
groups we have indicators.  It comes down to whether the 48 
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indicator is under management or not, and, if it’s not, we can 1 
use a longer sequence.  If it is, it’s going to be whatever and 2 
2010, according to the motion we’re looking at now. 3 
 4 
If we look at a complex where we don’t have an indicator, and a 5 
new species is in a complex with an old species, the old species 6 
are going to trump that, and so the data is going to go to 2010.  7 
Now, do we really need to have all that detail in this kind of 8 
motion, or do we just say it’s 2010 for species under management 9 
and it’s 2016 for species new to management?   10 
 11 
I am thinking that the scenarios that Bill was talking about, 12 
while theoretically possible, are in fact quite limited, and it 13 
would only be when you have a species complex that does not have 14 
an indicator that is a mix of old and new species, and in which 15 
case the old species are going to stop at 2010.  That is the 16 
functional cap, and you can’t go beyond that, even if you had a 17 
new species there. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I think a single sentence added to 20 
this would cover it.  In cases where you have a species complex, 21 
the time series would dictated -- Those species are currently 22 
under management, or words to that effect.  That’s just so that 23 
when it comes back to the Science Center, or anybody else trying 24 
to make these calculations, they can look at it and say, in that 25 
case, here is what I do. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Can we have an amendment to 28 
this motion, Joe, that would say, for species new to management, 29 
the final year would be -- Bill, what is the current year that 30 
we have for Puerto Rico?  Is it 2015 at the moment, as the 31 
cutoff, because 2016 is -- 2016 comes in after. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s a little mixed.  We have got some that are 34 
2015 and some that are 2016 in Puerto Rico.  My recommendation, 35 
for what it’s worth, is to use 2016 for everything when you are 36 
using -- When the choice is between 2015 and 2016, because I 37 
think what you really meant was most recent available data, and, 38 
at the time of some of these discussions, 2015 was it, and so 39 
you kind of set that in stone. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s correct.  2016.  There is no way 42 
that we want to use 2017, after the hurricane. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, worded that way, it would be an ongoing -45 
- It would constantly be changing, but 2016 -- We have all the 46 
data for 2016 everywhere, including Puerto Rico.  We have the 47 
correction factors for 2016 now, and the Virgin Islands is up to 48 
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date beyond 2016, but certainly 2016 is a complete year. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now do we need a final sentence that says 3 
if there is a complex of old and new species currently and new 4 
to management that we use the reference period for the species 5 
already under management, or something to that effect? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think I would like to see that, just for 8 
clarity in the future, that one extra sentence. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill or Jocelyn, in the very first line 11 
we’re using “year sequence”, and are we supposed to be using 12 
“reference period”, and what is the actual proper -- Or don’t we 13 
care?  Can we use “time sequence”, or should we say “reference 14 
period”? 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  I have been using “year sequence”. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  “Year sequence”, okay.  I think this is now 19 
encompassing the nature of the discussion.  If there is no more 20 
discussion, we could vote on this.   21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t think we’ve had a lot of discussion on 23 
this.  I also want to remind the committee that we had a 24 
significant amount of discussion regarding the year sequence at 25 
a previous meeting for St. Thomas and St. Croix. 26 
 27 
One of the issues that we ran into is that, in the earlier 28 
years, at least for St. Croix, we were of the belief that 29 
landings, reported landings, may have been artificially high, 30 
due to four fishermen all reporting the total catch from a boat 31 
with four fishermen.   32 
 33 
In fact, if you look at the total commercial landings for St. 34 
Croix, you see this very rapid increase up to about 2007 or 35 
2008.  Again, Figure 1 in the briefing book shows that, and so 36 
what we’re now doing is picking really some very high landings 37 
years in our new SYL deliberations, and they may be a better 38 
indicator, but I just want the committee to be made aware of 39 
what we’re doing with this new motion.   40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter, could you just reiterate your 42 
point, now that the graph is up on there so that people can 43 
focus in on it? 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s simply that this time period that we’re 46 
picking, for the most part, is a very rapid increase in 47 
landings, and, from discussion at previous meetings, at least 48 
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for St. Croix, there was a belief then that was on the record 1 
that oftentimes a group of fishermen fishing from the same boat 2 
would come in and they would all report on their trip ticket 3 
forms the total landings for that trip.  We were of the opinion 4 
that the landings in some of those earlier years may have been 5 
artificially inflated due to the method that fishermen were 6 
reporting at the time period, during that timeframe.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you were to put that into a 9 
semiquantitative sense, if we’re looking at the 75th percentile, 10 
we would be taking off let’s say the top three points.  In that 11 
particular case, as I am reading the graph, that lower peak 12 
would be the 75th percentile, more or less.  While you’re all 13 
looking and pondering at that, Jocelyn, did you have a comment? 14 
 15 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Was there resolution on the 2011 issue?  I 16 
know Kevin was talking about different methods of using 2011, 17 
and the motion stated 2010, and I don’t know if that was a 18 
decision or just sort of we had left what was on the board, and 19 
so I just wanted to ask that question, just for the record. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, one, we haven’t voted on that, and, 22 
secondly, there didn’t seem to be any discussion that would 23 
drive us toward 2011, but we’re still having discussion, and so 24 
that can be visited. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Back to Walter’s point, I would say that’s 27 
scientific uncertainty and that we can account for that, and so 28 
I agree with you that there are lots of things that we may want 29 
to consider when we think about uncertainty around the landings, 30 
and that can be one of them. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t disagree with you.  In fact, I agree 33 
with you, but I just wanted to bring it up, because it may mean 34 
that we need to reevaluate the buffers that we have used, given 35 
what is already on the record, and now we’re totally changing, 36 
it seems to me, our SYL.  If we’re changing the SYL so 37 
drastically, it’s imperative to us, if we’re going to be honest, 38 
that we go back and reexamine the buffers. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, I think, when we entertain the 41 
idea of a new time series, we have to consider everything 42 
associated with it, and I agree with you completely.  I don’t 43 
know how that will end up, but I think we need to talk about it. 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  There is also the current default rule, and you 46 
guys would have to decide whether we continue to apply it in 47 
this instance, but, because you are partitioning essentially 48 
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something that is above your 35 percent, because it’s 100 1 
percent that you are partitioning, there is a default rule that 2 
you are applying to account for that. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other discussion, or can I call for a 5 
vote?   6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, do we want to consider the 2011 issue?  I 8 
think we have a way to get those numbers, and, if we have used 9 
2011 in Puerto Rico, I think we need to consider it for the 10 
Virgin Islands, because the issue is when did these ACLs come 11 
in, which is 2012. 12 
 13 
I seconded the motion, but it’s Joe’s motion, and so certainly 14 
we can get to rethinking it, but it’s just a matter of doing 15 
some different kind of math for one half versus the other half 16 
of the year, but we could certainly get to those totals.  You 17 
would apply the ratio to the first six months of the year, and 18 
you would take the landings as reported, species-specific, in 19 
the second half of the year for 2011. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not opposed to using 2011, but I just wanted 24 
to remind you that you did drop 2005 in Puerto Rico for reasons 25 
of having concerns with that year’s landings.  Like I said, I am 26 
not opposed to 2011, but there is certainly precedent for not 27 
using a year before you are concerned about how comfortable you 28 
are with that year’s landings. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but that was a correction factor 31 
issue, particularly on the east coast, in the Puerto Rico case, 32 
but your point is well taken that we can -- If we think that 33 
there is an issue with a particular year because of how the data 34 
is or could be handled, we have the choice of not using it. 35 
 36 
Informally anyway, does anybody want to make an argument that we 37 
should include 2011, because, if not, then let’s just go to the 38 
vote, but if there is some real issue here that we want to argue 39 
back and forth, then let’s do that, and then we can stick 40 
whatever year we want in that motion. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, my argument is it’s nice to be 43 
consistent.  If it’s 2011 in Puerto Rico, I am all for using the 44 
same cutoff date in the Virgin Islands, for consistency sake.  45 
It’s nice to be consistent, and not that -- Again, and I’ve 46 
already said this earlier, but it’s nice to be simple and 47 
consistent.  We are not simple, but we could be consistent. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For me, this gets back to the question that 2 
in your mind, apparently, you felt it could be done, and that is 3 
can we use the 2011 data?  Can we adjust the second half?  Is 4 
the second half of the year comparable in total to the first 5 
half of the year, or are -- If all things were operating evenly, 6 
would the weights sum the same? 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That I don’t have the answer to, off 9 
the top of my head.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For me, it goes back to -- Again, I don’t 12 
have a good picture of the forms, but, if the old forms were 13 
picking up more of the biomass than the new forms, which are 14 
species-specific, but only cover certain species, is that an 15 
issue? 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s a good point.  It could be.  I haven’t 18 
investigated it specifically, or, if I have, it’s been a while, 19 
and I don’t know the answer to that, and so that actually is, I 20 
think, a -- That may be a more important issue than consistency, 21 
much as Bill was mentioning in dropping the 2005 for data 22 
issues.  I could see the argument, and so I’m going to back off 23 
on my earlier consistency remark, in light of that. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not that I’m hungry, but I just think that 26 
maybe we should table this until after lunch, because we might 27 
want to discuss a couple of the complexities involved in 28 
including 2011. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I can’t tell you how much I would 31 
like to get this over before lunch, but that’s a valid comment, 32 
and so Graciela is telling me that Doug is trying to -- Doug, 33 
did you have something that you wanted to present?   34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He is unmuted, but he’s not 36 
responding. 37 
 38 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I have nothing to add to this, but I am having 39 
trouble with the muting, because there is a mute on the webinar 40 
and also a mute on my headphones, but everything is fine. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Mr. Chairman, in light of your comments, I 45 
don’t have any issue with truncating the time series as written 46 
in the motion, and so I’m ready to move forward. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s re-read the motion, and 1 
I’m calling for a vote.  The SSC recommends that the year 2 
sequence for finfish in the U.S. Virgin Islands be 2000 to 2010 3 
for those species already under management.  For species new to 4 
management, the final year would be 2016.  For mixed complexes 5 
combining species currently and new to management, the year 6 
sequence would default to that for species currently under 7 
management.  Again, the motion is by Joe Kimmel and was seconded 8 
by Kevin.  We will go around the table again, starting with 9 
Walter. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 12 
 13 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes. 14 
 15 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 18 
 19 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Doug, how do you vote? 24 
 25 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I abstain. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It has been requested that you repeat 28 
the roll call with the name, and so state your name and your 29 
vote. 30 
 31 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Doug Gregory, abstain. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Can we just run through this 34 
again, but please give your name prior to your vote, just for 35 
the oral record. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, yes. 38 
 39 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  J.J. Cruz, yes. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, yes. 42 
 43 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, yes. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, yes. 46 
 47 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, yes. 48 
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 1 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Church Grimes, yes. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, yes. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  With that, I would like to 6 
recommend that we take a lunch break.  It’s more or less 12:30 7 
now.  Let’s say an hour-and-fifteen, and so that would get us 8 
back at quarter of two.  9 
 10 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on July 17, 2018.) 11 
 12 

- - - 13 
 14 

July 17, 2018 15 
 16 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 17 
 18 

- - - 19 
 20 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 21 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Courtyard Marriott 22 
in Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Tuesday afternoon, July 17, 2018, 23 
and was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are on the topic of year sequences, and 26 
we have just discussed and approved a motion on the sequences 27 
for the Virgin Islands for finfish.  Sitting before us then are 28 
what we want to do with lobster and conch.   29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What do you want to see? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I’m thinking I want to see what the 33 
landings trend is for those two species for the islands, to see 34 
if there is some natural break, shall we call them, where we’re 35 
looking at, all of a sudden, a developing fishery or something 36 
else that might be a cutoff.  Otherwise, we need to make some 37 
decisions again.  In Puerto Rico, it was 1988 that the data 38 
sequence started for Puerto Rico? 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think 1988 was something that the SSC had 41 
chosen for some group of species, but the time series itself 42 
begins in 1983. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reference period or just the time 45 
series of data we’re looking at? 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The time series of data.  The reference period, 48 
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I think we -- 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was 1988. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It may have been 1988. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so we want to look at that same 7 
kind of scenario for the Virgin Islands, I would think.  Since I 8 
can’t read it, the thing above the -- It’s kind of gray-shadowed 9 
above -- Is that saying anything that we need to know? 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 12 
recording.) 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re looking at, on the screen now, the 15 
landings of lobster from St. Thomas in blue and St. Croix in 16 
whatever color that is, brown.  What we had -- Things that we 17 
had talked about when looking at the -- What we had talked about 18 
in looking at this way back when, particularly in the context of 19 
Puerto Rico, where we had the long data series, were situations 20 
where did we think the fishery was fully developed or were there 21 
problems relative to data collection, like the infamous 2005 in 22 
the Puerto Rico landings and things like that. 23 
 24 
For what we’re seeing here, it’s quite interesting, because the 25 
behavior of the two graphs is somewhat similar in the beginning, 26 
but you’re seeing St. Croix really then rapidly increase and 27 
then rapidly decline, and we see St. Thomas gradually rising.  28 
There is a decline early on in the recession period, but, in the 29 
last couple of years, the catches have been able to go back up, 30 
and so very different behaviors.  These would be subject to ACL 31 
limits, potentially affecting what the catches were, but, 32 
otherwise, they are free of data reporting issues, as far as I 33 
am aware of. 34 
 35 
I find, personally, just -- The ACL in St. Croix for spiny 36 
lobster is essentially 107,000, and so they were at a hundred-37 
and-seventy-something.  Then it went down to -- They were at, 38 
here, 170,000-ish, and so 107,000 would be somewhere about here, 39 
and so this decline preceded the application of the ACLs.  Here 40 
is 2008, when the economic crisis all over the world started, 41 
and when was Hovensa closed? 42 
 43 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2012. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So things are declining economically here.  46 
2012 is when things in St. Croix really closed down, or really 47 
were impacted by the closure of Hovensa, which is a continuous 48 
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decline that did not occur in St. Thomas.   1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Before we go on, I do have a question 3 
regarding the St. Croix data, because, at the SEDAR for lobster, 4 
we found out that the 2011 to present data had not been 5 
included, because of a difference in the species code or name or 6 
something or other, and that was basically what was happening in 7 
St. Thomas, also.  Do we know if it has been included for St. 8 
Croix? 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  That, in particular, was with TIP data, but we also 11 
double-checked and found some of the higher-level taxa, like 12 
genus and family sometimes, but those are included here.   13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So it was also an issue with the landings, but 15 
you have got pr argus and then you’ve just got panulirus that 16 
are summed in here. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  For St. Thomas, the ACL was 19 
about 104,000, and so they were peaking up here in the early 20 
2000s.  104,000 is somewhere in here, and so that may explain 21 
why there is the drop here, as the fishery is trying to meet the 22 
ACL and has climbed back up. 23 
 24 
Just for comparison purposes, for the finfish, here is 2010, and 25 
here is 2000.  Now, we don’t have the constraint, in terms of 26 
species ID, but we are trying to come up with a baseline that is 27 
going to tell us something about potential productivity.  Any 28 
comments from anybody?  Walter. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion 31 
that the SSC recommends using the same year sequence for lobster 32 
and conch for the USVI as was used for the finfish. 33 
 34 
The rationale is just go back to Appendix A and the long 35 
discussion we had at the May 29 meeting regarding just 36 
consistency across the different species. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  We are looking at lobster now.  39 
Go ahead and, Adyan, put conch up there, just so you see both of 40 
them. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But have we not already come to decisions about 43 
conch? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the point I was going to make.  It’s 46 
closed in St. Thomas, except for local waters, and we have 47 
already made decisions for St. Croix, and so I am -- If those 48 
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have been made, do we need to address a year sequence, if we 1 
have taken St. Croix conch out of the control rule? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  You made an ad hoc decision. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will amend my motion to just make it for 8 
lobster.   9 
 10 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just to answer the question about conch, 11 
when we were looking at the summary of the decisions from the 12 
May meeting, it said that, where there was an ad hoc ACL of 13 
zero, that the SYL would still be calculated according to the 14 
process used to calculate the SYL in 4a, which was adopted for 15 
4b, and so that was the decision at the May meeting.  If you 16 
wanted to revisit that, you could. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but that would apply to St. Thomas.  19 
St. Croix was pulled completely out of the control rule. 20 
 21 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right.  For St. Croix, it was pulled out of 22 
the control rule, and it’s fine that you have something ad hoc. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we would need to make a year 25 
sequence for conch in St. Thomas, just for calculating SYL, 26 
because, for the ACL, we would already have on the record as 27 
setting it at zero and keeping it closed.  With that 28 
information, Walter, do you want to continue? 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Again, I will amend my motion to just make it 31 
specific to lobster, for the time being. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As soon as Graciela gets the screen back, 34 
we’ll get some language up.  We need a second.  Second by Joe.  35 
Is there discussion?  The primary justification is consistency.  36 
It will have the impact of taking those years with the highest 37 
landings and taking the 75th percentile from there.   38 
 39 
Ordinarily, I would say that would give me great concern, but we 40 
have, I think, had a fairly sustained record over quite a number 41 
of meetings now about the health of the lobster populations and 42 
the effects of the regulations that are in place, and so my 43 
concern is maybe not totally dissipated, but certainly greatly 44 
reduced, because of the management measures already in place 45 
that were worked into these. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would add that we’re also in the middle of a 48 
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stock assessment for spiny lobster, which may give us even more 1 
information to support or refute what we’re doing here today, 2 
and so there may be more information in the not too distant 3 
future, and so I’m not too concerned about this time series. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and, if there is an acceptable 6 
outcome from that SEDAR evaluation, that would effectively move 7 
lobster, and this is for all jurisdictions, into a Tier 3 8 
situation, or at least that’s my understanding.  My 9 
understanding is that, if this assessment is successful and 10 
accepted by the council, or the SSC, rather, as useful for 11 
management, we could actually be into a Tier 3 situation for 12 
spiny lobster for all the jurisdictions. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Absolutely, and that’s certainly where I am 15 
hoping that we end up.   16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  I mean, the goal is to improve 18 
things.  Any more discussion?  If not, I am going to call for a 19 
vote.  Again, please give your name before your vote, starting, 20 
again, with Walter. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 23 
 24 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 27 
 28 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 31 
 32 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 33 
 34 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 37 
 38 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I will abstain. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  To read the motion for the record, 41 
the SSC recommends the same year sequence for the USVI for 42 
lobster as that of finfish (2000 to 2010).  The motion was by 43 
Walter Keithly and seconded by Joe Kimmel.  For the record, Doug 44 
Gregory communicated through whatever program it is by typing 45 
that he abstained from the vote. 46 
 47 
All right.  Now could you put Adyan back, so we could just have 48 
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that conch graph up there?  We need to set a year sequence for 1 
St. Thomas, because we are required to set SYL.  We need a 2 
motion to do that.  You can see the landings are not really very 3 
substantial, and they have been very consistent, at least on the 4 
scale that that graph is drawn.   5 
 6 
I guess I am going to maybe ask Walter whether he wants to make 7 
a motion that would basically substitute “conch” for “lobster” 8 
in the wording of the last one and we go from there, or are 9 
there reasons to go further back or forward? 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will make the motion that we simply 12 
substitute “conch” in for “lobster” and use the previous motion. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are we limiting this to St. Thomas, given the 15 
other -- 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we are limiting it to St. Thomas.  We 18 
need a second.  It’s been seconded by Churchill.  Any 19 
discussion?  The motion reads the SSC recommends the same year 20 
sequence for St. Thomas queen conch as that of finfish (2000 to 21 
2010).  If there is no discussion, let’s move to the vote, again 22 
starting with Walter. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 25 
 26 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 29 
 30 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 33 
 34 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 35 
 36 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 39 
 40 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I will abstain again. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Doug, could you type us your vote?  He has 43 
written in that he is abstaining.  Both of these motions carry. 44 
Does this bring us back to the agenda, Graciela?  We are not 45 
necessarily in 3, but we have gotten through what started out to 46 
be Adyan’s presentation on how we’re doing things, and so we 47 
have a year sequence for all the species or complexes in 48 
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question, and so now I think we are discussing the protocol for 1 
estimating the ratios.  I don’t know exactly where to start, 2 
but, J.J., you had pointed out that you wanted to make perhaps a 3 
recommendation on how that be done and for reasons why. 4 
 5 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  My specific recommendation is that, for those 6 
averages -- Now you are using the sum, but you could easily do 7 
the averages to be weighted by the over-dispersed species. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would you be a little bit more specific?  10 
Not all of us are versed in those terms. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The issue is like let’s suppose you have in 13 
your data like a particular year or month or data point in your 14 
data series that is just like a lot of individuals of specific 15 
species, and you are going to increase the average, because that 16 
data is over-dispersed.  What I am suggesting is just to weight 17 
those calculations that we approved in the previous motion, or 18 
at least, if that’s not possible, to at least estimate the 19 
precision around those averages, and then those precisions can 20 
be used as an estimator of what we are calling scientific 21 
uncertainty. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, by overly-dispersed, you mean just 24 
highly variable? 25 
 26 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes.  Please note that it’s not to get rid of 27 
variability, but it’s to take into consideration that 28 
variability on the estimations of those averages.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, as I understand it, and I 31 
hope I have my terminology straight from our discussion at 32 
lunch, the question here is that, if you’re more variable, one, 33 
you have less certainty on what your ratio values should be, 34 
and, secondly, that can actually introduce bias, where you would 35 
over-estimate the effect of something. 36 
 37 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Two different aspects. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  So, by accounting for this, we are, 40 
to some degree, taking care of that extra degree of uncertainty 41 
at this stage. 42 
 43 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Please note that the final product will be the 44 
same.  It will be a column where you have all the percentages 45 
that you do now, and the output is exactly the same, but that 46 
number will take into consideration that variability, and that’s 47 
all.  I mean, from the multispecies point of view, there are 48 
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many ways in which that group of data, that matrix, can vary 1 
through time.   2 
 3 
Actually, not only due to variation, but it varies also in 4 
relation to the correlation among species and also how those 5 
different species are distributed -- The total numbers are 6 
distributed among all the species we’ve got, and so it’s species 7 
dependent.  That means that relative to what we have been 8 
calling partitioning is not the same if we are doing it with a 9 
hundred species or fifty species, but at least to take into 10 
consideration -- I don’t know methods for the correlation or 11 
what would be the -- At least we do have methods to take into 12 
account the variability or the over-dispersion of some of the 13 
species. 14 
 15 
An example of this is let’s suppose -- As I was trying to 16 
mention before, let’s suppose, from the -- This is typical on 17 
recreational data, data that comes from the recreational 18 
fisheries.  You have peaks of some species that are being 19 
caught.  Then our estimations of the abundance of that, and 20 
consequently the relative frequencies, are going to be driven by 21 
those over-dispersed -- Like I would say actually we model that 22 
using a Poisson distribution, so those random peaks -- It’s just 23 
to take that into consideration when estimating those relative 24 
frequencies, and that would be my suggestion. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so can you go further -- 27 
Since Adyan would have to actually -- 28 
 29 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I can give her the over-dispersion indices. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have a specific formula in mind?  Is 32 
this a discussion that you guys want to have out in the open? 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s talking statistics, but I don’t think 35 
there is bias on the way it’s being done, but the problem is I 36 
think you may misunderstand that we only have five observations, 37 
2012, 2013, and -- You just have total landings from those five 38 
years, and so you really can’t use a Poisson distribution or 39 
anything with such few data points, but I think the variability 40 
is an important factor. 41 
 42 
If it goes from 10 in one year in the percentage and up to 90 43 
the next year, it may say that there is more uncertainty in what 44 
we’re doing, in terms of simply back-calculating into the 45 
previous years, and so, again, I think you can take that measure 46 
of variability into account, but I think, again, I would argue 47 
that it would probably be in the buffer, that it would say that 48 
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we have more scientific uncertainty the more variability you 1 
have in that five years of data, five observations, and 2 
therefore we can look at variability for the different 3 
complexes, and I say complexes, but I think you’re right on the 4 
individual species.  Anyway, use that variability somehow to 5 
increase or decrease the buffer accordingly. 6 
 7 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Actually, you are totally right, Walter, now 8 
that we’re mentioning that in terms of the stats.  One of the 9 
things we need to use the approach that I was reading about is 10 
to have a decent number of -- Not replicates, but at least 11 
counts.  Then that’s why I was asking you about the scalar and 12 
the buffers and see how they work, and perhaps that will be an 13 
alternative to downplay these over-dispersed species, right, but 14 
you are totally right. 15 
 16 
I don’t know.  At the beginning of the meeting, Kevin mentioned 17 
that we shouldn’t get too much into the details of the mechanics 18 
of the statistics, and I don’t know if we have some time after 19 
to talk about this, but the point is to take -- 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I wanted to get us past the year sequence 22 
stuff.  Adyan needs some details about how to move forward with 23 
this, confirming what she has done, and is this what the SSC 24 
wanted, what decisions have we made that she has been able to 25 
incorporate and what things are still, if any, are unclear to 26 
her, and so those details we’re going to have to get into, but I 27 
just wanted to get us past the year sequence thing before we got 28 
into that, and so, no, I don’t want to curtail the discussion on 29 
the details, but I just wanted to get to that point, and so 30 
that’s all. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan has been very patient with her hand 33 
up, and I think she wants to show us some data that will 34 
illustrate what we’re talking about. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think it will be helpful to be having the same 37 
conversation by looking at an example.  In this example, these 38 
are the groupers, and the family is this light blue.  I removed 39 
2011, and I can put it back, but it was the mixture of the two 40 
ways we were doing things, and so I removed it, because -- I can 41 
remove 2017 now too, because these are the years we’re talking 42 
about.   43 
 44 
I can also show it like this, and so this is one of the 45 
instances where you have a fairly large number of components 46 
making up an unspecified.  For some of the other groups, it’s 47 
just fewer, or dominated by one, and so these are the types of -48 
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- Maybe seeing a few more of these might be helpful, but it’s 1 
kind of showing that consistency that over those five years that 2 
your main species making up these unspecified have been red hind 3 
and coney, with some other species coming in later, with some 4 
species not being in there at all, which is going to be a 5 
problem if you are potentially -- I don’t know, but how would 6 
you incorporate the fact that graysby is a component of these 7 
five years, and ignore the last year, right, but not of these 8 
others?  I think there is still the simplistic approach, which 9 
is the sum of those five years, and it’s crude, but I think it 10 
will get you in a similar ballpark. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Based on that data, applying these dispersion 13 
weighting, it wouldn’t have much effect, because the main worry 14 
I have is like let’s suppose that the graysby -- Just suddenly 15 
one of the years being a big part of the -- If all the families 16 
behave like this, that’s fine. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What island is this? 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  I am actually working with the raw file, but I have 21 
a version of this which is essentially the landings with the 22 
associated families and genus tied in, and so I could -- There 23 
is a non-confidential version of this, and so this island is St. 24 
Croix.  I can switch it to St. Thomas, or we can also switch the 25 
family that we’re looking at relatively easy.  I would rather, 26 
probably, take the time to automate this and to spit them all 27 
out into one PDF, but we can also go through them. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I think this is -- Taking the risk of 30 
speaking for the committee, this is kind of the level that we 31 
need to see it at, and so don’t go into any more detail, unless 32 
they want to prove me wrong.   33 
 34 
You are looking at this and going -- I’m looking at it and 35 
going, well, that’s actually not -- There is not a lot of 36 
variability going in there.  It’s dominated by two species, 37 
which really aren’t varying that much in the percentages, and a 38 
couple others are coming in and out, and so the fact that in 39 
2016 it’s the only years you have graysby and red grouper 40 
doesn’t bother me.  You would average that across the five 41 
years, because that’s really talking about how frequently this 42 
thing is -- It’s marginally in the system, and that marginality 43 
is going to carry through everything. 44 
 45 
Where I would be concerned, and maybe this is a concern, but 46 
where I would be concerned is if it didn’t show up at all, 47 
because then it’s not going to show up at all in the back-48 
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calculations, and so the fact that it’s there, even just for one 1 
year, means that we’re getting to the point where we have enough 2 
data in the number of years, data points, in there to kind of 3 
reflect even what these marginal species might be doing, and 4 
it’s obviously a marginal contribution, but at least it’s 5 
captured, to some degree. 6 
 7 
I am looking that and saying that I don’t particularly see a 8 
problem, and so, if you have a couple other examples that you 9 
could run through quickly, just to kind of confirm that that’s 10 
the nature of what we’re looking at, or do you need to sit and 11 
calculate those for a bit? 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s set up to be a toggle.  We could just switch 14 
islands to St. Thomas for this one, and here it’s dominated by 15 
yellowfin grouper, it looks like.  No, it’s red hind.  We can 16 
also just switch to a different family, like snappers, which I 17 
know we’ll have -- 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it simple enough to drop 2017, just so -- 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  I was doing that, but the program was crashing, and 22 
so let’s try that.  There we go. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Thank you. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Here we have snappers in St. Thomas.   27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this in color or in grayscale? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s in color, but I’m not sure why it shows up in 31 
grayscale. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the top gray?  I can’t read the -- 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  If I hover my mouse over it, it will tell me.  It’s 36 
yellowtail snapper.   37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and the bottom gray? 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  The bottom gray is blackfin snapper, and the middle 41 
gray is mutton snapper, and the green is silk snapper.  Should I 42 
switch to St. Croix? 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a fair amount of consistency in 45 
that.   46 
 47 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  What is the most abundant family? 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  What is the most abundant family?  I can go back 2 
and try and --  3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, it depends on the island, but lobsters.   5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even to fine-tune this a little bit, if 7 
we’re talking about consistency, it’s really the indicator 8 
species that this is going to really play on.  The other ones 9 
are going to be allocated, but we’re doing analysis on the 10 
indicators. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Thank you very much for showing that data, and 13 
so it’s fine if we leave it like it is.  It was very revealing 14 
for me. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just producing these in a PDF might still be a good 17 
idea, because there could be a situation where a certain grunt 18 
or a certain something just appears in the late years or 19 
something like that, and so it could just be a check that we can 20 
do later to make sure that nothing stands out, or maybe as some 21 
homework. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think where one might go with this is at 24 
least do a check to see if at least in one of those years all 25 
the species that are on the landings forms show up at least one 26 
of those years, so we’re not -- See if we don’t have a situation 27 
where we’re supposed to be reporting something by species and it 28 
hasn’t been caught during those periods, and that would be a 29 
case where perhaps our length of time was not long enough. 30 
 31 
If you had it handy, I would like to see St. Croix parrotfish.  32 
Not that I am expecting a problem, but, since that’s a fairly 33 
diverse group, if we did have a problem, that might be where it 34 
shows up.  As I said, I’m not expecting that, but, if it’s good 35 
for that, it looks like we’re probably pretty good across-the-36 
board. 37 
 38 
Here we have a situation where we do have a slight trend, and so 39 
we have what looks like a little build-up of whatever the green 40 
species is and a little decline in whatever the orange-brown 41 
species is.  As I said, I can’t read them from here, but 42 
everything else looks fairly consistent.  43 
 44 
Now, it’s only five years, and so it’s not really hard to have 45 
something look like it’s having a trend when it just might be 46 
just happenstance that they sort of line up.  If it was -- If 47 
there was a dominant species and its trend was huge, and so 48 
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stoplight looks like it’s the biggest one, and it seems to 1 
slightly go down as we get into the later years, the more we 2 
project back out, the more we’re concerned about whether that’s 3 
a real trend or not, because that -- Taking the average of those 4 
versus taking the trend would end up with very different results 5 
by 2000, but -- Well, I suppose one could run statistics on 6 
those to see whether they actually are significantly departing 7 
from a zero trend there, but, at the moment, I am not too 8 
concerned.  Any other comments from people looking at this? 9 
 10 
VANCE VICENTE:  The princess parrotfish suggests a decline in 11 
the proportion by 50 percent, from 10 to 5 percent, but still.   12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  So, proportion-wise, for that 14 
species, it looks like you have cut it in half, but, in terms of 15 
the percentage of the group, it’s a 5 percent change, and that’s 16 
the same level you’re looking at, if I’m reading this correctly, 17 
for stoplight, which is marginally the most abundant species in 18 
the group, and so it has declined by that same 5 percent, if you 19 
will, which means now you have 10 percent that’s being adjusted 20 
for in the other species, but it’s still only a 10 percent -- 21 
We’re still -- Overall, the percentages really aren’t changing 22 
that much, even with the trend, but that’s over a five-year 23 
period.   24 
 25 
If you go back -- You’re going to double that period going back 26 
to 2000, and so that’s where you -- Do you want to say this is 27 
real and therefore we need to account for that, or can we say, 28 
for our purposes -- We understand the uncertainty, because 29 
that’s what we’re talking about going back, and we already have 30 
a mechanism for dealing with the uncertainty for unspecified 31 
landings. 32 
 33 
VANCE VICENTE:  It’s still a 50 percent decline in the 34 
proportion, but remember that is an ecologically-important 35 
species. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but as opposed to the other species of 38 
parrotfishes? 39 
 40 
VANCE VICENTE:  The fact that it’s a major herbivore and it’s 41 
controlling the algal population. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but, right here, we’re talking about 44 
relative percentages, and so the total amount of parrotfish is 45 
staying at 100 percent, and, Adyan, I think you did show the 46 
absolutes.  Of course, like everything else in St. Croix, it 47 
went down. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Of all the parrotfish listed there, that 2 
one, in particular, is one of the smallest ones, the smaller 3 
growing ones, and, in fact, it’s very strange that the striped 4 
parrotfish is not there, which suggests to me that that’s 5 
probably mixed in there with some taxonomic mishap, and I 6 
wouldn’t pay that much attention to that at all, because it’s 7 
the smallest one of them all, and I have not -- I don’t think 8 
that there is any real ecological concern of the stocks, in 9 
terms of -- From all the parrotfishes listed there, that’s 10 
probably one of the least likely to have suffered a real effect 11 
due to fishing or some other condition.  Right now, we see that 12 
that’s one of the most abundant parrotfishes in the reef, 13 
everywhere I go.  I mean, I don’t know if that decline is real. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s the point.  This is only five 16 
years.  Is that decline really real?  Or you can look redtail 17 
slightly increasing, and redband is slightly increasing, and 18 
queen is slightly increasing, but whether those are significant 19 
or not, that’s -- But, ordinarily, you would say, hey, that’s 20 
good, the bigger species are -- 21 
 22 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  They are proportional. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, these are proportions. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here again, I would -- As I mentioned for 27 
something else earlier, we could request of the council that 28 
they request of the Science Center to track this as time goes 29 
on, and, when we have a bit more of a -- Not the 2017, given the 30 
storms and everything else, but, as time moves on, we will be 31 
able to make that kind of determination.  With five years, maybe 32 
we’re not sure, but maybe with eight years we are, and then we 33 
can -- 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I would say maybe.  Julian has 36 
already given us, for St. Thomas, an indication that the nature 37 
of the fisheries, following the storm, on top of the economic 38 
situations, are such that these are going to be long-term 39 
changes with people dropping out of the fisheries and, depending 40 
on what sector they’re working, that those changes that we see 41 
further down the line are going to be anything representative of 42 
what might be happening here, and so it’s all uncertainty.  43 
That’s what we have, and so, again -- Can you put the graph back 44 
up, because I thought that was good. 45 
 46 
There you can see that the landings were going down in 2014, and 47 
then the last two years were starting to come up, pre-storm, as 48 
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well, but you look at now the -- Well, it’s all compressed, and 1 
so the bars all look kind of equal now, and so I don’t know what 2 
you want to make of all that, but, unless somebody like J.J. 3 
says, hey, we really need to make statistical tests to see 4 
whether those trends are real, because they don’t look like it 5 
to me on a sample size of five, just based on my experience with 6 
numbers. 7 
 8 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  For the purposes of deciding whether to track 9 
it back, I am more than happy the way you guys are doing it at 10 
the moment.  Thank you for showing these. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you track these back, you’re going to 13 
end up, I think, with some rather ridiculous results, because, 14 
if you start -- Say you have a trend in princess parrotfish that 15 
is declining.  All right.  Now run that regression back to 2000, 16 
and, all of a sudden, a third of your catch is princess 17 
parrotfish, and we know that’s not what they were doing.  As has 18 
been pointed out, that is not the target.  They want the bigger 19 
parrotfish, and so you would end up generating spurious results 20 
in that manner, and, to me, we were on much safer ground just 21 
taking an average and running it back. 22 
 23 
JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that I’m 24 
impressed that the fishermen can identify these parrotfishes, at 25 
least at the small size that some of them are coming in at.  26 
Eight inches is the minimum size limit, and some of these things 27 
are really hard to tell apart.  I appreciate Reni’s comment too 28 
about striped parrotfish.  I’m sure it’s in there somewhere, but 29 
I don’t know where. 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s in there with the princess.  I mean, in 32 
the field, it’s very difficult, because all these parrotfish 33 
have essentially a juvenile phenotype, an adult, and then they 34 
have the terminal phase male, and then they change with the 35 
habitat color, and it’s crazy. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and remember that we’re not going to 38 
assess princess parrotfish.  There is, I believe, two indicator 39 
species in this group, and that’s really the ones that this 40 
back-calculation is really for.  Not in theory, but in actual 41 
practice. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  I would like some clarification as to whether the 44 
sum over all years and getting the ratio that way, which is 45 
computationally slightly easier, is adequate, versus the 46 
individuals and then a mean. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sorry, but I’m not following the 1 
subtle difference there. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Looking at the screen here, the fastest way to get 4 
what proportion of blue to use, going back in time, and just the 5 
way that I happen to have it already done, is just summing by 6 
species. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Summing and averaging the proportions? 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, just summing across all of the years, and so 11 
combining all of the years into one big pool and then getting 12 
your proportion of your species from there.  If all of the years 13 
look the same, it’s essentially the same thing.  Just the 14 
alternative would be that I would calculate all five of these 15 
blue numbers, the proportion that represents each of these blue 16 
lines, and then get a mean of that, but it’s going to be very 17 
similar to just the easier way of just combining all the years 18 
and getting the proportions from there. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am actually failing to see how you would 21 
get any number that is different.  The variances would obviously 22 
be different, but wouldn’t the means by the same for both 23 
methods? 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Maybe, but, if there is no difference, then I will 26 
do it the easier way. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it makes our job easier, because we 29 
won’t have to vote you into a method.  We could just say that 30 
they do the same thing.   31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think, from the examples we’ve seen, there 33 
won’t be much difference. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, Walter or J.J. or any other 36 
statistical people, if you think that there is going to be some 37 
difference in those methods, or even if we have a difference 38 
that is negligible, we can just instruct her to do it the 39 
easiest way, and then we won’t have a motion on this or anything 40 
like that. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I like going easy, and so I would just sum over 43 
the five years and take the average of the five years. 44 
 45 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I agree with that.  For what we’re going to 46 
do, that’s perfectly fine as it is now, in my personal opinion. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so let me throw a wrench 1 
into this.  We had talked about variability.  Now, the stuff we 2 
looked at didn’t look too variable, and so are we not going to 3 
worry about -- That’s how I’m looking at it, and so maybe we 4 
don’t even have to worry about that aspect, and so the variance 5 
issue drops out, and therefore we can do it that easy way.  Are 6 
we in agreement with that?  Yes, okay.   7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Based on what I saw, I don’t see any need to 9 
starting into account the variance when we’re hindcasting 10 
previous years. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So where we would have -- Where we maybe 13 
have problems would be not the groups we looked at, which are 14 
some of the major targets, but if there is a complex that just 15 
isn’t that common and now you’re starting to get into random 16 
hits or something like that, but, again, of concern is the 17 
target species for those groups, and, to become a target 18 
species, you had to have a fair amount of data to begin with, 19 
and so I don’t see -- I can’t come up with a scenario where 20 
we’re seeing a problem.  Adyan, what do you have up there? 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is surgeonfish, real quick.  You do see some 23 
differences, but, for the purpose of the intent of the analysis, 24 
it’s going to be very similar.   25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have an indicator for surgeonfish?  27 
I’m sorry to ask this, but does anybody remember whether we had 28 
an indicator for surgeonfishes? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  In St. Croix, surgeon is all three, no indicator. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, in practice, the proportions 33 
don’t mean anything. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right.  This is grunts.  Here is an example that 36 
gets into a different type of complexity, which is that you have 37 
genus reported in addition to family, and so what you would -- 38 
There is no family being reported.  This is the albacores, and 39 
they would be partitioned, although we don’t see them, and the 40 
genus of albacores would be partitioned into just the albacores, 41 
and the genus of wahoo would be partitioned into just the wahoo, 42 
using the same methodology. 43 
 44 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The blue column at the beginning, the 2000, 45 
what is that one? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s wahoo.  This is species-specific wahoo, and 48 
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this is genus-specific wahoo, and this is genus albacore.  We 1 
don’t have any tunas in St. Croix, and so it’s just wahoo, and 2 
so this exercise would be done similarly, but, instead of -- We 3 
wouldn’t be talking about the family, or, yes, we would.  We 4 
would get the proportion of the family, but I don’t see the 5 
family here.   6 
 7 
Anyway, I can come up with a different example.  We just came 8 
across one that was slightly more complex, and I thought I would 9 
bring it up, but it just depends on what is on our management 10 
list for each island, and there is a way to subset this to show 11 
that more clearly, and so I can try and do that for you guys 12 
this week. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Ed, you had a comment? 15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Adyan, the albacore, is it St. Croix or the 17 
U.S. Virgin Islands? 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is St. Croix.  It might be -- 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the species for albacore? 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  Tunas. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but what is the genus and species? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  The species in here I think are little tunny and 28 
yellowfin tuna. 29 
 30 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The skipjack should be -- Which would be the 31 
blackfin.  Albacore is occasional, and it’s identified by its 32 
pectoral fin.  Occasionally you get them through, but it sparks 33 
my memory, because, recently, with the Coast Guard, the fishers 34 
had that issue with having said to the Coast Guard that it’s 35 
albacore, and it’s a misidentified species by fishermen.  It 36 
should be skipjack or the blackfin tuna. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Here, it means tunas.  It’s just the taxonomic way 39 
that these get aggregated.  As a group, they are called 40 
albacores, but not albacore species that is the genus, which 41 
encompasses various tuna. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But, you know, the most surprising thing in 44 
that dataset is the king mackerel, why king mackerel, which is a 45 
traditionally captured species, is abundant from the 2012 on and 46 
not before in a corresponding proportion, and I agree with Ed, 47 
in that there is something wrong with the genus and the species 48 
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of the tunas.  In Puerto Rico, blackfin tuna is typically called 1 
bacora, which is like albacore, and it’s called bacora, and the 2 
skipjack is bonito. 3 
 4 
Then the little tunny is called bacha, but that’s an inshore 5 
species, absolutely, and then other tunas, like the yellowfin, 6 
that’s almost unique.  Everybody knows what a yellowfin tuna is, 7 
and that is completely pelagic, and so, aside from those -- 8 
Those are the tunas that I recall that are captured commonly in 9 
Puerto Rico.  I see bigeye over there, but I have never seen one 10 
in my life in Puerto Rico, and so I don’t know about the USVI.  11 
I don’t know of anybody that has captured one bigeye tuna in 12 
Puerto Rico in our nearby waters. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Joe. 15 
 16 
JOE KIMMEL:  I think a lot of this confusion has to do with the 17 
species identification.  I mean, wahoo, as you mentioned, is on 18 
the list, and you said there was wahoo genus or species and then 19 
there was a family.  Well, the family that wahoo is in is 20 
Scombridae, which is the same family that the tunas are in, 21 
which, for example, yellowfin tuna and -- I don’t know how you 22 
fix that. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But it’s an important issue about the king 25 
mackerel, because king mackerel is a common species that is 26 
seasonally abundant and that has been fished every year, and why 27 
doesn’t it appear on the earlier parts of the graph and then all 28 
of a sudden comes to be a very stable proportion in the later 29 
years, and it doesn’t make any sense. 30 
 31 
JOE KIMMEL:  They are fished at night, and the port agents 32 
probably didn’t catch them when they were out there and when 33 
they came in. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and they weren’t on the forms. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are not on the forms.  This is a form 38 
change.  Remember, this is what the fishermen are reporting, and 39 
so it’s not a matter of port agents intercepting them coming in.  40 
That’s not the issue, and so, if we go back several versions of 41 
this, Adyan, I want to make sure that everybody is clear on -- I 42 
think it was the first one that you were showing as an example 43 
of -- I guess maybe it was this one. 44 
 45 
I just want to make sure that everybody is clear on what the 46 
problem is that’s being illustrated here.  There are multiple 47 
levels of partitioning that have to happen here.  There is a 48 



67 
 

partitioning at the family level, and there is then a 1 
partitioning which is across many more species, and then there 2 
is a partitioning that has to happen at the genus level, which 3 
is, of course, only those species within that genus. 4 
 5 
There is a partition upon a partition upon a partition, is what 6 
she is trying to demonstrate here, and so it becomes very 7 
complicated pretty quickly in some cases.  That is what is 8 
illustrated here, and so, as you go back, what is in the family 9 
that is called, in the ITIS codes, as albacores goes across a 10 
number of genera, and then the genus albacores is, obviously, 11 
more fine-tuned to a particular set of species, and so that is 12 
the issue here with that previous one that she had. 13 
 14 
I think that was the point of showing that.  It’s just several 15 
levels of partitioning, and so, the more simple the directions, 16 
which we’re headed that way today, and I’m very happy to see 17 
that, the more simple rules that have to be followed, and it’s 18 
already a complicated situation, where you’ve got multiple 19 
levels of reporting, because that was what was asked on the 20 
form, and that’s how it ends up being reported in the datasets. 21 
 22 
If we could keep it simple for those multiple layers of 23 
partitioning, the better off we’ll be, but I think that’s what 24 
Adyan was trying to get at with that first example, where we’ve 25 
got a family level and then we’ve got a couple of genera that 26 
have to all be partitioned in slightly different ways as you 27 
build up to that, and so, again, it gets complicated pretty 28 
quickly, and I think a lot of the confusion that we’re seeing 29 
in, well, why isn’t this species showing up and why isn’t that 30 
species showing up is because of the level, the taxonomic level, 31 
at which things were being asked on the form, and so that’s what 32 
I think is happening. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, in a practical sense, 35 
although that’s a multilayered example, the process by which you 36 
break it down really isn’t any different than what we have 37 
talked about.   38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct, but I do want to -- We were looking at 40 
things that were so consistent, and we came across something 41 
that was slightly more complex, and that was good to just talk 42 
through the hypothetical. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s more complex, but there is some 45 
greater degree of variability here, I think because the amount 46 
of landings are probably less to begin with, and so there is 47 
that aspect to it, but I am not seeing anything that is -- Any 48 
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of that stuff that you showed that was like wildly out of whack, 1 
and, therefore, it wouldn’t change my perspective, and I’m not 2 
even sure, again, whether we had indicator species at those 3 
levels.  Certainly for wahoo we did, because wahoo would be by 4 
itself, but I think we just had like tunas, didn’t we?  So, in a 5 
practical sense, I don’t think we’re -- If I may, we have a 6 
consensus agreement that, Adyan, you can use the simplest 7 
method. 8 
 9 
You are only going to -- If you have a problem that really comes 10 
down to a species ID and I don’t know whether this one should go 11 
into this one or this one, that you’re going to have to go seek 12 
help, I don’t think you need to come back to the SSC for that.  13 
That is probably something that just needs clarification of, 14 
when we identify something, are we calling it this or that, or 15 
is this thing really two species or one species or whatever, and 16 
that is something that the DAP is going to be much more 17 
knowledgeable about, how they’re handling their catch and 18 
reporting, than we are.   19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just one hesitation.  For clarification, I’m going 21 
to double-check this, but I am not seeing any wahoo in St. Croix 22 
coming up when I pick the wahoo family and genus, and so I’m 23 
going to double-check that that’s not the case, but that would 24 
be -- That would put me in a situation that you described 25 
earlier of us intending to partition for a species that isn’t 26 
showing up.  I’m just trying to -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That throws a wrench. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, wahoo is one of the main catches 31 
in St. Croix.  It’s a very, very important catch. 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  I will double-check my filtering and my 34 
years. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What are we looking at now? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  You are looking at Scombridae. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For what island? 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  St. Croix.  It’s Scombridae scomberomorus. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wahoo is -- That is what we’re not seeing? 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s my concern, yes.  I am going to -- I will 47 
double-check that, but that stood out to me as a potential 48 
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problem, if this is filtering correctly, and so I will double-1 
check that. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Adyan, I believe it’s the same kind of 4 
problem as the previous one, the previous graph, because even 5 
though I understand the issue about the different levels of 6 
complexity, in terms of taxonomical reporting, I didn’t see, on 7 
the generic part, the Scombridae taking care of the king 8 
mackerel reports, and so it’s lacking somehow.  It’s lacking, 9 
and so -- This one is even more evident.   10 
 11 
I mean, there is wahoo in one area and not -- There is no 12 
taxonomic complexity here.  There are three species that are 13 
under the same family, the Scombridae, but they are three 14 
species that don’t have any other taxonomic complexity 15 
associated with it.  It’s just three different species that are 16 
being reported on different years, and there is wahoo in one 17 
part of the interval and then not in the others, and vice versa 18 
with king mackerel, and it shouldn’t be that way.  There is 19 
something there going on. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  According to my table here, wahoo is not in the 22 
scomberomorus genus.  It’s in the Acanthocybium.  I was 23 
filtering by family and genus, and so that’s probably why that 24 
didn’t come up.  Let’s try this again. 25 
 26 
Remember that there is two layers.  There is the family level, 27 
and, when there is unspecified family landings, those need to be 28 
partitioned, and, potentially, depending on the type of the 29 
structure of the genus, a genus may also need to be partitioned.  30 
I know that, for snappers in Puerto Rico, I had to do that, and 31 
the same with the groupers.  The wahoo weren’t coming up because 32 
I wasn’t picking the right genus, but they’re in there the whole 33 
time.  There are lots of permutations in this dataset. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Then, moving on down the process 36 
chain, we have year sequences, and we have a methodology agreed 37 
upon to take the current data and use that for the back-38 
calculating.  Are there more procedural questions that you need 39 
input from the SSC? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  The buffers. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is outside the year sequence topic, 44 
which we’re on now, and so that is going to come up in probably 45 
the next topic, and so are we out of the year sequence issue, in 46 
that regard, that you can think of at the moment?  You can come 47 
back to us if you forget something. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I think so.  I think the only thing that I 2 
would want to double-clarify is, when it’s a new species, we’re 3 
going to use both the partitioned unspecified into the past and 4 
the species specific into the future, the entire time series, to 5 
the extent possible?  I just wanted to clarify that. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so I will adapt what I have, which was 10 
essentially just the older period, and so it can be adapted to 11 
include the whole period.  If I run into any speed-bumps or 12 
unique situations, I can come back and show you those. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then, Graciela, I think it’s back to you 15 
and the agenda.  Bill, did you have a question? 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are we done with the year sequences? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I believe we are done with the year 20 
sequences, unless someone comes up with some issues, and we can 21 
certainly revisit that.  Adyan, looking at the outline here, the 22 
issue that you had just raised that I said, well, that’s not 23 
part of the year sequences and that’s part of the buffers, I 24 
guess that’s going to fall under Part 4, addressing outstanding 25 
issues, or -- I mean, I’m just trying to think about where to 26 
put this in.  The control rule discussion, obviously the buffers 27 
and the scalars are part of that, but you were actually raising 28 
it in terms of the actual calculation methods. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  The buffer is associated with the ABC and not the 31 
SYL, and so we could just be focusing on SYL for now. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was it one specific issue, or are there a 34 
series of these?  I mean, you mentioned the question about the 35 
zeroes that we had, and is there something beyond that, because 36 
we could go to that now. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Check for units we should not be running, and so 39 
that refers to -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is, I think -- Well, somewhere in our 42 
agenda was looking at the question of are there species we would 43 
like to make recommendations that should not be included because 44 
their landings are so small, et cetera, and so I’m not seeing 45 
that reflected here, but that was in -- 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  For example, I believe something like hogfish was a 48 
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write-in, and so you will have landings, but it may not be fully 1 
reported over the years that you have those landings. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  So just potentially catching those, because I can 6 
push everything through the partition, but if there is something 7 
that shouldn’t be partitioned, we have to stop it at the gate of 8 
the analysis. 9 
 10 
Another question which is related to Puerto Rico is to review 11 
the ad hoc assignments of what things were assigned to a 12 
species.  Like we determined that barracudas would be -- That 13 
the unspecified barracudas were not barracuda, were not great 14 
barracuda, was one of them, and the gray triggerfish is a very 15 
simple one, because it’s very straightforward.  That’s 99 16 
percent queen.   17 
 18 
The triggerfish is another example, and so just making sure that 19 
you have all of the ad hoc partitions that you want to make, and 20 
I guess it comes back to the buffers, but whether or not those 21 
also require a buffer if they are being assigned, as opposed to 22 
the rules that exist for partitioning based on the proportion 23 
composition. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I guess I am -- I feel like we should deal 26 
with those -- They don’t really seem to fit under the exact 27 
agenda topics, but I think they would be best dealt with more or 28 
less now, if that’s agreeable with the committee, and, by now, I 29 
mean right after break.  If we could take a -- It’s quarter to 30 
four, and so let’s take a short break and finish up for the day 31 
with these issues. 32 
 33 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where we are, and I assume at this point 36 
will probably take us through the rest of the day, is, if I 37 
understand this correctly, Adyan, you have a list of questions 38 
that you would like to get clarification from the committee, and 39 
so, if you have a microphone there, if you could try to bring 40 
these up in a question-by-question format, so we can basically 41 
do some check-offs for you. 42 
 43 

