
1 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 1 
 2 
Table of Contents .............................................. 1 3 
 4 
Call to Order .................................................. 3 5 
 6 
Adoption of Agenda ............................................. 4 7 
 8 
Review of SEDAR 57 Appointments and Terms of Reference ......... 5 9 
 10 
Overview - Review Outcomes from Previous Meeting .............. 10 11 
 12 
Discussion of Tier 4 of the ABC Control Rule .................. 19 13 
 14 
Discussion of Puerto Rico Recreational Landings ............... 52 15 
 16 
Review of Day 1 Decisions ..................................... 62 17 
 18 
Discussion of Species Grouping Questions ...................... 74 19 
 20 
Review of Day 2 Decisions .................................... 136 21 
 22 
Discussion of St. Croix Conch ................................ 158 23 
 24 
Discussion of Buffers and Uncertainty ........................ 171 25 
 26 
Review of Day 3 Decisions .................................... 281 27 
 28 
Revisiting of Discussion of Buffers and Uncertainty .......... 281 29 
 30 
Review of Simulation Analyses ................................ 313 31 
 32 
Example Applications of the Tier 4a Control Rule ............. 332 33 
 34 
Adjournment .................................................. 382 35 
 36 

- - - 37 
  38 



2 
 

TABLE OF MOTIONS 1 
 2 

PAGE 153:  Motion to reaffirm the decision to allocate 3 
unspecified proportionally across species groups by year.  The 4 
motion carried on page 155. 5 
 6 
PAGE 293:  Motion that there is insufficient information to 7 
suggest that the buffers by island should be different.  The 8 
motion carried on page 302. 9 
 10 
PAGE 309:  Motion that the buffer for spiny lobster be identical 11 
across all island platforms.  The motion carried on page 309. 12 
 13 
PAGE 309:  Motion that the buffer for spiny lobster be set at 14 
0.6.  The motion carried on page 310. 15 
 16 
PAGE 310:  Motion for species that substantial ancillary 17 
information, including size frequency data, is available, a 18 
buffer of 0.6 be applied.  Use the default buffer of 0.5 for 19 
species for which moderate ancillary information is available.  20 
Use a 0.4 buffer for species where minimal or no ancillary 21 
information is available.  The motion failed on page 311. 22 
 23 
PAGE 317:  Motion that the buffer for all islands be set at 0.5.  24 
The motion carried on page 317. 25 
 26 
PAGE 376:  Motion to apply the control rule with the zeroes 27 
removed from the data because they provide no information on the 28 
stock dynamics.  The motion carried on page 380. 29 
 30 

- - -  31 



3 
 

CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 1 
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE 2 

CFMC Headquarters 3 
San Juan, Puerto Rico  4 

 5 
FEBRUARY 26-MARCH 2, 2018 6 

 7 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 8 
Fishery Management Council convened at the CFMC Office, San 9 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Monday afternoon, February 26, 2018, and was 10 
called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 11 
 12 

CALL TO ORDER 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome, everybody.  This is the SSC 15 
meeting.  I would like to start off with the roll call starting, 16 
with Walter. 17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 19 
 20 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 23 
 24 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 31 
 32 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 33 
 34 
JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 37 
staff. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 42 
 43 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 44 
 45 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 46 
 47 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP, St. Croix. 48 
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 1 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 2 
 3 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 4 
 5 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 6 
Counsel. 7 
 8 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 9 
 10 
SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, NOAA Fisheries. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you have Julie Neer. 13 
 14 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The first thing is going to be the agenda. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We will see if there is any 19 
adaptations that you want to me.  There is there SEDAR 57 for 20 
spiny lobster that was supposed to be held in January of this 21 
year, but things were pushed back, and so we have Julie online, 22 
but you do have a number of appointments that we have made 23 
previously, and so we want to review those and make sure that 24 
everyone can attend. 25 
 26 
There is the issue that Kevin brought up, and we talked to the 27 
Fisheries Research Lab, regarding the barracuda that we need to 28 
deal with before we move on. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There are a couple of others, and we don’t have 31 
to get them done first thing, but, at some point, before we task 32 
Adyan with additional work, we do.   33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then we have Action 3, which is the 35 
tiered ABC control rule, finalize the process, and we have 36 
requested from the Science Center -- They brought a number of 37 
number of analyses to the table, and you should have received a 38 
copy of the Federal Register agenda.  Then, under Other 39 
Business, there is the National SSC that a number of SSC members 40 
went to in January of this. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Following Kevin’s suggestion, we may be 43 
able to take that barracuda and other species item and move it 44 
down a little bit, whereas the SEDAR is something we need to get 45 
out of the way and make Julie happy. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have something else I would like to bring up 48 
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as well early on that’s sort of a bookkeeping and recordkeeping 1 
question for the group. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Which is? 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I can bring it up right now. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re talking about the agenda. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s just that we ran into some difficulty 10 
cobbling together some of the decisions that had been made, and 11 
so I’m proposing a -- I am open to suggestions, but maybe one 12 
way forward to resolve this in the future, which would be just a 13 
simple review at the end of the day, take five or ten minutes at 14 
the end of the day, and these are our decisions for the end of 15 
the day, and something similar at the end of the week, just so 16 
that we’re all on the same page and we’ve got a record of it.   17 
 18 
Then we’re clear when we task folks with work that these were 19 
the decisions and here’s how we’re operating and let’s move 20 
forward.  It was just a little tough this go-round, and 21 
obviously this has been a tough year for folks, especially down 22 
here, and so maybe this will be a good way forward to just keep 23 
our records in order, but there are lots of ways we can get to 24 
that point. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I don’t see a point in putting that 27 
in the agenda, because I think you just basically put it out 28 
there. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  You opened the door, and I walked right 31 
through it. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a good idea, and I’m going to suggest 34 
that it’s either going to be, depending on where we are in the 35 
discussion, at the end of the day or the first thing the 36 
following morning. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Either way.  I don’t have a preference, but 39 
just so, at the end of the week, we’re all in agreement that 40 
this is what we discussed and these were the decisions and that 41 
we’ve got it down somehow, recorded somehow. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other questions or concerns about the 44 
agenda?  If not, is there consensus that everything looks good?  45 
It’s adopted.  One of the issues is the appointments for spiny 46 
lobster and letting everybody know what the new schedule is. 47 
 48 
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REVIEW OF SEDAR 57 APPOINTMENTS AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Julie, can you hear us? 3 
 4 
JULIE NEER:  Yes, I can. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We need to review the appointments to 7 
the SEDAR 57 with the new dates, and so I have on the screen 8 
that the data workshop should be the week of June 19 to 21 of 9 
this year, and it would be here in San Juan.  The assessment 10 
webinar would be September to November, around those dates, and 11 
the review workshop will be January 29 to 31 of 2019.  Richard, 12 
you still have to make a decision.  Are you going to chair the 13 
review? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I had agreed to do. 16 
 17 
JULIE NEER:  Richard can chair the review and still participate 18 
in the other stages, because the Chair is not a reviewer. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think I’m going to be out of the country that 21 
week.  I’m checking.  I’m trying to remember the dates.   22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Julie, if someone is in the review 24 
group, they can observe during the data and the assessment 25 
workshops, but they cannot participate? 26 
 27 
JULIE NEER:  Yes, they can.  SEDAR is a public meeting.  You can 28 
always stop on by. 29 
 30 
JOHN HOENIG:  I will be in Australia during the review, but I 31 
will be at the assessment one, but I would like to suggest my 32 
student, Lise Carlton, to be part of this.  She has done some 33 
modeling of spiny lobster. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  She would be in the data and 36 
assessment group? 37 
 38 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, those two. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you send me the information? 41 
 42 
JOHN HOENIG:  Lise Carlton. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am available for the assessment, and I can do 45 
the review, but I am pretty sure that I’m tied up that week of 46 
the data. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You can do the review? 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes.  I am trying to check. 3 
 4 
JULIE NEER:  If Walter is going to be a reviewer, he can’t 5 
participate in the assessment.  He can watch, but he can’t be a 6 
member.   7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  Actually, Lise is going to be in Australia also, 11 
and so she can’t be in the data one, but she can be in the 12 
assessment. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is the data workshop going to be held here? 15 
  16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, here in San Juan.  Do we know 17 
where already? 18 
 19 
JULIE NEER:  No, we’re going back to the Verdanza, which is 20 
where we were originally scheduled, and seeing if they can 21 
accommodate us again, because, when we cancelled, they let us 22 
out of our contract with the understanding that we would try and 23 
come back, and so that’s what we’re working on right now. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then the review workshop will be in 26 
Miami. 27 
 28 
JULIE NEER:  Yes. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Julie, are not going to have any 31 
assessment workshop, per se, right, and they are all via 32 
webinar? 33 
 34 
JULIE NEER:  Yes, that’s the plan. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How many people do we need for the 37 
review workshop?   38 
 39 
JULIE NEER:  You actually have more people than you need, I 40 
think, for the review.  Let me double-check, but I think there 41 
is three people total, two reviewers and one chair, but I am 42 
double-checking what I said in my memo.  Yes, it’s three total 43 
for the review workshop and so two reviewers and a chair, and so 44 
you can choose between those three which two you want to come.   45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We only need three people for the 47 
review.   48 
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 1 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You mean you want to know whether I will do 2 
it or not?  I will do it. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have Rich as the Chair and John and 5 
Walter. 6 
 7 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think we should list four people, because -- 8 
 9 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I thought she said the Chair was not a 10 
reviewer. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Julie, can we bring three SSC and the 13 
Chair? 14 
 15 
JULIE NEER:  You can if you are willing to pay for one of them.  16 
SEDAR can pay for three people, the Chair and two reviewers, and 17 
that is standard for all of our assessments. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it’s a good idea to have the extra person. 20 
 21 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I am willing to do it if you’re willing to 22 
pay. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will have to check on that.  I 25 
should be able to let you know this week.  Look at the dates.  26 
That’s January 29 to 31 of next year.  Are there any more 27 
changes? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think so. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Thank you very much. 32 
 33 
JULIE NEER:  Graciela, are they going to take a quick look at 34 
the terms of reference, to make sure they’re still happy, since 35 
it’s been over a year since they looked at them?  I just want to 36 
be sure that everyone is still okay before we go forward.  They 37 
are pretty much the exact same ones you guys looked at before.  38 
There are a few wording changes, where we found mistakes, but 39 
the intent is the same for all of them, and I just wanted you to 40 
give me a thumbs-up. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In addition to the SSC, the local 43 
government will send their people that collect the information, 44 
and there should be other -- 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This all the islands and not just Puerto Rico? 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 1 
yes. 2 
 3 
JOHN HOENIG:  I have a question about the terms of reference.  4 
It doesn’t explicitly say anything about management strategy 5 
evaluation, and so, from that, I couldn’t tell whether that will 6 
be included or not. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  We intend to do this one a little bit 9 
differently, and so what we intended to do is actually contract 10 
this one out, largely, and so we have subcontractors working on 11 
this now, and the intention is to actually create a peer-12 
reviewed document.   13 
 14 
We will have the management strategy evaluation essentially peer 15 
reviewed, and we will present it to the group, but, in the past, 16 
when we have actually put the MSE out for evaluation, it hasn’t 17 
really gotten a lot of feedback.  We don’t feel like it’s a 18 
particularly productive thing to try to evaluate over an 19 
assessment webinar, and so we are going to essentially put it 20 
through a peer review process, and we are going to present it.  21 
If there were concerns, we would certainly have to address them 22 
in some fashion, but we really haven’t gotten any meaningful 23 
feedback from MSE evaluation in SEDAR assessment webinars. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am sort of surprised to hear you say that, 26 
because I thought we gave you meaningful feedback last time.  27 
For example, the lack of correlation in the -- 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, but I don’t think that occurred during the 30 
assessment webinars.  I think that occurred in the SSC meeting. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that was after. 33 
 34 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay. 35 
 36 
SHANNON CALAY:  Of course, the SSC always evaluates these for 37 
the purpose of acceptance for management advice. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, what you’re saying is management 40 
strategy evaluation will be done, and so we will see it in the 41 
review, and, the way you’re talking about giving a contract and 42 
all that, have you already decided on the methods a priori and 43 
no -- If so, then this process seems to sort of have been short-44 
circuited. 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s not being short-circuited.  It’s being 47 
streamlined, and, basically, we intend to use -- We will use 48 
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approved methodology, and we also may look at some of the DLM 1 
package as well, and so Adyan is in charge of sort of the data-2 
limited approaches, and Bill Harper is going to do the yield per 3 
recruit style approaches.  We are going to do more than one 4 
thing, and we haven’t entirely -- We have not eliminated looking 5 
at any methodology, but we’re front-loading it, because --  6 
 7 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t blame you for saying, unless somebody 8 
convinces me otherwise, we have to have something ready to go 9 
and so we will go with this.  That is fine, but I just don’t 10 
want it to be that we’ve decided we’re going with this and so 11 
all of this is just window-dressing that says that we’ll 12 
consider other methods. 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  No, of course not.  I mean, the SEDAR process is 15 
always transparent, and, if other methodologies were brought to 16 
the table, they would be open for evaluation.  It’s still the 17 
same sort of process. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s what I wanted to just be sure about. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  We are contracting a particular approach because 22 
we’re interested in having that approach brought to the table, 23 
but other approaches are also welcomed. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay.  Then I don’t have any problems with the 26 
terms of reference. 27 
 28 
JULIE NEER:  Thanks, guys. 29 
 30 

OVERVIEW - REVIEW OUTCOMES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  What I’m going to do is kind of 33 
give a review based on what I gave to the council in December, 34 
hopefully just serving as an orientation to where we were and 35 
kind of what we have left to do and maybe highlight some things 36 
that might be going on that we need to pay attention to. 37 
 38 
Very quickly, we gave a definition of what indicator species 39 
were, and these are defined by these criteria, and all of those 40 
were also defined.  These were the indicators for the various 41 
groups, and we discussed those for Puerto Rico, St. Thomas/St. 42 
John, and St. Croix.  You can see, in some cases, we have two 43 
indicators in our group.  How we treat that, I’m not sure is 44 
fully laid out yet. 45 
 46 
Then we tinkered with the control rule for Tier 4, and we 47 
defined what we meant by “accepted”, in the fact that there was 48 
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no accepted quantitative assessment providing status 1 
determination criteria, and that’s the reason for going with 2 
Tier 4. 3 
 4 
The designation of 4a or 4b was based on vulnerability, and we 5 
defined what a consensus was for whether something was going 6 
into 4a or 4b, if there was some question, and then scalars and 7 
buffers for 4a and 4b were going to be independently quantified, 8 
and the key to all of this is the intent of what the Tier 4 9 
control rule is trying to do, and so that’s the next one, I 10 
believe. 11 
 12 
This is the control rule, and you can go right into the OFL and 13 
ABC definitions, because that’s where we’re going to be working 14 
today.  OFL is the scalar times the 75th percentile for something 15 
in 4a, and the ABC is going to be a buffer times the OFL, and 16 
there are limits on how big that scalar can be and how big the 17 
buffer can be.  For 4b, it’s very similar, except we’re using 18 
the mean rather than the 75th percentile, and the limits on the 19 
scalars and buffers were also there. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  Before you move on, the key thing there, I think 22 
in my mind, is the reference period landings.  They’re just not 23 
defined, and there is a natural tendency to think, well, the 24 
reference period should be updated as we become more current, 25 
and, in fact, I think what we said was the reference period 26 
should be fixed and not updated, and so I would like to see it 27 
clarified what exactly we mean by reference period landings. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reference period landings is what we 30 
have defined as the reference period, which we have gone through 31 
all these groups and done that.  It was, to some degree, 32 
dataset-by-dataset.  A lot of them share the same dataset, and 33 
so -- 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  My recollection, and correct me if I’m wrong, was 36 
that that reference period is now fixed.  We’re locked into it.  37 
As you get three more years of data, you don’t say the catches 38 
have been going up and, therefore, we’re going to readjust that 39 
reference period.  It’s that this is the reference period and it 40 
remains constant, so that it has some kind of interpretation and 41 
it’s not a moving target and it’s not a variable. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a constant until we decide to change 44 
it.  We can change it whenever we want.  These things can be 45 
revisited at any time, but there were reasons for -- 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  Right, and so all I’m saying is -- 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are constant in the sense that we 2 
chose not to extend them into the period for which we were 3 
operating under ACLs, because that --  4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would be happier if it said the 75th percentile 6 
of fixed reference period landings.  Just putting the word 7 
“fixed”, and, as you said, we can always change anything and 8 
everything, but the intent now is it’s supposed to be fixed, so 9 
that, if you want to change it, it’s a change and not just the 10 
normal procedure.  The normal procedure is not to update it and 11 
it’s fixed. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  Just for the group’s information, we are 14 
preparing the table which summarizes all of these decisions, and 15 
we’re going to ask the SSC to actually make sure it’s correct, 16 
and that table can be included in the fishery management plan, 17 
and it will refer to the reference period for each stock. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but it would still like it to say that it’s 20 
fixed, so that somebody doesn’t say, well, this was prepared 21 
last year and it’s supposed to be updated, because that’s not 22 
our intent at this time. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The reference period is defined by years, and so 25 
it says the reference period is this year to this year, and this 26 
is the same process we have used since the last eight or ten 27 
years, and so I’m not -- 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, I haven’t heard a single thing that 30 
says why we shouldn’t mention that in fact it is fixed.  To my 31 
mind, it’s a safer, more clear way to go. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s really the SSC-defined reference period.  34 
It’s not a fixed reference period. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s an SSC-defined reference period. 37 
 38 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s a reference period based on a fixed period. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In this particular case, at the moment, 41 
yes. 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then we should say that. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would be reluctant to that do that, 46 
because I feel that’s going beyond what the definition of Tier 4 47 
is.  That’s, to me, something that is done in working within 48 
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Tier 4, that we just redefined this period. 1 
 2 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not disagreeing with you.  I’m just saying we 3 
should say that. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But then, next time we want to do something 6 
that may be not so fixed, we actually have to change the control 7 
rule, as opposed to just -- 8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  That is exactly my point, is that it should be 10 
fixed, and, as you said, we can always change things, and that’s 11 
true, but then it should be we decide to change it, as opposed 12 
to it sliding by and, oh, another year has gone by and we have 13 
more data and this should be updated.  No, you don’t update it.  14 
That wasn’t our intent.  We should just be clear.  I can’t see 15 
any reason to argue that let’s not be clear. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My feeling is that affects us in the 18 
definition of reference period and not in the definition of the 19 
control rule, but I am willing to hear anybody else. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s a technical term, reference period, and it 22 
should be defined.  It should be clear. 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  Do you want to look at the table with all the 25 
definitions on it? 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  Do you have a problem with “fixed” 28 
being in there? 29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think it changes anything. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t either. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we’ve been doing this for eight years 35 
using the same terminology, and it’s whatever.  Let’s just move 36 
on.  Does anyone have a problem with “fixed”?  Does anyone not 37 
have a problem with “fixed”?  Let’s vote and go.  It’s 38 
irrelevant. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s fine with me. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Unless legal looks at it and says we need this to 43 
be absolutely clear, but I don’t think -- I have got no problem 44 
with it being in here, and keeping John happy is usually 45 
beneficial for the whole group anyway. 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  Have a vote.  However it goes, I will be happy 48 
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deciding.   1 
 2 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  A question, just for the record, that I 3 
want to make sure we’re clear on is that we understand what 4 
“fixed” means.  I heard John to be saying that the idea is that 5 
this would be the reference period that you’re using at this 6 
point to drive ABC and that you’re not necessarily just going to 7 
be updating the ABCs because there is new information available, 8 
and so you would -- I guess would there be an opportunity to 9 
look at the reference period if you’re recommending new ABCs?   10 
 11 
How fixed is fixed, and what does that mean?  As of right now, 12 
if you have provided recommendations of ABC and aren’t asked for 13 
additional ones, you wouldn’t necessarily need to update it just 14 
because additional information is available and the reference 15 
period would be clear for the documents. 16 
 17 
JOHN HOENIG:  To answer that question, all I’m saying is that 18 
somebody says, wait a second, this calculation was done with 19 
these data, but, actually, we have new data now, and shouldn’t 20 
we use the best data, all the data, the most recent data, and 21 
they want to change it, and that was not our intent.  Our intent 22 
was this is a reference period, and it doesn’t change every year 23 
as you get more information.  It doesn’t even change, 24 
necessarily, every three years as you get more information.  The 25 
idea is it doesn’t get updated. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But the SSC would have to decide that at some 28 
point, and so it would be at the discretion of the SSC to change 29 
the years anytime it wanted to.  If it’s fixed in the language 30 
or not, we still have the option to change the reference period 31 
if we so decide, and so I am kind of like Todd.  I don’t see 32 
what we’re arguing about. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  A show of hands of how many 35 
would like to see the change to “fixed”; how many would like to 36 
leave it the way it is? 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am happy leaving it. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  All right.  The intent of Tier 4a is 41 
to allow expansion in the fishery of those stocks or stock 42 
complexes whose low susceptibility, or high susceptibility 43 
score, suggests that they could sustain a higher rate of 44 
exploitation. 45 
 46 
To hold it at approximately the current level, those stocks or 47 
stock complexes who have a moderate susceptibility, a moderate 48 
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score of about two, they would not sustain a much higher rate of 1 
exploitation, but that also suggests that they are not overly 2 
vulnerable. 3 
 4 
The reason this is important is because it locks in where we’re 5 
trying to go with developing our scalars and our buffers.  6 
First, we’re linking our scalar to susceptibility, and it 7 
grounds the baseline for scalars, such that a susceptibility 8 
score of two should lead to a harvest level that is more or less 9 
similar or somewhat increased from the present situation, but, 10 
if you are a three value, we are expecting it to be higher, and 11 
so this is kind of what we’re trying to achieve in our 12 
methodology for coming up with scalars and buffers. 13 
 14 
Other considerations that we were struggling with is the OFLs 15 
need to be high enough to not trigger an overfishing situation 16 
due to just a random reporting event.  They also need to have 17 
space between the OFL and the ABC to allow for a variable buffer 18 
response, and so we need to scale the scalar, if you will, 19 
relative to the intent of Tier 4. 20 
 21 
We initially had talked about having susceptibility times 22 
something else, like 0.5, becoming our scalar, and, if that was 23 
the case, the OFL gets tied to about the 75th percentile, 24 
depending on what we set our -- Well, then we would apply the 25 
buffer to get an ABC that would be close to the current value. 26 
 27 
For low-susceptibility species, we would be multiplying the 28 
susceptibility score of three, which is higher, by something 29 
like 0.5, and that returns something that is substantially 30 
higher, 1.5 times the 75th percentile.   31 
 32 
Then things got interesting.  OFLs need to be high enough not to 33 
trigger overfishing, but we need to have that space.  We need to 34 
scale the scalar, but we have to account for that degree of 35 
variability, and we were seeing, in this case, and this is the 36 
yellowfin grouper situation, where you had that one year where 37 
the MRIP data extrapolated to a really high level and what do we 38 
do with that, and so we decided to see if we could incorporate 39 
somehow the coefficient of variation in looking at how we should 40 
scale things. 41 
 42 
I think Bill provided this information.  This was not based upon 43 
the reference years at that time, but it’s just coefficients of 44 
variation.  I put the colors on them to show you that green are 45 
things that are indicator species for 4a.  The reds are things 46 
that we have designated as 4b species, and the black are things 47 
that are there, but they’re covered by other indicators or are 48 
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in a group of species. 1 
 2 
You can see that most -- The dotted line is a CV of one, and so 3 
most of the species that we’re looking at in 4a are in fact 4 
things that had, at that time, because remember the recreational 5 
data for Puerto Rico, and this is Puerto Rico data, were not in 6 
there.  Remember we don’t have recreational data for the Virgin 7 
Islands, but we’re seeing that most of the species that we’re 8 
looking at that are going to be of interest are going to be in 9 
this lower CV category at the moment, but there are still some 10 
with high CVs that are going to be somewhat problematic. 11 
 12 
The way we did this is we were using the coefficient of 13 
variation to adjust the scalar to get OFL, and so I wasn’t 14 
feeling very creative at the time I was doing this, and so I 15 
defined this as a variability adjustment factor.  I could have 16 
called it the Hoenig factor, since John was the one who 17 
suggested this, but that factor was defined as the max scale 18 
minus the CV divided by the maximum scale.  The maximum scale, 19 
in this case, was three, which is the highest thing you could 20 
get on the susceptibility. 21 
 22 
This is supposed to standardize the magnitude of the scalar 23 
relative to the extent of the variation in the data, but we were 24 
thinking at the time that it only applies to situations with a 25 
coefficient of variation that is less than one. 26 
 27 
The way we were looking at this is we would have a default 28 
scalar, which is going to be the susceptibility score times this 29 
variability adjustment factor.  If we had a low susceptibility, 30 
it would be three times that factor, which is about 1.5, and 31 
susceptibility would be two times that, or about one, and these 32 
are going to be multiplied by the 75th percentile.   33 
 34 
For multispecies stocks, we would use the mean of the 35 
susceptibility scores of the groups that are in that complex 36 
that were covered by an indicator species.  The default value 37 
could be moved up or down, given additional information, and we 38 
in fact did that, and we will get to that.  We defined how we 39 
would do the 75th percentile.  We said, if it falls between two 40 
items, we will interpolate between those two values. 41 
 42 
For moderately-susceptible species, this should get us closer to 43 
the mean, which is where we were, and then, for 4b, it’s -- At 44 
the moment, it was only applied to Grouper Unit 4, and we hadn’t 45 
really looked at the combined commercial and recreational.   46 
 47 
Here is where we are.  Here is our default scalar, and so our 48 
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middle table here for coefficient of variation are scaled by 1 
adjustment factor and what the OFL would look like if we’re 2 
multiplying this by the 75th percentile.  Looking at kind of a 3 
moderate CV, which is 0.4, that’s kind of in the mid-range for 4 
those groups that were less than one, and then the highest one 5 
is the value of one, just to see what this does. 6 
 7 
For low susceptibility, where you’re using the susceptibility 8 
score of three, your variability factor is in fact higher for 9 
your lower CV value than it is for the higher CV value, which, 10 
frankly, I thought we were kind of trying to do the opposite.  11 
That is something to consider here.   12 
 13 
The greater the variability, based on the CV, we’re actually 14 
compressing down where the OFL would be, rather than pushing it 15 
up to where it could account for that kind of variability, and 16 
the same thing happens under moderate susceptibility, except the 17 
factors are lower, because we’re using a factor of two instead 18 
of three. 19 
 20 
SHANNON CALAY:  For a point of clarification, you’re talking 21 
about, in this case, when the CV is greater than two or one, a 22 
CV greater than one? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, in that particular example, it’s either 25 
0.4 or one, and so not greater than one.  We will follow-up with 26 
this.  We had some exceptions.  Surgeonfishes, angelfishes, and 27 
parrotfishes have high ecological values. 28 
 29 
We defined ABCs of zero for a bunch of 4b species, and then 30 
Shannon presented this analysis, which helped immensely in our 31 
discussions, and what she did was standardize things to a catch 32 
of a -- 33 
 34 
SHANNON CALAY:  400,000. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, 400,000, something like that, and then 37 
we looked at susceptibility scores, which are the thing that 38 
says “row labels”, and, using the default scalar, as we have 39 
defined it we calculated how much the ABC would change relative 40 
to the current ABC, and so this is going from OFL to ABC, under 41 
various buffers, and that’s what the top row is.  It’s a buffer 42 
of 0.5 and 0.6 and -- Then it’s showing that, at a 43 
susceptibility of three, you were increasing the ABC by a factor 44 
of about 60 percent, but, at a susceptibility score of two, you 45 
were making only a marginal increase of 6 percent, and, as one 46 
changes the CV values, and she did this for all kind of values 47 
of CV, those numbers really didn’t change, and so it looked like 48 
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we were in fact meeting the intent of what we wanted to do. 1 
 2 
Now, one of the things that -- Go back to the last slide.  This 3 
works even as we increase the CV.  As we increase the CV, our 4 
multiplying factor, our scalar, actually goes down, but, because 5 
the CV is increasing, the way you did the simulation is that the 6 
standard deviation was increasing, and so the 75th percentile was 7 
going up, and that’s why this worked, because, as the CV was 8 
increasing, we were increasing the 75th percentile, and that’s 9 
what draws the OFL up high enough to resolve the problem of 10 
randomly tripping into an overfishing situation. 11 
 12 
I don’t know whether that’s a good assumption, but it is if 13 
you’re assuming normality, which is what you were assuming, but, 14 
looking at some of those random hits in particularly the 15 
recreational data, I am not sore that normality is a good place 16 
to be, and, as I said, I would have thought that our variability 17 
adjustment factor should be increasing as the CV is in fact 18 
going down, and so this is something we may want to look at.  19 
This is what I spent all of yesterday doing. 20 
 21 
That is kind of where we are at the moment.  We had a problem 22 
with queen conch in St. Croix, and we decided just to go with 23 
what we had already established.  The council, at the meeting in 24 
December, said they were really not happy with that, and they 25 
want these levels revisited and reset, and so that’s the task we 26 
have to do for queen conch in St. Croix. 27 
 28 
We had some exceptions where we thought there was sufficient 29 
evidence that suggests that we in fact could increase the catch, 30 
and this is by increasing the buffers for red hind in St. 31 
Thomas/St. John, lobster in St. Thomas/St. John, and dolphinfish 32 
in all islands.  That is probably it. 33 
 34 
That is my orientation of kind of what we did last time and 35 
where we are.  We were looking to try to resolve the issue of 36 
what do we do with something with really high CVs and how do 37 
things look when we actually have the data in terms of the 38 
reference years and, in Puerto Rico’s case, were we able to be 39 
able to incorporate the recreational data, in general and 40 
through back-calculation through the entire series.  That’s 41 
where I understood that we are at.  Adyan, does that lead in 42 
well with what you’re going to -- 43 
 44 
SHANNON CALAY:  It does, but I just wanted to clarify that, from 45 
the Science Center’s perspective, what we decided on when there 46 
was a quorum at the meeting last time was the situation where 47 
the CV is one or lower, less than one. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 2 
 3 
SHANNON CALAY:  That formula was that 75th percentile times the 4 
scalar times the variance, what you’re calling VAF, variance 5 
adjustment factor.  We haven’t executed the other formulas that 6 
you showed there for exceptions of a CV of greater than one. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We just knocked out ideas at that 9 
point.  We didn’t have a quorum, and we didn’t have -- I would 10 
agree with you. 11 
 12 
SHANNON CALAY:  But Adyan does have a very flexible code, which 13 
we could explore other versions of control rules here, and so I 14 
just wanted to start out by saying what you’re about to see is 15 
limited to that case where the CV is less than one for the 16 
results.  Then we have some suggestions for how you might move 17 
forward. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Excellent. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  That was a great introduction because I am actually 22 
going to show again the formulas, and just the formatting that 23 
you will see will also hopefully play easily into the format of 24 
the outputs of the simulation tool that we’re going share later. 25 
 26 
Once again, a quick Tier 4 review.  We have the conditions for 27 
use that Rich went over, and I will summarize them.  For 4a, 28 
remember it’s no accepted assessment, but the stock has 29 
relatively low vulnerability to fishing pressure, and, for 4b, 30 
the stock has relatively high vulnerability to fishing pressure, 31 
or there is no consensus for 4a. 32 
 33 
I will take a moment here to introduce this terminology of 34 
sustainable yield limit.  It’s a term that NOAA Fisheries has -- 35 
Shannon and folks at SERO have discussed for the occasion when 36 
OFL cannot be estimated.  Would you like to add, Shannon? 37 
 38 

DISCUSSION OF TIER 4 OF THE ABC CONTROL RULE 39 
 40 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so, as promised, or previewed, there 41 
have been a number of discussions between SERO, the Southeast 42 
Fisheries Science Center, Headquarters, and General Counsel to 43 
try to determine our terminology for Tier 4, which is catch 44 
only, because we can’t estimate, using a stock assessment, the 45 
true overfishing limit or the maximum sustainable yield. 46 
 47 
A gentleman’s agreement, I think, we came to was that we would 48 
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retain all of the logic of the ABC control rule that you have 1 
already put in place, and so nothing would be changed, but we’re 2 
recommending that, rather than using the terminology of OFL, 3 
which is overfishing limit, and it actually has a legal 4 
definition which requires a stock assessment, we are suggesting 5 
that you use the term SYL.  6 
 7 
If you exceed SYL, and please correct me, Bill and Jocelyn, if I 8 
make a mistake, but you would not trigger an overfishing 9 
determination.  Instead, you would trigger essentially a letter 10 
from the Southeast Regional Office to the council suggesting 11 
that you review the ABC and SYL determinations, and so, 12 
essentially, you would be -- It would be a trigger where we 13 
would ask the council to examine it and make sure that you still 14 
stand behind the recommendation, but the reality is that using 15 
catch only -- The Science Center does not feel that the 16 
terminology of OFL is appropriate, because we really don’t know 17 
that that catch level actually is an overfishing threshold. 18 
 19 
It’s simply a number that we looked at from recent landings 20 
history or landing history alone, and so it doesn’t -- I would 21 
just reiterate that I don’t believe it changes anything about 22 
the way you set up your control rule or the logic you have used. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just quickly, it’s not a sustainable yield limit.  25 
It’s a level. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s probably my fault.  My apologies. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s okay, but it’s not when you go above this 30 
level that you’re not sustainable anymore, because we don’t 31 
really know.  We just know that that’s a very high level of 32 
landings and the council needs to be made aware of it.  It could 33 
be a good thing.  Maybe they had a huge recruitment class and 34 
the catches are way up and there is more than originally thought 35 
to land of this particular stock. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just revising the same equations we saw in the 38 
previous presentation, for 4a, the terminology now of SYL is the 39 
75th percentile times the scalar, and the scalar incorporates 40 
that susceptibility score in the VAF that we’ll get to in a 41 
moment, and the ABC is the buffer times the sustainable yield 42 
level. 43 
 44 
For 4b, the SYL is zero if a species is prohibited, or it’s the 45 
mean of the time series if it’s not prohibited, and the ABC is 46 
zero if it’s prohibited, and the ABC is 0.9 times the SYL if 47 
it’s not prohibited, the buffer there. 48 
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 1 
Let’s focus on this 4a group some more, and recall that the 2 
scalar is actually made up of those two components, the 3 
susceptibility score and the VAF.  VAF standardizes the 4 
magnitude of the scalar relative to the extent of the variation 5 
in the data.  I stole that from your presentation, Rich.   6 
 7 
There is the VAF, again, the max scalar minus the CV divided by 8 
the max scalar.  Then, just as we move forward, I am going to 9 
replace “scalar” with these components of max scalar of three, 10 
and so it moved up there.  The reason I am just making sure that 11 
we focus and agree on this at this moment is because that’s how 12 
I put it into the simulation. 13 
 14 
Quickly, a little bit about the CV.  The CV is the standard 15 
deviation divided by the mean, and it’s a measure of relative 16 
variability, and the standard deviation quantifies variability 17 
using the distance of each point from the mean, and so you get 18 
the distance from each point from the mean, incorporate that 19 
into the formula, and then, with the CV, you can relativize that 20 
so that it’s comparable across species. 21 
 22 
Last time, you guys also looked at the behavior of this 4a rule.  23 
It was that Excel model that Rich also showed, and you looked at 24 
a percentile, the 75th percentile, of the max scalar of three, 25 
and the CVs that were in that Excel file ranged from 0.1 to 0.2.  26 
It looked like this, and we saw it moments ago, and you have 27 
those toggles that would allow you to explore different 28 
combinations.   29 
 30 
These percentages show the percent increase, the percent change, 31 
compared to the mean of the reference period, and, in this case, 32 
they are all positive, and so, in that bottom-left corner, 33 
you’ve got a 12 percent increase, and, up top there, you’ve got 34 
a 67 percent increase above the mean for those different values 35 
of -- That you explored over those range of buffers and those 36 
range of scalars. 37 
 38 
You also, as Rich alluded to, looked at the behavior of when the 39 
ABC -- Whether or not it exceeds the mean, and, as we saw 40 
earlier, across buffers and scalars, this exercise showed the 41 
higher CVs, meaning stocks with larger fluctuations, resulted in 42 
higher ABCs except when CV was greater than one.  When CV was 43 
greater than one, that relationship was no longer true, and so 44 
part of the homework, I guess, or what the simulation allows us 45 
to do is to explore other combinations. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My point in that is the reason that worked 48 
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was because, in the simulations, the 75th percentile is going up 1 
as the CV went up, which is to be expected. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But to a degree more than the variability 6 
adjustment factor. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is where you guys left off, and now I’m going 9 
to talk a little bit more about the simulation and its 10 
flexibility.  We set out to create a simulation tool to examine 11 
the behavior of potential control rules and explore possible 12 
methods and provide suggestions for a CV greater than one and 13 
revise -- It’s flexible, and we’re able to revise it as needed 14 
to capture the full intent. 15 
 16 
The tool allows us to examine the behavior of the control rules 17 
and ensure that ABC and SYL result as anticipated and we’re able 18 
to consider various CVs, buffers, and scalars for a given scalar 19 
percentile or mean catch as well as incorporate any changes to 20 
the rule itself. 21 
 22 
Similar to the Excel spreadsheet, the results are reported as 23 
percent increase above the mean, and, just to interpret that -- 24 
These tables that have so many numbers on them, just quickly, 25 
100 percent larger means that the ABC is twice the mean catch, 26 
and so it’s 100 percent larger.  200 percent larger means ABC is 27 
three-times the mean catch, and zero percent larger means that 28 
it’s equal to the mean catch, and so that’s the interpretation 29 
of that percent increase. 30 
 31 
Then a little bit more about the demo example.  Here is what you 32 
were able to work with previously.  That’s what it looked like, 33 
and now it looks very similar.  It’s slightly different, but the 34 
values are the same, and so the tool allows us to quickly 35 
explore other combinations as well as formations of any changes, 36 
desired changes, to the formula.   37 
 38 
As an example, I will show just some of the runs where I have 39 
only specified two CVs, and so 0.1 and one.  This is what the 40 
output looks like, and, as Rich pointed out earlier, in a given 41 
-- For different CVs, for a larger CV, your values are higher in 42 
this table.  Those percent differences are higher for a given 43 
scalar and a given buffer, and so we see scalars on the Y-axis 44 
here and buffers on the X-axis.  Here, these susceptible 45 
species, as you go towards one, these values increase as the CV 46 
increases towards one. 47 
 48 
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We can also look at examples where CV is greater than one, and 1 
so, here, I will be showing a CV of one and a CV of two.  As you 2 
go above one, the inverse to what we saw on the previous slide 3 
is true.  Now these values decrease for a given scalar and 4 
buffer, and, in some cases, once the CV is high enough, those 5 
values are no longer a percent increase above the mean.  They 6 
become a percent decrease.   7 
 8 
We’re able to look at other combinations, other CVs, and you can 9 
tell -- There is gradients, and we’re able to provide those 10 
gradients if you want to see what 1.5 looks like, or a CV of 11 
1.5, which is where those percent decreases start to appear for 12 
the given max scalar. 13 
 14 
In summary, CV increasing from zero to one, ABC for a given 15 
buffer and scalar increases, as intended, for these 4a species 16 
that we suggest could sustain a higher rate of exploitation, and 17 
that was the definition that came up earlier for the use and the 18 
purpose of 4a. 19 
 20 
With CV increasing above one, ABC for a given buffer and scalar 21 
decreases, ultimately going below the mean catch for very large 22 
CVs, and, once again, the demo tool allows us to quickly explore 23 
other combinations.  The demo tool is able to -- I am able to 24 
adapt it, or if anyone would like to also work with it, I am 25 
able to share it, and it uses the same information that you see 26 
here within the max scalar specified, and it currently matches 27 
the ability of the Excel file, but we can adapt it and quickly 28 
provide any information you would like to see. 29 
 30 
Okay, and so suggestions for consideration of 4a when CV is 31 
greater than one, I am just going to provide a kind of quick 32 
summary of ideas that came up in conversations, and I will leave 33 
it open for you all to discuss the preferred option.   34 
 35 
There are potential options where you could retain the current 36 
formula and essentially keep it.  One option would be to fix the 37 
CV.  When CVs are greater than one, to fix them at one.  This 38 
essentially bounds the range of your multiplier.  Ultimately, 39 
this equation provides you what that percent difference is, and 40 
so this effectively bounds what that upper range is with the 41 
current maximum that you observe, and so the ABC is never below 42 
the mean of the reference period. 43 
 44 
You can also change the max scalar for ranges of CV, but keep in 45 
mind that other values of max scalar will also only work over 46 
specific ranges, and so, every time you have larger CVs, you 47 
would have to adjust it in order to continue getting the intent 48 
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of the equations so far. 1 
 2 
Another idea, potentially, is to simplify the equation and maybe 3 
considering without CV and only accounting based on the 4 
susceptibility information.  Lastly, any other alternatives or 5 
ideas that come up in discussion.  I will leave you guys to 6 
discuss these ideas, and I am available to answer any questions. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When you say coefficient of variation 9 
greater than one, one is 100 percent? 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  CVs is a percent of -- At least 14 
that’s how I’m used to referring to it. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and you don’t usually multiply it.  I just did 17 
it to save space. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, and I’m glad. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What species do we tend to have higher CVs?  22 
Would it be those with recreational catches? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Definitely those, because that’s where the 25 
really -- Like dolphinfish, which had a lot of data, but the 26 
things that are minor are the ones that are really going to -- 27 
Can you go back? 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Where I’m going, I guess, is it important for 30 
us to realize, or try to figure out, what the reason for the 31 
high CV is?  If it’s a strong year class is coming in, then you 32 
would want to have a higher ABC.  If, for example, with 33 
recreational catch, we may only have a few samples -- 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is the Puerto Rico. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If you’re extrapolating up, which leads to a 38 
very high CV, we may want to have a relatively low ABC relative 39 
to the mean, and I think, before we proceed too far, we have to 40 
-- I don’t want to say determine it, because I don’t know if we 41 
ever will, but try to figure out why we have these very high CVs 42 
in some cases, and I would argue that, if it’s due to a 43 
recreational nature of the fishery, where there is a lot of 44 
uncertainty in the point estimate in a given year, that we 45 
should think about a relatively low ABC, or a low ACL. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we look at this, the things on the right 48 
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are the ones that are below one.  Basically, you’re seeing a 1 
very strong trend that, the less common you are in the catch, 2 
the higher your CV.  In other words, it’s a rarity thing, if 3 
you’re getting a good year or not, as a statistical artifact of 4 
sampling, rather than necessarily being of value of the species 5 
itself, and that’s how I would interpret it.  Now, that is an 6 
interpretation. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s all we’re going to be able to do anyway.  9 
I tend to agree that -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is without recreational data.  12 
Recreational is going to be even worse, and so I think -- By 13 
going with this SYL, that actually alleviates our big problem, 14 
which was triggering the overfishing definition, and so we could 15 
now entertain the idea of fixing the CV max at one, for example, 16 
because we’re not concerned, overtly, of tripping this thing.  17 
We would be looking at what really happened, and there’s not an 18 
automatic trigger and the way we were worrying about that. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  Walter mentioned this relative to the ABC.  You 21 
guys haven’t even considered the ABC yet.  You’re applying your 22 
CVs to this SYL value, and I wonder if you consider that may be 23 
the wrong place to be applying your CVs.  Adyan said that’s her 24 
number-two choice, don’t apply the CV to this scalar-type SYL 25 
calculation. 26 
 27 
In my opinion, that CV -- Your variability should be applied to 28 
determining how far down you need to bring your ABC, because the 29 
higher-variability species need to be farther away from that 30 
sustainable level, because they’re going like this, and those 31 
high stands are going to hit up against your SYL. 32 
 33 
If you’ve got a species that is just flat and has the same 34 
landings every year, then your CV is extremely small, and you 35 
can put that ABC right up against your SYL, because you know 36 
it’s going to stick right there and you’re not going to go over.  37 
As you increase your CV, you’ve got to pull it down, because 38 
you’re more variable.  If you don’t, you’re going to be 39 
exceeding that SYL all the time.  That’s what I would -- You 40 
need to think about where you’re applying the CV. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It doesn’t really make a difference, 43 
because it’s a linear multiplication.  You’re just taking it 44 
from here and putting it there, but it does in terms of what you 45 
define as your SYL and your ABC.   46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and the space you have between them, because 48 
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the only thing that’s creating space right now between your SYL 1 
and your ABC is that buffer, and that buffer has nothing to do 2 
with variability.   3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, I’m worried that it’s exactly the 5 
opposite, that we come up with -- Following this process, from 6 
what I have seen, slightly, we are going to come up with ABC 7 
values that are quite a bit higher than the most recent mean 8 
values that we have seen in the fisheries so far in the last 9 
five years, which may not be -- It may not have anything to do 10 
with the reference period.  We all know here that if we go back 11 
that we are going to land in two things that are not really very 12 
much -- They don’t have anything to do with the population 13 
status, which is reporting issues and the socioeconomic status 14 
of the places. 15 
 16 
If we come up with an ABC and that trend persists over time, 17 
that is my concern, that we keep updating fishery annual 18 
landings that are consistently below our ABCs.  Then my question 19 
is how are we going to analyze that?  How is the SSC going to 20 
see this in terms of what we are recommending as ABCs? 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  Currently, your reference years are static.  23 
They don’t change, and so your reference years might be 1990 to 24 
2005, although I just made that up.  Your ABC is going to be 25 
calculated over that reference period, and if your catches are 26 
lower than ABC, you could actually increase effort, if you 27 
wanted to.  If your fisheries could increase their effort, it 28 
would be allowed. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The effort will increase if the demand 31 
increases.  Fishermen can -- 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  In Tier 4, there is no assessment, and so we 34 
would not be interpreting these scores.  We would not be 35 
interpreting catch at all except as is it higher than ABC and is 36 
it higher than SYL.  We don’t interpret it to say that the stock 37 
is depleted or not.  That would be moving it up into a Tier 3 38 
stock assessment, which we haven’t considered yet what Tier 3 39 
looks like. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so we set an ABC and what is 42 
expected is that the catch would be trending towards that ABC, 43 
approaching that ABC.  What if it does not approach that ABC?  44 
Nothing will happen? 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  Nothing. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  Very good. 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  Also, keep in mind, again, the definition.  You 3 
guys have already decided that the stock has relatively low 4 
vulnerability, and so, if it doesn’t meet that, then the CV 5 
wouldn’t play into it. 6 
 7 
SHANNON CALAY:  4a is for only those stocks that you have 8 
decided, the SSC has decided, can actually be exploited more. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Getting back to Bill’s suggestion, you were 11 
talking about moving that parenthetic expression, basically, to 12 
the ABC line.   13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, because that’s where you’re worried about 15 
variability. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so it would not change the final 18 
answer.  It does change what your SYL is, obviously, because 19 
you’re not bringing it -- You’re not adjusting it by that factor 20 
yet. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  The CV would then have no impact on the SYL.  Your 23 
SYL would just be a product of your 75th percentile and your 24 
scalar, however you want to define the scalar, and that’s it.  25 
It’s a set value.  There is no variability associated with that, 26 
and there is no variability that needs to be associated with 27 
that.   28 
 29 
This is a reference period base, understanding of what is a 30 
reasonable estimate of the sustainable harvest of this stock, 31 
and then you say, yes, but we’re not going to put our allowable 32 
catch at that level, because there is too much -- There is some 33 
level of variability, and we need a buffer.  We need a space, 34 
and that space should reflect the range of variability in that 35 
species, and, as I said, if that range is small -- I mean, this 36 
is right in NS 1. 37 
 38 
If that range is small, you can push that ABC closer to the SYL, 39 
but, if that range is large, you need to push it farther down, 40 
so that, when you get those high stands, they’re not exceeding 41 
the SYL.  That’s where variability needs to be accounted for, 42 
regardless of how you handle your buffer. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But then we get into the situation where, 45 
again, it doesn’t change the final value, but that parenthetic 46 
expression actually becomes smaller the larger your CV is, and 47 
so it’s not doing what you want it to do. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  If you want to include that.   2 
 3 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you leave the term in and CV is less than 4 
one, it’s an even larger buffer. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but -- 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  We’re trying to fix the situation where -- 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would fix it by not doing all these complicated 11 
things.  I would just say, look, if you’ve got a high CV, you 12 
need a higher buffer.  If you’ve got a low CV, you could have a 13 
lower buffer, and so, if your CV is low, your buffer -- You have 14 
constrained it to 0.9, and it’s 0.9.  You come down to a 15 
percent. 16 
 17 
If your CV is high, you need to come down farther, 0.75 or 0.6, 18 
and I think some of these 0.6 and 0.5 are way -- That’s up to 19 
you guys, but you don’t have to go through all these 20 
complexities.  It’s just here is our SYL and here is our ABC, 21 
and that ABC is farther than that SYL, and the buffer is more 22 
constrained, depending upon that CV, but the CV itself is just a 23 
guidepost, and you say, okay, and so we’ve got a CV that is less 24 
than 0.5 and then we can have a buffer that is 0.9, and we’ve 25 
got a CV that is 0.5 to one and we can have a buffer that is 26 
0.85.  If we’ve got a CV that is greater than one, we need a 27 
buffer that’s 0.75, or whatever you guys think. 28 
 29 
That is really straight and really simple and really easy for 30 
everybody to understand, and it links directly from one step to 31 
another without a lot of matrices and without blowing the 32 
council’s mind and without all this stuff that everybody is 33 
having a hard time comprehending. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If we do that, we have just redefined what a 36 
buffer means.  The buffer doesn’t mean that. 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right, but this -- 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then we’re starting over. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  This goes back to the 2010 and 2011 amendments, 43 
when Todd explained to me that we don’t understand management 44 
and scientific uncertainty and all these things are is a buffer.  45 
I learned this from Todd. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would rephrase that differently. 48 