OUTSTANDING SEFSC ISSUES 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think part of it will be, Sarah, if you could 46 
also just look up what we have on the books already, as far as 47 
these sorts of decisions.  What I will be asking is about the 48 
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buffer reductions necessary associated with the unspecified 1 
groups. 2 
 3 
One example -- Let’s just start with dolphin as an example.  4 
When we look at the unspecified dolphin -- Some of these are 5 
very straightforward, and I think we could even come up with a 6 
rule that when it’s like less than 1 percent away from 100 that 7 
it can be assigned, as opposed to partitioned, but, if they are 8 
partitioned, it carries a buffer reduction, and, if we think 9 
that something is all one species, then it doesn’t seem 10 
necessary to apply the buffer reduction, and so let’s use 11 
dolphin as an example. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  First of all, if I recall, our rule was 14 
only if the unspecified -- This is for the Virgin Islands, and 15 
the unspecified will always be large. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so that’s a different conversation.  I am 18 
going to focus on Puerto Rico. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so Puerto Rico is 10 percent, 21 
before you worry about this. 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s greater than 10 percent, but I am speaking of 24 
the higher end.  What happens when it’s 95 percent?  Do you just 25 
assign it and call it all of a single species, or do you 26 
partition it and give it a buffer reduction because of the 27 
uncertainty there, and so it’s that gray space between assigning 28 
versus partitioning. 29 
 30 
We have some assignment decisions, and it’s just to make sure 31 
that we have those -- That I am clear on what those are, so 32 
that, when I calculate everything and provide the ABCs, they are 33 
carrying the intent of the process and not applying a buffer 34 
that’s too high or too low that is carried into the process 35 
either unnecessarily carried in or unnecessarily excluded. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this, by definition, situations where 38 
there is more than one species?  Because we had the case where I 39 
think -- Actually, you mentioned it, and it was queen trigger, 40 
and there really wasn’t any other triggerfish. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So as opposed to there being two potential 45 
things, and so one example was, I think, barracuda for Puerto 46 
Rico, where, if it wasn’t great barracuda, did that mean it was 47 
the other species or some partitioning that we need to do there, 48 
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and so that’s what you’re talking about? 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so, in the barracuda example, we could 3 
call that -- I think what we called that was kind of negligible, 4 
and so it was negligible amounts of barracuda, and so, instead 5 
of partitioning -- That one wouldn’t matter anyway, because, 6 
even if you did partition, you wouldn’t get a buffer reduction, 7 
and so it’s things that are more on the upper end that if you 8 
don’t call them an assignment they carry a heavy buffer weight, 9 
buffer reduction. 10 
 11 
There are only twenty-five unspecified groups requiring 12 
partitioning, based on that 1 percent rule.  These are the 13 
percentages that they make up.  Some of them are as high as 50 14 
and 92, and others as low as 1.  Of the relevant -- If we 15 
partitioned everything, the buffer reductions that I have in 16 
this look-up table, essentially, pertain to those rules about 17 
the 35 and the 10 percent. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can I just clarify what we’re seeing in 20 
this table?  These are the families in which unspecified 21 
landings are significant? 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  For Puerto Rico? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, families and genus, and there are just a 28 
couple of genus in there, down here, and their percentages. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you just walk across that first one and 31 
explain that top -- That one right there.  What have we got 32 
there? 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is applying the -- 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  More basic than that.  This is in Puerto Rico, 37 
and it’s the commercial fishery, and I don’t know what that 38 
means. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is just the family name. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s the code? 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s the family code.  This family in the 45 
relevant years, in 1988 to 2015, for that family that is 46 
relevant to the ABC estimates, is made up 50 percent in those 47 
years by unspecified landings, and so, if we were to partition 48 
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those based on the rule, that would carry a buffer reduction of 1 
0.1, because 50 percent is greater than 35. 2 
 3 
However, there are -- We have also made ad hoc rules where -- 4 
Since the dolphin family is made up mostly, like 99 percent, by 5 
dolphinfish, by mahi, we just call all of this family mahi, 6 
since it’s -- But, in that situation, do we still use a buffer 7 
reduction?  I think you could argue no, because you’re using 8 
expert opinion to make the determination so that all of those 9 
were most likely mahi, and the same with Balistidae, but it just 10 
needs to be clear, when I implement the rule, whether or not 11 
those have a buffer reduction and which species have ad hoc 12 
rules such that they don’t require buffer reductions. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I’m not sure that we’re talking 15 
about ad hoc rules, but anyway.  J.J. 16 
 17 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  If it’s not too long, what is a buffer, and 18 
how is it estimated?   19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will put up the formula real quick, and I can 21 
talk through it, or, Rich, do you want to? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, very simply, we’re taking a baseline, 24 
depending on what tier level you are in, and we use a scalar to 25 
multiply that up, and that gives us what our sustainable yield 26 
level is.  That’s the level, technically, that you want to make 27 
sure that you stay well away from.  We then buffer down from 28 
that to get to a point where we’re still allowing a reasonable 29 
amount of fishing going on, but we’re not putting at risk the 30 
health of the stock in the long term. 31 
 32 
There is a process that we’ve had for saying, okay, here is our 33 
-- I will use the term “default scalar”.  If we don’t do 34 
anything else, it’s -- Default buffer.  It’s to bring us down to 35 
some level, depending on whether you’re in -- Let’s talk about 36 
Tier 4a species.  It brings you down to some level. 37 
 38 
Then we need to talk about additional sources of uncertainty, 39 
and so what we’re talking about here for the buffer is the 40 
additional amount of buffer we would bring down if we’re adding 41 
a lot more uncertainty to what the actual landing levels that we 42 
were starting are based at, because we’re back-calculating a 43 
significant amount of the data to guess what the proportion -- 44 
What the actual landings of a species would be from something 45 
that’s grouped by genus or family. 46 
 47 
I don’t think, at this point, we need to go into the great 48 



75 
 

detail, and that will come later, about what the buffer is, but 1 
just understand that we’re talking about an additional level of 2 
buffer that we would reduce to get to acceptable biological 3 
catch, due to this greater degree of uncertainty in the landings 4 
data that we would be introducing by going this back-calculating 5 
route. 6 
 7 
What we’re talking about now is Puerto Rico, where, although we 8 
had species-specific data for most of the groups, but not all, 9 
like parrotfishes, we would -- There was still a lot of 10 
reporting that was just snappers, and what do we do with that, 11 
and so we had this rule that says, well, if the amount that it 12 
says is just snappers is 10 percent, or less, then we’re not 13 
going to worry about it.  If it’s between 10 and 35 percent, 14 
that is introducing a degree of uncertainty that we want to 15 
account for, and so we buffer it down a little bit from there. 16 
 17 
If it’s greater than 35 percent, that’s introducing a greater 18 
degree of uncertainty in what those landings actually were that 19 
we’re going to use for our baseline, and then we’re going to 20 
buffer down a little bit more to account for that greater degree 21 
of uncertainty, and so this is all concerned, right now, about 22 
how much are we buffering that extra amount due to the 23 
uncertainty.   24 
 25 
As she said, if you have a situation where you have something 26 
that is a higher percentage of the landings are unspecified, but 27 
in fact we all know it’s 99 percent one species, are we really 28 
doing a partition, which would cause a buffer reduction, or is 29 
that uncertainty actually artificial and we’re actually very 30 
certain that it is Species A? 31 
 32 
Therefore, we just assign that to the species, and there is no 33 
back-calculation actually occurring, and so I hope I have 34 
explained that correctly, but that’s what we’re talking about, 35 
and so don’t get too lost in how we’re calculating the default 36 
buffer, because we are going to come to that, but it’s not 37 
necessary for understanding the issue here. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  Correct me if I’m wrong, Adyan, but, really, the 40 
core of this is, if you’ve got any level of group, and that 41 
level of group really only has one species in it, it doesn’t 42 
matter what the percentages are between those two, because they 43 
are essentially equivalent, right?   44 
 45 
Anytime you’ve got any family or genus or even higher-level 46 
classification for dolphinfish, but you know there is only one 47 
species out there that that can be and that’s dolphinfish, then 48 
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there is no need to assign any additional uncertainty buffer, 1 
because there is no uncertainty.  It doesn’t matter if it’s 2 
getting close to 90 percent or if it’s 50/50 or any other 3 
percentage.  There is only one way to allocate those. 4 
 5 
Now, if you’ve got two species that could be in there, that 6 
argument is off the table, but, if there’s only one species, I 7 
think this is what you’re getting at, and it doesn’t matter if 8 
it’s 95 percent are classified to dolphin and the other 5 9 
percent or if it’s 50/50 or any percentage.  You know, with 10 
certainty, really what that constitutes.  Is that correct? 11 
 12 
ADYAN RIOS:  For something that has one species and it’s 99 13 
percent, it’s very obviously an allocation, and we’ve covered 14 
some of those.  I don’t have a list of -- I guess I have to dig 15 
it up, and so I just wanted to know if you guys recall all of 16 
the decisions that we made for like barracuda, and I know you 17 
were looking them up. 18 
 19 
We did those, sort of looking at them, on a one-by-one basis, 20 
looking at the pivot tables and looking at basically the same 21 
numbers, and so I was wondering if there were more that needed 22 
to be done or not or whether these are final. 23 
 24 
The big question is whether they get the buffer reduction, and, 25 
if we have made an expertly-informed decision based on the 26 
believe that those were all one species, then they really 27 
shouldn’t need a buffer to -- Well, that’s for you guys to 28 
decide.  That is just not something that I have programmed in 29 
yet, because I haven’t seen it be suggested, or maybe it has, 30 
that those don’t get a buffer reduction, and I can do that. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we go back to your table?  Is this your 33 
list of ones that are in question for Puerto Rico for this 34 
particular issue about the additional buffer? 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  These are all the families that either need to be 37 
partitioned or assigned. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so this is everything?  40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  There are twenty-five families that need to be 42 
either partitioned or assigned, and the way we’ve made that 43 
decision in the past is by looking at the components, and so, 44 
essentially, our rule of dolphin would override this, and the 45 
rule for -- What did we say about parrotfish, that they were all 46 
Parrotfish 1 or they were all Parrotfish 2?  Those are -- If we 47 
have made that decision, then I would replace the buffer 48 
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reduction in this table and allow it to go forward with an 1 
assignment as opposed to a partition.  It’s just a tweak that I 2 
have to make in order to make sure that the process is 3 
reflecting the intent. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but a lot of these buffer reductions 6 
that I am looking at are zeroes, and so were they even of 7 
concern in this instance? 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  If the percent of the family is less than 10, it’s 10 
not a concern, and so I could filter this to just the ones that 11 
are --  12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so they’re fewer than the twenty-14 
five or twenty-six. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we’re looking at ten. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Eleven, some of which we’ve already taken care of. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I’m not sure that I’m following your 23 
logic on the parrotfish, but I agree with the dolphin. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The parrotfish are in the two groups, the 26 
big three and all the others.  All those parrotfish are not in 27 
the big three. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  With dolphin, we’re just calling 30 
anything that is in the family a single species, but, with the 31 
parrotfish, they are in Group 2 or whichever one it is. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is no indicator. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so fine. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is the decision, conversation, for all of 38 
these. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we just need to go through these, right? 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Now that we’ve only got eleven of them -- 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Which have we already talked about, because I think 47 
we also talked about surgeonfish.  Did we decide something about 48 
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them?  I think parrotfish recreational was different.  1 
Parrotfish recreational was partitioned because it was P1 was 18 2 
percent, and so P2 didn’t make up the bulk of it, like it did 3 
for commercial, and so that’s one where it would be -- It would 4 
receive a buffer reduction, and so this is about the buffer 5 
reductions. 6 
 7 
Lobotes, the tripletail, I think we recalled that it was just 8 
one species, and did we cover that one last time?  Okay, and so 9 
that one is done, too.  Did we -- With red groupers, what did we 10 
do?  It’s grouped anyway, and so -- Mycteroperca.  What did we 11 
decide about commercial barracudas?  Wasn’t it going to be -- I 12 
think we decided that it was going to be excluded or something. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  In Puerto Rico, isn’t there a 15 
prohibition on landing barracuda?   16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Ciguatera.  It’s toxic. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The ones that are likely landed are not great 20 
barracuda, and that was the upshot of the conversation that I 21 
can recall. 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s great, because that leaves us with fewer 24 
partitions and buffer reductions that are going to be having an 25 
implication in the equation.  This is groupers.  This is the 26 
grouper family, commercial, partitioned.  One of the groups is a 27 
different year sequence, and so you end up with different ratios 28 
coming from the year sequence used in the start versus the end.   29 
 30 
Jacks partitioned, parrotfish recreational partitioned, and 31 
albacores partitioned.  Okay.  Those were all the questions that 32 
I had for Puerto Rico.  Now, when I make these tweaks, I think 33 
the ABCs that the script spits out will be reflecting all of the 34 
steps we’ve taken or all of the conversations, as I have 35 
understood them so far, about Puerto Rico.  Then, for the Virgin 36 
Islands, it’s -- 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait a minute.  Can you --  39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yellow was an assignment, either because it was 41 
made up by one species or because it was made up by numerous 42 
species that are all in the same group anyway, and so it doesn’t 43 
matter.  If partitioning them doesn’t matter, and, since it 44 
doesn’t matter, we don’t need to account for scientific 45 
uncertainty, because, even if they were perfectly known in the 46 
past, they would have been aggregated anyway. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we don’t need to add the additional 1 
reduction? 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  You don’t need to add the additional reduction. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is no buffering, right, and so what about 6 
barracuda that are now in red? 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Looking over our notes, we saw that the discussion 9 
of what you alluded to about barracuda not being caught is that 10 
we had -- The group had decided to call all of the genus 11 
barracuda and not barracuda. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not great barracuda. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  All right.  I just want to, as we’re moving 18 
through this, I want to make sure that everybody is following 19 
along, because it moved pretty rapidly there for a second.   20 
 21 
VANCE VICENTE:  It’s not that they’re not being caught.  They 22 
are not being sold.  They are being caught, and they are being 23 
consumed, especially the estuarine fishes, the ones that are 24 
inside embayments, the guachancho Then there is a third one that 25 
we haven’t taken into account, which is Sphyraena picudilla.  26 
There are three species in there, and I don’t know how we 27 
decided or if we talked about that, but, for that species, I 28 
don’t remember. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Only great barracuda is on the list of species to 31 
be managed. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, Vance’s point is well taken, in the 34 
sense that barracuda, great barracuda, are not being sold, 35 
because there is a ban, because of the ciguatoxic problem, but 36 
people fish for them regularly, and there is a regular fishery 37 
for the juvenile great barracuda, which is called picudilla, and 38 
they eat it, because there is not a problem, but it’s in the 39 
estuarine coastal habitat.   40 
 41 
It doesn’t develop the ciguatera toxin until it goes out into 42 
the reef, and so, while it’s a juvenile stage that it remains 43 
near the coast and the mangrove channels and all that, it is 44 
regularly fished and eaten.  There is people -- Actually, it’s a 45 
target species for some of the line fishermen that go for them. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are great barracuda showing up in the landings 48 
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in recent years as great barracuda?  I can look that up myself, 1 
but I just thought that you had it right at hand, and I just 2 
closed everything, but I will do that, if we want to -- If we’re 3 
going to get hung up on this, then I will look it up right now 4 
for everybody, but, if we’re going to move forward, we can do 5 
that, and I will just look at it behind the scenes. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, do you want to make sure that the 8 
table you just had there gets sent over to Graciela, so we have 9 
that on the record? 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If anyone is concerned about the answer to my 12 
question earlier, which was are great barracuda being reported 13 
in recent years, the answer is no.  They have not been reported 14 
since 2004 as landed.  Now, barracudas are still being reported, 15 
and there is a smattering of the other two species that you 16 
mentioned, the southern sennet and the near-shore one.  The one 17 
that is actually under federal management is not being reported 18 
since 2004 in the landings. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  We still need to talk about the intention of the 21 
buffer reduction and whether all of them just get the maximum 22 
buffer reduction, because we’re going to be partitioning 23 
something that is 100 percent, and so 100 is above 35 percent, 24 
and so the rule would say that they all get a 0.1 percent buffer 25 
reduction unless we have reason to believe that some of those 26 
entire groups are a single species, and I don’t have this table 27 
run for the USVI to kind of make that, and so we could start 28 
with that tomorrow, maybe.  I think I have everything that I 29 
need for Puerto Rico. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, are we waiting on something, or are 32 
we moving on to the next -- 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sorry.  Kevin had asked me if this table was ready 35 
for the USVI, and it is not, but that would allow us to 36 
potentially, in a back-calculation -- Instead of back-37 
calculating a ratio, we could back-calculate an assignment, and 38 
then -- But that would bring us back to the conversation of what 39 
the role of the buffer reduction is in the USVI and whether it 40 
is going to translate identically, even though it’s for a kind 41 
of lateral use over time, and so I don’t have the table ready to 42 
answer that right now, but I do have everything that I need for 43 
Puerto Rico, and so I was just telling Kevin that I will be able 44 
to tweak the code and show how all of the sum of the parts 45 
results towards the percent changes. 46 
 47 
For example, where the 95th percentile lies for the 4a, and I 48 
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will plot those time series with the ABCs and SYLs, because I 1 
think all of the components needed clarification for Puerto Rico 2 
have been clarified.   3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you want to pick this up say tomorrow, 5 
after you’ve had time to -- 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and potentially, just to give me -- I will 8 
finish Puerto Rico tonight, and, in case I need a little bit 9 
more time preparing for tomorrow morning, whether there perhaps 10 
was another topic and that you guys could just give me like a 11 
few more hours to have my questions ready for the USVI. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m sure we could come up with something to 14 
occupy our time. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 17 
 18 

REVIEW TEXT OF ACCEPTABLE BIOLOGICAL CATCH CONTROL RULE 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The next item that we’ll attempt, while 21 
Adyan is doing her diligent homework, is a review of the text of 22 
the acceptable biological catch control rule, and remember that 23 
we have four tiers, with a and b in the last one, and -- Maybe I 24 
will kick this over to Jocelyn.  Is the stuff in yellow where 25 
there is some questions? 26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think that Bill had some questions about 28 
the stuff in yellow, and I will just let him ask them, if that’s 29 
all right with you. 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  Now I have to remember, but, yes, I did have -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So these were things that were not 34 
addressed in the phone call that was -- 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  So, like in the first one, you’ve got MFMT equals 37 
FMSY or proxy, equals FMSY or proxy, and then you’ve got MSY 38 
equals long-term yield at MFMT.  I want to make sure that’s 39 
exactly what you want. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I actually would be hesitant to 42 
discuss these points without Shannon at least being online, 43 
because she was really the person who walked the committee 44 
through these things and what are the nuanced differences 45 
between Tier 1, 2, and 3, where what you have in yellow is 46 
pertinent to that classification, and so -- 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  I would hope that this doesn’t hold things up, 1 
because the data we applied in Tier 1 -- 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think it’s going to hold things up, 4 
but I don’t think our expertise on this committee right now can 5 
answer your questions without Shannon being online, and so who 6 
is available? 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we can probably -- 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or do we have to dump this on Adyan? 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we can probably get a hold of say 13 
Skyler, especially for some of the Tier 3 stuff, and I would 14 
like to throw out this notion that -- When you’re looking at, 15 
for example, OFL, the yield at this MFMT -- Recall, when you’re 16 
talking about F, you are talking about rates, and the other 17 
stuff is amounts, and so it’s at that rate you have this amount, 18 
and so you’ve got a pounds and you’ve got a mortality rate, and 19 
so they’re not the same thing.  You have one is when you’re at A 20 
that you get B, and so A and B are not the same.  One is a rate 21 
and one is a landings or an amount, a biomass, and so that’s a 22 
lot of what is here.   23 
 24 
Shannon could explain it infinitely better, but, effectively, 25 
that is why it seems circular, but it’s really not.  I don’t 26 
know if that’s helpful at all.  Like I said, Shannon could 27 
explain it better, or Skyler certainly could, and we could get 28 
somebody from the Center, and maybe not now, because it’s 4:53. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  That was my point.  My point is, even at this 31 
meeting, you don’t really have to settle this, because we’re not 32 
going to be in Tier 1 for a very long time, and so I don’t want 33 
you to get wrapped up in this.  I just felt like if -- 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Oh ye of little faith.   36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Maybe no faith at all, but, if you can settle it 38 
easily, great.  If not, I think we should just move on.  One 39 
day, over the rainbow, if we can get this -- 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  My concern is not with Tier 1 or Tier 2.  There 42 
is some wording in Tier 3 that gives me some consternation, but 43 
I think we need to have Skyler on the phone, and then, for Tier 44 
4, I think we just want to make sure that it’s written now in a 45 
way that is the intent of the SSC, but Tier 3, I do have -- 46 
There is a red flag that went up for me on that, but we’re going 47 
to need some expertise from the Center. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re almost done for today, but can you 2 
point out your red flag? 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think it’s the next little part of Tier 3, 5 
this bit, and so the ABC.  That first part, ABC determined from 6 
OFL, blah, blah, blah, and then you’ve got where ABC equals 7 
reduction factor that is never defined times OFL, and I’m not 8 
sure that one is any different than the other, that a -- 9 
Depending upon what we mean by reduction factor, they’re the 10 
same thing.  If reduction factor is scientific uncertainty, they 11 
are the same.  If reduction factor is not scientific 12 
uncertainty, what is it? 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just a quick reading is that -- Maybe I ought 15 
to read it again before I open my mouth, but a has a PDF for it 16 
and b does not, and so you have a reduction factor, but the 17 
reduction factor from a is dependent on the PDF associated with 18 
the stock assessment.   19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  If that is true, and I believe you, we 21 
need to reword this or footnote it or something. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Maybe say, under, we do not have a PDF. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  However we need to do that, but, if I 26 
read this cold, which is what I did, I don’t know what reduction 27 
factor means, and I don’t -- 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We could start off simply by saying, where no 30 
PDF exists, then we do this. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  It just needs clarification in the way 33 
it’s written.  That was my issue with that one. 34 
 35 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The way I read it, without knowledge of the 36 
intent of the person writing it, per se, but just the words on 37 
the page, it looks like they are trying to use reduction factor 38 
as a term to encompass what they are saying in the first 39 
sentence, ABC determined from OFL as reduced by scientific 40 
uncertainty and risk of overfishing, and so those two components 41 
are what makes up the reduction factor. 42 
 43 
Then they say, okay, you apply that reduction factor either this 44 
way or this other way, but they’re giving you flexibility to 45 
refine the reduction factor later, and I think it’s made up of 46 
scientific uncertainty and this risk of overfishing.   47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, and that’s fine.  We just need to 1 
define it. 2 
 3 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You could add “reduction factor” in 4 
parentheses at the end of that first sentence, that introductory 5 
sentence, and then that would define it as scientific 6 
uncertainty and risk of overfishing, if that’s what was 7 
intended, but that’s how I read it.   8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That is partly my point, is what does 10 
it really mean, and, to Walter’s clarification, we need to 11 
somehow get that in there, the intent of that in there as well, 12 
and so it’s just some clarification of this text. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela is going to send an email to Clay.  15 
Skyler, if you’re still listening, be on the lookout for that as 16 
well.  We’re requesting some clarification to the language in 17 
accord with the conversation we’ve just had and see if they can 18 
come back with a recommendation for us tomorrow.  Adyan. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you saying this is something she is 23 
going to do, something she already has, or something she needs 24 
input from us to be able to do? 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 27 
  28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, in general, the a and b 29 
are not worded consistently, and so, in particular, is it 30 
supposed to be clear that b is the situation where there is no 31 
PDF, which, if there is no PDF, why are we in 3 in the first 32 
place?  I am not quite sure, and so that’s kind of the question.   33 
 34 
I can look for Clay’s presentation from I don’t know how long 35 
ago, and Shannon would have one too, but it would take me 36 
certainly a while to find that presentation, because I would 37 
have to figure out what meeting it was in first, and that I can 38 
tell you would be a random search. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Richard, I have got two that might -- I will 41 
forward them to you and see if these are the ones that you are 42 
thinking about, Clay’s presentations. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but, basically, given that it’s now 45 
after five, on my watch anyway, I am suggesting that we adjourn 46 
for the day, and hopefully we will have some answers for you all 47 
when we start up tomorrow.  I think that would be nine o’clock 48 
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again. 1 
 2 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on July 17, 2018.) 3 
 4 

- - - 5 
 6 

July 18, 2018 7 
 8 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 9 
 10 

- - - 11 
 12 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 13 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Courtyard Marriott 14 
in Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Wednesday morning, July 18, 2018, 15 
and was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Good morning, everybody.  This is the SSC 18 
meeting, day two.  Again, let’s start off with a verbal roll 19 
call, starting with Walter. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 22 
 23 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  J.J. Cruz, SSC. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC. 26 
 27 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 32 
staff. 33 
 34 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 35 
 36 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 41 
 42 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 43 
 44 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 45 
Counsel. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 48 
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 1 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, Council Chair. 2 
 3 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 4 
 5 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 6 
 7 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 8 
 9 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 10 
 11 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, all, and welcome back.  We are 14 
still waiting for Adyan to work up some information for the 15 
Virgin Islands, and so we’re going to at least start this 16 
morning with looking at the ABC control rule language, and, as 17 
you remember, we had two parts, this part in yellow for Tier 1 18 
and then we had, under Tier 3, a question about the exact 19 
phrasing of this. 20 
 21 
There is two inputs that we’re going to hear from, I guess, and 22 
so Skyler has put together a couple of slides for us to see, and 23 
we apologize for technical difficulties, but we can hear her 24 
through Graciela’s machine, and she will put her microphone 25 
under that, and so hopefully everybody will hear her comments.  26 
Then Clay Porch also sent some comments relative to that, and we 27 
can put those up, as necessary, and so, if Skyler is ready, you 28 
can shift it over to her. 29 
 30 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Good morning, everyone.  I am just going to 31 
try to reiterate a couple of different points, and I know that 32 
Clay also sent over an email this morning and said that he would 33 
be available between 11:00 and 3:00, and so, if there’s any 34 
further clarification needed, but it sounded like yesterday 35 
there were some questions on the terminology in Tier 1 and that 36 
maybe there was some uncertainty regarding circularity, and so I 37 
just wanted to highlight that. 38 
 39 
I think Kevin said this yesterday, and it was kind of hard to 40 
hear everything going on, but I believe that Kevin reiterated 41 
the point that the maximum fishing mortality threshold that is 42 
listed within the control rule is a level of fishing mortality 43 
rate, and so it’s a rate, and that is the fishing mortality rate 44 
at which above that level overfishing is occurring. 45 
 46 
In general, for Tier 1, you would have an age-structured or some 47 
sort of advanced stock assessment model that would give you an 48 
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estimate of the fishing mortality rate at maximum sustainable 1 
yield, and, again, that FMSY is the fishing mortality rate that, 2 
if applied over the long term, would result in maximum 3 
sustainable yield. 4 
 5 
The difference here is that MFMT is a fishing mortality rate 6 
that is specified, and then that MSY is your maximum sustainable 7 
yield, and so it’s a level of catch, and, specifically, MSY is 8 
defined as the largest long-term average catch or yield that can 9 
be taken from a stock or stock complex under prevailing 10 
ecological and environmental conditions and fishery 11 
technological characteristics, for example gear selectivity, and 12 
the distribution of catch among fleets. 13 
 14 
Within that tier, you have your stock assessment models, and you 15 
get your estimate of FMSY, and, from there, you determine your 16 
maximum sustainable yield.  Does that clear up any of the 17 
confusion?  Are there any questions on that Tier 1?  If I hear 18 
nothing, I’m going to go to the next slide. 19 
 20 
The next one was related to Tier 3, and it sounded like there 21 
was some question as to why there were two different options in 22 
terms of calculating an ABC level, and so, again, this is the 23 
data-limited case where you do have a stock assessment that was 24 
accepted as best available science by the SSC. 25 
 26 
It can also relate to assessments that are somewhat out of date.  27 
In this case, the ABC could -- It is supposed that the ABC would 28 
be determined by two different approaches.  For example, ABC is 29 
going to be determined from your OFL, and it’s going to be based 30 
on a reduction due to scientific uncertainty and the risk of 31 
overfishing.  32 
 33 
I have prepared a couple of slides demonstrating how this tier 34 
could potentially work, based on the Gulf of Mexico data-limited 35 
assessment that we conducted a couple of years ago, and so, for 36 
example -- In this example, we’re looking at Tier 3a, and so 37 
this figure you have seen before.  This is, for example, an 38 
output that would come out of a data-limited approach, like we 39 
saw with the Caribbean SEDAR 46.   40 
 41 
You would have your recommended catch on your X-axis, and on the 42 
Y is just a density profile to show where the peaks would be, 43 
and so in this instance, you can see it’s just a -- It’s just a 44 
probability density function that shows you the likelihood of 45 
different values.   46 
 47 
In this case, the OFL, for example, could be set at the median 48 
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level, and so the 50th percentile of your PDF would be defined as 1 
your OFL.  Then, from there, the SSC’s prerogative would be to 2 
set the ABC based on that OFL by reducing it for scientific 3 
uncertainty and risk of overfishing, and so, essentially, you 4 
have your OFL that comes out of the assessment model, and then 5 
the ABC gets buffered down to account for that uncertainty. 6 
 7 
For this Tier 3a example, you would have a PDF of that OFL, as 8 
shown here, and the first option that’s listed there is that 9 
that reduction factor would be applied, where the PDF would come 10 
from the assessment, and so, for example, in general, in the 11 
Gulf, this value is determined by a P* value, and it’s just 12 
essentially saying it’s the probability that you are willing to 13 
accept of overfishing, and, if I can just move to this slide. 14 
 15 
For the Gulf of Mexico’s data-limited assessment, the SSC ended 16 
up accepting advice for lane snapper in this format, and so we 17 
had a method that we proposed to the SSC, and, again, the X is 18 
our catch level in pounds, and the Y is our frequency, and so 19 
you see that the OFL here was set at the 50th percentile, and so 20 
we had our OFL, and, from there, the SSC decided to set the ABC 21 
at the 30th percentile of that PDF.  You can see here that we had 22 
a PDF, and the ABC was selected at the 30th percentile.   23 
 24 
The second option, that b option, is, instead of using the PDF 25 
directly, and this could be an instance where you have a method 26 
that does not give you a PDF or, in this case, if there was 27 
uncertainty about this PDF, that it didn’t account for enough 28 
variability, that Tier 3b example would essentially set your ABC 29 
as a -- It would buffer that ABC from your OFL.  We would have 30 
an OFL, again defined here as the 50th percentile, or the median, 31 
of a distribution, or from another method, and you would just 32 
take 75 percent of that value and set that as your ABC, or 33 
another fraction, as long as it is equal to or less than 0.9. 34 
 35 
Again, for the Gulf, the SSC also considered this option, but 36 
what you can see with this example is that this value is much 37 
lower than any of the PDFs that we had in this case, and so this 38 
is going to potentially be case specific.  However, I think that 39 
the benefit of having the two different options is that, if you 40 
have a PDF, you can stick with Option 1 and consider Option b, 41 
but, if you don’t have a PDF, this b is a potential way to go, 42 
and so it adds some additional flexibility that gives the SSC 43 
the option to look at these different approaches, as the Gulf 44 
did. 45 
 46 
That is really what I had to present, and I hope that it sort of 47 
helped demonstrate the different options for that Tier 3a versus 48 
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3b, and are there any questions? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Skyler, just to clarify the language, this 3 
second one would be used clearly when we don’t have a PDF, but 4 
the phraseology we would use, as in the case of what you have on 5 
the screen now, where you have a PDF, but, for some reason, 6 
you’re not happy with it.   7 
 8 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, right.   9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That situation would result from -- I am 11 
trying to think of where we would accept the analysis but say we 12 
can’t use the PDF.  If we don’t accept the analysis, we’re back 13 
in Tier 4, and so this would be a situation where the SSC agrees 14 
that there is useful information in the analysis that was done, 15 
and presumably that means a PDF was given, but that there is a 16 
problem setting ABC.  Can you see a scenario where that would 17 
happen, that you could have both of these conditions, where you 18 
have an acceptable analysis, but somehow a problem with the PDF? 19 
 20 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  That’s a great question, and I think it’s 21 
really going to come down to case-by-case to see what sort of 22 
instances that could occur and the potential reasoning for it.  23 
It’s definitely something to keep in mind.  For example, with 24 
this lane snapper example, it was a consideration with the Gulf, 25 
but the concern was that -- I guess they were just curious how 26 
the different options would compare, but, again, it’s really 27 
going to depend on the method that’s used, the assumptions that 28 
have gone into it, how sensitive the method could be, and how 29 
much of that uncertainty is being captured, and so it’s 30 
something to keep in mind, but you’re correct in that you could 31 
have an outcome from an assessment and just be a little 32 
concerned or potentially want to be a little bit more 33 
conservative and set that ABC based on the reduction factor, as 34 
opposed to PDF, because there might be some uncertainty that 35 
there is not enough uncertainty accounted for in the PDF, and so 36 
it could be that it’s almost a data-limited approach, and so I 37 
think it really will be based on a case-by-case basis. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and just so you’re not really scaring 40 
a lot of people with this graph, could you tell us what the 41 
vertical axis is and the scale for that, because I don’t think 42 
it’s going down to zero, but I actually can’t read it from here. 43 
 44 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  The vertical axis is showing the relative 45 
frequency from zero to one, and so it’s just giving you an idea 46 
of -- In this example, you can see that the mode, and so 47 
obviously the P* was set at the 50th percentile, and then it’s 48 
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going down to zero, and so, in this example for this species, 1 
that 75 percent of the OFL fell outside and so there was a zero 2 
percent probability of overfishing, and so it was way too 3 
conservative, and that’s why the SSC went with the 30th 4 
percentile, because it was within a more realistic analysis. 5 
 6 
One thing that I didn’t point out here in the figure is this 7 
thick vertical line is actually the current ACL for lane 8 
snapper, and so you can see that this was the proposed 9 
distribution of catch advice.  This was the OFL that came out of 10 
that method, and then this was ultimately what was selected by 11 
the SSC for the Gulf for the ABC. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so the actual levels that we’re 14 
talking about is what is on the X-axis, and so whatever your 15 
point is that you drop the line down, that’s where the catch 16 
levels would be indicated for whatever strategy you’re working 17 
with, correct? 18 
 19 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Correct.  In this case, the ABC was about 20 
350,000 pounds.  This was just an example to highlight how this 21 
could work. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a good example.  What was the OFL 24 
level, so we could compare that to what the ABC was?   25 
 26 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  The OFL level was about 260,000 pounds. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That got reduced down to what? 29 
 30 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  I think it was about, essentially -- I would 31 
have to check the exact number, but it was about 364,000 pounds 32 
for the OFL, and then that was reduced down to 355,000 pounds. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it’s about a 10,000 or 15,000-pound 35 
reduction?   36 
 37 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, it turned out to be about a 2.5 percent 38 
drop in the catch, and that’s one of the reasons why the Gulf 39 
SSC also pursued the 0.75 times the OFL, because they felt that 40 
was relatively close to the OFL, but, again, I think this is one 41 
of the potential ways to go, and, as you all remember with the 42 
SEDAR 46, when we use these sorts of methods that could get us 43 
to Tier 3, we also have to consider those uncertainties and look 44 
at the sensitivity of the outcome. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so, just so the committee knows, 47 
the more peaky the distribution is, the less reduction, in a 48 
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percent sense, you would have from OFL to ABC, and, the broader 1 
the distribution, you would have a larger drop in what that 2 
percentage is from the OFL, and that, of course, is reflecting 3 
the fact that, in the narrow case, you have much less 4 
variability, and, in the broad case, you have a much greater 5 
degree of variability. 6 
 7 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Correct. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just to add to that example a little bit, in this 10 
case, it so happens that that 75 was lower, but, if your 11 
distribution was so wide, the inverse could be true, depending 12 
on the percentile that you use, and so it could swap.  That 13 
would be the case where you have high, high uncertainty in your 14 
PDF. 15 
 16 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Exactly.  Thanks, Adyan.  Again, trying to 17 
highlight the case-by-case basis, that’s exactly correct.  18 
Depending upon that distribution, it may not be that that 0.75 19 
times your OFL falls out of your distribution, and so, again, I 20 
don’t want to discourage consideration of Options a and b in 21 
this case, but just to highlight that that could vary depending 22 
upon the species and the outcome of the assessment. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a really important point, and so 25 
thank you for bringing that up, Adyan.   26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Skyler, a quick question.  You had mentioned 28 
the two cases where you may want to move to, and, again, I don’t 29 
have it in front of me, but 3b, the first one being if you don’t 30 
have a PDF, which I understand, and second one is if you want to 31 
be more cautious.  If you want to be more cautious, why don’t 32 
you just pick a different point on the PDF rather than a 50 33 
percent chance of not overfishing?  You could pick a 60 percent 34 
chance of not overfishing on your PDF, and it seems simpler than 35 
doing away with the PDF, than going to 3b.  Thank you. 36 
 37 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, that’s a great point, and, just to 38 
highlight this 30th percentile was just what was selected for the 39 
Gulf.  You could decide to go with the 25th percentile or the 40 
20th.  If you had that PDF, yes, there is definitely important 41 
information within there, and that would be the decision that 42 
could be considered by the SSC.  That would be your decision to 43 
discuss which percentile, which part of the percentile -- This 44 
is just an example for the Gulf.  They looked at the 30th, and 45 
they also looked at the 40th, but they selected the 30th.  46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Skyler, I have two questions, and they are pretty 48 
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separate from one another.  The first one is, and maybe 1 
everybody else understands this, but the council is required to 2 
set their likelihood of overfishing, and they can’t go above 50 3 
percent, and so how does that relate to this? 4 
 5 
For example, you’ve got your OFL is the 50th percentile, and so 6 
why wouldn’t your ABC have to be the 25th percentile or less?  I 7 
really need to understand this, and, of course, the council is 8 
going to need to understand this, so that they can tackle that 9 
decision sometime in the hopefully near future. 10 
 11 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Let me see if I understand that question.  The 12 
OFL is set at the 50th percentile.  The ABC has to be set below 13 
that.  The council, in the Gulf, decides, with a pretty complex 14 
table, looking at the P* approach, and they basically determine 15 
the risk of overfishing that they are willing to accept based on 16 
a slew of criteria. 17 
 18 
In this instance, the ABC has to be set below the OFL, but where 19 
you set it would be dependent upon discussions by the SSC and 20 
recommendations, but it has to be below that OFL.  It cannot be 21 
equal to the OFL.  It has to be below. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  I understand that.  What I don’t understand is how 24 
the likelihood of overfishing plays into this, because the 25 
council can’t go above a 50 percent likelihood of overfishing 26 
the resource, and so how does that play in? 27 
 28 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Right, and so you can’t set your ABC above the 29 
50th percentile.  The ABC would be set below the 50th percentile, 30 
and, again, that’s based on the reduction in -- The reduction 31 
from the OFL is going to be based on the buffer of the 32 
scientific uncertainty that is discussed and, in the end, 33 
decided upon by the SSC to say how big of a buffer do they want 34 
based on the result and the outcome of the assessment. 35 
 36 
If there is some concerns over the assessment, they could set it 37 
at a lower percentile.  They could say the 25th percentile.  If 38 
there was not a lot of concern, they could set it, for example, 39 
here at the 30th percentile or the 40th percentile, and that is 40 
the decision of the SSC, and that reduction, or that buffer -- I 41 
prefer to call it more of a buffer than a reduction, but that 42 
buffer is going to be based on the discussions that go on by the 43 
SSC that talk about the life history and other potential areas 44 
that could be impacting the stock, for example environmental 45 
conditions.  The size of that buffer is based on how much 46 
uncertainty there could be and the decision of the SSC on where 47 
they would like to set that. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Thanks, Skyler.  My second question is, like I 2 
said, separate, and you may not be ready or willing to answer, 3 
but, in this control rule, we include two separate definitions 4 
of scientific uncertainty, one in Tier 1 that I think translates 5 
directly into Tier 2, but that is implicit and not explicit, and 6 
then, in Tier 3, we have a similar, but not identical, 7 
definition of scientific uncertainty.  It’s actually a little 8 
more extensive in Tier 3.   9 
 10 
Then, in Tier 4, we address scientific uncertainty, but it’s not 11 
defined, and, since we’re using Tier 4, I am going to need to 12 
define that scientific uncertainty in the actual text of the 13 
draft environmental impact statement, and I am wondering if 14 
there is really only one definition of scientific uncertainty or 15 
are there tier-specific definitions of scientific uncertainty? 16 
 17 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, that’s a great question.  I mean, my 18 
thought would be you want your scientific uncertainty to 19 
encompass any potential factor that could be at play, and so, 20 
for example, the Tier 3 could be uncertainty in life history or 21 
ecological function or perceived level of depletion or 22 
vulnerability of the stock. 23 
 24 
I don’t have the Tier 1 definition in front of me at the moment, 25 
but that’s something that the SSC could discuss, and it could be 26 
very useful in terms of trying to standardize that scientific 27 
uncertainty across the tiers.  Tier 1, scientific uncertainty 28 
would take into account -- Okay.  Yes, it looks like Tier 1 is 29 
just a subset of the more encompassing scientific uncertainty 30 
for Tier 3.  My thought would be that Tier 3 seems to provide 31 
the most comprehensive discussion of what scientific uncertainty 32 
could be.  Then we were interested in Tier 4. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  So you don’t recognize any need to have different 35 
scientific uncertainties for different tiers, because, if that’s 36 
the case, then perhaps the SSC wants to use that Tier 3 37 
scientific uncertainty as their scientific uncertainty for all 38 
tiers, including Tier 4, and I’m just wondering what your 39 
opinion is on that. 40 
 41 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, I think that would be a very good way to 42 
go.  I think that definition in Tier 3 pretty much covers a lot 43 
of the areas that could cause some uncertainty within the 44 
results, and I think that’s a very good definition in Tier 3. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  Thanks, Skyler. 47 
 48 