29 
 

 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t think you need to defend yourself.  You 2 
were right.  I was like, okay, I get it. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I am loath to revisit what “buffer” 5 
means.   6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  We don’t need a definition of buffer. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we do.  It’s scientific uncertainty.  10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, but we don’t have a comprehension of 12 
scientific uncertainty, and I will give you an example.  You 13 
guys think we have high scientific uncertainty because we don’t 14 
know exactly where the landings are relative to reality, but we 15 
do know where they are relative to reality.  They are pretty 16 
much on, because Puerto Rico uses an expansion factor, and so 17 
you can throw out scientific uncertainty there, because, if you 18 
have any faith at all in that, then you have to feel like 19 
they’re -- 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I just want to make sure that everyone at this 22 
table puts on the record that you cannot throw out scientific 23 
uncertainty in that situation, even remotely close. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Relative to those landings. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  In the Virgin Islands, nobody is arguing that they 30 
are overreporting.  Everybody would say they are either 31 
reporting dead-on or they’re underreporting, and so you’ve just 32 
cut your scientific uncertainty in half, and so I think your -- 33 
 34 
JOHN HOENIG:  That is not true.  In fact, that’s nonsense. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, it’s not. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Nobody knows. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  Essentially, what we have is an irrational system 41 
where, when we don’t know, we have to make up an uncertainty and 42 
say 20 percent, but, if we measure it and we find out that 43 
everywhere else it’s 200 percent, then those are uncertain, and 44 
it’s like, no.  You are only fooling yourself when you say -- 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  What are you going to know about scientific 47 
uncertainty? 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to pick up on what Bill said 2 
though.  Even for Puerto Rico, you don’t know if those expansion 3 
factors are correct.  You may be way too low, which means you 4 
may be underestimating in Puerto Rico. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  But you’ve got to trust your instruments.  7 
Basically, what you’re saying is these guys don’t know what 8 
they’re doing. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then what are you saying? 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  This is not the only -- 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s get back on topic. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  All right. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are trying to do the best we can.   21 
 22 
JOHN HOENIG:  This is not the only SSC to be faced with the 23 
problem of how do you assess uncertainty when you don’t know 24 
what’s going on. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 27 
 28 
JOHN HOENIG:  In New England, when I was on the SSC there, we 29 
were working on a strange situation where for some stocks we had 30 
one assessment model and for some stocks we had two assessment 31 
models.  Whenever you have two assessment models, you know 32 
they’re not going to agree completely, and, therefore, it was 33 
like there is uncertainty, but, where we had just one assessment 34 
model, there was nothing to contradict it, and we assumed there 35 
was no uncertainty.  Where is the evidence of uncertainty?  Come 36 
on.  We’re scientists.  We look at evidence, and where is the 37 
evidence?  There is no information, and, therefore, it doesn’t 38 
exist.  That’s what you’re saying, and it’s nonsense. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s not what I am saying.  We do have some 41 
information on uncertainty.  I’m not sure that it’s being 42 
properly interpreted. 43 
 44 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then, if it’s not being properly interpreted, it’s 45 
hard to argue, but the question is how much information do we 46 
actually have and what does it mean when we don’t have the 47 
information, and, in my mind, if we don’t have the information, 48 
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that is more uncertainty, and yet it gets treated as there is no 1 
evidence of uncertainty and therefore it’s minimal. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, that’s not what I said, John.  I said it’s not 4 
like you don’t have any information.  You have landings data, 5 
and you have an expansion factor to account for lack of 6 
reporting of those in that context of landings data.  Isn’t that 7 
information? 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that’s closer to the truth than not 10 
having anything. 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  Expansion factors are reliable based on a proper 13 
procedure. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  Do you have some evidence that they’re not? 16 
 17 
JOHN HOENIG:  When we tried to find out exactly how do you do 18 
the expansion factor, we haven’t gotten a clear explanation, and 19 
so we don’t actually know what’s behind it.  To say, oh, well, 20 
then we have information, it’s like, well, we have something 21 
written down, but it doesn’t mean that it’s information, and it 22 
doesn’t mean that we can have confidence in it. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  John, it’s an estimate.  We don’t know the 25 
reality.  The reality is that we don’t know what it is.  It’s 26 
just an estimate, but, having the expansion factor, we know it’s 27 
better than not having anything.  It’s going to be closer to the 28 
truth than not having anything, for sure. 29 
 30 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s not necessarily true.  When you follow 31 
scientific -- 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s going to be law anyway, okay? 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  When you have randomization and so on, then you 36 
can actually estimate the uncertainty, which is the miracle of 37 
statistics, that you can estimate the uncertainty, but, when you 38 
have something that is not clearly defined and not clearly 39 
specified, it could be dead wrong, and you don’t know. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We know it’s wrong.  We know it’s wrong. 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  That does not mean that therefore it’s certain. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s how wrong it is.  It’s better to know 46 
that it’s a little bit wrong then knowing that you are way 47 
wrong. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  To try to get back on track 2 
here a little bit, I don’t think we’re going to change what 3 
buffer is supposed to be.  That is supposed to account for 4 
scientific uncertainty.  The way we have treated this at the 5 
last meeting was this, to some degree, is, again, looking back 6 
at where we are, which is 4a, catch only. 7 
 8 
All this data that we’re looking at is coming through, in 9 
regards to what island you’re looking at, is coming through some 10 
system where that data is collected, and our assumption is that, 11 
without other information, is that that system is working along 12 
a set pathway, and so principles or calculations or whatever.  13 
When you talk about the adjustment factors that are made in 14 
Puerto Rico landings, there is a method that has been worked 15 
out. 16 
 17 
Steve Turner’s group went through the method, and they changed 18 
it to get the best procedure they thought they could, and they 19 
use that as consistently as they can, given the resources that 20 
they have.  If that is the case, then we should be able to have 21 
a certain degree of uncertainty there. 22 
 23 
Now, what the actual number is, of course, depends on how we’re 24 
setting up our OFL, or now SYL, and so I don’t think we should 25 
be necessarily trying to adjust that for the variability in the 26 
buffer.  I think the variability should be adjusted when we’re 27 
looking at what the levels are that possibly could be harvested 28 
due to this variability.   29 
 30 
That is where uncertainty is, is where actually those levels 31 
are, and so we buffer down from that to account for that.  I 32 
think I would certainly not be in favor of changing the system 33 
that we’re looking at, at least for the CV less than one 34 
situations.  Does anybody have any comments about moving forward 35 
from that or agreement with that or disagreement with that?  36 
 37 
For those of you who are more up-to-date on your statistical 38 
distributions, when your CV gets greater than one, you’re no 39 
longer normally distributed and you’re in something -- Is that 40 
right? 41 
 42 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t think so.  With a normal distribution, 43 
it’s a characterization of the normal distribution that the mean 44 
and the variance are independent, and so you can have any 45 
standard deviation with any mean.  In fact, it’s unique in that 46 
respect. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Adyan has calculated the CVs, and we have an 1 
idea of what range of CVs we have missed and how we could 2 
classify them, if that’s helpful.  In one sense, you can look at 3 
various classifications and assign essentially a scalar based on 4 
low, medium, and high variance.  She has that, and she can show 5 
you, if it’s useful. 6 
 7 
I also wanted to just bring to your attention right now that 8 
some of the highest CVs occur in fisheries that are 9 
predominantly recreational in nature, and just something we’ll 10 
be bringing up, probably tomorrow, is that, unfortunately, we’re 11 
not taking any measurements of recreational fishing right now in 12 
Puerto Rico, and we will not be in the foreseeable future.  MRIP 13 
has actually been temporarily on hiatus due to the hurricane, 14 
and so we have no recreational estimates that we’ll be able to 15 
make in the next foreseeable future. 16 
 17 
Furthermore, it looks like, as a program, they’re going to 18 
examine how it’s implemented, and they could be making 19 
improvements to the program, which will be beneficial in the 20 
long run, but, in the intermediate future, we’ll be left with 21 
two sets of measurements, which we’ll have to figure out how we 22 
scale them one to another.  They may not be directly comparable, 23 
and so we will not have, for the next few years, reliable 24 
recreational fishing estimates. 25 
 26 
We have already thought about how we’re going to deal with this, 27 
and so you don’t have to freak out yet, but it is of concern, 28 
and I wanted to mention it now.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we freak out later? 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you want to, yes. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The things that you have calculated CVs, 35 
those are just on commercial landings? 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  I did them separately, and so there is recreational 38 
CVs and commercial CVs, and everything is conditional on sort of 39 
the reference years that are -- Well, I guess the reference 40 
years are set, and so the reference years specified in the table 41 
that Kevin circulated. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know how circulated it got.  You all 44 
have seen it, but maybe nobody else. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, summarizing the tier designations that were 47 
gone through discussions at past meetings. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that in a table or something? 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and I’m trying to pivot it, so that you can 4 
look at it.  I was working on that.  I would probably need just 5 
a few more moments to finish it. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we take a few-minute break and see where 8 
she’s at, or is that helpful for us to look at? 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it would be helpful for us to look 11 
at, and so let’s take a few-minute break. 12 
 13 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  A quick disclaimer before we look at this, so that 18 
it’s not -- Just so that you understand what we’ll be looking at 19 
in a moment.  The way it’s calculated is over the units.  A unit 20 
is -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  First of all, what is calculated? 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  CV.  We’re going to look at CV of the landings, but 25 
the landings are summed by the units, which if there is one 26 
indicator, just the landings of that indicator, and, if there’s 27 
multiple indicators or groups, it’s those landings combined, and 28 
so there is probably going to be a -- You alluded to this 29 
earlier. 30 
 31 
Right now, I’ve got a tool that I can change what you guys want 32 
to change, but, right now, this is what I prepared coming to the 33 
meeting, and so I just wanted to highlight that.  Also, it’s 34 
using the reference years that are specified previously, except 35 
2005, as appropriate, and I am currently working with 36 
recreational and commercial separately in Puerto Rico, and there 37 
is also going to be, probably, a discussion on that. 38 
 39 
With that, here are the CVs.  This is kind of small.  I will 40 
zoom-in in a moment, but, for now, you have the units, and you 41 
have the CVs for their respective reference periods for those 42 
units.  You have commercial and recreational in Puerto Rico, 43 
and, before I zoom in, I will just point out that the red ones 44 
are highlighted in circumstances when a CV is greater than one, 45 
and we’ll be able to look at how far above one those are, and so 46 
let’s zoom-in for one second. 47 
 48 
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There is ten CVs that are greater than one, and so just so that 1 
you know how few, relatively few, species we’re working with.  2 
In St. Thomas, there is only one species with a CV above one.  3 
Keep in mind that there is fewer years, and so there is only 4 
one.  In St. Croix, there is only two CVs above one, and, in 5 
Puerto Rico, there is ten commercial units and thirteen 6 
recreational units. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is ten out of -- 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Out of twenty-seven.  The largest ones -- I 11 
misspoke earlier, because I was remembering that -- I might have 12 
told Shannon, but there’s more units above, with a CV greater 13 
than one, for recreational, but the largest one is associated 14 
with commercial, but we also have to keep in mind the low 15 
landings, the averages, for some of these, and so angelfish has 16 
one of the highest CVs, and so does Jack 1 for commercial, but 17 
these have very, very, very low landings.  Angelfish has a mean 18 
of thirty-six landings. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Could you change those?  Could you get rid of 21 
the decimals and put in a comma? 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sure. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Thank you.  I am just trying to save my eyes. 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  Don’t look now, because the screen is changing, and 28 
that always gives me a headache.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How many years do we have in the Virgin 31 
Islands, total? 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  Eighteen and twenty for St. Thomas and St. Croix, 34 
respectively.  These are units -- This is also filtered down to 35 
units that will require SYL, and so these are either 4a or -- 36 
These are all 4a. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  4a, okay. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  If something was 4b or you had specified that it 41 
was going to be -- That the ACL was going to be zero, then 42 
that’s not included here.  This is what I was pointing out, and 43 
so I will go over to the plot now, or I will go back to the 44 
landings, because that’s where I left off, but some of these 45 
species you are in situations -- Let’s talk about jacks, where 46 
that is dominated by recreational, and so the CV of the 47 
commercial alone doesn’t make too much -- Well, the CV of the 48 
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commercial alone isn’t as meaningful when you’re talking a mean 1 
landings that is so low, but we’ll be discussing, I guess at a 2 
later point, the ability to add recreational and how to treat 3 
that, considering other factors, in a later discussion, but, for 4 
now, I think this is kind of just gives you an overview of CV.   5 
 6 
Again, here on this plot, here is one, and so there is more 7 
recreational species above it, but these large ones come from 8 
the -- The large ones associated with commercial are associated 9 
with low landings, and that’s something that you pointed out in 10 
a previous plot too, that species with lower landings have high 11 
volatility.  What else did I want to say?  We’ve got the other 12 
islands here. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Could you just go all the way to the left, to the 15 
Puerto Rico lines, the column from Puerto Rico, up on the 16 
screen? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  The column up for Puerto Rico? 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just all the way to the left of your spreadsheet. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sure. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just zoom out a tiny bit.  Okay.   25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  The Y-axis was the CV in the graph you just 27 
showed? 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Of those that have got these big peaks, do we 32 
know -- Are these species where there are years or multiple 33 
years of zeroes? 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So not only are there low landings, but there 38 
are sometimes no reported landings? 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct, which is another topic that we need to 41 
explicitly address. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s kind of where I’m headed.  Well, not in 44 
the way that you’re thinking, because I know that’s a 45 
calculation problem. 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  The CVs, they will affect several things.  One is 48 
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the actual differences from year to year in the landings, and 1 
the other is the variability in your estimates of the landings 2 
from year to year, which means that, when you’re trying to 3 
calculate the CV, it’s not an actual CV that you’re getting, but 4 
it’s just an estimate of it, and so one of the things we could 5 
do is look at the variance of the estimated CV, and there is a 6 
formula for that, but I don’t happen to know it off the top of 7 
my head, but I could get that for you, simply to see are these 8 
really established as CVs that are above one, or is it just 9 
that, given a little bit of data, it’s hard to estimate it. 10 
 11 
We know it’s very hard to get a precise estimate of a variance, 12 
but I don’t know about this CV.  I think you can estimate a CV a 13 
little bit more precisely than a variance, but we can 14 
investigate that and look at it, but, all-in-all, what I’m 15 
seeing is that there aren’t that many CVs that are above one, 16 
and so, when you listed before what are the different options, 17 
the first option you gave, my gut reaction was that’s terrible 18 
and I can’t go along with that, but, now that I see what the 19 
data look like, I actually sort of think that the first option, 20 
where you said if the CV is over one that you can treat it as 21 
one, is probably not a bad option at all, simply because there 22 
aren’t that many CVs over one, and we haven’t yet seen that 23 
those CVs really are above one, but we will know more when we 24 
calculate the estimated variance of the estimated CV, but my 25 
suspicion is that this may be a non-problem.  With small amounts 26 
of data, the estimated CV is unstable, and so you might get a 27 
few big numbers, and they are not compelling. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I see the bottom-half of that before I agree 30 
with John? 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  I can also highlight which ones are greater 33 
than 1.5, which is a lot of them are -- Some of them are close 34 
to one, but the highest you’re seeing is almost four, for jacks, 35 
which I probably got ahead of myself here, because I am pretty 36 
sure that eight landings did not come from very many fishermen. 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  John, I had almost the same exact reaction.  I 39 
looked at it and thought that looked like a horrible idea, 40 
capping the -- I mean, it just doesn’t make any sense.  Then I 41 
started thinking more about it. 42 
 43 
When you do look, it’s one in St. Croix and one in St. Thomas, 44 
and this may not be that big of an issue.  Now, if you look at 45 
Puerto Rico, and thinking about conversations back, and you look 46 
at the jacks, and you look at tripletail, and a lot of these are 47 
ones that are just aren’t really that common.  If you look at 48 
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the landings in there, there is a -- There is only a couple that 1 
we kind of have to look at and go, yes, maybe we should have a 2 
little more discussion on this one or two and is that right in 3 
capping that one at a CV of one. 4 
 5 
Just to throw it out, I mean, I always use it, and think about 6 
the Nassau grouper.  I mean, it’s zero here, but, if that was a 7 
species we were considering right now, we would have high 8 
variability due to low abundances in there, and you would end up 9 
with a similar situation, and that may be one we would have to 10 
take a look at, but I don’t see anything that jumps out at me 11 
here in those higher CVs that is of real concern. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are the landings down below, are they 14 
highlighted as well? 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  No. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is Wrasse 2? 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s puddingwife and Spanish hogfish. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is Snapper 6? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Cubera. 25 
 26 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Parrotfish 2 is what? 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  All of them except for the three. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we just scroll down and see -- For 31 
surgeonfish, it’s like a three, right, and Jack 1 is a three, 32 
and what kind of landings are we talking about? 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  I didn’t use the -- I just pivoted these on the 35 
dataset that you gave me, and so it’s the confidential landings.  36 
I just realized that when I showed you the jacks of eight 37 
pounds.   38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So Jack 1 is eight pounds? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What is that? 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s total commercial Jack 1 in -- This is the 46 
mean.   47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The mean is eight pounds a year? 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  The mean is eight pounds a year. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and what was the other one?  Was it 5 
surgeonfish? 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Angelfish was thirty-six. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and surgeonfish -- That’s where this is 10 
coming from. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to say that, if we wanted to 13 
look at what we might have to -- Just put 1,000 or 500 pounds 14 
and do a cutoff at that, and you’re going to have a list of 15 
maybe two.  This is being driven by really low landings.  The 16 
only one where you have a lot of concern would be something like 17 
Nassau.  Generally, even some of these in Puerto Rico, and I 18 
think there were some form changes, but -- 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Probably zeroes.  There are zeroes in the 21 
data that blows it up. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Probably that should be --  24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It make sense.  You have ecological concerns for 26 
parrotfish, and we’ve already taken that into account. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I agree with the notion of how many can 29 
we eliminate. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s where I’m at with this.  If we can 32 
eliminate some of -- 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then take the couple of instances -- Maybe we 35 
look at parrotfish, and maybe we look at a couple of other ones. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  The zeroes, later in the discussions of control 38 
rules, will present a problem, depending on what the control 39 
rule is.  For instance, with the 75th percentile, you still have 40 
a lot of zeroes.  If you all have all zeroes and one year with 41 
landings, the 75th percentile still leaves you in a little bit of 42 
trouble. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It might be a zero. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Or it puts you in a place where you would argue 47 
that it maybe doesn’t need to stay with an ACL.   48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s a different way of visualizing it too, but 2 
you could plot those CVs just against the landings and plot 3 
them, just to look at it, to see if anything -- 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We also have that plot that Bill -- 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I know. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is just the real data that -- 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The X and Y would be different, because the X on 12 
that was the species.  13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  We could throw a second axis on this one of a line 15 
of the means.  I mean, not a line, but bullets of the means. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The relationship between that CV and the 18 
landings. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In those units where we have an indicator 21 
species, won’t we just be looking at the landings of that 22 
indicator species? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s what she has done. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.  That’s what is here, right? 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is where an indicator species is 31 
appropriate and that’s what is here. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Only for those ones that have multiple 36 
species that don’t have indicators. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s the indicator for -- 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and the other thing was, if there were 43 
two indicators, it was essentially a group of two. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Shannon. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  One thing that we’re going to have to confirm is 48 
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that the mechanism by which we have calculated CV and 75th 1 
percentile is what you had intended, because we did it to the 2 
best of our understanding of your intent, but it should be 3 
verified. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  I kind of jumped ahead to just provide the context, 6 
but I definitely want to share the actual implementation code as 7 
well as the -- 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there an alternate definition of “CV”? 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  There is sample CV and like population CV.  They 12 
are calculated slightly different.  Well, I guess, standard 13 
deviation is calculated slightly different for sample versus the 14 
population. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is what? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  The differences? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, what did you -- 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sample.  That’s the usual default in R, and so, in 23 
Excel, you choose, which means that the denominator is N minus 24 
one. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s not super different, but it’s slightly 29 
different. 30 
 31 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Then N is just the mean? 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  N is the number of years, and so the number of 34 
reference years, and then, just to give that full disclosure 35 
here, years without any commercial landings were assigned a 36 
zero, as opposed to being excluded, because that’s how I 37 
understand the data is provided. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I think the assumption is, if it’s not 40 
reported, it’s a zero. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is it possible to do that graph putting 45 
landings against CV? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  We have to stop sharing the screen while I do 48 



42 
 

that. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so, to get back to almost the 3 
very beginning, which we did not formalize, and I would much 4 
like to, is do we have agreement in the committee that we are 5 
going to modify Tier 4 by replacing OFL with the variability 6 
yield level? 7 
 8 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It sounds like a logical change to me. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It sounds like a consensus. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t think that’s the case in Puerto Rico, 15 
because recall that they have species-specific landings for a 16 
long time.  Now, as you go back, things get a little more 17 
muddled, but certainly, for a couple of decades, it’s been 18 
species-specific.  Now, a lot of things changed in the Virgin 19 
Islands all at the same time.  You’ve got different economic 20 
pressures going on at the same time that you’ve now got species-21 
specific information, and so that’s a much more difficult thing 22 
to untangle of why do you end up where you are, and some of 23 
these, I suspect, like in the case of -- We could check, but I 24 
suspect that, in the cases where you’ve got these high CVs in 25 
the Virgin Islands, it’s because now you’ve got something that’s 26 
on the form, and so the landings are doing this.  That’s why 27 
you’ve got that big variability.   28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  The USVI CVs aren’t that high.  I was really 30 
wondering about -- 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There was just a couple that were over one, 33 
yes. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re not much over. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They’re not much over one, and I think those 38 
are going to be the ones that are increasing.  Maybe I am wrong, 39 
but I think -- 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am just surprised at some of these twenty-eight-42 
pound landings. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think they’re just -- I think that those are 45 
cases where the landings are coming from the recreational 46 
fishery.  That’s why they fell into the -- They fit the criteria 47 
to be managed probably based upon the recreational landings that 48 
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are higher. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  When we were doing the 2010 amendment, we looked a 3 
parrotfish, and this was the 1988 or whatever timeframe we used, 4 
and it was like 99 percent of parrotfish landings were to an 5 
unclassified category.  Those data are still in here, because 6 
we’re using that time series.  We are using those years. 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but now the only ones that are summed 9 
are the species-specific ones.   10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, because everything is species-specific.  14 
If there is still a bunch of things that are coming in as 15 
unclassified parrotfish, they are -- 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not used. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are not used, yes. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Thank you. 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  You have CV on the Y-axis, and I have to highlight 24 
specifically on these to find out which one is which, but we can 25 
do that, but that shows the trend I think you were interested 26 
in, where higher CVs are associated with lower landings, mean 27 
landings, of course, over the reference period. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Those are mean landings? 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and keep in mind these are also the CVs over 32 
the reference period, and so this doesn’t incorporate any higher 33 
or lower CV or landings in the period.  It’s all reference 34 
periods.  Do you want me to zoom-in more? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  Let me know if you want me to isolate any 39 
instances of this one, and I can figure out what it is, if you 40 
would like.   41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could you show me the recreational for 43 
Puerto Rico? 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  I think that’s dolphin. 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s dolphinfish. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the largest commercial, because 2 
it’s a third of what the dolphinfish is. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  You said commercial, and it said 347,000, and 5 
that’s spiny lobster.  What else looked interesting over here in 6 
St. Thomas?  This is 100,000, and 100,000 is spiny lobster.  In 7 
St. Croix, it looks like -- 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s spiny lobster and conch. 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  But those aren’t the issue.  12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If we look at Puerto Rico commercial, John was 14 
just saying what I was thinking.  You basically are looking at 15 
this, and what we have in place works for all of these things.  16 
This is where you get into trouble here.  If we start picking 17 
through all of these, what we’ve just looked at -- We’re dealing 18 
with low landings, and if I looked at this said, okay, maybe we 19 
ought to look at this one right here, and that’s one that has 20 
10,000 in landings, but, the rest of these, I think we could put 21 
the list of those up there, right there, and saying are we 22 
justified at capping a lot of these, due to the fact that we 23 
have such low landings, and is there any other reason or do we 24 
have concern, and I think basically what we’re going to 25 
determine is what we’re discussing would work. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we should sample some lists of all of those 28 
that are greater than one? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, she has got that list highlighted, 31 
but what’s the one that is almost two that actually has some 32 
landings associated with it? 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My suggestion is, before we pick at that one 35 
point, are we all in agreement that we could go ahead with that 36 
as a thought process, because, while we’re at it, let’s put them 37 
all up. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I think we just want to look at the 40 
list and make sure there is something that doesn’t seem wrong. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and, obviously, the one you’re just about to 43 
throw up is the first one we would want to look at, but, before 44 
we get into it and then someone raises an objection to kind of 45 
the way we’re going, let’s just make sure we’re on the same 46 
page.  If we are, then let’s go through these. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Also, we’re operating with the separate sectors.  1 
If the other discussion results in a desired combination, the 2 
CVs would change if we combine these. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Could you rephrase that? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is just commercial and not commercial 7 
and recreational. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let’s see what that is, and then some of the 10 
discussions, I guess, that we need to have for these control 11 
rules are all kind of co-dependent.  This is a 16,467, and this 12 
is Wrasse 2.  Which one is the indicator? 13 
 14 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Hogfish is by itself, and the other two 15 
don’t have an indicator species. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Were those added to the form during this 18 
reference period?  Was puddingwife on the -- 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My guess would be that it’s been there. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can look. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  We can also look at the landings over time.  It 25 
looks like most of the landings are from Spanish hogfish.  There 26 
is only six years out of the twenty-seven-year reference period 27 
that had landings for puddingwife.  Kevin, are you pulling up 28 
the time series? 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not pulling up the time series.  I’m 31 
looking at the data.  Do you have the -- 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I do. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Before we look at it, like Richard just said -- 36 
We’re going to need to look at the time series, and, Richard, I 37 
want to see how many zeroes.  That’s something I am interested 38 
in too, but, given a ton of zeroes, or given three points in 39 
there that are totally different, and given the scenarios that 40 
we could see in a moment here, how is that going to change where 41 
we go with it?  For Spanish hogfish, do we have a concern about 42 
Spanish hogfish or differences in the reporting?  Is there 43 
something different with them?  I am just trying to clean up the 44 
process. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To answer your questions, I think the 47 
answer to all of them is no.   48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we sure that Spanish hogfish are not 2 
hogfish? 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Hogfish is Wrasse 1. 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was sort of questioning why we didn’t 9 
make Spanish hogfish the indicator. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Neither Spanish hogfish or pudding wife are 12 
actually on the form.   13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s that? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the current form, neither Spanish hogfish 17 
nor puddingwife are on the form for Puerto Rico.  Hogfish is on 18 
the form. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In that case, it’s not on the form, and we 21 
clearly have an explanation for why they may be highly variable, 22 
and there’s no reason to think that we couldn’t cap it at a CV 23 
of one and move ahead with that one.  I think we can click 24 
through the rest of these, but that’s a question.  Is everyone 25 
in agreement with this idea of the first proposed CV of one? 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is your specific proposal here? 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are moving toward adopting the 32 
suggestion that was made that we just cap CV at one for those 33 
species that are greater. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Cap it at one?  I don’t have a problem with 36 
that. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just want to make sure what we’re on a 39 
solid basis to do that.  Something happened that we don’t have 40 
the stuff on the screen. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and I’m doing the time series.  Something is 43 
going on that it was reported a lot before.  Spanish hogfish is 44 
a -- There is a sliver of blue that you can barely see here.  45 
There are very few puddingwife and no -- What was the other one?   46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Spanish hogfish. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  There’s no Spanish hogfish.  No, the other one, the 2 
third one. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Hogfish. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, hogfish is a different group.  It’s just 7 
these two, I think. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Spanish hogfish dominates the commercial, and 10 
puddingwife is more in the recreational.  Then let’s see what 11 
these scales are.  This is 10,000, and this is 100,000. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is this going to change our -- Is this going to 14 
change where we’re going with this? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, because I have to wonder what was actually 19 
being reported, but, recently, there is not a whole lot going 20 
on.   21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  That is the same scale now.  It was misleading.   23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Thank you. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Also, recreational starts in 2000, and so that’s 27 
why it doesn’t go back more. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That’s an important point. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and also an important point is, since we were 32 
treating recreational and commercial separate, for reference 33 
years, if they started -- When I was working with recreational 34 
alone, I didn’t include all of these at zero.  The data starts 35 
when -- When I am working with recreational alone, I work with 36 
2000 forward only, and so 2000 towards the final year, and so 37 
it’s a sliver of the reference years. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So 2000 to 2011, in most cases, without 2005. 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  There is gaps also here for years that are zero, 46 
since I’m working with the input data, and that hasn’t been 47 
reshaped to have all the years.   48 



48 
 

 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we look at the other graphs?  2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  We were investigating this point. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’ve done that.  Is there any other 6 
point that -- Let’s look at recreational. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Above one, there is quite a few.  There is more 9 
above one, but they are less extreme. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re only slightly above one, for 12 
starters. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  This was dolphin.   15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You changed to commercial. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sorry. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So grab the one at 45,000, the 1.2. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Do you want me to write down the numbers, and then 23 
we can identify the species? 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think what we’re going to figure out here is 26 
this is not going to be an issue. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so this one here is 43,035.  43,035 is 29 
tuna.  Do we want to do a time series with tuna? 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s barely over one. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is barely over one. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So the consideration of a capping effect on that 36 
is going to have minimal difference. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The one that is 1.7, that one, you’re at 39 
about 8,000 pounds? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s 7,115.  That’s Grouper 4.   42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is Grouper 4? 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s black, red, tiger.   46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the one that we only had like 48 
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two yellowfin. 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s yellowmouth, right? 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sure it’s because it’s rare and it 5 
gets blown up. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Tiger is in there? 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If I remember, there is two or three years of 12 
really high tiger.  That could be -- 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That could just be the way the sampling was and 15 
it got blown up. 16 
 17 
JOE KIMMEL:  Somebody found the aggregation.   18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not even necessarily that, but somebody came in 20 
with two of them once, and that got expanded up.   21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The sample size was four. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are there species ID problems among those? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There shouldn’t be. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t think so. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that when we did the SEDAR for 31 
yellowfin and that group, that was a problem, that it was only 32 
samples of four here and two there. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Did we want to see a time series? 35 
 36 
ORIAN TZADIK:  You’ve got one instance of tiger grouper, and 37 
it’s 5,400 pounds.  Then there’s three instances of red grouper 38 
and three instances of black grouper. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s mostly zeroes and a couple of instances. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have to just point out again that the CV of one, 43 
the ranges that you get, again, depending on your susceptibility 44 
-- CV was just one part of the equation, but a CV of one gave 45 
you those ranges on the 0.5 buffer from a 12 percent increase to 46 
a 67 percent increase.  Do we want to see a time series of this?  47 
We just talked about how few -- 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t.  If someone would like to see 2 
that, then -- 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just wondering how we got to the 7,000-5 
pound average if there are so many zeroes. 6 
 7 
ORIAN TZADIK:  The years that had zeroes should have been taken 8 
into account. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  She took everything -- She didn’t include the 11 
years before 2000 when there was no sampling program. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  This has zeroes in years -- These are the process 14 
data that, when we look at the time series, that was the raw 15 
data, but these incorporate zeroes, and so zeroes affect the CVs 16 
and the mean. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so the zeroes are in here? 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  This is CV versus mean. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not disputing moving forward with the 23 
notion of capping this at one.  It just sounds like it was a 24 
time series full of holes, full of zeroes, and I was just 25 
curious how we got the 7,000-pound average if it’s full of 26 
zeroes.  The numbers he was saying were like 5,000 and 6,000, 27 
and so -- 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will do a time series. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before you do that, could we go through the 32 
rest of them?  Let’s keep making progress.   33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  We were here, and it’s kind of -- Let’s sort out 35 
what this one is.  This is 5,006. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At that point, you’re getting down to low 38 
landings. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Snapper 6.  Yes, you’re just going lower and lower. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree.  I don’t think we have to trace it all 43 
the way down to zero, but, at some stage of the game, you’re -- 44 
What is Snapper 6? 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Cubera. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In St. Thomas, there is only one that’s 1 
over, and it was right up against the axis. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s 150 pounds. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, it’s 1.5. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In St. Croix, we’re two? 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, one at 500 and one at 3,500. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Have we solved that problem? 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For me, we have. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  It falls into the same logic that you have already 16 
discussed.   17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s below one. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right.  You’ve only got those two and that one. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just want to look at the Grouper 4 for 23 
Puerto Rico recreational. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  So just this one, or this one and this one? 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Just the time series of that one. 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  It’s 7,115. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Just to satisfy my curiosity. 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s Grouper 4.  Okay.  I will be right back. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I’m going to start doing this so that 36 
no one sees me doing things.  It’s so much easier. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s less stressful, and it’s the way to go.  39 
That way, you don’t get help that you don’t want or need.   40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Do you want to see commercial and recreational or 42 
just recreational? 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think just the recreational. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, that’s easier. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Are we going to want to see multiple of these? 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the only one that I wanted to see. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s done.   5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Well, that explains that. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is exactly the problem. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yellowfin is four animals that were 13 
sampled.  From there, they got the poundage. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But notice that would not affect the 75th 16 
percentile. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can calculate the 75th -- 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s going to be below the one high 21 
point. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s a lot of zeroes, too. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I don’t think we need to get hung up on 28 
that anymore, not for my sake.   29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so I guess I will pass the screen over or 31 
go back to the presentation.   32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just for the record, the top three options 34 
were things that were thrown out as ideas without any real 35 
discussion at the end of the last meeting.  Then the bottom two 36 
were the ones that Adyan had presented this morning, except that 37 
we would now be -- In the first three, we would not be looking 38 
at OFL.  We would be looking at SYL.   39 
 40 
I think, based on the data we just saw and the discussion we’ve 41 
been having, that it looks like fixing the CV at one really is 42 
kind of the way to go.  It gives us a fairly consistent approach 43 
to treating everything.  I would say it’s subject to whatever 44 
we’re going to do with recreational versus commercial data, but, 45 
looking at that data separately, if we end up keeping commercial 46 
and recreational separate, or just dealing with commercial, 47 
however it’s going to be for Puerto Rico -- The Virgin Islands 48 
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is straightforward. 1 
 2 
The recommendation that I am putting out there is that we go 3 
with Option 4.  I don’t know if you guys want to have any 4 
discussion on these other options or not.  We were all trying to 5 
get around this problem of artificially tripping OFL, and so, in 6 
some sense, SYL solved a lot of that. 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Option 4 just seems the most straightforward to 9 
me.  We’re treating everything essentially the same, although we 10 
have fixed it.  We have fixed the CV, but the method itself is 11 
then the same, regardless of the species in 4a. 12 
 13 
JOE KIMMEL:  It simplifies the process. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it gives it consistency and 16 
simplification.  To reiterate what I think Todd’s concern was, 17 
it’s that, in looking at this, we did not see a case where there 18 
was a species with a CV greater than one where the low landings 19 
would have been due to some high level of fishing that would 20 
have driven the population down to such a state where its 21 
recruitment would have been variable.  I would like to say we’re 22 
done and we could go home. 23 
 24 
We seem to have an approach that should apply equally to all 25 
species for all the islands as our default.  We do have a few 26 
cases where we altered the default.  We should revisit those.  27 
However, at least for Puerto Rico, we apparently have a big 28 
issue with the recreational versus the commercial data, and, 29 
Adyan, you were sort of talking about we will visit that 30 
tomorrow, but is there an introduction that we can do in forty-31 
five minutes? 32 
 33 