94 
 

SKYLER SAGARESE:  You could even add other aspects to it if 1 
things come up as the discussions go forth with the ABC control 2 
rule, but, yes, that definition is very comprehensive, and it 3 
essentially relates to the PSA analysis, where we talked about 4 
life history characteristics and the ecology of the species and 5 
other aspects, and so, yes.  Are there any other questions? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No other questions for Skyler?  Kevin. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Hi, Skyler.  Thanks for that.  I think it was 10 
really helpful.  I don’t actually have a question for Skyler, 11 
but, since I opened this can of worms yesterday, I will speak 12 
again to the issue that was of concern to me.  I think Skyler’s 13 
presentation helped sort out Tier 3 ABC and the a, but the b -- 14 
Well, actually, it’s in both of them, and so it’s this notion of 15 
we have now a new term of “reduction factor” that is not defined 16 
in here, and I just would like to get a definition on that, 17 
however the SSC cares to define it or not to define it. 18 
 19 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Kevin, that’s a great point.  I have generally 20 
seen this referred to as a buffer and not a reduction factor.  I 21 
think the “reduction factor” terminology is just sort of 22 
negative, and so I did look through the document, and I don’t 23 
quite remember where this reduction factor originated from, but 24 
if the SSC wants to use that factor, I think it just needs to be 25 
clear that it is a buffer.  It’s buffering down the OFL based on 26 
the level of scientific uncertainty. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Skyler, would you say that buffer in Tier 4 is the 29 
same as the buffer in Tier 3, that we’re talking about the same 30 
thing, or are we talking about different things in those two 31 
tiers? 32 
 33 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Right, and so it is the same concept.  I am 34 
looking at Tier 4 ABC is equal to your buffer times your 35 
sustainable yield level, where the buffer must be less than or 36 
equal to 0.9 based on the SSC’s determination of scientific 37 
uncertainty.  38 
 39 
I believe that that buffer terminology would be a much better 40 
way to go to keep it consistent, and, in other regions, it’s 41 
also considered a buffer and not a reduction factor, and so I 42 
think “buffer” would be more consistent across other areas, and 43 
I think “buffer” is -- In my opinion, it’s just easier to 44 
understand, because you are buffering based on your uncertainty, 45 
and it’s not just a we’re reducing everything.  It’s a reduction 46 
factor.  I think “buffer” is just a better word to use. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We haven’t defined “reduction factor”.  I read 1 
it the same way as well, and so let’s not have different terms 2 
for the same thing in different parts of the document, or the 3 
rule, I guess. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So this could be addressed by, under ABC, 6 
in that first line -- It says ABC equals X equals OFL as reduced 7 
by scientific uncertainty, and we could say as reduced, and 8 
then, in parentheses, put “buffered by scientific uncertainty”, 9 
and then the next sentence, where it says “the reduction 10 
factor”, we would just say “the buffer”. 11 
 12 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, that would keep the terminology 13 
consistent.  I would definitely recommend that modification. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The suggestion that I was making was to 16 
tweak the language like that, and so, Jocelyn, you had a 17 
comment? 18 
 19 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, thanks.  My question is just about 20 
what goes into the buffer.  Obviously, when we were talking, we 21 
certainly said scientific uncertainty, and I know the risk of 22 
overfishing kind of goes into that probability density function, 23 
but is that also considered part of the buffer, because the 24 
“and” right there could be confusing, that there is a buffer by 25 
two things, scientific uncertainty and the risk of overfishing, 26 
if in other tiers we’re defining the buffer just solely based on 27 
scientific uncertainty, and that’s just of -- The language here 28 
is still maybe a little bit confusing. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s a good point, because if you 31 
see, and I am sort of guessing here, the fine print, risk of 32 
overfishing is determined by the council.   33 
 34 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, that’s correct.  The council includes 35 
the risk policy in the ABC control rule, and so that’s probably 36 
what that is getting at.  Then, as Bill was saying, the risk 37 
policy -- One of the ways that that can be represented is to 38 
have an acceptable probability that is at least 50 percent that 39 
catch equal to the ABC will not result in overfishing, and so 40 
that’s what some of the tiers are based on, that council-set 41 
risk policy. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the conclusion is we’re okay with that, 44 
because it’s foot-noted correctly, or do we need to change 45 
something? 46 
 47 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  What if we say something like “as buffered 48 
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by scientific uncertainty” and then maybe like “and reflecting 1 
the risk of overfishing”, so that’s it’s maybe a little bit 2 
clearer that the buffer is tied to scientific uncertainty, if 3 
that is folks’ understanding. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It works for me.  Reni. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am lost, and I have to admit it.  I am 8 
lost.  I mean, we are working on these definitions under a data-9 
rich tier, and do we have any? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but this is going to feed down to Tier 12 
3, where we do want to get to, and so there’s a trail. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  That’s what I thought, and so I am 15 
glad to hear that.  Now, I thought that we were down to Tier 4, 16 
in which we had assigned to Tier 4b the species that we thought 17 
were either undergoing overfishing or at the risk of becoming 18 
overfished, so that what we were actually dealing with were 19 
species under 4a, or no?  I am wrong? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Once we get down -- We are looking, for 22 
consistency, through the tier definitions, to make sure that 23 
what we consider to be uncertainty in whatever is consistent, 24 
but, right now, our functional application is in Tier 4. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Tier 4, okay.  Very good. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we need to make sure that we’re 29 
just being consistent in our language through the whole control 30 
rule. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, because I was kind of shocked, 33 
because, like going back to Tier 1, and I thought that we had 34 
gone through that already. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, in Tier 4, we’ve been talking 37 
about buffers.  It’s very specific, and we have defined what 38 
those are, and so, basically, in this case, we’re moving back up 39 
the chain to make sure we use the same terminology, and so we 40 
use “buffer” instead of “reduction factor”. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, you were saying something in front 45 
of “risk”, like “apparent” or something like that? 46 
 47 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Maybe something like “and reflecting the 48 
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risk of overfishing”, or something like that. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, is this to Skyler, just so she 3 
knows it’s coming? 4 
 5 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, if Skyler is still on the line, 6 
because she had been offering advice on this, just to make sure 7 
this reflects the Science Center’s understanding, too. 8 
 9 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  I am just looking at some comments from Clay, 10 
and I just want to reiterate that, as you mentioned, the 11 
probability of overfishing will be selected by the council, and 12 
that decision essentially will take into account a variety of 13 
issues, such as characterization of uncertainty within the 14 
assessment, the potential use of if any environmental issues 15 
could be at play, the number of sensitivity runs that were 16 
conducted during the assessment, and so that decision does come 17 
out of the council. 18 
 19 
Then the point of Clay’s comments relate to that reduction 20 
factor terminology.  The idea with that is that, even if the 21 
council would specify the probability of overfishing that they 22 
could select, the SSC has the ability, with that reduction 23 
factor, to set it slightly lower, and so to take 0.9 percent or 24 
0.75, and so I just want to highlight -- I am just looking at 25 
your terminology here, and -- 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I may, as I am understanding this, when 28 
we’re talking about the risk of overfishing, we’re talking about 29 
where that OFL level is placed.  Is it going to be at the 30 
median, which would be 50 percent chance of overfishing, which 31 
meets the legal definition, or do they want to be even more 32 
conservative and put it down at 0.45 or something like whatever, 33 
and that’s a decision for the council, but we can’t operate on 34 
the ABC until we know what the council wants to do, because of 35 
the way this is operating on the PDF. 36 
 37 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  The council has to specify that probability of 38 
overfishing, and it has to be less than 50 percent. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the committee, that’s why the two 41 
things are there.  We can’t do the ABC until the OFL is set, 42 
and, to set the OFL using this PDF methodology, the council has 43 
to say what their risk of -- What their acceptable risk of 44 
overfishing is.  Now, most likely, this will be the legal 45 
definition of 0.5, which will be the median, but we can’t make 46 
that decision for them. 47 
 48 
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SKYLER SAGARESE:  My advice here would be this is the kind of 1 
issue that, if Clay is able to join later today, it might be 2 
worth waiting to get his input and make sure that this is the 3 
way that the Center does want this tier to be written.  I think 4 
the Tier 1 in the Caribbean, we’re certainly far away from being 5 
able to apply these approaches, but we do want to have the 6 
framework set up, so that, when the time comes, we can be using 7 
advice from these types of models. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and my point was the terminology 10 
we’re talking about -- Not the actual methods, but the 11 
terminology trickles down through all the tiers, and so, while 12 
we’re looking at Tier 1 here, this is going to immediately be 13 
relevant to Tier 3, which is where we’re trying to get to. 14 
 15 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Right. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we go down to the moderate situation, 18 
which was Tier 2, we see that we actually don’t specify anything 19 
in particular, because it just says the same as Tier 1 but -- So 20 
we don’t have to actually worry about the terminology, because 21 
it’s immediately adapting the terminology from Tier 1.   22 
 23 
Then it trickles down to the Tier 3.  Here you see, in yellow, 24 
that again we say reduced by scientific uncertainty and the risk 25 
of overfishing, and so, if we got that same language that we put 26 
in the reduced and buffered, in parentheses, and -- In here, we 27 
should again put that footnote on risk of overfishing that we 28 
had adopted and then, yes, the reduction factor determines the 29 
buffer. 30 
 31 
The question then, as Skyler was pointing out, and I believe the 32 
question that Kevin was raising, in terms of what’s in yellow 33 
here, is in the “or” part, is there a condition for the or?  34 
Clearly it’s one where for some reason we don’t like the PDF.  35 
Adyan gave the example where you might get a very broad PDF and 36 
the -- Should we call it a default buffer that would in fact 37 
result in an unacceptable level of reduction in catch relative 38 
to probability of overfishing and therefore applying -- As she 39 
was saying, in that broad case, if that 0.75 reduction factor 40 
actually gave you a much better result than did the 30th 41 
percentile, I think it was -- Well, that could happen, and, 42 
therefore, we want to have the ability to adjust for weird 43 
cases, basically. 44 
 45 
Now, do we really need to specify -- Do we want to specify that 46 
in excruciating detail, or can we just say we have those two 47 
options?  That is the question before the committee. 48 
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 1 
JOE KIMMEL:  I would think you would want to identify the “or” 2 
in this case, maybe not to excruciating detail, but to some 3 
detail so that the reader can understand when to choose one or 4 
the other. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On the screen now is Clay Porch’s response 7 
to an email that Graciela sent to him regarding this.  As was 8 
pointed out, he will be available later in the day, if we want 9 
to discuss this, or any other parts of this, but he’s basically 10 
reiterating that, if there is a condition where we think the PDF 11 
doesn’t account for enough uncertainty -- I would say, from 12 
Adyan’s example, it could go the other way, where the PDF for 13 
some reason we think is overestimating what that uncertainty is. 14 
 15 
If we accepted this, we are basically saying you would only go 16 
to that other option if you think you are not dropping it 17 
enough, and Adyan was telling us that we actually could have a 18 
situation where it’s the reverse. 19 
 20 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  This is something where we could, in the 21 
environmental impact statements and the other documents that 22 
will accompany this, explain some of the examples without trying 23 
to put them into the tiers, because the goal, obviously, is 24 
flexibility, and so just providing a non-exhaustive list of 25 
examples where you describe how these operate might be a good 26 
approach. 27 
 28 
Obviously, all of your advice has to be based on the best 29 
available scientific information, and so, when you’re going 30 
through it, you have these two options, and you would choose the 31 
one that provides that information based on whatever is 32 
happening at the time, and so I think preserving some of that 33 
flexibility might be important, and, if we can come up with, as 34 
we have in this discussion, some examples, we can write that up 35 
in the accompanying documents as one option. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I understand what you’re saying 38 
correctly, basically we leave it as it is, because that gives us 39 
the flexibility, but, when we actually apply it, we will have to 40 
state the scientific justification for that application, 41 
correct? 42 
 43 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Correct, and I’m also saying that, right 44 
now, there is some suggestion that we try to figure out when you 45 
might apply each approach, and we could put that right in the 46 
control rule.  I’m saying another option is just to describe 47 
that, not necessarily in this chart, but when we’re discussing 48 
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how the control rule operates, and we have some of those 1 
examples, through Clay’s email and through this discussion 2 
today, that we can mention as to how you might make that choice 3 
in the future. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In other words, refer back to the 6 
discussion record that we’re having now. 7 
 8 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, exactly. 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  A question, and I probably should have asked 11 
Skyler, but I’m trying to think it all through, and it’s a 12 
general question.  If you don’t have enough faith in the PDF to 13 
use it, what does it say about the stock assessment itself, 14 
since the PDF is derived from the stock assessment?  It just 15 
seems to be a problem there. 16 
 17 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Just remember, in this context, these are 18 
data-limited assessments, and so there is always going to be 19 
uncertainty, and there is always going to be some areas for 20 
improvement, and so the issue with these approaches is this is 21 
the tier above catch only, and so these are still data-limited 22 
techniques where we have additional information to inform what 23 
could be the catch level. 24 
 25 
As Adyan said, the shape or the width of that PDF -- Yes, if you 26 
have a very wide space for your PDF, that is going to show you 27 
that there is a lot of uncertainty within those data inputs, and 28 
so, for example, if you have a -- I think, as Rich pointed out, 29 
if you have a much tighter PDF, that shape of the PDF is going 30 
to help you understand how uncertain that outcome could be, but, 31 
again these are data-limited approaches, and there is always 32 
going to be some uncertainty. 33 
 34 
In terms of the benefit of the approach, it would get you out of 35 
that static catch only, where you are just using a catch level 36 
from average catch from a certain reference period and you are 37 
not adjusting that.   38 
 39 
These approaches would allow you to track changes, for example 40 
in CPUE or in length data, and just get you a bit more 41 
information and get you a more adaptive approach that, over 42 
time, would track to a catch level that would be sustainable, 43 
but, again, these are data limited, and so there’s not -- If you 44 
had perfect information, you would be in Tier 1, and so, again, 45 
just keep that in mind, that that’s the decision.  You can use 46 
that shape in that PDF to discuss those issues of the 47 
uncertainty within the approach. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If you had perfect information, you wouldn’t 2 
need to put a buffer in to begin with.  If you knew OFL with 3 
certainty, there would be no need for a buffer, but you develop 4 
a stock assessment through whatever approach, and the PDF simply 5 
shows you how much uncertainty there is in your estimate of OFL 6 
that is derived from your stock assessment. 7 
 8 
I am still confused as to why you would not use the PDF.  If you 9 
want to be more cautious, you would pick a different point 10 
probability level on that PDF, but it seems mighty judgmental 11 
all of a sudden to say, well, you know, we don’t like the PDF 12 
and therefore we’re going to use some other technique.  I am 13 
troubled by it. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so let me comment to that.  16 
As we’ve been battling for quite some time now with Tier 4, when 17 
we actually, hopefully, get to apply Tier 3, this is not 18 
someplace where we’re just going to be picking numbers out.  19 
We’re going to have to come at it with rationales for what we 20 
want to do and, if we want to depart from that, we’re going to 21 
also have to have a rationale and, in some way, some set of 22 
standards of how we’re applying that.   23 
 24 
We can’t just say, well, for this stock, it ought to be here and 25 
for that stock it ought to be -- Then we’re just being 26 
capricious about where we’re sticking the numbers, and so, when 27 
we get to this point, we’re going to have to think about what 28 
default values we might be looking at in terms of reductions for 29 
an ABC from that OFL level, but everything we’re looking at now, 30 
at least this committee, it’s all theory. 31 
 32 
Now, there has been some, I guess, practice in some of the other 33 
councils where they actually have had these and are starting to 34 
work through them, and maybe we can benefit from their 35 
experiences about where they have been putting things relative 36 
to what their PDFs look like, but, right now, the fact that we 37 
would be allowing ourselves some flexibility does not relieve us 38 
from the responsibility of how we apply that flexibility, and we 39 
will have to have a scientific justification for departing from 40 
the use of whatever rules we come up with for the buffer and 41 
also, in any particular case, the number we actually choose, so 42 
we’re not just cherry-picking things. 43 
 44 
It’s just that we don’t have anything in this case, and so 45 
there’s no point in discussing it yet, but we want to make sure 46 
that we have the authority that we need to address the 47 
situation.  If we just say we’re going to use the PDF, we would 48 
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then be in a situation where we are going to either say we don’t 1 
accept the model, which is a condition for Tier 3, which 2 
automatically bumps us down to Tier 4, or there is something 3 
about what comes out of that that we can use, but maybe the 4 
results are such that it’s not what we expected and we need some 5 
flexibility. 6 
 7 
Let me give an example where maybe this would show up, and we 8 
haven’t talked about this, and maybe Skyler would like to 9 
comment on this, but we’re going to do -- We, the Center, would 10 
do a management strategy evaluation on which models to use, and 11 
so we could have a situation where we have a catch-effort-based 12 
estimator that is available and a length-based estimator that is 13 
available, and so two models can be run, or two types of models, 14 
or maybe actually more than two models, and each one of those is 15 
going to develop a PDF. 16 
 17 
They might not -- It actually would be unlikely that they would 18 
overlap, and so, in that situation, what do we do?  Do we add 19 
them and then do something?  Do we take the most conservative 20 
one?  I mean, these are situations that we haven’t faced yet, 21 
and this is why I think I am agreeing that we should have some 22 
flexibility in here that allows us to address those situations, 23 
and that would also allow us to work through how we’re going to 24 
standardize that process, and that’s really how we’ve been 25 
slugging our way through Tier 4. 26 
 27 
It’s how do we standardize the process and what is the basis for 28 
then saying that we’re going to go off that, for good reasons, 29 
hopefully, as we have done in conch, where we took it out of the 30 
tier language, or for some of the other things where we said the 31 
buffers could be less, because we think the stocks are in good 32 
shape or for whatever reasons, because there is other management 33 
regulations already in place, and lobster was the usual cited 34 
example. 35 
 36 
We have those flexibilities, and, when we get to Tier 3, we’re 37 
going to have to deal with those problems, and so, for me, yes, 38 
I understand your concern, but I would like to see the 39 
flexibility in there. 40 
 41 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, I think that’s a great way to go.  42 
Hopefully, I guess early 2019, we will potentially be in Tier 3 43 
with the Caribbean spiny lobster assessment that is currently 44 
underway, and so that would be an instance where you could then 45 
take this general rule that you have applied to get some hands-46 
on experience with how to go about making some of these 47 
decisions and how to justify what sort of buffer level you’re 48 



103 
 

using, but hopefully that’s coming down the road very shortly. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Any other comments?  I can offer two 3 
options.  One is we would make a decision to go with the 4 
language as we have modified up there, and the other is to, if 5 
you wish, pause on it a little bit, and we could invite Clay to 6 
be on the line later on in the day, if people would like to 7 
further discuss that with him.  Is there any feedback from the 8 
committee on those two? 9 
 10 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I think that’s a more efficient way to do it.  11 
He may look at -- We don’t want him to look at it later and say 12 
he has issues with it, and we may as well let him look at it 13 
now, before we approve it and go on.  A more efficient way to do 14 
it would be to wait and let Clay look at it and approve it 15 
before we approve it ourselves and then have to come back and 16 
undo it if he doesn’t like what is there. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have at least a consensus to go with 19 
the terminologies that we have now and that’s what we’ll present 20 
in the discussion with Clay?  Kevin. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Did we make the changes to the definition of 23 
scientific uncertainty that we had discussed? 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We haven’t gotten that far.  I am just 26 
talking about the buffer stuff now. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so, as far as we’ve gotten, yes, I’m 29 
with you. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so let’s talk about the 32 
scientific uncertainty.  As it’s there, between Tiers 1 and 3, 33 
is there a difference in that wording?   34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think so. 36 
 37 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  The more that I think about these definitions, 38 
when you’re in that Tier 1, or Tier 2, you have more 39 
information.  You don’t necessarily need to be thinking what the 40 
perceived -- I think the terminology is -- Scientific 41 
uncertainty for Tier 3 is the perceived level of depletion and 42 
vulnerability of the stock to collapse, and so those definitions 43 
in Tier 1 are for the types of methods that are going to tell 44 
you how depleted the stock is, and so it could be that that’s by 45 
design and that it’s encompassing for the more data-limited 46 
approaches.  Then, for Tier 1, that sort of information is 47 
incorporated within the model. 48 
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 1 
I did want to highlight, just going back to Walter, that no 2 
model, even if you’re in Tier 1, is ever going to be perfect.  3 
There will always be some scientific uncertainty, and so that’s 4 
the sort of issue that will be in all tiers, and, again, no 5 
model is ever 100 percent correct, and that’s part of the 6 
analysis, is accounting for what uncertainties could also be at 7 
play. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So they are different, and so there is more 10 
included in the Tier 3 comment about scientific uncertainty, and 11 
that’s because, being in Tier 3, there is more scientific 12 
uncertainty, and so there is some other factors that come into 13 
play, and so I am not sure that I would want to mess with this 14 
at the moment, but that would be something that we would bring 15 
to Clay as well, unless you have some suggestions of how to deal 16 
with them, and so Kevin and then Jocelyn. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree with you.  I don’t feel the need to 19 
change the definitions as they stand right now, and we haven’t 20 
rolled down to Tier 4 yet, but I don’t think -- We talk about 21 
scientific uncertainty in Tier 4, but we haven’t footnoted as to 22 
which definition we mean, and so may need to do that, whenever 23 
we get down to Tier 4 again, but I wouldn’t change 1 and 3. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was going to say exactly what Kevin said. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. 30 
 31 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The reduction factors is equal to the 32 
scientific uncertainty in the Tier 3, and so then -- 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, no.  It also has to take into -- 35 
Well, yes, the reduction factor is the buffer, and --  36 
 37 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The buffer, yes.  We just changed it there, 38 
and I didn’t change mine. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s scientific uncertainty, but we 41 
can’t apply the buffer, if we’re using a PDF, until the council 42 
tells us where to assign the relative risk of overfishing.   43 
 44 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  In the application of this, before you can 45 
determine an ABC, the council has to see the scientific 46 
information in the assessment and give us an -- Will they accept 47 
a standard probability of overfishing.  48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  There was a fair amount of 2 
conversation about this when I presented it to the council two 3 
years ago, I think is where we were at that time, and there was 4 
the question about what that really looked like, and the 5 
director at the time -- Not the director, but who was -- Not 6 
Bonnie, but who was the voting council member from NMFS?   7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Roy.    9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Roy.  Thank you.  Roy in particular was 11 
saying, well, what does this look like and what impact is this 12 
going to have, and we’re like -- I think both Bonnie and I were 13 
trying to say, well, one could show you examples of kind of how 14 
this looks, but this is not really an example-based thing.  It 15 
is what level of -- This is a generality that the council should 16 
be saying is what level do they want to set as their perceived 17 
risk of overfishing, because, otherwise, you’re just cherry-18 
picking your values to make it this so that it’s going to be 19 
that and whatever.  This is what kind of risk are you willing to 20 
accept. 21 
 22 
I think that it will probably come down to just making it the 23 
0.5, because that’s the definition of the law, and the 24 
management strategy evaluations are conducted to evaluate models 25 
and their ability to be able to pick out that point. 26 
 27 
If you will, there is already some degree of conservation in the 28 
selection of the models to lead us to believe that that point is 29 
okay.   30 
 31 
Again, this is all theory, and we’re in a data-poor situation, 32 
but the models are designed to deal with that, to some degree, 33 
and so it’s something that it’s not in the control rule, because 34 
that’s a council decision to make, but they should be giving us 35 
something that is a standard across-the-board, and it would only 36 
be if, for some reason, they would think that, based on their 37 
information, or a recommendation that we make, that, for a 38 
particular stock, there is a much higher risk of overfishing 39 
that they might want to reduce it down, but, generally, this 40 
should be some kind of standardized figure that they provide. 41 
 42 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It seems like, to me, there would be a lot of 43 
difference in their perception of the risk of overfishing for 44 
different fisheries, for different species, but -- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but the models should be accounting 47 
for that.  Remember the models build in all that life history 48 
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and vulnerability and everything like that, as I understand 1 
that, and Skyler, I’m sure, will correct me if I’m wrong, but 2 
that is the general approach that you are trying to do by doing 3 
the simulations to say, okay, if this is really the 4 
characteristics of the population, then this is how the models 5 
should perform. 6 
 7 
Of course, on top of this, we do have considerations of the 8 
degree of protections that are out there, and so the council -- 9 
They can’t go above 0.5, and so they could say, okay, we’ve got 10 
closed areas and closed seasons and everything like that for 11 
almost everything, and it’s going to be 0.5, but, for this 12 
species, we don’t, and maybe we want to make that slightly 13 
lower.   14 
 15 
I mean, that’s the kind of choices they have, because, 16 
obviously, those other management measures that are in place do 17 
directly affect the risk of overfishing, and there are 18 
substantial other management measures that are in play for a lot 19 
of our species, and so they can vary this by species, but there 20 
should be a rationale for that. 21 
 22 
If X amount of area is closed, for instance, we will do this, 23 
but, if you’re really thinking that the starting point is about 24 
0.5 and they’re buffering down, it’s like, okay, what’s really 25 
out there that’s not protected by closures, and then maybe you 26 
want to do that. 27 
 28 
They can also do this by island, and so some islands have a much 29 
greater proportion of their areas closed than other islands, and 30 
so you might want to say, and I will make this up, but, Puerto 31 
Rico, you have hardly anything closed, and we’re actually going 32 
to buffer you down a little bit relative to say St. Thomas, 33 
where you’ve got the MCD and these other places and whatever, 34 
where St. Croix has similar things. 35 
 36 
That is for them to wrestle, and we can give them 37 
recommendations on that, either ad hoc or at their request, but 38 
that is not our decision to make, but all of that is coming down 39 
from that 0.5.  They are not allowed to go above it, and to the 40 
degree that the models are building this stuff in -- I am not 41 
saying that you should say, okay, accept 0.5, and it is a Tier 42 
3, which is certainly better than where we are now, but it’s not 43 
a Tier 1. 44 
 45 
We’re not talking about great reductions here, because the model 46 
should be capturing a lot of that variability, and, if it’s 47 
really variable, you’re going to get that broad distribution, 48 
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and the application of that factor will be built into that.   1 
 2 
If it’s a broad distribution and you’re saying, okay, it’s going 3 
to be the 45th percentile or 48th percentile, whatever they want 4 
to do, the actual percentage reduction falls out from that, and 5 
it will be greater if your distribution is broad, reflecting 6 
more uncertainty about where those limits are.  Vance. 7 
 8 
VANCE VICENTE:  Going back to your point that the wording should 9 
really give us enough room to be able to account for different 10 
factors, such as, if you read it, the scientific uncertainty 11 
would take into account, but limited to, the species life 12 
history and ecological functions, but it’s not limited to, and I 13 
think that there should be something in between.   14 
 15 
I thought of adding also the vulnerability of the species or the 16 
taxa or the stock to climate change along the eurytopic and 17 
stenotopic scale.  Some species are going to be responding to 18 
slight changes in the environment more than others, and 19 
eurytopic species will be more adaptable to changes in 20 
condition, and that will keep us -- I particularly thought of 21 
that because there are two papers. 22 
 23 
One came out in Science just this June, and I don’t know whether 24 
you have read about it, how the distribution of fisheries stocks 25 
changes from normal and from one EEZ to another.  There is 26 
another article in Science that was similar, relating to it, and 27 
so I just would like to have something in there to give us a 28 
wider spectrum to consider, of factors to consider, regarding 29 
the reduction factors.  That is just a suggestion. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I don’t think we want to do is make a 32 
list in the control rule of all the factors that constitute 33 
scientific uncertainty, which is why we say it would take into 34 
account but not be limited to. 35 
 36 
For instance, not mentioned here are data limitations, and this 37 
is still a Tier 3, and there would be a lot of data limitations.  38 
That kind of goes with the fact that you’re in Tier 3.  When we 39 
were talking about Tier 4 in our discussions, but not in the 40 
definition of Tier 4, we made an extensive list of the kinds of 41 
things that we’re talking about when we talk about uncertainty, 42 
and so it’s okay to have the simple language in the control rule 43 
when we have established, in discussion, the breadth of the 44 
kinds of things that come into play here. 45 
 46 
Yes, climate change is going to be an up-and-coming big one.  47 
Unfortunately, at the moment, we don’t know how that’s going to 48 
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play out here, because we’re islands, and you’re not talking 1 
about shifting your distributions north or south.  Unless you’re 2 
thinking something is going to come up the island chain, you’re 3 
talking about things basically dropping out. 4 
 5 
VANCE VICENTE:  It could be like Cape Hatteras, which is the 6 
limit of the subtropical and temperate zone, and we do have that 7 
room for expansion with climate change. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so there have been a number of 10 
papers that have come out that suggest the tropical stocks 11 
actually might be much more vulnerable, because they’re going to 12 
hit their maximum temperature thresholds sooner than a lot of 13 
other species, and, if you can’t move, you’re really stuck, and 14 
so, to me, that’s included in -- That’s the kind of thing that I 15 
would include in there, life history and ecological function and 16 
vulnerability to stock collapse, from all these things.  17 
 18 
It’s not just from fishing, but it is perhaps a responsibility 19 
that we as a scientific committee make the council aware that 20 
there are these changes going on that, in the longer term, are 21 
believed to have significant impacts on our populations, but, as 22 
to the specifics of that, we’re not going to know yet. 23 
 24 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It will and has already affected sort of 25 
management uncertainty in shifting boundaries and crossing the 26 
boundaries into other councils’ jurisdictions and who will -- 27 
Will it be jointly be managed, and handling all of that is 28 
already creating some confusion. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but, as I’m saying, this is -- I 31 
don’t think I want to put all of this type of complexity into 32 
the definition of -- This is kind of a reminder that it’s not 33 
just the data, but it’s the other aspects of -- The definitions 34 
here are not intended to be inclusive.  It is but not limited 35 
to. 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  Just to Vance’s point with climate change, I think 38 
we ought to mention, for the record, as an explanation to the 39 
council, that there are things like ocean acidification too that 40 
will definitely, in time, affect population densities of lots of 41 
critters. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and I want to -- 44 
 45 
VANCE VICENTE:  The reason I brought this climate change thing 46 
is that I would like to see it, and I haven’t seen it yet, but 47 
the fisheries stocks evaluated along a stenotopic and eurytopic 48 
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scale.  I mean, some species are very vulnerable, and some are 1 
not, and maybe that’s a good way of rounding up that topic. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to go back to Skyler for 4 
comments, but I am going to throw this question to her, because 5 
she is, unfortunately, the one on the phone in Miami, and so 6 
there was a workshop done three or four years ago, where we 7 
evaluated a lot of the Caribbean stocks for their vulnerability 8 
to climate change. 9 
 10 
My last discussion with the lead person on that, and I forget 11 
his name, was that a report was coming out, and it was working 12 
its way through the system, and there is multiple levels of 13 
review and things like that, and so, assuming that process is 14 
still going on, there will be a document that both ourselves and 15 
the council will have available to evaluate when adjusting these 16 
questions. 17 
 18 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  In response to that question, there is a 19 
climate vulnerability analysis that is currently underway for 20 
the Gulf, and there is one planned for the Caribbean.  I am not 21 
sure if that’s the report that you’re speaking to. 22 
 23 
There could have been something else before my time, but there 24 
is a lot of interest.  It’s a national initiative to sort of 25 
look at the wealth of species in each of those regions and then 26 
assess how vulnerable they may be to changes. 27 
 28 
I did want to point out -- I said something earlier that I don’t 29 
think was heard, but, going back to the definitions of 30 
scientific uncertainty, the Tier 1 definition doesn’t 31 
incorporate all of the things listed here because, in those 32 
instances -- For Tier 1, you would have a stock assessment model 33 
that would tell you how depleted the stock is, and so that 34 
perceived level of depletion that is required for the more data-35 
limited tiers doesn’t make sense in that Tier 1, and so you 36 
would know, from the outcome of the model, what sort of 37 
condition the stock would be in, and so those definitions do 38 
differ, and that’s probably by design, but that definition for 39 
Tier 3 I think would be very useful for Tier 4 as well, because, 40 
in that instance, you are in the same boat, where there is a lot 41 
of uncertainty and you don’t know -- The perceived level of 42 
depletion is unknown and the vulnerability of the stock.  Those 43 
limitations really exist in 4 as well. 44 
 45 
In terms of the factors that are listed, I think that “but not 46 
be limited to” is very important.  I think some of these topics 47 
that are being brought up, and so, for example ocean 48 
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acidification, sort of play into that ecological function.   1 
 2 
If a species relies on invertebrate prey that is going to be 3 
affected by ocean acidification, I think all of that uncertainty 4 
would play into the species, and I think those discussions by 5 
the SSC on how much scientific uncertainty there is would come 6 
at the time where you have an assessment result, and then you’re 7 
sort of -- You have the probability of overfishing that’s been 8 
specified by the council, but then, as the SSC, you also have 9 
the ability to buffer that down, and that buffer would be based 10 
on the discussion of all those different issues and how many you 11 
think there are and how much uncertainty could still remain, 12 
given the PDF provided by the stock assessment.  That itself 13 
would have the uncertainty quantified with the outcome of the 14 
results. 15 
 16 
I hope I answered your question.  I am not sure on the report, 17 
but I do know there is a lot of work currently underway, but 18 
limitations at the Southeast Fisheries Science Center -- I think 19 
the priority has been to start with the Gulf and then eventually 20 
work our way down to the Caribbean and the South Atlantic. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Vance, could you just read the title and 23 
the author of that report?  Skyler, this was done in 2013, and 24 
so I think it was before your time. 25 
 26 
VANCE VICENTE:  The meeting was called “Vulnerability Assessment 27 
of Fish Stocks to Climate Change: Caribbean Pilot Test Workshop 28 
Summary”, and the contact for this project is Mark Nelson, and I 29 
don’t know whether he is still at the National Marine Fisheries 30 
Service or not. 31 
 32 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Mark Nelson is currently in charge of the 33 
climate vulnerability analysis, and so maybe this is the next 34 
step, but I’m going to try to find that report.  I see a 35 
PowerPoint. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so it was an extensive meeting, 38 
but it was a pilot, and so I don’t know if that was then used to 39 
flesh out the initiative as it’s working its way through the 40 
Gulf now and coming to the Caribbean, but that document still 41 
would provide a baseline until such time that we have something 42 
more fleshed out. 43 
 44 
SKYLER SAGARESE:  Yes, that seems like it would be a great 45 
reference to have when discussing the assessments that are 46 
coming down the pike, and so you could look through the report, 47 
if it’s a pilot study, and see what their results were, but 48 
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hopefully the potential, planned climate vulnerability analysis 1 
will provide even more details, but it’s good to have that 2 
report as something at this time.  I am very curious to see it. 3 
 4 
VANCE VICENTE:  Just to add, this meeting covered many, many 5 
aspects, including the sensitivity attributes and including 6 
habitat specificity and prey specificity and tolerance to ocean 7 
acidification and complexity in reproductive strategies and 8 
species range and specificity in early life history requirements 9 
and stock size status and other stressors, and the same thing 10 
with the rigidity attributes.  They were all taken one-by-one 11 
and analyzed very systematically for each of the species.  Thank 12 
you. 13 
 14 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Rich, I’m going to say that I think I agree 15 
with you that we don’t unnecessarily want to try to list 16 
everything that you could possibly think of in this definition, 17 
and the “but not limited to” pretty much takes care of that, and 18 
is that kind of what you were thinking? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other comments, because I would like to 21 
schedule a break.  If not, let’s take a short break.  Bill, 22 
before we break. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just need to know what you’re going to do about 25 
scientific uncertainty for Tier 4.  Are you going to use the 26 
Tier 3 definition?  I sent another definition to Graciela, and I 27 
think you, that was pulled from the verbatim minutes, but it was 28 
pieced together, and I don’t have any preference for that, but I 29 
just need to know, because we’ve got to get it in this draft 30 
environmental impact statement. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  We will discuss that after 33 
break. 34 
 35 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The last thing we kind of, 38 
perhaps, need to address, before we get Clay on the line, is 39 
that, while scientific uncertainty has been footnoted in the 40 
upper tiers, we actually don’t have anything in Tier 4 that 41 
discusses that.  Bill was the one that was bringing this up, but 42 
I’m going to actually -- 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He’s back. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is something that was discussed in a 47 
conference call, and so I’m going to ask -- Jocelyn, I think you 48 
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were on that call, and is it necessary that we actually have a 1 
definition at every tier level, before we get into this and do 2 
something that perhaps we don’t have to do? 3 
 4 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I don’t know if it’s strictly necessary, 5 
but it seems like it’s helpful, because we’ve taken the time to 6 
try to put a definition in the other tiers, just to provide that 7 
context. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we also currently have two slightly 12 
different definitions, and so, in this case, I think we just 13 
need to footnote it to the appropriate one, which I think would 14 
be the Tier 3 version of the definition.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, definitely, because that’s the more 17 
uncertain one.  Bill had taken the time to compile, from our 18 
discussions, the verbatim discussions, what this committee was 19 
referring to in our discussions in Tier 4 of that, and, 20 
Graciela, I think you can put that on the screen. 21 
 22 
This is, again, what Bill just sent over, and it’s encapsulating 23 
the kinds of things that, in our discussions of scientific 24 
uncertainty for Tier 4, this is the kind of things that we had 25 
talked about. 26 
 27 
I will start.  For me, I think this is too much information, 28 
because it’s going into detail about a number of things, but 29 
it’s scientific uncertainty taking into account the deficiencies 30 
and vagaries of reporting, and most of it is then which includes 31 
all these things, and we could just say deficiencies and 32 
vagaries of reporting and rely on the discussion of record to 33 
flesh that out, if someone wants to know what do we mean by 34 
that.  Well, it means all of these things. 35 
 36 
This was fleshed out for us, and so, when we were talking about 37 
uncertainty, we had the full scope in mind of that.  Now, we 38 
would -- I am trying to think.  With the clause that starts with 39 
“which ends” -- I think it’s the vagaries in reporting and the 40 
availability of ancillary data and life history parameters. 41 
 42 
I think deficiencies and vagaries of reporting includes all the 43 
stuff that’s in blue, and then the additional stuff that is 44 
still in white is in addition to the vagaries of reporting.  45 
Jocelyn. 46 
 47 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was wondering, just going back to Kevin’s 48 
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point about looking at what was in Tier 3, if something simple 1 
like that might be a good starting place.  Obviously this was 2 
taken from the discussion at the SSC meeting, where we were 3 
going through scientific uncertainty and looking at the buffers. 4 
 5 
One of the things that I brought up then is that the Guidelines 6 
talk about management uncertainty and how that actually can 7 
depend on reporting issues, and so, here, we were kind of trying 8 
to thread the needle so that it was how the reporting issues 9 
create uncertainty in the data, and that becomes a scientific 10 
question as opposed to a management question, but I would be 11 
concerned about putting something like reporting just in the 12 
control rule, because of the potential confusion with that being 13 
management uncertainty.  14 
 15 
If we had something more general, along the lines of what is in 16 
Tier 3, where it has that would take into account but not be 17 
limited to species life history, which we have here, ecological 18 
functions, and other generalities, I think that would be fine, 19 
and then we could explain how, in this case, we also took into 20 
account how reporting deficiencies created uncertainty in the 21 
result. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Since this is actually referring strictly 24 
to landings at this point, we could say -- We could just go with 25 
what we had for Tier 3, which I haven’t looked back at yet, but 26 
just add something that says deficiencies and vagaries of 27 
reported data, so it’s specific to the data issue.  I am 28 
suggesting take into account but not limited to and then the 29 
phrase “deficiencies and vagaries of reported data”, after 30 
“limited”.  Then availability of ancillary data, I guess, is the 31 
other thing that’s not in there. 32 
 33 
I am not suggesting this is the final product, but I am just 34 
saying, to me, the first four lines now incorporate what was in 35 
the lower paragraph or sentence, whatever you want to call that, 36 
without going through the excruciating detail of what the 37 
vagaries and deficiencies could be. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, I would suggest eliminating the 40 
“and vagaries” and just have the deficiencies if you want to 41 
simplify things.  I think that that “and vagaries” is kind of 42 
like, okay, what is it here. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could even specify that that’s landings 45 
data, because that’s what we’re talking about, or landings-46 
derived data.  Does anybody have a feeling on that?  Should we 47 
just leave it as reported data? 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think it’s fine as reported data. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  “Reported” is accurate for the Virgin Islands, but 4 
this will go into all three environmental impact statements, 5 
but, in Puerto Rico, we use adjusted landings and not reported.  6 
Now, you may want to leave it that way, but keep that in mind. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we change that to “available data”? 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that’s what I’m thinking, because we have 11 
also got -- 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or just “landings data”. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, “available” would be more general, if we 16 
want to allow for that. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, our primary data source is the 19 
landings data.  That’s what Tier 4 is all about, and so I think 20 
that it’s okay to specify it there, because we also say the 21 
availability of ancillary data, which would help supplement our 22 
view of something. 23 
 24 
Going over to the table, Bill and Jocelyn, does that meet the 25 
concern that we should be consistent and have some kind of 26 
statement of uncertainty? 27 
 28 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  That looks good to me. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s fine with me.  I would either add some 31 
“the” or delete them, but that’s pretty minor. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have a specific “the” that you would 34 
like to -- 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, we say but not limited to deficiencies in 37 
landings data, available of ancillary data, the species life 38 
history and ecological function, the perceived level of 39 
depletion, and you could put “the” in front of all those other 40 
ones, and I think I would rather take them out, but they’re in 41 
all the other versions of scientific uncertainty. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Deletion is the way to go.  J.J., did you 44 
have a comment? 45 
 46 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  My question is how that concept is put into 47 
numbers, and how is it converted to a number, because that would 48 
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be a buffer on the actual estimation, right? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are new to the committee, but that’s 3 
what we’ve been working on for the last couple of meetings, are 4 
scalars and buffers, and so, if you look at Tier 4 there, it 5 
talks about scalars for getting our sustainable yield levels, 6 
and then it talks about a buffer applied to that level to get 7 
our ABC. 8 
 9 
The actual equations, or mechanisms, are outside the definition 10 
of the control rule, but we haven’t been developing specific 11 
methods to get those, and so that’s why, for a Tier 4a, we’re 12 
starting at the 75th percentile from the scalar, and it goes up 13 
to scalars, as I related to the productivity or vulnerability, 14 
and I forget which one, and then we’re buffering down based on -15 
- Do we have the equations somewhere handy?  It’s easier to -- 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The equations somewhere handy? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, maybe we should suffice it to say, at 20 
this point, because we’re going to get to that when we get to 21 
Adyan’s presentation of the data, because she’s going to crank 22 
through some of that, but, yes, we have worked out what we think 23 
are functional methods for calculating scalars and buffers that 24 
can be applied generally across all the stocks.   25 
 26 
Then we had come up with just a couple of instances where we 27 
felt that there was a justification for departing from that, 28 
and, in this case, it was to allow more fishing, because there 29 
were other factors at play that proved that risk of overfishing 30 
is actually not as great, because of these extra management 31 
measures that are in place, or not the extra management 32 
measures, but there is other information to say that those extra 33 
management measures were actually -- That the stocks were okay. 34 
 35 
In the case of lobster, it was the relative size distribution of 36 
the catch relative to the minimum size, and it’s well above the 37 
minimum size, and so we’re not even pushing the stock relative 38 
to what it’s capable of doing now, and then there was an 39 
assessment in Florida that said that, even at a smaller limit, 40 
you’re not overfishing, and so we’re even at a higher limit, 41 
suggesting that we’re okay with lobster and that we can allow a 42 
little bit more than what our default value was. 43 
 44 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  My question is just related, because, 45 
depending on the way that you estimate that final 0.9 or 0.8 or 46 
0.7, it will depend on the definition you give to that. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so that definition exists, and we 1 
will be getting to it in this meeting. 2 
 3 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Okay. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni, and then Graciela just told me that 6 
we have Clay on the line. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So, in Tier 4, there is no language of PDF? 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because there is no assessment.  All we 11 
have is the landings record.  Clay, where we are I think is we 12 
saw your comments, and we had some discussion about what was in 13 
yellow on the screen, and I think we’re okay with that, but, if 14 
you want to comment on that, that’s fine. 15 
 16 
What is in red and crossed out are the changes we made to make 17 
sure that we’re consistent with our language that this reduction 18 
factor is in fact the buffer, and so let’s just call it “buffer” 19 
and making sure that it’s clear that, when we talk about -- In 20 
these upper tiers, where we do have a PDF, that this -- The risk 21 
of overfishing aspect is something that is determined by the 22 
council and not the SSC, but it is something that needs to be 23 
determined before we can apply the buffer to get the ABC. 24 
 25 
CLAY PORCH:  Right, and so, technically speaking, we’re not 26 
talking about risk, because risk implies that you’re quantifying 27 
the loss, and so it’s really the probability of overfishing, but 28 
I guess the essential point is that people understand what 29 
you’re talking about, and so maybe you want to define what you 30 
mean by that, but, essentially, the council has the latitude to 31 
set what their tolerance is for overfishing.  They can have up 32 
to but not a 50 percent probability of overfishing, and so they 33 
could set it at 49 percent probability of overfishing, although 34 
they would have to justify why it’s that high. 35 
 36 
You will recall, when we had this discussion back when we first 37 
made this rule, that second -- The second part of that, and I 38 
can’t see it here, but it was to -- I guess it comes later, with 39 
Tier 3 or something, where we said, if the council wasn’t 40 
willing to specify that probability of overfishing, then we 41 
would need to go to some alternative way to come up with that 42 
buffer.  That was part of the impetus for having the alternative 43 
buffer rather than just working with the PDF, because you can’t 44 
work with the PDF if the council won’t give you a probability of 45 
overfishing. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the language that is on the screen, 48 
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we’re saying reflecting the risk of overfishing, and that should 1 
be really the probability of overfishing?  2 
 3 
CLAY PORCH:  Right, technically speaking, because “risk” is a 4 
term that implies loss, like you risked your money in gambling, 5 
and we haven’t given you way to quantify what is the cost of 6 
overfishing. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now on the screen is the Tier 3 wording.  9 
Graciela, you need to change the footnote.  It says “risk of 10 
overfishing”, and it should be “probability of overfishing”, in 11 
that footnote right at the bottom. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is a similar footnote to that -- 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In Tier 1, yes.  You can see that it 16 
doesn’t explicitly say if the council doesn’t provide guidance 17 
on that probability of overfishing, and is that something that, 18 
as this was evolving, that was just kind of understood, or do we 19 
need to really specify that here, because our thinking, in 20 
discussion before, was that this just gives the council -- It 21 
gives the SSC, rather, some flexibility, should that be 22 
required. 23 
 24 
CLAY PORCH:  The main thing would be the SSC has the ability, 25 
because the other issue could be, for whatever reason, even 26 
though the method may give you a PDF of OFL, that it’s too 27 
narrow or there is some really important aspect that wasn’t 28 
accounted for, and so the SSC doesn’t really have confidence in 29 
it and they would rather have the flexibility to set a different 30 
buffer, and so I think that’s the main reason for having it in 31 
here, is just, overall, it gives the SSC more flexibility, but 32 
it would also include the case where the council just didn’t 33 
come up with an acceptable probability of overfishing. 34 
 35 
That means -- Where you say “probability of overfishing”, it 36 
should say something like the “the acceptable probability of 37 
overfishing”, because the council doesn’t say there is a high 38 
probability of overfishing or not.  They say what their 39 
tolerance is for the probability of overfishing, and so some 40 
language that reflects that. 41 
 42 
The shorthand is that P*, but that doesn’t mean anything to 43 
anybody that is not well-versed in the methodology, and so it’s 44 
really what is the probability of overfishing that is acceptable 45 
to the council, and it has to be less than 50 percent, and so 46 
you can’t have a higher than 50 percent probability of 47 
overfishing. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Clay, you mentioned that, if the council won’t 2 
give you a probability of overfishing, that you pick some 3 
acceptable ABC not using a PDF, but it’s going to be tied to the 4 
PDF no matter what.  I mean, there is a direct relationship that 5 
may be a different point on the PDF, but it’s always going to be 6 
tied to the PDF, and so I’m still confused why you would not use 7 
the PDF. 8 
 9 
CLAY PORCH:  I am not saying that you wouldn’t, but I am just 10 
saying that there may be -- For instance, if -- There is two 11 
reasons that you might not want to use the PDF.  One is you 12 
don’t believe the PDF and you don’t think it’s a reasonable 13 
approximation of the uncertainty, and that has happened.  For 14 
instance, in some assessments, the PDF is super narrow, and we 15 
know it’s narrow because we didn’t adequately account for 16 
uncertainty and natural mortality rate or some other factor, and 17 
so you might want to go with some other buffer, and some SSCs 18 
have done that. 19 
 20 
The other reason would be, and this is the discussion that we 21 
had before, but the council just doesn’t take action on defining 22 
what an acceptable probability of overfishing is.  Either the 23 
SSC makes that decision for them, which they could, or the SSC 24 
just says, well, since they didn’t give us the probability, we 25 
can’t really infer anything from the PDF, and so we’ll just come 26 
up with our own buffer.  I think if you leave that part unsaid, 27 
you’re really just giving the SSC some extra latitude here, and 28 
we can leave it at that. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Any buffer that you select is still going to be 31 
on that PDF somewhere.  It may be down the tail-range, but it 32 
will be there, and so you can still use the PDF, rather than 33 
going into this -- 34 
 35 
CLAY PORCH:  You could, and we’re just trying not to -- All we 36 
did originally when we set this up was we, for a variety of 37 
reasons, wanted to give the SSC a little more flexibility and 38 
not be absolutely tied to the PDF. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Again, I would just argue that the PDF gives -- 41 
If you can select any point on the PDF, as long as it’s not in 42 
excess of 50 percent probability of overfishing, then the SSC 43 
has all the flexibility that it needs to begin with. 44 
 45 
CLAY PORCH:  Unless you didn’t buy the PDF at all.   46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes.  If there is no PDF, then certainly you 48 
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have to just pick a buffer, yes. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Clay, I was thinking of a couple of 3 
scenarios that might show up in how they are handled, and you 4 
just actually mentioned one, and so let’s start with that one.  5 
There is a PDF, but the committee thinks that it’s too narrow 6 
for some reason that wasn’t taken into account, and so is this a 7 
way to basically avoid having to go back and redo the analysis, 8 
forcing, if it’s in a SEDAR process, a delay in all of that, so 9 
that the model then accounts for that and you get a new PDF and 10 
you work with that?  Is that an acceptable way of going through 11 
that, rather than forcing the reanalysis, which, of course, will 12 
take lots of time? 13 
 14 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, you could do that, but the other thing is 15 
remember when we talked about this and we indicated that we 16 
should specify that sigma min, and the sigma min could be based 17 
on say that Ralston et al. paper, where they looked at the 18 
uncertainty in assessments.   19 
 20 
They did kind of a historical retrospective analysis and looked 21 
at the uncertainty in assessments and came up with a value 22 
there, and so that would be the minimum variance, and so you 23 
could create a PDF even if you didn’t get that sigma 24 
specifically from the assessment, because you would just have to 25 
say it’s greater than whatever the sigma min that actually -- I 26 
think we had a footnote somewhere at one point in time that 27 
links that to that Ralston et al. paper.  Do you know what I 28 
mean with that? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I recall that, yes. 31 
 32 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, and so there was an analysis that looked at a 33 
bunch of assessments.  Granted, it was west coast assessments, 34 
but they were probably even more precise than what we get in the 35 
Southeast, and they came up with a variance on essentially the 36 
uncertainty about OFL from their assessments, looking 37 
historically, and we would treat that as sort of a minimum level 38 
of variance. 39 
 40 
Now, if the assessment actually had a broader sigma, you might 41 
use that, and, in this case, since this is Tier 3, that sigma 42 
min was for a Tier 1 assessment, and so we said that the 43 
variance of the PDF should be at least greater than twice that 44 
sigma min, but you will recall that Skyler showed you some data-45 
limited techniques that had a pretty wide PDF, and, in that 46 
case, the variance of that PDF may actually be greater than 47 
twice the sigma min, and so you might want to use that. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The other situation, which I 2 
mentioned to the committee before, which I don’t know that has 3 
happened yet, but it’s very conceivable that we might have 4 
something that has two datasets, say length-based and catch-5 
based, that can run different models, which might give you 6 
different results, and then there is going to be a question of 7 
do you accept one and not the other or somehow do you combine 8 
the PDFs in some way or something where you’re getting something 9 
that’s say less clear on how to handle that, and that may be 10 
also a time when we would go with the more flexible option. 11 
 12 
CLAY PORCH:  You could.  You could simply create a combined PDF, 13 
and it could be weighted.  For instance, let’s say you use the 14 
length-based method and you had, for whatever reason, more 15 
confidence in the length data, but you didn’t want to discount 16 
the index-based method entirely, and so you could create a 17 
combined PDF, where you gave twice the weight to the length-18 
based method as you did to the index method or something like 19 
that.  That’s just a hypothetical example.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is something that would come out of 22 
the assessment process, and so, when the committee is reviewing 23 
that, they basically should be making a statement like we accept 24 
the assessment or not, unless they really see some kind of flaw 25 
that has somehow slipped through the process, which is hard to 26 
conceive, considering all the information and review that goes 27 
into that in the first place, but there could be the Center 28 
comes in with, okay, here is the analysis that was done and here 29 
is our recommendations on the PDF, and it has passed muster by 30 
the independent reviewers, and they could still feel like, okay, 31 
we’re not quite comfortable with the way that’s been combined 32 
and let’s go with a little bit more flexible application here in 33 
the decision of the buffer.  I mean, I could see that. 34 
 35 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes.  The SSC certainly has some latitude.  Unless 36 
it was something that the agency found egregious, we normally 37 
would be part of that discussion and would probably go along 38 
with what the SSC wants to do there. 39 
 40 
For instance, the review panel could have said we think that the 41 
length data and the CPUE data are equally good, and we come up 42 
with this combined PDF, and then the SSC says, hold on, and they 43 
bring in some of their local expert knowledge that says, for 44 
this reason and that, we have more confidence in this other 45 
data, and so we would like to re-weight it a little bit, and I 46 
think there wouldn’t be too many people that would have a 47 
problem with that. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Getting back maybe to my first point, by 2 
having that flexibility, that avoids the other option, which 3 
would be we’re not quite comfortable with this and we would like 4 
to see that and go back and re-analyze it, and that could just 5 
put everything off from us, whereas we have the flexibility to 6 
deal with it in a way that we understand what the PDF is trying 7 
to do and what we’re trying to do and it doesn’t bog down the 8 
process. 9 
 10 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, exactly.  The reality is that you will 11 
probably be in either -- Well, obviously, for some stocks, we’ll 12 
be in Tier 4 for a long time, but, a few of the others, we 13 
should hopefully be able to move into Tier 3, and we’ll be in 14 
Tier 3 for a long time before we get up to Tiers 2 and 1. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and we’ll take what we can get.  17 
 18 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any more questions or comments for Clay?  21 
Kevin. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we wanted to clarify this footnote too, 24 
right?  Clay, wasn’t there some additional or a little bit of 25 
rewording that you were recommending for that footnote, too? 26 
 27 
CLAY PORCH:  You need to say something like “acceptable 28 
probability of overfishing”, just to make sure it’s clear that 29 
what the council is actually deciding as their tolerance for the 30 
chance that overfishing would occur, and, in that case, 31 
according to NS 1, they can’t exceed 50 percent.  In other 32 
words, they can’t say, well, we’re okay with a 90 percent chance 33 
of overfishing. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know whether we need to cover that 36 
here, because that’s actually part of the law. 37 
 38 
CLAY PORCH:  No, the 50 percent you don’t, but I want to 39 
distinguish probability of overfishing from the acceptable 40 
level.  In other words, the council determines the acceptable 41 
probability of fishing, what their tolerance is, but they don’t 42 
actually say what the probability of fishing is.  That’s the 43 
PDF.  The PDF gives you the probability of overfishing, and the 44 
council tells you what probability is acceptable, and, from 45 
that, you get the ABC.  Does that make sense? 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It does to me.  Jocelyn. 48 
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 1 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I would also recommend putting “acceptable” 2 
sort of above that footnote line.  So, where it says “reflecting 3 
the probability of overfishing” and to say “reflecting the 4 
acceptable probability of overfishing”. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Sorry.  That was a given for me, but 7 
you’re right.  We will make the same changes up in the Tier 1 8 
language.  Any other issues here that you all feel that Clay 9 
might be instructive for us? 10 
 11 
CLAY PORCH:  I do have one other comment, and it has to do with 12 
Tier 3, and I think it says that MSST is unknown, which in most 13 
cases, when you think of, for instance, length-based methods or 14 
something, that will be the case, but it’s conceivable that, if 15 
you had an index-based approach, which in the future we should 16 
have some like that, that you could actually set an MSST proxy 17 
that is linked to the index, because the index is an index of 18 
abundance, and so you could have an MSST proxy that basically is 19 
something like the value of an index in a particular year and 20 
you want to say that you don’t want the stock to go below that.   21 
 22 
My point is I don’t know that you want to spell all of that out, 23 
but it may not be always the case that you can’t specify an 24 
MSST.  There may be a few cases, such as an index-based approach 25 
-- If you didn’t really know catch and all you have is an index, 26 
actually all you could do is specify some proxy for MSST, and 27 
you couldn’t even -- I guess you could have still a formula for 28 
the MFMT, but you may not be able to estimate it. 29 
 30 
In other words, you could still specify a proxy, and so you can 31 
leave that alone, but it’s just you may not get a value, but if 32 
we get to a point where we have a long time series of an index -33 
- Maybe even for something like conch, if you have something 34 
that falls in Tier 3, but the thing you actually know more about 35 
is a density. 36 
 37 
Rich, this might be something where, for instance, you would 38 
specify MSST to be somewhere above that threshold level for 39 
reproductive success, because you don’t want to get anywhere 40 
near that, and so all I’m saying is maybe we need to find a way 41 
to make that slightly more flexible to reflect data-limited 42 
approaches that might be more informative towards MSST than they 43 
are MFMT, and so I don’t know if Skyler -- I don’t know what is 44 
in the DLM tool, but there may be cases where we want to come up 45 
with some tailed DLM technique that takes advantage of whatever 46 
data we have, whether it’s relative density or something else. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I follow what you’re saying, but I’m not 1 
sure how that translates into how we would change the wording 2 
here.  Would it be MSST is equal to unknown or something else? 3 
 4 
CLAY PORCH:  Maybe you just have to say proxy to be determined.  5 
I mean, it may be unknown, but I don’t think we can say that 6 
categorically that would be true. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, to simplify, there may be applications 9 
of Tier 3 where we actually can have some kind of proxy for 10 
MSST. 11 
 12 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, conceivably that would be the case.  I can’t 13 
think of a particular example right now, except maybe conch, but 14 
there may be some others that arise, and so we just need some 15 
language.  I don’t know, and maybe Jocelyn can suggest it, but 16 
something that just basically says it’s something to be 17 
determined based on available data. 18 
 19 
All I’m saying is we can always specify a formula for MFMT.  20 
Whether we can get a value or not will depend on the method, and 21 
so that’s okay, but, for MSST, we should probably not 22 
categorically say unknown and just to be determined based on 23 
available data or something like that. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could we say something like potentially to 26 
be determined by available data?  Is that vague enough? 27 
 28 
CLAY PORCH:  It’s vague enough for me. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn has a comment. 31 
 32 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  “Potentially” suggests you won’t do it, and 33 
so I guess that would be a slightly different result.  Something 34 
like to be determined based on available data, as Clay 35 
suggested, makes sense to me. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Any more comments by anybody?  38 
Kevin. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we want to give Clay an opportunity to look 41 
at the minor change to the definition of scientific uncertainty 42 
in Tier 4?  I know, in my mind, it was fairly trivial, but as 43 
long as he’s on the phone. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Clay, the other thing that we did was we -- 46 
Since we had a footnote of scientific uncertainty in the other 47 
tiers, we put one in for Tier 4, and that’s what it is 48 
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highlighted on the screen now.  If that looks okay to you, it’s 1 
looking okay to us. 2 
 3 
CLAY PORCH:  I don’t have any issues.  That looks fine to me.  I 4 
mean, it’s just giving you flexibility here for what you’re 5 
considering.  It’s potentially even more appropriate for Tier 4 6 
than the others, because, implicitly, some of that should be 7 
accounted for in the PDF, but, yes, I don’t have any concerns 8 
about it. 9 
 10 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Something I don’t think we need to address at 11 
this point, but in the future, is the overall definition of 12 
scientific uncertainty.  To me, it isn’t really related to 13 
species life history or ecological functions, but more, in my 14 
mind, related to how well the data or the assessment captures 15 
the estimate of OFL.  In other words, in a Tier 1 assessment, is 16 
it a good retrospective analysis or is it a bad one?  How much 17 
confidence do we have in our estimate of OFL?  To me, it 18 
represents the scientific uncertainty.   19 
 20 
The life history stuff and ecological functions, to me, is a 21 
different topic, and I know that’s -- I would put that more in 22 
the risk category.  If the council was to say gonochoristic 23 
species should have a probability of 55 percent of success and 24 
hermaphroditic species should have a probability of 60 or 65 25 
percent probability of success, that’s based on life history, 26 
but, to me, life history and ecological function is not 27 
uncertainty, and so it seems to be confusing, and, again, I just 28 
want to raise that point. 29 
 30 
I don’t have a good substitute.  I like the first part of what’s 31 
written here that’s on the screen.  For Tier 1 species, I would 32 
say something like scientific uncertainty would take into 33 
account how well the data or the assessment provides an estimate 34 
of FMSY or OFL and limit it to that.  35 
 36 
CLAY PORCH:  Technically speaking, Doug is right.  That is why I 37 
said this kind of applies more to Tier 4, where we were trying 38 
to figure out what an appropriate buffer was, and we had all 39 
those conversations before, but, implicitly, the PDF would 40 
incorporate the kinds of uncertainty that Doug is talking about, 41 
and that’s why I didn’t worry about it that much, but he is 42 
right, technically, in that some of these things really should 43 
be -- Like ecological function should be more part of your 44 
determination of what OY is, the optimum yield, as opposed to 45 
the ABC itself. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, ecological function, or life history, 48 
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and let’s put it that way, and vulnerability and things like 1 
that are part of the PSA, which are used to generate our scalars 2 
and buffers, and so the vagaries in those parameters are 3 
directly related to how we’re treating the data for Tier 4. 4 
 5 
CLAY PORCH:  Right, and that’s why I said it applies to Tier 4. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and this is for Tier 4 only, this 8 
definition that you’re looking at. 9 
 10 
CLAY PORCH:  I thought it was the same definition up in Tier 3 11 
and 2 or whatever.   12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, Tier 1 has the narrowest definition, 14 
and Tier 3 has a slightly broader definition. 15 
 16 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Tier 3 does say life history and ecological 17 
functions. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  As does Tier 1. 20 
 21 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, and so I took it as uncertainty in species 22 
life history, but Doug is right that technically the ecological 23 
function part should figure in an OY determination, and so you 24 
would have an ABC based on your MSY and all of the scientific 25 
uncertainty, but then, on top of that, you might have an OY 26 
that’s lower than that, because you find a species of particular 27 
ecological importance, but I don’t think the council has gotten 28 
that far. 29 
 30 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Right.  It’s not something that I think that 31 
we should try to hammer out at this meeting, but just to, going 32 
forward, get with the Center and see if we can improve the 33 
definition for all the tiers. 34 
 35 
CLAY PORCH:  This is something that all the councils actually 36 
struggle with, is exactly how to quantify OY, and so I agree 37 
with Doug, and that’s why it didn’t cause me any heartburn, but 38 
he is right. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The council has requested, and we have 41 
agreed with that request, that we do not, at this level, do any 42 
kind of reductions due to ecological function, that they would 43 
handle that at the level of ABC to ACL, and so we could take 44 
that out, but I -- Personally, I would like to see just this is 45 
what we mean by uncertainty, and there is lots of factors in 46 
there, and it’s a general statement.   47 
 48 
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There is nothing there that shows exactly how this would 1 
actually be applied, and certainly, as we said, if we were ever 2 
in a Tier 1 situation, a lot of the uncertainty is actually 3 
accounted for somewhere in the modeling process, which is not 4 
the case when we get down to Tier 4. 5 
 6 
If we want, we can go down to the Tier 3 definition, which is 7 
slightly broader, I believe, but it’s only in Tier 4 where there 8 
is actually an application of why we’re concerned about all of 9 
those things. 10 
 11 
CLAY PORCH:  Like you said, in Tier 4, this is all stuff that 12 
goes into the vulnerability analysis, and it’s the way that you 13 
decided to set this up, and so I think it makes perfect sense 14 
there.   15 
 16 
I will comment that I noticed in other places that we use “risk 17 
of overfishing”, and when you flashed through one of the tiers, 18 
and I don’t remember which one it is, it actually says when the 19 
probability of overfishing is specified, or the risk of 20 
overfishing is specified, and so implying that, when it’s not, 21 
you use this other technique, and so you might want to just make 22 
sure the different tiers are consistent in that respect. 23 
 24 
In other words, are you going to go to the alternative buffer 25 
technique, the “or” part of it, whenever the acceptable 26 
probability of overfishing is not specified?   27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see any language to that effect 29 
anywhere, and so, if you saw that -- 30 
 31 
CLAY PORCH:  When you were flashing through it, I saw it, and so 32 
it might be the highest tier, and I don’t know.  It was when you 33 
were moving through it that I saw it somewhere.  Not being able 34 
to see the whole thing, but maybe -- 35 
 36 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It looks like it was in Tier 1, where we’re 37 
talking about scalar, under the ABC. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I’ve got it.  Thanks. 40 
 41 
CLAY PORCH:  Yes, the scalar equals one if the risk of 42 
overfishing is specified and less than one if not.  The question 43 
is whether you want to just leave that implicit or whether you 44 
want to make it explicit like it is here and do you want to be 45 
consistent among the tiers.  I don’t have a strong opinion on 46 
it, but that was the conversation we had at first. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it really applies just to Tier 3, 1 
because Tier 2 says as Tier 1 except for, and the exception 2 
doesn’t deal with this issue, and so that language would roll 3 
over to Tier 2.  I think the difference was, in Tier 3, we have 4 
that other Part b, the way to deal with that, but that statement 5 
actually just still stands.  We’re not dealing with a scalar in 6 
Tier 3 the way we were in Tier 1.  Jocelyn. 7 
 8 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  This is just a minor point, but I think we 9 
should change that “risk of overfishing”, as we did elsewhere in 10 
that section, to “acceptable probability of overfishing”.   11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anything else?  Do we need a motion to 13 
accept all of this?   14 
 15 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It doesn’t hurt to confirm that it’s 16 
consistent with the intent of the SSC to make all of these 17 
changes, but you could do it by consensus, and you don’t have to 18 
do a roll call motion. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So everything that is in yellow has 21 
been accepted and there are no changes. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct.  If we go back to the top, now 24 
what’s remaining -- What’s in red is what has been added, and 25 
what is in strike-through is what is being deleted as a 26 
consequence, and we’ll just kind of slowly scroll through this, 27 
but, if you’re all in agreement with that, then this is what 28 
we’re going to go with. 29 
 30 
The main things that we have addressed are specifying that the 31 
buffer is the reduction factor and that, when we talk about the 32 
overfishing, we’re talking about the acceptable probability of 33 
overfishing that is set by the council, and that is reflected 34 
through both the text in the footnotes, as appropriate, and then 35 
at the end, and so Tier 2 is -- We had the tweaking of the MSST 36 
in Tier 3 from “unknown” to “to be determined based on available 37 
data”.  The last one was the adding of the definition of 38 
scientific uncertainty in Tier 4.  Do we have consensus that 39 
this language is all acceptable?  I see heads nodding, and so I 40 
will take that as yes, for the record.  41 
 42 
With that, I think we thank Clay for his wisdom and willingness 43 
to help, and, at this point, I would recommend that we break for 44 
lunch.  It’s 12:20.  If we could be back at say 1:30.  Thank you 45 
very much. 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Thank you, Clay. 48 
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 1 
CLAY PORCH:  Thank you, and I have to say that I really 2 
appreciate you guys working this hard on it and really taking 3 
the time to get it right.  I think, at least of the control 4 
rules in the Southeast, I think what you will end up with is 5 
probably the best of the lot. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is high praise. 8 
 9 
CLAY PORCH:  All right.  You guys enjoy your lunch and have a 10 
great day. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, Clay. 13 
 14 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on July 18, 2018.) 15 
 16 

- - - 17 
 18 

July 18, 2018 19 
 20 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 21 
 22 

- - - 23 
 24 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 25 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Courtyard Marriott 26 
in Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Wednesday afternoon, July 18, 27 
2018, and was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would like to get started again, please.  30 
Adyan, I think we’re going to go to you, and I know you have a 31 
list of things to do, and I think we’re going to look at the 32 
questions that you have for the Virgin Islands first, and then 33 
there is some other stuff that follows from that.  Graciela, 34 
before Adyan starts, would you just -- Since we forgot to 35 
mention who was logged on, if you could let us know. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This morning, you had Nancie Cummings 38 
and Skyler, that you heard from, and Michelle Scharer and Julie 39 
Neer and Clay and Doug.  You had quite a number of people 40 
logging in today. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, it’s yours.   43 
 44 

OUTSTANDING SEFSC ISSUES FOR USVI 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  The first thing we will do is clarify partition 47 
assignments and then talk about the buffer reductions, and we 48 
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can identify some of the problem species that this technique 1 
doesn’t work for.  Then we can also look at the full species-2 
specific timelines and hopefully, from there, get all of the 3 
inputs and advice necessary to run the process through the end. 4 
 5 
Then, just as a heads-up, if we get to it, then we can review 6 
the output that we have for Puerto Rico, where everything has 7 
been finalized as we’ve been speaking, and the only thing that 8 
is a more recent change is that everything that was through 9 
2015, namely the commercial that ended in 2015, since that was 10 
an older discussion, now go through 2016, and then we can talk 11 
about how you guys want to see the data tomorrow, hopefully, so 12 
that I can prepare it overnight. 13 
 14 
Clarifying decisions for partitioning, this is similar to what 15 
we saw yesterday, where here we see the percent that the 16 
unspecified group makes up over the reference period, and, since 17 
we’re using these older years, that percent is always 1, and 18 
these are the instances that we have unspecified landings to 19 
partition out.  There are fifteen, and so it won’t take so long 20 
to just talk these through and then talk about buffer reduction. 21 
 22 
As we go through knocking these off, I will just add some notes 23 
here, kind of like how we did yesterday with the highlighting, 24 
and we can get started, and so I’m actually going to start with 25 
what I think is an easy one down here, the St. Croix angelfish.   26 
 27 
This is the St. Croix angelfish data, and, not surprising, the 28 
old data is all made up by just that unspecified.  The recent 29 
data is 100 percent queen angelfish, but this is a write-in 30 
species, I believe, and, because these are -- That plot on the 31 
left was the proportion, and so now, on the right, when you look 32 
at the actual landings, it’s not really good to use this what I 33 
am calling Method 2, this borrowing the ratio and using data 34 
from another period for this particular species. 35 
 36 
This is a species that we will want to probably write in our 37 
notes here that it’s not something we want to -- It’s not 38 
something to partition.  It’s not something to carry out with 39 
that method.  It’s something that maybe we come back to and 40 
discuss other alternatives, because the current method isn’t 41 
going to work well for it. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait a minute.  You’re saying that, in the 44 
sense of what the real landings might have been, because, 45 
obviously, from a partitioning sense, it’s all one species. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s all one species, but from a --  48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From the data availability. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  From a data and availability sense. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but is your concern the fact that, 6 
once it was not a write-in species, we’re actually getting a 7 
handle on how much is being caught and therefore our back-8 
calculation is going to be underestimating that a lot? 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so we need to call that something 13 
else.  That’s not a partitioning issue, but it’s related to 14 
that. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Adyan, why is it one species, because there 19 
is three species in that group that are -- Maybe even a fourth 20 
one that are potentially commercially exploited.  Aside from the 21 
queen, there is the gray and the French, at least, if not the 22 
rock beauty, and why would that all go into one species? 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s probably a good question for the fishermen, 25 
but that’s the only one that is reported in the landings, and so 26 
I’m looking at everything reported as any angelfish. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The forms, since 2011 for St. Croix, 29 
include all three species of angelfish, and so, if you’re only 30 
reading one of them, then that’s what they have been reporting, 31 
but they are all on the forms since 2010 onward. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, my warning is for the record.  You 34 
know, I pretty much believe that, if they are taking the queen -35 
- Both the gray and the French are bigger, are typically bigger 36 
fish with more meat, and so, if they are commercially exploiting 37 
that one, most likely they are commercially exploiting the 38 
others.  That is just a flag. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and, alternatively, they could just be 41 
reporting it all together. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Eddie is not here, but we can 44 
put that question to him when he comes in. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so, just to put in the notes here to 47 
knock this one off the question list, it may not work with this 48 
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method. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am seeing all three species in the landings.  3 
This is St. Croix, right? 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So there may be a data filtering issue. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  One of them is holacanthus, which is the one 10 
that you have there, and the other two are pomacanthus, and so 11 
there is two different genus in that, and there is another 12 
holacanthus, which is the rock beauty, which is holacanthus 13 
tricolor, and that one falls into the fish traps, and it grows 14 
to this size. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think what you will find is the French and 17 
gray are actually higher landings than the queen. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  What is the family? 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There are two main genus.  One is 22 
holacanthus, which includes the queen, and then the other one is 23 
pomacanthus, which is the other that includes both the gray and 24 
the French. 25 
 26 
VANCE VICENTE:  For the record, these are strictly spongivores. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s good to check.  Okay.  Then I guess we’re 29 
still in the same problem of they are currently being reported 30 
in another family.  This is Pomacanthidae.  You are not seeing 31 
what I am seeing.  Let me try something.   32 
 33 
We are still in the same situation, where it wasn’t reported, 34 
and, when it was reported, it was reported as the genus of only 35 
one of the species, and so we’re still in the same situation, 36 
and so potentially you guys may want to consider using just the 37 
2012 through 2016 for this species or it can be one of the ones 38 
that -- That’s going to come up again later, but, for now, on 39 
our decision table, I will note that it was a write-in.  We can 40 
go on to surgeonfish in St. Croix.  41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you hang on a second? 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The family of angelfish was in the 45 
forms previous to 2010. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No.  For a few years in the 1990s it was, but, 48 
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in the 2000s, during our reference period, it could be written 1 
in, which is what I think you’re seeing when she shows the 2 
landings and there is mostly under 500 pounds, and those are 3 
write-ins. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did you happen to have those earlier data? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  From the 1990s? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  If you don’t have them -- 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we’ve got them. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would tell us a little bit about what 14 
the order of magnitude of catch was then relative to the write-15 
in. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so in the years -- Let me check the 18 
years of when it was on the form.  It looks like, in St. Croix, 19 
we had the fishing year of 1995/1996 to 1998/1999 fishing year.  20 
1997/1998 was 6,000 and 7,000 pounds, which fits right in with 21 
the year -- 2013, and I’m looking at totals here of 2013, 2014, 22 
2015, and 2016, and we’ve got 9,000 pounds, 5,500, and 5,600 23 
pounds.  In those earlier years, we’re getting about -- We’re in 24 
the same ballpark.   25 
 26 
We’ve got two full years, it looks like, of regular reporting, 27 
and it gets a little tricky as you go back in time, because, for 28 
some years, there are two different forms in use simultaneously, 29 
but at least on some of the forms -- 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re just looking ballpark here. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so the ballpark is about where we are 34 
in the recent years, when you sum across these three species. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That might give us a little bit of 37 
confidence that -- 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I mean, it’s a bit higher in 2012, where it 40 
jumps up to 14,000 pounds, but, for most of the time, 2013 41 
through 2016, it’s 5,500 to 9,000, and, back in time, it’s one 42 
year it was 6,000 and the next year it was 7,000. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So your 75th percentile is going to that one 45 
high year, if we were using those 2012 to 2016 data, 46 
essentially. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  What is the indicator?  Is there one or is it all 1 
three? 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. 4 
 5 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  In this case, you’re going to use only 2012 to 6 
2016 for the -- 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  If that’s what you guys want. 9 
 10 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes, and I wanted to make sure if that’s the 11 
decision. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We haven’t made such a decision, but that’s 14 
kind of what it looks like.  Then I think we want to go through 15 
-- Is this something that is coming up again? 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, there is going to be a handful of species that 18 
we need to do an alternate for, and so we’ll be able to knock a 19 
few more regular ones -- 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s take a look at those.  Then, if 22 
they’re all falling into the same rule, then we’ll just do that. 23 
 24 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  A quick question.  The 0.1 buffer, what does 25 
that mean?  How did you calculate that? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s just using the default rule that’s in place 28 
right now, and so, if an unspecified group is more than 35 29 
percent, it gets a buffer reduction of 0.1, but, in this case, 30 
everything is one, and so we’re going to talk about in what case 31 
a buffer reduction is related to scientific uncertainty and in 32 
what case due to partitioning and in other cases where we can 33 
remove it, similar to what we did yesterday, because, as you 34 
will see later, if the entire group is thought to be made up of 35 
one species, it’s not really a partition.  You’re just calling 36 
it what it is. 37 
 38 
That is the discussion Part 2, where, once we’ve identified what 39 
species need to be partitioned, we need to appropriately account 40 
for the uncertainty associated with that partitioning. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the case of what we just looked at, 43 
since there is no indicator species, everything gets lumped, and 44 
that’s the metric you are using.  It’s just a question of are we 45 
going to use the back-calculated numbers or the more recent 46 
numbers, and obviously the back numbers are hardly anything, and 47 
so we would probably have to go with the more recent numbers, 48 
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but there wouldn’t be a partitioning, per se, and so there 1 
wouldn’t be that loss of -- Well, you’re not even back-2 
calculating, and so that buffer just doesn’t apply. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  This could be considered not new to management, but 5 
new to form, and so that’s the reason for why you would use 6 
alternate years, and that’s likely what we’ll see for hogfish 7 
and for squirrelfish and as we see for angelfish.   8 
 9 
Moving on to the sort of partitioning discussions, this is the 10 
tangs in St. Croix, and partitioning isn’t really causing a 11 
problem here, because all of them are in the same group anyways.  12 
I will just show -- Recall that we will use these ratios to 13 
partition this, but, in this case, partitioning -- There is no 14 
scientific uncertainty associated with partitioning, because 15 
everything gets summed up anyways, and so I think the decision 16 
here would be that there should be no buffer reduction 17 
associated, and so Acanthuridae in St. Croix.   18 
 19 
Since the code is already set up to run, it will do the 20 
partition anyway, but a partition among three and then summed 21 
just undoes it, but that’s easier to having to write don’t do it 22 
and then sum it myself, and so just not have a buffer reduction 23 
in practical how it’s applied. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. 26 
 27 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Is this the first time we’re using the 28 
partitioning method? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  We used it yesterday. 31 
 32 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I mean like this -- 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  Normally, we don’t -- We haven’t partitioned 35 
out unspecified in the past. 36 
 37 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The rules were set up before this method, the 38 
1 percent and we apply the 0.1? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, those were set up before. 41 
 42 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Now I get it.  Thank you.   43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  They could be adapted, since we’re doing a 45 
different method, but, for now, it’s kind of like the default, 46 
and so, first, we’ll identify where that might apply, and then 47 
we can talk about the rule again.   48 
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 1 
I think it will be easiest, every time we do a species, to just 2 
do it on the other island, because they are often very similar, 3 
and so here are St. Thomas surgeonfish, which is mostly 4 
doctorfish, and, again, are all three in the same -- Doctorfish 5 
is the indicator, and so, here, we would either have to 6 
partition or call it all doctorfish.  Here is what it looks like 7 
over time, and then, if we partition, we need to also 8 
potentially apply a buffer reduction.  This one, I can get the 9 
actual percentage real quick of what doctorfish is, of what it 10 
is over those recent years. 11 
 12 
It’s 89 percent.  Normally, when we’ve assigned something, it 13 
has been 99 percent, and so I guess this might be a partition, 14 
following the similar techniques that we’ve been using, because, 15 
otherwise, we would want to look into the -- 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have reservations on that data as well.  I 18 
don’t think that doctorfish is that -- I mean, it’s that 19 
prevalent among that whole catch.  I believe that there is a lot 20 
of ocean surgeon in there that are mixed up, and those two 21 
pretty much look alike.  Not everyone can distinguish them 22 
readily. 23 
 24 
Blue tang is another animal, but I have never seen a place where 25 
it has that kind of proportion of doctorfish to ocean surgeon.  26 
I don’t know if Joe might agree with me there, but they are 27 
mixed up. 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  The good news, in this case, is, if they’re calling 30 
them all this, it is the indicator, and so whatever ABC comes 31 
out of it will be representative of all of them to begin with, 32 
and so, if they’re all -- The problem would be if they’re 33 
missing, but, if they’re just misreported, then this technique 34 
wouldn’t lack the ability to come up with a number that is okay 35 
for that situation. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But it’s relevant from the standpoint of the 38 
buffer. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, maybe or maybe not.  I mean, that’s 41 
the question, is, because it’s 89 percent, do we want to call it 42 
all doctorfish, or do we want to do a partition for that 15 43 
percent difference?  As she said, that’s what the data are, and 44 
we’re going to generate some number on that mixed group, if it 45 
really is a mixed group. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is the indicator anyway. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Remind me what our rule is now.  At what level 2 
do we have to be before we call them all the same -- 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  We don’t have a rule, but we’ve been doing it at -- 5 
Everything that we’ve done it for has been above 99 percent, and 6 
so it’s kind of like our 1 percent rule in the other direction.  7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, because this is at 90 percent. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Can you remind me -- The rule that we 13 
developed, if I’m not mistaken, was specific for Puerto Rico, 14 
wasn’t it, where we at least for each year had some landings on 15 
the individual species, but we had an unclassified.  Now, when 16 
we’re going back ten years with no data on the specific species, 17 
and all we have is whatever you call it, family or genus, I 18 
think it may be worth addressing whether these same rules should 19 
apply when we have absolutely no data for the species for ten-20 
plus years or whatever it is. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right, and so that’s the Part 2.  First, we have to 23 
identify how many instances -- Just wrap our heads around when 24 
it’s a problem and when it’s not, and, so far, we’ve just run 25 
into one where that kind of problem comes to light, but I think 26 
we could write in the notes right now and say it’s 90 percent 27 
and then leave it as a question-mark for us to review when we’ve 28 
looked through everything and when we’ve also wrapped our head 29 
around the entire issue and can move on to discussing what the 30 
buffer reduction needs to be to account for the fact that this 31 
isn’t the same type of partitioning.  I will write that.  Are 32 
there questions? 33 
 34 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Sorry about this, but what makes it different 35 
the St. Croix and St. John that in one case you are applying the 36 
buffer and the other not? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  In St. Thomas, there is an indicator species, 39 
whereas, in St. Croix, there is not an indicator species.  In 40 
St. Croix, the unit includes all three species, and that 41 
decision probably reflects the landings as they are, and so 42 
that’s the difference between the two islands. 43 
 44 
We can move on to snappers in St. Croix.  Here are the snappers, 45 
and there are six units, and then here are the landings.  This 46 
one is one where it’s a kind of clear decision to partition at 47 
such a mix that will use those ratios to partition, and we’ll 48 
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have to come back to discussing the uncertainty associated with 1 
that later, but, for now, is it okay to -- I’m just going to put 2 
on the list a diversity of species requires partitioning.  I 3 
will write that. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are six groups and you had seven 6 
species there. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let me make that a little longer, just in case 9 
someone is missing.  Gray snapper was missing too, and so, if 10 
something isn’t managed, but it’s still involved in the 11 
partition, because it made up a fraction of the landings, I 12 
think that doesn’t -- We’ve got family-level landings and 13 
species-level landings, and so we would be partitioning -- I am 14 
using the default ITIS categories, because I just automated some 15 
of the output. 16 
 17 
We wrote in the notes that diversity of species requires 18 
partitioning, and so that’s -- When we come back to talking 19 
about the buffer, that’s one of the ones that we’ll filter to as 20 
something to keep in our minds and refer back to, because that’s 21 
the type of uncertainty, that partitioning, that we’ll have to 22 
reconsider, and so we can continue knocking them out, so we can 23 
get a sense of how many require partitioning. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you just show the 100 percent-based 26 
graphs and not the -- That’s the same one that we saw yesterday, 27 
right? 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so we said diversity of species requires 30 
partitioning.  Next is St. Thomas snappers, and this is the one 31 
that you saw yesterday, and you asked whether it was grayscale, 32 
but it wasn’t.  It’s just the way that Excel chose to plot it.  33 
I am going to stretch that out, because there is more species in 34 
there. 35 
 36 
This is another one, similar to the one we just looked at, that 37 
has a diversity of species requires partitioning.  It’s fairly 38 
straightforward to repeat that decision, and so I will do that.  39 
Then we can go to the next one. 40 
 41 
Next are filefishes, or leatherjackets.  Here is a situation 42 
where this is queen triggerfish, and so these are triggerfish, 43 
is what we call them, but, in the database, they default to 44 
filefish, but anyway, for triggerfish, they continue to be 45 
reported as a little bit unspecified, but that doesn’t matter, 46 
since the years that we’re going to use are these, and this is 47 
one of those situations where it’s 100 percent queen 48 
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triggerfish, and so I can write in the notes that that needs to 1 
be assigned and not partitioned and that there is no uncertainty 2 
there.  We do think that all of those are queen triggerfish, 3 
correct? 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Let me clarify real quick that you have two 6 
families there.  The family of the filefish is Monacanthidae, 7 
and then the family of triggerfishes is Balistidae, and so those 8 
are two families.  I don’t want to disturb the thing, but I just 9 
want to be -- For the record, to be clear that filefishes are 10 
Monacanthidae.  Triggerfishes look a little bit alike, but there 11 
is a different family.  That is Balistidae. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and that’s just the categories used in the 14 
dataset, but we’re looking at Balistidae.  Up here in the 15 
corner, in the top left, it’s Balistidae, and then I have 16 
filtered to Balistidae in all genus, in all species, within 17 
that, and what exists in the data is just queen triggerfish.   18 
 19 
If we were to use the sub-data in those categories, we would 20 
only have queen triggerfish to partition it, but that seems to 21 
also agree with what we have learned with the anecdotes and 22 
testimony from the fishery in general, is that it is thought 23 
that it’s all queen triggerfish. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t disagree with that the data might be 26 
right, but I just want to warn you that, if you leave the name 27 
“filefishes”, it might lead to some kind of a confusion, because 28 
you have one common -- You have a species, and then the general 29 
group is from another. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so I guess, when we have our tables and 32 
everything, we tend to use our naming, and so I just went 33 
directly to what ITIS spits out when you ask for the common name 34 
at each level, and it’s not always the same one that we use, 35 
but, when it comes to the actual code being used, I am certain 36 
that we’re operating correctly, and so, when it comes to the 37 
documentation, we can make sure that we call those Balistidae.   38 
 39 
I will add that to our decision list, Balistidae in St. Croix.  40 
No need for buffer reduction due to partitioning, and we can 41 
clean up the notes again later with pretty colors and 42 
everything, when we need to wrap our heads around how many fall 43 
into one category or another.  44 
 45 
Let’s do Balistidae in St. Thomas.  We do have a minute amount 46 
of ocean triggerfish, but I am certain that it’s probably still 47 
99 percent queen triggerfish, and so we’re likely able to make 48 
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the same decision.  It looks like there is probably just like 1 
one record.  Yes, there is one record of the other one, and so 2 
we can make that same decision, and I will add that to our list. 3 
 4 
Next, we can go to porgies in St. Thomas.  I will calculate the 5 
ratio in a moment, but it’s mostly saucereye porgy.  I will 6 
calculate the ratio real quick.  It’s 98.4, and so I will add 7 
that to our list, and that’s something we can come back to, like 8 
the Acanthuridae, because this one is a unit that has an 9 
indicator that is the one species, right?  That is the 10 
indicator, and so it’s 98, and so we got into the gray territory 11 
there, and we’ll come back to that.  For the porgies in St. 12 
Thomas, it’s 98 percent saucereye. 13 
 14 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Since the only data to partition is from the 15 
last year, 2016 -- I mean like, if you go to the graph, what I 16 
mean is the -- 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I see what you’re saying.  All of the years 19 
are 100 percent saucereye except the last year. 20 
 21 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Since the appearance is only one year, even 22 
though it’s 98 percent, couldn’t we call it -- 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think that’s a great idea.  Does everyone agree?  25 
Then I will update that.  So it’s 100 percent saucereye except 26 
for the last year, and so we can do what we said there, that 27 
there is no need for a buffer reduction due to partitioning.  28 
Cool.  I will actually start highlighting these.  Green means 29 
that it’s something that doesn’t require further work, and we 30 
can come back to some of the other ones when we revisit that 31 
kind of situation.  Surgeonfish was one that links to that 32 
group.  Cool.  Thank you.  The more green we see, the less 33 
decisions we have to come back to, and that’s good. 34 
 35 
Let’s see what’s next.  We did porgies, and now jacks, St. 36 
Thomas jacks.  It’s mostly blue runner and bar jack, but there 37 
are some other species in there that fall under the family 38 
Carangidae, and here’s how that plays out.  This is not 39 
obviously one species, and so this would require partitioning, 40 
and so I’m just going to add that to the notes. 41 
 42 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  What is the percentage of the blue and the 43 
gray summed together? 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and, while I’m doing that, can you check if 46 
those two are the two indicators, or is there -- Blue runner is 47 
the only one that matters?  Okay.  If blue runner is the only 48 
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one that matters, the fact that this makes up 99 percent still 1 
doesn’t matter, and so this requires partitioning for blue 2 
runner.  This was St. Thomas jacks.  St. Thomas jacks requires -3 
- 4 
 5 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Just for the theoretical example, let’s 6 
suppose that it would have summed to 99 percent and they would 7 
both indicators.  Could we then go and just -- 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, that would have been following the same logic 10 
of, if everything is going to be summed anyway and it makes up 11 
99 percent, then that follows similar logic to the decisions 12 
that we’ve been making that facilitate the process. 13 
 14 
We did St. Thomas jacks, and let’s move to St. Croix grunts.  Is 15 
there two units?  White and bluestriped make up the unit, and so 16 
that’s this dark red and orange, and so I can get the percentage 17 
there for us to consider later of what they make up.  This is 18 
what it looks like over the time series, and so I will calculate 19 
that.  I’m pretty sure it’s going to be like in the high 80s.  20 
It’s 87.6, and so we’ll call that 88, and we’ll add that to the 21 
notes.  That was grunts in St. Croix, and so 88 percent.  Then 22 
we get into the gray area of those percentages when it gets to 23 
like 80, 90, 92, and so we’ll talk about those when we see what 24 
they all are.   25 
 26 
Next is grunts in St. Thomas.  We have two grunt units, and what 27 
are they?  Grunt 1 is white grunt, and that is the indicator, 28 
white grunt, with bluestriped.  Grunt 2 is margate, and so 29 
margate here is green, and white grunt is brown, or dark red, 30 
and so here we’re in a situation where we have a unit of margate 31 
with low landings, and, when we partition -- When we get our 32 
ratio from this period, it’s going to be a small amount of these 33 
total landings, and so it may fall into -- At the end of 34 
everything, it might fall into one of those species that has a 35 
small enough ABC that they fall out when we come to the point of 36 
that discussion, of how small of an ABC is an ABC that is 37 
intended to be implemented. 38 
 39 
I think what we’re seeing here is it’s not close to that -- I 40 
guess it’s still close to being in the 80s, and so I can grab 41 
the percent and we can write what it is for white grunt, but, 42 
for margate, I think the only option you have here for margate 43 
is to partition or not have it be its own unit, potentially, or 44 
that unit might end up with a really small ABC, but we can also 45 
see that through and come back to that when we have the ABCs 46 
that result from the method.  For now, I’m just going to 47 
calculate the percentage that is white grunt alone, because it 48 
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is the indicator of its unit.  It’s 79.  This is grunts in St. 1 
Thomas at 79 percent.  Decide later.  Okay.  Next. 2 
 3 
This is St. Croix parrotfish.  There are two units, and do we 4 
have an indicator?  We have two indicators, redtail and 5 
stoplight, and that’s for Parrotfish 2.  This is not close to 6 
being 80 percent, or 90 percent, and so this is a 7 
straightforward partition.  Okay.  I will add that to our notes 8 
and just show you this plot over here real quick, and then we 9 
will go on.  Parrotfish in St. Croix, the diversity of species 10 
requires partitions.  All right.   11 
 12 
Let’s move on to parrotfish in St. Thomas.  What are the 13 
indicators in St. Thomas?  It’s the same, and so it’s stoplight 14 
and redtail, and so, here, it is really close to that 99 15 
percent, and it’s very, very close -- It looks like it’s 100 16 
percent in 2012 and 2013, and so, here, I think we wouldn’t need 17 
to partition, following the examples that we’ve gone through 18 
before.  Okay.  Let me just show the plot on the right, and then 19 
we’ll go back to the notes, and we will write that.  Let me also 20 
just grab what the value is, so that we have it.  It’s 98.6.  21 
Okay.  We’re powering through these.  Good job, everyone.  Let’s 22 
keep going. 23 
 24 
St. Croix groupers, we have a number of units, some of which are 25 
likely to not have any data, or very little data, and so let me 26 
drag this a little outward.  Sometimes not all of the species 27 
fit on the legend.  Now they do.   28 
 29 
What indicators do we have for groupers?  We have coney and red 30 
hind, and those are the only indicators.  There is six units, 31 
and so what are the other units that have no indicator, but what 32 
are all the species in it? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 35 
recording.) 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Black, red, tiger, yellowfin, and that’s Grouper 5.  38 
Then Grouper 6 is misty.  I am only seeing four groups here. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Nassau and goliath. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Nassau and goliath, right.  Okay.  Coney, let’s see 43 
what this dark blue is.  This dark blue is red hind, and this 44 
gray is coney.  Together, those make up most the data.  I can 45 
figure out what percentage is made up by Grouper 5, because, if 46 
it’s a really small percentage, that’s going to come out as 47 
something -- We could still partition it, but it’s probably 48 
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going to come out with a really low ABC, and so it comes to 1 
being a little bit of a circular argument if it requires 2 
partitioning if it’s going to be removed anyways, and 3 
potentially remove it upfront, but we could also talk about that 4 
later. 5 
 6 
I am just going to grab the percentages real quick, because it 7 
looks like coney and red hind make up a large percentage.  They 8 
are in their own units, and so we do need to partition anyways.  9 
I’m actually going to go back on that, what I said earlier.  I 10 
am going to back on what I said earlier about the calculating 11 
the percentages of these, because, since coney and red hind are 12 
in two separate units, we need to partition anyways, and, if 13 
we’re partitioning anyways, we need to have a discussion about 14 
the uncertainty, and so, for this entire group, we need to come 15 
back to it as something that needs to be partitioned. 16 
 17 
The last group is grouper in St. Thomas.  Are there units and 18 
the indicator species the same?  No?   19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 21 
recording.) 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  There’s five groups?  Red hind is an indicator?  24 
Okay.   25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 27 
recording.) 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  Black, red, tiger, and yellowfin are together 30 
again, and yellowmouth and yellowedge and misty are together.  31 
Okay.  Let’s see.  I’m going to drag this out, so that we can 32 
see more of the legend.  It looks like I need to drag it out 33 
further. 34 
 35 
Red hind makes up a lot, but it’s not close to -- I don’t think 36 
it’s close to -- No, it’s not close to 80, because there is also 37 
this chunk up here, and so it’s less than 80, and so I think 38 
this isn’t something that’s on the fence.  I think this is 39 
something that is a clear partition and something that we need 40 
to think about the effects of the partition.  I am going to 41 
color the things that clearly require partition, and then we can 42 
potentially talk about the ones that may or may not, and so I’m 43 
just going to take a moment to do that, and these are going to 44 
be orange. 45 
 46 
When it requires a partition, we also need to include an 47 
uncertainty associated with that partition.  Do we want to 48 
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discuss these percentages now, or could I also show you guys the 1 
instances of why the issue exists for squirrelfish and hogfish, 2 
and then we can have just two more topics to discuss, two more 3 
species to discuss, when we talk about angelfish. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Please do. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Great.  Species-specific St. Thomas, and we’ll 8 
start with St. Thomas.  Species-specific St. Croix, we’ll start 9 
there.  These are the 2000 to 2010 data that are species 10 
specific, and so that means spiny lobster, queen conch, and 11 
wahoo are in there, and dolphin are in there.  Then a tiny bit 12 
of squirrelfish and hogfish, and you can’t even really see them.  13 
I took out St. Croix, and so they exist in the data, but as 14 
write-ins, and so we’re in the same situation as the angelfish. 15 
 16 
I will show that as well for St. Thomas.  It’s hard to see, 17 
because of the amount of spiny lobster, and so I took out -- In 18 
this next plot, I took out spiny lobster and conch, and there is 19 
a bit more of hogfish and a fair amount of -- Well, there is 20 
still a small amount of squirrelfish compared to things like 21 
spiny lobster, but a chunk, and so I don’t know.  Was 22 
squirrelfish a write-in that just was very written in, or was it 23 
on the form?  For St. Thomas. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 26 
recording.) 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  In St. Thomas, we’re not managing squirrelfish, and 29 
so it’s not something that we need to worry about.  On St. 30 
Thomas, we are doing hogfish, and so we can talk about hogfish 31 
here then.  Hogfish, was it a write-in, or was it on the form? 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think hogfish has been a write-in every year 34 
up until 2016.  I think it just came on the very newest forms, 35 
and is that correct? 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Then it’s probably not good to rely on the species-38 
specific data, because it’s probably incomplete.  I guess the 39 
logic that we use sometimes is that write-ins don’t always get 40 
written in, and so we would not be using this earlier data for 41 
hogfish, and so we may need to look into the full time series 42 
for hogfish, or it may be one of the species that we just are 43 
unable to come up with an ABC using this particular method. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you show us the real landings data to 46 
the right there? 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  There is very little landings anyways, but that’s 1 
only over the 2000 to 2010, and so you may want to see the full 2 
recent stuff. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and that’s what I thought you had.  5 
Sorry. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can easily get that.  It’s just let me hit save, 8 
because I did have that prepared for wahoo and dolphin, and so I 9 
will just copy over one of these.  Do we know the genus of 10 
hogfish, off the top of our head? 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Lachnolaimus.   13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  But we just talked about how it’s been a write-in 15 
until now. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Going on the form in 2016, does that mean 18 
July of 2016? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What we found was -- This was the one that had 21 
a really, really, really low, like single digits, ACL, which was 22 
based upon the sort of write-in stuff, although, looking at 23 
these data, I’m surprised it wasn’t a little bit higher, but not 24 
terribly high.   25 
 26 
Anyway, the way we have -- We have received a letter at the 27 
Science Center every year of is this exceeding the ACL due to 28 
better reporting, and what we’ve always gone towards is it’s not 29 
on the form and it’s a write-in.  Then, beyond that, as soon as 30 
something went on the form, it was always that this is better 31 
reporting, because it’s now on the form.  These data have me a 32 
little bit confused, because there is lot more -- Not that it’s 33 
terribly high, but there is a lot more landings there than I 34 
would have expected. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian, do you have something on this? 37 
 38 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  One of the things here with the hogfish for St. 39 
Thomas/St. John also to take into consideration is the bigger 40 
ones -- We release them, because of the ciguatera.  There is a 41 
certain area, like south of St. Thomas, that we release all of 42 
them, and they are even purple when we catch them, and so we 43 
don’t take a chance to bring in the bigger ones, and so we only 44 
harvest the smaller-sized hogfish in certain areas and on the 45 
north of the island. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela. 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What’s the weight limit for the ones 2 
that you would land?  What would you throw back, after so many 3 
pounds, per fish? 4 
 5 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I would say nothing bigger than about six pounds 6 
we would keep, and if they are caught like from what I would say 7 
the Buck Island area and going east, anywhere out in the EEZ, 8 
the fishers don’t bring them in, because the chances of 9 
ciguatera is very high. 10 
 11 
On the north of the island, now some of those fishers might 12 
bring in the bigger ones, but we don’t take a chance on the 13 
south of the island at all.  I don’t know how many of the 14 
fishers have been reporting in the landings about release of 15 
hogfish, and I don’t know if, by chance, in the categories, 16 
Kevin, with the new form and the same form, how it’s formatted, 17 
if we can see if hogfish was released by number and not by 18 
weight, similar to how we can see like those other seasonal 19 
closures and the number of fish that was released, and so I 20 
don’t know if any of that information is there for hogfish.   21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I haven’t looked for hogfish.  If it’s 23 
reported, we have it, and so we could look into that, but that 24 
will be from July of 2016 forward, and so it would be right at 25 
the tail-end of this, but we could certainly -- It’s something 26 
that can be investigated, but I don’t think it will help us in 27 
this instance.  28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because you’re just talking a sliver.  If 30 
this is the data we have, we may in fact want to just use the, 31 
even though it’s write-in data, the 2011 to 2016.  At least it’s 32 
consistent, and, if there is a 2016 effect in there, you’re not 33 
seeing it in the data that is there.  2016 is not coming up 34 
larger than any of those years that were prior to that, and this 35 
might just be a case where we’re going to be stuck.  We could 36 
apply the method, perhaps, but we might be back into it’s better 37 
reporting for the first bunch of years, until we have a track 38 
record on that, and then it can be revisited.  We will just have 39 
to see how that plays out. 40 
 41 
Obviously, when the write-ins come in, if they’re showing up at 42 
the -- The new forms, as they’re put in, if it’s not showing any 43 
difference, then we’re good.  If it’s showing a higher thing, 44 
then that’s probably a reporting thing, and that’s just what it 45 
is.  When is that going to show up?  Well, everything got 46 
screwed in 2017, and so we’re really talking down the road for 47 
that issue of write-in versus being specified on the form to 48 
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show up, because the industry itself has got to recover to the 1 
point where that effect shows up. 2 
 3 
The fact that the large fish get rejected, or there are certain 4 
areas where the fish is -- That is an added protection to the 5 
fishery.  To the stock, not to the fishery, but to the stock, 6 
but it doesn’t affect what’s being reported as landings, and so, 7 
when we’re setting an ACL, we’re basically setting the ACL for 8 
that portion of the population that is subject to being 9 
harvested. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think we can have a similar discussion for 12 
squirrelfish and one more time for -- Look at the plot over the 13 
entire time for squirrelfish as well as for the angelfish.  Then 14 
that might guide us towards making something related to the 15 
recent data. 16 
 17 
This one is still St. Thomas hogfish, because that’s where 18 
hogfish matters.  Hogfish are not managed in St. Croix, and then 19 
the reverse is true for squirrelfish, where they are managed in 20 
St. Croix, but not St. Thomas.  I am going to create a similar 21 
plot for squirrelfish. 22 
 23 
I did want to do that for the family, and so the species that is 24 
the indicator is squirrelfish, or is it longspine?  That’s the 25 
only one?  Hold on.  What’s going on here?  Okay.  Squirrelfish, 26 
soldierfish, longspine, but it -- This is a situation similar to 27 
angelfish, where we may want to use just the longspine. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My suggestion is that we use the family.   30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni, wait a minute.  Eddie had a comment. 32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  What is a soldierfish? 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is the family name that squirrelfish are 36 
collectively called, and so squirrelfish is --  37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It should be squirrelfishes.  Soldierfish is 39 
one of the species.  It’s a blackbar soldierfish. 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but the lingo used on the online taxonomy that 42 
I merged with, ITIS calls that family -- The common name is -- 43 
Sometimes they have like multiple common names, and so I just 44 
picked the first one, in order to process the data, and so this 45 
refers to that family holocentridae.  I could put the family 46 
scientific names here, but I think it’s just easier to use the 47 
common name that the dataset spits out, but it’s using the right 48 
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family name, holocentridae. 1 
 2 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The main point that I wanted to bring up is 3 
that, with the longspine, there might be two species mixed in 4 
there, and so both the squirrelfish and the longspine 5 
squirrelfish and there is some others that are mixed there.  I 6 
am almost sure that there is a good mixture of them there, and 7 
so, I mean, it’s -- For me, it would be better to call them 8 
squirrelfishes than to call them longspine squirrelfish, where 9 
it’s a mixture of species. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so the indicator is longspine, right, 12 
holocentrus rufus, and there is a small amount in 2016 of a 13 
different one, holocentrus adscensionis.  The percentage of 14 
longspine -- Here is the thing, and it gets to Reni’s point.  15 
There is currently reporting at the family level for 16 
squirrelfish as well as longspine squirrelfish, and so those 17 
could be aggregated if we think that the indicator should have 18 
that be aggregated. 19 
 20 
For instance, since longspine is the indicator -- Is it the 21 
indicator, or is the only species -- It’s the only species in 22 
that unit, and so, if it’s the only species in that unit, do you 23 
want to use, potentially, the landings of that species, or do 24 
you want to use all of the squirrelfish, and there is some 25 
concern that all of the squirrelfish include numerous species, 26 
and I want to also add to this sort of train of thought that 27 
we’re talking about really small numbers anyway.  We’re talking 28 
about under 5,000 pounds. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s also the only squirrelfish on the form.  31 
It’s the only way to report a squirrelfish unless you write it 32 
in. 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  So if more squirrelfish become -- Which is weird, 35 
because what’s going on in 2016 that there is two species of 36 
squirrelfish in the data? 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Hang on a second.  I need to look at the newest 39 
form. 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That one only has -- It says 42 
squirrelfishes, and then it says longspine, but it’s one line 43 
for the two groups, and so they should be reporting only one 44 
species, which is the longspine, unless they actually circle 45 
squirrelfishes or write something in, but I think it might be a 46 
problem with the coding when it comes from the USVI to the 47 
Science Center and then gets turned into the ITIS, and it goes 48 
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through a couple of iterations, in terms of getting the actual 1 
code for the species. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 4 
 5 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I was just going to say that we only catch the 6 
longspine, because the only way you would catch those smaller 7 
ones that I think that you guys are talking about is if you go 8 
bottom fishing but in the traps.  The longspine have to be like 9 
a pound before they are retained in the two-inch square, and so 10 
it’s -- We just started to report those over the last couple of 11 
years individually, but it’s all longspine that we report on the 12 
-- You know where that would show up a lot is in the TIP data, 13 
in the port sampling data.  It would show that it’s all 14 
longspine. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so this is St. Croix, and 17 
so, Eddie, can you -- Is the same thing, that they’re really 18 
picking up the one species? 19 
 20 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Yes.  Basically, it’s the longspine, but, 21 
since our industry is more diving, you may have both species in 22 
there, where the guys actually go down and select it. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s only, again, that 2016 that the 25 
adscensionis is showing up? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  What’s interesting is the older data, which we 28 
would call it, I believe, write-ins, appear to be associated 29 
with that species that is only reported in 2016 as well, and so 30 
I do believe that Graciela is on to something regarding how the 31 
codes are transitioned into what become our database. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin and then Reni. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We found a similar issue in St. Croix for spiny 36 
lobster, where the person entering the data went from using one 37 
code and then they went to a different code.  They still meant 38 
spiny lobster, and so this could be a similar issue.   39 
 40 
It’s a data entry quirk, where, rather than using the code for 41 
longspine, they are using more general code for squirrelfish, 42 
which may be what is happening here.  We will have to 43 
investigate that, but that’s my guess.  I also have a question 44 
for you, but we can talk off the mic.  That is my guess, and I 45 
think this is an issue where the Science Center just needs to 46 
investigate what is going on with the data. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I mean, you’re looking at this data, 1 
and, essentially, there is no data before the new forms, and so 2 
the fact that that’s all being reported as, potentially, 3 
adscensionis is irrelevant to the practicalities of how we would 4 
do this.  Reni. 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Again, there has been, in the books, a 7 
confusion with the common name between these two species of 8 
rufus and adscensionis.  Adscensionis doesn’t have the wide band 9 
marking in the dorsal fin, and, if you guys have seen the white 10 
marking, it is rufus.  If it doesn’t have the white marking, 11 
it’s adscensionis.   12 
 13 
Adscensionis grows bigger than rufus, and it’s not as common as 14 
rufus, but it grows quite a bit bigger than rufus, and so, if 15 
you have a big squirrelfish coming up in your traps, most 16 
probably it’s adscensionis, which is the longjaw, and so I know 17 
there has been confusion in the books.   18 
 19 
Even the authors of the books call them different common names, 20 
but the bottom line is that these are two species that look 21 
alike that are mostly differentiated by the length of the second 22 
anal fin, which that’s what they call the longspine, and the 23 
other one has a larger jaw, but, essentially, they look very 24 
much similar.  In the field, you can distinguish them, because 25 
one has the white marking on the dorsal fin and the other one 26 
does not, but, actually, the one that grows to a bigger size is 27 
adscensionis.  28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I am hearing for St. Croix suggests 30 
that we might just want to take out the indicator and just call 31 
it squirrelfish and we do the grouped thing.  For St. Thomas, 32 
based on what Julian said and the fact that they are fishing 33 
deeper water and there is a bit of a depth partition for these 34 
species, you really are looking at longspine. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s not for St. Thomas.  For St. Croix, what I am 37 
hearing is that we would just call everything -- We would 38 
aggregate or we would only use -- Would we orange, or would we 39 
use orange and blue? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, a formal decision to be made later, 42 
but I think the recommendation that I would suggest would be we 43 
aggregate and we don’t have an indicator species and the group 44 
is going to be squirrelfish.  Put that on your list of decisions 45 
to be made, but that’s -- 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Since we’re looking at the full time series, we 48 
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should also look at that real quick for St. Croix angelfish, and 1 
then we’ll have the three situations, where we would potentially 2 
be using the recent year, and so I’m going to do that real 3 
quick. 4 
 5 
I think that’s the same one we saw earlier, and I had already 6 
made that, except that it didn’t have 2011, which brings up a 7 
good point for when we’re using -- If we do consider as a 8 
recommendation using the recent years, whether we would use 9 
2011.  Now we’re kind of in new territory when it comes to these 10 
three species that potentially need to be using the recent 11 
years.   12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In this case, your 2011 is only a partial year. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right, and so I guess it would be 2012 to 2016. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the previous case, you could cobble together 18 
the first half of the year, which was in a species group, 19 
reported as a species group, which you could apply the 20 
percentages to, the ratios to, and then you could still recover 21 
the species-specific information from the second half of the 22 
year.  In this case, you’ve only got the second half of the year 23 
where you truly had reporting other than write-in. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  They are grouped, and so we wouldn’t have to 26 
partition, but it would be something related to using recent 27 
years, and so I will add to our table to potentially use 2012 to 28 
2016.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, we’re looking at a situation where 31 
you’ve got five years and your peak year, or interpolated 32 
between your peak and next peak year is your 75th percentile, and 33 
so, in this particular case, you’re looking at a 2012 type of 34 
level. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Angelfish wasn’t in my like automation to find what 37 
species we needed to partition.  Angelfish didn’t come up as a 38 
group for St. Thomas, but it is managed in St. Thomas, correct?  39 
So let’s also look at the plot from that, because it may not 40 
have come up because it might just not be in there very much, 41 
and so I’m going to do that plot next.  Gray is the indicator.  42 
Why didn’t this come up as something we needed to look into?  43 
Maybe it’s not on my table of being managed in the first place.  44 
Let me check that. 45 
 46 
Angelfish in St. Thomas, 2000 to 2010, with the ratio from 2012 47 
to 2016.  Angelfish in St. Croix, 2000 to 2010, 2012 to 2016.  I 48 
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will look into that further, because it does appear that there 1 
were unspecified angelfish.  We can see it right there.  Okay, 2 
and so I’m glad that we’re looking at it manually as well, so 3 
we’ll be able to still consider it. 4 
 5 
We looked at angelfish in St. Croix and saw that we didn’t have 6 
a lot of entries in the earlier years as a write-in.  Now, for 7 
St. Thomas, it makes up more, and gray angelfish, which is the 8 
indicator, makes up what looks like 80 or maybe more, maybe 90, 9 
percent.  It’s close to 90 percent, and so that’s something that 10 
I will add to our table as a species that is -- I will figure 11 
out what that number is and add it to our table as something 12 
that may or may not require partitioning. 13 
 14 
It looks like angelfish in St. Thomas is something that we could 15 
do using the partitioning using the ratios from the recent 16 
years, partition the older data.   17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to disagree with that. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Your landings in the years when they were 23 
on the form were substantially greater than before, and so the 24 
write-in is, again, significantly potentially underrepresenting 25 
what was there.  If we partition that back, you’re like doing a 26 
double penalty.  You’re using a lower baseline, and you’re going 27 
to be forced to put the reduction buffer in there, and so I 28 
think this is, again, someplace where we’re just going to have 29 
to use the most recent years for that. 30 
 31 
So there doesn’t need to be partitioning done, because that is 32 
species specific, and so does it really make a difference what 33 
the proportions are at this point, because that’s really where 34 
we’re at. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  To back you up, that would be the position of 37 
the data and statistics group at the Science Center.  Whenever 38 
there is a write-in, we do not consider that something you could 39 
utilize in these kinds of analyses, and so the write-ins are 40 
assumed to be incomplete, and so, therefore, they can’t be used 41 
in that sort of thing, and so from Steve Turner’s former group.   42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is the group formerly known as Steve 44 
Turner’s? 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If Roy Crabtree can have a band, so can we. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Cool.  That’s even easier for me, and so, for St. 1 
Thomas angelfish, we would consider using 2012 to 2016 without 2 
any partitioning, because we would just be able to use the 3 
species-specific stuff. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. 6 
 7 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  A minor detail, but shouldn’t the third line 8 
be green as well? 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  Thank you.  I was about to turn these yellow 11 
ones green, so that we would focus on the red, and so colors are 12 
important to me. 13 
 14 
I think it’s pretty clear how -- Well, I want to clarify what we 15 
mean by yellow, and then we can focus on white, and then we can 16 
finalize the conversation about red, because we need to 17 
determine whether the white ones are -- 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand why you want to do that blind, 20 
but can we have the column of what the species group is that 21 
we’re discussing?  The rest we don’t need, but just so I know 22 
where they came from. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you sort by color? 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I can, if I do something like this.  Green are 29 
things that don’t require any further instruction for 30 
implementation.  We still need to decide what to do with yellow 31 
and white and then also if any of the white ones -- We also need 32 
to discuss how we account for the uncertainty of those that need 33 
to be partitioned in red.  I think we could possibly wrap up 34 
yellow discussion and then maybe -- 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so yellow and white are 37 
really the only ones that we need to discuss. 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and then we need to discuss the buffer next 40 
for the red ones, because we know we need to partition them, and 41 
we need to discuss the buffer, but that’s the next discussion, 42 
correct. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 45 
 46 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  This is just for recordkeeping, but just a 47 
point of clarity about the buffer reduction there.  When we say, 48 
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in green, no need for buffer reduction due to partitioning, it 1 
might be clearer just to say no need for additional buffer 2 
reduction, because we obviously have the default buffer, and 3 
then we’re talking about something additional because of the 4 
uncertainty in going back and partitioning. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and, in this case, buffer reduction 7 
means reduction to the buffer, as opposed to the buffer being an 8 
initial reduction, yes.  As my scan of this, yellow is basically 9 
a question of what year sequence. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Do we go forward with just the year sequence, and 12 
then I just wanted to look at them one more time, to see whether 13 
they are species specific or whether they are aggregated, just 14 
so that, when I write up the instructions, it’s very clear to 15 
me.  I saw that angelfish now was species specific, and it 16 
seemed that the right years to use would be 2012 to 2016.  I 17 
would like that sort of clarity for the other ones. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does angelfish have an indicator? 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  That was angelfish in St. Thomas, and so angelfish 22 
in St. Croix is a group, and so we would group it and, 23 
similarly, use those recent years.  I just wanted that to be 24 
clear in the discussion, in the notes, and so grouped, consider 25 
it grouped, 2012 to 2016.  Then we just need that level of 26 
clarity for these two, and then I would be able to -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait.  What island are you just grouping? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Angelfish in St. Croix are grouped, and so this is 31 
the data that we have, the data that we’re limited to.   32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s fine, but it’s just that the 34 
island wasn’t on the -- It was off the plot there, and so I 35 
wasn’t sure which one we were at.  Those three at the bottom, 36 
you put the island there. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and it’s all the way over here. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and that’s okay. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  All right, and so that’s that one.  Let’s go back 43 
to hogfish.  Hogfish, would we use just the recent years?  It’s 44 
still a write-in, but it’s still the best we have.   45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that was my read on it.  Does anybody 47 
else want to comment or say something different?  This is -- 48 
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Unfortunately, this is the best available data.  It’s write-in, 1 
but that’s literally all we have. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree, as uncomfortable as that makes me, 4 
since I just stated the Science Center’s position on this.  I 5 
think we need to add something additional like, for this group 6 
in particular, we need to -- Again, 2017 is not going to be a 7 
year that we can use for data, but we need to have some kind of 8 
statement about we need to revisit this in X number of years, or 9 
I would suggest that we have something like that, given the 10 
nature of the data that we have available to us. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The other thing, and I can’t believe I’m 13 
saying this, is we could take, for those groups that were write-14 
ins versus appeared on the forms, and look at the ratios of 15 
before and after and apply that same ratio to hogfish, assuming 16 
the write-in proportions are the same.  That has its own set of 17 
uncertainty in there. 18 
 19 
I actually feel better about just saying we know these are 20 
write-ins, and so, if they start coming in at some point higher 21 
than that, it’s going to probably be improved reporting, but, as 22 
I mentioned before, this is going to be confounded with the 23 
recovery of the fishery as a whole, especially in the Virgin 24 
Islands, due to economics and storms and everything, and so it’s 25 
actually going to be difficult to pick up that effect, and so 26 
just revisiting it is probably the most fair statement we can 27 
make. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and, given -- I would rather keep it 30 
simple and say we know these are write-ins and this is an 31 
exception to our rule, because this is what we have, with the 32 
idea that, in the not too distant future, in the next three 33 
years or four years or whatever it is, we’ll revisit and be 34 
aware that landings that exceed whatever the ACL becomes are 35 
quite likely due to -- We need to consider that that may be due 36 
to improved reporting because of changes in the form.  I think 37 
we need to be thinking along those lines.  I don’t see -- I 38 
wouldn’t be in favor of a more complicated approach, some sort 39 
of ratio thing, and applying all that.  40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Adyan, can you put the hogfish 42 
data back up?  We are looking to be somewhere around, I would 43 
guess, 2,000 to 2,500 pounds is probably where an ACL might end 44 
up, based on that data.  It would bring it back down to about 45 
the 75th percentile, which is much, much greater than the current 46 
ACL, which was, what, 500, Graciela? 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  585. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, even given the limitations 3 
that we have with the data availability and our recognition that 4 
there is problems there, it’s going to be at least a lot better 5 
than it was before.   6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so, lastly, for this topic is 8 
squirrelfish in St. Croix. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before we move on from hogfish, we have said 11 
we’re going to take the write-in data as is, and does that mean 12 
we’re looking at the whole time series, or are we going to 13 
truncate this? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I would go -- For me, I would go with 16 
consistency and 2012 to 2016, because that is -- It’s purely a 17 
consistency issue there, but I think the write-ins might have 18 
started to improve, because at that point is when we were 19 
working toward the better forms, and so maybe you have a little 20 
bit more consistency in the level of reporting during those 21 
years than before, and so I don’t think like that increasing 22 
trend that we’re seeing since 2000 is necessarily an increasing 23 
catch of hogfish as opposed to just getting used to writing that 24 
in. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just wanted to make that final decision, and 27 
I’m happy with that.  I don’t know what anybody else thinks, but 28 
consistency seems reasonable in this case, given the -- 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian, can you comment on that?  Would you 31 
say that that’s a trend in increased write-ins rather than 32 
increased catch for hogfish over that longer timeframe? 33 
 34 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I would say, like you mentioned earlier, that, 35 
as the fishers started understanding the forms change, they 36 
started to write in, understanding the process and the 37 
importance.  Coming forward, as you can see, there is more 38 
consistency of the reporting, and so I would say, starting from 39 
back around the 2005 or 2006, during the SFA and coming forward, 40 
you can see the increase in reporting has gotten better, and I 41 
think now, with the new forms, it’s only going to improve as we 42 
go forward. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to round that out, the alternate 45 
hypothesis would be that the fishery was developing, and we’re 46 
already on record as not including periods where a fishery is 47 
developing, but where it stabilizes, which gets you back to 48 
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essentially the same period, and so, basically, we’re good 1 
either way. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Cool.  Now squirrelfish.  It would be 2012 to 2016, 4 
for consistency? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Then it would be just longspine and the 9 
unspecified, or would we also wrap in everything?  Would we wrap 10 
in everything, because it’s all mixed up anyways?  Okay. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, wrap in everything.   13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so, at some point, a short break, but 15 
maybe we can power through these three. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I was hoping to power through those 18 
three before the break. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sounds good.  79, 88, and 90, and, thinking back to 21 
how things worked in Puerto Rico, those were numbers that we 22 
would partition, but that was also an annual partition, and so 23 
I’m thinking we could look at these, and, similar to J.J.’s 24 
comment earlier, see if they were higher in the earlier years, 25 
which would have more proximity to the beginning of the time 26 
series, and so I think that’s one quick way of coming up with 27 
some clear advice.  Otherwise, it’s a potentially slippery slope 28 
to call 88 the 100, because then we might want to -- We don’t 29 
have to, but we would also -- Just, in general, where would we 30 
draw the line, in practice, always, if we would revisit those 31 
for Puerto Rico, and that question comes to my mind. 32 
 33 
Let’s go look at grunts in St. Thomas one more time.  Grunts in 34 
St. Thomas.  It’s not until 2016 that the other species make up 35 
a lot.  Let me find out what percentage of the other four years 36 
-- Like, if we weren’t using 2016, what percentage would that 37 
be. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, Kevin, I guess you’re the person.  40 
Since hogfish weren’t showing up until 2016, are any of those 41 
other minor species that show up in that last year because they 42 
were finally on the form? 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that’s likely what happened, but I will 45 
take a look. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  If that’s true and these are all haphazard write-48 
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ins, maybe just call it all white grunt, for that reason.  No? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was thinking just the opposite. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  My bad. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’re in St. Thomas, and let me see the species 7 
list. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sorry.  It’s up here.  I will put it back to the 10 
plot, too.  In this last year, it’s still only 85 percent in 11 
that first year, and so it’s still pretty not close to 99. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could you give us the other plot, or at 14 
least give me the other plot? 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Here you go. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so on the -- This is the middle of 19 
2011 to the middle of 2016.  We’ve got, on the St. Thomas/St. 20 
John trap form, we’ve got white grunt, and that’s it.  Then, on 21 
the form for all the other gears, we’ve got margate, and I think 22 
that’s it.  Of course, you could write in on either form, and 23 
then, in 2016 -- In 2016, bluestripe, cottonwick, tomtate, 24 
white, margate, and so that would be July of 2016 to present and 25 
write-ins, if there was something else. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So 2016 is a split year? 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the additional species might even 32 
constitute a higher percentage that year, because, for half the 33 
year, it was only white grunt on the form. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so, to really get that -- You would 36 
want to use -- You are going to have two different ratios, and 37 
so to -- This could be true in some other cases as well, where 38 
the ratios are completely driven by the forms in use. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, you’re moving that over, so we can 41 
actually see what levels of -- What is the axis?  Is it 10,000 42 
units or 1,000 units, pounds?  During the early years, where it 43 
was only white grunt on the form, everything else is well below 44 
1,000, but not so the last year. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is white and margate on the forms, and so 47 
that brown and the green. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, one solution would be, until there is 2 
a better track record on that split, that we in fact go back to 3 
a lumped grunt category, and so we would have a species complex 4 
without an indicator. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and, if we go that route, we are taking 7 
two grunt groups and combining them.   8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Otherwise, you’re probably not going to have a 10 
reasonable ACL for -- Well, it’s part of the problem, but -- 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we don’t necessarily have to -- Margate 13 
was on the form earlier.  I mean, the reason -- If you were to 14 
go by landings alone, there would be justification for just 15 
taking margate out, until you look at half of 2016, and then you 16 
see that it’s starting to show up a little bit, but the reason I 17 
would argue that margate has to stay in is because it’s the most 18 
vulnerable grunt, and I can’t comment for -- Is this St. Croix 19 
or St. Thomas?   20 
 21 
I can’t comment for the Virgin Islands, but, in Puerto Rico, 22 
margate used to be very abundant in the catch, and it’s not 23 
anymore.  It’s not even close, and so the reasons for that are 24 
that it may be overfishing, because it’s the largest and the 25 
most vulnerable one, and it’s certainly the most desirable, but 26 
there could be other issues involved.  It does form spawning 27 
aggregations, and we don’t know much about that, and so, from a 28 
life history perspective, I would like to keep it in there, but, 29 
obviously, from a landings perspective, this may be the only 30 
case that I can think of where low landings might be indicated 31 
that the stock has been depressed. 32 
 33 
Anyway, and, as I said, I can’t comment for the Virgin Islands.  34 
My experience is only for Puerto Rico, but we could still split 35 
then, because of this, between margate and other grunts, so that 36 
other grunts is not going to have an indicator species, and so 37 
I’m just throwing that out there.  Julian and then Bill. 38 
 39 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I just wanted to comment that I think one of the 40 
reasons why we are seeing that more in the recent years, and I 41 
think -- I know we’re going to have just a partial data this 42 
year, for 2017, because of the hurricanes, but, in the BVI, one 43 
of the eastern islands, and I don’t know exactly which one it 44 
is, they used to have a very, very large spawning aggregation of 45 
margates, and that has been shut down for the past maybe five or 46 
ten years, and I don’t know how long, but I can get that 47 
information. 48 
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 1 
They closed it down, and they can’t fish them at all, and I 2 
think that’s one of the reasons now that we are seeing more of 3 
the margates coming into the fishery.  In my years, from 1989 to 4 
present, I didn’t used to see many of them, and, more recently, 5 
I have seen them, and especially after the hurricane.   6 
 7 
Almost every week that I go out, I catch three to five of them, 8 
and so you’re going to start to see those numbers, and the other 9 
fishers that are fishing are catching them also, and so that’s 10 
going to show up.  It’s just something that I wanted to put out 11 
there, but I don’t know if it’s because of that or what it is, 12 
but we’re starting to see more and more of them more recently. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is certainly consistent with patterns 15 
that we see for red hind and Nassau coming presumably out of 16 
Grammanik and the Hind Bank and filling in in eastern Puerto 17 
Rico, for example, and the other factor that you didn’t mention, 18 
but, because your catch levels now, generally, are so much lower 19 
than before, and for those few species where we have some data 20 
that we could actually apply and say, hey, it doesn’t really 21 
look like we’re having overfishing here, they look pretty 22 
healthy, and so you’re at a level probably where you can have 23 
substantial rebound of all your populations.  It’s the plus side 24 
of having a depressed fishery.  Unfortunately, there is a lot of 25 
pain involved for that plus, but there is something that comes 26 
out of it.  Bill. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to remind you guys of the process.  29 
The SSC does not really determine which species are going to be 30 
included and how they’re going to be distributed, and so, at 31 
this point in this process, you want to focus on setting ABCs 32 
for every species as they are allocated. 33 
 34 
You can make recommendations to the council to set a base below 35 
which they are not included for management, and you can make a 36 
recommendation that they not be included for management, and you 37 
can make recommendations regarding how the indicator species are 38 
used, et cetera, et cetera, but they don’t have to adhere to any 39 
of those recommendations. 40 
 41 
If they don’t, you want to be prepared with ABCs for everything 42 
as they are set up now.  Now, you might want to create a 43 
contingency where you think, well, we’re going to recommend this 44 
to them, and, if we’re going to recommend this to them, we want 45 
to have a contingent ABC to go along with that, but I wouldn’t 46 
be confident that they will accept your recommendation and be 47 
left out in the cold without a proper ABC having been set. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so good point, and that would 2 
still stick us with what to do in this particular case, because 3 
of the way it’s breaking down.  Sarah. 4 
 5 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I just wanted to point out that we did 6 
previously calculate preliminary ABCs and SYLs for the USVI 7 
based on the 2012 through 2016 time periods, and the ABC for 8 
these two grunts -- We have them calculated, and the Grunt Unit 9 
2, which is margate, is low, but it’s not worrisome low, and so 10 
I think we could still use the process that you were describing 11 
earlier and back-calculate using the proportion ratios, and 12 
white grunt will be a larger -- It will get higher landings, but 13 
I don’t think that you couldn’t use the process that you have 14 
already kind of developed. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would, like hogfish, because it’s the 17 
same problem, allow these species that are not showing up until 18 
2016 -- That’s going to affect the ratios across the board, and 19 
we may be -- Regardless of where we set the levels, it’s in a -- 20 
What’s the term that we use?  It’s going to be probably an 21 
increased reporting effect, and so it’s -- Revisit, I think is -22 
- 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s exactly what I was going to mention, 25 
because, while margate was on the forms, it was only on the form 26 
for the section for diving, and it wasn’t written in on the form 27 
for traps, and it wasn’t written in on the form for any other 28 
gear, but just diving, and so I’m sure there were trap guys who 29 
got them and wrote it in, but there may have been others who 30 
didn’t, and so I think some of what we were seeing here with 31 
this increase, not only going into 2016, is that now everybody 32 
is reporting them, because they’ve got eighty or ninety species 33 
on the form, regardless of what gear you have, and so it is -- 34 
Even within that short time series, it is improved reporting, 35 
potentially.  36 
 37 
That’s just another thing to go in with maybe there are more 38 
fish in the water because of closing down some spawning 39 
aggregation fishing and that kind of thing, and so there is a 40 
lot of stuff going on at once, and so I agree with you that 41 
looking at this as we move forward, like the hogfish, is a good 42 
recommendation to have. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, the hogfish was by itself, and so 45 
that was just a question of to use the more recent years, 46 
because the write-ins were low, but, here, obviously, the 47 
earlier landings seem to be much larger, and so there is an 48 
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obvious benefit to back-calculating, in terms of what the 1 
resulting ABCs are going to be, from our perspective.  It’s the 2 
question of, if we’re going to go that route, how are we going 3 
to use the available data to do that? 4 
 5 
For instance, do we want to just use 2016, as risky as that 6 
might be?  That’s the data, the half year, that we have some 7 
species-specific data, or do we just want to go with what we 8 
have over that and say that’s the best we can do?  Adyan. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  One other alternative is, maybe not on the table, 11 
but is collapsing both of the groups.  We can’t do that?  Sorry, 12 
I missed that. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can certainly make that recommendation.  15 
Bill. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  That was the point that I was trying to make, is 18 
you can set a recommendation and say we’re going to with a 19 
collapse into one complex recommendation, and you should have a 20 
contingency ABC to go along with that, so that you’ve got ABCs 21 
for the split complexes and you’ve got an ABC for the joint 22 
complex.  Then, if the council says that we’re going to accept 23 
your recommendation and combine them, you’ve got the ABC ready 24 
to go. 25 
 26 
Also, just as kind of an aside, but I think this is important 27 
for you guys to keep in mind, you’re talking about hogfish, and 28 
you’re talking about grunts, and you’re talking about low levels 29 
and keeping an eye on them, but these could be ideal species to 30 
put into the ecosystem component category.  You could make that 31 
recommendation regardless of your ABC, and, in the EC category, 32 
you can still have management measures, like minimum size limits 33 
or trip limits or whatever you want to do, whatever the council 34 
wants to do, and then you can track them going forward without 35 
having to have formal ACLs in place that guide the allowable 36 
harvest, and so you’ve also got that option, and that is where 37 
you would probably want to go when you say that we’re going to 38 
set a threshold of 500 pounds or 1,000 pounds or 50,000 pounds 39 
or whatever you want it to be, and, if the ABC we set is below 40 
that, then we recommend they be placed in the EC category. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, is this reflecting a liberalization 43 
of the interpretation of ecosystem species from when we first 44 
started talking about this two or three years ago, because it 45 
seemed to me before like, well, if you were catching it, you 46 
really couldn’t call it an ecosystem species, and so I like what 47 
you’re saying now, if you’re confident that is -- 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  That is not exactly what the NS 1 revision was.  2 
The NS 1 revision went from, and Jocelyn can correct me if I’m 3 
wrong, but, previously, if it was retained for use or sale, it 4 
couldn’t be an EC species, and they relaxed that requirement, 5 
and so you can be retained for use or sale and still be an EC 6 
species, and that is what is enabling a situation like this, 7 
and, actually, that’s something, when I was working with the NS 8 
1 group, that I really argued for, is you’ve got us boxed in 9 
with this use and retention thing, and we can’t use the EC 10 
category, because, if they get seven pounds of wrasses in St. 11 
Croix, they’re still going to keep it and use it, and we can’t 12 
put it in the EC category, and so that’s what -- 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, for the committee’s -- 15 
Are you adding to that? 16 
 17 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The revisions in 2016 to the Guidelines was 18 
non-exhaustive factors for when stocks require conservation and 19 
management.  Then they say, if the council determines that 20 
stocks don’t require conservation and management, because maybe 21 
it doesn’t meet one of these factors or there is something else, 22 
then that stock can be moved to the EC component. 23 
 24 
Bill mentioned at the beginning that the council is considering 25 
a threshold, potentially, of it’s the ABC or looking at 26 
landings, but at some level they’re looking at, okay, if we’re 27 
only catching this much of the fish, maybe it doesn’t require 28 
conservation and management, and so that was one of the things 29 
that they’re looking at now that they hadn’t been looking at 30 
before to be able to move some species into ecosystem component. 31 
 32 
There is considerations as to why landings would be low, and 33 
maybe it actually does require conservation and management, and 34 
so they’re still thinking through that, but that’s one of the 35 
ways in which something would get moved to the EC component 36 
species, just for additional situational awareness. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I am more concerned about the other way 39 
around, things are low perhaps because it is under management, 40 
but it’s that way because it’s highly vulnerable, maybe a large 41 
spawning grouper that was vulnerable before, and so the catches 42 
are low, and, from that perspective, you’re saying, well, it’s 43 
not that important to the fishery, and, at that particular time, 44 
yes, that’s true, but we’re hoping that those measures that are 45 
in place are going to result in higher populations that are 46 
eventually going to be significant or even allow a relaxation in 47 
the conservation measures as the population -- This is down the 48 
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line, but we still don’t want to throw it out.  Is that a case 1 
where we could not have it as an ecosystem, because there is a 2 
real reason why we want to manage? 3 
 4 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, and so it’s not -- For that exact 5 
reason, you can’t just have a threshold you look at, because it 6 
might be below that threshold, but there actually are real 7 
reasons to require conservation and management. 8 
 9 
The way that the criteria is written now is it says, if it’s 10 
below this threshold and it wasn’t included for management under 11 
this other criteria, which says if the stock is undergoing 12 
overfishing or overfished or has been identified as such or 13 
there are certain management measures in place for it, like a 14 
closure to protect spawning that might depress landings, and so, 15 
if it was included for those reasons, then you can’t kick it 16 
out, even if it would be below the threshold, but I think there 17 
is still some thinking to be done on that to make sure that 18 
you’re not getting rid of species that actually require 19 
conservation and management. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  No one is going to say, other than 22 
perhaps the margate, that any of these grunts fall into that 23 
category, in the sense that none of them are -- They are all 24 
fairly productive, and they’re not something that is threatened 25 
with any serious problems, unless your fishing effort climbs 26 
tremendously, like Puerto Rico back in the late 1970s, and it 27 
was certainly there, but that’s not what we’re seeing now 28 
anywhere, especially in the Virgin Islands, and especially in 29 
St. Croix. 30 
 31 
We’re back to a situation where we could say that we want to 32 
make a recommendation that we’re going to pool -- Maybe put 33 
margate separate and pool the rest of them into a group and 34 
calculate that, but, as Bill said, we should be prepared to face 35 
a situation where we’re going to retain the white grunt as an 36 
indicator species and how are we going to treat the data to be 37 
able to do that. 38 
 39 
Again, it really comes down to we’ve got four years of data 40 
being collected one way, four-and-a-half years, and a half year 41 
of data being collected another way, and what is the best/worst 42 
way to use that to do a back partition.  Anybody? 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What were the two units?  White grunt and 45 
bluestripe were in one and everything else was in the second?  46 
Is that correct?  Margate was all alone?  Okay.  White grunt is 47 
the indicator for the rest of them, other than margate? 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  These others are not -- They are there for the 4 
partitioning? 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.   9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put the proportion graph up, rather 11 
than the absolute?  With the exception of the last year, which 12 
has the split datasets, white grunt is in the mid 80 percent, 13 
and so it really is dominant relative to what’s being reported, 14 
but, of course, that’s the one that was on the form.  I don’t 15 
have a problem of pulling margate out and just saying, okay, 16 
what’s the percentage of that and applying it back.  If we want 17 
to do the same with white grunt, that’s how we would do it. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s our standard procedure at the moment, 20 
and so I think these are the data we have, unfortunately, with 21 
all its caveats.  I think I would opt for sticking with the 22 
standard procedure on this one, with the notion that the Science 23 
Center needs to be pay attention to this moving forward, because 24 
we will now be collecting data on all those other species in a 25 
much better way, given the new form. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so I don’t know where that’s 28 
going to take us, other than we should have a better idea of how 29 
to partition the back data.   30 
 31 
As I said, going forward, it’s going to be probably a long time 32 
before we have a feel for how that new data is going to inform 33 
us about actual productivity, other than at least we have a 34 
scenario where, if we’re collecting the appropriate data, we are 35 
going to have, hopefully, as things recover, a situation where 36 
we are getting like catch and effort data and length frequency 37 
data over periods where the fishery is changing, so we get 38 
contrast in the data that will actually hone in on what the true 39 
population parameters are, another benefit of the downside of 40 
having a collapsed industry.  We’re on grunts.  Do we want to 41 
look at that for St. Thomas, and what’s the other grunt? 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  That was St. Thomas, and so I added that here.  Now 44 
let’s look at it for St. Croix.   45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s going to be the same question.  Do we 47 
have that same situation about forms, because the forms are 48 
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different for the two islands? 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am looking at that now.  In St. Croix, we 3 
actually have more grunts listed on the form.  For hook-and-4 
line, and this is 2011 to the first half of 2016, for hook-and-5 
line, we’ve got margate, but, for trap species, we’ve got 6 
bluestripe, caesar, French, tomtate, and white.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is from mid-2012 on? 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and the first half of 2016, and, also, 11 
spear or by hand, we’ve got bluestripe, French, tomtate, white.  12 
For net species, we’ve got white.  It appears much more in all 13 
the gears and more of the species appear, and so it’s less of a 14 
limitation than we saw with the St. Thomas forms, and then 2016 15 
is going to be more or less the same thing.  You’ve got 16 
bluestripe, cottonwick, tomtate, white, margate all appearing on 17 
the standard form now, and so regardless of gear. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It sounds to me, and just looking at that 20 
graph, although I would like to see the ratio version, this is a 21 
straight partition into the back years and we’re going to use 22 
the back years for the ACL. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think so. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  The surgeonfish in St. Thomas.  This was 89 27 
percent, and so to what extent is it doctorfish versus blue 28 
tang.  What is the -- Doctorfish is the indicator species in St. 29 
Thomas, and so this becomes that gray area of is 90 percent 100 30 
percent. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is including the last year, which, 33 
again, would be a split year of data? 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let’s remove the last year.   36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s look at what was on the form.  On the St. 40 
Thomas trap form, we have doctorfish, and that’s it, for that 41 
group.  Then, in the St. Thomas -- For the other gears, I don’t 42 
see any of them on the other gears, and then, in the 2016 -- 43 
Beginning in July of 2016, we’ve got blue tang, doctorfish, and 44 
ocean surgeonfish, and so we’ve got all three of those up there. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The main question is blue tang.  Can you 47 
summarize -- Was blue tang on the form coming into 2016, but not 48 
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before? 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Correct.  I don’t see it on the forms before 3 
then. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So this is the same as what we were facing 6 
before. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  If they were historically catching a mix, then I 9 
guess the decision we’ve made so far is to partition with what 10 
we have, despite its concerns.   11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put the other version?  The current 13 
ACL was what?  For St. Thomas, it was -- 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  20,000 something. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  29,000?  That’s probably somewhere in the 18 
ballpark of where you would end up over the total group.  I 19 
think this is similar to what we had before.  Are we less 20 
uncomfortable saying just go ahead and partition with the 21 
footnote of caution because of the change in forms, but this is 22 
what we have at the moment? 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I mean, that seems to be -- For consistency’s 25 
sake, I would say so.  I mean, it’s not ideal, but that’s where 26 
we’re at with these species at the moment. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To me, the real issue is down the -- 29 
Probably much down the road, because this is not going to be the 30 
priority groups that the groupers and snappers and whatnot are 31 
going to be, but, if we’re dealing with the idea that doctorfish 32 
is actually a -- Well, that there is a grouping, and ocean 33 
surgeon has got to be in there somewhere, and so, if we’re 34 
really looking at a mixed group, that only burns us when we want 35 
to go to a Tier 3, where life history matters, although I’m not 36 
sure how much the life histories of those three species differ. 37 
 38 
The distributions differ spatially, to some degree, but this is 39 
so far down the road that we should not be worrying about this 40 
now, and so, even if we have a concern that there is actually a 41 
mix of species in here, it’s really going to be working the same 42 
way. 43 
 44 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just a comment.  I was here looking at my phone 45 
and at some of my port samples that I did at different times of 46 
the year, because I keep a copy of the samples that are done by 47 
Fish and Wildlife, and I was just looking at one in November of 48 
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last year and one in April of this year.  The ocean surgeon 1 
doesn’t show up in none of those two, but the blue tang and the 2 
doctorfish shows up.  The blue tang is a smaller number, and, of 3 
course, the doctorfish is a greater number, but the ocean 4 
doesn’t show up. 5 
 6 
Now, I have seen them in port samples already, but in very small 7 
numbers of the ocean showing up, and so at least we know, by the 8 
Fish and Wildlife team doing the identifications of the species, 9 
that we will get the true information off of that.  I understand 10 
Reni’s concern of they can be mixed in, but I think it’s the 11 
ocean.  The ocean is a very, very small number.  12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Reni, did you want to comment to 14 
that? 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean, it could be.  Frankly, I do most of 17 
my diving around Puerto Rico and, very recently, Fajardo, 18 
Culebra, and Vieques.  The ocean surgeon is as abundant or more 19 
than the doctorfish there, but, I mean, I usually see the fish 20 
alive, and, when the fish dies -- For example, the main 21 
difference between a doctorfish and an ocean surgeon is a series 22 
of bands that might be lost when the fish is dead, and so, if 23 
you see the fish on the market and it’s dead, it’s very easy to 24 
be confused.   25 
 26 
The criteria to tell them apart may be diminished, but, at least 27 
up to Vieques and Culebra, those are as abundant -- One is as 28 
abundant as the other.  It’s very difficult to say which one is 29 
more abundant than the other, because they are all there.  The 30 
three of them actually are mixed together. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, as I said, we note the 33 
concern, but, from a functional point of view, since we have an 34 
indicator that that’s going to roll into, that only is going to 35 
come into play when we have enough data and time and effort to 36 
be able to do a Tier 3 analysis on grunts. 37 
 38 
I don’t expect that anytime in the near future, and so point 39 
well taken, but we can get by accepting that kind of 40 
variability, for the moment anyway, and so I think where we are 41 
now, unless you have more on this, is we either accept this 42 
block of recommendations on how to handle these problem children 43 
or we take a break and then we come back and do that.  I would 44 
prefer it if we could just, maybe in this case, get a motion to 45 
accept the suite of recommendations up on the screen, if we 46 
could go that way. 47 
 48 
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JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion that we 1 
accept what is on the screen and go forward with that. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Maybe, if you will -- Now that 4 
you have made that motion, can we take the break so that 5 
Graciela can put that into something on the screen and maybe 6 
copy that or get that over to her, so she can include that in 7 
there, and thank you. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can send it to her, and she can take a 10 
screenshot.  I guess we could also add to that, just to wrap it 11 
all up, the wahoo and the dolphin as well, which are the full 12 
time series, and I guess we already decided that, didn’t we?  13 
I’m not sure if we decided that in a motion. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We may have, and we can look at it after 16 
break.  I think some of us would really like to have the break. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I want a break, too. 19 
 20 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We have a draft text for the motion 23 
relative to the work we were just looking at that Adyan had put 24 
together in that Excel table, and here we have it, I guess, in 25 
word form.  I will go ahead and read it, for the record. 26 
 27 
This is Motion Number 5.  In response to the Southeast Fisheries 28 
Science Center data associated questions on how to complete the 29 
back-calculation process for the U.S. Virgin Islands landings, 30 
the SSC recommends to do the following: 1)use the 2012 to 2016 31 
species-specific landings for St. Thomas angelfish, St. Thomas 32 
hogfish, St. Croix angelfish, and St. Croix squirrelfish, which 33 
would not require applying additional buffer reductions; 2)if 34 
the indicator species or grouped species make up greater than 99 35 
percent of the 2012 to 2016 catch, and so this is St. Thomas 36 
parrotfish, St. Thomas porgies, St. Thomas triggerfish, St. 37 
Croix triggerfish, and St. Croix surgeonfish, and then assign 38 
the entirety of the 2000 to 2010 annual landings to those 39 
indicator species or grouped species and do not apply additional 40 
buffer reductions; 3)for the remaining stocks/stock complexes, 41 
use the 2012 to 2016 species-specific proportions to back-42 
calculate 2000 to 2010 annual landings data and apply additional 43 
buffer reductions, to be determined, to those stock complexes.   44 
 45 
First of all, we need a second, and then we can have some 46 
discussion.  Reni seconds. 47 
 48 