DISCUSSION OF PUERTO RICO RECREATIONAL LANDINGS 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and then you can be left with the options to 36 
discuss.  The topic is Puerto Rico recreational landings.  I 37 
guess the task that we kind of initiated was to explore possible 38 
methods and provide suggestions, keeping in mind the issue that 39 
recreational landings are not available over the entire 40 
reference period that have been selected for the species in 41 
Puerto Rico.  Recreational landings start in 2000, and they go 42 
through almost all months of 2016, and I don’t believe that 43 
we’re going to have 2017. 44 
 45 
The issue is there are reference years without landings, and 46 
here are some suggested ways, avenues, forward, and so the first 47 
one is about back-calculating recreational landings, and there 48 
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is a number of ways that you can do that I will get into in a 1 
moment. 2 
 3 
You can back-calculate the landings for the sum of the indicator 4 
or, again, for the sum across the group.  Since the values are 5 
going to be used in your current equation, groups like that, 6 
then it would make sense to back-calculate, because some of 7 
those species that you have grouped are those with few landings. 8 
 9 
Some ideas that are presented here are using a ratio of 10 
recreational to commercial data, and I explored this potential 11 
method, but I found issues, since some species don’t have both 12 
commercial and recreational.  You need that period of overlap to 13 
obtain a ratio, and so, for some species --  14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In this case, it’s where you have both 16 
recreational and commercial, but you don’t have a period of 17 
overlap? 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and some you don’t have recreational at all, 20 
like spiny lobster. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s one thing we’ve got to worry about. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so another caveat is that you’re assuming 25 
a constant relationship over this entire period between the 26 
landings of the recreational landings and the commercial 27 
landings.  That is just to be frank about the method, to be 28 
upfront about the assumption. 29 
 30 
Another method is using the number of boats over time to scale 31 
the trend, and so the number of boats over time in the period 32 
where we don’t have recreational landings, the number of 33 
recreational vessels, it increased somewhat linearly, and we 34 
could use the trend of essentially a decline in the ownership of 35 
boats going back in time to scale the recreational landings 36 
going back in time.  This assumes a constant relationship over 37 
those years that we’re back-calculating of boats and landings 38 
for the individual units for which we would do that. 39 
 40 
Another option is using the mean of the series and just dragging 41 
that back in time to 1988.  That’s the first year that many of 42 
the reference periods start.  This also assumes a constant 43 
relationship, and this has an additional caveat, which is that, 44 
if you are working with a 4a species that has a CV less than 45 
one, and if you’re going to use the 75th percentile, by dragging 46 
back the mean -- Really, all of these options kind of reduce the 47 
bounciness that you were seeing before, and so dragging back the 48 
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mean would also reduce the CV and reduce the 75th percentile.  1 
Those are in gray because they do have strong assumptions, but 2 
they’re on the table. 3 
 4 
Another option is to not back-calculate recreational landings.  5 
You could use what you have and add the -- Use what you have, 6 
and, by that, I mean the venue that I have presented so far, 7 
where you can calculate your SYL separately and add them 8 
together.  Then any other alternatives that you guys bring up. 9 
 10 
The benefit of Number 2 is that you wouldn’t be affecting things 11 
like 75th percentile and CV through your back-calculation.  The 12 
benefit of back-calculating, of course, would be having a full 13 
time series to work with. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought the second option was what we had 16 
agreed to all along.   17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  To not back-calculate? 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, you had a request to the Science 21 
Center to -- 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had a request to back-calculate, to 24 
explore back-calculation.   25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Regardless of method, these three methods in 27 
gray, the three possibilities, what are the biggest problems? 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  For all of them, you have to make assumptions to 30 
back-calculate about the relationship that you use. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  They also -- Two of them, and so using the boats 35 
over time, which is kind of a linear decline, and the mean, 36 
which is a flat -- Which would be a flat line, those affect your 37 
percentile and your variability, because these back-calculation 38 
methods aren’t sophisticated enough to replicate your current 39 
behavior in a period of time where you don’t have that data. 40 
 41 
The method that allows you to sort of pseudo do that is using a 42 
ratio between recreational and commercial, so that, presuming 43 
that good years of recreational years mean good years of 44 
commercial years, and vice versa, but you do run into situations 45 
where you -- I think, for one of the jacks, that ratio wasn’t 46 
fitting, because you had recreational, but you had no 47 
commercial. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you have times when you have one and not the 2 
other, and so you can’t get a ratio? 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct, and in cases -- Sometimes the ratio works, 5 
but sometimes, and especially for those species where 6 
recreational and commercial are very vastly different, it 7 
becomes a very volatile ratio, and so, when commercial is very 8 
low and recreational is very high, you get a high ratio, and so, 9 
anytime there is a blip in commercial back in time, it becomes 10 
very -- Zero times your ratio is still zero, but one times your 11 
ratio, if your ratio is very large, becomes very explosive, and 12 
so the methods all have their caveats to accomplish something 13 
that you may or may not want to accomplish. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so you can either artificially 16 
reduce the CV or artificially, meaning you are back-calculating, 17 
explode the CV. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and it would be case-by-case.  There is a 20 
handful of -- 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure.  I’m sure some behave as one would hope, 23 
but others do not, and so there is no consistent best way. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and then, for some of the ones with overlap, I 26 
did look at plots of recreational versus commercial landings for 27 
all the respective years, because, if those are strongly 28 
correlated, you would expect that to be on the diagonal, but I 29 
didn’t see that.  I saw a cloudy, not strong behavior, and so 30 
the assumption that that relationship is constant over your 31 
current period is a strong assumption, and the assumption going 32 
back in time -- We have to get into a historical discussion of 33 
how the two fleets developed in the region. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Am I hearing a recommendation from the person 36 
who has looked at the data the most? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  I am not allowed to make a recommendation. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am going to recommend that we go with Option 41 
2 and keep it simple.  When we start getting into more and more 42 
assumptions, and I don’t know how valid the number of 43 
recreational boats were over time.  It’s simply prorated based 44 
on commercial landings seems like a fairly weak assumption to 45 
me, and so I would just go with Number 2. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  One of the caveats with Number 2 is you do arise to 48 
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situations where one of the sectors will be zero, but you sum 1 
them, and you still have an SYL of the sum.   2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  There are all sorts of issues that could be 4 
raised.  I have made my statement that I think Number 2 is the 5 
safest option and probably the most valid. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree. 10 
 11 
JOE KIMMEL:  I would go along with that. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Me too. 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  I can’t agree on general principles.  Those two 16 
proposed -- 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just agreed. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can’t agree if they both agree? 21 
 22 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s right. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is highly irregular. 25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, it makes sense to me.  I would like to keep it 27 
simple. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Simple is good. 30 
 31 
JOHN HOENIG:  Simple is good in not making up things and not 32 
creating --  33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think it was important to give it a shot. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  The assumption that you are effectively making is 37 
that when reference years start before 2000 for recreational 38 
that they effectively start in 2000, which is a clean 39 
assumption. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I think that the period of the 42 
reference years that is for recreational that is covered by 43 
actual recreational data would become the reference years for 44 
recreational.  That’s how I read Number 2. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and just like repeating what might be explicit 47 
assumptions, but for the record and for my own mindset. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so there’s two things going on 2 
here.  One is we adopt Number 2.  Secondly, we have to redefine 3 
reference years would be what we’ve had for commercial, but, for 4 
recreational, it’s going to be 2000 through whatever year. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  With the group’s permission, I would like 9 
to move -- Are we formally going to adopt Option 2 here, and 10 
that is to say that we are going to calculate SYL separately for 11 
commercial and recreational and then they would be added 12 
together?  Yes? 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We now need to go back and define the 17 
reference years for recreational fishing in Puerto Rico. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Well, only -- Sorry. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can’t go further back than 2000.  The 22 
question is are we going to run it up to what year? 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  How about the whole time series from 2000 25 
onward?  Then we don’t have the issues -- Well, we still have 26 
the ACLs.   27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Has recreational ever gotten near an ACL? 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 31 
recording.) 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the real small. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  They’ve had some of the greatest exceedances and 36 
the longest closures. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They have been closed. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that because we had fifty pounds of 41 
something as an ACL? 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would have to look at the numbers, but I know 44 
jacks were closed for like six or seven months last year. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But what’s their ACL, roughly? 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you have the regulations there? 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it thousands or hundreds or tens of 3 
thousands?  I guess it doesn’t matter.  They exceeded it, and 4 
they have run into management issues, and so maybe the safest 5 
way to go is to overlap to the -- Match, to the extent possible, 6 
the commercial reference years, knowing that you can only go 7 
back to 2000, but, in one case, we had something start after 8 
that, like in 2004 or something. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We went to 2010/2011? 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In most cases.  There were a couple that went 13 
to 2015. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because they were recreational only. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Or is it because they had not been managed, 18 
like dolphin? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or because they hadn’t been managed, yes. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and there was something that started 23 
late.  Something started in like 2004. 24 
 25 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Wahoo started in 2010. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But these are species that don’t have 28 
an ACL, wahoo and dolphin, et cetera.  They were not regulated 29 
before. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s what I mean.  If you mirror, 32 
to the extent possible, the years that were selected for 33 
commercial, because if its regulated for commercial, it was 34 
regulated for recreational or for neither, and so I think you 35 
just wouldn’t be taking it back as far.  Everything would be 36 
truncated at 2000, because, if there had been management -- If 37 
there had been closures of things, that’s what -- 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we would start at 2000. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would not exclude 2005, since there is 44 
no expansion factor. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then, for those species that are not under 1 
management, we would go up to what year?  What year do we have 2 
data for? 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2016. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we have 2015 and do we not have 2016? 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  2016 has everything, except something happened with 9 
two of the waves.   10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was that in 2016 or was that in 2017? 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  That was 2016. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2017 for sure has problems. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  2017 for sure stopped in -- 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We can get clarification from Vivian Matter 20 
about if there was some sampling problems in 2016.  Barring 21 
that, we could go through 2016, but it sounds like maybe they 22 
missed a couple of months in 2016, but we could clarify. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  It looks like the only ones you had going through 25 
2015 were mackerels and dolphinfish.  Most other things went 26 
through 2011. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So it doesn’t even go all the way to 29 
2016? 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Are you saying that some recreational species 32 
had data through 2015? 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, I was referring to the reference periods that 35 
you selected. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Are you saying that 2016 is missing? 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  I believe 2016 is missing two waves, because there 40 
was just some sort of -- We need to ask Vivian, but I recall 41 
there being an issue with 2016.  It wasn’t a complete year for 42 
the recreational data.  2017 is also not a complete year.  Let 43 
me ask her real quick. 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am doing that right now, but feel free. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  2016 is missing two -- 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  Two waves, and so waves are two-month periods that 2 
they use in their expansion. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If they were under management, they’re 5 
going to go to the one that --  6 
 7 
JOE KIMMEL:  Can you say that again? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If the species was under management, then 10 
its most recent limit would be the same limit we applied. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Why did we start the time series for wahoo so 13 
late?  It started in 2010.  Maybe it wasn’t on the form? 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right. 16 
 17 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Because that increased number.  It was like this 18 
weird increase in there that was establishing the fishery. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Now, do we want to be -- Would that be 21 
the case with the recreational, unless there was -- Unless we 22 
could demonstrate some same development, but I would think that 23 
people would catch a wahoo in the 2000s from recreational boats.  24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So that 2004 cutoff would have been a 26 
commercial-driven thing. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so wahoo could start.  Vivian says 29 
fully sampled in 2016. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Then my bad. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me make sure that’s for Caribbean. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  While you’re still discussing different reference 36 
years for recreational compared to just based on the knowledge 37 
of those species over that time, that would still work.  I just 38 
wanted to still -- I am trying to understand how it will be 39 
monitored and if you need values if they can’t be used, as data 40 
isn’t collected. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  As we go forward, we will use the commercial to 43 
manage the recreational, just like we do in the USVI, until they 44 
get a recreational data collection program back online, and that 45 
may never happen. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why do you say that? 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Because the MRIP program has limited funds, and 2 
they may not want to spend them down here.  I can’t promise that 3 
they’re going to reestablish an MRIP program down here.   4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  Bill, in the event that the commercial ACL was 6 
exceeded, you would apply the accountability measure to 7 
recreational and commercial fishing? 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Vivian confirms that 2016 in the Caribbean was 10 
fully sampled. 11 
 12 
ADYAN RIOS:  My apologies. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It was the first wave or two in 2017 that they 15 
didn’t -- Then, of course, after the hurricane, all bets were 16 
off. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But 2016 is complete? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2016 is complete, and so we could go through 21 
2016, as appropriate to the species, with the recreational.   22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that was mackerel and dorado.  24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  It was just a couple of species.  Maybe 26 
the tunas as well. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, just to make sure I’m clear, for 29 
recreational, you go to the commercial end date for those 30 
previously managed and you’re sticking with that, and so 2011 31 
for the -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s my understanding, yes. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Unless they’re new to management, and then you go 36 
to 2016. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2005 will be included. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2005 will be included.   45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think everything can begin in 2000, because 47 
wahoo was truncated because of the developing fishery 48 
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commercially. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was that a -- 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Just to Kevin, a comment.  We can add that to the 5 
table. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so we’ll have to have a recreational 8 
time period.  It’s getting more complicated.  That’s all right. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because this complication simplifies 11 
things. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am thinking of the table itself and a couple 14 
more columns, although I guess they’re just initials. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which one are you referring to? 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, acronyms you say as a word.  If you 19 
don’t, they’re just initials. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Bill, can you explain again how you’re going to 22 
manage recreational with no data being collected? 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  How we’re going to manage them?  They will be 25 
governed by what we do with commercial fishing.  In other words, 26 
if the commercial fishing sector exceeds their annual catch 27 
limit, an accountability measure has to be applied, and it 28 
applies to the recreational and the commercial. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You’re taking a proportion somehow of the 31 
recreational catch historically to the commercial catch, 32 
historically? 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  We do this for spiny lobster in Puerto Rico right 35 
now.  If the commercial fishery goes over their spiny lobster 36 
annual catch limit, they have an accountability measure applied.  37 
Say they have to close for two months, and the recreational has 38 
to close for two months too.  They’re all closed.  That’s how we 39 
operate with everything in the USVI, and that’s how we’ll 40 
operate going forward as long as we have no recreational data. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  So closures for the recreational sector will 43 
depend entirely on the commercial sector? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You have a separate ACL for the commercial and 48 
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the recreational? 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but that recreational ACL becomes kind of 3 
pointless. 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand that, but there’s a separate ACL 6 
for both? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  We don’t in the Virgin Islands, and we don’t for 9 
spiny lobster. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so can we get an example of both those?  12 
Wahoo for commercial wasn’t previously under management, and it 13 
starts -- It has a reference period that starts in 2010, but, 14 
for recreational, if there is 2000 data, we’re going to use 15 
that?  We’re going to use the whole sixteen years?  Then, for 16 
the next one, the ones that terminate at 2011, we’re going to 17 
terminate the recreational years at those same and not go -- 18 
Okay. 19 
 20 

REVIEW OF DAY 1 DECISIONS 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So, following Kevin’s advice, the 23 
recap of the meeting, the idea was to reappoint the people who 24 
are going to the SEDAR 57 spiny lobster, and we have to ask 25 
about Church’s attendance to the meeting via the council. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait.  I never said -- In fact, I know I 28 
cannot do the June meeting.  I’m going to be away.   29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  So we need one more SSC member 31 
for the data. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I may be back by then.  I can’t find my email 34 
days that I will be out of town.  If you wait until tomorrow -- 35 
 36 
JULIE NEER:  Walter can’t do that. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I can’t do that anyway. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because you’re in the review. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s right. 43 
 44 
JULIE NEER:  You could switch. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you’re in the review, you can’t have been -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we have an extra person in the review, 1 
and we could move -- 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Church, can you make the data? 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I thought that was Walter. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Walter, do you want to -- 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought I had an email, but I can’t find it. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s just leave it open until tomorrow. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Put him in there tentatively.  Put an 14 
asterisk.   15 
 16 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s also going to be crucial that we have 17 
representation from the fishing community at this workshop.  Are 18 
we going to discuss that, or is that just a council -- 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Usually, the council appoints based on 21 
the expertise of the commercial and recreational fishers for the 22 
species that are being discussed, and so we already have a 23 
preliminary list.  It will depend on their availability. 24 
 25 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  Thank you. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Then, if Walter moves to the 28 
data workshop, then Church moves into the review.   29 
 30 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Can you say that again? 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If Walter confirms that he can attend 33 
the data workshop, then you will be attending the review paid by 34 
SEDAR rather than the council. 35 
 36 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Graciela, let me ask a question.  Have you 37 
selected a fisher? 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, we haven’t selected anyone. 40 
 41 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  If you do have expertise, is there knowledge 42 
of any of this information that happens here, the process, and 43 
is there anybody that is going to be selected to guide him along 44 
with how this happens, or do you just want his expertise? 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When we come to the data workshop, 47 
what we do is that -- It’s based on the data that is being 48 
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collected from the fishers, and so they know the data, and they 1 
have been fishing the species for a long period of time, and 2 
they have attended the DAPs.  Usually we consult with the DAP 3 
Chairs, and so that will be our next step.  We haven’t done that 4 
yet, because it just started happening last week with the new 5 
dates that we have. 6 
 7 
It doesn’t have anything to do with the process that’s happening 8 
here.  It has to do with actually assessing and evaluating the 9 
spiny lobster fishery.  At the data workshop, the input that 10 
comes from the fishers -- You’ve been to a SEDAR, and you’ve 11 
been to a SEDAR, and so sizes that we have and that are 12 
representative of the population and whether it seems like 13 
larger or smaller fish, information on the environmental 14 
conditions that affect the landings, when you see the complete 15 
plot of the landings, reasons for the changes in the fishery 16 
that cannot be accounted for by things that are documented. 17 
 18 
All that information comes into play, like when the fishery 19 
changed from traps to diving, for example, in St. Croix.  That’s 20 
a very definite change that took place in the spiny lobster 21 
fishery, and we want people who know what happened and how it 22 
happened.   23 
 24 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I hear all of your words that you’re saying, 25 
but there’s a lot of fishers that you may pick or you have there 26 
that, when they see all of this data up there, and they see all 27 
of these graphs and stuff, they shake their head, and, at the 28 
end of the meeting, they don’t understand a goddamn thing that 29 
was said at the meeting. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The experience that we’ve had with the 32 
SEDARs so far is that we’ve had very good input from fishers 33 
that have actually made changes to the way that we have analyzed 34 
things. 35 
 36 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I disagree to that, because when you sent 37 
Sanchez there to it as a representative of the deepwater trap 38 
fishing, there was a lot of factors that were not considered 39 
into that, and I have a problem with that, because, if you’re 40 
sending a fisher that has not attended nothing, in terms of 41 
that’s all he did for his life, and, yes, his expertise is -- 42 
His credentials are there, but I have a problem with that. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  This is outside. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree with Eddie, but there’s -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You guys can work that through the DAPs or 1 
work directly through the council. 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  So, you recommended that the 4 
ABC control rule wording be -- 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For Tier 4. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Be changed by replacing OFL with SYL.  9 
I didn’t find any more places to change it, and so that’s what I 10 
have.  Okay. 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  Are you sure that that’s not going to get us into 13 
more trouble?  SYL is not in any documents, and so I am just 14 
afraid that, by abandoning OFL and putting in something new, 15 
we’re just going to have reviews from D.C. coming down upon us 16 
and asking for clarifications and justifications and -- 17 
 18 
SHANNON CALAY:  We had this conversation with SERO, the Science 19 
Center, Headquarters, and D.C. so far, and I think we’re going 20 
to have to write a description of what SYL is.  It cannot be the 21 
overfishing limit.  It has to be something with less teeth than 22 
that, and so the conversation has been that, in other regions of 23 
the United States, they have essentially gone with OFL 24 
undefined.  We are adding a level of precaution, which is that, 25 
if it exceeds SYL, we’re going to at least send a letter from 26 
NOAA to the council asking for additional review, and so we 27 
think we’re okay. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay. 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  But you will need to describe what SYL is and 32 
how you -- Not you as SSC members, necessarily, but, in the FMP, 33 
we’ll have to put in a description of what this is and how it 34 
functions. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And the rationale. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The rationale is OFL could not be 39 
determined without an assessment, and this is our non-assessment 40 
tier.   41 
 42 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think where there was a level of discomfort 43 
was in calling SYL like an OFL proxy, and I think that there was 44 
concern that this was something different, which had not been 45 
described under current NS 1.  Am I getting these terms right, 46 
Jocelyn? 47 
 48 
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JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes. 1 
 2 
SHANNON CALAY:  We were essentially told that we could move 3 
forward without an OFL value and just have an ABC or ABC proxy.  4 
This we actually think is a little bit more precautionary, and I 5 
shouldn’t use the word “precautionary”, because it’s loaded, but 6 
we feel like this has an additional value to manage benefit that 7 
we have an opportunity to express concern if we do exceed that 8 
level.  It wouldn’t have the teeth of an OFL determination.  I 9 
am looking at you, Bill, to make sure -- 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  The OFL has had very little teeth.  We have 12 
exceeded OFLs, and nothing has come of it.   13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  Well, at the very least, how can you go wrong in 15 
proposing a new acronym?  16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  But we would like to have something else above the 18 
ABC that we can operate off of.  Otherwise, it’s just, once 19 
you’re over the ABC, you can go infinitely over the ABC, and 20 
nobody would even know. 21 
 22 
JOHN HOENIG:  Jocelyn, did you have a comment? 23 
 24 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was just going to say that I think the 25 
council, as they continue to develop the FMPs and take the 26 
recommendations as a result of this, will have to think about 27 
what the SYL -- How it’s described and how it’s operating here 28 
and what they need to do to make sure that they have objective 29 
and measurable criteria to make sure that they know when 30 
overfishing and overfished conditions will exist. 31 
 32 
I think those conversations will still continue, but, as a 33 
function of recommending an ABC, the discussions have been 34 
around we have this SYL, sustainable yield level, and it might 35 
have some benefits for management, as others have discussed here 36 
in terms of a way to maybe potentially reassess ABC if you’re 37 
over it or not, just as a get a letter and take a look at it 38 
potential, but there are, obviously, other requirements under 39 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 40 
 41 
We’re just thinking about, if we’re not going to manage with an 42 
OFL, because of questions about whether you know the maximum 43 
sustainable yield allowed and the fishing mortality rate derived 44 
from the stock assessment, what can we do so that we’re still 45 
meeting the requirements of the Act, but I think, as of right 46 
now, folks are okay with moving forward this way for the ABC 47 
control rule, and the council will deal with some of those other 48 
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issues as they arise. 1 
 2 
SHANNON CALAY:  I did want -- I guess you probably know this 3 
already, but this is the old map.  That is the old map that 4 
produced the results that you weren’t satisfied with, the 5 
reductions in Tier 4a.   6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is the updated one that I have seen in a 8 
presentation.   9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will have to look for that, but that 11 
doesn’t -- That was the new one that I had.  There are some 12 
changes in the wording here. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am suggesting, since it’s now after five, 15 
that we will fix this and use it as our intro for tomorrow 16 
morning. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so tomorrow at 9:00.   19 
 20 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on February 26, 2018.) 21 
 22 

- - - 23 
 24 

February 27, 2018 25 
 26 

TUESDAY MORNING SESSION 27 
 28 

- - - 29 
 30 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 31 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 32 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, February 27, 2018, and was 33 
called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s get started.  Thank you, 36 
everybody.  This is day two of the SSC, and we’ll start again 37 
with a roll call and Walter. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 40 
 41 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy. 44 
 45 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios. 4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 8 
staff. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 13 
 14 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 15 
 16 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 17 
 18 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 19 
 20 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 21 
 22 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 23 
 24 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 25 
Counsel. 26 
 27 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, NOAA Fisheries. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, we have Sarah and Jocelyn, so 32 
they can keep track of us. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yesterday, we made amazing progress, 35 
especially on the issue of how we’re going to do our scalars for 36 
all cases.  I wanted to start off by going back to the control 37 
rule, because apparently the slide I had did not have the 38 
complete language up there, and that is what we had before, 39 
except that SYL has not been substituted into OFL. 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to do that? 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, please.  The difference being here is 44 
that there is a lot more explanation of the use of the 45 
vulnerability and susceptibility issues.  Graciela relayed a 46 
comment to me, and I’m not sure of the origin, but I think it 47 
was from over there, that this wording may need to change based 48 
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on the new math, which my response was I don’t see why, because 1 
we haven’t changed any of these terms. 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I might have been confused.  Is it the 4 
wording that needs to be changed, or is it the math within -- 5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s not the wording, and it’s actually -- It 7 
really may be just refinement.  The question is, in this 8 
version, what does scalar mean, and why should it have to be 9 
less than or equal to two, because, actually, what we’ve done is 10 
susceptibility score times that variance factor, and I don’t 11 
know -- We set the max scalar at three, and so, mathematically -12 
- 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the scalar is not three.  15 
Susceptibility is three. 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  Max scalar.  We have set the max scalar at -- 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, don’t use the word “scalar”. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s what I am saying, is that we need to --  22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The scalar is susceptibility times that 24 
variability adjustment factor. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s fine, but we just need to specify that 27 
somewhere, so that there is no confusion, and then I don’t think 28 
that term of scalar less than or equal to two is correct 29 
anymore, because I am not exactly -- We’re not setting that 30 
scalar directly, like we thought we were initially.  We are 31 
using the susceptibility score times the variance factor, and so 32 
I don’t know that that’s relevant anymore, because, when we had 33 
envisioned this initially, we thought we were directly fixing 34 
the scalar to some value that had to be less than two or equal. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but what we were also trying to do is 37 
come up with a basic default value process for coming up with 38 
that, and so one of the things we need to look at today, and 39 
maybe there are no cases of this, but other situations where we 40 
can’t use that default. 41 
 42 
We have already said that there is situations where we’re 43 
departing from the buffer for a couple of species, and I don’t 44 
know whether we took care of the parrotfish, and, since my 45 
computer is completely frozen --  46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  The bounds you have on susceptibility and VAF, I am 48 
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pretty sure still they get your possible max that we set as CV 1 
maximum of one.  I still think it bounds at two for the scalar, 2 
no matter all the combinations that you have the potential for, 3 
since CV is -- 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  Since CV is small, and it’s three over three, 6 
and that’s one, and then the maximum susceptibility score is 7 
three. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  You’re right, and so the maximum is three. 10 
 11 
SHANNON CALAY:  The maximum is three now. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is our lowest CV? 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  In practice, I think it’s 0.5. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I’m thinking about --  20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s really small.  Let me double-check that CV.  22 
It’s 0.06, and it is associated with triggerfish in St. Thomas.  23 
That seems correct from the simulation that we saw too, because 24 
remember the largest number was 200 percent, which translates to 25 
three times.   26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think you could use a term like “scalar” if 28 
you define it somewhere else as susceptibility times the 29 
variance, the VAF.  I mean, I guess I would just prefer to have 30 
the full equation, so that there is no confusion, but it could 31 
be a footnote that scalar equals -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This goes back to the question of whether 34 
there is situations where this process doesn’t work and we have 35 
to set a scalar, and maybe that’s what we should do, is hold 36 
this conversation on this until we find out whether we’ve 37 
reached the end product, and then we just need to make it match, 38 
rather than do something and come back and realize that we have 39 
to change it again. 40 
 41 
Of course, the other way to do this is we cap it at two, and so, 42 
if the equation gets higher than two, it just gets capped at 43 
two, and so that’s another way of doing all that.   44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Isn’t that effectively the same thing as changing 46 
the max scalar, since currently the max is three? 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  In all control rules, you can add a statement 1 
that the SSC has the prerogative to deviate from the control 2 
rule with a justification.  I think we’ve had that conversation 3 
a few SSC meetings ago, and so it’s not necessary for every 4 
stock to follow exactly the test of the control rule. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We already have that.   7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So what is our question here? 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is why do we have three 11 
dolphinfish rows? 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Because that’s how it shows up in the data.  14 
They can be -- As the data are entered, they may go in as any 15 
one of these three, and the presumption is that they are all the 16 
dolphin of interest, as opposed to some -- 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but I don’t want to see the data.  I 19 
want to see our groups. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have one dolphinfish group.   24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The indicators right, that’s what you’re 26 
looking for? 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The indicators or those groups as one line 29 
that don’t have indicators. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Adyan, I would suggest that what you can do 32 
here is just save this as a different name and go in and delete 33 
those kinds of repetitions, because we won’t use this as a look-34 
up table.  We’ll just use it for the current discussion. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can just hide any family names. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think that’s the only one, or maybe lobster was 41 
the only other one. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and we can just scroll down and see.   44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Surgeonfish is a group, is it not? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.   48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is only one wrasse. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  We will have to see the groups collapsed. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s exactly what I want to see, 6 
with the species that’s left in a collapsed group being the 7 
indicator, if there is one. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I think, for Wrasse 2 though, there is 10 
no indicator, right? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s fine.  It’s a collapsed group, but 13 
it’s a group, but it’s still one line of Wrasse 2. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I see what you’re after. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Grouper 5 has five groupers in there, and 18 
only one of them is the indicator. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  You want to see only the indicator? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I want to see only the indicator.   23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, except Grouper 5 is managed as the group.  25 
There is no indicator. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then it’s just Grouper 5, one line. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you want a single line for every group, 30 
every unit? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, you’re not concerned that the 35 
susceptibility scores is different those members of Grouper 5? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not at this point. 38 
 39 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  They generally don’t -- There’s a couple of 40 
instances where they’re different, and then you would average 41 
them, but, most of the time, they got scored the same way. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be nice to have a table where the 44 
average is put in there, so we have something that says here are 45 
the things we’re looking at and here are the numbers we’re going 46 
to use. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  I have that with the preliminary formulas that 1 
you’re using, but it doesn’t have the species indicator.  It 2 
just has the unit, and so, if you don’t mind seeing the unit and 3 
just remembering the indicators and the groups, I will show 4 
that.  I will pull that up.  Here, instead of the susceptibility 5 
as the unit susceptibility, because the version I have uses the 6 
mean of the elements of a group -- 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For those groups that don’t have an 9 
indicator, correct? 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct, and so all I’m going to do is filter this 12 
to only show one sector, and that will have the one line, and so 13 
let’s look at only commercial.  This is what we worked with 14 
yesterday when I was using the CVs, because there is only one 15 
reference period for each unit, based on its indicator, and 16 
there is only one value of susceptibility that gets -- Which is 17 
the average for that associated with the indicator.  This is 18 
essentially, I believe, what you were asking for, and we can 19 
look at one island at a time by filtering here, and so let’s 20 
just look at Puerto Rico. 21 
 22 
This is commercial reference years and the current buffer.  I 23 
can make it a little bit bigger and get rid of these two, 24 
because we’re not talking about these. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just for the record, the 2005 is not 27 
included in that? 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2005 is always excluded? 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but I just left it as an option in case some 32 
day in the future the dates -- Well, I guess 2005 will always be 33 
excluded, but I thought that maybe for some species you guys 34 
have -- This is flexible enough to include 2005 if you desire 35 
to. 36 
 37 
Zero ACL is also -- This is the output, and so these all have 38 
ACLs, and so zero ACL is zero because all of these -- Zero ACL 39 
is a true or false.  Is this already assigned a zero?  If not, 40 
then we have to calculate the ACL, and that’s not important in 41 
there.  You only have this twenty-nine units in Puerto Rico that 42 
have ABCs calculated.   43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.   45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  Tier 4a. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  No. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you didn’t have the Tier 4b up 3 
there, or the ones that were set at zero. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There’s a 4b. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  There is a 4b.  This is 4a and 4b. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You don’t have Grouper Units 1 and 2, which 10 
are set at zero. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  The ones that are set at zero are not 13 
on here. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s what you wanted is all of them?  I’m sorry. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s fine.  We can work with this, 18 
because it’s 4a and 4b that we’re worried about and not 19 
something set at zero.  First of all, Kevin, you had questions 20 
about one of the groups.  Let’s clear that up. 21 
 22 

DISCUSSION OF SPECIES GROUPING QUESTIONS 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There was the question about barracuda, because 25 
they could be reported as the barracuda, just the genus or 26 
family, and I can’t remember which it’s reported as, but a 27 
higher level than the species, and then there is great 28 
barracuda, and so the question was -- Most of the landings are 29 
at that higher taxonomic level reporting. 30 
 31 
The question is what are those?  Do we think they’re great 32 
barracuda or do we think they’re something else, and this is for 33 
Puerto Rico only, and I think you have cleared that up.  I think 34 
that, when you talked to some folks, the feeling was that 35 
they’re not great barracuda. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I had a conversation with Daniel Matos 38 
and with a port agent from Puerto Rico, and they specified that 39 
barracuda would be the other two species and not the great 40 
barracuda, and that is because, and I have not been able to find 41 
the regulation from 1980 that stated that there was a ban on the 42 
sale of the greater barracuda, and so fishermen do not target it 43 
or sell it.  They might take it home or give it to someone else, 44 
but the reports should be coming in -- The landings are the 45 
other two species of barracuda. 46 
 47 
That doesn’t exclude, and this is part of the conversation that 48 
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we had, and it might not exclude the juvenile of the greater 1 
barracuda, and so, legally, they can only report the other two 2 
species as being landed and sold. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so how do we want to proceed?  What 5 
do we want to assume that those genus or family-level reported 6 
landings are, because the number of great barracuda are few and 7 
far between, as you would expect, given the ciguatera and the 8 
laws and everything else. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would just be a lumped group, a 11 
barracuda group. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we roll them into great barracuda? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we roll them into barracuda. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which is how they are now, and so we assume 18 
then that anything that is reported as barracuda is not great 19 
barracuda? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s just we don’t know.  It’s 22 
barracuda. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So it’s the three species of barracuda 25 
all together.   26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So what are we including in this line, Line 4?  28 
Is that only great barracuda and reported as great barracuda?  29 
That’s the way it is now.  In the calculations that Adyan has 30 
done, the only landings in there are those reported as great 31 
barracuda, which are not very many. 32 
 33 
NELSON CRESPO:  More or less, that’s not targeted. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.   36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Previously, we had included, similar to 38 
dolphinfish, and so, essentially, these species get collapsed 39 
into this unit, into this unit here.  These species are 40 
collapsed into this unit.  With barracuda previously, 41 
originally, we did have just the genus and the family and being 42 
incorporated into this, but it increases the landings 43 
substantially, because a lot of the landings are not reported to 44 
the species level. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that’s how we ended up with managing 47 
barracuda, because we had all of the genus and family-level 48 
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landings.  When we looked at the time series, we did not split 1 
out great barracuda landings alone, because, if we had, there 2 
wouldn’t be very many. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But then you have the recreational. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so maybe it was the recreational side 7 
of things. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Would you like to see the time series?   10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we see it, or is it confidential? 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  The recreational is not confidential. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The recreational is not confidential.  Okay.  16 
Then we’ve got a port sampler who is presumably looking at the 17 
fish and saying this is a southern sennet or this is a great 18 
barracuda in the recreational. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We could look at that to see if there are 23 
substantial landings, because there are not in the commercial.   24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  I believe the file you sent me still had the 26 
barracuda genus in it. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe.  I don’t remember.  That was a while 29 
ago. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think parrotfish was another one where you had -- 32 
It’s like this, where you have parrotfish and -- 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we ought to go one at a time, but there 35 
are several other species that are in question.  We have to sort 36 
out what does pluma mean and some of the rays, which are zeroes, 37 
but what are we going to include?  For example, spotted eagle 38 
ray is the one that’s being managed, but there are also reports 39 
of just eagle ray, which isn’t necessarily spotted eagle ray, 40 
but what do we want to do about that, because some of them could 41 
be reported that way.  I don’t actually remember there being a 42 
parrotfish question. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is a parrotfish question. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is there always a parrotfish question with you, 47 
Bill? 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  There’s a few species that have landings to the 2 
family, right? 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In Puerto Rico. 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, one of the things that the SSC may want 9 
to recommend is that we suggest that all of these managed 10 
species find their way onto the forms. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, big time. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is -- There are only a few that are not, 15 
especially after the substantial changes to the Virgin Island 16 
forms that greatly increased the number that were written in on 17 
the form. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Kevin, all the landings I have were filtered to the 20 
species to work with. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I’ll see what I’ve got.  I’ve got it.   23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are you sending it to Adyan, or do you 25 
want to be the presenter? 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can send it to Adyan, I think.  I think 28 
that’s doable.  Yes, it’s not very big.  What I just sent you, 29 
Adyan, is the non-confidential file, and there is already a 30 
pivot table. 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Has this been updated since the last 33 
time that we looked at it? 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is from July.  This is the one from July, 36 
but it will serve to demonstrate the issue.  There is barracuda, 37 
and there is great barracuda, and you can see that the landings 38 
are all barracuda.  If you scroll over, and this is beginning in 39 
1983, and so it’s got some additional years, but the point is -- 40 
We have got a couple of years, beginning in 1996, where you’ve 41 
got anywhere from -- There is a couple hundred to a couple 42 
thousand pounds of great barracuda, but most everything is just 43 
reported as barracuda, and this is commercial. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that most of that barracuda is 46 
probably bycatch, bycatch from one thing or another, but it’s 47 
probably juvenile great barracuda, in my opinion. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I mean, they’re certainly landing it, 2 
because there are landings. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is fisheries on guachancho and the 5 
southern sennet is targeted by very few fishermen that know 6 
where they are.  It’s a schooling fish, and occasionally they 7 
get some good catches, but, otherwise, it’s juvenile great 8 
barracuda that are typically targeted by inshore mangrove 9 
fishermen.  They call it picudilla, which is the common name of 10 
the southern sennet, but it’s not really southern sennet.  It’s 11 
just juvenile barracuda, and that’s my take on that.   12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So, if the majority of them are juvenile great 14 
barracuda, then we would roll them into great barracuda.   15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have filtered it to the reference years. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Great.  So the barracuda ended in 2004? 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  It’s 1988 to 2004. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are looking at the recreational catch? 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can get the recreational for great barracuda 27 
alone. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do you have the whole dataset that Vivian gave 30 
us? 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  No. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me see what I’ve got. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  These are the great barracuda recreational 37 
landings.   38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so there is a barracuda genus. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni, do you have any idea in the 42 
recreational fishery what species they’re mostly taking? 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Juvenile great barracuda.  There is actually 45 
very few fishermen that know where to fish for the other two 46 
species, except here in San Juan Bay.  The guachancho is 47 
something that they catch regularly.  Probably some recreational 48 
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fishermen too catch guachancho, but that’s a very local kind of 1 
fishery, as far as I know.  It’s perhaps northeast here there 2 
are some fishermen that know where to find southern sennet, but, 3 
in Cabo Rojo, I know one fisherman that knows where they are.  4 
Otherwise, it’s a matter of luck.  You get into the school or 5 
whatever. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the data that I am looking at, which has got 8 
southern sennet and the barracuda genus, which actually just 9 
shows up as a bunch of zeroes, and great barracuda, from the 10 
year 2000 to 2015, there is a million-and-a-half pounds of great 11 
barracuda and 17,000 pounds of southern sennet and zero in 12 
barracuda genus, and so they’re reporting it as -- What are the 13 
numbers that you’re getting there? 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  Barracuda genus is never reported in the 16 
recreational data. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Evidently not, and so let me make sure that I’m 19 
getting the same numbers.  For 2000, they are slightly -- They 20 
are close, and mostly they are right-on.  Those are the numbers. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Barracuda is there, and it’s there because 23 
it’s a recreational species, and great barracuda is dominating 24 
there. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so the real question is, in the 27 
commercial, are those that are landed as barracuda primarily 28 
juvenile great barracuda, which is what I think I’m hearing, or 29 
are they something else, but it sounds like primarily we think 30 
that they are juvenile great barracuda in the commercial. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is going to be a lot of that.  Also, 33 
the easiest way to separate the southern sennet from a great 34 
barracuda is by the pigmentation, and the juvenile great 35 
barracuda pigmentation doesn’t come up until the fish is pretty 36 
large, and so, at that juncture where it’s juvenile, it looks 37 
pretty much like a southern sennet, and they call them 38 
picudilla, to confuse it more.  It’s called picudilla, and, the 39 
fishermen that go in the shoreline, they say they are fishing 40 
for picudilla, which is what the southern sennet is called in 41 
Spanish, but, actually, it’s a juvenile great barracuda, what 42 
they are getting. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So the southern sennet is uncommon enough that 45 
most of the time they would be great barracuda? 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s my opinion.  There may be some 48 
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localized fisheries on southern sennet that I don’t know about, 1 
but I know that there is one fisherman in Cabo Rojo that goes 2 
fishing for them, for the southern sennet. 3 
 4 
NELSON CRESPO:  They go with nets from the shore when we have a 5 
lot of rain from the rivers.  That picudilla comes to the shore, 6 
and they throw the nets.  We identify the picudilla as two 7 
species, the white and the one with the yellow stripe on the 8 
sides.  Maybe the white is the great barracuda. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what it is.  It’s a juvenile great 11 
barracuda that has not developed the dark blotched pigments that 12 
are typical as adults and distinguish it from the rest of the 13 
barracuda and also because it’s on the sand environment, sandy 14 
environment, which enhances that clear pigmentation. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So, are they getting more of the one with the 17 
yellow stripe or more of the -- 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The yellow stripe is southern sennet. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but which one is more frequent? 22 
 23 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yellow from the shore.  When you go to the shore 24 
with the net, but they co-mix. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  We would be able to remove net from the landings as 29 
the gear and only have landings that are not net. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that primarily the southern sennet that gets 32 
caught in the net? 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They bite on hook-and-line, too. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  But if the majority of nets is southern sennet and 37 
the majority of other gears are barracuda -- 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Juvenile barracuda.  40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Juvenile barracuda, and that’s one way --  42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s one way to parse it out, or at least be 44 
a little more accurate. 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  On the hook, what is more common? 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The typical catch of the juvenile barracuda 1 
is by trolling close to the shore, close to the mangroves.  2 
That’s where they take them, the one-pounders or two-pounders.  3 
Very seldom they are more than two pounds, very seldom.  It’s 4 
typically under two pounds, from one to two pounds.  That is the 5 
typical catch of the juvenile barracuda.  The southern sennet 6 
hangs out, even as adults, in the two to three-pound range.  7 
That’s why they are so easy to confuse, and probably it’s mixed 8 
harvest of those two species. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Even trolling you can catch southern sennet? 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You can take it trolling, but it’s more 13 
typically taken by hook-and-line.   14 
 15 
NELSON CRESPO:  Fishermen from the west coast fish the picudilla 16 
at night with lights and small bait and small hooks. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s going to be very hard to separate those 19 
two. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is a great opportunity to be considering your 24 
scientific uncertainty, because what you can do -- You’ve got a 25 
lot of knowledge of this in here, and so you say we’re going to 26 
take the total, but we’re going to reduce it by the percentage 27 
that we feel is safe, so that we’re not up at 50,000 pounds or 28 
whatever when we feel like only 20,000 pounds of these are great 29 
barracuda or whatever you guys feel, and so you apply a 30 
reduction to get that ABC down from this total. 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  You can cull to the family. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  You can cull to the family, and then you get 35 
conservative with your scientific uncertainty, in addition to 36 
the scientific uncertainty you’re already applying, but you may 37 
use a 0.3 buffer on this thing, because you feel like you’ve got 38 
those sennet in there, and they’re a pretty large component, and 39 
you’re going to do the best you can with the knowledge in this 40 
room to guesstimate what that is, and then you adjust your 41 
scientific uncertainty accordingly.  Otherwise, I think your 42 
great barracuda ABC is going to be way high or way low.  43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that it’s a kind of irony in 45 
all of this that the great barracuda is forbidden, because of 46 
its ciguatera characteristics, but, when it’s a juvenile, it is 47 
not poisonous.  That’s why the fishermen, even in the fish 48 
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markets, they are confident of selling it, because a two-pound 1 
barracuda, even if it’s a great barracuda, is not going to 2 
poison you, and it’s not even common to the habitat where it 3 
gains its poison, the ciguatera poison. 4 
 5 
In the mangroves, in the shoreline, in the mud bottom or 6 
seagrass bed bottom, it is not going to acquire the poisonous 7 
nature that makes it closed to the fish markets, and so, even at 8 
the fish market, they are happy to sell it, even if they sell it 9 
like a picudilla.  They sell it as picudilla and not as great 10 
barracuda, and nobody is unhappy about that.  Nelson, do you 11 
want to comment?  You can tell me if I’m wrong.  You are the 12 
fisherman, and I am not. 13 
 14 
NELSON CRESPO:  My impression is that the white one is a great 15 
barracuda.  They look alike, almost the same.  The difference is 16 
the yellow stripe in the middle, but, for me, it looks alike, 17 
and so maybe you are right.  I don’t know, but we eat it.   18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Remember that I come pretty much from La 20 
Parguera, where there is a very strong fishing effort on the 21 
picudilla, which is the juvenile great barracuda.  Then also 22 
from Cabo Rojo, and, in Cabo Rojo, I know that the southern 23 
sennet is around.  The west coast fishermen go for southern 24 
sennet, and there are a few fishermen that know where they are.  25 
It’s a schooling fish, and they target it. 26 
 27 
Here, in the north, I know that the seagrass guachancho, which 28 
is the other, the surf species, it’s a schooling fish of 29 
brackish water that is typically in embayments.  They have it in 30 
San Juan Bay here, and it’s a very common fish, and they catch 31 
it with sardines. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is all very interesting, but we need 34 
to get back to what the issue is, and that is how we’re going to 35 
deal with barracuda.  I don’t have any problem with saying that 36 
great barracuda is going to be down around the 1,000 or 2,000 37 
pounds for the commercial catch, because they’re not supposed to 38 
be harvesting it, and that’s the levels that are being reported.   39 
 40 
If the other stuff in barracuda are the juveniles, and we don’t 41 
really have a handle on which species it is, even though we 42 
think it’s largely great barracuda, it would be the stuff that 43 
was actually reported as great barracuda that we would be 44 
looking at, and the real issue here is the recreational catch, 45 
and that seems to be great barracuda. 46 
 47 
The way I’m looking at this is that recreational catch is going 48 
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to drive what we’re trying to do here, and that’s going to be 1 
having the group as barracuda with great barracuda as the 2 
indicator.  That is consistent with -- It’s really recreational 3 
that is driving this issue. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yesterday, we decided to get SYLs by sector. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we’ll have to get an SYL, but 8 
it’s banned anyway, and so what the heck?   9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and, even in recent years, just 11 
barracuda in the commercial is 1,200 to 4,000 pounds.  That is 12 
2012 to 2015.  It’s almost 5,000 pounds in one year, and so it’s 13 
low anyway, even as barracuda. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  That might be because, in recent years, there is 16 
better reporting. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I think that’s because it’s banned, and 19 
so it drops off.  It is going from 10,000 to 40,000 pounds in 20 
the first half of the 2000s to 1,200 to 6,000 pounds in the 21 
second half and into the teens, up to 2015. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the commercial. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s the commercial, and so it has dropped 26 
markedly.  When did the ban go in place?  Was that 2005 or so? 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There have been a number of bans. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What ban are we talking about? 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The restriction on harvest. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  1998, 2004, 2010.  The regulation 35 
repeats the fact that it’s banned, and it began in 1980. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Harvest or sale? 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sale. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is commercial, and it’s gone way, way low. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Recreational is driving this, and I don’t 44 
see why we’re arguing the -- 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not.  I am pointing out that you’re right. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think it’s a good approach, Rich, and the 1 
same will happen with mahi-mahi.  There is some moderate dorado 2 
that are in there, but so what?  You can just go with dorado and 3 
go with it and use the indicator.  Use the great barracuda.  4 
Just use that as the indicator and go with it.  The others will 5 
be mixed in there, and so what? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So the recommendation is commercial great 8 
barracuda as is, as reported, and recreational great barracuda, 9 
as reported, and no comingling of this genus-level reporting 10 
with great barracuda.  We just go with what is reported as great 11 
barracuda for both sectors. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going with great barracuda being the 14 
indicator for the barracuda group. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.   17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Period. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Great barracuda is banned in the commercial 21 
fishery. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are reported.   24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we’re just going to go with 26 
what’s reported as great barracuda. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So then landings only for the great 29 
barracuda are -- 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It doesn’t matter.  They are still reporting 32 
it. 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  I know, but, if they’re banned, doesn’t that mean 35 
the commercial ABC is essentially zero?  I mean, you’re going to 36 
calculate a -- 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s in the state waters. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  In the state waters. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we will not roll the genus-level reporting 43 
or the family-level reporting into the great barracuda.  We will 44 
keep them separate and go with great barracuda. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s how I see it.  Anybody else want -- 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So use landings data for the great 1 
barracuda only.  Then you mentioned the indicator, and so that 2 
means that -- 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Great barracuda is the indicator.  What is 5 
the problem here? 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s only one species in that group. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, there is -- 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the only species in this group is 12 
the great barracuda. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sorry.  It’s not an indicator.  We are 15 
going with great barracuda, and so there is no change. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The problem was the landings.  Do you 18 
want to use the landings only for great barracuda? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that puts the -- 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Commercial includes more landings 23 
under barracuda, while the recreational is -- 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Great barracuda. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we’ll go with great barracuda.  28 
There was another question about the managed species, and I know 29 
it’s set at zero, but the managed species is spotted eagle ray.  30 
However, there are also occasional reported landings of eagle 31 
rays.  Do we want to treat them as the same? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so we will combine those, eagle rays 36 
and spotted eagle rays.  It will still be zero. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have both of them in the species 39 
list. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, because I didn’t yet know how we wanted to 42 
handle that.  Then there is a question about porgies in St. 43 
Thomas.  The question is what does pluma mean, because there is 44 
a species that -- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are we still in Puerto Rico? 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, but I am just trying to clear up all the 1 
questions. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re shifting islands, let us know. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  We are no longer in Puerto Rico.  For 6 
porgies, the question is in St. Thomas, and the question there 7 
is that there is a pluma porgy, and so we’ve got landings 8 
associated with pluma, but then, when we’ve got species-specific 9 
information, the more recent years, pluma porgy disappears and 10 
saucereye shows up with about the same level of landings, and so 11 
are we talking about the same species?  Was pluma just sort of a 12 
general term for porgy and it turns out most of them were 13 
saucereye, or is something else going on?  That’s what it looks 14 
like to me, based on the landings. 15 
 16 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I think it’s fish identification is what the 17 
problem is there. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 20 
 21 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s why that looks very, very similar.  I 22 
would use another example, just to show, and it’s like the 23 
filefish.  There is a white-looking one, and there is a darker-24 
colored one, and people put that as filefish, and so I think 25 
that’s the same thing happening with the porgies.  They are 26 
reporting them as both species, but do the fishermen really 27 
know? 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 30 
 31 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s why the fish need to be in the port 32 
sampling, and, if you have the local port sampling, I think the 33 
higher number would be the pluma, actually, in the port 34 
sampling.   35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That way it shows up -- Let me find the 37 
landings, and we will look at those, because it’s a total shift.  38 
One is there, and the other one is not.  Then, as soon as there 39 
is species-specific reporting, it goes completely the other way.  40 
Let me just find those landings. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those two don’t look that much alike.  I 43 
mean, they’re pretty much the same shape, but saucereye is quite 44 
different from a pluma.   45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Kevin, I believe I sent you that via email with the 47 
graph already.  Remember when I had that question? 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  If you have it, then we can look at 2 
that, because we went from porgy unspecified of 19,000, 25,000, 3 
26,000, down to less than a hundred pounds in the most recent 4 
years, once the species were on the form, and saucereye 5 
immediately jumped up to 10,000 or 11,000 pounds.   6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s on the form as saucereye? 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me see what’s actually listed.  It’s got to 10 
be on the form, or we wouldn’t be seeing that. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a taxonomic problem there.  I agree 13 
with the fishermen. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so, on the form, it says saucereye 16 
and then, in parentheses, it says pluma.  That is what is 17 
happening. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You’ve got it. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The form, the newest form, the one in use right 22 
now, says saucereye, and then, in parentheses, it says pluma.   23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is a lot of pluma in there. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Lesson learned. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right now, we had pluma as -- We meant to have 29 
pluma as --  30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are going to track saucereye.  Julian, 32 
what gear do you use mostly for porgies? 33 
 34 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Traps. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Traps.  Okay.  There it is.  All right, and so 37 
that is resolved.  I don’t remember what the parrotfish question 38 
was. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What is the resolution on the porgies? 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Saucereye equals pluma.  That’s how it’s been 43 
on the forms during this entire period, and so we’re covered, as 44 
far as that goes.  There is no form confusion.  It’s very 45 
straightforward. 46 
 47 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Looking at my port samples, and that’s what I am 48 
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looking at, all of them say saucereye/pluma. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.   3 
 4 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  That is what has happened. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.  I mean, it makes sense when you look at 7 
the history of the landings, and it was just a shift in the name 8 
in the dataset and not on the form necessarily, but in the 9 
dataset.  It probably went from just generic porgy to saucereye. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Saucereye/pluma. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  In the dataset, but, on the forms, it’s 14 
clear.  What was the parrotfish question? 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let me show this.  Similar to what we discussed 17 
about -- There is more unspecified stuff. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s 99 percent unspecified. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  You get back into a situation where either you only 22 
use your species-specific landings or you consider -- Let me add 23 
dolphin to it, because dolphin is an example where we discussed 24 
the things that are reported to the genus were all dolphin, but 25 
you also have other unspecified, and I guess, if the unspecified 26 
is a small fraction, it shouldn’t matter, but, if the majority 27 
of your species during the reference years -- For example, if 28 
the majority of your parrotfish were unspecified, that would -- 29 
You wouldn’t be accounting for the unspecified parrotfish. 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not really a problem for parrotfish, because 32 
you’re using all seven of them, and so you compile unspecified 33 
right in there.  The problem is going to be with Puerto Rico 34 
grouper. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so the reason it’s that way is 37 
that’s what is on the form.  It’s just parrotfish, and so we 38 
can’t exploit it out in anyway. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  We need to change that, because we were just 41 
including the species.  In the table, for example, we didn’t 42 
include the family. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we need to include the family.  Now, since 45 
we’ve got a Parrotfish Group 1 and 2, we can’t split those out. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  2 is -- 48 