169 
 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Do they all make the 99 percent, those 1 
groups? 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, just the ones in Number 2. 4 
 5 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes, but did all of those make it?  I thought 6 
there was one that was -- Okay.  I’m just trying to be accurate. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It rounds to 99.   9 
 10 
JOE KIMMEL:  Would it be better to say 99 percent or more? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The rounding rounds up, because it was 13 
greater than 0.5.  Is there any discussion?  I would like to 14 
include, as an appendix to the motion, the actual table, which 15 
is there.  I don’t know if we need those additional columns in 16 
the front, but we definitely need the groups and the islands and 17 
the decisions made. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  It was 98.6 across all years, but that was because 20 
only -- The last year was where a lot of those new species came 21 
in, in 2016, and it was 99.9 if you removed that last year, and 22 
that was parrotfish in St. Thomas.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dr. Kimmel. 25 
 26 
JOE KIMMEL:  Where it says Lutjanidae, and next to it sea 27 
perches, change it to Lutjanidae snappers.   28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and the same thing for filefishes.  30 
Walter. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I’m a little concerned with the 33 
process.  From what I can gather, we’re going to take two 34 
separate votes, one on this motion and then another vote later 35 
on what these additional buffers might be when we’re 36 
partitioning, and it seems to me that that should not be a two-37 
step process.  They are not mutually exclusive.  My vote on this 38 
may depend on what the buffers are that we decide upon. 39 
 40 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  What about working on the buffers and create 41 
the second motion and then vote one motion after the other, so 42 
everybody has got the information?   43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, weren’t there a couple of other 45 
things?  Wasn’t dolphinfish and something else also on your 46 
hitlist? 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  In a way, yes and no, because -- 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The questions were different than this, but 3 
the -- 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  I just wanted us to look at them, because there was 6 
already a motion to use the full year sequence.  If you want, 7 
the questions that I had on my list were just to look at them, 8 
and I think we did -- I think it was already a motion to use 9 
those full years. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and then let’s go back to Walter’s 12 
concern.  We can put this aside and look at what those 13 
reductions would be, and then we can make it a package deal or a 14 
one-two, but it’s almost five o’clock, and so, unless we’re 15 
going to treat those buffers really quickly, it’s almost like 16 
we’re going to start this first thing tomorrow, and so, Walter, 17 
can you think of a scenario where you vote might change 18 
depending on how we’re thinking about the buffers? 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As I have stated a couple of times, I think we 21 
need to consider additional buffers when we’re partitioning back 22 
for ten years, and I haven’t given any thought to what it should 23 
be, but I would like to hear some discussion on it before I 24 
would vote on this, vote in favor of this motion. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have a problem with that, other 27 
than your statement about you don’t have an idea of what the 28 
buffers would be, because I’m sure neither does anyone else, and 29 
so we need to start that off, and our starting point would be 30 
what we had -- Perhaps our starting point is what we did for, 31 
largely, Puerto Rico when we were talking about unspecified 32 
landings within a year, where we did have specified landings.  33 
We will try to put that on the screen right now. 34 
 35 
This would be what we had said for what happens when we are 36 
calculating unspecified landings within a given year where we do 37 
have some species-specific information.  Walter is quite correct 38 
to point out that the major difference here is here we are back-39 
calculating within the same year that the data is available.  40 
The other one is we’re back-calculating different years and we 41 
are back-calculating over many years, and so there are several 42 
differences that come into play as we look at that, and so 43 
that’s a starting point. 44 
 45 
In all of our cases for the Virgin Islands, the unspecified 46 
landings are greater than 35 percent, because it’s pretty much 47 
the whole deal, and so maybe we don’t need to look at that, but 48 
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we could look at this thing perhaps in different ways, and I 1 
don’t know, but here is a relative starting point. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will just follow up then, since you asked me 4 
if I had any ideas.  My one idea would be that certainly it 5 
should be greater than the 0.1, given under the last criteria 6 
there of unspecified landings are greater than 35 percent.  If 7 
we’re hind-casting for ten years, it just seems to me that we 8 
have quite a bit more uncertainty hind-casting for ten years 9 
than you would during the same year, even if you have a large 10 
amount of unspecified landings in that year. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Actually, on similar lines, I was going to ask 13 
why the maximum was 0.1.  It seems a little bit low for what we 14 
want to do now.  It’s a question more than a comment. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I think what we were thinking at that 17 
time is that, if you said everything is so uncertain and why 18 
don’t you just shut down the fishery, that’s not where we’re 19 
going here.  You’re talking about, there, a 5 percent and a 10 20 
percent additional buffer on what the standard protocol would 21 
be.   22 
 23 
With 10 percent, it’s not trivial reductions here, and so, while 24 
one could argue that, yes, it ought to be larger, there is a 25 
question of, just because we made a 0.05 jump between 0.05 and 26 
0.1, it does not mean, necessarily, that we should go to 0.15.  27 
These are not necessarily linear problems here, and so --  28 
 29 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  A question.  What other buffers will be 30 
applied to these on top of this one? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there is kind of a standard buffer 33 
that is --  34 
 35 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  There is only one buffer and that’s it? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, the actual value of the buffer varies 38 
depending on vulnerability.  Jocelyn. 39 
 40 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was just talking about this with Sarah, 41 
and the baseline buffer was 0.5, and I think it was set that way 42 
because of some concerns in the scientific uncertainty and 43 
relying on the information from 2012 to 2016, and so, if we’re 44 
going to use different year sequences, I guess that raises a 45 
question of do we still have the same rationale or should we 46 
revisit the baseline buffer, generally speaking, or is it still 47 
appropriate to have that same 0.5 baseline buffer. 48 
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 1 
I would have to take a look back through the minutes and see 2 
what the exact reasoning was for that.  It might be appropriate 3 
to keep it, where we’ve kept the year sequence the same, and so 4 
for 2012 to 2016, but, for others, we might just want to 5 
reconsider scientific uncertainty and those sources of 6 
uncertainty that we talked about earlier today in Tier 4 to come 7 
up with a buffer. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 0.5 was coming up -- It was basically a 10 
default value that allowed the process to be consistent with 11 
intent, and it was relative to the scalar, which was affected by 12 
the susceptibility.  Then, if you were less susceptible, you 13 
were going up higher, but you were still buffering down the 50 14 
percent, but the result of that is then you end up with a higher 15 
ABC, whereas, if you were more susceptible, you weren’t going up 16 
as high, and you were coming back down to about that 75 17 
percentile value, which is consistent with intent. 18 
 19 
There was some -- The variability has to do with that 20 
susceptibility score, because that was built into the scalar, 21 
and so that’s where that came from, and so we’re scaling up, and 22 
we have basically a kind of a default buffer back, and there is 23 
already some species we said that we would depart from that, 24 
because of whatever reasons, and that it actually could take a 25 
little bit more, and so that would raise the ABC. 26 
 27 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  When we are here in this document for Tier 4b 28 
and it says -- Well, also 4a.  It says ABC equal to the buffer 29 
multiplied by the SYL, we are talking about that number there 30 
and that buffer takes into consideration other things and then 31 
starts to go 0.2, 0.3, 0.4. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re talking about a buffer of 0.5, and 34 
then these additional buffers would get -- If you take an 35 
additional 0.5 buffer, you are going down another 0.5, or you’re 36 
going down another 0.5. 37 
 38 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I’ve got it.  Thank you, Richard. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s now significantly after five o’clock, 41 
and it doesn’t sound like we’re going to solve this in the next 42 
five minutes.  Do we have an obligation to finish at five or 43 
thereabouts? 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I believe the notice said that the meeting 46 
could be extended from the time period stated, and so --  47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  If we’re not going to make much 1 
progress right now, I would say we’re going to pick this up 2 
tomorrow morning, because I am looking around the table at blank 3 
faces about where to draw a line and how serious this is 4 
relative to -- Serious as to differences that would say how much 5 
more of a buffer we’re talking about. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I look around the table and I see people 8 
fading, and this is a big question, and so I would rather start 9 
fresh with people focused, but my other question would be are we 10 
losing people at some point tomorrow?  I mean, I’m here until 11 
Friday, but I don’t know if we’re going to lose folks. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only person I know that is leaving 14 
early is Joe. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  This could take a while, and I would 17 
rather we be fresh than fading and just agreeing to things and 18 
then thinking, the next time we meet, what we were thinking. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that’s standard operating procedure. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but this is a new dawn for the SSC, 23 
right?  We have nametags and everything. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Adyan. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We could get through those other things that 28 
Adyan wanted to look at, right? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and I do suggest that, because we do have the 31 
nonconfidential results for Puerto Rico, based on everything, 32 
and I would just like to go over the format of how that is, and 33 
then I could send that out, and people would be able to look at 34 
it at their leisure as well as be more prepared to look at it a 35 
second time tomorrow, and so if I could just introduce the 36 
format and the overall results of the Puerto Rico. 37 
 38 
We covered everything on my list for the USVI.  For the USVI, I 39 
just needed the marching orders, which I have all except buffer, 40 
and so -- We can look at the wahoo and the dolphin.  We kind of 41 
looked at them very quickly, and there is a motion about what 42 
years to use, and so let’s just look at those quickly. 43 
 44 
I had shown them to Sarah over my shoulder, because it was very 45 
consistent with what we had expected, and so the only issue -- 46 
Dolphin, when you filter to the family, there are no 47 
unspecified, and it is the only species reported, and so this is 48 
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St. Thomas, and this is St. Croix. 1 
 2 
When you filter to the family level for wahoo, there are other 3 
species reported that are made up by like tunas and Spanish 4 
mackerels, but they are only in 2016, and so it looks like this 5 
is likely just some sort of form errors going on, and so that’s 6 
something that I would think is very negligible and that all of 7 
these species that we’re talking about now, and so basically 8 
wahoo and dolphin in St. Thomas and St. Croix, are species 9 
specific over the entire time series of new management. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That sounds correct, yes. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  This case of having this tiny bit of unspecified, 14 
that is -- I mean, following our rules of negligible 15 
unspecified, it falls out, and then the same is true for wahoo 16 
in St. Thomas.  That is dolphin, and here is wahoo.  Again, 17 
we’re seeing the similar unspecified appearing in the last year, 18 
but it’s negligible, and so those -- Let’s go back over here to 19 
my list. 20 
 21 
We did clarify partitions, and we talked about what to do about 22 
the problem species, and we looked at -- This is what I meant by 23 
the wahoo and dolphin.  This is the only outstanding task, but I 24 
can -- The way that this operates in the code is that it just -- 25 
I get the ratios, and I add in the buffer reductions based on 26 
what the ratios are, and so there is a point where -- There is a 27 
section that’s called like overwrite ratios and buffers, and 28 
that’s where that information goes in, and so I will be able to 29 
process all of the -- I have all the marching orders to be able 30 
to have a functioning program, like I do for Puerto Rico, and 31 
then I have a type of output, and I hope that it’s something 32 
that is good for you guys to use to be able to evaluate the 33 
behavior of the rule. 34 
 35 
I also have some summary plots, but I would like to know what 36 
other kinds of plots -- If you tell me now, I have more time to 37 
work on them, and so, if you would like, I could quickly 38 
introduce you to the output format and some of the plots that I 39 
threw together for the results for Puerto Rico. 40 
 41 
It’s going to be kind of small, but I will be able to send this 42 
out, and so you have -- This is Method 1, and so this is only 43 
Puerto Rico.  You have your sectors, your units, what tier 44 
they’re in, what the buffer was after the buffer reduction, what 45 
the unit’s inverted susceptibility score is, and recall that 46 
that was averaged in groups with multiple indicators or without 47 
indicators. 48 
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 1 
Then you have the 75th percentile, the mean, the standard 2 
deviation, the CV, the edited CV, and recall that if CV was 3 
greater than one that it was fixed at one.  Then there is the 4 
outcome of the part that incorporates the CV with the max 5 
scalar.  The max scalar for -- Recall that 4a are -- It’s three, 6 
and, for 4b -- Not the max scalar, but just the value that goes 7 
into that component of the equation, and -- It’s three for both?  8 
Then I would have to change that, and then we would have to 9 
check that it’s working as intended.  Okay. 10 
 11 
Then you have the SYL and the ABC, which incorporate those 12 
elements, and then percent change is the percent change of the 13 
ABC compared to the mean, and P 75 below refers to whether or 14 
not the 75th percentile fell below the mean. 15 
 16 
They are sorted by 4a and 4b, and they’re also sorted by the 17 
percent change, and so you still have some species that are 4a 18 
that result in negative percent change compared to the mean, but 19 
that’s also -- It’s also important to always consider that given 20 
what the actual ABC is, because, if the ABC is resulting as 48, 21 
those are factors that contribute, and I will show some plots 22 
that show this in different dimensions that show how things fall 23 
out, because it’s a lot of factors that play into how this 24 
happens.  Sometimes it’s because of the inverted susceptibility 25 
score, and sometimes it’s because of the buffer, and sometimes 26 
it’s because of the 75th percentile. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sometimes it’s because we have an indicator 29 
species and so the total that you’re looking at is not the full 30 
total that we were using before. 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  Well, in this case, I don’t know if that’s true.  33 
That would be true comparing to the ABC that is on the books, 34 
but this is compared to the mean, and so it’s still the mean of 35 
the same species.  Do you see what I mean? 36 
 37 
Going down, these are increasing, and so the highest that we’re 38 
seeing is a 76 percent increase.  That’s the highest that we’re 39 
seeing, and then we get into the 4b, and there is these negative 40 
100, 100 percent, and that’s because the buffer was set to zero, 41 
and so those were ones that ad hoc were set to zero. 42 
 43 
Then you also have a few instances, here and here, where your 44 
75th percentile is beneath the mean, and so it doesn’t matter 45 
down here.  It’s just a check that’s in the dataset, and so it’s 46 
only these cases here, which, again, result in -- Two of them 47 
are associated with very low landings, and the fact that the 75th 48 
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percentile is below the mean doesn’t result in that much of a 1 
change from the mean, and so those are just different outcomes 2 
across the sixty-five applications of the process. 3 
 4 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The mean and the standard deviation is from 5 
the PDF, estimated from the PDF? 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, these are just from the sequence of years used, 8 
the reference years.  Then let’s see if -- Yes, I still have 9 
these, and so there is a few different ways of showing this 10 
graphically, and let me go back to one. 11 
 12 
Here is everything with the -- These are just some of the drafts 13 
of me throwing it together to try and help visualize how those 14 
components relate to -- How the components of the equation 15 
relate to the results, just thinking of how it relates to the 16 
mean, and so here is the ABC, and here is the percent change, 17 
and so there is a cloud of points here. 18 
 19 
There is some ABCs that are moderately high and one that is very 20 
high, and this is dorado recreational, and so mahi recreational.  21 
The colors reflect the unit, the buffer, and so, as you can see, 22 
the zeroes end up at negative 100 percent, because they result 23 
in zeroes, and then I also plotted that differently, and so, 24 
here, I just filtered it to 250,000, to kind of show a cutoff, 25 
trying to see if there was a cloud of points that identified 26 
where potentially you could recommend what not to manage under. 27 
 28 
I didn’t really see anything fall out, but I also plotted that 29 
in a different way that I will show in a moment.  Here, you have 30 
the inverted susceptibility score, and you can see that the 31 
fallout is operating as the rule is supposed to, in a way, in 32 
that the -- The higher susceptibility, which is associated with 33 
a low inverted susceptibility score, ends up with reductions, 34 
actually, and the lower susceptibility associated with the 35 
higher ISS end up with either moderate reductions, staying the 36 
same, or increasing, as compared to the mean, and then you can 37 
also add some color here further, which is another element, 38 
which is the buffer, and it also plays a factor into how things 39 
fall out, because, as you can see, rays, which have a 40 
susceptibility of 1.5, still end up down here, because of having 41 
a unit buffer of zero. 42 
 43 
It’s just a lot of factors that end up into this ultimate 44 
outcome, and I guess another way that I plotted this was as a 45 
cumulative.  I am not sure how helpful this is.  I hope if you 46 
have any ideas of how to show this data -- I can also send you 47 
the file that has those results as well as the file with the 48 
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nonconfidential landings by year with the ABCs and SYLs merged 1 
in, and so, theoretically, one could plot pivot tables or plots 2 
where you have the landings series with a line for the mean and 3 
a line for the 75th percentile and a line for the ABC, but we 4 
could also compare that to the current ABCs, but here is 5 
something that I was thinking, potentially, about helping to get 6 
at where we draw those cutoffs. 7 
 8 
This first species is -- The largest ABC was dolphin 9 
recreational, and so then we end up with some components that 10 
have very, very small ABCs, and this is just them added 11 
consecutively, and so, every time I add a species, we get a new 12 
sum of what the total amount of mass that is being managed, and 13 
so it kind of -- Sometimes when you do plots like this, there is 14 
like a clear break, but there doesn’t seem to be a clear break, 15 
and so that decision might be more -- It might require more 16 
thought, but I just wanted to show you what the type of output 17 
is looking like, so that I can get any instruction on if this is 18 
not really the type of stuff that you think that you want to see 19 
and I’m wrong in the direction that I’m headed of the summaries.  20 
Then I just want to know, so that, overnight and tomorrow 21 
morning, when I am working on this, I can produce something that 22 
you want to see. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The only suggestion I have, right off the top, 25 
is I would break out the commercial from the recreational.  You 26 
certainly don’t want to set an ABC for one sector, I would not 27 
think, and not the other if they are both landing the species in 28 
question. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  So you wouldn’t want to set one for a species that 31 
-- For a recreational and not commercial? 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would not think so.  They are harvesting from 34 
the same stock, and, if they both have landings -- Well, I guess 35 
you could argue that if it’s so small in one sector. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, if one sector is so small. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We do have cases where something is 40 
considered from the recreational data and we have almost no 41 
landings from the commercial, and vice versa. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Well, I think it would still be useful to break 44 
it out by sector. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  It is by sector here, this being added, and so the 47 
plots that I was showing previously all identify a letter after 48 
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them, identifying whether it’s the recreational or the 1 
commercial.   2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter, for example, with lobster, no 4 
recreational data is collected on invertebrates, and so there is 5 
no -- There is nothing to work with there. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think this plot -- 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am worried about if there is landings by both 10 
sectors.  It just seems troublesome, to me, to set an ABC for 11 
one sector and not the other sector.  Now, the argument is, if 12 
it’s so small in one sector, do you really need to set an ABC, 13 
and I can see that argument, though I think I would rather see 14 
an ABC for both sectors, even if landings for one of the two 15 
sectors is very small. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is consistent with how things are running.  If 18 
something is too small -- Well, they’re going to be added for 19 
management?  That’s maybe a step we can take too, but I think 20 
this plot kind of wraps -- It’s constructive to me in that it 21 
shows how the buffer plays in, and it shows how the inverted 22 
susceptibility plays in, and then it also shows you the percent 23 
change from the mean, which I think -- There is a different plot 24 
here which also shows the results of 4a and 4b, and so 4b are 25 
always resulting in a reduction, and 4a are usually, depending 26 
on its susceptibility, resulting in an increase or a decrease, 27 
which that is the result of all of the elements that incorporate 28 
the uncertainty and the susceptibility scores and the equation 29 
as in the books. 30 
 31 
I know, at the last meeting in person, when we started looking 32 
at some of these, it was difficult to kind of -- It’s just a lot 33 
of output to process, and so I think I just wanted to introduce 34 
you to the way the output comes out, so that we’ll be better 35 
prepared to kind of attack the issues, because there is a lot of 36 
different ways that things can be affected, and so it can be 37 
difficult to wrap our heads around all of those, but, if we 38 
build up to it, I think we’ll be okay, and we’ll be well towards 39 
finalizing a recommendation, using the rule and the stuff, as 40 
long as these results are consistent with how the rule is 41 
intended to operate. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I don’t really have any comments.  I 44 
like what you’re doing, and, again, it’s late in the day, and I 45 
don’t think that I could come up with an alternative, and so -- 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think something that would be nice is to 48 
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have the graphs of the different species groups or species that 1 
you have there, with the information on the year sequence that 2 
we are evaluating, the present ABC, and then the previous ACL, 3 
so that we have a complete perspective of what is the changes 4 
that we are seeing departing from what we had before, and I 5 
think that that would be really instructive. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Graciela, do you have the ABCs from before? 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The thing is that you are going to 10 
have a difference in the number of species that are in each of 11 
these groups, and so one of the problems is going to be looking 12 
at that. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Some of those are not going to be a direct 15 
comparison, because we have changed the makeup of the different 16 
units, in many cases, and so what species had been in Unit 1 are 17 
now maybe split between Unit 1 and Unit 2, and so it’s not, in 18 
many cases, directly comparable, the old ACL versus what the new 19 
ABC might be. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but, at some point, we will probably 22 
have to go back to what Bill was recommending, that we have an 23 
ACL for all species as a backup, and, if that is the case, then 24 
we will eventually have to have a look at that. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a methodology that can be applied.  27 
Through the data, it can be applied, and so I think we’re 28 
covered.  One thought that came to mind was, looking at your 29 
cumulative plot, and don’t put it back up, but you’re 30 
identifying what the top species are that are being landed, and 31 
it might be informative in your, and I don’t know what you want 32 
to call it, but the one that had the inverted susceptibility 33 
score cloud thing, but if you could color in dark, black or 34 
something, like the top five or the maybe top seven species, 35 
because, for illustrative purposes, that is really what is 36 
driving the fishery, and people are going to want to know how 37 
they are performing in particular, and, if they’re lost in a 38 
cloud --  39 
 40 
The cloud is telling us how the process is working, and I think 41 
it looked pretty good, but, when I have to take this to the 42 
council, they’re going to have those questions, and so, if we 43 
can illustrate some of the key fisheries that are important to 44 
them and how they’re performing, I think that would help. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will do my best to have the code running for the 47 
USVI, incorporating the year series and things like that that we 48 
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made today, and then hopefully just a quick tweak to whatever 1 
buffers we discuss tomorrow, to be able to see results for there 2 
as well. 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just a quick question.  What is the purpose of 5 
this exercise at this point?  Are we talking about going back 6 
and making some changes for Puerto Rico if we don’t like what we 7 
see, or is it simply for informational purposes? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am viewing it as informational purposes, 10 
but, of course, if we saw a red flag, it, to me, would say, 11 
okay, there is probably an error in the coding susceptibility 12 
score or something like that, and we could find an outlier and 13 
make that kind of correction, but I don’t think, at this point, 14 
that we’re talking, just from what we’ve seen, at least for 15 
Puerto Rico, that there is anything really adherent there.   16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  That’s -- I don’t, personally, really 18 
want to go back and revisit Puerto Rico in detail, and so, as 19 
long as it’s informational, as you say, Rich, and if we see a 20 
red flag -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You told me you liked it here.   23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Less and less. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If there is not any other comments, we will 27 
adjourn until tomorrow. 28 
 29 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on July 18, 2018.) 30 
 31 