91 
 

 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  1 is the big group. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  2 is ACL equals zero, correct? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  One of them is, but I can’t remember which, but 8 
one of them is.  Depending upon how many of those -- 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  Very few, Kevin. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How many of those prohibited ones are wrapped 13 
in there, and, if we’re willing to accept that parrotfish are 14 
the ones that are not prohibited, then we can just take that 15 
generic landings and use them. 16 
 17 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Is this the Virgin Islands or Puerto Rico? 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is for Puerto Rico.  In the Virgin 20 
Islands, we’ve got them split out by species in the last several 21 
years.   22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  The assumption is that blue, midnight, and rainbow 24 
are not -- 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They’re not part of this. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  They’re banned, but when were they banned?  Was it 29 
since 1988? 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, later.  32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was later. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  But they’ve been gone for that long, right? 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, they’ve been gone for a long time. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So, are we going to make the assumption that -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a difference between totally 42 
disappeared and gone is a functional commercial -- 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Commercial is. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But is the SSC happy with the assumption that 47 
the landings, which are just parrotfish, do not or contain a 48 
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negligible amount of those prohibited species, prohibited 1 
parrotfish species, throughout the entire time series? 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, they have been pretty much -- 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t care.  I think we’re not talking 6 
anything significant.   7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That’s my question.  Is it 9 
insignificant?  Okay. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything that you have in here as 12 
unspecified is everything that shows up on the parrotfish, 13 
right, and there is nothing else in the landings that you have 14 
here? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, it’s only parrotfish.  That’s how it’s 17 
reported on the forms.  That is why the question was out there. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is other parrotfish species 20 
included in there. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not a lot.  It’s 1 percent or so, but it’s 23 
there.   24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So I am hearing call them all -- What is that, 26 
Parrotfish Group 2, Unit 2?   27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s the one that they’re banned or prohibited. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What are you writing down?  Was there a 33 
decision?   34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was asking -- I mean, there is about 36 
1 percent that Bill says that is other species that are not in 37 
the list, but what you are showing here is everything that is 38 
under parrotfish or it’s everything that shows up under the 39 
common names that we have that are in the list of Parrotfish 40 
Unit 2. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  Some landings for parrotfish are reported to 43 
species. 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Very few are reported to species. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In Puerto Rico, they’re going to have to be 48 
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write-ins, because they are not on the form.  We would include 1 
any write-ins and everything that’s landed as parrotfish as 2 
being in Unit 2. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  So you use the total. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Use the total, unless somebody writes in one of 7 
the prohibited species, and I don’t know why they would, but, if 8 
they did, then that would be out. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because they are not prohibited in the 11 
state waters. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Fair enough. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  They weren’t prohibited at the time. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Excuse me? 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  They weren’t prohibited back in 1993. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  But they weren’t written in either. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, if any of them are written in, we 24 
will not include them.   25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  This will change what we saw yesterday for 27 
Parrotfish Unit 2. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, big time. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  So would surgeonfish if we also made that grouping. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was that also a question?  For which island? 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Puerto Rico. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me see what we’ve got on the forms. 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  In Puerto Rico, we have these unspecified, but, you 40 
know what, it’s so small that it doesn’t --  41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Surgeonfishes in Puerto Rico are not really 43 
commercially exploited.  It’s bycatch.  Then there is concerns 44 
with the taxonomic mixing of ocean surgeon and doctorfish as 45 
well. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  I just want to make sure that I’m allocating all of 48 
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the unspecified correctly. 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have a question about the 3 
dolphinfish, because most of it is -- There is a very little 4 
percentage in the commercial catch that is from the -- We are 5 
just using the dolphinfish right, that larger category? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We are combining everything that isn’t listed 8 
as pompano.  We are assuming that is dolphin, dorado. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the units that we have -- That is 11 
the indicator for those. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Some are landed and reported at the family, and 14 
some are landed and reported at the genus, and some are reported 15 
species-specific, and we’re assuming that if it’s not pompano 16 
that everything else goes together.  What was the -- Before we 17 
got on dolphin, what were we talking about?  Surgeonfish? 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  I mean, they’re negligible, and so I think what is 20 
-- Surgeonfish, as you said, is not really harvested, but, if it 21 
became harvested and was reported as unspecified, then -- Those 22 
are what-ifs.  This will be one where the commercial SYL and 23 
everything else is very small. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not seeing surgeonfish even on the form in 26 
Puerto Rico. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  So they are write-ins. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, they should be -- 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe they show up in the recreational 33 
landings. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Which recreational landings are being used, A 36 
or A plus B1? 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would have to investigate that, because -- 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s probably A plus B1. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because it’s everything except the 43 
presumed discards, right, and so B1 is reported that they were 44 
landed, but the observer didn’t see them. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Discard dead is -- 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  That’s B2. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is B2, right? 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, B2s are discarded dead. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, B2s are discarded dead. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It includes B1? 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  B1 is landed, but not observed. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, landed, but not observed, and so A plus B1 13 
are all the landings. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  B1 also includes discarded dead. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, because that is essentially landed, because 18 
it’s -- It’s removed, but not observed. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But you think you have B1? 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s total removals. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But B1 is included in what you’re showing us in 27 
the recreational landings? 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think so. 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Not that it matters, since there is not going 32 
to be recreational data anymore. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Exactly. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Some of these unspecified groups are trivial.  37 
Others, like parrotfish, are not, but we figured out parrotfish.  38 
I will remove that from here, and we figured out dorado. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Now, in Puerto Rico, they can still 41 
land and report snappers non-species-specific, and so you’ve got 42 
lane snapper, yellowtail, mutton, cubera, and they’re all there 43 
to be reported as species-specific, but they could also be 44 
thrown in with snappers. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s how large it is for how many 47 
years? 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let me pull up all the snappers. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is on the current form, the form dated 4 
2014, and so we may need to -- 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s 1988? 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  Excluding 2005. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Until what year? 11 
 12 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  2011. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I need a break.  Do you want to take a 17 
break while you work through that? 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are you calling a break? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I am calling a break. 22 
 23 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  The unspecified grunt is only 1.6 percent of 26 
grunts. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  That’s not a problem. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  We already talked about parrotfish.  The 31 
unspecified parrotfish is also going to be a very small 32 
percentage, surgeonfish, and so we can come back to these 33 
numbers in this table as the reason why those data aren’t used.  34 
Then let’s look at triggerfish.  Again, it’s going to be really 35 
minute.   36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just a quick question, Richard.  I don’t know if 38 
you want to do this, but would you like to set up an a priori 39 
level that says that, if it’s less than this, if the unspecified 40 
is less than this percent, then we’re not going to worry about 41 
it? 42 
 43 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  You mean a sector is less than some percent? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  If the unspecified is less than 5 percent of the 46 
total or 20 percent of the total, we’re just going to say that 47 
we’re not going to worry about it and we’re just going to lose 48 
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it.  If it’s greater than that, we have to deal with it.  You 1 
don’t have to, but I just thought that I would mention that. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this something that we’re just going to 4 
slug through every species group? 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, my recommendation was going to be that 7 
Adyan and I get together, and we’ll figure out where are the 8 
problems, and so the whole group is not just sitting around 9 
waiting for us to crunch some numbers. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Recommendation accepted.   12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then we’ll know how many problems -- What we 14 
could do, I suppose, is sort of look at these unclassified 15 
species, whatever it is, and these are all -- This group of them 16 
all amount to single-digit percentages of the total, and then we 17 
can easily deal with those, but maybe these others are a bigger 18 
percentage and the group needs to really consider what to do.  19 
Then hopefully that will cut down on the bulk of these and it 20 
won’t be a matter of everybody sitting around checking their 21 
email and surfing the web while we figure it out while we’re in 22 
session. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is really important, because it affects what 25 
the CVs and the total landings are. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We can get started on that whenever, if we want 28 
to have an extended lunch or however you want to handle it, to 29 
give us some time to do this.  We could also move on to other 30 
business and do this as homework. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, how much time do you think it’s going 33 
to take?  Is this something you guys can do over lunch and still 34 
be -- 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What do you think? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, between now and -- 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe a two-hour lunch? 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  If we break for lunch now, then -- 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We can just sit somewhere and charge through 45 
this.  What is reasonable?  Two hours? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and then we’ll meet -- 48 
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 1 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think Sarah should be involved. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but we’ll meet later about the other things we 4 
talked about. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Does that sound like a reasonable thing to do? 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I would like to go through the 9 
list that we were originally starting to look at.  The question 10 
that was being asked was is there a problem other than this 11 
thing about what data is going into it, but is there a problem 12 
applying the formulas that we had come up with that we could 13 
identify -- Something always comes up when we actually apply the 14 
stuff, but is there some other groups that were left hanging 15 
with our methodology? 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  Bill and I have discussed one thing that 18 
concerns us, which is that my understanding of the way that SERO 19 
intends to manage these stocks is that we will use these 20 
equations to create a sector-specific ABC and a sector-specific 21 
ACL.  We’re going to sum those two numbers and create an 22 
overall. 23 
 24 
If that number is exceeded, if that ACL for the aggregate is 25 
exceeded, then they would apply the accountability measure in 26 
proportion essentially to the sector that exceeded their sector 27 
allocation, right? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a council decision, is it not?  I 30 
mean, that sounds logical to me, but I don’t think that’s our 31 
call. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s already been done.  This is the way it will 34 
be done.  This is the last amendment we did.  We just finished 35 
it. 36 
 37 
SHANNON CALAY:  One thing to be aware of is, if you happen to 38 
have say one species that has predominantly commercial landings, 39 
and so your commercial allocation might be 1,000 pounds, but 40 
your recreational landings are very small, it’s going to produce 41 
a sector-specific ACL with a very tiny number.  In some cases, 42 
we already see this occurring. 43 
 44 
In those cases, you really don’t want to be applying a sector-45 
specific ACL of fourteen pounds, because that’s either an 46 
incidental catch, which doesn’t require management, or that 47 
stock is depleted and ABC should be zero, but it really doesn’t 48 
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make sense, in our minds at least, to create a very tiny sector-1 
specific ACL that ends up closing a sector if you don’t think 2 
that that requires management. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  We won’t really know until we go through this 5 
exercise. 6 
 7 
SHANNON CALAY:  There will be some cases where we’re going to 8 
see very small numbers produced for a sector, and, in those 9 
cases, we should probably consider whether that small number is 10 
appropriate in the sector-specific ACL or ABC. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That’s a future consideration, after 13 
we actually run something and see where we are, but well noted.  14 
Thank you.   15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  There is circular dependencies for those, and it’s 17 
all depending on -- 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we’re still talking about small 20 
percentages here, unless you come up with something that’s a big 21 
percent problem, and that’s going to be an isolated case.  22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You could make the same argument though for a 24 
species with total landings -- Say it’s just a commercial 25 
fishery, and if ABC is very low, or ACL, we’re still suggesting 26 
closure of that, taking accountability into effect, if the quota 27 
is reached or the ABC is reached, and so I don’t see why -- I 28 
don’t see the rationale of what Shannon is saying. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It can be managed like the spiny 31 
lobster.  We don’t have any recreational, but we just do one for 32 
both sectors.  You add them up and have one. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  If MRIP was cruising right along in Puerto Rico, 35 
it wouldn’t be a problem, but, I think, because of the MRIP 36 
collapse, we could have a real problem.  Say you’ve got 50,000 37 
pounds of recreational landings, which you are no longer 38 
monitoring, and 100 pounds of commercial.  You’re going to be 39 
closing that recreational fishery all the time because you’ve 40 
got 101 pounds of commercial landings. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because it would be applied to the 43 
commercial fishery. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not if we don’t have the correct landings and the 46 
commercial -- 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I want to go back to what Shannon was saying. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is what Shannon was saying. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, this is a little bit separate from what she’s 5 
talking about, but it relates to it. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go back to what Shannon was saying. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  If say commercial dominates a fishery 10 
and you have sector ACLs, sector-specific ACLs, she was 11 
recommending that possibly we take a measure not to close the 12 
recreational fishery once the total combined ACL was reached. 13 
 14 
On the surface, it makes sense, but we also have a lot of, I 15 
assume, commercial-only species, which have, as we saw, high 16 
CVs, because they are very small landings, and it doesn’t make 17 
sense that you would close a commercial-only fishery when that 18 
ACL is reached, if I am using the same rationale you used, and, 19 
to me, as I have mentioned many times, some of these species are 20 
so incidental that I’m not even sure they’re worth including in 21 
the management plan. 22 
 23 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think if you’re honestly concerned that 24 
something with say a hundred pounds of average catch -- If 25 
you’re concerned that that’s inappropriate that we would close a 26 
fishery over a hundred pounds of catch, then it doesn’t belong 27 
in 4a, certainly, and it should probably be prohibited.   28 
 29 
Otherwise, it’s an incidental catch, and, from the Science 30 
Center’s perspective at least, species with incidental catch 31 
with no risk of extirpation -- Really, it’s up to you whether 32 
you want to manage those or not, but there’s no need, 33 
necessarily, to manage a stock that is seen so rarely in the 34 
landings.  Other councils have made some decisions to remove 35 
those stocks from FMPs in those situations, including the Gulf 36 
Council.   37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only cases that I can think of, because 39 
we went through all the landings, and there are things there 40 
that have very low commercial landings, but they have a lot in 41 
recreational, or vice versa, but the only ones that I can think 42 
of that have particularly low landings that are in there is 43 
because we felt they were vulnerable. 44 
 45 
SHANNON CALAY:  Right, in which case you could prohibit the 46 
retention of those species if you thought they were vulnerable, 47 
but we have historically applied a seven-pound ACL in the 48 
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Caribbean, and you’re really saying that you could catch one 1 
additional fish over the ACL and that you would close a fishery, 2 
and that might be irrational, and so I think we should try to 3 
avoid those situations. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Closing a fishery that you’re getting one 6 
or two fish, so what, other than there is a management cost in 7 
the paperwork, but --  8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending that we can think about 12 
that.  There was a request to have an extended lunch so they 13 
could do their work, and so why don’t we break for lunch?  It’s 14 
more or less 11:30. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We will come back at 3:00?  You said extended. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not quite that extensive.  You guys want 19 
two full hours, and so 1:30? 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I think 1:30. 22 
 23 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on February 27, 24 
2018.) 25 
 26 

- - - 27 
 28 

February 27, 2018 29 
 30 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 31 
 32 

- - - 33 
 34 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 35 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 36 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, February 27, 2018, and was 37 
called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just for the record, Julie Neer, 40 
Nancie Cummings, Skyler is here, and so we’re getting more 41 
people.  We’re all set. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  We’ll be looking at the Excel pivot tables 44 
with the percentages of the unspecified as well as the 45 
percentages of the individual components of those units, but, to 46 
just document for purposes -- Here, at the top of this table, we 47 
have the decisions that we already made, with some comments, and 48 
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I will just go through these, and we can also, as we go forward, 1 
we can focus on what our question is and also document our 2 
decision. 3 
 4 
Starting with rays, there are three groups, 1, 2, and 3.  The 5 
issue with the first group was that there were two codes, and we 6 
talked about this earlier.  It was, yes, to combine, and I added 7 
a comment here that it was prohibited anyway.  The same was true 8 
for spotted eagle and southern stingray.  That had one code, and 9 
it was stingray unspecified. 10 
 11 
Moving on, for parrotfish, there was parrotfish unspecified and 12 
whether to include it and, if so, how to allocate it, into Group 13 
1 or Group 2.  We talked about it earlier, and it was do not 14 
include in Group 1 and, yes, include in Group 2.  Parrot 1 is 15 
prohibited, and it was rare over the reference years, was what 16 
we discussed earlier.  17 
 18 
Dolphin, the question was include family and genus, the codes 19 
for those, and, earlier, we decided to, yes, include family and 20 
genus.  For lobster, it’s similar.  It was a similar question 21 
and a similar answer. 22 
 23 
Barracuda, include family and genus, it was, no, do not include 24 
family and genus.  I couldn’t think of anything to write here to 25 
just help us remember the discussion, and so, if you want to add 26 
something, you can, but we can also move into other ones that we 27 
haven’t discussed but have a clear recommendation, and then we 28 
can transition those to decisions, and then we can get into the 29 
difficult groups. 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  The more you can add to that comment column, the 32 
better off it’s going to be when we have to write this stuff up, 33 
because that’s our rationale. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  This was mix of --  36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The juvenile might be passing as one 38 
of the other species. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s dominated by the recreational fishery. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  It was because it’s dominated by the 43 
recreational fishery. 44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  We will write that. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The specific makeup is uncertain.  I think 48 
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that’s fair to say.  Things are just called barracuda for the 1 
commercial.  It could be a mix of a lot of things, but primarily 2 
it’s a recreational fishery. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is another way to comment on it too, which 5 
we’ll get to this one later, but some of these, like what 6 
Shannon alluded to earlier, will potentially pose issues when 7 
it’s going to be probably a near-zero commercial ABC, but we’ll 8 
get to that later.  I think that’s probably likely here, too. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Dolphin and spiny lobster, and we talked about 11 
spiny lobster, and I think this issue came up at our last 12 
meeting, but we just discussed dolphin, and I think, in both 13 
cases, the presumption is that it is overwhelmingly a species of 14 
interest.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and that was true for both? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.   21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Now we can talk about queen triggerfish, where the 23 
unspecified -- 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd has a question. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  For my sake and others, I am just trying to 28 
ground myself on the overall objective of what we’re doing, and 29 
I understand -- Like, for barracuda, we talked a lot about that 30 
this morning, and we answered the question of whether we include 31 
the family and genus or include the other ones, and we’ve come 32 
up with our rules for how these will basically be handled.  Are 33 
we discussing just the bookkeeping that is going to be plugged 34 
into those things, or is there an actual -- I am just wondering 35 
how us -- Because you lost some people in the morning, and I am 36 
just wondering how we can all contribute to this process, 37 
because barracuda is -- However it’s decided upon, it’s going to 38 
fit into our formula. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think what we need is we’ve got a number of 41 
these species groups, which are all listed here, and we need a 42 
recommendation from the SSC as to how to proceed.  In some 43 
cases, the percentage of the total landings that is made up by 44 
these species groups is trivial, and we just want to get the 45 
rubberstamp of, yes, it’s trivial and ignore them.  When it’s 46 
not trivial, what do you want us to do?  Do you want us to -- Do 47 
we have, within the room, the necessary expertise and 48 
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understanding to be able to make a recommendation, or does it go 1 
back to the Science Center to investigate this further? 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  There’s a couple, like the saucereye and 4 
the pluma, and those are things -- We can strawman for some of 5 
these, but I am just wondering about efficiency with our time.  6 
Is there a way that we can get through this -- This is going to 7 
take us a long time. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  I don’t think so, because we have the percentages 10 
ready to look at to make the decisions. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am just wondering just the comment text, and so 13 
we’re just looking at really how we’re breaking up the different 14 
groupings and how it’s going to be -- How the bookkeeping is 15 
going to be done. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so it was important, especially for 18 
the pluma, and so we’ve got the experts in the room with the 19 
fishermen, and so we want to take advantage of it.  If we’re 20 
stuck, it can go back to the Science Center to investigate 21 
further. 22 
 23 
SHANNON CALAY:  The problem we’re at right now is that, without 24 
some record of some of these decisions, we can’t calculate ABC.  25 
We have to go through this so we understand how to calculate 26 
ABC. 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is the process though.  Let’s do examples, 29 
and all I’m wondering if we as an eighteen-person room and our 30 
time efficiency -- Does it make sense for us to go through all 31 
the individual decisions? 32 
 33 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would be a whole lot happier if you went through 34 
them and said here’s what we propose, and then we could say, no, 35 
absolutely not, or, yes, it sounds good to me. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s what all the yellow ones are, and then the 38 
other ones are really complicated, and so we could break and try 39 
and come up with recommendations, but we might still want input 40 
as to what people know about the unspecified. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay. 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so we’ll look at queen triggerfish, which 45 
-- These yellow ones have a recommendation, because they are 46 
fairly obvious.  Queen triggerfish -- 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s explain what they are looking at.   1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  You’ve got the percent of the total for all 3 
triggerfishes made up by the individuals as well as with the 4 
unspecified, and so unspecified is kind of negligible, in this 5 
example.  Queen triggerfish, which is the indicator species, 6 
makes up 99.88. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Move on. 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Thanks for highlighting my example. 11 
 12 
ADYAN RIOS:  We can knock all of these out quickly like that and 13 
then focus on the difficult ones. All right, and so negligible 14 
unspecified.  White grunt, with white grunt, the unspecified is 15 
also negligible.  Do you want to look at it, or do you just want 16 
to leave it? 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s less than 1 percent. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Done. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  Wrasses, include unspecified?  If so, how to 23 
allocate? 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it 1 percent? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Moving on. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so negligible unspecified. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Surgeonfish is 40 percent, but it’s a total of 36 
1,000, and so it’s only 400 that is unspecified. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s look at the -- Show them the -- 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s a group, and so you could -- 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we could throw it in with the group. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Throw it in with the group. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  White grunt is a single species one. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But it’s 1 percent, and so -- 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right.  Tuna, let’s move on to tuna, where 5 
unspecified is 60 percent, and we have mackerel as well.  This 6 
is where input will be useful, for tuna and mackerel.  It’s 15 7 
percent unspecified, and we’ve got cero and king that make up 8 
the unit. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  50 percent.  The tunas that we’re interested in 11 
are the bottom two, and so half of it is mackerel, and the 12 
smaller percentage -- It’s a much smaller percentage. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  This, on the form, says tuna?  It just says tunas? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but I think it all ends up as tunas and 17 
mackerels unspecified, but it does say tuna on the form.   18 
 19 
SHANNON CALAY:  Is there an indicator in this? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, but the mackerels are the 24 
mackerel, and the two tunas are tuna. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So they’re all getting lumped into tunas in the 29 
end? 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because the reporting is as tunas and 32 
mackerels unspecified. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Got it. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That percentage is based on the total 37 
of all the mackerels and tunas. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you show those time series again? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Where is tuna and mackerel unspecified?  How 44 
does it change over time?   45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It has changed a lot, from 200,000 down to 47 
like 5,000. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  The actual reference period for these is 1999 2 
through 2011, and so we’re just looking at those. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That will make a difference. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The tunas changed a lot because of the 7 
yellowfin. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Is that true for both tuna and mackerel? 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  Thank you.  It’s a lot of decisions to remember. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we have mackerel unspecified. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let me replace these totals.   18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now we’re down to 4 percent. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  We’ve got to get rid of a couple. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You’ve got to get rid of the mackerel, the no 24 
ACL, under your total expanded pounds.  It’s the top one.  Take 25 
that one out.   26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The percentage isn’t changing. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Because the total didn’t change. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But now it’s 4 percent, and so I am decidedly 34 
less concerned.  Where is that 7 coming from? 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  I am trying to -- I calculated the total here. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, you already had the total.  The 3.991 is 39 
the total.   40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  But that was hard copy and pasted, and so let me -- 42 
That was hard copy and pasted, and that’s not an actual -- 43 
Remember how we deleted those values? 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, but trust me that it’s going to be the 46 
same number. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Because the pivot table is smart and does it for 1 
you. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Now it’s 4 percent.  Is that negligible?  Does the 6 
fact that it says tuna on the form mean that people are more 7 
likely to report tuna, unspecified tuna, as tuna?   8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Somehow it goes from saying tuna on the form to 10 
saying tuna and mackerel unspecified in the dataset, and I don’t 11 
know how that happens.  I don’t know what decision is made. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  It also looks like it’s less common that it’s 14 
happening. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Once you get to about -- From 2004 forward -- 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this just commercial? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It is just commercial. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How does that compare to the recreational?  23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Good question.  I can look. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just find it hard to believe that a 27 
commercial fisherman wouldn’t know the difference between a 28 
mackerel and a tuna. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I don’t think it’s that.  I think it’s 31 
landed as generic tuna, but, by the time it makes it to the 32 
dataset, it becomes this other code for tunas and mackerels 33 
unspecified. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My gut says you split them, and then I heard you 36 
say that, and I am thinking that step and how it ends up in that 37 
category is kind of critical. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just think it’s 4 percent and do we care? 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, and that’s what I am saying.  Just apply a 44 
ratio or just -- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not even split it. 47 
 48 