- - - 32 
 33 

July 19, 2018 34 
 35 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 36 
 37 

- - - 38 
 39 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 40 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Courtyard Marriott 41 
in Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Thursday morning, July 19, 2018, 42 
and was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going to get started.  We’re a 45 
little late, and so let’s try to get underway as quickly as 46 
possible.  As usual, the first order is going to be a roll call 47 
and so, again, starting on my left with Walter. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 2 
 3 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  J.J. Cruz, SSC. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC. 6 
 7 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 12 
staff, and you have Doug.  Could you say your name please, for 13 
the record? 14 
 15 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Doug Gregory, on the webinar. 16 
 17 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 18 
 19 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 24 
 25 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 28 
Counsel. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 31 
 32 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 33 
 34 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 35 
 36 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico.   37 
 38 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 39 
 40 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you also have Nancie Cummings, 43 
Skyler Sagarese, and then some people who are here. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and, for the record, this is day 46 
three of the SSC meeting.  Where we left off yesterday is we had 47 
a motion pending, and, in the discussion for that motion, which 48 
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is where we are, there was expression that we really should be 1 
including in this, or have already decided, what the levels of 2 
buffer reduction might be before finalizing what the effects of 3 
the back-calculations and the process for back-calculation in 4 
the Virgin Islands are. 5 
 6 
That discussion is now open, and hopefully you have been 7 
thinking about this.  The one point that was expressed by 8 
Walter, and you can correct me if I’m wrong, was that, because 9 
we are talking about a back-calculation and now over ten years, 10 
and it’s actually sixteen years from now, but it’s ten years 11 
past, the data being used, that the level of uncertainty in that 12 
process is going to be greater than the level of uncertainty 13 
that is expressed up on the screen, which is what we used to do 14 
within-year breakout of unspecified landings, largely in Puerto 15 
Rico, which was, if it was over 35 percent, the reduction would 16 
be 0.1, and the comment was this is greater uncertainty, and so 17 
it would be greater than the buffer that we would supply for 18 
that case. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, that’s correct.  I am of the 21 
opinion that, when you’re hindcasting from ten years ago, you 22 
have quite a bit more uncertainty than simply extrapolating 23 
within a one-year period, as we did it for Puerto Rico.  We did 24 
have species-specific landings for each year in Puerto Rico, but 25 
it’s just that sometimes you also had, in the groupings, a lot 26 
of unclassified, which we were able to partition out. 27 
 28 
Now you’re going back ten years, and I feel that the buffer 29 
associated with this process that we would be using for the 30 
Virgin Islands -- The uncertainty would be much greater than for 31 
Puerto Rico, and so I am of the opinion that the buffer should 32 
be larger than what we used for Puerto Rico with the 33 
partitioning. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do people agree with that, and, if we do -- 36 
I mean, I certainly agree with that, but the question is, okay, 37 
how much of an extra reduction does that warrant, given the 38 
kinds of uncertainties that are already embedded in everything? 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe it’s the way I see things, but doesn’t 41 
those uncertainties cancel out at the end, because you can be -- 42 
When you are going to make an allocation, I mean distribution 43 
based on recent information on the proportions of the different 44 
species from unspecified, you may be wrong in one species over 45 
another, but, at the end, one is going to be higher and the 46 
other one is going to be lower, and the differences are always 47 
going to be canceling out. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be true for those situations 2 
where we’re looking at a grouped complex, in which case we have 3 
already -- What’s being considered in the motion is that there 4 
would not be a penalty for that, because we’re actually -- We 5 
don’t need to back-calculate in those situations. 6 
 7 
I think the concern is where we have an indicator and we’re 8 
back-calculating.  That process may drive the resulting 9 
calculated catch levels and, hence, the SYL and ABC to be 10 
perhaps higher than it should be, just by whatever uncertainties 11 
are in that back-calculation process.  12 
 13 
In other words, there is winners and losers in that process, 14 
and, if our indicator is a winner, in the sense that it gets 15 
bumped up, that is the uncertainty that we want to be concerned 16 
about, because that’s a situation which potentially could lead 17 
us into perhaps authorizing a level that shouldn’t be 18 
authorized. 19 
 20 
My point about uncertainty embedded in this thing is that we 21 
don’t really know where we were in the first place, and so, even 22 
if we have that issue arising as a potential, we would have the 23 
uncertainty of where were we back in those years, overall, and 24 
it’s just -- As I said, it’s embedded with all the uncertainty 25 
we have now, and so I guess my thinking is that I agree with 26 
Walter that the reduction would be greater, but I’m not thinking 27 
it’s going to be a lot greater. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, that’s the point.  It’s very difficult 30 
to quantify, to put a quantity, to the uncertainty, from the 31 
standpoint that you are uncertain about the uncertainty.  Then 32 
how much is that? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, there are known unknowns and unknown 35 
unknowns.   36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We run into this issue a lot in the SEDAR 38 
process when you try and get estimates of uncertainty around a 39 
landings series, let’s say in the South Atlantic, and so we’re 40 
quite confident in the landings in recent years in the South 41 
Atlantic, but, as you go back, you run into this kind of issue, 42 
and, at a certain point, you do get into this exact same issue, 43 
where you’ve got groupers, and we apply some ratio. 44 
 45 
I just sent an email to the person who is typically the chair of 46 
the commercial working group in the South Atlantic, to just have 47 
her remind me what -- Can you give us any guidance of what have 48 
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we done in those SEDAR instances where we’ve had this kind of 1 
issue, and so I don’t know how long it may or may not take her 2 
to get back to us, but that may give us a ballpark. 3 
 4 
We never say that we’re absolutely certain of the landings in 5 
the South Atlantic, despite the fact that we’ve got three 6 
different sources of information coming in, but it’s really 7 
good.  It’s a plus or minus 5 percent kind of thing, but, as you 8 
go back, that increases, because you get into fewer sources of 9 
reporting and species groups and that kind of thing, and so this 10 
might -- If we hear from her in a timely manner, this might give 11 
us some kind of feel for what the SEDAR process does, at least 12 
in terms of magnitude of, as you go back, under these 13 
circumstances we add some percentage and, as you go back 14 
farther, we add an even greater percentage.   15 
 16 
That is an additional source of information, but, again, I don’t 17 
know how long it may take for us to hear back on that.  I don’t 18 
have a particular feel.  I do agree that we’ve already got an 19 
awful lot of uncertainty in here, and, yes, it seems reasonable 20 
that it should be higher, but, again, what’s that number?  I 21 
don’t have a strong feeling from what that might be, which I why 22 
I sent off that email, and maybe we’ll hear something. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, please, fill in the void. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Since you invited, I will make the comment on 27 
that, but I had a separate request, but, first, I would say 28 
there is a lot of uncertainty surrounding all of these landings 29 
all of the time everywhere. 30 
 31 
I thought that’s what the 50 percent reduction was, and I would 32 
ask Kevin how often does the Gulf or South Atlantic or any other 33 
region apply anything close to a 50 percent reduction to account 34 
for these kinds of uncertainties and why do you just want to 35 
keep driving this down farther and farther due to what basically 36 
is the same uncertainty. 37 
 38 
We aren’t certain to any degree, and it just seems that’s a 39 
substantial -- 50 percent is a substantial reduction from a 40 
defined sustainable yield level, and that SYL -- What you’re 41 
saying is we could harvest at this level and it would be 42 
sustainable and we’re going to cut that by 50 percent, which is 43 
-- Okay, I’m not arguing with that, but that’s pretty thorough, 44 
a pretty thorough accounting of uncertainty, and I don’t know 45 
why you want to come in and keep chopping it down.   46 
 47 
I mean, it just seems like, sooner or later, you’ve got to start 48 
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talking pocketbook issues and have a little heart with this 1 
stuff, but the second thing was, if you want to wait for Kevin 2 
to get an answer, maybe we could go through the intent of a and 3 
b, because your intent is going to factor into your buffers and 4 
what Adyan is going to show and all of that stuff, and you 5 
certainly want to make sure that all SSC members, including the 6 
new ones, are very clear on the intent for 4a and 4b, because 7 
that’s how you’re going to have to interpret these outcomes, and 8 
so, like I said, that’s kind of two separate things. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In response to that, I don’t think in the Gulf 11 
or the South Atlantic -- I don’t think we ever get to that.  12 
There may be some species, when you go a good long ways back, 13 
where the data are really uncertain, but, remember, in the South 14 
Atlantic and in the Gulf, we have, just for commercial landings, 15 
we have commercial logbook reports, and we have trip ticket 16 
reports, and we have dealer reports, and we have observer 17 
landings. 18 
 19 
We have got so much more information that the certainty, or the 20 
confidence I should say, around the landings, particularly for 21 
the last -- Well, since 1986 in Florida, which is a big player 22 
in both regions, is we’ve had multiple data streams informing us 23 
of the same -- For the same number, and so we’ve got a lot to 24 
look at there, and so we’re starting from a higher degree of 25 
certainty than you do when you have only one source, no matter 26 
where you are. 27 
 28 
Again, I don’t -- I can’t say with certainty that it ever got 29 
that high, but it does get considerably less confident as you go 30 
back in time.  When you go back into the -- I mean, we took red 31 
snapper in the Gulf of Mexico landings back to the 1870s.  Well, 32 
there is not a lot of confidence back there, but that’s 140 33 
years ago, but, in 1970, we were a heck of a lot more certain, 34 
but not as certain as we were twenty years ago, which is another 35 
thing. 36 
 37 
We also have IFQs, and so these guys have to -- In the Gulf of 38 
Mexico, and so they have to report that I am landing right now, 39 
and I am landing X number of pounds, and so that’s a fourth 40 
source, or maybe it’s a fifth, but, anyway, there are a lot of 41 
them, and so the certainty, or the uncertainty, is much lower 42 
when you have all those data inputs for when you’re trying to 43 
track the same number, which is commercial landings. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, and I absolutely agree, Kevin.  That’s the 46 
whole point, is that these uncertainty factors should be much 47 
higher.  I am just asking when do you come to saturation with 48 
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this, because 50 percent seems like a pretty response to the 1 
level of uncertainty that we have in the Caribbean.  Obviously 2 
the SSC may not agree, but I just thought that I would ask the 3 
question. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Walter and then Adyan. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think it’s been resolved partly, but I am 8 
going to push back a little bit on Bill.  I think it’s a bit of 9 
a mischaracterization to say we just want to cut and cut and 10 
cut.  I think, personally at least, just speaking for myself, I 11 
am just trying to follow what we are supposed to be doing, which 12 
is looking at all sources of uncertainty.  13 
 14 
Certainly, when you’re hindcasting back ten years, the 15 
uncertainty is increased, and I would say that it probably 16 
increases considerably, and so, again, I think we’re just trying 17 
to follow what we are sent here to do, and that is try to 18 
account for the different sources of uncertainty, and, again, it 19 
is very difficult to quantify, but I think a stock assessment 20 
model -- If you put that error bounds going out five years, 21 
there is a lot more error after a five-year forecasting into the 22 
future than next year, and it’s the same situation that we’re 23 
facing with hindcasting in the Virgin Islands. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  I also wanted to just try and phrase scientific 26 
uncertainty with an analogy that I’ve used in the past that I 27 
think is very helpful and why you need to account for your known 28 
uncertainties and also your unknown uncertainties, and the 29 
analogy is in order to make your flight.  You don’t want to miss 30 
your flight. 31 
 32 
You know where you live, and you know how long it takes to get 33 
to the airport, and there is uncertainty, right?  There might be 34 
traffic, but now -- So that’s a situation where you only have 35 
known uncertainties.  You know how to plan and create a buffer 36 
to give yourself -- To make sure that you don’t miss your 37 
flight.  In this case, the analogy of not missing your flight is 38 
you don’t want to exceed your ACL. 39 
 40 
Now let’s say you’re in a new city, and you don’t know what the 41 
traffic is like, and you don’t know how long it’s going to take 42 
you, and you need to -- Now you need to account for your unknown 43 
uncertainties in addition to your known uncertainties, and so 44 
that’s the -- I guess I am continually trying to come up with 45 
analogies to kind of reflect these scientific concepts, but 46 
that’s the kind of behavior that we’re doing here. 47 
 48 
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Yes, you always need to be cautious, because you don’t want to 1 
miss your flight, and, in cases where there is unknown 2 
uncertainties, you need to be a little bit extra cautious, and 3 
so I just wanted to contribute that real-world example as the 4 
idea of known uncertainties and unknown uncertainties. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am also going to comment, and this, 7 
again, goes back to intent and, yes, Bill wants to have wording 8 
on that, and so we’re going to address that, but we’ve been very 9 
clear about what we’re trying to do with 4a and 4b and the 10 
levels -- Yes, we’re calling something SYL, but the reality is 11 
we really don’t know. 12 
 13 
What we’re trying to do is put some partition between those, and 14 
this is obviously from when we were originally talking about 15 
OFLs, so that, given the uncertainties that we had, we were 16 
going to be sure that we were not going to punch through those 17 
OFL layers, and whether things -- Since we really don’t know 18 
where we are, to say that this is really the sustainable level 19 
or not is -- There is no assessment to make that, which is why 20 
we’re calling it an SYL instead of an OFL. 21 
 22 
It just comes down to we’re going to scale up, and we’re going 23 
to buffer down, and we don’t want to use buffers that are like 24 
0.9, because that would say that we have a fair amount of 25 
uncertainty, and so what do we do?  We scale the thing up higher 26 
so that we can buffer it down with a degree of uncertainty that 27 
we think we have. 28 
 29 
If one thing’s 0.5 is too great, then, okay, we’ll make it 0.25, 30 
but we’re only going to scale up half as much as well.  I mean, 31 
we’re all trying to meet the intent of what we’re trying to do, 32 
and I’m not saying that one is totally tied to the other, 33 
because we haven’t done it that way, but we are trying to, to 34 
the degree possible, allow for a greater degree of harvest from 35 
those stocks that we are thinking are in 4a and can withstand 36 
that and building something that’s scientifically defensible 37 
that gets us there. 38 
 39 
I am not really concerned that the 0.5 buffer is already 40 
substantial, because we’ve bumped it up a lot, and, therefore, I 41 
think it deserves that kind of buffer, because of the 42 
uncertainty here.  Reni. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that the example that Adyan brought 45 
up for the different cities and the traffic is really good, and 46 
I like that analogy, but Hong Kong is not the same as Santo 47 
Domingo, and so I think that, for this reason, we should go 48 
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case-by-case and take a look at each of the species or species 1 
group we are talking about. 2 
 3 
I mean, do not go generic on these ones, so that, for this 4 
particular case, specify landings of what are 35 percent more 5 
than the reference period, and I think that we should go case-6 
by-case and see if we are running into a risk of putting in 7 
danger some of the stocks that we are talking about, because 8 
going generic without knowing which ones are which might be 9 
unneeded, an unneeded risk, to take. 10 
 11 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I don’t know if Reni’s concerns will be 12 
addressed when we see the general table that Adyan sent this 13 
morning, because different species actually do have different 14 
buffers.  What I understand so far is that 0.1 is only to take -15 
- It’s to take into account that fact, that the landings are 16 
unspecified, but the other aspects that our buffer -- Are 17 
included in the buffer, and I don’t know if that’s right or not. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not agreeing with Reni, but, even if 20 
we want to go that route, I think we need to have -- You are 21 
still going to be stuck with how much, and, if we can’t come up 22 
with something that says this is the ballpark that we’re talking 23 
about -- If we want to go with Reni’s suggestion, then you’re 24 
going to be nudging up and down from some ballpark that we still 25 
need to establish. 26 
 27 
Just looking at what we did with Puerto Rico and thinking about 28 
the kinds of things, the uncertainties, that we’re dealing with, 29 
and Walter had made the point about, well, you’re hindcasting 30 
and those error bars go forward, and we’re already on the record 31 
as actually recommending reductions, because we are -- In this 32 
process, we’re essentially forecasting.  We are taking those 33 
records and saying we believe this is okay into some distant 34 
future, and, the further we get away from that, the more the 35 
error bars on that projection are increasing. 36 
 37 
The uncertainty here that we’re trying to grapple with and deal 38 
with is going to have a real consequence, because we’re going to 39 
take that level and say it’s okay into the future, but how far 40 
into the future is that okay without having some kind of 41 
feedback on it? 42 
 43 
I am going to throw out something like 0.12.  This is just open 44 
for discussion now, but how do people feel about -- It’s a 45 
little bit more, because we are hindcasting, and hindcasting 46 
does, I agree with Walter, bring in a lot more uncertainty, but 47 
I think that uncertainty is already embedded in a lot of other 48 
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uncertainty and so how much more, really, are we doing here, and 1 
so, if people think that’s too much -- I mean, we did a 0.05 2 
jump there.  If you wanted to go, okay, the other thing is we 3 
did a 0.05 jump and let’s do another 0.05 jump, is it half that, 4 
a 0.25 jump, or this is kind of the quibbling where we are. 5 
 6 
I am saying like a 0.12, and so it would be -- The increase over 7 
that 0.1 would be 0.02, or you could say 0.025, but we’re going 8 
to have to come up with a number, and it’s clear that there is 9 
not going to be any guidance on where that is.  It’s our expert 10 
feel for what the potential impact of that hindcast might be 11 
toward setting -- The risk of setting, eventually, an ABC that 12 
might be too high.  That’s where we are, guys. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, you mean 0.12 percent or 12 15 
percent? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Following there, we had a reduction of 0.05 18 
for 10 to 35 percent, and we had a reduction of 0.1 for 35 to -- 19 
I’m saying, where we’re hindcasting, that reduction would be 20 
0.12 or 0.125. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just to clarify, a buffer reduction is a reduction 23 
to the base buffer. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is correct.  Joe. 26 
 27 
JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t know what the answer is either, and I am 28 
not opposed to going to 0.12, but, just to be consistent, along 29 
these lines, you could also change that last category.  It says 30 
if unspecified landings are 35 percent to 50 percent of the 31 
reference point total, then reduce to 0.1.  Then the next one 32 
would be, if unspecified landings are greater than 50 percent, 33 
it could be 0.15.  I am just trying to be consistent, but I 34 
don’t know whether that’s in the ballpark or not. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, could we refresh again to see what 37 
stocks are we talking about and what are the ones that are 38 
between 10 and 35 and which are the ones that are above 35 39 
percent? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is for -- Our discussion now is on the 42 
Virgin Islands, and they are all basically 100 percent, because 43 
we’re hindcasting back into areas where we don’t have species-44 
specific information.  Bill. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just want to make sure we’re clear, because 47 
you’re kind of talking about two separate things.  One is what 48 
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Joe points out, which is a single reduction, and then what seems 1 
to have been mentioned was a two-step reduction.  You take your 2 
10 percent and then you take another -- Then you add another 3 
buffer to that, and I just want to make sure, because that’s 4 
going to be a different number from just taking a single buffer 5 
reduction, and so this is just procedural, and I just want to 6 
make sure we know exactly how Adyan is going to do this. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me reiterate, because it was the same thing 11 
that I was going to say before Rich said it, but this is the 12 
Virgin Islands.  Everything is 100 percent when you are 13 
hindcasting.  We have no species-specific information during our 14 
reference years, and so let’s keep that in mind. 15 
 16 
I mean, there are a couple of instances, I suppose, in the very 17 
few cases during the period when we have species-specific 18 
information that we still have a handful of unclassified 19 
groupers, say, and, for me, it would fall into this.  That’s 20 
what we did year to year for -- This is the Puerto Rico example.   21 
 22 
Year to year, these things apply in Puerto Rico, and, if we were 23 
to have a year in the Virgin Islands where we have species-24 
specific information, that 2012 to 2016 period, and we also had 25 
12 percent unclassified grouper, and I’m just making that up, 26 
and I know there are a couple of instances, and I don’t know 27 
that it’s grouper, then we would apply this, but our question 28 
is, from 2000 to 2010, they are all unclassified.  They are just 29 
in a species group. 30 
 31 
We’re only concerned with greater than 35 percent, and it’s a 32 
lot more than 35 percent.  It’s 100 percent, and so should that 33 
0.1 be bigger, or, as Bill said, and we’ve sort of talked about 34 
it a little bit, we’ve already got a lot of uncertainty.  Is 35 
more necessary, more than 0.1, because remember it’s 0.1 in 36 
Puerto Rico because it’s a single year. 37 
 38 
It’s not the additional uncertainty of we’re taking those ratios 39 
and assuming that they also apply ten years ago.  Even though 40 
it’s a mean -- Did we decide it’s a mean or it’s a sum?  It’s a 41 
sum across the years, and then we’re applying that backwards, 42 
and so, to me, that is the uncertainty.  You have already 43 
wrapped up a lot of it in the 0.5, but now you’re saying, okay, 44 
is that ratio true for all years, 2000 to 2010, when we got the 45 
ratio from the most recent years.  If it’s not, do we need a 46 
little more uncertainty?  If it is, can we live with 0.1?  That 47 
is how I see the issue. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think that Kevin gave a good review of where 2 
we’re at.  Again, trying to quantify uncertainty, as we know is 3 
difficult, my own opinion is that, if we’re assigning a 0.1 to 4 
species in Puerto Rico, groups where we’re only looking at a 5 
single year, the uncertainty in the Virgin Islands would be 6 
significantly greater than 0.1. 7 
 8 
Rich mentioned 0.12, and I think it’s significantly more than 9 
that even, and, again, I am willing to live with whatever the 10 
group feels is appropriate, but my own personal opinion is, if 11 
you’re going back ten years and you have nothing, nothing, to 12 
base what the species-specific landings were ten years ago other 13 
than something fifteen years in the future -- Well, ten or 14 
fifteen years in the future, then, yes, the uncertainty is going 15 
to be quite a bit larger than the 0.1 that we assigned for 16 
Puerto Rico for a given year for the unclassified portion. 17 
 18 
JOE KIMMEL:  I agree with Walter and Rich and Kevin.  It’s very 19 
difficult to determine what this uncertainty is, but we’ve got 20 
to move on somehow, and there is the amendment process.  After 21 
these amendments go into place and we see the information come 22 
in, we can adjust this through that amendment process, and so 23 
we’re not going to get to a point where we know exactly what the 24 
uncertainty is. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not so much what the uncertainty is.  27 
Well, maybe it is, but it’s what we, in our expert opinion, feel 28 
the consequences of that uncertainty is, because that’s what 29 
we’re buffering for, is the consequences of the uncertainty. 30 
 31 
I was listening to Kevin reminding us that it’s all 100 percent, 32 
and I was thinking that maybe I put that number too low, and so 33 
I’m kind of hedging towards where Walter’s opinion is, but, 34 
guys, we have to have a number.   35 
 36 
A lot of us deal with uncertainty, and we are down to our expert 37 
opinions in the course of our respective areas of expertise 38 
about how that hindcast uncertainty, which is certainly a lot 39 
more than what we’re talking about in the case of Puerto Rico, 40 
is going to potentially affect where the risk is of setting an 41 
ABC that is too high. 42 
 43 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  What about taking into consideration the 44 
number of years that we are trying to partition for?  This is 45 
just to start the discussion, but 0.1 if it’s only one year and 46 
we add an extra 0.05 for when we’re trying to track back. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think, in every case, it’s a block period 1 
of time, and it’s ten years, 2010 back to 2000, except for those 2 
that, as we looked at yesterday, where we only have the most 3 
recent data, in which case there was no partitioning necessary.   4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe in this case, where we don’t really 6 
have a good grasp of how to deal with this, the best thing would 7 
be to go with consistency, to just be consistent across the 8 
islands in applying this rule for partitioning, because I can 9 
see that there is more uncertainty here than there, but how much 10 
is that?  I mean, it’s really kind of unfair for anybody to take 11 
a shot at this.  It’s a blind shot. 12 
 13 
It’s like saying, well, maybe 0.02 is high or low, and maybe 14 
0.03, and it’s -- To put an amount into how much more 15 
uncertainty it is between the unassigned from Puerto Rico or 16 
unassigned from the Virgin Islands is a blind shot.  If 17 
anything, I would rather be consistent throughout and put a -- 18 
Again, put value into what we are saying about being consistent. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we are being consistent, and we did 21 
put numbers here for the situation in Puerto Rico.  That 22 
situation is not the same as what we’re discussing now for the 23 
situation in the Virgin Islands, and so it’s not like this is 24 
what we did for Puerto Rico and we should be doing the same 25 
things for the Virgin Islands.  If that situation arose in the 26 
Virgin Islands, we would do exactly this, but that’s not what 27 
the situation was.  Julian. 28 
 29 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I have a lot of concerns with what is taking 30 
place here, but I totally -- I agree with what Bill said 31 
earlier.  If we are already taking a 50 percent reduction to set 32 
the SYL, that is 50 percent of what is being caught already 33 
taken off the table.  With a 0.1, we look at it and see that we 34 
haven’t put any of the breakouts from the decisions that were 35 
made yesterday to see how high these numbers are going to be 36 
driven or how low they are going to be driven. 37 
 38 
One of the requests from Reni yesterday, at the end of the day, 39 
was to show the existing ACL and show all the different numbers 40 
across the board and we could have some kind of idea on what the 41 
different species groups or individual species are doing. 42 
 43 
We talk about the Virgin Islands is different than Puerto Rico, 44 
but Puerto Rico used an expansion factor also to help them to 45 
account for their uncertainty, and we don’t use an expansion 46 
factor in the Virgin Islands, and so I might be mixing apples 47 
with oranges, but I think I would agree with what Reni said 48 
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earlier and we keep the consistency of the 0.1 across the board, 1 
just because of the difference with them using an expansion 2 
factor also. 3 
 4 
We know we’ve got those ten years of landings, but what was 5 
required of the fishermen in those ten years is the information 6 
that was supplied.  It was not individual species at that time, 7 
and here we are in a process where we are trying to get 8 
information on individual species, and, over the 2012 to 2016, 9 
we were able to gather some of that information, and especially 10 
as it gets into the 2016 reports, and I would like to see what 11 
Adyan did with the breakouts, because I think we don’t know what 12 
the outcomes are going to be, and we are here trying to make a 13 
decision not knowing what the outcomes are going to be, and so, 14 
if you guys can please show us that, because the fishermen are 15 
concerned. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  What we’re trying to do here is 18 
assess the degree of uncertainty in how to handle that, and you 19 
just mentioned the fact that there was -- There is no correction 20 
factor in the Virgin Islands, but you were there in the meetings 21 
of the SSC.  If there was one point where the SSC was strongly 22 
divided and opinions were heated, it was whether we were going 23 
to assess a greater degree of uncertainty buffer because of 24 
that, and we voted, in a split vote, not to do that. 25 
 26 
That’s just another thing that is wrapped into the whole thing 27 
of uncertainty, but the situation here on the screen is not the 28 
situation we are talking about, and I think what this committee 29 
is charged to do is to come up with a system that is based on 30 
our best scientific judgment. 31 
 32 
Yes, we need to test that at some point, but I don’t think it 33 
would be wise for us to look at the impacts first, because that 34 
sets up for a cherry-picking charge, and that’s what we’re 35 
trying to avoid.  Clearly, as I have made the analogy before, we 36 
are building an airplane, and you just don’t want to build it 37 
and say, hey, everybody onboard, and you’re going to want to 38 
test it first.    We’re going to look at stuff, but we’re going 39 
to do that after we try to come to grips with how we might have 40 
a system to do that. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just thinking back to the equation and the bounds 43 
set on the equation, the way the SYL equation works is it’s the 44 
75th percentile times the susceptibility times the VAF, but, for 45 
that VAF, you guys set a max of three for 4a species and a max 46 
of two for 4b species. 47 
 48 
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That is a multiplier, and so that’s saying that, you know, yes, 1 
there is also the element of the susceptibility score, but that 2 
multiplier is already taking you pretty high up, and so the 3 
buffer brings you back to where you are. 4 
 5 
Let’s say we were in a situation where there were no unspecified 6 
landings and we are very confident in everything about that.  7 
You would still need a significant -- I guess that’s -- You 8 
would still need to buffer, because you’re not doing a 9 
scientific analysis that is giving you the SYL.  You are just 10 
saying, well, we think the species is pretty good and we think 11 
that, potentially, maybe three times as high can work, but you 12 
still need uncertainty, because you don’t really know the range 13 
around what that value is. 14 
 15 
Then, when you add other elements to it, we come back down to -- 16 
I had a better idea when I started talking, and then I kind of 17 
lost it, but the idea was that, if by expert opinion you think 18 
that a species can tolerate a lot more fishing, that’s great, 19 
but that’s still just expert opinion, and so you still want to 20 
be a little bit cautious, right, a little bit. 21 
 22 
If that expert opinion is that it can tolerate more fishing, but 23 
we’re not sure how much more, and we’re going to base it off of 24 
ratios borrowed here and information borrowed there, then that’s 25 
where -- It will be good to see what the actual numbers are, and 26 
I will be able to crunch those once we have at least a default, 27 
but the whole process that you have developed here is about 28 
that.   29 
 30 
It’s about taking that expert opinion that something can be 31 
fished more and doing that, but then evaluating that caution, 32 
and so it’s still getting us, for the most part, for the species 33 
where the expert opinion says that it can tolerate it, to levels 34 
at or above, in many cases, what the current is, and I know we 35 
want to see that, and so we’ll do our best to put those numbers 36 
together. 37 
 38 
Again, since this is all just based highly on expert opinion and 39 
ratios and landings that involve some uncertainty, yes, it’s 40 
going to be ideal that things be revisited, but it will be good 41 
to have somewhere to start from. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s funny, and I’m listening to what everybody 44 
says, and I agree with just about everything.  I agree with Reni 45 
that it’s kind of unfair that we have to do this, but we’re 46 
required to do it, and I agree with Joe that, if we’re wrong, it 47 
can be amended in the future, down the road, and I agree with 48 
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just about everything that everybody says, but we still have 1 
this issue though. 2 
 3 
Just to get the ball rolling a little bit, you mentioned 0.12, 4 
which I think is not enough of a buffer, given all the 5 
hindcasting, but, just for a strawdog, I will throw out a number 6 
of 0.2 as the additional buffer, and, in my own personal 7 
opinion, that’s being generous, but I will throw that out as a 8 
point of discussion. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why don’t we run through an example?  I 11 
would propose the case of groupers, for example, because at 12 
least we have -- For the grouper series, we have the edge, or 13 
the benefit, that at some point they are listed as groupers 14 
unspecified, and so, at the end, we should know that we are 15 
within the same group and see how it behaves when we apply these 16 
buffers.   17 
 18 
Let’s at least get hands-on for one example that we can see how 19 
it’s going to behave, with the security, or with the benefit, 20 
that we know that the group as a whole has been reported and it 21 
should be stable through time, even though we don’t have the 22 
specific partitioning by species, but we have the block series 23 
that should be coherent through time. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It really comes down to the susceptibility 26 
scores, because that is what is altering how much things are 27 
bumped up, and so that’s either going to be a two or a three 28 
from the 75th percentile, and so, when you then do a 50 percent 29 
reduction on that, if you’re a two, you’re back down to the 75th 30 
percentile.  If you’re a three, you’re doing a little bit 31 
better.  You can picture that, and so, if you go to a -- What 32 
was your suggestion?  Was it 0.2, Walter? 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I recommended 0.2. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Instead of coming down 50 percent, you’re 37 
going to come down 70 percent, and so that’s going to get you 38 
back probably in the region of say the mean, which is where the 39 
ACLs are now, and so that’s kind of the ballpark, and you can 40 
imagine it without even running the numbers.  If you’re a 41 
susceptibility of two score, it’s going to take you even lower. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, and that’s why I am suggesting to run 44 
an example to see where we are with respect to the -- Which I 45 
suggested yesterday, but to the present ACLs, as they are now, 46 
the present level of fishing, as it is now, and then we can have 47 
a more confident -- We will have more confidence in what we are 48 
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trying to do here and not to place a process on a direction that 1 
is going to be highly -- To upset what we have right now.  With 2 
all these buffers and these scalars and the percent, the 75th 3 
percentile, it’s all theory, but we don’t know where we are 4 
standing, you know? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I am going to disagree with you 7 
on that.  I think we need to come up with something first, and 8 
then we can go look at it, but, if we go look at stuff first, 9 
then we’re just tweaking something without a scientific basis, 10 
and so we’re trying to gauge here about the degree of 11 
uncertainty in response to that. 12 
 13 
If we overestimate that, at least we had the basis for why we 14 
did it initially, and so that stage is going to come, but I 15 
would be reluctant to do that ahead of time.  I think, as I 16 
said, you can make the rough calculations in your mind about 17 
where we’re going with this thing, but our job is to deal with 18 
this uncertainty and put a number on it, and, if we have some 19 
kind of drastic outcome, then, yes, maybe we estimated wrong, 20 
but, if the results are such that we get something that we 21 
didn’t like, that doesn’t mean we were wrong.  You can’t base 22 
what we need to do by where one would like to have the result.  23 
Walter and then J.J. and then Adyan. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I was just going to say that I agree with Rich 26 
totally.  That’s kind of like running models, statistical 27 
models.  If you just keep running models until you get the 28 
results that you want, how much faith can you put in the 29 
results?  I think we go through the process and, at the end, we 30 
can see how it turns out, but I don’t think it’s appropriate to 31 
get the results at this stage and then determine whether we like 32 
the results and then change it accordingly. 33 
 34 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I totally agree on that logic to do things, 35 
but I think what Reni is pointing out that I think it would be a 36 
good idea if we can see that on an example.  I believe some of 37 
the issues with the buffer issue will be clarified.  For 38 
example, as I see it, a buffer of 0.2 means that the ABC will be 39 
20 percent of the SYL, and it doesn’t mean that the SYL will be 40 
reduced by 20 percent. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the 0.2 would say we’re going to have 43 
an SYL and we’re going to reduce it by a factor not of 0.5, but 44 
of 0.7.   45 
 46 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  No, I am talking to the final buffer. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I am talking about. 1 
 2 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  I think that’s why we need to run through an 3 
example, because perhaps we are talking about the same thing and 4 
calling it differently, but this buffer there is different or is 5 
in addition to the final buffer, and a lot of the confusion 6 
comes from we’re jumping from one -- Reni is talking about one, 7 
and I am talking about the other, or you, and so -- 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Hopefully we’re all talking about the same 10 
thing. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  It doesn’t look like it, with all due respect. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, my point is not on the concept of 15 
the process that we are doing things.  It’s on the matter of 16 
assigning numbers.  I mean, what do we have, scientifically, to 17 
tell us that 0.1 or 0.7 or 0.85 is the right thing to do?   18 
 19 
That is where I think our uncertainty, dealing with the 20 
uncertainty lies, in assigning a number based on what, and 21 
that’s why I say to give me an example, so that we know what is 22 
the ballpark that we are dealing with here, because, at this 23 
point, there is so many interactions and so many iterations in 24 
all this process of assigning scalars and buffers and 25 
percentiles and the different partitioning that you get lost in 26 
the process.  I don’t know where we are, and just give me an 27 
example and run through it and see how the different iterations 28 
that we are dealing with in assigning buffers and things fall 29 
into the numbers that we previously had. 30 
 31 
I am kind of blind.  I can see the process, and I understand 32 
perfectly what you are talking about, about going through a 33 
process the best we can and then see what it eventually gives 34 
us, but, unfortunately, what I see is that, if at the end -- I 35 
mean, to do it with the best information we have and not doing 36 
it because we don’t want to be higher or lower than the present 37 
ACL, and I can understand that perfectly, but then I know that 38 
if we see that we did it all wrong that we’re going to go back 39 
and say, okay, we have to change everything or we have to 40 
revisit or reconsider.  I think that is even worse. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan and then Bill. 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  I agree that it’s difficult to imagine the 45 
implications in the abstract, but I also agree that you don’t 46 
want to like run things through and look at the results and make 47 
your decisions based on that. 48 
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 1 
The way that we do this normally, and how we kind of started, is 2 
through simulation.  You just have a theoretical example, and 3 
that theoretical example is kind of the same one that Rich is 4 
referring to when he’s talking about -- We have repeated a few 5 
times that if you have -- If you have a buffer of 0.5 and you 6 
have a susceptibility of two, you have just multiplied by two 7 
and divided by two, and so you have species with a range of 8 
susceptibilities and a range of buffers.  Well, they all start 9 
at 0.5, but we could show that through simulation, the effect, 10 
but I think it’s also just potentially maybe doing that sort of 11 
math that you were doing of where we get with the different 12 
options that currently exist. 13 
 14 
That might facilitate you, and you might want to look into what 15 
the susceptibility scores are for the species that you’re 16 
working with, because that will give you a sense of knowing 17 
where your -- Which ones are 0.2 and will be divided by half and 18 
things like that. 19 
 20 
I think you don’t want to look at the results, but you can look 21 
at simulation, and that was basically my suggestion there, and 22 
the simulation just really boils down to formalizing, in a more 23 
complete way, the same kind of math that you’re talking about 24 
already via this discussion. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan, I think it would be fairly simple 27 
for you to produce a figure that would show a period of landings 28 
and what the average for that period is, which would basically 29 
be what the ACL is now, what the 75th percentile is for that, 30 
and, if you want to actually pick a real thing, as long as you 31 
don’t tell us what the real thing is, to get that 75th 32 
percentile.   33 
 34 
Then bump it up and bring it down at these levels, and you will 35 
get an idea of theoretical impacts, but that still isn’t -- 36 
People can look at it, but it’s not going to relieve us of the 37 
responsibility of having -- In the absolute, we’re charged with 38 
dealing with buffers that are dealing with the uncertainties to 39 
levels we think that need to be addressed. 40 
 41 
In theory, if that drove something to zero -- Well, not zero, 42 
but if it drove something below the current ACL, and we feel 43 
that the process we’ve done is actually reasonable rigorous, 44 
given all the stuff that we don’t know, that is what we end up 45 
with. 46 
 47 
Now, none of us are trying to have any kind of personal motive 48 
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to drive fisheries down.  We have an intent here that we’re 1 
trying to meet, and so that’s obviously influencing how this 2 
works, because it is a ball of wax.  We’re talking about 3 
uncertainty here, but that is tied to how much we’re bumping 4 
things up and using the scalars, too.  I don’t know if anybody 5 
would like to see that kind of graph that Adyan can produce.  6 
Walter. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t need to see the graph, but, in trying 9 
to move things along, we still have a motion on the table from 10 
yesterday. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is part of the discussion of that 13 
motion. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I was the one that asked that we bring up the 16 
buffers and that you cannot vote -- I would have had a tough 17 
time voting on the motion without knowing what the buffers were 18 
going to be, but I am going to see if Joe would take a friendly 19 
amendment to his motion. 20 
 21 
That is to put a buffer of 0.2 for those species that we had to 22 
partition back due to hindcasting on, and we can then take a 23 
vote on that, if Joe is willing to accept the friendly 24 
amendment.  If that fails, then we can move on and pick another 25 
buffer to use. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Joe, you can accept that, or you can do an 28 
amendment, but, before you do, Bill had his hand up. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Thank you, Richard.  This idea that you shouldn’t 31 
see the numbers is an idea that I disagree with, and that’s why 32 
I brought up the intent.  Your intent for 4a species was to 33 
provide room for growth in these fisheries, and that was a very 34 
clearly stated intent. 35 
 36 
If you’re bringing it down to the mean or below the mean, then 37 
that is not achieving your intent.  Your intent for 4b was to 38 
bring them down around the mean.  Now, that is a U.S. Caribbean-39 
wide intent, and it didn’t just apply to Puerto Rico, and I 40 
think that that’s why I wanted that intent on the table, so that 41 
everybody is reminded of that. 42 
 43 
Yes, you can look at the numbers, in my opinion, compared to 44 
what the average is, and you can evaluate that relative to your 45 
intent.  You have every reason and every right to look at these 46 
numbers, if you want to look at all of them, or a suggestion I 47 
would make is pull up your poster child for success, spiny 48 
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lobster, and compare that across the three island groups, where 1 
you know that you’ve got four-inch carapace lengths coming in 2 
and nothing wrong with this. 3 
 4 
Apply this technique and ask yourself if it’s providing fair 5 
outcomes across the three island groups.  I think absolutely you 6 
should be looking at these numbers and absolutely everything 7 
should be considered within that intent that you established. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Adyan. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  In that example, I think the intent is very 12 
consistent, because the spiny lobster isn’t partitioned, and so 13 
that’s a difficult one.  It is difficult to find an apples-to-14 
apples across the board.  Intent relates, again, back to 15 
simulation, and you’re talking about, in this case, only -- I 16 
guess there are the majority of groups requiring back-17 
calculation.   18 
 19 
Recall that you’re also choosing a period of time that has 20 
higher landings to, to an extent, allow for growth to the 21 
current landings, and so there is that element too, that we’re 22 
already -- Not only are you bumping up with the 75th percentile, 23 
but you’re also essentially bumping up the recent period to the 24 
old period, for justified reasons, but that’s already putting 25 
you -- These buffers will bring you down compared to those 26 
higher periods, which are still much higher than the recent, and 27 
so that’s just another thing to think about. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Ed. 30 
 31 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  We have asked over and over, when it comes to 32 
the USVI, can we just pick five species that are common between 33 
St. Thomas/St. John and St. Croix and just run models and see 34 
where we’re at.  It seems like every time we come to this issue 35 
that it’s like a rodeo. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, all, for those comments and 38 
suggestions.  Where we are at the moment, procedurally, is 39 
Walter had made a request to Joe for an amendment, and that 40 
amendment included a specific estimate on what the buffer 41 
reduction might be.  Joe, you can accept that, or you can reject 42 
it, or you can make up your own number.  Not make up, but --  43 
 44 
JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t have any better estimate than what Walter 45 
has provided, and I will accept Walter’s friendly amendment. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would need wording in that motion to 48 
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that effect.  So apply an additional buffer reduction of 0.2.  1 
Joe, does that capture the amendment as -- Walter, is that 2 
capturing what you were requesting in the amendment? 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, it does. 5 
 6 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any further discussion?   9 
 10 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  (Mr. Gregory’s comment is not audible on the 11 
recording.) 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m sorry, but can you repeat that?  We had 14 
a little technical difficulty here. 15 
 16 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Someone had suggested that the greater than 99 17 
percent be changed to equal to or greater than, and there was 18 
some discussion that -- Some of the numbers were actually 98.6 19 
or 98 or something, and I don’t think that got resolved 20 
yesterday. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The resolution of that was that the number 23 
was 99 without a decimal point, and so that 98.6 rounds to 99.  24 
Therefore, it would fit into that category. 25 
 26 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  But it should be greater than or equal to 99. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Point well taken.  Thank you.  Joe, do you 29 
want to modify the motion? 30 
 31 
JOE KIMMEL:  Thanks, Doug, and that’s a good change to that 32 
motion. 33 
 34 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  All right.  Thank you. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any further discussion?  If not, I will 37 
call for the vote, again starting on my left with Walter.   38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 40 
 41 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Abstain. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No. 44 
 45 
VANCE VICENTE:  Abstain. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 48 
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 1 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 2 
 3 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  No. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 6 
 7 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  Yes. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Miguel is reminding us that, procedurally, 10 
what we did is we just voted down the amendment to the motion, 11 
but the original motion is standing. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It was not a substitute motion, and so I’m not 14 
sure that the original motion is still there.  I mean, I’m 15 
willing to go with it, but --  16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let me put the burden over on this side of 18 
the table.  Churchill and Kevin, and especially Churchill, we 19 
haven’t heard from you, and you voted no.  Why?  Can you start a 20 
discussion that will get us to something that we can accept? 21 
 22 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  First of all, I think we voted down the 23 
amendment to the motion. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 26 
 27 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  My position is more in agreement with Bill 28 
back here, and, I mean, I think we could argue until we’re blue 29 
in the face that there is no rational basis upon which to choose 30 
what this additional buffer reduction ought to be, and I think 31 
we -- If we want one, we ought to choose one and move on and 32 
make some examples, calculate some examples, but my feeling is 33 
that that 0.2 is too much and not any particular reason to 34 
choose it.  Does that help you any? 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and you’re basically saying we need a 37 
lower number.  Am I interpreting that you want to see some 38 
examples? 39 
 40 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J., is that a nodding of the head?  Are 43 
you agreeing with that? 44 
 45 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The abstentions, what do they think? 46 
 47 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Totally, Rich, and I am going to speak for 48 
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myself now.  If I do not understand the process by which we come 1 
up with the 0.5 buffering, it will be difficult, now and in the 2 
future, to judge whether 0.1 or 0.2 is enough, and, in my 3 
personal -- You haven’t asked me, but, still, my abstention 4 
comes out of that lack of information. 5 
 6 
I will reiterate something that I mentioned yesterday or the 7 
first day.  If you have four criteria that buffer down your 8 
estimate, it’s not the same as buffering it down in situations 9 
where you have only two criteria, and let’s put an example. 10 
 11 
If the buffering down includes scientific uncertainty and 12 
sensitivity and ecological importance and what’s the other 13 
criteria that we mentioned here?  Anyway, it’s not the same, 14 
that buffering down, than using only two out of those four 15 
criteria, and so, in my personal case, if we don’t go stage-by-16 
stage and use an example of how the process goes, it will be 17 
difficult to understand. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I’ve got to tell you that I don’t 20 
want to revisit two years of work.  There was a process based on 21 
the productivity-susceptibility analysis that went into the 22 
scalars and the buffers and follows from trying to work from 23 
that to get back to intent, and so I can talk to you during the 24 
break. 25 
 26 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes, definitely, and, actually, I was planning 27 
to bother Diana again with questions, and so it doesn’t need to 28 
be here, and I totally understand. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Reni. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know that it can get really messy and 33 
complex and time consuming, and that’s why I was willing to go 34 
with the 0.1, consistent with Puerto Rico, because, in Puerto 35 
Rico, as far as I can remember, down to the present, we have 36 
unspecified groupers, and we have unspecified parrotfishes, and 37 
we have unspecified even dolphinfish. 38 
 39 
Across the -- I can’t remember the entire database, but across 40 
some of the most common fishes in Puerto Rico and commercially-41 
important species groups, Puerto Rico has unspecified data, and 42 
we already agreed for Puerto Rico that, in the case of the more 43 
than 35 percent, which I don’t believe we have many, we agreed 44 
to about 0.1, and we have that range of values that goes 45 
typically from 0.05 to 0.1. 46 
 47 
I will go with that and assign the same uncertainty for 48 
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unspecified across the islands, because I don’t have any better 1 
quantitative criteria to start deviating from that.  I know that 2 
the unspecified in the Virgin Islands is a much larger amount, 3 
obviously a much longer period, where a lot of the commercially-4 
important species lie, but it is hard, at least for me, to put a 5 
tag on how much more do we need to go, if it’s 0.02 more or 0.05 6 
more or whatever, without having looked at how the process is 7 
leading up to this point right now. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Again, since I opened 12 
this can of worms to begin with -- Again, I look at it as, if 13 
we’re willing to accept a 0.1 additional buffer for Puerto Rico, 14 
where we have a fair amount of information, and we’re only 15 
looking at one year, and we were all willing to accept that, and 16 
I think we had at least consensus on that motion.  We were 17 
willing to take an additional buffer of 0.1 there. 18 
 19 
When we’re having to hindcast back ten years, where we have no 20 
information, none, other than what the total is for the family, 21 
I don’t see how we can not have a buffer that is somewhat 22 
greater than 0.1, and I thought, again, this is -- The 23 
discussion is interesting, because it does show the amount of 24 
uncertainty.  I think the greater the amount of discussion you 25 
have, it’s an indication of everybody’s personal subjective 26 
feelings when you start dealing with the concept of uncertainty.  27 
To me, if we were willing to accept a 0.1 when we’re looking at 28 
one year where we have some information, I just don’t see why a 29 
number of 0.2 is considered an extreme in this case. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  What I would like to do is give 32 
a little time for a break.  Before we do that, I would like to 33 
put onto the record that the members of the committee met 34 
informally, and we were just kind of discussing stuff yesterday 35 
after the meeting, and I think an outcome of that is that we 36 
would like to meet briefly off record, and is that possible, 37 
Jocelyn? 38 
 39 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  (Ms. D’Ambrosio’s comment is not audible on 40 
the recording.) 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and we would do that right before we 43 
break for lunch. 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  As long as the closed session is on 46 
internal administrative matters, then, yes, you can talk about 47 
those. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so I just wanted to get on the 2 
record our intent to do that.  Let’s go on break, and I’m going 3 
to talk to Adyan now about some potential things we can put on 4 
the screen. 5 
 6 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Something coming out of discussions that we 9 
had, Adyan is going to try and run some examples.  I’m not 10 
exactly sure how she’s going to do that, but I have instructed 11 
her to make sure that if it’s based on real data that we don’t 12 
know what group it is. 13 
 14 
Where we are in this process, looking around, I think there is 15 
maybe not uniform consensus, but majority consensus, of the 16 
numbers should be higher than the 0.1 that we applied to Puerto 17 
Rico, but the -- We just voted down 0.2, and, in the end, this 18 
is going to be, in our collective expertise, where is a number 19 
that we can get a majority to agree on, and so there is going to 20 
be back-and-forth to get to that number, and if we have to vote 21 
on it many times, that’s one process by which that happens, but 22 
this really is, okay, given the degree of uncertainty that we’re 23 
facing, what impact might this have on our risk of setting an 24 
ABC that is too high, and, again, it comes down to the 25 
application of each of our scientific expertise and having dealt 26 
with these issues in the past. 27 
 28 
Adyan said she can’t have those examples done until after lunch, 29 
and, Joe, you’re going to miss that, because you’re going to 30 
have to leave after lunch, and this is your motion, and so we 31 
may want to work through this, and then we can revisit it after 32 
that, but I’m not procedurally sure how we move forward if you 33 
have to leave before we can vote on your motion.  Adyan, do you 34 
have a comment there? 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  I understand that the 0.2 was voted down, and so it 37 
does seem that you guys are still entertaining a value above 38 
0.1, but I’m not sure that you have -- Well, I guess you could 39 
go the way of voting, where you could also entertain the 0.5 for 40 
consistency or just keeping it at the 0.1.  I don’t know if 41 
that’s been voted for or discussed. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, nothing has been voted for, and so, in 44 
your example, you could run say a 0.1 and a 0.15 and 0.2, just 45 
to give -- 46 
 47 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  If we passed a form of this motion now, 48 