109 
 

ADYAN RIOS:  Tuna is only 17 percent. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Especially if the recreational data is really 3 
big. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  You still need your commercial component. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Agreed. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the statement that tuna is only 17 10 
percent? 11 
 12 
ADYAN RIOS:  Tuna here, see this 10 plus 7, or it’s actually 18, 13 
and so 4 percent compared to -- It’s 4 percent compared to 35 14 
plus 17, and that isn’t as insignificant as it is compared to 17 15 
percent. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What about the other -- I am confused. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Those don’t have ACLs. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Those are all no ACLs. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand what you are quoting now.  24 
Okay.   25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  If we remove those -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but it just doesn’t explain that those 29 
no-ACL tuna things were headings of the species below.  Given 30 
that scenario, what kind of confirmation are you looking for to 31 
know that that step is what in fact happens on tunas or 32 
yellowfin tuna or mackerels? 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I don’t think that this group can answer 35 
that. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is how would we know and not 38 
the question of whether we have the data to do it. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We could talk to Daniel Matos and find out, 41 
when they’re entering the data, what are they doing.  When they 42 
get something that comes in as tuna, how do they end up coding 43 
it? 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is it in the form?  I don’t think that 46 
it was in the later years. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s tuna in the most recent form.  What are 1 
the species again?  Can we go back to that? 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When you pull the data out, do you 4 
pull it by the new codes or by the actual codes that -- 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s pulled by the ITIS codes.   7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That might be a problem.  Do you have 9 
the other codes that they provided before the changes to the IT 10 
IS codes? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to go back to my question of is 13 
this dominated by the recreational fishery. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is what I am getting at right now.  I am 16 
putting that together right now. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we can put together a scenario that 19 
says, if DNR does it this way, then it’s that.  If they don’t, 20 
it’s this. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Over the course of the entire time series, from 23 
2000 to 2015 in this dataset, king mackerel is one-and-a-half-24 
million pounds.  Blackfin tuna is 455,000 pounds.  Cero is 25 
437,000 pounds, and tunny is 215,000 pounds. 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can you read those one more time, and I can -- 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Cero is -- 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re about the same. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so the big one is king mackerel at 34 
one-and-a-half -- It’s three-times anything else, the closest 35 
one. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but they’re not that much different 38 
from the commercial, and so the two are kind of equal. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  In fact, I can -- 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is an importance here, and I would 43 
say that, if Daniel can confirm that stuff that’s being reported 44 
as tuna is somehow ending up in tuna and mackerel, that that 45 
number should be dumped into tuna.  If he can’t confirm that, we 46 
don’t deal with it. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you pull that out? 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I can figure out the process by which he 5 
goes through this. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we should be splitting it or 8 
something like that, but -- 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree that finding out how it ends up in that 11 
category is the first step. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could look at those, and the most recent 14 
year of that unspecified is like 10 percent of the total tuna 15 
catch.   16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Of the commercial? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  That’s what we’re talking about, the 20 
commercial sector. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because there is no unspecified tuna in 23 
the recreational.   24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Snappers, groupers, and jacks are next.  Snappers 26 
have a 6 percent unspecified.  We arranged these in order of 27 
complexity.   28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s over the period of time of the 30 
reference years? 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  Are the reference years 1998 to 2011? 33 
 34 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It’s 1988 to 2011. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sorry.  I misspoke.  It’s 1988 to 2011. 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  Is that without 2005 or with 2005? 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Without. 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, correct.  It’s without 2005.  There is no ACL, 43 
and so we don’t really need to focus on these top ones here, and 44 
so you will be seeing just the bottom part of this table, since 45 
it doesn’t all fit on one screen.  Those would have been no ACL. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That may be, but unspecified could include 48 
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those species. 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so let me try and fit it all in then. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that’s why they’re in here, but they’re 5 
pretty small though, in terms of just looking at the thing. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Cubera is the last one anyway. 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.   10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yellowtail and silk snapper make up the most, 12 
followed by lane and queen and then mutton.  It’s 5 percent 13 
unspecified.   14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How does that change in the most recent years?  16 
Is it disappearing? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  We start at around 30, 40, 60, 100, and then back 19 
down to 70 and 80.   20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t see a trend. 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  No. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s fine.  I just wanted to see if it was 26 
trailing away. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you go back to your summary part? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  I wonder if unspecified is sometimes used more for 31 
species that look a lot alike, and then sometimes, if it’s a 32 
species that’s very unique, that it’s easy to cull out 33 
correctly. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That could be. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re trying to guess whether some species 38 
are more in there than others, and that’s real shaky ground once 39 
we get into some of these. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I think we’re -- 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  From a management point of view, it’s not going to 44 
make that much difference as long as they keep reporting 45 
according to this pace and pattern.  If they start pulling out 46 
of unspecified and putting those landings in the other 47 
categories, you will start pushing landings up towards the ACL.  48 
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That’s what you need to pay attention to, and there’s nothing 1 
you can do except be aware of that and watch it going into the 2 
future. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s why we put better reporting. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  Exactly. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If that category goes down, then the Science 9 
Center looks at it and says, yes, they’ve actually been 10 
reporting and there is now -- 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can see, in just the last couple of 13 
years there, there is absolutely no trend.  It’s bumping up and 14 
down. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  I wouldn’t worry about it. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would not worry about it. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so don’t make any attempt to roll it 21 
into anything? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  All right.  For grouper, unspecified is 43 percent.   28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We probably can see the trend in that. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.   32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s dropping. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s dropping from where it was. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s constantly dropping. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that the end? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and the years are 1988 to 2011.  Would you 42 
like to see what the percentages of the different groups are?   43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You mean the totals at the end? 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  255,000 pounds of Nassau? 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Remember this goes back to 1988. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was a size limit. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That shows you how far we went. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  You might want to let Adyan plot all of these so 11 
you can see if the trends are parallel or diverging or what. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By definition, they can’t be parallel, 14 
because, if one is dropping, someone has got to pick that up. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not if they are reducing their reporting or 17 
quitting catching them or something like that. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s true.   20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  I just wanted to see something.  Without this 22 
Grouper 6, it’s 65 percent.  I just wanted to show that.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you do -- Instead of the actual numbers 25 
of unspecified, can you give us the percent unspecified, to see 26 
if there’s a trend in that across years? 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sure. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I think we have a problem here.   31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  Would you like to see another time series of all 33 
species? 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s still 15 percent to 35 percent.  I am 38 
seeing two periods and then the most recent two years.  There is 39 
from whatever Year 11 is to around 21 it’s around 30 percent.  40 
Prior to that, it’s 60 percent.  Then it drops off to 30 41 
percent, and it’s starting to drop off again to around 15 42 
percent, and so it has halved over time.  I don’t know what that 43 
tells us other than it appears that they’re either getting 44 
better at identifying things or reporting things or both. 45 
 46 
JOE KIMMEL:  I think it’s a combination. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  But you could reduce your uncertainty by using a 1 
time sequence that started at Year 11. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we’ve got -- The thing is if you’ve got, 4 
in the early part of the time series, 60 percent that are 5 
unspecified, we’ve got to do something with those, because that 6 
directly affects where the ABC is going to end up.   7 
 8 
JOE KIMMEL:  In those early forms, they didn’t have all those 9 
groupers listed.  They had one or two, and so the things that 10 
weren’t on the one or two went into the unspecified.  Then, 11 
after the forms got more intricate, then I think they got a 12 
little bit better identification of them. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  How did the total -- The grand total of 15 
landings, how does that change over time?  We could just look at 16 
the bottom.  You’ve got -- 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s staying pretty big. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so recent years is -- From S forward -21 
- What year is S? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could you paste the years at the bottom, 24 
and then we don’t have to keep going back and forth? 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It could also reflect changes in 27 
regulations or changes in species harvested. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There could be lots of things going on, sure.   30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  Do you want me to fix the left column in place? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 2006 was -- I am thinking the deepwater 34 
ones that people aren’t that familiar with. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Would you like to see what the percentages are only 37 
through 2006, and so like the old percentages versus the new 38 
percentages?   39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Isn’t that what you have there, by 41 
definition? 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so that’s what we’re seeing here for 44 
unspecified. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we’ve got that.  It’s 60 percent, 47 
and then it’s 30 percent.  In the most recent years, it’s around 48 
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15.  The other thing is -- I don’t know that -- Joe, as you 1 
mentioned, the form changing allows for better reporting, and I 2 
don’t know how that helps us resolve this. 3 
 4 
JOE KIMMEL:  I was thinking out loud. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I think you’re on to something.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Grouper 4 and Grouper 5 I think is where a 9 
lot of unspecified would come out.   10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Grouper 4 is in Tier 4b.   12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They all are, in the sense that we’re 14 
looking at all of these statistics.  There isn’t enough Grouper 15 
4 and 5 to make that -- The number is huge.  There is a slight 16 
blip there in P and Q in 2002 to 2003 for yellowfin, and then -- 17 
There’s a 12,000 blip for the group underneath. 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What if we -- 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Whatever Column 18 is, it’s really picking 22 
up.  Row 18. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s misty.   25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Generally, I would say we split the 27 
unspecified and proportion it amongst all the other groups.  28 
Does anybody have another idea? 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought we decided that about three meetings 31 
ago with grouper. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What? 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought we determined that about three 36 
meetings ago with grouper. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You could have said that when we started 39 
this conversation. 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Well, it’s good to verify things sometimes.  42 
It’s good verification.   43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can you say that again, Rich? 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The unspecified will be split among all the 47 
other grouper species by their relative proportions on a per-48 
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year basis.   1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can I just add one clarifier?  For the groups that 3 
have indicators, would you just use the indicator to calculate 4 
the percentage for that group, or would you use all of the 5 
species? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would use all of the species, but then 8 
you will take just the indicator when we’re calculating the SYLs 9 
and the ABCs.  Do you know how long it took me to get down to 10 
OFL and ABC and where they were, no less that they meant? 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  About the same amount of time it took me. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So come back in ten years, and I will have 15 
SYL down. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  By then, maybe we’ll have moved into Tier 3. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Hopefully.   20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Are you ready for jacks? 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s 49 percent.   26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would just do the exact same thing. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  That’s where my thinking is, because we 30 
haven’t gone into the Virgin Islands, but, if we have some rules 31 
about how we want to go, then we can do that without involving 32 
the whole group.   33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  Bar jack is 40 percent.   35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I think, in this case, the jacks are 37 
in here primarily because of the recreational. 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  Cool. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No matter what we do here, it’s not going to 42 
have a huge impact, I don’t believe. 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  I could write that it’s probably near zero 45 
for the commercial ABC. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I think, if the group is in agreement, we 48 
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would handle it the same way as grouper.  Any sort of 1 
significant percentage, whatever we want to call significant, we 2 
do this proportional split. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Jacks is 50 percent.  Wow.   5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Most of it is going into bar jack. 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bar jack is only 40 percent, because 49 is 11 
unspecified, and so bar jack is more like 80 percent of the 12 
specified.  Splitting it proportionally, regardless, is really 13 
not going to change those numbers. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is the unspecified?  The last row is 18 
unspecified? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  The red. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s 28,000, 20,000, 10,000, 31,000, 23 
23,000, 14,000, and 3,000.  That shows you that it has dropped.  24 
If we allocated it proportionally, we would be increasing Jack 1 25 
by 1.7 pounds and --  26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We don’t need to do any of it right now, 28 
because that’s the total over the course of that 1988 to -- 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, the yearly will roughly add up to that. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  You know what you want to do. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what was the answer?   39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are following here the same approach as 41 
we did with groupers for jacks? 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That would make sense to me. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I thought that was what -- I might not have 46 
been involved here.  I thought that was what we were doing. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you go back?  I want to know what the 1 
176 changes to, which you were doing, but you never punched the 2 
answer. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.   5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So 262 pounds over the entire time series. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so like grouper.  9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’re doing to deal with it like we did with 11 
grouper. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  Why don’t you just do this for all of them? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know what all of them are. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  Go back to your table.  The ones at 6 percent, you 20 
can do the 6 percent.  The ones at 1 percent -- I mean, I get it 21 
that it’s becoming very minimal, but it’s still a consistent 22 
rule that is easy to write up in the management plans and 23 
especially the environmental impact statements, because now 24 
you’ve got one rule.  We’re going to split these things out 25 
wherever there is unspecified, and then you can explain it one 26 
time, instead of having to say, well, the 6 percent, we decided 27 
not to use it and at 9 percent -- What would we have done at 9 28 
percent? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the mackerels and the tunas, we decided 31 
that didn’t work. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then that’s great.  That’s the kind of rationale 34 
we need, so that we can explain what we’re doing.  If you just 35 
say -- I am just trying to help so that we can write this up 36 
properly and reflect your thinking when we write it up.  If we 37 
say 6 percent, why was 6 percent a -- 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the comment table.  All right, and 40 
so the rule would be, right now, the way we’re working, is, with 41 
the exception of the tuna and mackerel issue, if it’s 1 percent, 42 
we’re going to treat it as negligible. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If it’s above that, it looks like we’re 47 
going to be proportionally allocating, with the exception of the 48 
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tuna and mackerel thing, where there is problem. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And the exception of surgeonfish, where it’s a 5 
group, and we’re just dumping it in with the -- 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  Perfect. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Surgeonfish shouldn’t have been on the 10 
list, because of that very reason.  It’s a group. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  The one I had asked about is snapper. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is no allocation issue there. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so snapper allocate proportionally, 17 
as the others, even though it’s 60 percent. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am asking. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree that I think consistency is good. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is further down the list?  We could 26 
draw the line at 6 percent instead of 1 percent.  I really don’t 27 
care. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  You could draw it at 10 percent.  It’s up to you 30 
guys. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that’s our list, right?  That’s the 33 
whole list for Puerto Rico?   34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just did jacks, and we did groupers.   36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t think you’re going to have much of this 38 
stuff in the USVI. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We haven’t gotten that far. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We shouldn’t have this problem. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I don’t think so, but we haven’t looked 45 
yet. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  It wasn’t mantas, but it was the stingray, right? 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The stingray was just you can report it as 2 
stingray or you can report it at southern stingray, and so I 3 
think the idea was just to combine those.  It’s not an 4 
allocation allotment sort of question. 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  Was it a family/genus? 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think so. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  As long as we know why we’re prohibiting it, we 11 
don’t need all that information. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The way we did this was -- We went through 14 
tuna and mackerel, because we were unsure how this was going to 15 
play out, and we have a big break between 6 percent and the 16 
things that are in the 40 percent range, correct? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re in the 40 range, we are 21 
proportionally allocating, and, if you’re not, we’re not.  22 
That’s kind of how this was broken down.  The tuna and mackerel 23 
issue is different, because we think that’s a reporting thing. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  We need to sort out how is it being 26 
coded-up going from the report to the dataset.  That, we just 27 
have to get with Daniel and try and understand the process. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just so you appreciate this scenario, we’ve got 30 
that 6 percent of snappers unrecorded.  As we improve our 31 
reporting, they move in and we move closer to the ACLs, and then 32 
we say it’s due to enhanced reporting, and, even if they’re 33 
exceeding their ACLs, we don’t apply AMs. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s how we left it.  My question 36 
is what is the better solution?  Is it to constantly do that?  37 
We may still have to do that, because we’re partitioning here, 38 
and we can’t say that it’s not better reporting, because this is 39 
the best estimate, because we’re taking the most parsimonious 40 
approach, which could be wrong.  It could be a species ID thing, 41 
or it could be all kinds of stuff that we’re not accounting for.  42 
Is it -- I mean, I am not too upset if we leave it as is, but is 43 
it cleaner to just do the same proportional thing with snappers? 44 
 45 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think we should hear from Shannon. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, we have argued a number of times over the 48 
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years that it’s not possible to break out species composition 1 
from unspecified unless there is -- Like queen triggerfish, for 2 
example, where it’s 90 percent, or 98 percent, of the catch, but 3 
I am concerned, when we get back into the parrotfishes, for 4 
example, that -- We have argued in the past that that can’t be 5 
done, and now we’re basically going to argue that -- 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not the parrotfishes. 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  So we’re going to apply different rules then to 10 
different -- Basically, you’re going to -- 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  All the parrotfish are in there, and so you don’t 13 
have to worry about it, because it’s total.  For parrotfish, it 14 
doesn’t apply. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can I read what my -- If it’s split into groups and 17 
the unspecified are less than 1 percent, then you don’t use 18 
them.  If it’s split into groups and the unspecified is greater 19 
than 1 percent, then you allocate proportionally.  If it’s 20 
grouped, like 4b or parrotfish or a single species, like 21 
dolphin, then you include those unspecified, except for great 22 
barracuda, because we decided that was different.  Then, for 23 
tunas and mackerels, we’ve got to check.  Does that sound right? 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  All but the snapper. 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  The snapper falls into that -- It’s split into 28 
groups, and the unspecified is greater than 1 percent, and so 29 
you’re going to allocate proportionally.  Is that what -- 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  They didn’t make that decision. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They haven’t made that decision yet. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The other thing is we certainly have made that 38 
decision for using TIP data about proportioning.  Have we ever 39 
considered just the landings?  I know that there are concerns 40 
with using the TIP data for that kind of proportioning, but I 41 
don’t know about -- I don’t recall having been part of 42 
conversations about just taking the landings.  Now, maybe I was 43 
and I’m not remembering, but I know that it was an issue with a 44 
TIP, or a concern with TIP. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  We went through all of this during the 2010 47 
amendment process. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  The conclusion was you can’t do this. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You can’t do this.   6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The problem with the TIP data at this 8 
stage is that it’s been reduced so much. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  You can’t do the landings. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I understand the issues with the TIP for this 13 
kind of exercise.  For 2010, the decision was to not -- 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  I will tell you what we did in 2010.  In 2010, for 16 
Puerto Rico snapper, roughly 15 percent was unspecified, and 17 
they were tossed out, and we only used the species-specific 18 
data.  For grouper, grouper was more like 40 percent, and we 19 
didn’t create units.  We just piled all the grouper together and 20 
included the unspecified landings, because, just like we’re 21 
talking with parrotfish, it was everything.  Then, with 22 
parrotfish, it was 99 percent unspecified, and we used them all 23 
in one pile of just parrotfish.  That’s what the SSC did in 24 
2010. 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There have been a number of changes to 27 
the species and the species groups that are included for federal 28 
management now that weren’t in the list before.  We are not 29 
talking exactly the same group. 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  That would be more important if we were only using 32 
more recent landings, but, since you’re going back to 1988 in 33 
Puerto Rico, you’re including all this stuff. 34 
 35 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s not going to have much -- It won’t matter, 36 
because you have such insignificant landings.  You have 1 37 
percent, but I am concern that there are going to be cases where 38 
it will matter. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Like grouper. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  And jacks. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, for jacks, you’re talking about a small 45 
number. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Except it’s going to control the recreational 48 
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until you get the recreational back online, and it doesn’t 1 
matter how much it is. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think a possible way forward could be to not 4 
partition anything, but also have an ABC for the unspecified or 5 
have an ABC across grouper total and use that to manage grouper 6 
total. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, but I think, in some cases, you’re just 9 
going to have to aggregate if you can’t develop species-specific 10 
landings. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s what we did last time, and that’s what we 13 
were trying to get away from. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  But couldn’t you do both? 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What was the rationale for why it was 18 
inappropriate?   19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because you’re looking at long term and the 21 
trend. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and why was it being inappropriate to 24 
just take it on face value that these are the percentages that 25 
are reported?  Was there some presumption that that was somehow 26 
biased and that some of these species were more often reported 27 
consistently? 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we have any evidence of that? 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  You would have to go back into the record, but 34 
that was an SSC decision, and the point was some groupers are 35 
very easy to identify, and they probably are identified at a 36 
very high rate.  Other groupers get mixed up, and that’s where 37 
your confusion was.  It’s not -- This is SSC logic, that it’s 38 
not equal across-the-board, and assuming it is -- I am all for 39 
this, because it’s so much simpler, but these are the problems. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s the same with the jacks.  It’s the same 42 
probably everywhere.  The confusion is among some species within 43 
the group, and it’s not even, but there is nothing else that -- 44 
There is no way to determine that now. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s groupers and jacks, right? 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Yes.  1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Groupers, we looked at, and there was a 3 
trend, and we said they need to be split.  Is there a trend in 4 
jacks in unspecified?  We looked at it, but I can’t remember 5 
what it was. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Would you like me to plot it or just show it?  It 8 
looks like there is not. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It looks like there is not. 11 
 12 
ADYAN RIOS:  Well, it goes down, and then it bounces a little 13 
bit back up, but it goes down.  You’re in the 50s and 60s, and 14 
then you end in the 20s and 30s.   15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s total.  We want to know percent. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.   19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It doesn’t look exactly the same, but it’s got 21 
70 or 80 percent -- 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The point is it supports what we were doing 24 
with grouper, and we would continue to do the same thing with 25 
jacks.  Is there a trend with snappers? 26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a trend of the unspecified, right? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Here, I would say your reporting is 30 
more or less constant.  It’s bumping up and down, but there 31 
would be no need to do any kind of back-calculation.   32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  So you do want to partition grouper and jacks or 34 
no? 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think that kink in the other two plots could have 39 
been a form thing, too.  I guess we’re just combing all of the 40 
aforementioned possible causes of the issue? 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I think what is going on is you’ve got 43 
a series of -- You’ve got a time series of forms that had this 44 
high unclassified, and some changed, and additional species 45 
showed up, and also recall that, in part of the time, with the 46 
Puerto Rico form, on one line there could be multiple species. 47 
 48 
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Now, according to Daniel Matos, when they entered that, they 1 
would circle the species and then put a number in there, but, if 2 
there were two, I don’t know how they dealt with that.  Did they 3 
circle them both and split the total?  I don’t know, but I think 4 
that this step-wise change suggests to me reporting form 5 
changes, as you mentioned. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but it’s not clear to me why a flat trend 8 
versus a stepped trend makes a difference in the allocate versus 9 
not-allocate decision.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If there is no pattern, then there’s no 12 
point in back-calculating it.  You’re just going to be repeating 13 
the pattern.  If there is a trend, that’s going to have some 14 
kind of impact on what the total numbers are going to be. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  If it’s steady and you redistribute the data, your 19 
ACL will go up a little, but so will your landings, 20 
proportionally, and what Richard is saying is that, ultimately, 21 
from a management point of view, it’s not going to make any 22 
difference.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going to have to evaluate any change 25 
in what someone is advocating is a better reporting, or worse 26 
reporting, for them, and, as Todd mentioned in a side 27 
conversation, if we see unspecified going up, that could be a 28 
way to get out of hitting an ACL, just not reporting what you’re 29 
catching. 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right.  That has to be watched, but that’s all you 32 
can do, is watch it going forward and respond accordingly.  I 33 
think, for jacks and groupers, you should just drop out that 34 
pre-2011 year thing, because it’s so much higher than everything 35 
else.  Then at least you are minimizing the influence of these 36 
unspecified landings.  You’ve not getting rid of it, but you’re 37 
stabilizing it, to some degree. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would rather not do that.  We have already 40 
determined the years, and now to start changing -- The data are 41 
not perfect.  If we’re going to try to make a silk purse out of 42 
a sow’s ear, it’s --  43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are going up to what year? 45 
 46 
ADYAN RIOS:  2011.  Well, it depends on the species. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are there issues in the Virgin Islands? 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We haven’t gotten to them. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  But I don’t think there are. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  There might be some to -- 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Not with unspecified types of issues. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I don’t -- On the Virgin Island 11 
forms -- Well, I can look at it just to see if everything is 12 
species-specific, because we’re starting in -- 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The new forms and everything that we 15 
have in the list of proposed species, the new form, the newest.   16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The newest. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that’s not the question.  The question 20 
is what is the data in the time series we’re using.  Shannon. 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  At the risk of continuing to bring up insolvable 23 
problems, but just so I’m understanding, we’re going to 24 
essentially calculate a landings series that add these 25 
unspecified, and then we’re going to calculate a 75th percentile 26 
to get a CV?  The statistics are torture.  It isn’t really -- 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The statistics are very simple.  The accuracy 29 
of the statistics are problematic, but -- 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am not going to sweat it, because we are so 32 
uncertain about the landings in the first place, but I just 33 
wanted to bring up, for the record, that trying to calculate a 34 
CV when some of your data is adjusted -- 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Well, all the data are adjusted in Puerto Rico. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s true.  I mean, I’m not going to sweat it. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  Then let’s move on. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are asking you to definitely not sweat 43 
it. 44 
 45 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am willing to concede. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the Virgin Islands, they’re on the form.  48 
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There aren’t these genus or family-level -- Well, there’s 1 
dolphin, which that’s just listed as dolphin, but, if we presume 2 
that it’s the species of interest, then we’re okay there. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, presume it’s the species of interest. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But, beyond that, there aren’t things that are 7 
at the genus or family level, and so everything is species-8 
specific.  However, that does not mean that fishermen can’t 9 
write in grouper if they are -- We will just have to look and 10 
see how big of a deal that is.  My guess is, and I guess you 11 
have already looked at some of this, that it doesn’t appear to 12 
be the same level of issue as we have seen in Puerto Rico for 13 
some groups. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Did you solve the problem with the 16 
porgies? 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we did, right?  We talked about that 19 
earlier, that it means saucereye.  Pluma equals saucereye.   20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will have to code-up the allocation as homework, 22 
because that won’t get done as quickly, but I could also tell 23 
you guys what else I need.   24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Talk to the Chairman.  26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  I still would need you guys to determine buffers 28 
for a CV greater than one.  Yesterday, we talked about how the 29 
CV was greater than one, and it would be fixed at one, and, 30 
previously, you guys have informed me that buffers for a CV less 31 
than one were 0.5, default.  What would be -- Would we use that 32 
same default for a CV greater than one?  That is one of the 33 
things that I need. 34 
 35 
The second thing I need is confirmation of the table that has 36 
reference years, tiers, and indicators, because that table is 37 
essentially what subsets and -- Using the information there is 38 
how the script processes the landings data, and so, once that 39 
table is correct and we use that, we’ll be looking at the rule 40 
results, given the rule 4a and 4b as currently described. 41 
 42 
We already know that some corrections need to be made.  I would 43 
recommend maybe -- Sorry that I brought this up, but I just 44 
wanted to let you know what I need, but I do recall Sarah and I 45 
were going to incorporate the changes that you have already 46 
discussed so far.  We could do that together, or you could give 47 
us time to do that separately, things like fixing pluma, things 48 
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like having dolphinfish correctly with the families.  There are 1 
certain things on that form that we can fix. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You mean fixing the table? 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, fixing the table.  It’s up to you.   6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is time spent when?  Like now or -- 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Either now, or we could do it as homework and you 10 
guys could talk through these others, but I just wanted to let 11 
you know the things that I was still hoping for in order to 12 
proceed with my work. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You need to put together a list of things that 15 
you need and what you think the answer is, and that table needs 16 
to get cleaned up.   17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have a version of the table that’s cleaned up, 19 
but we need to put in the changes that have already been 20 
decided. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I mean by cleaning up the table. 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  That would take us probably a half-hour to forty-25 
five minutes to clean up that table, which then we could look at 26 
and either fill in the gaps or give it the stamp of approval. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The other bit -- What I mean by what you think 29 
the answer is, it’s I am using this formula and this correct?  I 30 
am making this assumption, and is this correct? 31 
 32 
ADYAN RIOS:  The formula is the one we saw in the presentations 33 
yesterday. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Whatever.  I mean, I just threw that out there.  36 
Whatever the issues are. 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  The issues are essentially that table and making 39 
sure that the family names and everything are -- I have two 40 
homework things.  It’s to make sure that table is correct and 41 
make sure the landings being fed in are incorporating these new 42 
partitions.  Those are the two -- Then, when you put those two 43 
together with the equations -- I guess you can call it three 44 
things.  It’s that table, the landings partitions, and making 45 
sure the equations are correct, but making sure the equations 46 
are correct and seeing what the results are is -- I guess we 47 
should do that when the first two steps are done. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but you don’t need the SSC for the 2 
partitioning the -- You’ve now got the recommendation.  3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I’ve got my marching orders for that. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you don’t need us for that.   7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  She wants confirmation on the table and 11 
wants to know if the buffers -- Although buffers can be done -- 12 
Once you have things set up, we can -- My inclination, for now, 13 
is that buffers stay where they are, across-the-board, because 14 
of the solution we came up with, which was just to cap the CV at 15 
one.  I don’t have the math to contradict myself, and so, Todd. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I asked yesterday, and I remember us saying the 18 
0.5 default so we got it off the table and we didn’t go round 19 
and round on it, but did we discuss it? 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  No. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We did in the previous meeting, but I can 24 
see where she is saying, well, we weren’t really dealing with 25 
the ones with CVs greater than one.  Well, right now, we’re not 26 
dealing with any with a CV greater than one, because we’re 27 
capping it at one, and so I think the default applies, and so 28 
that’s my discussion on it. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s make a decision, but -- 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  How does the buffer relate to the CV being 35 
greater than one?  The buffer is scientific uncertainty, and, as 36 
you described yesterday, it’s the process you have for getting 37 
the one data stream we have, and so how is buffer related to 38 
anything else? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is kind of where I was coming from, 41 
and I guess it is. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  So to the default? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 46 
 47 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  You were kind of using the CV in two 48 
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different places.  Yesterday, where we set it, it’s if the CV is 1 
greater than one than this VAF that you’re calculating -- That’s 2 
where that is going to come into play, which gets multiplied by 3 
the scalar. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that is part of the scalar. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  It gets multiplied by the -- 8 
 9 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  So in the next step that we did at the last 10 
meeting was, if the CV is less than one, then the buffer equals 11 
0.5, except in the three cases where you set it different, and 12 
then you said, if the CV is greater than one, we don’t know what 13 
the buffer is at this time. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but now we’re saying, because we 16 
have basically extended that same calculation by capping the CV 17 
at one, the default buffer applies. 18 
 19 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  And it will be 0.5? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 22 
 23 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Okay. 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So we have just basically said, instead of having 26 
a buffer, we’re going to put a 0.5 in there and we’re not going 27 
to discuss it or give it any meaning?   28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It has the same meaning as it had before. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  I just missed the discussion on the 32 
rationale or anything for 0.5, and if someone could just point 33 
me to the transcript, I won’t waste anyone’s time.  I will read 34 
it. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am with Todd.  It’s not that you picked 0.5, but 37 
it’s that we have to be able to explain this when we write this 38 
up, and we need clear rationale as to why 0.5, 0.55, 0.6, what 39 
it is and why. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Like I just said, I would love to go back and 42 
read it, because I think we just said 0.5, because people were 43 
already arguing about it and discussing it, and we went round 44 
and round, and we just said let’s just call it 0.5 to get this 45 
off the table and go through all the other things and get to 46 
0.5, because people were already back-calculating and figuring 47 
out what their ACLs were going to be and getting angry, and we 48 
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just said, okay, forget all of this and let’s just discuss 0.5 1 
and leave it at 0.5 and go from there, and we know that I’m the 2 
last person to throw something on the table that is going to 3 
take us a long time to discuss, but this is scientific 4 
uncertainty. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  It comes directly from the 7 
calculations that Shannon was illustrating for us with the tool 8 
that she had developed at the last meeting, where it showed that 9 
as that buffer -- If you were at a susceptibility of two, you 10 
were getting a marginal increase in your ACL, and that was 11 
exactly what we had established at the intent.  If you had a 12 
susceptibility score of three, you were getting a bump-up, which 13 
was exactly what we had with our intent.   14 
 15 
SHANNON CALAY:  I know we had a long discussion, and it is in 16 
the written transcripts about what we meant about scientific 17 
uncertainty, but I just want -- I agree that we need to make 18 
sure it’s documented well when we put out this FMP, and it can’t 19 
be -- You can’t say that it’s the variance in catch, because 20 
then you are using it in both parts, both steps, of your OFL 21 
determination, but it isn’t.  I mean, that’s not what our 22 
discussion was.  We talked about a wide variety of scientific 23 
uncertainty in the Caribbean and not just the variation, but 24 
also potential biases in the catch, for example, that we cannot 25 
account for.   26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think what you just said though, if I heard you 28 
right, was it got us to the right answer.  It got us to the -- 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It got us to the intent, and intent is what 31 
grounds the whole Tier 4.  This is what we are trying to 32 
accomplish, because we don’t have anything else to go on.  33 
That’s how I understand it.  There is no assessment, and so the 34 
intent was, if you are something that can, by the nature of the 35 
fishery or your biology, can support a fair amount of fishing, 36 
we are going to increase the -- We should be doing a process 37 
that leads to an increase.  If you’re something that can’t do 38 
that, the possibly should not be for an increase.  Is it a bit 39 
circular, but that’s the intent. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is our intent, but what you said is to 42 
increase the fishery, or that’s our intent with that component.  43 
However, if we don’t know what the current levels are -- 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why we’re going with susceptibility 46 
and vulnerability, and this is what we were talking about, 47 
because we don’t know -- 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I will read the -- 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t know where the things are.  You 4 
are absolutely right.  Do you have another solution, because we 5 
did argue this. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let me read it before I discuss it.   8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, when we on the phone, you said you don’t 10 
want to finalize this until you see the actual numbers.  Do you 11 
still want to do that?  If so, when in this meeting do you want 12 
to do that? 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was hoping after Adyan has the answers to 15 
her questions. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reason I would like to see them is 20 
because we are building something that makes logical sense, but 21 
it has never been tested. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am with you 100 percent. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s like building a car and saying, well, 26 
the engineering looks good, but we’ve never driven it. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  More like a plane, because they fall out of the 29 
sky.  30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I will stay on the ground during the test.  32 
If we do this and we find out that something went way wrong 33 
here, and maybe it’s the calculations, and we need to go back 34 
and check that, but we want to be thorough that this is what we 35 
intended, in terms of the process, and the process that we 36 
envisioned actually works.   37 
 38 
Now, it may be that we in fact don’t like the answer, but the 39 
answer is correct, and, if our process is good, then that is it, 40 
I guess.  I don’t know what we would do at that point, but I 41 
feel like at some point -- The other reason is because we 42 
already know the council is going to ask for exactly that. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are not going to accept anything until 47 
they see that, whether that’s correct or not. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have a handful of questions before I can come 2 
back to you with a table for stamp of approval on the 3 
susceptibilities and tiers and reference years, that table.  Can 4 
I ask them now? 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The what?  What was the question? 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  I have a handful of questions regarding the 9 
susceptibility scores that we don’t have that we could answer 10 
now, and then I could come back to you with a table that has 11 
everything we have discussed so far, things like pluma and 12 
things like dolphin, and so, if you fill in these gaps for me, 13 
we would come back.  Sarah and I could fill that out and come 14 
back to you with a table that just needs to be okayed based on 15 
what we think should be there.  The first one is St. Thomas 16 
jacks.  I don’t have a susceptibility score.   17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Was it the same as in Puerto Rico? 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It might be.  The table that I was able to find 21 
just didn’t -- It was blank for that particular one. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For Puerto Rico? 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For whatever she is missing, for St. Thomas, 26 
and so it may be that a decision was made and it just didn’t 27 
make it into the version of the table that I have. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because that is the logical thing to do.  30 
It’s probably not something that is island-specific. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There were a couple of instances where a 33 
species on one island was presumed to be a little more 34 
susceptible than another one, but I think that had to do maybe 35 
with targeting or the protected areas or that type of thing, but 36 
it’s just something that the group needs to decide. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 39 
 40 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  For St. Thomas, the jacks is blue runner.  In 41 
Puerto Rico, it wasn’t blue runner, and so would you still say 42 
it’s the same? 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In Puerto Rico, blue runner is part of the 45 
jacks. 46 
 47 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  But it’s not included in the form. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s not the susceptibility score we did, but 2 
what was it for?  Was it rainbow? 3 
 4 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It was rainbow, African pompano, and 5 
crevalle, is what he scored. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Thomas, it’s all one.  It’s the 8 
blue runner. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  It’s only one, but it’s a different 11 
one. 12 
 13 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Graciela, are you looking for that table that 14 
has the scores? 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  I am looking to see that -- It’s 17 
missing in the one that we used officially, and so that one is 18 
blank, and so I am just going to go through all the tables that 19 
the SSC has looked at and see if at some point -- You do have 20 
the transcript from the last meeting, right? 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think I sent it around to everyone. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I received the transcript.   27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have had some side-stepping here.  We’re 29 
going to get what we did in the last meeting, and I think Todd 30 
is actually right that, while we discussed a lot about 31 
uncertainty and the things that go into it, we did not in fact 32 
set a buffer.  We kept it, quote, unquote, default, and how we 33 
changed things was in terms of -- I am not sure we actually said 34 
this is it, as opposed to this is it for discussion purposes 35 
now, and so we’ll check on that, but there may be some rationale 36 
for revisiting uncertainty and whether we have some more 37 
variability in that other than what we’ve talked about during 38 
this meeting.  The things that you’re doing with the table, is 39 
this a group thing that does not require the SSC? 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have the scores, and so I can 42 
give you all the information. 43 
 44 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Will you check for St. Croix squirrelfish? 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We don’t need the SSC for this unless 47 
we find something that actually doesn’t have it. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was there something else besides these 2 
susceptibility scores? 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Missing from the table? 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, but you said you had a handful of 7 
questions. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  These are the handful of questions. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So it’s susceptibility scores? 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  Three of them, yes. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That either has an answer or we’re going to 16 
have to discuss it. 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Do you have them?   19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have all the scores. 21 
 22 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  The other thing is if the 75th percentile was 23 
the -- 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  We will wait to process the data and see how often 26 
that happens.  We will work on plotting those. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you have the scores. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t know why it didn’t get copied 31 
to the other table.  It was probably a discussion on and off. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s just the one that I could find that I had, 34 
and there were just a few that were blank.  Have they been 35 
inverted? 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those we fixed, yes. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I mean the ones you’re going to give 40 
them to fill in their blanks. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have to check. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Because low susceptibility is a high score, 45 
just so everybody who is going to use those is clear on that. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Kevin, I am also going to need new landings files 48 
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from you that incorporate the unspecified. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Okay.  I will see what I have on hand. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can email you the unspecified that I need. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, you’re going to need everything, because, 7 
if you’re partitioning, you need even the ones that are not 8 
being managed. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  That’s true. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have to make sure that -- 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  Don’t I technically have everything then? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know what version of -- I don’t think 17 
you have everything. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  What you sent me today? 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Did I send you Puerto Rico data today? 22 
 23 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s what you were working on in your computer, and 24 
then you sent it to me to show on the screen, what we did over 25 
lunch. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Hopefully, yes.  We will just have to 28 
make sure. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  You already have the script that puts it in the 31 
format I need, and so I wouldn’t have to -- 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  We’re going to just have to sit down 34 
and do the -- 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Add species to that list. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  Or not species, but groups. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we will have to do that.  I just want to 43 
make sure that we’re accounting for everything and that there’s 44 
not some version of a file that I’ve got on here that would in 45 
some way be incomplete.  I think the Virgin Islands stuff -- We 46 
still need to look at that for if there are any groups that 47 
would have been written in, and I don’t think it’s going to be 48 
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an issue, but we just need to check it, and we haven’t gone 1 
through that exercise yet. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It would be -- Someone would have to write in 6 
that I caught X number of pounds of grouper.  It would be a 7 
write-in, and so it’s probably not going to show up very often.  8 
They’re going to write it as something that’s on the form. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We need to go for a break. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s option one, we go for a break.  13 
Option two is we actually adjourn and let them work.   14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I like option two.   16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can work with them as well, if we decide to 18 
break. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending that we adjourn for the 21 
day and allow this group to work, and we’re going to check the 22 
transcripts of the last meeting about discussions of the 23 
uncertainty and the buffer.   24 
 25 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on February 27, 2018.) 26 
 27 

- - - 28 
 29 

February 28, 2018 30 
 31 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 32 
 33 

- - - 34 
 35 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 36 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 37 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, February 28, 2018, and was 38 
called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started.  This is day three of 41 
the SSC.  We’ll have a roll call, starting with Walter. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 44 
 45 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 48 
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 1 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 6 
 7 
JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council staff. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 14 
 15 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 16 
 17 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 18 
 19 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 20 
 21 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 22 
 23 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 24 
 25 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 26 
Counsel. 27 
 28 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, NOAA Fisheries. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Online? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just Sarah and Adyan, just so that we 35 
have a -- 36 
 37 

REVIEW OF DAY 2 DECISIONS 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, Graciela.  Do you have a list of 40 
things from yesterday? 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have been adding to the things. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you start from yesterday? 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, with the reference years for the 47 
recreational catch for species not previously under management, 48 
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use dataset from 2000 to 2016.  For species previously under 1 
management, use recreational data beginning in 2000 and do not 2 
exclude 2005 and terminate as with the commercial reference 3 
years.  Do you want to comment on anything, or should I just go 4 
-- You probably have some comments. 5 
 6 
For the species issues in Puerto Rico, barracuda, great 7 
barracuda is the only in the group and use landings data for 8 
great barracuda only.  That was part of the decision, but I see 9 
from the notes that there was additional discussion on that, and 10 
so we will get to that in a second.  For rays, combine eagle and 11 
spotted eagle rays.  For dolphinfish, combine all 12 
family/species/genus data, everything that isn’t pompano, as 13 
dolphinfish.   14 
 15 
Then you started working on the species, and Sarah had been 16 
taking notes, and she passed them along to us for comparison 17 
with what we had.  For grouper unspecified, split unspecified 18 
among other groups by relative proportions.  Use all fish 19 
landings when calculating proportions. 20 
 21 
For the jacks unspecified, split unspecified among other groups 22 
by relative proportions and use all fish landings when 23 
calculating proportions. 24 
 25 
For St. Thomas, we had the issue of the porgies, and so landings 26 
are going to be replaced by saucereye in the new forms.  Port 27 
sampling indicates mostly pluma.  For St. Thomas commercial 28 
landings, saucereye porgy, the ITIS code of pluma, and that’s 29 
the one that will be used, and we will need to ask the council 30 
to tweak the species list to include the saucereye. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  In place of pluma or in addition to pluma? 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Pluma has no landings. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly, but the ITIS code says pluma 37 
for saucereye, and so one question that I specifically have is 38 
what’s the original code that goes to Miami before it gets 39 
converted into the ITIS code, because that would really give us 40 
the name of the species that they’re talking about before it 41 
gets converted. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It has to do with the form, and so, on the 44 
form, it was listed as pluma and then saucereye in parentheses, 45 
and now it’s a similar thing, and I don’t know if the local 46 
common name is in parentheses and the continental common name is 47 
not, but both are there, and so I think that, when we were 48 
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discussing it, the group was referring to it as pluma, using the 1 
local common name, whereas it was always in the dataset in the 2 
recent years as saucereye.  When you go back and it’s just the 3 
genus, it was called pluma in the dataset, and so it’s pretty 4 
clear, when you look at the two time series, that it’s just a 5 
nomenclature issue. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is two species, and one of them is managed 8 
and one is not, right? 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is a pluma that is a different species.  11 
The pluma that would be the ITIS common name is a different 12 
genus and species than saucereye, and that pluma never shows up 13 
in the landings.  The saucereye equal the pluma shows up in the 14 
landings. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  So what do you think, Kevin?  Are we safer adding 17 
or substituting? 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, there are no landings. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Ever? 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is none in the data, because it always 24 
gets converted into saucereye.  Now, what one might do is to ask 25 
the fishermen -- Say here are pictures are both and which ones 26 
do you guys catch, and then we’ll know.  Here is the saucereye 27 
pluma, and here is pluma pluma, and which one is it? 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  But in the meantime, if you had to make a 30 
decision, you would say just use saucereye? 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’ve got to use saucereye, because I think 33 
that’s what is being -- That is how it’s being recorded. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  Thanks. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If someone has the pictures, we have a 38 
representative from St. Thomas right here. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we do. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to do it right now? 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Julian, during the break, we 47 
have work to do.   48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We need expert advice. 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then you worked on some rules for 4 
landings for complexes with no indicators, or, for complexes 5 
with two indicators, it will be summed by the aggregate.  For 6 
stocks not previously managed, wahoo and dolphin and tuna, et 7 
cetera -- I am repeating these from -- These are rules.  That’s 8 
what I have, and there were some specific issues to deal with 9 
with the data stuff, but I didn’t put any of those here.  Do you 10 
want me to -- 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Give us some rules. 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Do you want to -- 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, looking at the unspecified, 17 
while those decisions that you read off were correct, it led to 18 
a rule-based thing, which was if the unspecified was less than 1 19 
percent, we are just going to ignore the unspecified.  If the 20 
unspecified is greater than 1 percent, there are two 21 
alternatives.  One is that we would allocate that proportionally 22 
by year, going back, if there was a trend in -- 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We are going to what? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Allocate the unspecified proportionally 27 
across the species groups by year, if there is a trend in the 28 
percent unspecified, and that was the case for the groupers and 29 
the jacks -- If there is a trend in the unspecified --  30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s part of the first bullet.  If 34 
there is no trend, we would ignore it.  In other words, the data 35 
is consistently being reported that way, we would -- 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Richard? 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes? 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  I know this is nitpicking, but can you make that 42 
less than or equal to 1 percent? 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have a bigger issue with this. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What? 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have a bigger issue with this, after 1 
pondering it for a while.  I don’t have an issue with the less 2 
than or equal to 1 percent.  I have an issue with if there is a 3 
trend.  I think the trend is a problem.  I think that, 4 
computationally, it’s going to be a nightmare. 5 
 6 
I have been sort of looking through the forms in Puerto Rico, 7 
and I think that the trend is driven, at least in part, by 8 
changes in the form.  My concern is that, as you go back in 9 
time, there are going to be fewer species that they could have 10 
reported, in addition to just becoming better at reporting 11 
species-specific stuff. 12 
 13 
What do you do?  How do you proportion when certainly you go 14 
from let’s say ten species to three or ten to five?  What do you 15 
do with that?  You have to fill in those missing -- You know 16 
they were catching some, but either they weren’t as adept at 17 
identifying them to species or it wasn’t an issue and so they 18 
didn’t bother or whatever was going on, and they were unable to 19 
report some directly on the form, unless they wrote it in. 20 
 21 
I see that, computationally, we’re going to be straying pretty 22 
far from any actual reported data.  I think when you have no 23 
trend that you’re fine.  You could proportion those out no 24 
problem.  You could have an overall proportion and apply it 25 
across all years, but you can’t do that if there is a trend, 26 
right?  I don’t think you can, unless you’re going to believe 27 
that the overall percentage applies to all years, which might be 28 
a dangerous thing, especially when you’ve got species that are -29 
- 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not talking about the overall 32 
percentage.  We’re talking about year-to-year. 33 
 34 
JOE KIMMEL:  The year-to-year percentage, right. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, which is why I think you’re going to run 37 
into problems as you go back in time and species start 38 
disappearing off the form.  It’s more problematic to report then 39 
if you’re relying on people either writing it in somehow or -- 40 
They’re just not going to be there. 41 
 42 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It doesn’t reflect changes in abundance 43 
through time.  It just reflects the number of categories, and is 44 
that what you’re saying? 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I think that’s likely part of it. 47 
 48 



144 
 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this theory, or do we -- 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am looking at the forms, and we could put it 3 
up on the screen, and I am looking at the forms from 1983 to 4 
1989, and so the first couple of years of the time series.  5 
Unfortunately, I’ve got no forms from the 1990s. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is this for Puerto Rico? 8 
 9 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is for Puerto Rico, and then we could look 10 
at the forms in the 2000s, but one of the things that’s going on 11 
is you’ve got multiple species on a single line, and so they -- 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand that, and you mentioned that 14 
yesterday.  The other side of the coin is what errors are we 15 
increasing by not doing this, because we’re talking about 16 
setting up our SYLs, and when you have a really large 17 
unspecified percent going back, if you don’t bring that somehow 18 
into it, you are potentially dropping what the real landings 19 
would have been. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Unless you just roll everything up, which I 22 
know we don’t want to do. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Roll everything up what? 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Into groupers. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we’re not doing that. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But I think we’re going to have a real problem 31 
with trying to sort out these unknowns.  Recall from Adyan’s 32 
graph yesterday that the beginning of the time series was 60 or 33 
80 percent or something like -- I think the groupers might have 34 
been 60 percent unclassified.  I mean, I think we’re coming up 35 
with some very complicated rules with limited information, 36 
extremely limited information, and so we’re asking it to do way 37 
more than I think it’s capable of doing. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reverse that argument.  Let’s say we’re 40 
going to ignore.  What are we pushing from there to there? 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not saying that you ignore it.  I just 43 
don’t know that we’ve got our time series correct. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reference years? 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The reference years. 48 
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 1 
JOE KIMMEL:  This is just in certain cases or groups, or do you 2 
think -- 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, it’s certainly a problem with grouper. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Reni has his hand up. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was thinking that, in that specific case, 9 
which I believe is very important, the case of groupers, 10 
wouldn’t it be advisable to check with the fishermen and ask 11 
them what their experience is regarding that unknown?  They 12 
probably know much better than us what is it that they were 13 
catching, and they can tell you, well, in that case, yes, it was 14 
yellowfin grouper, probably, as 70 or 80 percent of the catch, 15 
which can be supported by the later trends that we have such 16 
information. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, that’s certainly one way to go about it, 19 
but, also, when did -- When was there a prohibition on landing 20 
Nassau and goliath? 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  1990 for federal waters and 2004 for -23 
- 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so you’ve got things appearing and 26 
disappearing, and it’s -- 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But, for grouper, that would be really 29 
the only one that disappears, and goliath.   30 
 31 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Are people catching goliath here?  Would that be 32 
in the catch? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They wouldn’t be reporting it. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you go back far enough, yes, they were 37 
caught. 38 
 39 
ORIAN TZADIK:  In this time series of 1988?  This time series 40 
only goes back to 1988.  If they closed it in 1990, I’m not sure 41 
that’s a huge consideration. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, but they’re still catching it in the 44 
1990s in state waters. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was reported in the 1980s, the 47 
Nassau grouper and most likely the goliath. 48 



146 
 

 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter, speak up. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am getting frustrated. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  This is at least the third time we have gone 8 
over this issue. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Twice already I know that we have agree to 13 
proportionally allocate the unspecified, and, as I mentioned 14 
yesterday, the data are less than perfect, and nothing we do is 15 
going to make it any better, and I am perfectly happy with 16 
proportioning it out.  I haven’t heard anything that makes me 17 
change my mind at this stage. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I’m in agreement with you. 20 
 21 
JOE KIMMEL:  I am in agreement with that as well. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not discounting what Kevin is saying, 24 
but I think the other side of the solution has its own set of 25 
problems that we would not be resolving, and so I’m not sure 26 
that one has an alternative that’s going to be any better than 27 
what we’re doing. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For what group of grouper groups is the one 30 
that we have a lot of uncertainty, I mean unclassified?  For 31 
what group is that? 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  All of them. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For all of them? 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For all of them.  60 percent of the groupers 38 
back in the first ten years of the time series, or eight years 39 
or whatever it was, are groupers.   40 
 41 
JOE KIMMEL:  It might be an artifact of the form too, because it 42 
just says -- 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Exactly.   45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think Kevin’s point to drop those ten years is a 47 
very good one. 48 



147 
 

 1 
SHANNON CALAY:  There won’t be sufficient information in those 2 
early years to partition those species out, because the 3 
fishermen won’t have reported unspecified groupers, and anything 4 
else they have reported will be -- I mean, we can certainly do 5 
it, but I don’t think it’s advisable. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can I ask something for clarification?  Thinking 8 
about how you use this into the future, I think you’re 9 
essentially making the assumption into the future that the 10 
grouper that get reported as unspecified are equal proportions 11 
of the grouper that are being landed. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s year-specific. 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, but into the future, and so let’s say 2018.  16 
Can we ask if that is the case?  Are there species that we know 17 
right now that are reported as unspecified more often than 18 
others, because you would have to apply that consistently, 19 
dividing that up. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think this is an issue.  We’re 22 
talking about using the reference years to come up with an SYL, 23 
and so what happens in the future, right now, isn’t a concern.  24 
It’s what is the basis of the data in the past that we’re 25 
getting to do that, and so, if we have a large unspecified, if 26 
you don’t account for that, that’s going to drive your 27 
individual SYLs to a lower number, particularly the 75th 28 
percentile, because I am guessing that catches overall were 29 
probably higher further back, because I know that grouper 30 
catches have gone down. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s the jacks that are going to be the worst 33 
problem and not the groupers. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the same applies. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But the jacks for the commercial are very small 38 
numbers. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but that’s my concern.  From a management 41 
point of view, and I keep saying this, those commercial jacks 42 
are going to end up governing that 50,000 pounds plus of 43 
recreational landings, and you’re going to have a fifty-pound 44 
commercial jacks, and you’re going to be exceeding it and 45 
shutting that thing down all the time. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would be shutting down the commercial. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  You would be shutting down the recreational, 2 
because we’re not going to have an MRIP, and so we’re not going 3 
to have recreational data, and so we’re just going to have to go 4 
by the commercial, and it’s going to be fifty pounds.  It’s 5 
going to be a wreck, I’m telling you.  It’s going to be a 6 
complete disaster.  You have got to bring those unspecified 7 
landings in, or we’re going to have a terrible time. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We can address that at a later point, when we 10 
bring up Shannon’s discussion of it.  I am just trying to keep a 11 
consistent reference period, rather than changing it because 12 
there’s a problem here and there with the data.   13 
 14 
Of course we have problems with a lot of the data.  I am just 15 
looking for some method of consistency, and recognizing that 16 
there may even be problems with what we’re doing, but I don’t 17 
see an alternative that is better.  I don’t want to shorten the 18 
dataset to just five years because on the forms they’ve added 19 
another species or fishermen have done a better job.  Again, we 20 
spent at least one whole meeting going through nothing but this. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But I’m not sure that we recognized this 23 
problem at that time, and I don’t like rehashing things either, 24 
but I see a huge problem here, and the SSC can -- You are, 25 
obviously, welcome to vote me down, but I see a problem, and we 26 
could certainly -- If we pass it, the Science Center will give 27 
it a go, but I think it’s of great concern. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that -- I think Walter’s point is a 30 
very good one.  You are not going to achieve perfection, and, in 31 
the future, as we learn more, we amend these things to try to 32 
correct the problems that will inevitably arise, including 33 
problems that we haven’t yet identified, and so that’s just life 34 
in the bloodstream for managing in the U.S. Caribbean and 35 
everywhere else.  You guys like to talk about other regions, and 36 
they do the same thing.  Adyan is telling me that it’s going to 37 
be tough in the future, and I agree with that, but this concept 38 
of -- As Walter points out -- 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is not something that we’re asking to 41 
be done in the future. 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, we have to do it in the future. 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We have to do something. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Nelson. 48 
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 1 
NELSON CRESPO:  I think we have to look at this data, because, 2 
if you eliminate that data, you’re going to close our fisheries 3 
like this. 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, nobody is talking about eliminating the 6 
data.  What we’re actually talking about is aggregating it so 7 
that you have all the groupers and add them all together and you 8 
make an ACL for the aggregate complex.   9 
 10 
NELSON CRESPO:  We can evaluate, and maybe we can put it into 11 
the species that we think that data belongs to. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  There is information we could use to do that 14 
that we have.  Certainly any cooperative research studies that 15 
give us additional information are welcome, but the reality is 16 
that it can be done.  It’s probably not going to be very likely 17 
to produce a high-quality estimate of species-specific landings, 18 
but we already know that our data are poor, and so my -- We can 19 
give it a go if the SSC directs us to, but I am very -- I guess 20 
I am quite concerned.  Can you explain to me exactly how you 21 
intend to use these species-specific estimates?  Then I will 22 
have a better idea of how concerned I am. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are going to generate what the 75th 25 
percentile is. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  For each species?  Then you’re going to have a -28 
- 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For each species that we’re going to -- For 31 
each indicator, in the case of grouper. 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  How many indicators are in this complex? 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Five. 36 
 37 
SHANNON CALAY:  There are five indicators? 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  There are five groups.   40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but some of them are closed, like 42 
Nassau and -- 43 
 44 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Right.  Two are closed, and you have four 45 
that you have ACLs for. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  Four species or four groups? 48 
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 1 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Four groups, some of which might be -- 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Grouper Unit 4 is in Tier 4b. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and it doesn’t have an indicator.  6 
Well, it’s in 4b, and so we’re talking about three. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  Tier 4a. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 11 
 12 
SHANNON CALAY:  So I’m not clear, and I’m sorry that I don’t 13 
have a picture in front of me. 14 
 15 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  There is four groups.  For one group, the 16 
indicator is red hind.  The next one, the indicator is coney.  17 
The next one is the 4b species, which are the black, red, and 18 
tiger.  There is no indicator.  They are just all together.  The 19 
last one, there is no indicator, and it’s yellowedge and misty 20 
together. 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  So we basically have to break out all the 23 
species-specific landings for all those groupers. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even if you want to lump stuff, you are 26 
still lumping into somehow -- Well, technically, it’s six 27 
groups, although some of them are already taken care of, and so 28 
you’re still going to have a back-calculation issue.  You are 29 
just collapsing it, and maybe that makes things better, and 30 
maybe it doesn’t, but it does not eliminate it. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have the data for the species for 33 
throughout the time series? 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So there is a point in the time series where 38 
we don’t have any information except total grouper? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we have -- 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so if we have -- 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have complete data on the species, 45 
because some of them were not on the forms and they would have 46 
been write-ins or something like that, and so they’re otherwise 47 
going into unspecified.   48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But the other species are there and a 2 
relative percentage for each species can be done throughout the 3 
time series? 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Adyan worked an example yesterday.  It showed very 6 
clearly how this is going to go. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  At least I do not know -- My main concern, 9 
my main doubt, is whether we have species-specific information 10 
throughout the time series even if there is a variable 11 
proportion of unspecified across that time series.  I mean, can 12 
we back-calculate throughout the time series for the different 13 
species even though the unspecified varies across the time 14 
series?  I don’t know if I’m making myself understood or not. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you’re understood, but I just don’t 17 
know the answer.  Someone with the data would have to -- 18 
 19 
SHANNON CALAY:  My concern is you’re going to end up with like -20 
- In some years, you will have an aggregated grouper landings, 21 
which is 60 percent of your information, and, in that particular 22 
year, you will have a percentage of species-specific 23 
information, which will be used to split out the groupers, but 24 
you won’t know anything about the species that nobody 25 
identified.  I don’t think you could assume that what was 26 
actually reported to species on the form can be assumed to be 27 
proportional to the unclassified groupers. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is the assumption we have to make.  30 
That is exactly it. 31 
 32 
ORIAN TZADIK:  But, Shannon, why not, because the groupers in 33 
particular -- You are looking at one species that is an order of 34 
magnitude higher than any of the other species in the landings. 35 
 36 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s the information that we could document 37 
then.  If that is -- 38 
 39 
ORIAN TZADIK:  That is documented.  I mean, that’s the landings. 40 
 41 
SHANNON CALAY:  We have red hind in some cases, and we have good 42 
estimates of red hind, but we don’t have good estimates of any 43 
of the other species for the other complexes. 44 
 45 
ORIAN TZADIK:  I don’t understand why you’re uncomfortable 46 
reallocating if it’s -- I mean, you’re talking about it being 47 
dominated, 90 percent, by red hind anyway. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think I can answer that with my thinking about 2 
how it would apply this.  I am trying to think of how I would do 3 
that.  I was thinking that if -- Let’s say in one of the early 4 
years that you have a lot of red hind.   5 
 6 
I think the assumption is actually inverse that things that are 7 
reported as unspecified are the smaller components and not the 8 
larger components, because the larger components are reported to 9 
species, and so I think the assumption that most of the 10 
unspecified being what’s most reported to species is actually 11 
the opposite, thinking of how I think about how fishermen are 12 
likely to report the species that are more common and thinking 13 
that a more common species is a species whose identification you 14 
know better. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think you’re reading way too much into the 17 
data, in my personal opinion.  Again, all I can say is we’ve 18 
gone over this, and this is at least the third time.  Twice, we 19 
have already agreed to something, and Kevin raises a valid 20 
point, but, again, I think that I would like to see consistency 21 
in our reference years. 22 
 23 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  All I wanted to say is Lord knows the last 24 
thing I want to do is see this thing get more complicated than 25 
it already is, but I don’t really see how we can afford to 26 
ignore the advice of the people who are most familiar with the 27 
data, the Fisheries Service people who have been working with 28 
it, and so -- 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We all saw the data.  We all have seen the 31 
information.  It’s how you interpret the data, the unspecified 32 
portion of it. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think you have three choices that are available 35 
to you that would be somewhat acceptable.  The first one is you 36 
trim the data by getting rid of that older time series where 37 
it’s up at 60 percent.  I am not proposing anything, but you get 38 
rid of the 60 percent, and you just use the years when it was 30 39 
percent, as Adyan showed yesterday.  The second one is you use 40 
the entire time series, and the third one is you just collapse 41 
everything into jacks and everything into groupers. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  Isn’t there a fourth?  Couldn’t you manage -- Leave 44 
it the way it is and then also have a larger group?  Recall that 45 
we’re just coming up with not necessarily OFL, and so it’s SYL, 46 
and so these are more like warning signals, as I am 47 
understanding it, and you could have warning signals for groups, 48 
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for units, as you have described them, and warning signals for 1 
the larger group. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, we can’t really apply management measures as 4 
-- This will translate into an ABC and an ACL, and we would have 5 
an ACL for unspecified landings, and we can’t manage unspecified 6 
groupers. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Then doesn’t that provide an incentive for 9 
fishermen to report everything as an unspecified? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would have to track that to make sure 12 
that that doesn’t happen. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  It gets very shaky.  Like I said, I would stick 15 
with the three choices and you guys make a choice. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From the ACLs, what you did with the 18 
groupers, even though there was enough information for each of 19 
them, the council ended up collapsing everything into groupers, 20 
and so there is an ACL for groupers. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is why. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was Grouper Unit 1, 2, 3, and 4 25 
at the time, but the decision was made that there was higher 26 
landings for all groupers together than separated out. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I in fact argued for aggregate grouper at some 29 
of the earlier meetings, and I lost.  I know Rich said that each 30 
one of these had different characteristics and should be treated 31 
separately, and I can live with that, but now we’re going back 32 
to what we discussed six meetings ago.   33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other thing is, in terms of the 35 
trip tickets, I think I pretty much have everything that’s been 36 
used in Puerto Rico, and I have to check if there was a student 37 
looking at the species over time to see how they changed in the 38 
form, to see if they can help us somehow. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have got that in a very rough form.  I can 41 
put that together, except I don’t have any trip tickets from the 42 
1990s, I think.  If you have got some examples, that would be 43 
great, but that’s not going to solve the problem. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there port sampling that contributes to 46 
this information? 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, this is just the trip tickets. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not asking about that.  I am asking if 3 
there is port sampling that would provide species proportions. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For example, during the evaluation of 6 
the SEDAR in 2009, that’s one of the things that we looked at, 7 
to see what information was available for each of the species, 8 
and there are tables that tell you how many specimens were 9 
sampled over what period of time and how many per year, et 10 
cetera.  Does that answer your question? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  You couldn’t do it, Richard.  That’s why they 15 
grouped the groupers. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  There was real concern about the way -- 18 
About whether or not that sampling was representative of the 19 
proportions of species that are actually being landed.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we know when unspecified got down to 22 
about 30? 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  Year 11. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  It was 1998. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The endpoint is 2010? 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  2011. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2011, and so that’s eleven years out of a 33 
total of twenty-three, something like that, and so think of it 34 
in terms of what are the potential problems if we do this and 35 
what are the potential problems if we ignore it.  If we ignore 36 
it, then you’re cutting out -- I am guessing here, but my 37 
understanding of the data is, and I think I’m okay in this 38 
guess, is that grouper landings were much higher earlier.  As a 39 
consequence, those are the years that are going to fit into your 40 
75th percentile. 41 
 42 
If you back-calculate and proportion it, you’re going to bump up 43 
the 75th percentile, because the number of years here is almost a 44 
third of the record, or more than a third of the record, and you 45 
will get a higher SYL, and that’s going to drive everything else 46 
beyond that, but it ends up having a number that is potentially, 47 
on the one hand, too high, and we could be setting ourselves up 48 



155 
 

for overfishing, but the groupers are not in -- For the most 1 
part, they have a susceptibility of three, except for like 2 
coney. 3 
 4 
On the other hand, we won’t be tripping over some level, but, of 5 
course, SYL is not an automatic trigger.  If we don’t include 6 
this stuff, we’re going to drop our 75th percentile probably 7 
substantially, which means that we may be hitting that limit, 8 
which is not absolute anymore, much more frequently, or the 9 
potential to hit it is higher anyway, but we would have a much 10 
more conservative way -- 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think you’ll find, Richard, that it’s very 13 
conservative. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What? 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  These numbers are going to go way, way down. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we ignore it. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  If you don’t include those unspecified landings. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so that’s the tradeoff we’re 24 
talking about.  What are the impacts of having those or not, and 25 
how do we want to go?  Are we being too conservative and 26 
therefore stifling the fishery, or do we want that degree of 27 
conservativeness, because we don’t know what’s going on and 28 
therefore the -- 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Walter says to be consistent. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree with that. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin says de-trend, because what you’re doing 35 
with these snappers is you’re saying there is not a trend, and 36 
so we can -- 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we are saying -- The snappers, we said 39 
there is no trend.  For the groupers -- 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  Let me walk through my examples.  For the 42 
snappers, because there is no trend, we don’t have to worry 43 
about it, because we don’t have this pattern, and so, if you de-44 
trend the groupers and the jacks by using a shorter period of 45 
time, and you will see -- Adyan showed it yesterday.  It is up 46 
here, and then it drops down here, and then it stays pretty 47 
stagnant. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, then it drops down again. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Admittedly, there is a little bit of a drop down 4 
at the end, but it’s nothing compared to this one, and so you 5 
get from 30 to about 20, but you’re going from 60 to 30, and so 6 
you take that and then you say, okay, we’re using a shorter time 7 
period, and our 75th percentile is going to be higher, and this 8 
is where you bring scientific uncertainty into play and say -- 9 
Because it’s all about the ABC.  It’s not about the -- It may be 10 
high, but it’s not even a reference point.  It’s a guidepost. 11 
 12 
You say we’re going to add a little scientific uncertainty, 13 
because we’re not sure about that, and we’re going to bring that 14 
ABC farther down to a level that we think is acceptable.  It’s 15 
just an approach, but it provides the kind of consistency that 16 
we can explain in these documents, but I think you can safely 17 
make the decision that you need to include these unspecified 18 
landings, as distasteful as that may be. 19 
 20 
SHANNON CALAY:  I actually agree with Bill, but my fear is that, 21 
if you ignore the unspecified data and it’s a significant 22 
proportion of the landings, then we’re just encouraging a system 23 
where fishermen no longer report by species, and then they avoid 24 
management.  You’ve got to do something with something that is 25 
such a substantial portion of the catch, and so I think you have 26 
to either split it out or you have to aggregate it, but I don’t 27 
think you can ignore it. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not suggesting you ignore it.  I am just 30 
trying to come up with the most defensible way to include them, 31 
and my concern is -- It sort of follows on something that Adyan 32 
was talking about, but the species that are landed the most, 33 
either it can be that they are readily identified, but, whatever 34 
it is, the landed the most -- Adding a certain amount to those 35 
is not going to change the picture of the management of that 36 
species very much, whereas those that are not landed very often 37 
-- Not adding enough or not proportioning that right is going to 38 
have a much more immediate impact. 39 
 40 
Being off by a little bit, being off by 1,000 pounds when you’re 41 
landing 80,000 pounds, is not a big deal.  Being off by 1,000 42 
pounds when you land 2,000 pounds is a big deal, and so those 43 
less frequent species -- This real fuzzy area is --’ 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think it does, because it’s 46 
proportional, and so you should be tripping everything 47 
proportionally, but we’re not really dealing with those things 48 
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that are landed not so much.  That’s why we have indicators.  1 
Those things that are caught in smaller numbers are just going 2 
to be taken care of with the indicator. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but didn’t we see yesterday that some of 5 
these species -- I can’t remember the groupers, because we’ve 6 
looked at so many, but I think there are some that are like 7 
5,000 or 6,000 or 7,000 pounds.  If you’re off by a couple 8 
thousand pounds, that’s a big impact.  That’s my point, and, no 9 
matter what the proportions are -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re looking at that species. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sorry? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re actually looking at that specific 16 
species.   17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, yes. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is not the case with the groupers.   21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, but, whatever rule we come up with, I 23 
assume we’re looking at everything that falls into that.  If 24 
we’re proportioning out, we’re going to do it for everything 25 
that is more than 1 percent of unclassified whatever group.  26 
Like I said, you all are free to carry on with this, and the 27 
Science Center will do our best to address it. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion 30 
that we keep with the decision that we made both yesterday and 31 
several meetings ago with regard to the allocation of the 32 
species. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, my main concern is that -- Because, 35 
essentially, there is one species of grouper that is left in 36 
Puerto Rico to meet any meaningful commercial exploitation, 37 
which is the red hind.  Tell me one other species that is a 38 
grouper that has any significant numbers of biomass that is in 39 
Puerto Rico, and so whatever decision we made regarding the 40 
groupers will affect the red hind fisheries.   41 
 42 
There is nothing else, because, once you abide by the spawning 43 
aggregation closures, you are not considering in any significant 44 
way in the Puerto Rican fisheries, yellowfin grouper or tiger 45 
grouper and probably black grouper and probably any other 46 
grouper larger than a red hind in those fisheries, and so you 47 
are talking about red hind and the emerging fisheries of coney 48 
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and graysby.  That’s what we have to really focus on.  All the 1 
bigger groupers are not important in any way right now, because 2 
they are protected by the closures, which are being abided by 3 
every year more and more and more as the enforcement gets 4 
stronger and stronger, and the fishermen have just forgotten 5 
about it. 6 
 7 
For the few big groupers that they were going to fish, the fines 8 
are large enough for them to discard the attention of those 9 
fisheries, and so, whatever we think about doing, we have to 10 
think that we are going to be affecting whatever happens with 11 
the fishery of the red hind to start with, and that’s it. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a second to -- There is a motion 14 
on the table. 15 
 16 
JOE KIMMEL:  I second it. 17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to call the 19 
question.   20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a little bit to follow that.  In the 22 
percentages of the identified fish within those groups across 23 
the time series, they are highly on red hind, and that means 24 
that that high proportion of biomass, of weight, is going to be 25 
addressed to the red hind and not to the other fishes, which I 26 
think is the case, because everyone can pretty much identify a 27 
red hind, but, when they see a big grouper in those early days, 28 
they didn’t know if it was a black grouper or a yellowfin 29 
grouper, and they just said that’s a grouper. 30 
 31 
We are -- Essentially, what I am saying is that we are 32 
essentially addressing all that weight of unspecified now, and 33 
it’s going to be addressed to the red hind.  I don’t know if 34 
that is good or bad, but I just want you to have my opinion on 35 
this, and that is it. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But your opinion is also saying that, if 38 
you go back in the records, the reporting of red hind would 39 
actually have been good and it’s the other species, and so -- 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you go back in time, there is a higher 42 
proportion of larger groupers within that unspecified compared 43 
to the red hind. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I would agree with that, but how much 46 
is the question.  The question has been called. 47 
 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I want to know exactly what we’re -- I want a 1 
clear statement of what the basis of the motion is.  What 2 
exactly are we voting on? 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Simply that we accept what we decided upon 5 
yesterday. 6 
 7 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Which is? 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That we proportionally allocate. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Put that back up and keep in the reference 12 
years as they were. 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  Can I ask a question then, which will not -- 15 
That is fine.  We can do that.  This idea of a trend, are you 16 
actually asking us now to test the trends in the data and make 17 
different decisions based on the trend, because, if that’s not 18 
critical to you, that’s an additional complexity that is going 19 
to be very difficult for us to execute.  If it’s not important, 20 
I would ask you to remove that. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Personally, I don’t know why we consider the 23 
trend.  I let it slide, but I don’t see the relevance of it. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would you accept the modification that, if 26 
it’s over 1 percent, that we back-allocate, regardless of 27 
whether there is a trend? 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That is fine.  That would be my preference, 30 
yes. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so can we restate the motion in 33 
that regard?  That part about if there is a trend, get rid of 34 
that.  All right.  That is the motion.  Is anyone opposed?  35 
Seeing no opposition, it passes. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then I think we have everything from 38 
yesterday. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just a quick question to Kevin, because I am 41 
curious, and I don’t want to change any of this.  For Nassau and 42 
goliath, if there are unspecified landings going forward into 43 
the future in the grouper group, they will be reallocated 44 
amongst all groups, and they will have to be. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They will have to be. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  So you will now have landings in Nassau and 1 
goliath, even though they’re both prohibited. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.  As I see the way to implement this thing, 4 
and correct me if I’m wrong, whether the grouper -- Maybe 5 
absolutely every grouper species is being managed in some way, 6 
but, if it’s not, we still have to account for it, because it 7 
gets some percentage, right?  Everything is going to get spread 8 
out. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re thinking that Nassau grouper are 11 
not being harvested -- 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, because I’m not.  I don’t think goliath is, 14 
but it doesn’t matter.  It’s -- 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Goliath is being harvested.  17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  Aren’t you seeing zeroes in the landings, pretty 19 
much, on goliath? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you’re talking about being reported. 22 
 23 
SHANNON CALAY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  That’s why I wanted to bring it up, just to 26 
be sure. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Wait a second. 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  If it’s reported during a year, then some of the 31 
unspecified will be assigned to that species.  If it’s not 32 
reported, then you wouldn’t assign any. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Because you can’t get a percentage. 35 
 36 
SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly. 37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which is a problem, but I have already said 39 
that. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fact that it’s not reported and it’s 42 
still being harvested through poaching or someone doesn’t know 43 
what they’re doing and they don’t know what it is and it goes 44 
into unspecified, that exists regardless. 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but we have no way of estimating that.  47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and you’re not going to estimate 1 
anything else.  If it’s not reported, it’s a zero, and there is 2 
no way to allocate anything to a zero, and so that’s not 3 
changing anything. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So this applies to everything, right, 6 
because it doesn’t say groupers or snappers or anything in 7 
there.  It applies to everything that has unspecified? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is over 1 percent. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is over 1 percent. 12 
 13 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Just to that point, I guess the only thing I 14 
wanted to clarify for the record is that if -- We have an issue 15 
with data in the past that we’re trying to understand and then 16 
also data going forward.  Data in the past, I understand there 17 
might have been some landings of some of these species that are 18 
now prohibited and we’re trying to come up with how to allocate 19 
that, so we have the right landings to apply. 20 
 21 
Going forward though, if we don’t think that there are landings 22 
of these prohibited species, then we should think about whether 23 
we allocate to them, but I did hear folks say they do think that 24 
Nassau grouper and others are being harvested, and so, if it’s 25 
in the unspecified, then I guess it might make sense to say, 26 
across all of the different groups, to allocate it 27 
proportionally.  28 
 29 
If not, we need to think about, well, does it make sense to 30 
assume that there is some harvest of some of these prohibited 31 
species, and, if not, then maybe you have a different rule to 32 
evaluate future years. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You are just inventing stuff then.  If it’s not 35 
being reported, there is no way to estimate it. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  If it’s not be reported. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You can’t just make something up. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you can, but -- 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I wouldn’t support making something up. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As long as it’s not capricious. 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When the regulations are not the same 48 



162 
 

for the state and the federal waters -- Nassau grouper is in the 1 
state, because that fishery was not closed until very recently 2 
compared to when it was closed in federal waters.  Nassau and 3 
goliath, even though they have been prohibited in federal waters 4 
for a long time, they -- 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have data on them up until the closures 7 
in local waters. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then we should treat it as a non-issue.  If it 10 
comes up as a problem in the future, we’ll deal with it then. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where do you want to go next? 13 
 14 

DISCUSSION OF ST. CROIX CONCH 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  St. Croix. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  St. Croix conch? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  All right.  This is my summary slide 21 
from what I reported to the council, and I hope I have it right, 22 
but, if you recall, at the last meeting, we dealt with queen 23 
conch substantially in discussion, and we really could not come 24 
up with a way -- At that time, we were talking OFLs, but, 25 
basically, we punted and said we could fall back on the existing 26 
OFL and the rationale for how that was initially described and 27 
then also keep the ABC at the present level as well. 28 
 29 
This did not go over well with the council, and they felt that 30 
the discrepancy between the 500,000 pounds and the 37,000 pounds 31 
was much too great and that we should come up with something 32 
much better, and so we were instructed to do that. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  That 513,000 is a Caribbean-wide OFL.  It was 35 
based upon historic landings from Puerto Rico, St. Thomas/St. 36 
John, and St. Croix combined.  I am guessing, a reasonably 37 
educated guess, that 70 or 75 percent of that was in Puerto 38 
Rico.  Now, you are only dealing with a St. Croix OFL, and so 39 
you could follow the exact same process and just get Puerto Rico 40 
and St. Thomas/St. John out of there, and your OFL would then be 41 
-- I mean, I don’t know exactly, but probably around 80,000 42 
pounds or 100,000 pounds, something like that. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait a minute.  Are you telling me that, 45 
when this was being done on an island-specific basis last time, 46 
that we saw -- 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  This wasn’t done from an island-specific.  This is 1 
a summed, Caribbean-wide OFL from taking into account state 2 
landings in Puerto Rico and -- 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am asking that, when island-specific OFLs 5 
were done last time, in 2010, I would imagine, for this species, 6 
that we applied a summed thing for the island of St. Croix? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  You didn’t develop a St. Croix OFL.  You just used 9 
this already existing -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And only set the ABC. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes.  If you want to fix this, just say --  14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would have been useful information at 16 
the last meeting.  Okay.   17 
 18 
JOE KIMMEL:  Is that number available? 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, I mean, you could use the exact same process 21 
for queen conch that you’re using for everything else and just 22 
use it for St. Croix, with the St. Croix average landings and 23 
the St. Croix 75th percentile and the St. Croix two-times scalar 24 
or whatever you want to apply.  You can do all of that for queen 25 
conch.  They’re no different from any of this other stuff.  The 26 
only difference in queen conch is that you were using the 27 
50,000-pound David Olsen ABC.  Right, Joe?  That was you and not 28 
me.  That was before my time.   29 
 30 
JOE KIMMEL:  Right. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Conch is one of the species that, in the Virgin 33 
Islands, you’ve got a long time series, conch and lobster, 34 
because they were always species-specific. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to make you the 37 
presenter? 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, let me find it first.  Let’s see what 40 
I’ve got.  You might have the data, actually, from July. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have the -- 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There should be a July 6, and it’s STX non-45 
confidential landings. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, this is the sum of what that got us 48 
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to that OFL? 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Total landings. 3 
 4 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It was commercial and recreational. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not recreational, because they don’t report 7 
recreational, and so it’s commercial. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is it averaged over some period, over the 10 
past reference period? 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Joe, maybe you can -- 13 
 14 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It’s described in the EIS as the 1999 to 2005 15 
U.S. Caribbean commercial and recreational landings.  That’s how 16 
it was described. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but there is no -- There was an 19 
estimate of the conch landings for one wave, and I think the 20 
DNER was -- But we have the landings here. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have got landings back to 2000, but they 23 
certainly go back much farther than that, and so I will find 24 
another dataset. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, I would like to know what the 27 
1999 to 2005 commercial landings were, average landings, for St. 28 
Croix, because that would be the equivalent period for what was 29 
done. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  1999 to 2005?  All right.  That’s what I am 32 
looking for, because I don’t have 1999 in this particular 33 
dataset. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Graciela, they’re in the 2010 Caribbean ACL 36 
Amendment. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is another issue, because there 39 
is a 50,000-pound ACL that was set up with the amendment to the 40 
conch because the local government decided to have a quota of 41 
50,000 pounds, and so that was also in the amendment, and so now 42 
it’s only 50,000 pounds for state and federal waters in St. 43 
Croix. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and so, if you took the same year sequence 46 
you were using for everything else in St. Croix, which is 2012 47 
to 2016, it’s going to be about 50,000 pounds of landings every 48 



165 
 

year, because they don’t go over it. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but we don’t have to do that with conch, 3 
because we have species-specific landings going back. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  To the 1970s. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well, I understand that, and so how are you 8 
handling spiny lobster? 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Handling what?  I am sorry. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why are we in spiny lobster? 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s deal with conch, because conch 15 
shows -- It’s 50,000 pounds, and that’s not the case for spiny 16 
lobster, and so it’s a little bit of a different issue.  I have 17 
the 2000 to 2016, but I don’t have anything older than that, I 18 
don’t think.  Let me check. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I found it. 21 
 22 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  In the 2010 amendment, the same period of 23 
1999 to 2005, for St. Croix, the conch average commercial 24 
landings was 107,720.   25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  If you add that to --  27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  1999 to 2005? 29 
 30 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Yes, and Puerto Rico was about 400,000 of 31 
that.  St. Thomas was only like less than 2,000, and so the 32 
majority was Puerto Rico, and then 100,000, roughly, was St. 33 
Croix. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The problem with that is that, in 36 
2006, 2007, and 2008, or thereabouts, there was this huge peak 37 
of landings from St. Croix. 38 
 39 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  This is 1999 to 2005. 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In 2005, we had the closures in the 42 
EEZ in Puerto Rico, and did we have anything else for the conch?  43 
They would have been under a size limit and a seasonal closure, 44 
and, in 2008, St. Croix increased the seasonal closure and 45 
limited the number of conch per boat and so in addition to the 46 
50,000-pound quota, and so there is -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What year was that? 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was 2008. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s not affecting our time series. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  From 1999 to 2005, St. Croix conch was 107,698 7 
pounds, average. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, she said 720. 10 
 11 
JOE KIMMEL:  No, she said 107,000. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, 720, and he said 107,698. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’re close. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Close.   18 
 19 
JOE KIMMEL:  But not close enough. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s only two pounds though.   22 
 23 
JOE KIMMEL:  What is the 75th percentile? 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is what I am figuring out. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  For which period now?   28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They did 1999 to 2005.   30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What years did we pick for the reference period 32 
in St. Croix, in general? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From the new forms on.  Well, for conch, it 35 
might have been different, because that is a species that -- 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what Bill was getting at with the 38 
lobster, because lobster and conch are a similar situation.  39 
We’ve got species-specific information for --  40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is data. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just don’t remember what the decision was. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nor do I. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t recall you picking a different time series 48 
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for lobster.  Maybe you did, but I don’t recall it. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am going back to the July meeting, where it 3 
was put on the record by our fishermen representatives that 4 
there is probably overreporting in St. Croix, and correct me, 5 
but you were saying that, if you had four fishermen on the boat, 6 
they would all be reporting the same amount.  I thought we, for 7 
that reason, were concerned about going back.  I am looking at 8 
the transcript now. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now that you mention that, I recall that. 11 
 12 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  We were avoiding duplication. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, duplication. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s 2012 to 2016, the same as everything 17 
else. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s how you came up with your 37,000-pound 20 
number for queen conch. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I don’t think so. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  Why not? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We took the numbers as they existed before.  27 
The feeling was that there was -- Basically, the feeling was we 28 
have no idea what’s going on in St. Croix, because of issues 29 
with reporting, and so let’s go with what we had in the past, 30 
but, apparently, and you were missing from the meeting during -- 31 
That is probably when we made that mistake, because you would 32 
have brought it up then. 33 
 34 
We just said, okay, let’s just default to what we had in the 35 
past, but defaulting to what we had in the past for St. Croix 36 
alone should have been 107,000.   37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  As the SYL. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  That is the problem that the council 41 
had.  There was just way too -- 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Their problem was 513,000 and not 107,000. 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, they didn’t like that. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They didn’t like the gap between the 48 
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513,000 and the whatever it was, the 37,000. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not sure they would be as concerned if it had 3 
been 107,000 to 50,000 or 37,000 or whatever. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They were also concerned about the 6 
less than 50,000 pounds that was already reduced of the quota. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just as a reminder, what I said before was just 9 
stick with what you’ve got for queen conch in St. Croix.  It’s 10 
50,000 pounds, because it’s established in there, and then 11 
whatever SYL is, the 107,000, but you don’t have to do that, but 12 
that’s just one alternative, decision-wise. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.   15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  If I may, also, I understand that we were 17 
asked to have compatible regulations, and, if I can remember, 18 
most of this was harvested in state waters and not outside of 19 
the state waters, because, at that time, the grid was so big 20 
that a lot of the guys -- It was like you point your finger 21 
there and it’s a matter of X amount of miles before you get into 22 
the EEZ. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  You’re only allowed to harvest off of Lang Bank 25 
anyway. 26 
 27 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Right, and so we were asked to have it -- If 28 
it was 50,000 pounds in state waters, to have the same amount 29 
into the EEZ.  That would bring it to 100,000 pounds, which we 30 
wouldn’t exceed it anyway. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, it’s the total combined was 50,000. 33 
 34 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  No, I understand, but we had asked for it. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The discussion at the time also 37 
brought information from the SEAMAP independent surveys that the 38 
densities of both juvenile and adult conch were very high and 39 
had been increasing over the period of time that SEAMAP had been 40 
sampling St. Croix.  The landings are constrained by the 41 
additional regulations that are in place in the state waters of 42 
a 200 conch per boat daily limit and they increased the seasonal 43 
closure that they imposed.  44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  You can look at all kinds of stuff, but what Eddie 46 
said is absolutely critical.  If the state is going to stick 47 
with 50,000 pounds, then whatever you set that’s different from 48 



169 
 

50,000 pounds will be absolutely pointless. 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the state -- 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It only applies to Lang Bank anyway. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right, and so we will be closing Lang Bank when it 7 
goes over 37,000, but everywhere else is going to be 50,000, and 8 
you will never enforce it unless you get somebody sitting out on 9 
Lang Bank saying that you didn’t collect these in state waters 10 
and you collected them from Lang Bank. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The local government was sitting at 13 
the council table, and they will see the changes that took place 14 
if the data confirms that landings could be increased.  I doubt 15 
very much that they would stick to the 50,000 pounds if there is 16 
an increase in the total side. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’re not talking about an increase.  We are 19 
dropping it to 37,000 pounds. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, but the council had requested that 22 
this be revised, and this is what the SSC is doing now, and so 23 
what I’m thinking is that the state doesn’t necessarily -- They 24 
won’t have to stick to the 50,000 pounds if they see that the 25 
SSC has reviewed the information and is changing the ABC for St. 26 
Croix.  27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was the reference period for the new 29 
one?  Was it 2010 to 2016? 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 2012 to 2016. 32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I would like to see it go to 107,000. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but that’s not your ABC.  That’s the SYL. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s the average. 38 
 39 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Which would bring it down to about 80,000 for 40 
an ABC?   41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  That would depend upon what they wanted to apply 43 
as a buffer, what the 75th percentile is, what the scalar is, all 44 
of that. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am very comfortable going back to the 47 
council and saying, hey, we made a mistake on what at that time 48 
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was an OFL, because it included everything, and now we have this 1 
value, which brings it down substantially, and that we’re 2 
staying with our discussion from the last meeting and decision 3 
to make the ABC at just slightly more than the peak value that 4 
occurred during the time period, that is to say the 37,000. 5 
 6 
I mean, we had a long discussion about that one, and I don’t see 7 
anywhere that we’re going to change that by rehashing it.  We’re 8 
just going to say the same thing that we said last time, that we 9 
have no new information to bring to bear on that.   10 
 11 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So you would bring the value down to 37,000? 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  That would be the ABC.  The council can bring down 14 
lower, or they could leave it at 37,000, but they can’t go above 15 
37,000. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 18 
 19 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The peak value in the reference period, 20 
that’s the 2012 to 2016? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 23 
 24 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  But you’re going outside of the ABC control 25 
rule to look at an OFL that is based on 1999 to 2005? 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because we basically said that didn’t 28 
have a basis for being able to set that. 29 
 30 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  But you’re sort of looking at setting one 31 
of the values, the ABC, based on the reference period that you 32 
don’t think is appropriate to set the SYL from, and so if there 33 
is just a reason that we need to say that we’re using one time 34 
series for one and a different time series for another, that 35 
would be helpful.   36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would defer back to the discussion we had 38 
at the last meeting, but my recollection was that the data 39 
problems coming out of St. Croix were such that we really 40 
couldn’t estimate anything and we had to specify an OFL, and so 41 
that is -- We deferred back to that, because we couldn’t use the 42 
current time series to do that, and we took the maximum value in 43 
that time series as the ABC to -- Given the data that said that 44 
there seems to be good densities of conch there to allow the 45 
fishery to basically currently operate the way it is, at the 46 
levels they are currently being able to land. 47 
 48 



171 
 

EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I wasn’t here.  What was the timeframe? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the ABC? 3 
 4 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Yes. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was 2012 to 2016. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  The average in there is probably 28,000 pounds, 9 
30,000 being generous, but they are actual landings. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s 27,000. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Thank you, Kevin. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The high is just below this at 37,000, which is 16 
what we discussed last time. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  Even our best year in that sequence of recent 19 
landings would not trigger an accountability measure, and, if 20 
you did trigger an accountability measure, what would happen 21 
would be you would close Lang Bank.  It would have no effect on 22 
state waters. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would only be -- 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Your quota would still be 50,000, unless you 27 
decide to change it to match with us, and you can keep fishing 28 
until you hit the state quota. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Assuming the council keeps the three-year 31 
running average, you would have to exceed it high enough to put 32 
that over for three years, and so -- 33 
 34 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  But, for the sake of enforcement, won’t we ask 35 
to have compatible regulations? 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  That will take a while, Eddie, and this is the 38 
visioning discussion that shouldn’t happen on this point, but 39 
should happen in the future, because, in my opinion, for what 40 
it’s worth, compatible regulations is not a one-way street.  It 41 
should not be the feds saying this is the way it’s going to be 42 
and you have to match up with us.  We need to sit down and have 43 
discussions that say, if we’re going to have compatible 44 
regulations, where should they be, and that’s for everything and 45 
not just queen conch in Lang Bank.  That is everything.   46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the case of the 50,000, it came 48 
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from St. Croix to the council. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right. 3 
 4 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Can you repeat that? 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the case of the 50,000 pounds, it 7 
was a regulation in the state waters before it came to the 8 
council, and that triggered an amendment to the queen conch FMP 9 
to have compatible regulations based on the regulations that had 10 
been developed in St. Croix in 2008. 11 
 12 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Right, which became an enforcement issue, and 13 
that took four years to get that done.  14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  This will be an enforcement issue.  I said that 16 
earlier.  If we close Lang Bank, who is going to be sitting out 17 
there to nail Tom Daley when he comes in from Lang Bank?  18 
Nobody. 19 
 20 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  We had to go back to the FAC, the Chair of the 21 
FAC, and have an interim rule, meaning that it was changed by 22 
the council to have the language changed to be landed, because 23 
the guys would be stopped by enforcement, but they would have a 24 
GPS coordinate where they actually could prove that they were 25 
diving at this area in the EEZ and that the conch was harvested 26 
-- Which it was open there, but closed in state waters, but 27 
transiting through state waters -- They would bring the conch to 28 
shore, and there was no language in there which stated landed, 29 
and that is where the FAC, which is the local Fishing Advisory 30 
Committee, which advises to the Commissioner, had to change the 31 
language to landed. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In this case, you would never have a 34 
situation where Lang Bank would be open and the state would be 35 
closed.  That would never happen. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  It would never happen at 50,000, either.  If you 38 
go over 50,000 in federal waters, you start having a problem.  39 
If the state sets a 50,000-pound quota and you have a 60,000-40 
pound quota in federal waters, you start having a problem. 41 
 42 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So then, basically, you’re saying the total 43 
will be 87,000? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, this is a combined. 46 
 47 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Combined would be 87,000? 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, the combined would be 37,000.  We don’t 2 
separate out, and so the total landings -- When they hit 37,000, 3 
we would close Lang Bank. 4 
 5 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Right, but then it would be open in state 6 
waters. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  No.  They would have already consumed 37,000 11 
pounds of the state quota, and they would have 13,000 to go.  12 
They would not have 40,000.  They would have 13,000. 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There were changes, and it would be 15 
the other way around. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, it’s not.  It is all the same data.  It’s the 18 
same bucket of queen conch. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Graciela is correct.  State waters will remain 21 
open. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  Until they hit 50,000, the 13,000.  Before you hit 24 
the 50,000 in state waters, you’re going to hit 37,000 in 25 
federal and close it, and then the remaining 13,000 has to come 26 
from the state. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have to change your regulations to 29 
say the -- 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  Until they hit 50,000, but not until they hit 32 
87,000. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  She wasn’t arguing for 87,000. 35 
 36 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Can I get some clarity?  I don’t understand.  37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  Here is the way it works.  You start out at 39 
zero, and you’re fishing in state and federal waters.  You land, 40 
land, land, land, and, when you hit 37,000 pounds, the federal 41 
waters close.  The state waters stay open, and you still count 42 
the 37,000 pounds.  You’ve got 13,000 more to go.  When you 43 
consume those 13,000, all harvested legally in state waters, and 44 
you reach 50,000 pounds, the state waters close.  There is no 45 
87,000 up there.  It’s 50,000. 46 
 47 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So what is the state? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The state is whatever the state says. 2 
 3 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The 50,000. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Right, and so if you take 50,000, then 6 
you’re going to be forced from the ACL that the federal 7 
government has instituted -- The government of the Virgin 8 
Islands can do that.  Therefore, it would be 37,000 in the 9 
federal waters, and the state can have 50,000 separate.  They 10 
can institute that.  That is their prerogative. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Sure, but they’re not separately setting it 50,000 13 
and setting it at 87,000.  They haven’t set it at 87,000.  They 14 
have set it at 50,000, and so these landings are all one pool of 15 
landings.  There is no separate -- We are measuring the 37,000 16 
that comes from Lang Bank. 17 
 18 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Here we are that we’re back again to we’re 19 
using a time sequence where the refinery has been closed. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 22 
 23 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So the fishing pressure has decreased because 24 
there is no demand for the species. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right. 27 
 28 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So why not use where the highest landings were 29 
used before?  What if the economy changes? 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  It will. 32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That was proven before, when they extended our 34 
closure all the way up to October 1.  The minute it opened that 35 
first year, that 50,000-pound quota was exceeded. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 38 
 39 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The argument was -- Dave Olsen is the one that 40 
established the 50,000-pound quota, and there was no proof that 41 
it was caught in state and territorial -- Where it was actually 42 
caught, because the grid was humongous.  The grid was almost, I 43 
think, a -- 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’re not going to be able to determine that. 46 
 47 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That’s neither here nor there, but, at that 48 
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time, it was pulled out of the sky by Dr. Olsen, the 50,000 1 
pounds, with the SEAMAP study that showed that the conch 2 
population was healthy, correct? 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 5 
 6 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  We extended our closures, and we limited it 7 
from 150 per licensed fisher to 200 per boat, because what was 8 
happening is you’ve got four divers onboard, at 150 per license, 9 
and you’ve got 600 conch onboard, on a vessel, and so we limited 10 
it to 200 per boat, and you can have twenty divers on there, and 11 
we don’t care.   12 
 13 
Then the problem that came out of that was it was closed in 14 
state waters, or the regulation stood in state waters, but it 15 
didn’t stand in the EEZ, and so you had fishers that sought 16 
legal counsel, and they could prove, by their GPS coordinates, 17 
that it was caught in the EEZ, and they could still have 150 per 18 
license, because the language wasn’t changed, and it took four 19 
years. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 22 
 23 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So the FAC went to the Commissioner with a 24 
recommendation at that time to change the wording on it to 25 
species landed. 26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am with you on this, Eddie, but that’s a 28 
different issue. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What drove all of this was our discussions, 31 
which you contributed, and Carlos was here and he contributed 32 
to, was the change and still lower percent of reported landings 33 
that are coming out of this fishery.   34 
 35 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That is his opinion.  He didn’t have access to 36 
the data to say that. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, nor do we.  This is just goes into 39 
uncertainty. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  This just goes into my discussion the other day.  42 
In the Virgin Islands, it’s only going to work as long as you 43 
keep reporting as you have been reporting.  This is not just 44 
queen conch.  This is everything. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending a break. 47 
 48 
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(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 1 
 2 