206 
 

before he has to go, and then she does some work that’s 1 
presented after lunch, can we -- I am not familiar with the 2 
procedure, but can we go change -- 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we could have a new motion to change -- 5 
 6 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  To change the first one? 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 9 
 10 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Okay. 11 
 12 
JOE KIMMEL:  Can I amend my own motion, or does somebody else 13 
have to do that? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think only you can amend your motion.  16 
People can ask you to do that, and so, if that’s what you’re 17 
about to do, can we let Kevin comment before that? 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I know that Walter would like to see a number 20 
in here, but, as the motion stands, it says to be determined, 21 
and so, if we want to get beyond this hurdle to allow for 22 
continued discussion, and nobody has -- In light of how much of 23 
a struggle this is, if nobody has a problem with voting as is, 24 
we could move forward with that, but, if people feel like they 25 
need to see a number in here, then we’re going to have to keep 26 
hashing it out. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This discussion evolved because Walter was 29 
quite explicit that he wanted to see a number in there before he 30 
knew whether he could vote for that motion as it was. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and we’ve gone through that exercise 33 
once.  Are we ready to do it again? 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Joe? 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t think there is any harm in doing it again, 38 
or multiple times if necessary, but there is one amendment that 39 
I think that we would all agree with, and that’s the one that 40 
Doug Gregory had, and that was to have it greater than or equal 41 
to 99 percent, and so I would like to include that as an 42 
amendment to the motion.  I would recommend that the buffer be -43 
- Instead of being “to be determined”, to be 0.15.  44 
 45 
My rationale for this is that -- We’ve talked about it, and I 46 
think Walter described it best, but, for Puerto Rico, we do have 47 
the information in the past for every year, and so we can do the 48 
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partitioning that was done, but, for the Virgin Islands, we 1 
don’t have anything in those past years, and so I would think 2 
that our uncertainty is greater for the U.S. Virgin Islands than 3 
it is for Puerto Rico, and I don’t know that 0.15 is the 4 
absolute best number, but I know that the uncertainty is going 5 
to be a little bit greater in the U.S. Virgin Islands than it is 6 
for Puerto Rico, and so I’m going to suggest that we go with 7 
0.15 to be the next step. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I can see the logic in that, 12 
certainly, but then what comes to my mind immediately is, okay, 13 
then why Puerto Rico has 0.1.  Why don’t we reconsider and say, 14 
well, Puerto Rico should be 0.6 and USVI 0.9?  I mean, that’s 15 
the thing that blows me away, because we are just assigning 16 
arbitrary percentages here for one thing to be higher than the 17 
other, and it’s not a rank order.  We are assigning values, and 18 
I have a problem with that. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think everybody shares that frustration.  I 23 
think everybody shares the frustration that we don’t have -- 24 
This is our collective expert opinion, based on very little 25 
data.  I would also say that I agree that where should this 26 
number be, and so I get back to -- We have some intent with a 27 
4a, and we have intent with a 4b, and I think we have intent 28 
with -- We’ve got data for every year in Puerto Rico, and so 29 
we’re only estimating or coming up with a year-to-year estimate, 30 
which has some unknown level of uncertainty, but, going back in 31 
time, are we -- Do we think that recent proportions are 32 
applicable back in time in the same way that a within-year 33 
proportion would be? 34 
 35 
I don’t think so, and so I anyway recognize that there should be 36 
more uncertainty around that.  Now, what is that number, that’s 37 
what we’re struggling with.  I would also go back to we came up 38 
with a 0.5 as a default, or as a base, and I’m trying to recall 39 
what all the rationale was for that, and I didn’t hear a lot of 40 
heartburn at that point, and we had some that were slightly 41 
different, and I am not entirely sure that that was -- At least 42 
as I recall that that was necessarily based on less uncertainty, 43 
but it was based on some other rationale. 44 
 45 
Where I’m going with this long-winded thing is I don’t know what 46 
the right answer is.  I think what I am concerned with is two 47 
intents here.  One intent is I think it’s reasonable to believe 48 
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that there is greater uncertainty when you are hindcasting, 1 
especially when you’re going back ten or twelve or fifteen years 2 
from where your actual numbers are, and so I think that’s one 3 
intent. 4 
 5 
The other intent is, at the end of all this, if we end up with a 6 
number, and I think we’re all -- Well, I won’t speak for all of 7 
us.  I will speak for me.  If we end up with a number that does 8 
not meet our intent for a 4a, I think at that point I’m going to 9 
have some issues, and I will want to revisit it, but, just to 10 
get us moving -- I think this -- I am not happy with any of 11 
this, and I don’t think anybody is.  We’re numbers guys, and we 12 
all want to see numbers, and we’re devoid of those, but I would 13 
also remind the group that this is Tier 4, and we don’t want to 14 
be here forever, and so this is going to be the most uncertain. 15 
 16 
This is going to likely be the one that we’re least happy with 17 
the answer, because of that uncertainty, and so I will get off 18 
my soapbox now, but I think I can live with this, just because I 19 
don’t know what a better answer is, and it does follow intent, 20 
at least as I understand it.  We will see if it stays in the 4a 21 
intent once we have a couple of examples. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  J.J. and then Walter. 24 
 25 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Based on what Kevin was saying, then would it 26 
be possible to have different values for 4a and 4b?  Like, for 27 
example, leave the 4a as 0.1, but then, for the 4b, use the 0.2, 28 
because then we will give uncertainty to those sensitive 29 
species, but, for the 4a that the committee wants to bump it up, 30 
then we leave it at 0.1, and would that be something possible? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I would say that 4b is kind of 33 
already taken care of, because it’s in 4b.  There is differences 34 
in how those are handled to begin with to cover that, and, from 35 
a practical point of view, there is hardly anything in 4b where 36 
we’re actually setting an ACL other than zero.  The issue here 37 
really is 4a stocks.  Walter. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just a question, I guess for Kevin, since he 40 
brought it up, and Bill brought it up originally, but the intent 41 
-- I agree the intent of 4a was to allow for growth, but growth 42 
from what period?  What we’ve seen is a significant decline in 43 
landings after 2008, roughly, due to -- At least I think much of 44 
it is due to the recession and so forth, and so certainly I do 45 
believe whatever outcome we have should allow for growth in 46 
recent landings, but I think, before we just vote out this 47 
intent, we have to figure out for what time period. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think my understanding, and I was 2 
hoping it was of the group, is that it was generally relative to 3 
what the current ACLs are, and those were based on those past 4 
landing periods. 5 
 6 
We purposefully had to move away from a view of whether we 7 
thought current status was overfished or not to one of just 8 
looking at vulnerabilities, and so that’s why our scalars are 9 
derived the way they are, but the -- What we were doing, by 10 
going to a 4a and 4b, is saying that we think that there is a 11 
scope for increased growth. 12 
 13 
Whether the fishery can meet that is another story, and 14 
certainly, from the comments that have been made here and in 15 
previous meetings, the situation in the Virgin Islands, and 16 
probably Puerto Rico as well, but certainly the Virgin Islands, 17 
is that it’s going to take a while, both from the economic 18 
impacts and the impacts of the hurricanes, for the industry to 19 
grow back to a level where the harvests are going to even 20 
approach what the old ACLs are, but that’s not what we’re 21 
talking about. 22 
 23 
We’re talking about what do we think might be a reasonable 24 
target for where a fishery could be, and we’re all uncomfortable 25 
with that, as Kevin says.  If we had really good, confident data 26 
that was species specific that was going back in time, the 27 
reductions that were forced on the fishery because of the 28 
economics and the hurricanes things like that, it would give us 29 
a fair amount of contrast in the data that we could maybe 30 
estimate some of that stuff, but we’re not there, but my 31 
understanding, and I hope it was all of your understanding, is 32 
that the intent was relative to what the current ACLs are set. 33 
 34 
I will point out right now that the stuff that Adyan is working 35 
on, since they’re theoretical, is what she is going to do is 36 
compare what an ABC might be relative to one set at -- Relative 37 
to the mean, which is what we were using in the past, but, since 38 
they’re not, quote, unquote, real data, it’s not comparable to 39 
an actual ACL that’s been published.  Adyan. 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have one plot that I would like to at least show 42 
maybe you, to see if you think that I need to go further with 43 
this and my explanation or whether what I think I have -- I 44 
think I’m going to be able to, through the simulation that I 45 
have already prepared in the past, just show all of what the 46 
scenarios are and talk about where the Puerto Rico example lies 47 
and where -- Not the example, but the rule, and where we go -- 48 
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What the percent changes are when you go further.  Can you come 1 
look at it, or do you want me to show -- 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is it essentially kind of the scalar plot 4 
that you sent me earlier this morning? 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  No. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I will take a look.  Okay.  Adyan 9 
has a graph that -- For those of you that have been on the 10 
committee for a while, you will actually see that we’ve looked 11 
at this before.  She is going to have to blow it up, but it’s an 12 
array of buffers and susceptibilities and how much of a percent 13 
you are above or below the mean, which is what the baseline was 14 
for generating ACLs.  It’s for different CVs, and so, Adyan, do 15 
you want to just kind of pick one?  You mentioned perhaps a 16 
worst-case scenario, or we can look at one and then we’ll look 17 
at a better-case scenario. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just let me orient you to the graph.  Every plot 20 
has this -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You need to just like have one of those 23 
squares. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  You won’t be able to see -- Well, if I pick the 26 
worst-case scenario, you won’t be able to see the X-axis, and so 27 
I’ll pick the moderate scenario.  The top one was a 0.1, and 28 
this one is a 0.5.   29 
 30 
Along the X-axis, you have what the different buffers are.  For 31 
most species, they start with a default of 0.5.  However, there 32 
are some in the Virgin Islands, and I don’t remember which ones, 33 
but that have a 0.6 or a 0.55.  Those are the buffers.  Then we 34 
also have the susceptibility.   35 
 36 
Each species has its own susceptibility.  Based on its time 37 
series, each species also has its own CV, but this array shows 38 
you the percent difference from the mean when you have a given 39 
buffer and a given susceptibility.  Also, here along the side, I 40 
am showing you what susceptibility scores are on each island.  41 
Like, for instance, in St. Thomas, the lowest susceptibility 42 
score is two, and it’s for surgeonfish, and so, in St. Thomas, 43 
we’re really only dealing with these three top rows.  In St. 44 
Croix, we do have some species with 1.5, and so we’re really 45 
only dealing with these four top rows. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Relatively speaking, most of the stuff is 48 
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actually in three? 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  Relatively speaking, most of the stuff is in three, 3 
and, if you’re starting with a buffer base of 0.5, you remain 4 
above the mean at this CV even with -- Until you get to a buffer 5 
of 0.3, and so that would be a buffer reduction of two, because 6 
five minus two would put you at three.  That is in a situation 7 
for three, which is kind -- To an extent, this simulation, since 8 
it’s kind of a hypothetical situation, it was built, but it also 9 
followed the intent of the original rule, such that a species 10 
with low susceptibility, which means a high susceptibility 11 
score, and so a three, and potentially the largest buffer and so 12 
without any further buffer reduction, would lead you to 100 13 
percent. 14 
 15 
If you were in that situation where you had no buffer and the 16 
lowest -- And you were not susceptible, you could have a result 17 
that was 100 times as much, which means it would be twice as 18 
much.  That is the maximum that we’re buffering from, right, 19 
taking into account the susceptibility, and so we want to reduce 20 
that percentage if something is more susceptible, to account for 21 
susceptibility, and we want to also account for scientific 22 
uncertainty is the role of the buffer. 23 
 24 
In Puerto Rico, these numbers, these fractions, still apply, and 25 
what we saw was that, for the default of 0.5, you were knocked 26 
down into the buffer of 0.45 due to your unspecified being more 27 
than 10 percent, and you were knocked down to 0.4 if you had to 28 
partition out your unspecified because it made up a ton of the 29 
information, if it was more than 35 percent, and that was within 30 
the same year. 31 
 32 
I can scroll up to the worst-case scenario, and so it’s quite 33 
similar.  Here, instead of now being 100 percent, your smallest 34 
CV -- It works out that the equation now only allows you to 35 
potentially be 86 percent higher, and that’s still almost two-36 
times as high, and that’s still almost times two.  It’s 86 37 
percent higher. 38 
 39 
You still don’t -- If you’re in this ideal situation of being 40 
not deemed highly susceptible, and so being in three, and so 41 
being in any of these groups over here, the majority of the 42 
groups, or being a 2.5, which is the other majority of the 43 
groups, you can still go -- You can increase your buffer without 44 
resulting in a reduction from the mean in the simulation. 45 
 46 
The only reason a simulation sometimes doesn’t equal the final 47 
results is because each time series has variability that ends up 48 
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affecting -- The reason the simulation is different from the 1 
results is because the simulation assumes normality, so that the 2 
values are normally distributed, and, when you have a normal 3 
curve, your 75th percentile is a certain distance away from the 4 
mean, but, when we see the non-normality in the data that we do 5 
have for the Virgin Islands, in general, and it happens in 6 
Puerto Rico as well, the 75th percentile doesn’t always fall that 7 
distance from the mean, and so you end up with cases that don’t 8 
really get at these numbers, but they’re always fairly close, 9 
unless there is really, really drastic skew. 10 
 11 
In which case, when we do have that drastic skew, that is 12 
something that we highlight at the end of the process, to see 13 
whether it was a skew that caused a lot of heartburn or not, but 14 
that sort of non-normality is what precludes me from showing 15 
real data, because not only are you -- Are there elements of 16 
complexity related to a given species CV, susceptibility, 17 
buffer, and its mean, and there is also that element of 18 
variability, because of the 75th percentile, but I think that, 19 
with this information, you can definitely -- You could base a 20 
default off of this, just like you have a default rule for 21 
Puerto Rico. 22 
 23 
You could know that, had you had normality, that would have been 24 
the intent, and then you can look at what the results are, 25 
potentially, once you have approved a rule. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My recollection is, for that worst-case 28 
scenario, we actually -- I don’t know if we had anything that 29 
actually had a CV of 0.1.  Most of them are -- Well, one was 30 
where we capped it, and so like 0.5 is probably an average 31 
figure, but we did have ones that were down by 0.3, if I recall, 32 
and then on up, and the big species, the ones where we get lots 33 
of landings data for, are the ones that tend, on average, to 34 
have a lower CV, but I don’t recall anything hitting like 0.1, 35 
and so that worst-case scenario probably wouldn’t apply.  It’s 36 
probably the next box over, which is probably 0.3 for your CV, 37 
or 0.2. 38 
 39 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Most of the values for the Puerto Rico data is 40 
above 0.5.   41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Now that we’ve got a new time series of data in 43 
the Virgin Islands, those CVs are going to be higher as well.  44 
There is much more variability around those new time series. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the means are higher, and so I don’t 1 
know how that’s going to affect the CV.  It’s relative to -- Why 2 
don’t you put the 0.5 one up there, because that’s got the 3 
scale, and you can remind us what the buffers are.  You have 4 
seen that this is variable depending on what the CVs are, but 5 
the 0.5 is probably the ballpark for a lot of the species that 6 
we’re really concerned about.  Sarah. 7 
 8 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I would just like to point out that we were 9 
looking at the susceptibility score of three, but, for St. 10 
Croix, you can see right there in the little list she has that 11 
Grouper Unit 4 is red hind and parrotfish are the two 12 
indicators, and so, if you look at that row that corresponds to 13 
1.5, if you’re at a 0.5 buffer, you’re already below the mean, 14 
and so I just wanted to point that out. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  It also depends on the CV, and so let’s go back up 17 
here.  1.5 is this one.  They get pretty -- We could pause here 18 
and ask me to generate the CVs, so that we are wrapping our 19 
heads around the right CVs, or I guess they’re all very similar 20 
as well, and so let’s go back to looking at the 0.5. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is something up with that CV of one, 23 
because it’s the same plot. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and let me -- You guys continue discussing, 26 
and I’m going to go off-screen and look into it.  It’s actually 27 
close to being identical, but the -- Let me show it one more 28 
time.  It’s close to being identical, but I will investigate and 29 
double-check further, but, if you see this 50 is 51 over here, 30 
and this 25 is 26, and this is 12 and this is 11, and so there 31 
are -- You can think of this as something that kind of like 32 
saturates as it goes towards one, but it’s still odd that -- It 33 
also is rounding a lot, and so I will double-check that, but I’m 34 
still confident that -- I double-checked this, and so I will 35 
triple-check it. 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, are we going to work through lunch, 38 
on my behalf?  My flight has been delayed, and so I don’t have 39 
to leave here until about one o’clock. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s when you had to leave in the first 42 
place. 43 
 44 
JOE KIMMEL:  Well, it was only delayed by fifteen minutes. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Well, I’m hoping, based on the graph 47 
that was up, which -- 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  This one is not it.  This one is just another one 2 
that shows that the values between 0.5 and one are always very 3 
similar, but the CV doesn’t make as much of a difference once 4 
you’re above a CV of 0.5, and that is consistent in all of the 5 
results that I have produced through the simulation, and now I’m 6 
going to show the one that we were looking at together. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can just put up the 0.5 block.  This 9 
gives you a sense of what potentially could happen, depending on 10 
the scale of the buffer that we’re talking about, and so, if you 11 
look at that 0.4, that is where we would be for a situation in 12 
Puerto Rico where a large amount, greater than 35 percent, of 13 
the data in the time series was coming from unspecified 14 
landings. 15 
 16 
For a susceptibility three species, which is most of the species 17 
now actually, things like red hind or whatever, you’re still 34 18 
percent higher than the mean value, and, for 2.5, you’re at -- 19 
When you get down to two, now you are marginally less than what 20 
the mean was, and so, if you’re going down to 0.3, you can see, 21 
for a two species, which is more vulnerable, you’re actually 22 
going to depress that below the mean by a factor of three, but, 23 
for a three species, you are back down to where you were, and so 24 
that is -- This is basically what we’re looking at. 25 
 26 
I don’t know if you really need to run simulations that are just 27 
going to basically reaffirm what’s coming out of this table, and 28 
so, if this guides people as to what kind of scale should be 29 
used for the uncertainties that are being applied, fine, but we 30 
need a number. 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  These percent differences are of those higher time 33 
periods, or it would be, because that is the reference period. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  It’s all based on what the 36 
reference period would be, the mean of the reference period.   37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Which are higher than the current. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, for the Virgin Islands. 41 
 42 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  For the Virgin Islands data, the base buffer 43 
looks more or less like in Puerto Rico, between 0.4 and 0.6 or 44 
0.5, or do we have lower or higher --  45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  In St. Thomas, the base buffers are generally 47 
always 0.5, except they are 0.55 for Grouper Unit 3 and 0.6 for 48 
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spiny lobster.  In St. Croix, they are generally 0.5, except 0.6 1 
for spiny lobster. 2 
 3 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Thank you.  Can you show the simulation again, 4 
please? 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Adyan, the CV of 0.5 is more or less like 7 
the most common one for the USVI? 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  We would have to double-check.  I have run most of 10 
these using the time series that I had assumed, which happened 11 
to be the same time series that you guys selected for most 12 
species, except for some, like wahoo and dolphin, as well as the 13 
angelfish and squirrelfish and hogfish, where the years were 14 
different, and so I can get back to you on that in a moment 15 
about what the CVs generally are. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  An increase in the buffer, an addition to 18 
the current default buffer of 0.5, in that graph will take it to 19 
0.4, to 0.35, in the case of 0.15, and that is -- I just want to 20 
know that I am understanding this correctly. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  A 0.15 would take you from 0.5 to 23 
0.35. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I am reading it correctly then. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Orian. 28 
 29 
ORIAN TZADIK:  The last thing I want to do is make this any more 30 
complicated, but I think that it’s important to remember the 31 
problematic species that we’re running into right now, the ones 32 
that Adyan just put up.  With the susceptibility of 1.5 in St. 33 
Croix, we’re talking about certain parrotfish, and we’re talking 34 
about the queen trigger and those sorts of things, and we’re 35 
hearing the guys over here saying there is no way that those 36 
should be reduced. 37 
 38 
We’re only looking at susceptibility, when in fact you guys did 39 
a production and susceptibility analysis, and so those fish 40 
wouldn’t necessarily be reduced if you included the productivity 41 
score as well, and so I just think it’s important to remember 42 
that we could be getting around this if we were looking at it in 43 
the way that it was intended to be looked at when you did the 44 
PSA analysis in the first place. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say you’re probably not 47 
characterizing that discussion accurately, but I wasn’t there, 48 
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but that’s my understanding.  To correct you, Orian, the 1 
parrotfishes are all threes, except for the big three, which 2 
we’ve already set an ACL for zero, and so I don’t see where the 3 
--  4 
 5 
ORIAN TZADIK:  In St. Croix, you’ve got the inverted 6 
susceptibilities, I guess, of 1.5 for the queen, the redfin, the 7 
redtail, stoplight, redband, and striped, and that’s the 8 
inverted susceptibility score of 1.5, and Adyan had it up there 9 
on the list, and it was those parrots and the queen trigger.  My 10 
point is that you also then have a productivity score of a 11 
three, and that’s not being taken into account.  We are only 12 
taking into account the susceptibility score. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  St. Thomas parrotfish is not being partitioned, and 15 
St. Croix parrotfish requires partitions.  The mean CV, I 16 
believe, just based on the preliminary stuff that I’ve done, I 17 
believe it’s around 0.2.  It’s still pretty low.  I would have 18 
to double-check that, but I will -- I will triple-check it, too. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, what I am reading here from this 23 
table with a coefficient of variation of 0.5 -- What is on the 24 
table, the motion that is on the table, of an additional buffer 25 
of 0.15, that would take us to a buffer of 0.35, which means 26 
that we would be running negative for all the species except for 27 
the three with zero susceptibility, which will be right at the 28 
margin, and perhaps less desired than what would have been the 29 
spirit of the 4a determination. 30 
 31 
I think, based on that, I think that we will have to go back to 32 
the 0.1 to be on that margin of positive ABCs, and that is what 33 
my motion is going to be.  I either want to raise a new motion 34 
that we follow the consistency on the additional buffers that 35 
were specified for the Puerto Rico unassigned or a friendly 36 
modification of Joe’s to go from 0.15 to 0.1. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We’re in the latter scenario.  We 39 
have to deal with that one before we can go to a new one.   40 
 41 
JOE KIMMEL:  I think, under the protocol, aren’t we supposed to 42 
take action on my amendment to the motion?  Then, if we vote 43 
that up or down -- If it’s voted down, then we go back again and 44 
-- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, he’s requesting that you modify your 47 
amendment before we vote on that, and so put the motion back up.  48 
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You have 0.15, and he is asking if you would lower that to -- I 1 
think you were suggesting 0.1, or whatever you are willing to do 2 
toward that request, so we can go to a vote. 3 
 4 
JOE KIMMEL:  Here is my feeling, is that there is more 5 
variability in the Virgin Islands than there is in Puerto Rico.  6 
I think everybody agrees with that, and that is why I went to 7 
0.2, or Walter’s suggestion was 0.2.  When that didn’t pass, I 8 
figured well, okay, I will cut it down to 0.15, but I’m 9 
reluctant to go back to 0.1, because that’s the same as what’s 10 
in Puerto Rico, and I don’t think that’s the right way to go. 11 
 12 
I think we need to have a little bit more conservative point 13 
than that, and so I could amend my own amendment there to leave 14 
the greater than or equal to 99 percent and leave that there, 15 
but change 0.15 to 0.12. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which is going to put Adyan into another one 18 
of those exercises to the fine print, and maybe you don’t need 19 
to give all the range, the huge range, of values, but rather 20 
than focus on the 0.3 to 0.5 region and see where that takes us, 21 
and I think that we are really close.  I think that we are 22 
really close. 23 
 24 
I mean, if that 0.12 provides us with some theoretical -- 25 
Because this is not final numbers, but give us -- Put us in that 26 
range of the potential for a positive outcome of ABC, and that 27 
we would be in place with the spirit of the Tier 4a for 28 
fisheries both in the USVI and Puerto Rico.  I think that we’re 29 
close. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any further discussion on the modification 32 
to the amendment?  If not, I would call for a vote.  Again, 33 
Walter, please start us. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No. 36 
 37 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Abstain. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 40 
 41 
VANCE VICENTE:  Abstain. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 44 
 45 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 46 
 47 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Doug, are you online, and do you have a 4 
vote? 5 
 6 
DOUGLAS GREGORY:  I vote yes. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you.  That motion carries.   9 
 10 
JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, I think those plots that were just up 11 
there, those yellow plots, would be very helpful to the reader 12 
of this motion, just like the plot above, and you might want to 13 
include that plot below, so they can interpret -- See why we 14 
settled where we did, and is that clear? 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You voted on the amendment, but you 17 
haven’t voted on the motion. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, in voting for that amendment, did 20 
we just vote for the whole motion, or do we have to have 21 
separate vote on the motion? 22 
 23 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  As to whether you voted on just to amend 24 
it, I think it was amended, and you were voted on the amended 25 
motion.  Was that everyone’s understanding? 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was my understanding, but -- 28 
 29 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Okay.  Then I was just suggesting that we 30 
read the text of the motion for the written record, just so we 31 
know what passed. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The motion that was just passed reads as 34 
follows: In response to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center 35 
data associated questions on how to complete the back-36 
calculation process for the U.S. Virgin Islands landings, the 37 
SSC recommended to do the following: 1)use the 2012 to 2016 38 
species-specific landings for St. Thomas angelfish, St. Thomas 39 
hogfish, St. Croix angelfish, and St. Croix squirrelfish, which 40 
would not require applying additional buffer reductions; 2)if 41 
the indicator species or grouped species make up greater than or 42 
equal to 99 percent of the 2012 to 2016 catch (St. Thomas 43 
parrotfish, St. Thomas porgies, St. Thomas triggerfish, St. 44 
Croix triggerfish, and St. Croix surgeonfish), then assign the 45 
entirety of 2000 to 2010 annual landings to those indicator 46 
species or grouped species and do not apply additional buffer 47 
reductions; and 3)for the remaining stocks/stock complexes, use 48 
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the 2012 to 2016 species-specific proportions to back-calculate 1 
2000 to 2010 annual landings data and apply additional buffer 2 
reductions of 0.12 to those stocks/complexes.   3 
 4 
All right.  At this point, it’s 12:14, and I would like to 5 
convene the closed session, and I don’t think it’s going to last 6 
very long, and that will be immediately followed by lunch, and 7 
so at quarter of two we’ll come back from lunch, and so the 8 
closed session then.   9 
 10 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on July 19, 2018.) 11 
 12 

- - - 13 
 14 

July 19, 2018 15 
 16 

THURSDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 17 
 18 

- - - 19 
 20 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 21 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Courtyard Marriott 22 
in Isla Verde, Puerto Rico on Thursday afternoon, July 19, 2018, 23 
and was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can go ahead and get started again.  I 26 
think what I want to do first is just a few comments about our 27 
closed session, and so the SSC did meet in closed session, and 28 
we talked about some issues that related to the membership of 29 
the committee and the expertise that we felt that was needed, 30 
and so there will be a letter sent out to the Council Chair and 31 
Executive Director about that, but I will read in what our 32 
conclusions were into the record. 33 
 34 
They are that the SSC commends the Caribbean Fishery Management 35 
Council for being proactive in restructuring the environment in 36 
which the SSC operates, but, more importantly, recommends that a 37 
person with stock assessment expertise relative to the current 38 
and future needs of the SSC and the Caribbean Fishery Management 39 
Council be added to the SSC.  That is our recommendation, that 40 
we would like to have stock assessment expertise added to the 41 
committee. 42 
 43 
At this point, I am actually not sure where we are in the 44 
agenda, but I know one of the issues pending that Bill needs for 45 
moving forward with the environmental impact statement, which I 46 
assume is another step forward for other things that you need to 47 
go to public hearings and things like that, is that there is 48 
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language on intent.  Whatever you have up there, is that 1 
something that is still pending or -- 2 
 3 

ADDRESS OUTSTANDING ISSUES FOR ACTIONS 2 AND 3 IN THE IBFMPs 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is Item 4 of the agenda that 6 
deals with the three items that are pending, and I think that we 7 
are clear on moving the --  8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did we want to include the next year for 10 
these species, and is that it? 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have already talked about 13 
including the 2016 data that were not available previously in 14 
the year sequence, and so --  15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the Virgin Islands, because we haven’t 17 
discussed Puerto Rico, unless that was the last meeting. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is in the minutes, and you have 20 
been discussing this, and I wonder if you need a motion to move 21 
this to include the 2016 or if, by consensus or -- 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, as you can see up there, 24 
things went to 2015, and that was because, at that time, we only 25 
had data up to 2015.  These are new species to management, and 26 
so they have not been affected by previous potential impacts by 27 
ACL management, and so do we want to extend the reference period 28 
for those species to 2016?  Someone say something.  I don’t 29 
think we need a motion if we’re all at consensus on this. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I mean, I think that’s reasonable.  The only 32 
reason we limited it to 2015 was, at the time, it was -- We 33 
didn’t have complete 2016 data, and, specifically, we didn’t 34 
have the expansion factors or correction factors for Puerto 35 
Rico, and those are available now, and they’ve been applied to 36 
the time series, and so 2016 data are available for Puerto Rico, 37 
and that would put us in line with where we’re at with the 38 
Virgin Islands, in terms of the time series, and so I suggest we 39 
go ahead with it. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other comments?  Is everybody in 42 
agreement with that?  If so, we can just move forward in 43 
consensus.  Okay.  For the record then, by consensus, the SSC is 44 
recommending that terminal year for those three groups of 45 
dolphins and tunas and mackerel and wahoo extend to 2016.   46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is another issue that you have 48 
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pending.   1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We may have to look at some of 3 
these, but I think I can comment about the rays and wrasses 4 
directly.  The rays are three different species, and, although 5 
they’re all rays and they have some characteristics of life 6 
history, they are fairly different in kind of what they do, and 7 
so I need the Puerto Rico.  Is this Puerto Rico? 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s the manta ray, which is pelagic, the 12 
spotted eagle ray, which moves around a lot and is more in kind 13 
of sandy habitats, and then there is the southern stingray.  14 
Although they are all big rays, their ecologies are somewhat 15 
quite different, and I think that was the rationale for having 16 
them as separate stocks.  Remember these are all ones where we 17 
had proactively set an ABC at zero, because of their extreme 18 
vulnerability due to life history. 19 
 20 
For wrasses, it was split into hogfish, and hogfish is both 21 
substantially larger than puddingwife and Spanish hogfish, and 22 
so it -- Just by nature of it being larger and slower growing, 23 
et cetera, et cetera, it’s going to be slightly more vulnerable 24 
than the other ones. 25 
 26 
It’s also very much a target, particularly in the recreational 27 
fishery, but also it is hit in the commercial fishery, whereas 28 
puddingwife and Spanish hogfish are caught, but that’s not what 29 
people are targeting, and, being smaller there, the life 30 
histories are going to be different. 31 
 32 
This is one where I might want to go back to the -- Is there a -33 
- I am not a jack expert, and I would feel uncomfortable just 34 
talking off the top of my head.  I would want to go back to the 35 
discussion about those, although, if there was discussion about 36 
those, that should be clear in the discussion, and so is there 37 
discussion about those?  Reni, you are much more knowledgeable 38 
in this area.  Why would we not pool the jacks? 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The point is whether they should be in one 41 
group or -- 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or two groups or -- The question was why 44 
are they separate, I guess. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, the African pompano, to start with, is 47 
a fish that is rare in the fisheries, at least in Puerto Rico.  48 
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It’s typically fished over sandy bottoms.  It’s a shoreline fish 1 
that is taken from -- I mean, people are fishing from the 2 
shoreline in essentially sandy habitats. 3 
 4 
The crevalle and the rainbow runner, these are both coastal 5 
pelagic piscivorous fishes, and they would have -- Actually, the 6 
three of them are essentially within the same size range, and 7 
the three of them are essentially piscivorous, although they 8 
will eat invertebrates as well, but I don’t see any really good 9 
reason why having them apart, aside from the fact that perhaps 10 
the rainbow runner is perhaps more of an open-water pelagic 11 
species, but it goes into -- The line is very thin.  I don’t 12 
have any big arguments for separating those three, frankly.  I 13 
would put them in the same group and perhaps the landings -- I 14 
don’t know what is the dominant species in the landings. 15 
 16 
Certainly it’s not going to be Alectis.  Whether it’s Caranx 17 
hippos or Elagatis, but I will bet it’s Caranx hippos is the 18 
dominant one in the group, and maybe it should be sort of the 19 
indicator, if any of the three.  Elagatis is more of a schooling 20 
species that is typically associated with seamounts and things 21 
like that and close to the coastline. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you saying there is kind of a 24 
separation in habitat from these, and so they -- 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Particularly for Alectis.  It’s more of a 27 
coastal, sandy-bottom fish.  Perhaps it feeds more on 28 
invertebrates, such as crabs and things on the bottom, than the 29 
other two.   30 
 31 
The crevalle jack is big growing.  It’s a larger-growing jack 32 
that is -- When it’s in big sizes, it’s typically a piscivorous 33 
fish.  Elagatis doesn’t grow as much, and it perhaps goes for 34 
smaller fishes.  Elagatis is typically schooling.  It’s a 35 
schooling fish, but the three of them are piscivorous and 36 
coastal pelagics, and it’s hard to tell them -- I mean, there is 37 
a lot of habitat overlap, I would say. 38 
 39 
The plasticity of the habitats of the three is fairly great, and 40 
so, from the standpoint that it can be taken both off the shelf 41 
edge and over the shelf edge, and so they’re essentially 42 
everywhere. 43 
 44 
VANCE VICENTE:  I don’t know much about jacks, but the only time 45 
that I have seen the African pompano is being fished with beach 46 
seines on the beach, on the sandy beach, and I haven’t seen 47 
pompanos off the shelf area, and I don’t know where -- 48 
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 1 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I don’t know about in the Caribbean, but 2 
rainbow runners, everyplace I have ever been -- We used to catch 3 
those things with yellowfin tuna.  They were very pelagic and 4 
more just kind of oceanic, almost. 5 
 6 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, and then the pompano is the opposite.  It’s 7 
close and nearshore, in estuarine areas.  That is where I have 8 
seen them. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Elagatis is -- We fish them in coastal 11 
waters right over the shelf, and they are -- It’s not like they 12 
-- They might go offshore, but what I am saying is that they do 13 
happen in the shelf.  We see them in our surveys on the coral 14 
reefs, and certainly, when they are juveniles, they will inhabit 15 
coastal waters, and I am not talking about the mangroves, but 16 
the offshore reefs.  They do occur there. 17 
 18 
The place where we have seen the most of them is in Desecheo and 19 
Bajo de Sico.  They are typically being -- It’s one of the 20 
forage fish of the wahoo, for certain.  Every time you see a big 21 
school of rainbow runners in one of these seamounts, you look 22 
around and you will see wahoo going after them.  That is one of 23 
the things that -- It’s kind of like a flag for the presence of 24 
wahoo in the area, but perhaps Vance is correct.  I have never 25 
seen one offshore, but they certainly are on the shelf edge.   26 
 27 
There is a lot of concern about crevalle jack being ciguatoxic 28 
too, and so people -- Especially when they are big, people are 29 
not much of a fan of fishing for them, because they grow to a 30 
certain size, and, as is pretty common with most of the jacks in 31 
Puerto Rico, when they get big, people don’t eat them, because 32 
of the risk of ciguatera.  The African pompano and the rainbow 33 
runner, they are not bad. 34 
 35 
VANCE VICENTE:  Reni, which is the jacks is banned from fishing 36 
by the government, which of the jacks? 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, the Seriola species, almaco jacks and 39 
the great amberjack.  Those two are known to be -- A high 40 
percentage of them are ciguatoxic, particularly over ten pounds. 41 
 42 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but some are banned by the government. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those are banned.  Those are into the 45 
Seriola genus. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, what I am hearing -- A lot of this 48 
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actually is also driven by recreational catch, but what I’m 1 
hearing is basically they should be separate.  Rainbow runner is 2 
being a species that is fairly targeted, and the differences 3 
between the other two, in terms of habitat, would indicate that 4 
fishery -- A fishery that would either target or just 5 
potentially catch one and it would not necessarily catch the 6 
other, and so you’re kind of stuck with saying, in this case, 7 
they are all -- Even if, biologically, they are similar, the way 8 
they are vulnerable to the fishery seems to be very separate.  9 
Vance. 10 
 11 
VANCE VICENTE:  I would like to ask Julian and Nelson to see 12 
what has been their experience in the distribution of these 13 
three species.  How often do you catch them? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is for Puerto Rico. 16 
 17 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but I want to know -- 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and, from a biological perspective, 20 
they are both knowledgeable. 21 
 22 
NELSON CRESPO:  In the case of especially the west coast of 23 
Puerto Rico, the rainbow runner is our main target.  The other 24 
two are rare, and nobody targets the crevalle.  The African 25 
pompano is so rare that you see one around, but, if it was me, I 26 
would keep the rainbow runner apart, and, for the other two, 27 
whatever you want to do, because the one that has the market -- 28 
The main target for the recreational and the commercial are the 29 
rainbow runners, and we have a good amount of them at Bajo de 30 
Sico and Desecheo. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just quickly ran through the landings of 33 
these three species, and so, in the recreational, and this is 34 
during the period of 2000 to the most recent data, which, for 35 
African pompano, it’s a spattering of years.  It appears maybe 36 
ten different years, and it’s only 51,000 pounds over that whole 37 
period of 2000 to present. 38 
 39 
Crevalle was, over the same period, up to 2016, was 685,000 40 
pounds, and rainbow runner, the same period, and this is 41 
recreational, 100,000 pounds.  When you go to commercial -- 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Don’t go away from those again.  It was not 44 
very much for African pompano, but crevalle was --  45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Crevalle was, far and away, the highest. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I wanted to make sure I got that. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Rainbow was one-seventh of crevalle, but twice 3 
African pompano, and so 50,000, 100,000, and almost 700,000, 4 
recreationally.  Commercially, it’s much lower landings.  5 
Crevalle was hardly anything, under 200 pounds, and African 6 
pompano was 8,800 pounds, and so almost 9,000, and almost 10,500 7 
for rainbow runner, commercially.  For rainbow, 10,475.  That is 8 
from 1988, is when they started showing up in the landings, to 9 
2017, and so that’s the whole time series that they are 10 
reported. 11 
 12 
VANCE VICENTE:  Pompano commercial is 8,800? 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, African pompano, 8,806. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I scanned back on the discussion that’s in 17 
the verbatim minutes, and I think the reason this question comes 18 
up is because this was really never discussed, and so this may 19 
represent either a situation where it just fell through the 20 
cracks or it’s a situation where grouping them really didn’t 21 
come up, because we never saw the basis for doing that, but it’s 22 
being driven by the recreational fishery, and so that may be why 23 
it fell through the cracks, because our orientation has largely 24 
been commercial in doing that, but we do need to make a 25 
recommendation about whether we should lump one, two, or three.  26 
Again, it was crevalle that dominated the recreational catch, 27 
correct? 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, to the point where it was 75 32 
percent or more of the total jack catch? 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the distribution of pompano is a little 37 
bit different, and that may cause a problem, but we do have some 38 
other clusters where we have a range of distributions, but the 39 
biology ties it all together.  Do we want to make this a lumped 40 
thing with crevalle as the indicator species, for example, or do 41 
you just want to make a lumped thing and it will be mostly 42 
crevalle, and that’s sort of what we’re doing, but we would not 43 
ever try to do a Tier 3 evaluation, because it would be on a 44 
cluster and not an indicator. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, one other important thing to 47 
consider is that perhaps a very large amount of those captures 48 
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of crevalle jack are probably related to their juvenile stage 1 
close to the shoreline.  I mean, those fishes are -- Probably 2 
one of the main recruitment areas is the mangrove channels, the 3 
mangrove coastal lagoons, brackish waters, all those things, and 4 
then, right at the shoreline, which is probably where most 5 
people collect them, on the shallow reefs and shallow areas, and 6 
that’s a habitat where you will never find a rainbow runner, and 7 
I have never seen an African pompano, although they might be 8 
around, but what I mean is that the fishing -- The fishing area 9 
of the crevalle jack I bet is mostly related to shoreline and 10 
semi-estuarine or estuarine environments, whereas the other two 11 
are more like more marine and more pelagic.  They are taken 12 
throughout their adult stages when trolling or fishing for other 13 
offshore fishing in banks and stuff. 14 
 15 
Most of the development of the crevalle jack that I have seen is 16 
related to either estuaries or mangrove lagoons or the shoreline 17 
mangrove channels, and that’s where a lot of people go fishing 18 
from the shoreline, and they take -- It’s a good recreational 19 
species, because it’s good on the line and everything, and so my 20 
point is that I believe that, if you look at the size 21 
distribution of all those captures, there is very few large 22 
crevalle jacks, although there is some -- There might be some in 23 
the trolling business or whatever, although people don’t fish 24 
for them, because of the ciguatera, but most of the fishing -- 25 
Most of the landings are probably related to juvenile species 26 
very close to the shoreline, where you will not find the other 27 
two. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But are the other two more likely to co-occur? 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t think that rainbow runner will co-32 
occur with any of the other two, frankly, and the African 33 
pompano neither.  The times that I have seen them being 34 
collected are in three different situations with three different 35 
gears, perhaps, and also there is a lot of variability in terms 36 
of the vulnerability to fishing gears associated with their 37 
autogenetic development, and so like large crevalle jacks are 38 
almost always being collected by trolling, whereas the small 39 
ones are probably going to be fished hook-and-line from the 40 
shoreline and from piers and things like that.   41 
 42 
Elagatis is offshore.  It’s offshore, and you might get them 43 
either spearfishing or jigging or trolling out in the offshore 44 
banks close to the shelf edge and that kind of thing.  Alectis, 45 
as Vance says, is a fish that perhaps most of the catches that 46 
you have there for Alectis are from beach seines in sandy 47 
environments.  It’s a fish that is usually more like a crab 48 
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eater.  It feeds from the bottom in soft-bottom habitats, and 1 
it’s not very likely to bite in most types of situations and 2 
most baits.  It is typically collected in good amounts when they 3 
are in beach seines. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Recreational fishers would use beach seines? 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, they won’t.  Those are -- The 8 
recreational, I believe they are mostly incidental catches with 9 
hook-and-line.  When they use squid as bait, they bite on that.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, again, I am hearing no particularly 12 
good reason to lump these things, just based on the 13 
distributions are just so disparate, and not to lump them.  The 14 
distributions are significantly different that they would be 15 
kept separate. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The question is to clarify the 18 
rationale for keeping the little tunny and the blackfin tuna as 19 
one complex and the king mackerel and the cero as one complex, 20 
and so two complexes with two species each.   21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From my perspective, the two mackerels, 23 
king and cero, are coastal pelagics, and they have similar life 24 
histories, and not necessarily similar abundances or patterns 25 
from when they are caught, but, from a biological perspective, 26 
they are similar and somewhat distinct from the tunas.  I would 27 
like to get Nelson’s views on the behaviors of the mackerels 28 
versus the tunas, and, again, these will also both have strong 29 
recreational components to them. 30 
 31 
NELSON CRESPO:  With the king mackerel and cero, you should 32 
maintain them in a separate group than with little tunny and 33 
blackfin tuna.  The blackfin tuna is the bonito.  The king 34 
mackerel and the cero, you can catch in the same area, but they 35 
are not mixed. 36 
 37 
VANCE VICENTE:  The little tunny is more inshore.  They are 38 
close to shore, but not the blackfin tuna. 39 
 40 
NELSON CRESPO:  In my area, the little tunny and the blackfin 41 
tuna are hanging around.  You can find both together in shallow 42 
water, but then, when you go more forward, you find the blackfin 43 
tuna. 44 
 45 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Okay.  That’s what I thought.  All right.  46 
Thank you. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sarah clarified that the question was that 1 
they used to be four separate, and we made basically a tuna 2 
group and a mackerel group, and I think actually Nelson just 3 
addressed that, in the sense that, while there are some 4 
differences in distributions, the two tunas are doing something 5 
much more similar to each other, as distinct from the two 6 
mackerels, which are also doing somewhat similar.  J.J. 7 
 8 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  It looks like the cero mackerel and the little 9 
tunny are always caught together in the landings. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, do you have recreational versus 12 
commercial landings data? 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I do.  For cero mackerel, and this is 15 
commercial, over the time series -- They start to be reported in 16 
1987, but, for the complete time series when they are reported, 17 
1.5 million pounds.  King mackerel is reported throughout the 18 
time series, 1983 to present, and 4.7 million pounds.  Blackfin 19 
is 782,000 pounds, and little tunny is 582,000 pounds, and both 20 
of those tuna species -- They show up in the data in 1987, and 21 
they don’t go all the way back to 1983, and so that’s the 22 
commercial. 23 
 24 
In the recreational data, and recreational data began in 2000, 25 
blackfin is 500,000 pounds, and cero mackerel is 491,000 pounds.  26 
King mackerel is 1.7 million pounds, and little tunny is 235,000 27 
pounds, and so it’s a much shorter time series for the 28 
recreational. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Those totals are over different time 31 
periods. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so, if you want, I can knock it down 34 
to the same time period to get relative -- 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How much shorter is the recreational versus 37 
the recreational? 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The recreational begins in 2000, and the 40 
commercial -- Let’s just call it 1987, and so thirteen years or 41 
fourteen years, and a little bit longer for king mackerel.  I 42 
just dropped out everything pre-2000 for commercial, and so now 43 
you’re looking at cero of 926,000 pounds and king mackerel at 44 
1.7 million pounds.  Blackfin is 642,000 pounds, and little 45 
tunny is 354,000 pounds.   46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, essentially, they are equally 48 
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split between recreational and commercial.  J.J., where did you 1 
get your information about -- Which species were co-occurring? 2 
 3 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  One tuna and one mackerel, and the data is the 4 
non-confidential landings data that Orian has, and I don’t know 5 
if that’s updated or not. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but I don’t think you could -- You don’t 8 
know if they’re caught on the same trip, because, if you have 9 
trip-based data, you shouldn’t.  I know what you have, because I 10 
gave it to you. 11 
 12 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  You’re totally right, Kevin.  I am going to 13 
rephrase what I said before.  The trends on the annual catch of 14 
the tuna and the mackerel are highly correlated.  That’s what I 15 
was --  16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  My guess is it happens a lot on -- Unless we’re 18 
saying these are in totally different habitats and a trip isn’t 19 
going to see all of them on the same pelagic sort of trip, but, 20 
if they do, I would expect them to be similar. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you double-check on that, because, for 23 
those, when I see them together in trips, typically it’s the two 24 
mackerels, because they share the same season.  They are year-25 
round, but it is during the summer when both of those mackerels 26 
are highly abundant in catches, and then which tuna would be in 27 
that same level that you are showing there, and what is it, the 28 
blackfin or the little tunny? 29 
 30 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  The cero and the little tunny.  What this says 31 
is that, that year that you got a lot of cero, you also got a 32 
lot of little tunny, and, the year that you didn’t have much 33 
cero, you didn’t have much -- But that doesn’t mean they were 34 
caught in the same trip, as Kevin pointed out. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  More likely, they are responding to the 37 
same -- Equally likely is that they’re responding to the same 38 
set of ecological -- 39 
 40 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  But the interesting thing then is the other 41 
mackerel is not --  42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have reservations on that data, frankly.  44 
I would double-check and see the origin of that data.  To start 45 
with, the little tunny is a tunny that is not -- I mean, you can 46 
get one or two of them, but it’s hard to -- They know how to 47 
read and write, and it’s hard to get them if you don’t really 48 
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know how to fish for them.   1 
 2 
To be on the same level of the mackerels, which when they are in 3 
a big school and the fishermen take them with live bait and you 4 
can get a whole lot of them, that doesn’t really happen with the 5 
little tunny.  I might be wrong, but recreational fishers go 6 
through the schools of tunny and they take one or they take two 7 
and that’s it. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Nelson, you had a comment? 10 
 11 
NELSON CRESPO:  The only time when I see the cero and the little 12 
tunny together is when it’s completely close to the shore when 13 
the school of sardines comes really close to the shore and the 14 
little tunny come to attack the school and the guys put the net 15 
and pull them to the shore, and that’s sometimes, but it is 16 
because of the bait.  The sardines come, and they come to eat 17 
together.  That is the only time, and we use -- The little tunny 18 
is a good source of bait for us. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is why did we split between 21 
tunas and mackerels, and would have said that that was done 22 
based on life histories.  I mean, yes, they are both scrombrids, 23 
but the king and cero are -- There are slightly different 24 
morphologies, and they kind of show up around the coast as very 25 
similar, the seasonality that Reni was talking about, and the 26 
tunas, again, are slightly different morphologies, and they’re 27 
going to have different life histories from them, and the 28 
alternative is you’re going to have four groups here.  I think 29 
the idea was that we wanted to have two groups to kind of 30 
simplify the situation. 31 
 32 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Please do not use this observation on the 33 
temporal pattern as an argument not to go that route. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand this, and I actually would 36 
really like the committee to address this, but I think, to do 37 
this, we would -- Well, we basically need to see a distribution 38 
of all the landings and see what species were there.  I mean, 39 
this is a consideration that both the ad hoc group and the SSC 40 
went through, and to some degree the council, when we were 41 
developing the lists of species to be included in the first 42 
place. 43 
 44 
Here, they are talking about putting the species in an ecosystem 45 
component category, and we talked about that a little bit 46 
yesterday.  I actually don’t see this being a short -- I see it 47 
being an important, but not a short topic, and I don’t think 48 
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anybody actually has the data in a form that we could go look at 1 
that.  Kevin, you’re probably the most knowledgeable person on 2 
that, but --   3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s likely not something that could be put 5 
together quickly in a form that we would be able to look at 6 
today, because I think you would have to start to think about 7 
how do we want to present it so that it’s just not a spaghetti 8 
plot of trends and things. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so the council is going to have 11 
probably the same problem and will want to see something 12 
similar.  I don’t know what to recommend, other than that we 13 
would advise the council to have the Center try to put together 14 
a format for presenting that information such that perhaps a 15 
target cutoff could be done, either in their forum or if they 16 
want to kick it back to us in a one-day webinar, and I suppose 17 
that’s potentially possible as well. 18 
 19 
The other comment I would make is, again, to remind the council 20 
that some of the species that are on there that have low 21 
landings are on there because we were specifically concerned 22 
about their status, and the things that come to mind are the 23 
large groupers, but there were some other things in there as 24 
well. 25 
 26 
That also applied to -- While they were mostly inshore species, 27 
especially in Puerto Rico, which has a much larger local waters 28 
jurisdiction, there were still significant components or life 29 
stages found in federal waters or just, again, the vulnerability 30 
of the species was such that we wanted them on the list.  You 31 
probably wouldn’t -- Even if you’re doing kind of a threshold, 32 
there are going to be species where you’re going to exclude from 33 
that because of these management concerns. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I agree with everything you said, and, in 36 
fact, you beat me on many of the thoughts that I was going to 37 
put out there, which is this idea of let’s put together some 38 
text for the council to make a data request to the Center, and 39 
we could maybe give some thought to how we want to have the data 40 
presented, because we could see this just becoming a -- I mean, 41 
some of the species will go very quickly.  You know, they’re 42 
over some -- Lobster is always going to be high, and so it’s not 43 
an issue, but there are going to be others where I could see 44 
sort of a laundry list of going through plots of species of 45 
landings. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you might -- I don’t know where the 48 
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cutoff might be, but you could say, okay, anything above 10,000 1 
pounds we’re not worried about and it’s the ones below that -- 2 
Is there a threshold that we’re all confident that the real 3 
threshold will be below, for example?  We could certainly make a 4 
recommendation probably about that. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to they’re not dealing with things 9 
like that -- Don’t mess up the graph with lobsters and dorado 10 
that is going to skew everything. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and it could also be presented in a way 13 
that -- I can certainly envision a group of species that maybe 14 
it’s consistently over 1,000, but it’s never over 5,000 per 15 
year, and another group that is somewhat below that, and, I 16 
mean, I could see some sort of natural -- Based upon the 17 
landings per year, some sort of natural breaks. 18 
 19 
Now, maybe I am wrong about that, and certainly there is going 20 
to be some overlap in there, but, just for the sake of 21 
presenting it visually, I could see, okay, we have our -- Again, 22 
I’m just using the same numbers here that you just did, but, if 23 
it’s always over 10,000 pounds a year, that is probably not -- 24 
That is not going to meet our level of concern, but say, 25 
everything below that, there may be some groups that are between 26 
5,000 and 10,000, and there may be some groups that are between 27 
3,000 and 5,000, and so it may present -- As I go through this, 28 
I may find that there is some natural groupings and that 29 
everything would be all in the same -- 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s exactly the issue that -- The 32 
approach, I should say, that I would take as a first cut, is 33 
look at something and see if there are natural breaks.   34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We don’t need to talk about it right this 36 
second, but, before we move on to another topic, can we review -37 
- Because I don’t recall what is -- I mean, I could guess, but I 38 
would rather hear directly the ecosystem component category and 39 
what that is and what that implies and what -- If a species goes 40 
into that, what does that mean, versus one that doesn’t go into 41 
that, and we don’t have to talk about it right now.  We can get 42 
this other thing sorted, but I wanted to bring that up before we 43 
totally moved on. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, Graciela, you have been 46 
typing something, I guess to try to capture -- Is that those 47 
three lines there? 48 