DISCUSSION OF BUFFERS AND UNCERTAINTY 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re back.  My understanding is that the 5 
big issue now is buffers, and maybe this is a good time, even 6 
though we have like maybe a half-hour before lunch, a good time 7 
to at least introduce that, and we can think about it over lunch 8 
and then really get into it. 9 
 10 
Both Todd and I, and Graciela maybe, we went back to the record, 11 
to the transcripts, from the last meeting, and we confirmed that 12 
we actually never settled on a buffer of 0.5 as a default, 13 
although we were using that in our discussions as if it was, and 14 
so I think it would be a good idea to have a formal discussion 15 
on buffers and uncertainty.   16 
 17 
The last meeting, we had a lot of discussion about uncertainty, 18 
and that would be applied to a buffer, but those discussions 19 
occurred because, in an individual context -- One of them, which 20 
we just dealt with, was the queen conch in St. Croix, but there 21 
were a bunch of other places in our discussions from throughout 22 
that week where we were talking about the scientific 23 
uncertainty, and we were still feeling our way about making sure 24 
that scientific uncertainty was staying in the buffer and not 25 
going into the scalar, but we have never had a discussion just 26 
of, okay, let’s talk about buffers and let’s talk about 27 
scientific uncertainty and what do we mean by that and how is 28 
that translated to what we’re going to do for buffers. 29 
 30 
Part of this will be repetition from discussions we had last 31 
time, but those discussions were scattered on individual items 32 
and were not really focused on the issue of buffers.  Does that 33 
make sense to everybody? 34 
 35 
I think probably the first step would be to maybe outline -- The 36 
buffer is supposed to take care of scientific uncertainty, and 37 
are we all in agreement on that?  That is what the guidelines 38 
say.  The question is then can we come to agreement, and like 39 
make a list, if you will, of what is going into scientific 40 
uncertainty, so, when we evaluate that from a buffer point of 41 
view, we can then have a basis for saying a buffer should be 42 
higher in this case or lower in this case or whatever? 43 
 44 
Keep in mind that we will, at some point, have to come up with 45 
some kind of -- I will call it a default value, because, while 46 
we can relatively say this is more uncertain than that, or this 47 
is more certain than that, that doesn’t get us at an actual 48 
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number, and so, at some point, we’re going to have to set an 1 
actual number, keeping in mind our intent for the control rule, 2 
and then we will use that as a basis for moving things up and 3 
down.  As somebody said, and I think it was John last time, we 4 
can be arbitrary, but we cannot be capricious.  Todd. 5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That was a joke. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  For the record, it was a joke. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  I was impressed that I was that profound. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I was impressed that you told a joke.  Just a 13 
couple of things.  As we looked at the transcripts, Richard just 14 
said this is to account for scientific uncertainty, and some of 15 
the discussion that we had last time surrounding this, we got 16 
confused in our discussions regarding the word “uncertainty” and 17 
the overlap between the buffer and the scalar. 18 
 19 
I just wanted to make sure that, when we’re looking at the 20 
scalar and everything we’ve done up until this point with the 21 
scalar looking at CVs, that’s a different type of uncertainty, 22 
and so, with the CVs, we’re looking at the mean of the average 23 
landings, and we’re looking at the variability around that, and 24 
so that’s taking that into account. 25 
 26 
That component is separate than the overall scientific 27 
uncertainty that we’re talking about within the buffer.  That 28 
has other factors to it.  The CV component is just the 29 
variability of that average landings data stream.  Richard just 30 
said we need to come up with a default value of 0.5. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I didn’t say of 0.5. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, but my suggestion -- When we looked at all 35 
the simulations that Shannon ran the last meeting, and we said 36 
we’ve got to be careful of the way all of these things interact, 37 
we evaluated it looking at a value of approximately 0.5, and so, 38 
as Richard said, we’re going to be looking at relative 39 
differences between things.  Starting somewhere in that 0.5 40 
range is exactly what we have built the record up to be doing. 41 
 42 
I am not saying 0.5 is it, but we don’t want to -- We can’t go 43 
up to 0.9 as a base on it, because we have already set up to 44 
make sure that we’re in the right ballpark for our intent for 45 
where those come out.  That value is based on the simulations 46 
that were run and on the capping of the CV at one that we’ve 47 
already done, and so we’ve set this all up to be somewhere in 48 
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that ballpark. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think I agree with you on almost everything, 3 
Todd.   4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we stop there? 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What we have on some of these species, 8 
especially the ones with relatively limited landings, are what I 9 
think of as a rare event and not being brought in.  Therefore, 10 
you have more imprecision on the estimate, since the survey is 11 
not directly targeting those species, which accounts for their 12 
higher CV, in general, but also it suggests, to me, a higher 13 
buffer. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Either way, I think everyone understands what you 16 
intended with that, and that is where some of our discussion got 17 
really confusing during the last meeting. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They are not mutually exclusive. 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, and the reason that I brought that up is I 22 
think that’s more or less the first thing that we need to 23 
discuss, and you summarized it perfectly, because there was 24 
questions and comments made of can we use it in the calculations 25 
of the scalar and in the calculation of our buffer, and there 26 
was some people that said that absolutely you can do that in 27 
both places, but the concern of double-counting is in there. 28 
 29 
What I was trying to -- With the CV and that component, I think 30 
that the scalar is based solely on that CV value, basically.  As 31 
we get into the buffer, the CV can be taken into consideration 32 
just as variability, but there are other components that Richard 33 
is suggesting that we put those lists up, and so it’s not solely 34 
that. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 37 
 38 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  In thinking about this what I guess I would 39 
call measurement error, or statistical error, in the catch, and, 40 
yes, there are other aspects of uncertainty too, but I have 41 
heard all of this conversation about how you really don’t 42 
believe the data, and so do we just sort of act like that’s not 43 
true, or how do you apply concepts of measurement error to 44 
something you don’t believe has any validity in the way that it 45 
was collected or reported? 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  When we had the quick discussion yesterday, I 48 
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gave two examples, and that is we were talking yesterday about 1 
the groupers and having 43 percent in this lumped category, and 2 
we were coming up with a technique to split that out, and that 3 
adds extra uncertainty. 4 
 5 
Once we put that value in for our CV, are we doing anything 6 
different with that scalar?  We are not really doing much, and 7 
so grouper, even though it’s 43 percent, we’re getting a similar 8 
type of scalar coming out of that as a species where you have 9 
decent reporting.  The differences between those two are things 10 
that we would want to capture within the buffer. 11 
 12 
The other one, as you said, is we don’t believe the data, and 13 
there is real concerns about different aspects.  Is the 14 
reporting or the information for groupers and snappers the same?  15 
Is the reporting in Puerto Rico the same as St. Thomas and the 16 
same as in St. Croix?  That would be another consideration. 17 
 18 
That is where I think Richard would like to start with this, is, 19 
as a group, we say what are the components of that scientific 20 
uncertainty that we want to include.  Now, you alluded to we 21 
don’t trust the data and there is problems and we don’t -- I 22 
mean, by the letter of the law, by the letter of the -- What do 23 
you do then?  Do you say, well, we don’t trust it at all and so 24 
uncertainty is 100 percent and we’re done?  That’s not where we 25 
want to go with this at all. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not really reflecting the -- We don’t 28 
have full confidence in the data is not the same as saying we 29 
have no confidence in it and there is like no information there. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean, an argument very well could be made to 32 
expand upon what you just said and say, yes, this is ridiculous 33 
and we’re going to scale this down by nothing and go down to 34 
nothing and then you build up from there, and that’s not what 35 
you said.  I am paraphrasing, but the reality of it is that’s 36 
not -- Our intent was to put us in this realm with this control 37 
rule, and now we don’t want to consider saying there is no 38 
uncertainty at all. 39 
 40 
Then we also don’t want to say, yes, there is so much 41 
uncertainty that our recommendation is that we can’t do anything 42 
at all and go with something completely extreme, but I think 43 
it’s our responsibility to recognize that there is different 44 
uncertainty in different components and we come up with a 45 
relative scale for those.  I will just throw an example out. 46 
 47 
If 0.5 is our baseline, and we say groupers, in this one 48 
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situation, we don’t have any species-specific reporting, and so, 1 
compared to one that has perfect species-specific reporting, we 2 
would consider having a lower buffer, and so let’s say we go 3 
from 0.5 to 0.45.  If someone says it’s not really that 4 
significant, we would go a little bit lower.   5 
 6 
If someone doesn’t trust the reporting in one place or one 7 
scenario different, then you would want to go relative, just a 8 
relative difference on that, and I think it’s important, in us 9 
discussing those components, to say these are the areas where 10 
the improvements in the fishery data reporting can reduce that 11 
buffer, and, without giving the process, the scientific process, 12 
the room to grow in there, or to build in there, I think that’s 13 
part of what I see as our component.   14 
 15 
Now, the whole thing, across the board, there is not one 16 
component that I can, with even a shred of confidence, say, yes, 17 
there is no room for improving the data quality or there is no 18 
room for improving our component, but we have set that up and 19 
built it up, and the whole structure is putting us at about that 20 
0.5, and so I think we’re going to want to be fluctuating 21 
somewhere around that, and, once we get into more details, we 22 
can --  23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela, if you -- Sorry, Reni. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just wanted to comment on something from 27 
the standpoint of what Church was saying.  That is that we know 28 
the data is wrong.  It’s a matter of knowing how wrong it is, 29 
and the other consideration is how wrong is it regarding the 30 
different species that we are managing, because I believe that 31 
here we have a perception that it is more wrong for some species 32 
more than others. 33 
 34 
Now, in the case of Puerto Rico, what is a real challenge is 35 
that we are saying, okay, the data is wrong, and everyone admits 36 
it’s wrong, and we are going to put an expansion factor to it, 37 
and that expansion factor is huge.  From the uncertainty 38 
standpoint, it’s a huge thing that you have to deal with, and 39 
then the question -- Right after you think that, okay, well, the 40 
people, the committee, the group, the scientists that work with 41 
the data and apply these expansion factors, weren’t they using 42 
the expansion factor as a buffer, to start with? 43 
 44 
We know it’s wrong, and we are going to -- It’s like a 45 
correction, a correction of the data, and so what we are here 46 
now saying is that we are buffering the correction factor, 47 
because it’s so huge that you are not actually correcting the 48 
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landings themselves.  You are correcting the -- You are 1 
buffering the correction factor, and so this is what we’re doing 2 
now. 3 
 4 
The expansion factor in Puerto Rico is so large that you will 5 
never, with the buffer, get to where the real landing data is.  6 
You are just adjusting the correction factor, and so that is 7 
where we are.  I think that’s where we -- That’s the area of our 8 
target right now.   9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I make just a quick suggestion?  That is your 11 
points are well taken, but we’ve got about four or five aspects 12 
that we need to roll through on this, and the expansion factor 13 
is definitely going to be something for discussion, and so, if I 14 
may, my recommendation would be to go back to Richard’s -- Let’s 15 
come up with the list, and that expansion factor, or that 16 
reporting, is one component that we discuss.  Let’s click 17 
through that list before we go off on an hour and then go back. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is a little bit separate, but you may have 22 
two competing objectives here, because you have stated that you 23 
want to set these ABCs up, and correct me if I’m wrong, so that 24 
you have, at least for most of these fishery components, an 25 
opportunity for growth, right?  Isn’t what you said? 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For where it’s allowed, for like those 28 
species that are not susceptible. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  So, over here, you’ve got opportunity for growth.  31 
Then, over here, you’ve got this nebulous scientific 32 
uncertainty, but what you do here may prevent you from achieving 33 
what you want to achieve here.  I am not saying it will, and 34 
just let me finish, but I think you might want to look at at 35 
least a couple of different examples, and you have everything 36 
you need to do this, to see if your 0.5 is achieving this 37 
objective, because they may be well below it, but I am just 38 
warning you that you could go through this whole buffer process 39 
and get to the end and look at the ABCs that are produced from 40 
that and find out that it didn’t work, and then you have to go 41 
back and start over from the beginning.   42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  On the first day, Adyan did show the results 44 
over the range of buffers from 0.5 to 0.9, and the results that 45 
are produced are always at least 12 percent above the mean of 46 
the reference period. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  My follow-up is I totally disagree.  We have to 1 
keep the scalar.  We have gone through that component.  As 2 
Shannon just said, we used 0.5 as kind of a baseline, to make 3 
sure that our intent of the scalar component worked.  I think, 4 
at this point, we have no red flags, and that is looking good. 5 
 6 
Now, once we get from there, we go into this other component, 7 
and so you’re right that there may be a possibility that we are 8 
going to be dropping down on certain things.  There is the 9 
possibility of 0.5, where we say -- There has been members here 10 
saying why are we doing tuna and why are we doing dolphin, and 11 
we may say with them that, you know what, the reporting for 12 
dolphin is perfect, and we don’t have any concerns about the 13 
species-specific, and we don’t have any concerns about -- Then 14 
we could go up to a 0.65 on that one.  Therefore, you’re 15 
actually going to be up.  It’s just the 0.5 that -- Your concern 16 
has been taken care of within the simulations that we ran, like 17 
Shannon said, with basically getting us 12 percent above.   18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  What I was really suggesting is that you test your 20 
theory of actual outcomes, and that’s all. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we’re all in agreement that we need 23 
to do that, because we are building -- The analogy I made 24 
yesterday was the car, but okay, plane, but, if you’re building 25 
something, you’ve got to make sure it flies.  Even though you 26 
have the best engineering going into the design, until you fly 27 
it -- Because history is replete with things that didn’t fly 28 
well.  Shannon. 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  Adyan has a simulation, which can be modified to 31 
test any control rule that you can --  32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would recommend us not doing that until we 34 
discuss all the components, because, regardless, if we say 0.5 35 
is our default and we’re going to do a range of 0.5 and minus -- 36 
0.2 and minus 0.2, then, if we do those simulations later on and 37 
realize that our range that we’ve done, our relative range, puts 38 
us in an area that’s not our intent, all we need to do is modify 39 
the whole scale by 0.5 or 0.1.  We can adjust for that no 40 
problem, and, rather than us getting hung up with 367,000 pounds 41 
compared to blah, blah, blah, let’s just do the logic and put 42 
the rationale for the whole thing, and then we can go from 43 
there. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so let’s make a list of the 46 
kinds of things that are going to go into scientific 47 
uncertainty.   48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’re going to have to be more 2 
specific than that. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For reporting, we will probably have a 5 
bunch of sub-issues, and so let’s just leave it as reporting.  6 
The next one that was already mentioned was are there expansion 7 
factors. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s just put them down and then restructure it. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are recreational landings available, the 12 
unspecified landings.  For underreporting, I can think of 13 
several things that go in, in terms of -- This is all under the 14 
heading of Reporting. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Underreporting, you said the expansion factors 17 
are large, and the expansion factors are supposed to take into 18 
account underreporting, and so that might be -- That will work.  19 
Never mind.   If you bury it under there, you’re good. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  There is life history parameters, sort of 22 
switching topics a little bit. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Life history is one that I wrote down yesterday, 25 
and I questioned myself whether this should be included here, 26 
just because we included all the life history components in the 27 
scalar component of this. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  Something like calculating mortality rates and -- 30 
 31 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You mean like in the susceptibility? 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, in the susceptibility, we included that into 34 
our scalar component, and so that’s included there.  We can put 35 
it up there and let’s discuss it.   36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Also under reporting, we have potential 38 
biases and changes in forms.  Did we think of anything else? 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure.  Under Reporting, we just heard earlier 41 
today about double-counting, and so overreporting. 42 
 43 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  That is speculation. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Speculation, that’s just introducing 46 
uncertainty.  We don’t have specific data on any of these 47 
things.  If we did, they wouldn’t be uncertain, and we would 48 
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know what they are. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Your expansion factor, the overreporting and 3 
underreporting, all of these are going to be basically do you 4 
have a validation of the expansion factor?  Do you have that 5 
ability to check if this number is -- If what we have as 6 
reported pounds, is it over or under?  That expansion factor may 7 
be huge, but that’s what that takes into account. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We’re focusing just on Puerto Rico at this 10 
point, and is that correct? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re just trying to have a general 13 
list. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  So unspecified landings does not go into 16 
reporting? 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It should. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s not just recreational landings 21 
availability, but it’s also the quality of -- Quantity and 22 
quality, if you want. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  As far as I can tell, during our last discussion, 25 
those are the things that were brought up.  I don’t see anything 26 
else in our comments from the last time.   27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Would you consider any of those items to reduce 29 
uncertainty?  Most of them seem to increase it. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it depends, if you will, and let me 32 
speak to this hypothetically, so we’re not talking Puerto Rico 33 
versus something else, but, in theory, if you have a program to 34 
estimate expansion factors and are applying that, you should be 35 
reducing the amount of uncertainty in your landings. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Keep in mind it’s relative, too.  The score we’re 40 
doing is relative, and so, yes, you’re right.  As Shannon 41 
pointed out, given what we were looking at, we could go with the 42 
12 percent over general, and so what we may be looking at here 43 
is 0.5 down, but, like I said, for dolphin, an argument that was 44 
posed for a scenario that says, you know, given the overall, 45 
this is one we can actually -- We’ve got less concern or less 46 
scientific uncertainty, but keep in mind that most of these 47 
things, other than the non-species-specific landings, you’re 48 
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looking at more or less the extent and quality of the landings 1 
data that is in there, and because that is what is going into 2 
the second component, which is our average landings or our mean 3 
landings component, and so this is the uncertainty on --  4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Can it be ancillary data? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, ancillary data would be -- I mean, 8 
because we actually used that last time, when we were talking 9 
about red hind in St. Thomas, for example, or queen conch.   10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How about management and enforcement 12 
and compliance? 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Management uncertainty is the council’s.   15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, but management as it applies to 17 
the scientific uncertainty.  If we have decreased the number of 18 
months for fishing by one-fourth for many of the species that we 19 
have under management, we are protecting the reproductive 20 
capacity of that aggregation or that group, and, therefore -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, actually you’re trying to restore -- 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I totally agree, and this is where we’ve got 25 
to be careful, because, in the susceptibility scoring that we’ve 26 
already done, all of that was taken into account.  That 27 
component is taken care of.  If you think about this, what we’re 28 
trying to say here is we have the mean landings that we have 29 
looked at and evaluated and scaled in some way.  That is the 30 
variability around that value and how we would want to go up or 31 
down, given the life history and those concerns. 32 
 33 
In some way, we’re saying, with that component, with all of our 34 
calculations, regardless of the species and the place, that is 35 
our method, and that is truth, whatever that number is.  That is 36 
the value we’re going with.  Now, the scientific uncertainty 37 
says do we have concerns about that actually being the truth 38 
from these sorts of issues, because we have expanded groupers, 39 
breaking them apart, and we have no expansion factor in certain 40 
components.  Are we comfortable with that value representing 41 
where that actual mean landings is for those species and for 42 
those places? 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  In the notes, and I wasn’t here for this, but I 45 
thought that you guys mentioned ecological importance.  I don’t 46 
think it belongs, but I thought I saw that in the notes.   47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that’s in the scalar, too. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s in the scalar. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We did that.   7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  As Richard summed it up in the last meeting, he 9 
said the extent and the quality of the landings data.  That’s 10 
really what I think we’re pretty much focusing this conversation 11 
on.   12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  When we do have stock assessments, we won’t 14 
have to worry about most of these sources of scientific 15 
uncertainty. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Exactly.  Thank you. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It comes down only to quality of the landings 20 
data and the expansion factor. 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Like I said, with life history, I argued with 23 
myself on that, and you could say, well, for the life history, 24 
one may argue that we completely guessed at this species and we 25 
had no idea.  Therefore, the scalar that we put in was based on 26 
guessed life history parameters, and I am not saying that this 27 
is the way I want it, but someone could make the argument that 28 
we would want to include that, because, in that scalar 29 
component, we guessed.  We totally were making it up. 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think it’s a valid criteria. 32 
 33 
JOE KIMMEL:  What is potential biases under the Reporting? 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Instead of having random variations in -- 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  The over and underreporting and -- 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s the same thing as over and 40 
underreporting, and so do we want to put under and overreporting 41 
as sub-headings under potential biases?   42 
 43 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes.  That’s just wordsmithing, but -- 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re trying to build the structure of 46 
how we’re doing this. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I see, in some way of potential biases, the 1 
overreporting and the underreporting, and those are all 2 
components of the expansion factor.   3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  For Puerto Rico, because we don’t have an 5 
expansion factor for -- 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you want to remove those and put them 8 
under Expansion Factors? 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I am just -- 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  I wonder if it’s worth it to highlight that it’s 13 
not just underreporting or overreporting, but also changing 14 
reporting. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s changes in forms, but changes in 17 
behavior. 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think you’re talking trend, right, in 20 
underreporting or overreporting?   21 
 22 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, because, if you had a consistent bias, things 23 
might still work out, but, if you have an inconsistent bias -- 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Trends goes under potential biases. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is a good point, because we have operated by 28 
saying that we may not have an expansion factor, and we may not 29 
know, but let’s just assume that it’s going to be in the same 30 
direction and the same way, and we know that’s not the case.  We 31 
do have a trend in one of those factors, but it’s unknown. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think groupers probably expresses some 34 
degree of uncertainty.  Any other additions or modifications? 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the ancillary data, we are 37 
considering fishery-independent data and expert opinion and -- 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t have an example off the top of my head, 40 
but, if someone were to say that there is 200,000 pounds of 41 
grouper in the reported landings and it’s been expanded in 42 
Puerto Rico by 1.5, but, you know what, I’ve been studying 43 
grouper, and I’ve got these studies which say that we have a 44 
strong reason to believe that this number is wrong in this 45 
direction or in this way, that would be ancillary data, which 46 
would actually reduce uncertainty. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The two ancillary data that we discussed 1 
last time were queen conch in St. Croix, actually in the Virgin 2 
Islands, to show -- The surveys were showing increasing trends 3 
and reasonably high densities, and the comparative study that 4 
was done on red hind between Lang Bank and the Hind Bank and 5 
western Puerto Rico would show that St. Thomas was a 6 
significantly healthier population than the other two, and so 7 
those were scientific studies that could be used to say there 8 
are relative differences in this particular cases.  We have 9 
information that says -- We have a little bit more certainty 10 
about where we are, in terms of the health of the population and 11 
therefore what it can do. 12 
 13 
Where I am really trying to go with this is, if this is a good 14 
list, we can break for lunch and think about it and start our 15 
discussion when we come back.  I don’t mean that to drive the 16 
discussion of this to a closure if someone has some other ideas, 17 
but it seems like we’re kind of there.  If not -- 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, with this list, what we’re going to come 20 
back and discuss is pluses or minuses or comparisons to 21 
different species? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we need to talk about what these 24 
do.  Even before we talk about -- Yes, in terms of uncertainty, 25 
yes. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, in terms of uncertainty, and then the next 28 
discussion is, okay, now that we have that, if everything is 29 
saying this is awesome and are we going to go to 0.65 or are we 30 
going to go to 0.7 or if we going to go to -- If we know 31 
nothing, are we going to go to 0.3, a range, and I don’t think 32 
we need to get too wrapped up in that now, but that’s where this 33 
is going to go. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So 1:15. 36 
 37 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on February 28, 38 
2018.) 39 
 40 