233 
 

 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  After the first parentheses, I 4 
would put a period.  There are several thoughts here, and so 5 
let’s separate them into several thoughts.  The SSC is willing 6 
to review the data we’re talking about in the first -- Data 7 
above, if you will, to make initial recommendations, which could 8 
be done through a webinar. 9 
 10 
We had a statement, and I guess I will throw out the thing that 11 
we suggest that, in reviewing the data, that species occurring 12 
above 10,000 pounds a year not even be considered, and so we 13 
reduce what has to be looked at, and I don’t know how you want 14 
to word that, of, if you will, automatically be included. 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Automatically be excluded from the EC, 17 
right? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you don’t want to say that.  20 
Automatically be included -- Not be considered relative to a 21 
threshold, landings threshold. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not be considered for the ecosystem component 24 
category?  I think we need to put “landings” in there somewhere.   25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My rationale for that is you’re going to 27 
have a mess of data up there, a lot of it is why are we even 28 
looking at this and it’s already in, and so where do you want to 29 
make that cutoff?  If you make it at 10,000, it’s large enough 30 
that you’re going to catch whatever it is you’re thinking about 31 
throwing out, yet it gets rid of hopefully a lot of stuff. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t think you want “reported landings”, 34 
because that’s not how we deal with Puerto Rico landings. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Just “landings”.  Then the next point 37 
was that -- Considering applying a threshold.  The SSC reminds 38 
the council that some species with low landings were 39 
specifically included for management because of their 40 
vulnerability, or potential vulnerability.  That, I think, 41 
captures all the points I was making.  J.J. 42 
 43 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  What is an ecosystem component? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that is an interesting question.  46 
Jocelyn, you kind of addressed that, I think in more detail than 47 
Bill did yesterday, and could you just kind of recap more or 48 
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less what you said yesterday? 1 
 2 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The FMPs include -- They can include 3 
ecosystem component species, which are species that the council 4 
would be including because they want to track them for more 5 
holistic reasons to consider their ecosystem factors. 6 
 7 
The difference between stocks that require conservation and 8 
management and must be in the FMPs and the ecosystem component 9 
species is that, if it’s a stock that needs conservation and 10 
management, then you trigger all of the requirements of the MSA, 11 
and so you need to have ACLs, for example, whereas the ecosystem 12 
component species gives you more flexibility, and so you could 13 
adopt provisions and certain measures to collect data on them 14 
and include them in measures to minimize bycatch or take other 15 
action to try to protect these species because of their 16 
importance in the ecosystem, but you are not managing them, 17 
because you’re not finding that they need conservation and 18 
management, which would trigger all of the Magnuson Act 19 
requirements. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It may be vague, but it’s a lot more 22 
flexible than it used to be from at least in my memory, and it 23 
may be very valuable to have a lot of the lesser species put 24 
over into that category, because, as you said, this does not 25 
actually prevent management actions to be put into place that 26 
would enhance protection for these species, but it just means 27 
that we don’t have to have the OFLs and ABCs and ACLs, the 28 
triggering of overfishing and all the stuff that -- 29 
Accountability measures that come if you’re tripping up on real 30 
small values of landings that come out that way because our ACLs 31 
eventually are being tracked to those landings levels.   32 
 33 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  That means there is a third group of species 34 
which abundance are so low that are not even included in the 35 
ecosystem component? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 38 
 39 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Very rare species that are not even -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, not just rare, but things that are 42 
just not fished or very specifically, and there is a significant 43 
number of these where they just don’t occur or don’t occur in a 44 
number to worry about in federal waters and they are very much a 45 
coastal species, and those are the responsibility of the state 46 
agencies and not the council.  The classic example is the 47 
barracuda. 48 
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 1 
VANCE VICENTE:  I just don’t like the term “ecosystem 2 
component”.  Everything is part of the ecosystem.  First, you 3 
have to define “ecosystem”.   4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sure that next time that Congress 6 
writes this law that they’re going to ask you about terminology, 7 
but this is what we have.  This is what we’re given, Vance, and 8 
I agree with you, but -- From the point of view of you guys at 9 
the Center, does that -- For this last one, is -- I am not sure 10 
that we can do any better than that, and does that help in what 11 
direction the council -- 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We might add a line in here that council staff 14 
work with Science Center staff on specific details, or something 15 
along those lines, because as I start doing -- I know what you 16 
want today, but am I going to remember what we said in two 17 
weeks?  Maybe. 18 
 19 
If Graciela and I are on the phone, we can remember that we 20 
wanted this and we’re -- Just some sort of fuzzy sentence in 21 
there that council staff will work with Science Center staff to 22 
further coordinate this request, or words to that effect.  If I 23 
run into something and it’s not where we thought we were headed, 24 
we could sort it out, but it just gives us a way to acknowledge 25 
to all parties that we’ll be in conference to -- The various 26 
staffs will be in conference to get it done.   27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Having said this is a more complex problem 29 
that we’re not set up to -- Kevin, do you have -- Just take one 30 
year’s worth of data, and pick an island, and rank them by the 31 
catch, because that might say, okay, 10,000 is not really what 32 
we want to do, and maybe 1,000 is better, or maybe 20,000 is 33 
better, but, if we had an idea, just to peg that thing to help 34 
them minimize their effort, and obviously you all’s effort as 35 
well, in trying to come up with a presentation methodology.   36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure.  I can do that.  I mean, what perhaps we 38 
want to do is to look at -- That’s a question.  We’re concerned 39 
with our reference years or we’re concerned with all years?   40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, sure, but that’s why I’m saying let’s 42 
just take one year and kind of a ballpark, because, if we’re 43 
going to have a problem, it’s going to be in those ones that are 44 
on the low things, and, when you’re talking about reference 45 
years and this and that, that might come into play, but we 46 
should be able to look at the thing and something shouldn’t be 47 
varying by 100 pounds to 10,000 pounds, or even -- Well, maybe 48 
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1,000 pounds to 10,000 pounds, but that’s what I’m talking 1 
about. 2 
 3 
Now you’re talking about getting the reference years and getting 4 
those together and looking at not just the means, but the 5 
variabilities around those, perhaps, and that is -- I don’t see 6 
us doing that in the time we have left, but I was just trying to 7 
see if we could pin down 10,000 is a good number, and maybe it 8 
should be more.  I mean, how many species do we get rid of at 9 
10,000 pounds?   10 
 11 
This actually is different by island, Puerto Rico just being a 12 
much bigger island, and so maybe we want to talk about a 13 
percentage of the total landings or something like that.  I am 14 
just trying to think is there some advice we can give now to the 15 
council that will pin that thing down, or is this something that 16 
we would just like the last sentence to deal with, that the 17 
staff will work with the respective offices to try to come up 18 
with where the cutoff should be and that we’re not even going to 19 
talk about it? 20 
 21 
I am willing to go with that and say that some upper threshold 22 
be established, so that you don’t even have to look at all the 23 
other stuff, and let you guys deal with it, because I don’t 24 
think that one is too hard to do. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, let me see what I can get 27 
together. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could just go like, e.g., but, as I 30 
said, it really -- Probably the more important metric, 31 
initially, is a percentage, and so, if things are so low there 32 
that -- Something could be important in St. Croix at 10,000 33 
pounds, but, in Puerto Rico, a much bigger island, maybe you 34 
want to make the cutoff higher or something like that. 35 
 36 
Again, without working through all the data, I don’t know what 37 
to do, but I just would like to get the notion across that, in 38 
doing this, it ought to be fairly simple to say to ignore 39 
anything above that, and that threshold maybe we could just roll 40 
into the data request. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I think I like that with the e.g. of 43 
10,000 pounds, but may differ among islands or something like 44 
that.  I am just looking at the time now and how much more we 45 
were trying to get done.  It may also differ in Puerto Rico 46 
between commercial and recreational as well, and so there is 47 
another complexity, by island and sector. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sorry to do this, but I need a break, 2 
and so if people would like to do that. 3 
 4 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  If it’s okay with the 7 
committee, I want to make a change here.  Right in the middle of 8 
where we did add “to be determined by island and sector”, to 9 
delete that phraseology, because what we’re really talking is 10 
about hard number weights that we’re going to say, look, if it’s 11 
below this, let’s not deal with it. 12 
 13 
I don’t think that number is going to change.  I mean, this is 14 
something that will be worked out, but I don’t think that number 15 
would really change by island or sector.  What would change then 16 
is the number of species that would be potentially determined by 17 
some kind of threshold decision, but let’s -- I don’t want to 18 
make it more complicated than the task we’re already 19 
recommending that the Center take on, and so that was my only 20 
comment about that. 21 
 22 
I think the next item we need to deal with is the text of intent 23 
that Bill needs to finish his NEPA responsibilities.  24 
Unfortunately, this is -- Have you taken his and put it all into 25 
one chunk like that for 4a?  There were like three paragraphs.  26 
We need that on one screen, to the degree possible.   27 
 28 
NEPA requires that there is a record of how we have come to do 29 
what we’re doing, and, clearly, in this context, intent has been 30 
almost like a backbone of what we have been trying to do, in 31 
terms of developing new OFL or SYL or ABC protocols and 32 
determinations, and so he needs some text that captures that to 33 
go into the document. 34 
 35 
It’s multiple pages, what he has -- Correct me if I’m wrong, 36 
Bill, but what you have grabbed here is from discussions that 37 
have been had and presentations made such that, in essence -- 38 
The essence is here, but perhaps not the exact wording. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  That is pulled, some of it, directly from the ABC 41 
control rule, where you have a little bit written up, but mostly 42 
from the verbatim minutes of various meetings.  I think the Tier 43 
4a intent is pretty faithful to what you guys have put down, but 44 
you never really clearly stated a Tier 4b intent, and I think 45 
that’s also reasonable, but you should look them over.  They’re 46 
your intents. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so he’s just asking for our 1 
guidance on the wording here, because, as you said, this is 2 
pulled from the verbatim minutes, and there wasn’t a formal 3 
definition of this. 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that it says “Puerto Rico FMP” 6 
because each of the three fishery management plans has a 7 
separate environmental impact statement, and so there will be 8 
one for St. Thomas and one for St. Croix. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but, in this context, everything 11 
remains the same except for the location, because we developed 12 
one system that is applied, but so you would have to repeat this 13 
three times, right?  Okay. 14 
 15 
This is kind of an intro to Tier 4.  Does anybody have a problem 16 
with that?  I don’t, at the moment, unless someone is going to 17 
point one out to me that I’m missing.  If not, then let’s go 18 
down to the next. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I believe that, at some point, we have used 21 
size frequency data, and I don’t know if that’s going to be 22 
useful to introduce there as well, but --  23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Size frequency data would fall under 25 
ancillary information, and we did use that.   26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, the other doubt that I have, or 28 
clarification, is that I have asked before in this forum if the 29 
SEDAR stock assessment workshops are considered stock 30 
assessment, accepted stock assessment, evaluations, and the 31 
answer has been yes, and so how does that relate to 4a? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reason you are in 4 as opposed to 34 
getting up to 3 out of the SEDAR things that have been done so 35 
far is the phrase, which is in the control rule, of useful for 36 
management.  In other words, useful for setting an OFL, an ABC, 37 
or something like that, and so we have had assessments.   38 
 39 
We have had assessments tell us that, basically, we don’t really 40 
know where we are, but there is no evidence of overfishing, for 41 
example, and so that piece of knowledge, that there is no 42 
evidence of overfishing, is certainly one that would make us 43 
feel somewhat comfortable about where we are, and remember that 44 
coming out for queen snapper for Puerto Rico way back when, but 45 
it doesn’t tell us where we should be setting things, and so 46 
that’s the difference.  It’s making us feel good, but it’s not 47 
useful for setting these metrics, and so useful for management 48 
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means helpful for setting those kinds of metrics.  Again, I 1 
don’t have a problem with those two sentences.  Anybody else?  2 
Okay.  Reni. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We talk there about vulnerability, but we 5 
don’t say anything about the productivity.   6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re talking there that it’s based on 8 
the outcome of a productivity-susceptibility analysis. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Based on the outcome, yes, but then we say 11 
about when the stock has a relatively low or moderate 12 
vulnerability to fishing pressure, but we don’t say anything 13 
about high productivity or low productivity.  Why do we put the 14 
weight on the vulnerability but not on the productivity?  It is 15 
what -- 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Assignments were -- Again, I wasn’t at the 18 
meeting, but assignments were made to 4a and 4b based on 19 
vulnerability.  Vulnerability combines both productivity and 20 
susceptibility.  It’s when we went to the scalar that it gets -- 21 
Right before the “vulnerability” in quotes, break it there.  The 22 
first part is just how did we get to 4b, and that is taken, I 23 
think, right from the control rule, and so there shouldn’t be 24 
any problem with that.  There you go.  Vulnerability is based on 25 
ten productivity and twelve susceptibility attributes.  Again, 26 
productivity -- That definition, I believe, is also taken 27 
straight from probability the publication.   28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s taken right out of the Tier 4a description. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 32 
 33 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think, when Shannon gave the presentation 34 
at I think it might have been the July of last year meeting, we 35 
were looking at the NS 1 Guidelines, which define productivity 36 
as the capacity of the stock to recover if the population is 37 
depleted, and they also refer to the capacity of the stock to 38 
produce MSY, and then it says here that susceptibility is the 39 
potential for the stock to be impacted by the fishery.   40 
 41 
Then it further says that that’s including direct captures as 42 
well as indirect impacts of the fishery, and so there is a 43 
definition in the National Standard 1 Guidelines as well, and I 44 
know we looked at that in past discussions. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As far as I know, we were accepting that.  47 
If the language is functionally different than what we have 48 
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here, I would suggest we just adopt that language, but, if 1 
they’re the same, then I think we move on. 2 
 3 
Well, that’s my question.  Do we need to do that, or is this 4 
sufficiently consistent?  Is this just a different way of saying 5 
exactly the same thing, or have we slightly modified something 6 
here that we’re not aware of? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  From this, I removed capacity of the stock to 9 
produce MSY, because we’re not setting MSY. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Excellent point, and so I would go with 12 
what we have.  Otherwise, you would have to put qualifiers, if 13 
we knew what that was, which we don’t, and so why are we talking 14 
about this, and it goes on and on.  This is more where we need 15 
to -- 16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just out of curiosity, do you want to say catch 18 
rate or just catch?  19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where are you in this? 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Tier 4a is to hold an allowable catch rate at 23 
or near current levels, and this definition of “current” is 24 
rather vague. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is pretty much directly from you guys, but 27 
you can change it.  I mean, I’m just saying this is where it 28 
came from.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Allowable catch is referring to some ABC or 31 
ACL, and it’s not being specific as to which one we’re talking 32 
about, but one certainly follows from the other, and so I’m not 33 
sure that we need to be more specific than that.  Catch rate is 34 
-- I don’t have a problem with that, because what we’re talking 35 
about is the catch within a year, and, therefore, that is a 36 
rate. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I believe that Walter’s comment was in 39 
relation to the rate more than anything else, and that rate is 40 
the annual landing data, I believe. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Maybe allowable annual catch rate?  Would 43 
you like to stick “annual” in front of catch? 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would get rid of “catch”.  It’s not catch.  46 
It’s landings. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct.   1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So substitute “landings” for “catch”, because 3 
we now get discard information, which would be part of the 4 
catch, but we’re not bringing any of that in here. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The recreational does not have the B1 included?  7 
It’s just the A? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where are you? 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, it’s A and B1, which is B2s that are 12 
discards, and so we’re not doing the discards.  It’s just A and 13 
B1. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think B1 includes discarded dead, doesn’t it? 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We would have to get a recreational landings 18 
expert in, because I -- When I give you the recreational totals, 19 
that is the A plus B1, which are numbers converted to pounds, 20 
and so the sums that I have been giving you include A and B1, 21 
whatever that is, but not the B2s, which are clearly discards. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  B2, as I recall it, and it’s been a while since 24 
-- I can look it up in ten minutes, but I think B2 is released 25 
alive and B1 includes released dead, and so that’s just a -- 26 
It’s not necessarily landings for Puerto Rico if it includes B1, 27 
I don’t think. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If we wanted to quibble, I would also argue 30 
that that’s not the entire catch, because some of those B2s are 31 
going to die. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  Don’t quibble too much, you guys, because this is 34 
established in the record. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I am -- I’m not sure I’ve got 37 
the English right here, but we’re really talking about the 38 
limits and not the actual catches.  We do not want to hold the 39 
catches to where they are, but we want to hold the limits.  The 40 
current catch limits are terribly depressed, and that’s not our 41 
goal to hold them down there, and so it’s really the, again, ABC 42 
and ACL limits that we’re talking about that we want to make 43 
sure that, for these moderately susceptible species, that we’re 44 
back near to what the current limit is, and so then we could say 45 
current levels, or we could say previously-established levels, 46 
and I don’t know -- Jocelyn. 47 
 48 
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JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I do want to second Bill’s point that this 1 
was trying to summarize what was stated on the record, and so -- 2 
I know, as we’ve been going through these discussions, we’re 3 
trying to figure out if the control rule was operating 4 
correctly.  In a lot of meetings, we were coming back to the 5 
intent as stated there as a way of justifying decisions going 6 
forward, and so, if we stray too far from what’s written here, 7 
then we would need to make sure that what was done still meets 8 
this intent. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we’re straying at all from 11 
this.  We’re making sure that the actual wording is consistent 12 
with what the intent was, and so adding limits -- That’s really 13 
what we’re talking about.  We’re not talking about the actual 14 
landings themselves that we want to keep at current levels, but 15 
we want to have the limits that were developed for those ACLs 16 
and ABCs that are, in this particular case, at about the levels 17 
that they currently are at, but it’s those limits and not the 18 
actual catch itself. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  All right, and so, just to refresh you real quick, 21 
I sent Richard the intent for Tier 4b because that I was sort of 22 
fabricating, and I asked that the SSC review the intent for 4b, 23 
because I did not have clear intent for 4b. 24 
 25 
Richard asked me to send him 4a too, to put it in context, and, 26 
honestly, I wasn’t looking for revisions to 4a, because 4a was 27 
clearly stated in the record, and all of this was pulled 28 
directly from the record.  Now, that’s not to tell you guys what 29 
to do, but I want you to have that context. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  True, but this is the difference between 32 
having a formal written statement and expressing things orally 33 
which occasionally is a little bit more lax, and so we’re not 34 
trying to change anything here, but, if this is going to go in 35 
as the formal statement of intent, I think, if we think 36 
something is not clear in that, because maybe it was clear to 37 
us, but it might not be clear to someone reading it, that we 38 
should do this, and I don’t think this is a major change here, 39 
but it’s just making sure that you know that we’re talking about 40 
the limits that are being set and not the actual landings, that 41 
we’re not trying to -- 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, and so just a quick note on that change.  44 
Allowable annual landings and annual landings limits are 45 
basically the same thing, and so you’ve got a little bit of 46 
redundancy in there. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Good point.  I said I didn’t -- I am 1 
willing to delete “limits” if, Bill, you’re comfortable that 2 
that means the same thing. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  That definitely means the same thing. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Then we’re good.  If we could, after 7 
“three”, can we put a parenthetic expression that says “low 8 
susceptibility”, or “i.e., low susceptibility” or “equal low 9 
susceptibility”, because it is an inverted score, and we don’t 10 
want to confuse -- 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What did you say? 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Low susceptibility.  Okay.  I’m good with 15 
that.  Jocelyn. 16 
 17 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I have two questions.  The first is you 18 
said that you don’t think that this is a meaningful change, and 19 
so I was wondering if you could just explain how you think that 20 
the allowable annual landings is the same as the catch rate.   21 
 22 
Then the second point I want to make is that, if the goal is to 23 
keep the allowable landings, and that’s a synonym for sort of 24 
the annual catch limit that is the allowable amount that you can 25 
catch at the same amount, then you wouldn’t really need to be 26 
reevaluating everything and you would just keep the current 27 
management metrics. 28 
 29 
It’s a little bit confusing to me that that would be the intent, 30 
as opposed to trying to look at what you know about the stocks 31 
and trying to derive, based on landings, the information on 32 
their productivity and susceptibility and vulnerability, the 33 
biological catch, the allowable biological catch, and so I’m a 34 
little bit confused by this change, especially given, as Bill 35 
had said, that this wording came directly from the record and 36 
what had been said at the previous meetings. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ve got to admit that I didn’t necessarily 39 
follow all of your second concern, but let’s deal with the first 40 
one, which was the change from catch rate to annual landings.  41 
What I was hearing was that perhaps catch rate was not defined, 42 
because catch rate is some weight over time, and those weren’t 43 
defined.  Annual landings says the catch is landings and the 44 
rate is annual per year.  More specifically, as Kevin pointed 45 
out, technically catch includes loss due to discards and things 46 
like that, which we don’t have information on, and so it is 47 
landings. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Allowable annual landings is essentially the ACL, 2 
which you have no authority over, and so you might want to say 3 
allowable biological catch at or near current landings levels.  4 
Does that make more sense? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because “allowable” is the ACL? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  Allowable annual landings is roughly a synonym for 9 
annual catch limit.  Basically, your authority is ABC, and what 10 
you can hold is the ABC. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so if we put “acceptable”, is 13 
that acceptable? 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  It should be acceptable biological catch.  That is 16 
your responsibility, the ABC, and put it in there clear. 17 
 18 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think what Bill was saying is it would 19 
say hold acceptable biological catch at or near current landings 20 
levels. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to do that? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s the recommendation.   25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  At or near current landings levels, because, 27 
otherwise, you are holding your ABC to your ABC. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it can’t be landings levels.  That’s 30 
the point.  Landings levels are -- Especially current landing 31 
levels are terribly depressed, and we don’t want to -- We’re 32 
talking about trying to -- For these moderately ones, we’re 33 
trying to keep the ABC about where the ABC is.  It’s not where 34 
the current landings are.  It’s definitely not that.  Current 35 
levels is because it’s referring to ABC. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because I would read that as you want to 38 
-- If you changed it to that suggestion, I would read that as we 39 
want the current ABC -- We want the ABC to be at the current 40 
ACL, and that’s not what we want to say. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  What you said basically was we want the ABC to be 43 
roughly reflective of average landings during our reference 44 
period, and that was the whole point of these moderate 45 
susceptible species. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but, if you want to say during the 48 
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reference period, that’s fine, but you can’t say current levels, 1 
because say you want to change -- This would be a change, but it 2 
would be at or near average landings over the reference period.  3 
Okay. 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  But I think that’s a valid change, because that’s 6 
really what you’re doing. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Average landings over the reference 9 
period.  Jocelyn, you had then another -- Or did somehow we take 10 
care of that?  Then, if we’re all happy, then let’s move to the 11 
next paragraph.  This is the one that actually was Bill’s 12 
concern. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  I made this up.  I based this on personal expert 15 
opinion. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My first scan says that just the wording of 18 
the beginning of the last sentence, which says, for those 19 
species for which any level of harvest or fishing places the 20 
stock at risk, if you use the word “any”, it should say that you 21 
shouldn’t harvest this, and so I’m struggling with the word 22 
“any”. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we have this situation, right?  We have 25 
4b, and so let’s use that sentence to define that.  For which 26 
any level of fishing places the stock at risk of depletion, the 27 
harvest level will be set at zero, because we have those 28 
situations. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think the sentence is fine, except 31 
that, when you say “any”, that first part, the harvest level 32 
would be set below the mean, that is certainly possible without 33 
going all the way to zero, but if you -- 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so you’ve got to do something about 36 
“any”.  Yes. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You could say something like for those 39 
species for which even -- The sentence before that says setting 40 
the harvest level at or near the mean and so you could say, for 41 
species where even that level of fishing places the stock at 42 
risk of -- Instead of “any”, say “even that level”. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  As graciously pointed out by Jocelyn, “harvest 45 
level”  really should be “acceptable biological catch”. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but one thing at a time, but don’t 48 
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forget that, please.  Okay, and so where was the -- 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  “Harvest level” is in there twice. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, okay, but where, so we know where to -5 
- 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  The first one is -- There is a good start.    8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we just put in “ABC” for “harvest 10 
level”, and is that right?  There is another one someplace.   11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (Dr. Garcia-Moliner’s comments are not 13 
audible on the recording.) 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reason is because of life history or 16 
perhaps the level of depletion or something like that, but I 17 
don’t think we need to --  18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So how does the line, the one that’s got the 20 
first change with the ABC, for those stocks for which harvest is 21 
appropriate, the ABC would be held at near the mean for the 22 
reference period, and how is that different than what we’ve got 23 
above, where we talk about the moderate susceptibility, if we 24 
scroll back to that? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t say mean.  We say current levels. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Thank you. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is almost -- The way 4b actually works 31 
is that your starting level for doing all of the buffers and 32 
everything is the mean, and so, almost by definition, you are 33 
going to come up somewhat below the mean, whereas the other one 34 
is starting at the 75th percentile, and so there is that -- It 35 
looks like the same, because they are not referencing what the 36 
starting points are.  The reference thing were the endpoints. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I hadn’t picked up on the mean part in 39 
here versus the other one, where it doesn’t use mean and it uses 40 
some other -- It sounded very similar to me, and that’s why I 41 
wanted to scroll back and re-read it. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can do that. 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, that’s fine.  If “mean” is the operative 46 
word in there, and it’s not in the other one, I’m fine with it.   47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  My understanding is that Tier 4a will take you 1 
from some top level all the way down to basically right around 2 
the mean.  Tier 4b picks up at that mean and takes you all the 3 
way down to zero.  There is no open area where you can’t have an 4 
ABC.  I mean, technically, 4a can take you all the way down to 5 
zero, but that’s not how you’re using it.  You’re using it down 6 
to the mean.  If it’s moderate, you will allow average catch, 7 
and, in 4b, if it’s in -- If it’s as good as it gets for 4b, 8 
then you would allow the average, but you wouldn’t go above it. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is correct. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  So 4a doesn’t take you below the mean, and 4b 13 
doesn’t take you above the mean, but they meet at the mean, very 14 
roughly speaking.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Very roughly speaking.  Yes, I think you 17 
captured that.  I mean, if you wanted to, instead of saying at 18 
or near the mean, you could say at or below the mean, and that 19 
would be -- 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that would be more clear to me. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be more accurate.  In the first 24 
ABC line, instead of “at or near”, it would be “at or below”.  25 
That would change the last line, because we’re talking about it 26 
would go below the mean, but, if we kept that, it’s referring to 27 
those things that normally would hit the mean, but, for other 28 
reasons, we think it should be below the mean.  In that context, 29 
that statement is correct the way it is written.  If we want to 30 
connote that we’re talking about a still lower reduction, then 31 
we would want to alter that.  Vance. 32 
 33 
VANCE VICENTE:  I really had to take that call, and I don’t know 34 
if I missed something, but -- 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You didn’t miss a thing. 37 
 38 
VANCE VICENTE:  When I read that for those stocks for which 39 
harvest is appropriate, what do you mean by “appropriate”? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have recommended that, for a fair number 42 
of components, an ABC of zero, corals, for example, and the big 43 
rays and things like that, and so that is what we mean. 44 
 45 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay.  Thank you. 46 
 47 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The very last line is an extension of that 2 
thought, saying that it could even go all the way down to zero.  3 
I am thinking about this, on the second-to-last line, the ABC 4 
would be -- It would basically say that it would be set still 5 
lower, including the as appropriate and all that stuff. 6 
 7 
To me, this is now consistent through, because we’re 8 
establishing the mean as kind of your best scenario, but it 9 
could be below that, and it, in fact, could go all the way to 10 
zero.  Are there any more comments?  Okay.  Then let’s wrap that 11 
up. 12 
 13 
We have a few more minutes left, and there was one other agenda 14 
item, if I recall, and that was is there any advice we could 15 
give on research priorities for the council?  These do reflect 16 
directly back into things like MARFIN RFPs and S-K RFPs and 17 
Cooperative Research Program RFPs. 18 
 19 
I don’t know if the council gets any more research money of 20 
their own, and they used to, but I don’t think they do now, and 21 
so it’s important.  We don’t have a lot of time left in our 22 
scheduled time period, but if there is a couple of key things 23 
that we could recommend. 24 
 25 
One of the things that frequently comes up in council meetings 26 
is that there has been no research done on what the impacts of 27 
some of the management measures, particularly in the case of the 28 
Virgin Islands, of the Hind Bank closure, and I think there has 29 
been now some research done on that, but the request, as I am 30 
seeing it, may be such that a desired outcome -- Not a desired 31 
result, but a desired outcome, is such that it says, based on 32 
this, we can now raise an ACL, for example, or something like 33 
that, perhaps to a certain -- There is that kind of concern. 34 
 35 
I showed the committee before, for in this particular case, how 36 
the red hind population had, at the Hind Bank relative to Lang 37 
Bank and an unprotected area in Puerto Rico, had a much higher 38 
density of fish.  The fish were much older, and they were -- The 39 
sex ratio was almost one-to-one, and it wasn’t skewed like it 40 
was in the -- So, in that particular case for red hind, there 41 
has been some stuff. 42 
 43 
I don’t know whether that generates back to, okay, and I don’t 44 
know whether you could do research that would say, okay, this 45 
now means that you can up your level to certain things.  It 46 
definitely tells you that you’re doing okay, but it doesn’t 47 
necessarily tell you where you need to be. 48 
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 1 
Again, that seems to be a stock assessment issue, but that is 2 
one thing, from my experience at the council, comes up almost 3 
every meeting, and so, as a starting point, maybe I would ask 4 
the DAP representatives if they have some suggestions of areas 5 
that need to be addressed that of high concern to them and then 6 
we can help direct some research that way.  Julian. 7 
 8 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  We have been requesting, for a few years now, on 9 
getting some stock assessments or some information on all the 10 
seasonal closures that were put in place, and the seasonal 11 
closures have been put in place since the SFA went into effect 12 
back in 2005, and so all of those stocks we don’t know what they 13 
are doing, and have the seasonal closures actually helped those 14 
stocks or are they doing more damage, because the SFA clearly 15 
states that implementing a seasonal closure doesn’t mean that it 16 
can actually help a stock.  It can actually go the opposite way. 17 
 18 
I do think that it’s helping some of them, but, in other cases, 19 
we don’t know what it’s doing.  It could be bycatch and the 20 
bycatch, especially of like deepwater snappers -- You’re pulling 21 
them up as a bycatch from such a deep water, and they’re not 22 
going to survive, and so are we actually doing better by having 23 
the seasonal closure in place or are we not? 24 
 25 
Then one of our biggest concerns was the mutton and lane 26 
snapper, and we put that on the record for a long period of 27 
time, and their seasonal closure also is from April 1 to June 30 28 
every year, and it would be good to see what some of these 29 
stocks are doing. 30 
 31 
I think there has been some information or some studies that 32 
have been completed on the Grammanik Bank, which you can 33 
actually get some information from the University of the Virgin 34 
Islands on the increase in abundance and number and sizes on the 35 
yellowfin grouper, and so I think that -- I would request, and 36 
let me see if I put the wording right, that we can hold some of 37 
these people accountable for the studies that they are doing and 38 
come and present to the council or the SSC on what their 39 
findings are. 40 
 41 
We’ve been studying the MCD for so many years also, and the MCD 42 
does not only protect the spawning of the red hind, but it’s a 43 
year-round closure, fourteen-mile-square closure, and it 44 
actually protects every specie inside of there, and so some kind 45 
of gathering of that information being presented I think would 46 
be helpful when decisions are being made. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Edward or Nelson, do you have some ideas of 1 
how we could direct the council to throw some influence to get 2 
funding toward questions that are pertinent to you all’s 3 
jurisdictions?  Bill, you had your hand -- 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, I think Julian made a good point.  It can be 6 
very difficult to get research outcomes of federally-funded work 7 
in the hands of the people that need it, and we have a -- 8 
Certainly within Saltonstall-Kennedy, and maybe within MARFIN 9 
and I don’t know, but a territorial science initiative. 10 
 11 
You could ask our grants group, when they are writing up their 12 
text for these solicitations, to put in the territorial science 13 
that you will be obligated, within six months of research 14 
completion, to present your results at a Caribbean Council 15 
meeting or something like that, and it’s just a suggestion, but 16 
it can be frustrating to get the info out of these folks. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Knowing a number of the -- Not all of the 19 
people who are doing federally funded work in the region, I 20 
think the ones that I know would have absolutely no problem 21 
coming to the council and giving the results of -- All they need 22 
is an invitation.  As I said, I know a fair number of people 23 
doing that, and so I am not sure that we need to put that as a 24 
requirement, but it’s just to remind the council to invite these 25 
people to present their work.  J.J. 26 
 27 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Could it be a more general topic that will 28 
include what you said and what Julian said and that the focus of 29 
the research is to test or evaluate the management decisions and 30 
convert those management decisions into hypotheses and that’s 31 
the objective of the research? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To evaluate the impacts of implemented 34 
management? 35 
 36 
JUAN CRUZ-MOTTA:  Yes, and the decision.  Like, for example, 37 
closing that bank to all fisheries.  When that was done, 38 
managers were expecting that will have some consequence, some 39 
effect, not only on the yellowfin, but also on the assemblages 40 
in general and the habitat and ecosystem, and so that will be 41 
the topic of the research, whether that closure had an effect on 42 
those things. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and there is multiple levels of 45 
this, of course, in particular of the MCD.  The original 46 
seasonal closure of the bank was based on red hind, and the 47 
larger expansion actually occurred under the coral plan, 48 
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initially, and so that was much more of an ecosystem-based 1 
closure, if you will, but it was one that certainly has 2 
implications for both targeted and non-targeted species, which, 3 
of course, has ramifications to the fishery, both direct and 4 
indirect, and so, yes, I think that’s a good way of looking at 5 
that. 6 
 7 
I would point out to the committee that J.J. and I and others 8 
have something like that going for the Mona Island closure, to 9 
see what the impacts of that has been over the ten-plus years 10 
that that’s been in place, both in an ecosystem and fisheries 11 
context, and so, as a general statement, I like your idea that 12 
to focus the research to evaluate the impacts of implemented 13 
management, but, from there, and Julian certainly was making it 14 
very specific, things about what were some of the management 15 
regimes, like those closed seasons, that they really would like 16 
to -- If you’re going to do this, which ones would you like to 17 
do first, and so priorities, and so the seasonal closures, 18 
especially the ones that affect the deepwater species, because 19 
of the associated mortality that is going to occur from bycatch 20 
on those species that were closed, but occasionally are hauled 21 
up from deep water, and are therefore not likely to survive.  22 
There is a cost associated with that closure, and is that cost 23 
such that it’s actually defeating the purpose, and it’s a 24 
legitimate question.  Kevin. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is probably something that we have brought 27 
up in every one of these kinds of discussions, but I will bring 28 
it up again.  As we attempt to move out of Tier 4 into Tier 3 29 
for some species, one of the things that can stop a data-limited 30 
approach in its tracks is lack of sufficient or appropriate life 31 
history information. 32 
 33 
Adyan and others from the University of Miami have put together 34 
a quite extensive summary of the available life history 35 
information for all of the species they could track down, but 36 
it’s still full of holes, and it’s still full of places where 37 
this is what’s available in the data, but maybe we don’t have a 38 
lot of confidence in the numbers that are coming out of some of 39 
those studies, or, even more often, they are not directly from 40 
the region and we’re borrowing from somewhere else, and one of 41 
the problems with borrowing from somewhere else is we found, in 42 
the last workshop for spiny lobster, was, when you start to 43 
borrow from places like the Florida Keys, you’re in a really 44 
different situation. 45 
 46 
Those numbers, those life history parameters that are coming out 47 
of say the Keys for lobster, nobody thought that was applicable 48 
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to the situation down here, for a variety of reasons, but, 1 
anyway, and life history kinds of studies are necessary, and 2 
that’s the kind of thing that you don’t need twenty years of 3 
funding for.  You need a short period of funding, and you can 4 
get a lot of information, and so I would throw that out there as 5 
it’s important and it’s doable.   6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would point out that, so far in these 8 
territorial initiatives, that is always one of the priorities 9 
listed so far, and the work that Virginia and John have been 10 
working on, with parrotfishes in particular, for example, stems 11 
directly from that, and also triggerfishes, from those 12 
priorities. 13 
 14 
I have had requests from other people in the states that want to 15 
work in these areas, and they have contacted me about what I 16 
thought priorities were and what would be good things, and I am 17 
not getting involved in that research, but so there are others 18 
that are interested in pursuing that. 19 
 20 
I think this is a priority area, for the reasons you state, and 21 
if it would be possible to prioritize where specifically we need 22 
that, and that’s going to be a combination of this species is 23 
important, but we’re missing these key things, or -- It was easy 24 
for like parrotfishes, because there really isn’t a lot known 25 
about parrotfishes, and they are difficult to work with, which 26 
is why there isn’t a lot known, until you start getting down to 27 
very specific otolith processing techniques, for example, or 28 
just doing the -- Slogging through the effort needed to get X 29 
number of examples of each species to be able to do the gonad 30 
work to see what the -- Well, gonad and otolith work, for that 31 
matter, to see what the annual patterns are that are key to 32 
making the determinations for maturity and things like that that 33 
are going into these studies. 34 
 35 
I don’t know if we want to make a recommendation that says life 36 
history information for key species and leave it like that, and 37 
it’s up to the proposer to do their homework and contact the 38 
region about what are the key species that we want to have a 39 
priority to get up to Tier 3 and what are the gaps there and 40 
whatever, because you could just -- The gaps are enough that you 41 
could do a lot of work that is not going to be readily utilized 42 
right away, because perhaps it’s not the species that we really 43 
want to go, and so, if it’s something like lobster, which we’re 44 
all interested in doing, and if you said that at some point 45 
we’re still using -- 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I’m not saying that’s what we’re using.  48 
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I’m saying it came up as a possibility.   1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but that’s a perfect example.  Red 3 
hind comes up frequently, and I know there is availability of 4 
some of that data that was done in the region, but -- 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s why I brought up all the work 7 
that Adyan and some other folks from the University of Miami 8 
did.  They have a compilation, and they know where the holes 9 
are.  They can identify, and we would have to come up with some 10 
way to prioritize, but they can identify that, all right, here 11 
is what we’re lacking for this whole suite of species, and it’s 12 
an impressive amount of work. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you could have a situation where you 15 
have -- The council has put together a list of priority species 16 
that perhaps are going to go looking down the road at SEDAR, and 17 
we have the table of gaps, and so, in the RFP, it could 18 
reference those documents, because one is a SEDAR document, for 19 
example, and, by that way, the proposers who are doing their 20 
homework are going to key in on what is really needed, and, by 21 
addressing the priorities, they’re going to get a better score 22 
in their proposal scoring. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I agree with setting those priorities, and 25 
is that -- Adyan, is that document published?  Is that out 26 
there?  Is it something that we can share? 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not the full version, but the initial one 29 
that was in SEDAR is a SEDAR document. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Okay, but I don’t know if that work 32 
continued, or is that pretty much the same document? 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  Currently, it’s pretty much the same document.  35 
There is more work to be done, but -- 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s there in a very usable form and a 38 
reasonably up-to-date and complete form. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 41 
 42 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just one more comment that I would like to make, 43 
and I made this comment at the SEDAR meeting a couple of weeks 44 
back, and I think one of the big problems here in the Caribbean 45 
is we don’t have a set of dedicated staff from the Southeast 46 
Fisheries Science Center just dealing with the Caribbean. 47 
 48 
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They are dealing with a lot of other areas, and those areas have 1 
got the big dollars.  If they call that they want something 2 
right now, and I’ve heard this in several meetings, their 3 
priority shifts to deal with that area.   4 
 5 
I think one of the things that we need here is a set of 6 
dedicated staff just dealing with the uniqueness of the 7 
Caribbean, even if it’s one or two, whatever the number may be, 8 
but that’s their primary focus, and I think we can accomplish a 9 
lot more, and we might be able to fill some of these gaps in, 10 
because we will be able to get that information faster, and we 11 
will be able to put an approach forward on how to fill in those 12 
gaps. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You’re exactly right, and so the stock 15 
assessment group is the Gulf and Caribbean stock assessment 16 
group.  The fisheries statistics division that I am in does Gulf 17 
and Caribbean and South Atlantic and HMS and ICCAT and whatever 18 
else we’ve got. 19 
 20 
We’re in full agreement with you that we’re getting pulled in 21 
twelve different directions, and it’s a -- I don’t know where it 22 
stands right now, but it is -- There are conversations 23 
happening.  Now that we’ve had a whole change in management and 24 
all of that, there are conversations happening at the Science 25 
Center of what are our priorities going to be and what kind of 26 
funding are we going to line up for that, and so that’s an 27 
ongoing conversation, and the Caribbean is part of that. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  It’s now after five, and a minor 30 
detail was just brought to our attention, and so I want to make 31 
a comment about that and one more comment about the research.  32 
The minor detail was that tripletail and the rays are new 33 
species, and we didn’t address that, even though the rays are 34 
going to be set at zero, to make the reference periods inclusive 35 
to 2016, and so that’s a minor detail.  Any problem with that?  36 
Okay.  That’s done.  The other comment that I was going to say 37 
is -- Was that too fast, Jocelyn? 38 
 39 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was just going to say that, if your 40 
intent is to use 2016 for all species new to management, just in 41 
case, in looking quickly, if we didn’t catch all of them, if we 42 
could just confirm that the intent is to use that for all 43 
species new to management. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I would like to confirm that the 46 
intent here is that all species new to management would go to 47 
2016 as the most recent available data. 48 
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 1 
I am just going to throw out climate change as a research issue.  2 
It’s not -- I don’t know what to say about it, because, other 3 
than that, all of the studies that are coming out seem to really 4 
indicate this is going to be a problem, and we have not 5 
addressed this in the region in a research capacity.  6 
 7 
I am working on some data on this, and so it’s not something 8 
that I would submit.  In fact, I’m out of that ballpark, now 9 
that I’m retired, and I’m just trying to work up stuff that I 10 
already have, but it’s leading me to think that we already in 11 
fact are having some changes in the region, and so this is 12 
something that is going to be coming down the road more, and I 13 
don’t think we want to be going, ten years from now, and saying 14 
that we should have started working on this a while ago, and so 15 
I think climate change is a potential issue that we want to look 16 
at. 17 
 18 
Where it falls in the priority scheme, that’s another story, but 19 
I would like us to be -- Us in the region to be cognizant that 20 
this is going to be most probably a significant impact and that 21 
we ought to be looking at, if nothing else, setting baselines 22 
now to be able to address that in the future.  Bill, last 23 
comment, and, again, we’re getting after five here. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just so you know, we are working on developing an 26 
ecosystem-based fisheries management approach that would include 27 
a climate component.  We want to get these, again, FMPs done, so 28 
that we can start moving to these other things. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so I’m going to actually -- 31 
Well, not give you the last word, but I’m going to ask you 32 
another question.  Since you mentioned climate change within the 33 
context of that plan, is there any other gap that is coming in, 34 
as you’re looking at that, that would fall into a research need, 35 
or is that premature at this point? 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  It may be a little premature, in what we would 38 
like to be doing is bringing this to the SSC as partners in 39 
developing an ecosystem approach. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Great.  Kevin, I know you didn’t want to 42 
have Bill have the last word, and so do you want to say 43 
something? 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I’m going to recommend that the 46 
council get the Chair of the SSC a gavel, and perhaps a bell, 47 
for between rounds, just so -- That symbol of authority that I 48 
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think you so richly deserve. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like a lightsaber, if you could do 3 
that.  I don’t have anything else, and it’s now ten after five.  4 
Do we have a motion to adjourn?  Any opposition to that?  Then 5 
we are adjourned.  Thank you very much, everybody. 6 
 7 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on July 19, 2018.) 8 
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