- - - 41 
 42 
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The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 1 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 2 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, February 28, 2018, and 3 
was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome back, everybody.  We have Vance 6 
joining us.  Welcome.  We’re back looking at our list here, with 7 
the idea that we’re going to be looking at what are the aspects 8 
of uncertainty that are embedded in each of these things.  9 
Walter, I think you had made a comment, after we broke, about 10 
scientific uncertainty relative to what goal, I think was -- 11 
Maybe, now that we’re back, you would like to -- 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would just say that the purpose of scientific 14 
uncertainty is to prevent overfishing.  Now, you will have OFL 15 
and -- The purpose of putting that buffer in there is to reduce 16 
your risk of overfishing. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we have -- I’m looking for a way 19 
forward.  Do we want to kind of go through this and kind of 20 
flesh out what problems exist in each one of these things and 21 
how we should view them in terms of when are we in a good 22 
position and when are we in a bad position?  Would it be good to 23 
put this in like a table form and then we can add comments to 24 
them? 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would rather not.  I thought, in previous 27 
things that we’ve done, they were subjective in nature, and this 28 
could be very subjective. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we’re talking right now not in 31 
specific issues for a fishery or a species or something like 32 
that, but just, in general, how do these problems drive 33 
uncertainty or more certainty. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Do you want to rank them then, or what is the 36 
purpose of putting them in the table? 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to have comments that would go 39 
alongside. 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess I don’t see a strong need to do that.  42 
I think we have a pretty thorough list of what the items of 43 
scientific uncertainty are, and we could just work from there.  44 
I am looking at it for Puerto Rico, for example, and we don’t 45 
know -- Given that there is the expansion factor, we don’t know 46 
if we have over or underreporting even, and, in some years, you 47 
may have overreporting, and, in some years, you may have 48 
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underreporting.  When they changed the expansion factors or how 1 
they did it, that may lead to -- Instead of a random underage or 2 
overage, it may be more of an under or an over continuous, and I 3 
guess we could look at changes in forms to see whether that led 4 
to any -- 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When you say overreporting in that 7 
particular case, the whole idea of expansion factors is to 8 
account for stuff that is not reported.  If you were 9 
overreporting, the data going into your expansion factor should 10 
say, hey, wait a minute, we already accounted for that.   11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I meant, after the expansion factor, estimated 13 
landings could be under or overestimated. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is true.  16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  And we don’t know. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I think we can actually safely 20 
argue that a global or even coast-wide expansion factor is 21 
really not uniform across species or fisheries, and, therefore, 22 
some things are in fact going to be overestimated and some 23 
things are in fact going to be underestimated. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That is partly why I brought up the issue of a 26 
rare event with some of these minor species. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The recreational landings is -- That’s what 29 
really shows up, because we really have problems there, because 30 
of the methods they used.   31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, and I’m not sure whether that -- Well, we 33 
saw it on commercial too, with the high CVs, and I’m not sure 34 
whether that leads to a systematic under or overestimation.  I 35 
would think it would probably be under, but I’m not sure.  I 36 
don’t know where to begin, but I -- 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, you have your hand up. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and I think, Walter, you started out with 41 
something which is a key component to looking at the expansion 42 
or the reporting.  Just to address that very briefly, you said, 43 
in one year, we may be over.  Then, maybe in the next year, we 44 
may be under.  The hope is that, over time, you are coming out 45 
with somewhat of a mean and you identify the main problem, which 46 
would be if you have a change in methodology or if you have a 47 
change in the way those forms work and how does that affect 48 
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things. 1 
 2 
I think that’s key, and the question, I think, in here is -- 3 
Number one is the idea of going into a table and tearing these 4 
things entirely apart is going to take us a really long time.  5 
I’m not saying we can’t do it, but I would be -- If we have to, 6 
we can go through it, but what I see is us doing what we did 7 
with kind of the susceptibility scores, where we kind of went 8 
around and we said is this above our average or below the 9 
average, and is this high, medium, or low and that sort of 10 
thing. 11 
 12 
For like landings, you want to talk about the expansion factor.  13 
For groupers, is the expansion factor -- Do we have any 14 
indication that the expansion factor for those is different than 15 
any other species?   16 
 17 
I would put on the table, if we’re going to test that route, 18 
that the deepwater snappers are ones that have extra licenses 19 
for, and those guys are probably reporting better across the 20 
board than some other ones and there may be less uncertainty in 21 
the landings there, or there may even be an overestimation of 22 
the landings if they’re expanded, given that global coast-wide 23 
thing. 24 
 25 
Now, as I just said that, if we start going into discussions on 26 
each single species, we’re going to be here until the end of 27 
this week, and then we’re going to have to set another meeting, 28 
and Bill is going to lose his mind. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  He already has. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and so I think the best thing to do with 33 
this would be to figure out what -- Let’s say our baseline is -- 34 
Let’s leave it at 0.5, just like in that discussion, but, if 35 
that’s our baseline, what are the different things where these 36 
may be different? 37 
 38 
For recreational landings, for example, we have differences 39 
between Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, and St. Croix.  Is one better 40 
than the other?  We would say, okay, this area is plus.  There 41 
is less uncertainty in this area than there is in the other 42 
area.  Then, for recreational, is recreational the same problem 43 
across the board in there? 44 
 45 
Queen snapper, again, is an example.  That may be one that we 46 
want to drop out, because how many recreational guys are fishing 47 
deepwater snapper?  That may not be as much of a problem for 48 
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that one, and so can we come up with categories of what we’re 1 
looking at differences between? 2 
 3 
We clearly have to address Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, and St. 4 
Croix as three different areas and then species groups or 5 
species categories or just let’s pick out the ones that are 6 
obviously different and we score those.  Like queen snapper, 7 
yes, I see one reason where this has less of a problem, and so 8 
species -- I think species groups or species types and regions 9 
as overall categories that we would want to discuss these things 10 
in, plus or minus or average, as a suggestion.  Bill is 11 
furrowing his brow. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am welcoming your efficiency, Todd. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, setting up a table then. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So setting up a table with the intent of doing 18 
equal, plus, or minus? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We used red, green, and yellow for 23 
susceptibility. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What is going to go on the vertical part of the 26 
axis on this table? 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The vertical is going to be that list.  The 29 
horizontal, we’re talking about three platforms, and then there 30 
would be the -- 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The species exceptions. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the species exceptions. 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In other words, I think we could have three 37 
platforms, and then, as we discuss, if someone says, yes, but, 38 
for the changes in forms, this is not a problem in this 39 
platform, but it might be a problem with the groupers or 40 
something else, another issue.  Let’s make sure everyone 41 
understands what we’re doing before we set this up and start 42 
getting deep into it. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela, make things simpler.  Like, those 45 
last four things, just make it expansion factors, recreational 46 
landings, ancillary data, so we’re not so far removed from -- 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Given that we are looking at the issue, the 1 
reason we’re doing this buffer is to reduce the risk of 2 
overfishing.  Should we have some category that says that we 3 
land such a small percentage of the species that there’s no way 4 
we can overfish it?  I am thinking of dolphin and tuna and so 5 
forth. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that’s a susceptibility thing.  I think 8 
that’s all in the first component, and that’s why I just think, 9 
if we keep those separate, I think we’ll be able to get through 10 
this.  If we don’t, we’re going to be here -- 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  All right. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, throw them out, because I don’t want to start 15 
us down a road that I have missed components in there.  With 16 
Walter’s analogy too, the intent is to make sure that, by 17 
accident, you don’t end up overfishing the population.  In our 18 
situation, we’ve got a benchmark, a baseline, that is based on 19 
that average catch, and so, whether we have it as a proxy or 20 
not, or we’ve finally gotten it removed as an OFL in there, 21 
that’s more or less our baseline.  That is what we’re working 22 
with.  It may not be preventing overfishing, but it’s making 23 
sure that we’re not going well over our baseline average catch 24 
or mean catch. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  What is your baseline? 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The mean catch, the year sequence. 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  So you’re trying to establish a buffer, right? 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
SHANNON CALAY:  You’re going to go up and down based on these 35 
characteristics or just down from no buffer? 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Most of these are going to be going down from 38 
whatever our -- 0.5 is the equivalent of like one in this 39 
scenario, where we’re basically going down.  There may be some 40 
that a case can be made that we can go up, but buffering for 41 
scientific uncertainty is generally one direction. 42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  I agree, but I’m a little bit worried that, if 44 
you’re going both up and down, we’re going to go through this 45 
exercise and then have to adjust what you start from to stay 46 
within a plausible range of buffers, and so maybe it’s better to 47 
start at buffer equals one and just go down, and then they can 48 
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always improve later, as they address the issues, because a 1 
buffer of one is no buffer. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That makes sense. 4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, but doesn’t that -- I mean, I tried earlier 6 
to say that let’s equate 0.5 with one in our heads, because that 7 
was our baseline, and so, if we now change that -- You said at 8 
0.5 that we’re 12 percent over the average landings.  If we go 9 
up to one, we’re now going to be two-hundred-and-whatever-10 
percent above, and so what are going to have to do to get a -- 11 
We have already gone through that exercise to get us at that 0.5 12 
range. 13 
 14 
I just said one because I don’t want representatives to go back 15 
to the stakeholders and say, wow, they’re using a -- They’re 16 
cutting us in half right off the bat, 0.5, and then they’re 17 
discussing going down even a little bit more than that, and so, 18 
conceptually, 0.5 is the equivalent of almost no buffer in 19 
there, and then we would be going down from that.  If we want to 20 
go back up, I don’t have a problem with it if you can tell me 21 
that we’re not going to run into problems with everything else 22 
we did. 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, start with 0.5 and starting making -- Most 25 
of those we see up there are reductions, and aren’t you going to 26 
look at a buffer that is very -- You’re going to end up with 27 
like a 0.2 by the time you’re done. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am looking at this in terms of the 0.5 30 
being more or less the default, and, if the situation is good, 31 
we could go up from there, and we actually discussed some cases 32 
last time where we wanted to do that. 33 
 34 
SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  Let’s see how it works out. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is, are there places that go 37 
below it? 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, my -- Me hanging out thinking this 40 
strategy is reasonable is that I thought it fit very much into 41 
what you had presented and done through the simulations.  If I 42 
am missing that, then please correct me, because I think that -- 43 
Like I said, if you’re a one in there, to get us back into the 44 
intent of our control rule, we’re at 0.5.  We have to basically 45 
be at 0.5, or we might have to go back to the beginning and 46 
start looking at our scalar and our simulations again. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s another meeting. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I’m saying.   3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And we would end up where we were. 5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think, the way I’m looking at it, I will be 7 
patient and see how it works out, but these are mostly 8 
reductions that you’re going to make. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I don’t think we’re viewing it that 11 
way. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  All right.  Let’s see how it happens then. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Recall that thought.  If they’re mostly 16 
reductions, then -- 17 
 18 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am thinking you’re going to end up with much 19 
smaller than 0.5 at the end of this process. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because you’re starting at 0.5, and 22 
that is not -- 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  And you are mostly reducing from there. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think we’re thinking of 0.5 as kind 27 
of being a default situation for the situations that we have.  28 
Are there cases where that’s too stringent?  Are there cases 29 
where that’s not stringent enough, based on -- 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  Let’s just go through -- 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Before the break, I think the last thing I said 34 
was that, if we end up with a range of 0.2 to 0.5, and I said 35 
let’s not go and back-calculate this whole thing.  That’s our 36 
range, and then we have Adyan run her program, and then, all of 37 
a sudden, we’re looking at numbers that don’t make sense, we 38 
take that entire range and shift it.  If we have to go from -- 39 
If it’s 0.2 to 0.5 is what we come up with now, you’re looking 40 
at that 0.5 and going -- Then we can shift our range up, and we 41 
are reflecting the differences, the relative differences, in the 42 
uncertainty.  Bill is itching. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is nothing like an example. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, and so Shannon’s 1.0 takes account of no -- 47 
It a priori takes account of no reductions.  She starts clean 48 
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and goes through each one and reduces down. 1 
 2 
SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  What I don’t understand, and I’m asking, is Todd’s 5 
0.5 -- Doesn’t that already have some reductions embedded in it? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  If it does, which ones are they?  If they’re 10 
already in there, take them off the table.   11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s not based on -- 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  Don’t get upset, Todd, but I am just -- 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, why I’m upset is that what you and Shannon 17 
are questioning right now is how we ended up with this extra 18 
meeting with the scalar, because we started with one.  We 19 
started with one and we started by 0.9, and, by putting the 20 
scalar and those values in, we found out that we were going to 21 
triple landings, and so we did the simulations, and we 22 
determined that, if we are at the 0.5 range on the buffer, then 23 
we’re fine. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Well that’s it.  It doesn’t account for -- 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I’ve been saying, and so think of 0.5 28 
as 1.0.  What this does too is this just says, even if these are 29 
all reductions in there now, what this does is it allows a 0.5 30 
range for two years from now, three years from now, when, all of 31 
a sudden, we have an improved data collection program, where we 32 
remove -- All of a sudden now, you have every single one being 33 
counted, and you’ve got a perfect expansion and everything is 34 
being reported by species, and we now have the ability then of 35 
going even up farther than we do now. 36 
 37 
Your question, Bill, makes sense of if those are already 38 
embedded, and, yes, they’re embedded in overall uncertainty, but 39 
it’s embedded in our entire process.  It’s embedded in the whole 40 
control rule. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The other thing is that this really is a 43 
two-part process.  Right here, we’re talking about relative 44 
differences.  At some point, that relative differences has to be 45 
scaled to a real number, or set of numbers.  That’s a separate 46 
thing, and we’ve talked about 0.5 kind of bring a baseline to 47 
help us set that scale, but we haven’t done that. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  If I understand it right, 0.5 basically brings you 2 
then to average landings. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  12 percent above. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s above.  It depends on your 7 
susceptibility of how far above. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the way we got to this point, and, if we 10 
want to question that or change that, then we’re going back to 11 
the scalar and doing other simulations to get us to that in a 12 
different range, yes or no? 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think we just need to go ahead and give it a 15 
shot.  I am not going to argue about how many versions there 16 
could be of this. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  0.5 is a good place to start. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  Why don’t you do it all for STX?   21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we either go by platform or we go 23 
across. 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Does everyone understand why let’s do it all for 26 
STX makes no sense?  Because we’re talking about relative.  You 27 
can’t discuss down until you discuss across. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  All right. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the key component, and let’s make sure 32 
we’re -- The absolute numbers are not as critical as between the 33 
different ones, and so, for recreational landings, in Puerto 34 
Rico, we have some -- I am going to give an example, and this is 35 
not -- If we talk recreational landings, in Puerto Rico, we have 36 
some recreational up until recently, and now we have none, and 37 
so it’s one-half of a plus in there. 38 
 39 
That may even be moderate.  Do we have some?  Yes.  Is it good?  40 
No.  So we keep that as the median in there.  Is it great?  No, 41 
it’s not a plus, but, for St. Thomas and St. Croix, do we have 42 
any recreational there?   43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, but we’re not managing recreational fishing.  45 
That’s an N/A. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Perfect. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait a minute.  We are talking about 4 
whether something is going to get overfished, and that’s the 5 
whole stock, regardless of who is doing the fishing. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But once the commercial fishery -- We base ABC 8 
on commercial landings. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Once that ABC or ACL is reached, then both the 13 
commercial and recreational are closed, and so we don’t have to 14 
worry about any accuracy of recreational fishing. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As long as the proportion stays the same. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and this goes back to Walter’s comment 19 
before and the point of the buffer is to prevent overfishing.  20 
We don’t have that overfishing limit.  We have a baseline, and 21 
that baseline is based solely on commercial data.  Therefore, 22 
the recreational component is not tying into it.  Uncertainty on 23 
the recreational component doesn’t really play a role unless 24 
those proportions change. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  When we know those proportions change, we will 29 
also have enough information to manage the recreational fishery 30 
separately. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then you’re looking at adding the recreational on 33 
top of the commercial. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not necessarily.  You could have a point 36 
study that says this is what we found. 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  We can dream up any scenarios.  I think we should 39 
stick with likely outcomes, and the most likely outcome is we’re 40 
not going to get recreational data in the USVI for -- 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are two studies, one in St. 43 
Croix and one in St. Thomas and St. John, regarding recreational 44 
stuff, and I can’t remember off the top of my head what the 45 
dissemination of that was. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I can, and I will tell you right now that the 48 
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recreational in St. Croix is minimal to non-existent and not of 1 
any concern really at all.  Maybe dolphin a little, but minimal 2 
to none.  In St. Thomas, it’s low, but variable in the results 3 
of the study.  Dolphin and wahoo, yes, there’s a lot going on, 4 
but we don’t have numbers on those there, but it’s not a 5 
dramatic impact across the board.  It’s some of the pelagics, 6 
but, other than that, it’s minimal. 7 
 8 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I just want to make a point that 12 percent 9 
is the kind of worst-case scenario.  That is for a scalar of 10 
two, and you do have a couple of 4a species that have a scalar 11 
under two, and so that 12 percent might actually be a little bit 12 
lower, but I don’t know how much lower, but they can adjust the 13 
tool to see if that brings it down to zero percent or -- I just 14 
wanted to point that out. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could you actually tell us what those are? 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The statement that it’s, in general, 12 percent 19 
greater is accurate, and so we’re dealing with maybe some 20 
exceptions or -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if they are highly susceptible. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and it’s averaged somewhere around that 12 25 
percent.  Then, those that we deemed higher susceptibility, you 26 
may end up dropping lower, which is fair. 27 
 28 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I just wanted to point it out. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Given the discussions that we just had on 31 
recreational landings, Todd, to get us going, how would you fill 32 
that across the board?  I mean, recreational landings don’t seem 33 
to -- They don’t have them in the Virgin Islands, but they don’t 34 
seem to be a problem either. 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the uncertainty might be actually not 39 
that bad there, just because they are low. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  First of all, what’s our convention here?  42 
Are we going plus, equal, minus, or are we doing 1, 2, or 3 or 43 
whatever it is? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Plus, zero, minus. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Plus, zero, minus.  Okay.   48 
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 1 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So it would be a plus for recreational 2 
landings, right, since we have none. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, I would say that we have some there.  Of 5 
course, Richard, you’re going to put me on the spot for almost 6 
the most difficult one here. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought this was the easiest one. 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, because it’s relative. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s relative.  How do you score Puerto Rico 15 
without having a -- Puerto Rico, yes, there is some information 16 
with recreational, but is it of high quality?  We have nothing 17 
to compare it to, and so we’re not going -- Our zero is across 18 
our things, and so let’s say -- I would say that’s either going 19 
to be a plus or a zero in there, and then the question is do we 20 
have any exceptions in Puerto Rico where we might want to adjust 21 
different from that? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It comes back to the purpose of the buffer 24 
is to reduce the risk of overfishing due to scientific 25 
uncertainty.   26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we’re saying that recreational landings 30 
aren’t an issue, then -- 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s the opposite of what I said, because 33 
recreational landings are highly variable.  They are included in 34 
there, and so that would be a reason that you would have more 35 
uncertainty in that overall value.   36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So that’s a negative there, and then I mentioned 40 
queen snapper, and I think that’s one that you don’t have a 41 
recreational component, and that’s going to be a problem there, 42 
and so, exceptions for this, I would put queen snapper.   43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  Spiny lobster and queen conch. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You don’t have the information for 47 
spiny lobster and queen conch. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would disagree on that, because anyone that has 2 
a mask and a snorkel can harvest those. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, and so, whatever you answer for St. Thomas 5 
and St. John, you would answer for spiny lobster and queen conch 6 
in Puerto Rico. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  There is no recreational in St. Thomas and -- 9 
That’s off the table.  That’s N/A, right?   10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then it should be N/A for -- They are handled 12 
exactly the same way. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is there one that we can use as an example that 15 
might be simpler than this, because we’re at sort of an impasse 16 
here. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We are.  Walter, do you have another suggestion?  19 
While you’re thinking of an answer to that, let me just 20 
rearrange a couple of things in this table, in case Walter 21 
doesn’t come up with a brilliant idea and gets us out of this 22 
mess.  Reporting, too general? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reporting is the head category of those 25 
other things, and so reporting should probably be taken off. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, it can either be taken off or it can be left 28 
there and the other ones be indented, so we only have to score 29 
one as opposed to scoring five, where we use those four as sub-30 
titles. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even better. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  This is where, in some way, we’re talking about -35 
- Everything is kind of talking about reporting, and so we have 36 
to decide what --  37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would leave the unspecified landings 39 
separate, because that is something that -- 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The expansion factors should be up 42 
here also. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would leave that separate. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would leave that separate.  I think that’s good 47 
to start with.  Go ahead, Walter, with your brilliant idea. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Let’s see if it goes, but I just saw one 2 
component that led to discussion.   3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We were at recreational.  Were we going --  5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We don’t have the relative in there, and so I’m 7 
just going to throw it in, and let’s get stuff down and then we 8 
can discuss what’s out there.  Put negative there, just because 9 
we have it, but it’s not of high quality.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can use a different coding. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Whatever you want to use, and then, for 14 
recreational, it is not into our mean average, and so -- 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay, and so we’re going to be penalizing 17 
Puerto Rico because they have additional data? 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s figure out -- No.  If you’re penalizing 20 
Puerto Rico because they have data, you are now doing a 21 
comparison, the relative, between St. Thomas and St. Croix and 22 
Puerto Rico.  The question in Puerto Rico would be that 23 
recreational landings is used to come up with commercial plus 24 
whatever the recreational, and so, using your analogy, if we go 25 
over this point, that’s overfishing or exceeding our baseline, 26 
and the question is, this range for recreational, are we certain 27 
of that range? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I would argue that recreational for 30 
Puerto Rico should actually be a plus, because, for quite a 31 
number of species, the recreational landings are what is driving 32 
the fishing.  The fact that we have data coming at least for 33 
that would be a plus. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  If we end up with a perfect MRIP program 36 
that comes in next year, you now have great recreational data, 37 
and you’ve already given it the highest score, and so there is 38 
no room for improvement. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Make it a zero. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is room, Todd.  Say you said the 43 
recreational is good in Puerto Rico and we’re going to go from 44 
0.5 to 0.55.  Then, if it gets better, we’re go to 0.6.  If it 45 
gets better, we go to 0.65.  It seems to me that, starting at 46 
0.5, you’ve got tons of room for growth. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I am saying not make it a negative, 1 
because we’re not in the situation in the Virgin Islands where 2 
recreational is -- It’s just not a significant component.   3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Call it whatever you want.  I think we’re all on 5 
the same page on this one.  Once you get farther on talking 6 
about scalars, we’ve got it.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Ancillary data is a species-specific thing, 9 
and so it’s not going to apply by platform. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  For recreational, let’s just -- Because what 12 
we’re doing is across platform and species.  Is there any one 13 
that recreational is more or less -- Would be more or less 14 
influential on how much we would buffer uncertainty on those 15 
landings?  Dolphin, is dolphin, do we have -- 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me ask a question.  In your head, because I 18 
think I am looking at this scoring of plus, zero, minus 19 
differently than you are.  What does a minus mean for you? 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Lower.   22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you’re talking about the direction of the 24 
buffer?  Minus means a greater buffer? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, minus means -- 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Less than 0.5. 29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Minus would be less than 0.5. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Less than 0.5.  Okay. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Minus means more uncertainty. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  So we’re penalizing Puerto Rico -- 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why are we penalizing Puerto Rico?  We just 39 
gave them a plus. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If that’s the case, now that I understand that 42 
we’re talking about that, it’s not a plus for everything.  It’s 43 
not universally a plus. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am trying to get something down here.  I don’t 46 
think that it should be a plus remotely, because plus is, yes, 47 
we’ve got it and we’re pretty good with it.  I don’t think we’ve 48 
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got it. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have got three categories here, and, if 3 
you were doing it a third and two-thirds, and a plus is still 4 
two-thirds, and that doesn’t mean that you can’t go to a hundred 5 
and still be at a plus, but there is room for improvement.  I 6 
think we’re at the zero there, whether it’s a plus, or you could 7 
put a zero/plus.  Jocelyn.  We’re just getting something up 8 
there so we can have a discussion. 9 
 10 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Sure, but I just want to ask about the idea 11 
of doing it by the island, because I heard -- Before lunch, we 12 
were talking about species where there might be more uncertainty 13 
and some species where there might be less, and I heard Kevin’s 14 
comment that it might not be the same uncertainty for reporting, 15 
or not necessarily reporting, but for all factors across that 16 
species.  What is the rationale for looking at it by island 17 
group and not by species? 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are doing both.  The rationale for doing 20 
it by island group is that we have island plans, and we are 21 
going to have to look at the uncertainty in the data streams 22 
across islands.  Maybe it comes out that we’re different in 23 
different ways, but it all balances out, and so the general 24 
uncertainty ends up being the same, and I don’t know, but, until 25 
we look at that -- We have different ways the data come in.  One 26 
has expansion factors and one does not.  We just looked at 27 
recreational fisheries and how does this play out. 28 
 29 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  So you’re setting up this default by island 30 
and then you will look at the species-specific information in 31 
each given island to see if it matches the pattern, for example? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Something like that.   34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s take this back.  What is the primary driver 36 
of uncertainty with this whole thing?  The only thing that we 37 
have, the data stream that we have, and, as Richard said, the 38 
quality and extent of our data stream is the self-reported 39 
landings. 40 
 41 
The differences between that on the different islands is a much 42 
bigger driver than anything else that’s going on in here, 43 
because, for a species, we’re going to be talking about, well, 44 
this species might be slightly different here, and this 45 
community might report better, but the bottom line is that form 46 
is still coming in on an island given a data processing scheme 47 
and a validation scheme, and, if those aren’t the same -- That 48 
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is your primary driver, and so the main differences that we’re 1 
going to have are going to be between island platforms, and then 2 
you’re going to have differences within each island based on any 3 
exceptions to our norm by species. 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Todd, why don’t you to go either underreporting 6 
or no reporting?  I would like to see that. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, my suggestion there was -- 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would just put consistent under reporting or 11 
something. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, that’s where my suggestion was not to 14 
discuss underreporting and overreporting.  It’s going to be 15 
reporting across the board or expansion factors.  I see 16 
expansion factors being the overarching thing for all reporting. 17 
 18 
I think, if I had to do a weighting scheme on this, I would say 19 
the expansion factors are 85 or 90 percent of the uncertainty, 20 
and then these other things -- I mean, expansion factors takes 21 
into account overreporting or underreporting, and it should take 22 
into account trends, and it should take into account potential 23 
biases and changes in behavior.  That’s the expansion factor.  24 
All of these things of uncertainty are taken into account by a 25 
well-designed expansion factor validation.  26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Other than the fact that we don’t have an 28 
expansion factor for the Virgin Islands, which leads us to a 29 
plus or a minus. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  A negative. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  A negative?  We didn’t have recreational 34 
landings, and so we put a not applicable.   35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Because it’s not included in the SYL.  It’s not 37 
included in the -- The recreational is not applicable, because 38 
it has nothing to do with the numbers we’re talking about.  That 39 
is not applicable.  The expansion factor, if you don’t have one 40 
-- Let’s think about -- I mean, we’re talking about reporting.  41 
In the reporting, if you have a hundred pounds reported in 42 
Puerto Rico, if you have a hundred pounds reported in St. 43 
Thomas, and a hundred pounds reported in St. Croix, where is 44 
your scientific uncertainty?  We just have to use expert 45 
judgement on that.  Where are you going to have your most 46 
confidence?  Which hundred pounds are you going to believe the 47 
most, given our information?  48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Then try the expansion factor. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then you go to the next one and you go -- Are we 4 
in the same ballpark?  Is St. Thomas and St. Croix similar, or 5 
are there reasons to believe, in one case or the other, that 6 
reporting is better in one of those places? 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Versus Puerto Rico.  Expansion factor would be -- 11 
It is in Puerto Rico, and this comes to the same thing, Richard.  12 
If you want to put a plus in the recreational landings, but I 13 
would say expansion factor is present, and it still gets argued 14 
and questioned, as Reni just said before. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They changed the form some years ago and 17 
how they did it.   18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The form has nothing to do with this, really.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not the data form, but the manner in 22 
which they calculated the expansion factor changed. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My point is I don’t think we need to get into all 25 
the details until we -- Just like we did with the 26 
susceptibility, and so let’s -- Expansion factor in Puerto Rico, 27 
we have it, and there is some concerns as to the validity or the 28 
precision of it, and so that is a zero.  It’s an equal, and it’s 29 
right there.  There is no expansion factor in St. Thomas and St. 30 
Croix, and so that’s a negative in both of those. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Why? 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If you have a hundred pounds landed in Puerto 35 
Rico and a hundred pounds landed in St. Thomas and a hundred 36 
pounds in St. Croix, if you were saying a hundred pounds is MSY 37 
and you’re going to overfish, are you going to think that your 38 
hundred pounds is reflective of the truth in Puerto Rico more 39 
than in St. Thomas and St. Croix or less? 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You have to first ask why don’t they have an 42 
expansion factor for St. Thomas and St. Croix.  This has been 43 
gone over by a panel of experts in one of the SEDARs, and they 44 
decided against an expansion factor, because they thought the 45 
reported landings were reflective of the actual landings.   46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You are going to have to expand on that argument, 48 
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because you’re just going to open a massive can of worms. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 3 
 4 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Similar to what Walter just said, but he said it 5 
before I said it, but my first question was going to be does 6 
expansion factors in Puerto Rico use both recreational and 7 
commercial, or is it just dedicated to recreational?   8 
 9 
Then my next question is let’s use St. Croix as an example.  10 
Their landings over the time sequence that was picked from 2012 11 
to 2016, we know there is some reason in there, whatever that 12 
reason might be, that their numbers are down, and the 13 
information is not correct, and why isn’t an expansion factor 14 
used in the USVI? 15 
 16 
I just want some kind of clarification, because something is not 17 
ringing a bell here.  One area can use an expansion number, 18 
because you feel that you don’t have a true number, but then, 19 
when it comes to the U.S. Virgin Islands, we are not using 20 
expansion factors, and I am little confused, and so if someone 21 
can clarify that for me. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The use of expansion factors is up to the 24 
territorial governments.  Puerto Rico instituted one, and the 25 
Virgin Islands did not. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In the Virgin Islands, we just had the one that 28 
was ready to go and developed eight years ago, to avoid any 29 
complications or confusion or penalizing the fishers, and the 30 
territorial fisheries department decided not to let it happen, 31 
and so we do not have an expansion factor, and there is not one 32 
that is in the near future.  The money is there and no problem, 33 
but it’s not there. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Why did the territories choose not to use an 36 
expansion factor? 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would never attempt to understand. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Can I take a little different tack on this, Todd?  41 
Aren’t you already including the expansion factor, or lack 42 
thereof, in the data you have used to set these SYLs in the 43 
first place? 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No. 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, you are, but that -- 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The numbers are depressed, right?  The numbers 2 
are depressed.  Now, you take that hundred pounds in Puerto 3 
Rico.  What is the truth?  Is that a hundred pounds?  As Walter 4 
said, no.  It could actually be 130 pounds, or it could be sixty 5 
pounds, because one year the expansion factor may be up or down, 6 
but, overall, you should be fluctuating around that hundred 7 
pounds which is the truth.  We don’t know it’s very valuable, 8 
but take the same hundred pounds to a place that does not have 9 
an expansion factor.  What does that hundred pounds mean?  10 
Nothing, because they could be catching a million pounds and 11 
only reporting a hundred. 12 
 13 
There is no ability to know what that hundred pounds means, and 14 
so you now have a piece of paper that someone submits that they 15 
could actually get together at a bar and go, you know what, we 16 
better start reporting more, or we better start reporting less.  17 
That hundred pounds means something entirely different next year 18 
as it did this year, and so that’s the key thing. 19 
 20 
We may hate the way the expansion factor is done in Puerto Rico, 21 
but it’s an attempt to go around.  It’s a noise, it’s a process, 22 
and we can at least look at that and say, if the behavior 23 
changed dramatically across the board for reporting, then 24 
hopefully that expansion factor is going to pick that up. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The expansion factor is adjusted year to 27 
year, isn’t it? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Every two years. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s meant to be every year.  There have been a 32 
couple of years where it didn’t happen, but every year is the 33 
goal. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what I thought.  From coming back 36 
again to my initial argument, the determination or the 37 
methodology used in coming up with that expansion factor is the 38 
main source of variability in all of this process, and that’s 39 
why the ranking of the table -- I mean, this is a really nice 40 
exercise, but the weights of the different factors is not the 41 
same. 42 
 43 
For example, in Puerto Rico, when you consider the expansion 44 
factor and the variability and the uncertainty around that 45 
expansion factor, however we’re trying to do the best we can, 46 
it’s another source of variability, of uncertainty, and those 47 
factors that you have there in that table do not have the same 48 
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weight that a determination of that expansion factor carries in 1 
terms of variability and uncertainty. 2 
 3 
If you were trying to do this to come back at the end with a 4 
plus or a minus or whatever kind of average to adjust your 5 
buffer, I don’t think it’s going to work, because of the 6 
unevenness on the weight of the different factors in terms of 7 
the contribution to uncertainty, and, in this case, in the case 8 
of Puerto Rico, and I’m not going to go into the Virgin Islands, 9 
but, in the case of Puerto Rico, the determination of that 10 
expansion factor, because of its magnitude and its weight in the 11 
overall annual landings dataset, is overwhelming, and so I think 12 
that it would be a much better exercise to try to analyze how 13 
that expansion factor may be introducing variability and 14 
uncertainty across the different species groups in Puerto Rico, 15 
because I know, and you mentioned it earlier, Todd, that, for 16 
certain species, it’s probably more accurate than others, and 17 
that is where I think we should be spending our time, but that’s 18 
my opinion. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 21 
 22 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think it’s good to really consider if it 23 
makes sense to do it by species, even things that had been 24 
previously said, but I also was going to ask, just in terms of 25 
the weighting point -- This idea that it seems like the way 26 
we’re describing the expansion factor in Puerto Rico is that 27 
it’s trying to account for changes in behavior. 28 
 29 
I don’t know then -- For double-counting, if we’re considering 30 
changes in behavior, if we’re already considered that once on 31 
the expansion factor.  Conversely, in St. Croix, can you 32 
consider the fact that they don’t have an expansion factor 33 
separately from the behavior, meaning, if you think you 34 
understand that the behavior is the same, is it okay that they 35 
don’t have an expansion factor because we have some thought 36 
about the behaviors?  I don’t know if it makes sense to think 37 
about it in the abstract without more specific examples, where 38 
you can ask those questions. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The question is very important, and the 41 
fishermen can attest to that, because there is different 42 
mentalities, talking about the fishermen in Puerto Rico, which I 43 
know a little better than the fishermen in the USVI, in terms of 44 
the community, but there is a certain mentality to the whole 45 
reporting issue. 46 
 47 
It’s probably even a geographical thing, not only in terms of 48 
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the species group, because like deepwater fishermen, deep 1 
snapper fishermen, are a group that are specialized in that kind 2 
of fishery, and the same for the fish trap fishermen and the 3 
same with the hook-and-line fishermen, and so it varies, and 4 
that is -- I think that the variability in the reporting 5 
behavior of those fishermen, in terms of the contribution to the 6 
annual landings, is where most of the variability is.   7 
 8 
That’s where we need to -- If we think that we don’t know 9 
anything about that and that it can be highly variable, that’s 10 
where the buffer needs to be higher, and that’s how I see it.  11 
Otherwise, it’s pretty esoteric to start analyzing these things, 12 
assuming that they all have the same weight, or at least on the 13 
table that you’re going to sum the pluses and the minuses.   14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We didn’t say how we’re going to deal with 16 
it.  We are just trying to -- 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s the way it’s looking to me.  At the 19 
end, you -- 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, I started this by saying if you don’t keep 22 
the variability separate from what we’re discussing here that 23 
we’re going to do this forever.  What you’re talking about is 24 
already included in the scalar.  It’s not relevant to our 25 
conversation.  We’re talking about scientific uncertainty in the 26 
value. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you have the expansion factor there, 29 
there is a lot of pertinence in what I am saying.   30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, but, in this case, the expansion factor -- 32 
You’re not talking about the variability in it.  Do you have a 33 
way of knowing whether that hundred pounds represents truth or 34 
not?  It may be highly variable in the data methodology, the 35 
data stream, you have, but, if you have it in place, you have a 36 
process for determining whether that hundred pounds has anything 37 
to do with reality.  If you don’t have that process in place, 38 
you don’t know whether that hundred pounds is a million or two. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  You have it in place.  Now, how do 41 
you know that, if you have it -- What is your certainty around 42 
that sampling, that methodology, that process?  That is the 43 
problem. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It doesn’t matter, because your -- I am not going 46 
to bog down the discussion. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know what you’re going to say.  One year 1 
is going to be higher, and another year is going to be lower, 2 
and it sort of comes to the middle, and I think that that is a 3 
really sloppy thing.  I mean, it’s going to be messy.  It’s 4 
messy.  You don’t know how messy it is. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Let me see if I can -- I think I know where 7 
Todd is going, and I just don’t know if I agree.  With respect 8 
to Puerto Rico, the expansion factor, we hope, meets random 9 
error, and, on average, it cancels out and your landings are 10 
somewhat accurate.  In the Virgin Islands, it’s a systematic 11 
underreporting, is what you would think, because you have no 12 
expansion factor. 13 
 14 
I don’t necessarily disagree with you.  It seems to me, and we 15 
have it on record, that there is -- Julian said 80 percent that 16 
other fishermen report, and I can’t remember exactly -- I would 17 
have to look it up in the transcripts.  I would agree that there 18 
is likely to be some underreporting.  It may be small, and I 19 
don’t know, but, from that aspect, I think I would put a zero 20 
for Puerto Rico, at least for the larger species.  Again, I do 21 
have this thing in my head on the coefficients of variation. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So you think having no expansion factor is the 24 
same or is equal to having an expansion factor? 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No, I am saying they don’t penalize or benefit 27 
Puerto Rico. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely. 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  For the Virgin Islands, if there is a strong 32 
suspicion that the landings there are underreported, then you 33 
would put a negative.  It may only be a small difference, and I 34 
can’t begin to say whether it’s a 5 percent consistent 35 
underreporting or a 20 percent.  That’s the problem that I run 36 
into.  Am I accurately describing though what you -- 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think getting into what you believe is 39 
happening has anything to do with this.  I think it’s what is 40 
your data quality mechanism.  What do you have for reporting 41 
that information?  You may believe it’s this, and he may believe 42 
it’s something else, and she may believe it’s something else, 43 
and she may believe it’s something else, but you just before, 44 
and you did it sternly, that there was a SEDAR and the 45 
information is -- 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s where I was going. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  With that, there was this agreement that, okay, 2 
this fishery has been operating like this, and it’s been doing 3 
it in the same way, and there may be a systematic difference, 4 
and so our hundred pounds may be off by a factor of 0.2.  Let’s 5 
say it’s high or low.  As long as it’s systematic, there is no 6 
change at all.  In the last eight years, you’ve had a 75 percent 7 
decline in all the species landed in St. Croix and a 45 or 48 8 
percent of all the species in St. Thomas.  9 
 10 
If that was systematic, would you have those reductions in 11 
landings?  If you want to argue that, then this SSC needs to 12 
have a much, much bigger discussion, which is the catch, the 13 
CPUE, has been reduced by 80 percent in one place and 50 percent 14 
in the other. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The CPUE? 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, assuming effort is the same.  Just don’t 19 
get hung up in the details, in that CPUE.  You have this change 20 
in the landings, right? 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Correct. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  A very, obvious dramatic change. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  What are the explanations for that?  The 29 
explanations are the stock has declined dramatically, the effort 30 
has declined dramatically, or the reporting has changed 31 
dramatically.   32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I agree on all three. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Now, in those possibilities, we don’t have any 36 
evidence to say which one is valid.  We have stories.  We have 37 
people telling us things, but we don’t have data, and so we 38 
could argue and we could fight and go round and round and round, 39 
but the reality of it is that we don’t know that that hundred 40 
pounds -- If someone wants to argue that we still have the same 41 
systematic reporting as we did ten years ago, then we have to 42 
look at a severe reduction in the population. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What if I tell you that the determination of 45 
the expansion factor was based on a small sample size or a 46 
sample size that was inadequate to come up with the right 47 
expansion factor value and that, because of that, the 48 
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uncertainty around that is so big that it doesn’t matter if -- 1 
The application of a buffer is meaningless. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say the same thing.  It’s irrelevant.  It 4 
has nothing to do with it.  You’re talking about a single point 5 
and it going up and down at a point in time.  We’re talking 6 
about a data system. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but you don’t know how much.  You don’t 9 
know how that works.  It’s so big that it carries over into 10 
everything else, and I don’t know.  Every time I think about it 11 
-- It’s obscure, the process.  It’s so obscure that it’s like -- 12 
I just think something that is -- Frankly, just a little bit of 13 
something where the variability here is gigantic. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nelson. 16 
 17 
NELSON CRESPO:  For the expansion factor in Puerto Rico, we 18 
don’t have enough port agents to bring -- In every meeting, I 19 
can say that, I always say it.  It’s a money issue, but we have 20 
to find the right way to fix that problem, to get start getting 21 
the data. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We’ll have that answer in one year, and we’re 24 
going to now have more money, and so we should be able to do it 25 
for at least two years, and so you will have at least two years 26 
of validation coming up very soon. 27 
 28 
Reni, your issue isn’t going to go away.  There is always going 29 
to be questions, and, until we get down to -- I know Kevin 30 
believes this too, but the global expansion factor applying to 31 
every species, and even if it’s some by coast, it needs to be 32 
improved upon, because for certain species there is better 33 
reporting, and I use the deepwater snapper as an example, 34 
because those guys have extra -- There is differences.  Reni, I 35 
am with you, and I don’t say -- 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I know that you understand what I am 38 
telling you.  I know. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t say it’s irrelevant because I don’t 41 
believe or agree with you, but I just want to keep this 42 
conversation trucking along. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My point is that this is what makes it so 45 
difficult to go through this table, because we all know that 46 
there is an overwhelming tsunami of variability in all of this, 47 
but let’s keep going. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 2 
 3 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I listened to Walter’s three points of why those 4 
numbers can’t be done, and we’re forgetting one of the biggest 5 
ones.  What happens to the socioeconomic part of what is going 6 
on in the Virgin Islands, and this is pre-storm?  This is pre-7 
storm, and I am hearing about underreporting, but I ain’t 8 
hearing nothing about what are we sitting in this room for.  Why 9 
are the three of us represented of people of our different areas 10 
if every time that we say something it’s not -- They said it’s 11 
not a written paper or a white paper or something that’s going 12 
to be done, and I go right back to what Kate Quigley was working 13 
on, and it died.  I saw stuff of we’re going to look at it 14 
again, but none of that is weighed into what’s going on, the 15 
socioeconomic part of it.  We were deemed fishing communities by 16 
Congress, and none of those numbers are being played into this 17 
equation. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Since you mentioned my name, I think it was 20 
Todd that gave the three points.  Number two was what’s the 21 
economics of the island. 22 
 23 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  No, that wasn’t said.  It was underreporting and 24 
it was -- 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think when we get the verbatim transcript 27 
that you will see. 28 
 29 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Reduction in effort is not -- It can be 30 
restaurants are closed or everything is closed locally.  Nothing 31 
is exported, and none of those factors are being weighed-in 32 
here.  None of them are being weighed, and I am tired of sitting 33 
down here every meeting saying the same thing over and over and 34 
over.  Then I just hear Todd say that Puerto Rico is going to 35 
have a beautiful dataset in a year, or maybe even sooner, and 36 
you have enough money for two years. 37 
 38 
Puerto Rico just went through a Category 5 hurricane just like 39 
we did, two of them we did, and are the fishers up and running 40 
100 percent?  Are those numbers going to be true numbers that is 41 
going to be out there?  No. 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 44 
 45 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s not going to be.  It’s going to be what’s 46 
taking place now, after the storm. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t understand. 1 
 2 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I know you don’t understand.  3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The level of fishing for the validation is 5 
irrelevant.  It validates the level of fishing that is going on.  6 
If it’s low because of storms, it will show that.  If it’s high 7 
because of storms, it will show that.  The point is that there’s 8 
a study that shows. 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The point is to try to prove what is being said, 11 
in terms of I have this answer and I have this answer.  The 12 
point of these studies is to show, if it is socioeconomic, it 13 
doesn’t matter whether it’s socioeconomic, and it doesn’t matter 14 
whether it’s due to a storm.  If the effort is lower or the 15 
landings are lower, knowing that the landings are truly lower, 16 
rather than manipulation of data, is the answer.  17 
 18 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  So why can’t you guys request from the 19 
government of the Virgin Islands all of the data that you’re 20 
receiving and look at what the effort has been over the time 21 
period of where those numbers were decreased?  You have the data 22 
to see how many fishers went out, how many days they went out 23 
and everything, and why can’t that information be looked at also 24 
and weighed-in to prior years from there? 25 
 26 
That information is there.  The data that is used is there.  In 27 
St. Croix, do we have five trap fishermen to compare to when we 28 
had twenty trap fishers before?  Do we have fifty divers to 29 
where we had a hundred divers before?  Those numbers should be 30 
there, and you should be able to see that.  I am just drawing 31 
examples. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Thank you. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow-up, to make sure that we are not 36 
ignoring a dataset that could solve this problem.  Two or three 37 
council meetings ago, this came up, and there was a -- Tony 38 
Blanchard and everyone said that we need to have the information 39 
to do this, and it was discussed, and Richard was there, and 40 
Graciela was there, and the bottom line is there is not one 41 
piece of information available to prove your point. 42 
 43 
There is nothing available to do it.  Everything is self-44 
reported catch information on those forms.  Data from the 45 
territorial extra collection has never been made available.  46 
There is nothing else there to make your point, and so the 47 
request was made at the council meeting for this information to 48 
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prove the points, and it was said at that meeting and on the 1 
record by Bonnie and others that the data do not exist. 2 
 3 
The data grant, a big process was made to make sure that data 4 
were available, and that process is not continuing, and so 5 
that’s where we’re at.  It doesn’t exist.  There is no way of 6 
proving that information without additional information or 7 
information that no one knows about. 8 
 9 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  May I ask one question, please, about that same 10 
dataset? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 13 
 14 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Where I am reporting on my catch report form 15 
that I am pulling a hundred traps a day and everything, those 16 
are not numbers that are being looked at?  That is saying what 17 
my catch per unit effort was compared to like I am pulling 18 
twenty-one traps now to 165?  I am just asking the question, 19 
because, if you’re only looking at numbers of what is landed, 20 
why are we even self-reporting the areas that we are fishing and 21 
the number of gear we are fishing and how many hours we are 22 
fishing? 23 
 24 
All of these is being reported every time we go out, how many 25 
days the traps are soaking, using the trap fishery as an 26 
example, and so where is all of that information that is part of 27 
the catch reporting system for the past years -- What is being 28 
done with that information? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We looked at that data last time. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That was also brought up, and that was also 33 
discussed, and, if that data are valid, then you have a 70 34 
percent decline in the population of fishing that is occurring 35 
in St. Thomas, and you’re looking at every single species being 36 
overfished, and so make up your mind.  It cannot be good in one 37 
place and not good in another. 38 
 39 
The bottom line is there is some change in reporting.  There is 40 
an underreporting or whatever you want to call it, and you don’t 41 
know whether someone says I pulled a hundred traps, and I say, 42 
where, well -- How is the underreporting occurring?  One person 43 
may say, well, I only pulled twenty traps and I didn’t pull a 44 
hundred.  Someone else may say, well, I pulled a hundred, but I 45 
caught this amount.  We don’t know where any of the misreporting 46 
or bad reporting is coming from. 47 
 48 
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With that, anyone can give an explanation based on whatever 1 
their agenda is to prove their point.  That was brought up and 2 
discussed, and this has been beaten down, and this is the same 3 
reason that the Caribbean data improvement money was pursued and 4 
gotten by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, so that this 5 
conversation did not have to be gone over and over and over, and 6 
we continue to do it. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think that this -- I understand exactly what 9 
you’re trying to do here, and I think we can get there, but we 10 
might have to reduce the complexity of what’s up here.  I think 11 
what we need to do is let’s just start with 0.5 and then make 12 
broad categories here that would either give you a bump-up or a 13 
bump-down that aren’t so -- It’s just too difficult to tease all 14 
of this out in a group setting like this.  Maybe we just 15 
collapse it to reporting. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we agreed that we were going to 18 
collapse it. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We could leave it there. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could leave it there just to say that 23 
those are the issues under there, but -- 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s why they’re indented, yes. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the scores are just going to go on the 28 
reporting line.   29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The reason we got into this last half-an-hour was 31 
the discussion of reporting, and that expansion factor is 32 
somewhat also included in reported, and then we got off on the 33 
tangent about the expansion factors, but that is really -- I 34 
think what Shannon might also suggest, in collapsing, would be 35 
collapsing expansion factors into reporting.  I would put 36 
expansion factors right in there.  I mean, it’s all the same. 37 
 38 
I keep giving the same example.  If you get wrapped or confused 39 
by it, just think about a hundred pounds.  If you have a hundred 40 
pounds on a form, or a hundred pounds being reported, if you 41 
were king, would you say I believe that hundred pounds, or would 42 
you say I think it might not be a hundred pounds, and Walter 43 
said there may be underreporting, and so he may believe that 44 
it’s lower, and Joe may believe it’s higher, but the bottom line 45 
is that’s uncertainty in that hundred pounds. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Todd, I think that’s a good way to start, 48 
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but, instead of asking different people, we are talking about 1 
asking about different fish, and that hundred pounds of queen 2 
snapper -- I probably believe that more than a hundred pounds of 3 
-- 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 6 
recording.) 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s where the variability in that hundred 9 
pounds is and not who believes this or what. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go to unspecified landings, because 12 
that is really easy.  Puerto Rico has a big chunk of it for some 13 
groups, and we’ll have to go to those groups, and the Virgin 14 
Islands don’t seem to have that problem at all, because 15 
everything is on their form. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  There are some. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Relatively speaking. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  But I think Puerto Rico’s history of making big 22 
groups early on in the time series, and Puerto Rico --  23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the Virgin Islands, we start at 2012 25 
with the species-specific data. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Follow Richard’s thought through.  If you follow 28 
Richard’s thought through and you go with Puerto Rico having 29 
more, and so regardless of whether you call Puerto Rico a zero 30 
or a negative one, you would want to give St. Thomas and St. 31 
Croix one category higher, giving them credit for having that 32 
species information.  Let’s put one in there and call it -- I 33 
would say one higher, and so it’s either a zero or -- 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Give Puerto Rico a zero. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so do this as negative one? 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would just make the pluses zeroes.  Richard 40 
keeps correcting where I think we should be going with this and 41 
so let’s just -- 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I want to get the easy ones out. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The plus is basically saying that it’s better 46 
than the other one, but we’re not doing it saying that there can 47 
be improvement.   48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, right now, we’re only consistent 6 
within a line.  We’re not consistent, necessarily, between 7 
lines, and so we’ll have to look at that question, which leaves 8 
reporting.   9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Are we including expansion factors in reporting?  11 
I think just like the same thing we did with unspecified 12 
landings, and we can go through the details later, but Puerto 13 
Rico has that program to take a look at it, and so it’s going to 14 
be at least one category more than the Virgin Islands. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is what we have. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So we’re good.   19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Does that apply to reporting or just 23 
to expansion factors?   24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reporting.  There is a lot of stuff in 26 
there.   27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There’s a lot of stuff in there that we 29 
don’t know what it is.  That’s the problem. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Some of it is already taken care of.  Then 32 
it might come down to just the percentage of -- Well, that’s the 33 
expansion factor, too. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  I mean, the only thing that is not really 36 
encapsulated in expansion factor would be change in forms, but 37 
that’s somewhat encapsulated in the unspecified landings.  38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They have changed the forms to really 40 
reflect what species we are interested in. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why you have the pluses in 43 
unspecified landings there, because they have taken care of that 44 
problem, the Virgin Islands that is.  John, what’s your opinion 45 
on all of this?  You have certainly been articulate about 46 
scientific uncertainty in our discussions. 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  I am trying not to speak up too much, because I 1 
don’t want to be a wet blanket.  That is to say that sometimes 2 
you don’t know enough to know that you’re ignorant.  In this 3 
case, sometimes we don’t know enough to know that things are 4 
uncertain, but that doesn’t mean that it’s certain, and so I’m 5 
trying to look for positive things to say rather than just say 6 
everything is garbage. 7 
 8 
I don’t have a problem with what Todd was laying out, but I just 9 
think that there is a limit to what we can do with scientific 10 
uncertainty.  Sometimes you have to know something to know 11 
something.   12 
 13 
It’s sort of like if you were an insurance company and you were 14 
asked to write a policy, but you didn’t have any information.  15 
How would you know what policy makes sense?  An insurance 16 
company would probably charge a fortune for your coverage and 17 
probably not have any business.  That is sort of not an option 18 
for us.  We have to do something about the uncertainty or the 19 
risk without really knowing much about the uncertainty or risk.   20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If the SSC is satisfied with the data quality and 22 
the stream of data that we have coming in, then we just leave 23 
everything at 0.5, because that puts us at our baseline for this 24 
control rule, currently.  If the SSC has concerns about one 25 
aspect in each of the different platforms or for an individual 26 
species, we scale up or down, primarily down, from there, for 27 
uncertainty.  28 
 29 
This is also an opportunity.  We keep hearing that we want the 30 
ability for our fishery to grow.  Well, as an SSC, we want the 31 
ability and we want some incentive, some mechanism, to reduce 32 
uncertainty in this process.  With that comes the benefit of 33 
reducing uncertainty and the intent of Magnuson, which is 34 
reducing uncertainty, and that allows you to be closer to that 35 
value, closer to that upper limit or that MSY, or, in this case, 36 
our mean catch. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  SYL. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  SYL.  We’re getting wrapped up in details here, 41 
but this is really the component of scientific uncertainty.  42 
This is what we yell about and what Reni is upset about every 43 
single time, and I was the one that sat there with Walter and 44 
everyone else when we went through this the first time and 45 
going, okay, yes, it’s variable, but we have to come up with 46 
something, and quantifying it or putting it into play -- We have 47 
never put it into a mechanism as clean as this control rule, 48 
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where we’ve got the pieces separated out, and this is where we 1 
weigh-in. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think the fact that we’re having such a 4 
discussion around the table gives some credence that there’s 5 
quite a bit of scientific uncertainty with these fisheries, and, 6 
if we were to be honest, or I shouldn’t say honest, but strictly 7 
follow the guidelines, I suspect there would be many fisheries 8 
where the ABC would be significantly reduced. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that would only be if we actually knew 11 
where an OFL was. 12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, I -- 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean if we had an assessment to say where 16 
we ought to be. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think that you could envision a different 19 
situation where the powers that be above us had said something 20 
to the effect of that what is uncertainty in the short term is 21 
different from what’s uncertainty in the long term.  In other 22 
words, if you just said I don’t care what has happened and next 23 
year’s quota will be the same as last year’s quota, that is 24 
probably not so dangerous compared to saying I’m going to use 25 
last year’s quota for the next twenty years, because, over 26 
twenty years, there is a lot more time for an error to 27 
accumulate. 28 
 29 
What the powers that be above should have said to us is that, 30 
yes, you can use something simple, like last year or a buffer of 31 
0.5 or whatever, for the next few years, the next three years, 32 
but, after three years, you better have better information.  33 
Otherwise, you have to ramp down, because the uncertainty is 34 
increasing. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I can’t argue there, but the powers that be did 37 
not. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  They didn’t do that, and that’s the problem then, 40 
is that we say we don’t want to hurt the fishermen unnecessarily 41 
by saying this is so uncertain that really we should cut the 42 
quotas by 50 percent.  On the other hand, we don’t want to say, 43 
well, actually, we’ll ignore the uncertainty and say just keep 44 
things fine, because we don’t want to keep things at status quo 45 
for the next twenty years, because that’s a whole lot more 46 
dangerous than saying I think we can get by with status quo for 47 
the next two or three years.   48 
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 1 
That is the fundamental dilemma, is that what we’re saying now, 2 
if we pick 0.5, is that that might be in place for a very long 3 
time, and that is dangerous, whereas, if we had some assurance 4 
that we know that we’re going to learn more, then the scientific 5 
uncertainty would drop way down, because you really don’t think 6 
that in the next year or two you could crash the stock, but, if 7 
you don’t know what you’re doing over the next twenty years, you 8 
really could. 9 
 10 
I am hesitant to try to propose something where we say the 11 
uncertainty has to go down and the buffer has to become more -- 12 
The number comes down if you don’t improve your data collection 13 
over time, but have some incentive for saying, yes, we need the 14 
information, and we’re going to get it.  Where we have it now, 15 
it’s like we put 0.5 there and you’re basically accepting that 16 
everything is fine for now and forever and we don’t have to do 17 
anything to improve it.  As long as you’re happy with the status 18 
quo, we will just keep at it until it crashes. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Other than the fact that we’ve already 21 
separated into 4a and 4b those that we consider to be more 22 
vulnerable, and we have changed the buffer for those. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  That only softens my argument a tiny bit, but it 25 
doesn’t undo it. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Data quality is not 4a and 4b. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But it’s to prevent overfishing.  We have 30 
already said that we can add lots of effort and not overfish 31 
dolphin, and that does go into 4a and 4b.  If the purpose of 32 
providing the buffer is to reduce the risk of overfishing or 33 
being overfished to an acceptable level, then pick a species 34 
that, at least in my opinion, you have no probability of 35 
overfishing, dolphin and so forth, and probably the data becomes 36 
meaningless, almost, in picking the buffer for those species.   37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s a few exceptions. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It may be that there is certain species that I 41 
think that we have a higher buffer on.  My own personal opinion 42 
is those that -- 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had that discussion last time, and 45 
dolphin was one of them, and lobster was another. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, those with high coefficients of variation, 48 
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I go back to the last time that I said it, and those rare 1 
events, they’re a bycatch species, oftentimes, and they may have 2 
low populations and there is a high probability -- I have more 3 
questions with the data on those species that are caught less 4 
frequently than with those caught more frequently.  I think if 5 
was to place buffers -- I was by myself in a room and working my 6 
own buffers, I would consider risk high on those species that 7 
are infrequently harvested. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  Right now, we’re not having a 10 
species argument.  We’re having a platform data stream argument.  11 
If you were in the room working on buffers across platforms, 12 
would you treat them the same?  That is what we’re all 13 
struggling with.  I am not trying to put you on the spot, but, 14 
in looking at these variable components, and we have already 15 
said, for example, that, for all that stuff that we’re 16 
reporting, the expansion factors are the things that are 17 
supposed to try and take care of those trends. 18 
 19 
That, to me, would say that, hey, a lot of the weight is put 20 
into that category.  What we do about that is another story, but 21 
we haven’t stressed that, but obviously it would make another 22 
step here. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess my preference would not be to handle it 25 
by platform as much as the species out there -- For each 26 
individual species, we could kind of focus on these, the 27 
lobster, the dolphin, the tuna, and -- 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Last time, we looked at 30 
lobster, we looked at dolphin, and we looked at red hind in St. 31 
Thomas.  The species that have come up at this meeting have been 32 
the unspecified groups in Puerto Rico, particularly the really 33 
high ones, which were grouper and jacks, I believe, and so we’re 34 
introducing a lot of uncertainty there. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I do think that increases the uncertainty. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because it’s going to bump up the 75th 39 
percentile that we’re trying to buffer down from. 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, but we don’t have to do that by island 42 
platform.  We can look at species and say, yes, we think there 43 
is more uncertainty in this group, and I don’t want to do each 44 
individual species necessarily. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and I haven’t heard -- Well, there has 47 
been mention about the deepwater snapper group in Puerto Rico.  48 
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I think how you handle that is fundamentally different than the 1 
others, but, Todd. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think we’re all on the same page at all. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean, not even remotely, because I keep trying 8 
to say the same thing, which is that our scalar takes into 9 
account the life history and the differences between all the 10 
species.  What we’re talking about now with the buffer is 100 11 
pounds of any species.  Is that 100 pounds being reported and 12 
what is the mechanism to get that 100 pounds in front of this 13 
SSC to say, one, that’s where we’re going to set our average 14 
landings, and, two, that’s what’s going to go into the Regional 15 
Office next year and determines the monitoring. 16 
 17 
That 100 pounds, regardless of species, is there scientific 18 
around that uncertainty?  Walter, you just said you don’t want 19 
to do this by platform, and so, if you were king -- 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No, actually, I think I would prefer that. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If you had 100 pounds that was reported coming 24 
from Puerto Rico, would you have more or less faith with that 25 
coming from St. Croix or more or less faith with that coming 26 
from St. Thomas? 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would rather not answer that question.  29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because you don’t know the answer.  That’s 31 
the problem that we have, is he doesn’t have the answer, and I 32 
don’t have it, and Vance doesn’t have it.  Nobody has it. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree with Todd.  He raises a very good point 35 
that this is the information that we have to go on, and we have 36 
heard that socioeconomics or whatever is the reason for the 37 
reduction in the Virgin Islands, but we don’t have any concrete 38 
proof of that. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there is data on -- There is economic 41 
data on Puerto Rico versus the Virgin Islands, and you have to 42 
accept how that filters down to the fishery, because you had 43 
actually called some up, and I think it was two meetings ago. 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I sent out a report. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  But how does socioeconomics have anything to do 48 
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with 100 pounds in front of us? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you’re right.   3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s remain focused on the issue, which is we 5 
have 100 pounds coming in on a form.  Do people believe it more 6 
or less by platform?  Do people believe it more or less by 7 
species?  That is all we’re talking about.  This is not that 8 
complicated. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a guesswork. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, you just said.   13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a guesswork.  How can you tell me, 15 
Todd, that --  16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So what’s your guess? 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My guess is that we don’t do any buffers at 20 
all for Puerto Rico. 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So there is no scientific uncertainty?   23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The application of buffers in the data for 25 
Puerto Rico, in my opinion, doesn’t make sense, because your 26 
uncertainty is much higher than the buffer you’re going to apply 27 
it to.  You don’t know if it’s higher or lower. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that doesn’t make any sense. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, please.  We can sit down during break, and 32 
I will draw the scalar in -- 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Whatever the outcome of this application is 35 
going to be fine.  Whatever application of the buffers, it’s 36 
fine, but I really recommend that we look at the process, at the 37 
mechanism, of expansion factor in the data for Puerto Rico, 38 
because I have never seen this group treat this here, and it’s 39 
so much more important than, right now, the application of this 40 
buffer. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are not here to design an expansion 43 
factor or anything like that.  We are here to just assess if we 44 
have more or less uncertainty in a figure coming from the 45 
different data streams, which are the platforms. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Todd brought up the hundred pounds on each 48 
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platform, and I would like to hear from him what he thinks, to 1 
try to shape my mind on it. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If I am managing right now, and I get a hundred 4 
pounds, and we don’t have -- What we’re trying to manage on is 5 
landings, right?  If I get a hundred pounds of self-reported 6 
data and it’s coming from Puerto Rico, I don’t get the self-7 
reported data.  In the end, what’s presented to us are expanded 8 
landings, and so I have an estimate of the actual landings. 9 
 10 
Reni, I am with you that it may be highly variable.  The hope is 11 
that, over time, you are fluctuating around, but you have an 12 
estimate of the truth.  You may disagree with it or you may not 13 
disagree with it or whatever, argue against it. 14 
 15 
In the Virgin Islands, we have reported landings, which, up 16 
until 2008, there was a general consensus there was a consistent 17 
sort of reporting, and it was not that big of a deal, because 18 
the truth was systematically different from that, but, even 19 
then, we developed and we put in the Caribbean data improvement 20 
plan to avoid having complications for changes in reporting in 21 
the future. 22 
 23 
Now you have a hundred pounds that’s coming in from the Virgin 24 
Islands of reported landings.  You tell me what the true 25 
landings are from that hundred pounds, and do you know -- Would 26 
you have any idea whether it’s ten times or five times higher or 27 
four times lower or three times this? 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I asked you to tell me. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  In the variability of Puerto Rico, take 32 
that hundred pounds, and the variability in Puerto Rico is -- 33 
The expansion factors, Keven, can you give me a ballpark average 34 
number?  1.5? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and so you’re going 50 percent higher than 39 
a hundred pounds. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sometimes more. 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  Let’s call it 200 pounds.  Okay.  You know 44 
what?  Just for argument’s sake, let’s make it 300 pounds.  Now 45 
you’ve got a hundred pounds being landed in Puerto Rico, and I 46 
have uncertainty of this expansion.  It may be 300 pounds rather 47 
than a hundred pounds. 48 
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 1 
Next year, it may actually be sixty or fifty pounds, even though 2 
the truth is that 100 pounds.  Take the same thing from the 3 
Virgin Islands, take that 100 pounds, without having any ability 4 
to even estimate how high that is, and is it possible that that 5 
100 pounds is 1,000 pounds?  Absolutely. 6 
 7 
Therefore, you have a potentially tenfold or hundredfold or 8 
millionfold error with no evidence to say that that hundred 9 
pounds has any relationship to the truth.  You may argue that in 10 
Puerto Rico that hundred pounds is highly variable related to 11 
the truth, but we have a mechanism and a data stream to put that 12 
in there. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I question that mechanism.  I question it.  15 
I have not seen it, and I have not been able to analyze it.  16 
There is no power analysis and nothing.  It may be just a game. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I write on the wall that Reni doesn’t like 19 
expansion factors?  Would you promise me never to bring it up 20 
again?  We’re all with you. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will say I agreed with you a half-hour ago 23 
that, hopefully, if the expansion factor is -- I don’t want to 24 
use the word “valid”, but some years you’re going to be 25 
overreporting and some years overreporting and, on average, the 26 
overreporting cancels out the underreporting.  In the Virgin 27 
Islands, given that there is no expansion factor, I would 28 
suspect that we don’t have overreporting. 29 
 30 
JOE KIMMEL:  I agree with that. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It would be either underreporting or -- The 33 
problem is, is it significant enough to give a negative versus 34 
your -- As I said, it could be 5 percent overreporting or 35 
something. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So there’s a 70 percent decline over the last 38 
eight years, and you’re saying there’s a 5 percent 39 
underreporting.  Then the stock has declined by 70 percent.  40 
That hundred pounds, my hundred-pound example, in 2008, that 41 
same hundred pounds would now be reported as thirty. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Real effort may have declined by 70 percent due 44 
to the economy.  Real effort and not what’s on the books. 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  So what’s your proposal, Todd?  Can you summarize 47 
it? 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think any of us are on the same page, and 2 
so I’m just trying to make sure that everyone understands.  What 3 
was put on the table to start this whole thing was we start with 4 
a base value, whether it’s 0.5 or not, and we give more -- We 5 
can scale down or potentially scale up.   6 
 7 
I think scaling down is what scientific uncertainty -- It was 8 
the intent of the law and it was what we were basically mandated 9 
to do, and we make a relative scale.  We make a relative scale 10 
and call it 1.4 or 0.5.  We just throw our hands up in the air 11 
and we say, no, everything is cool, and there is no -- Are we 12 
going to be in the same boat? 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am willing -- I don’t think the issue is as 15 
much as the zeroes versus the negatives.  It’s when we get into 16 
the specifics.  That’s where I’m going to have problems. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t know why we are comparing between 19 
platforms.  Frankly, that doesn’t -- I mean, I can’t -- 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  How can you not? 22 
 23 
JOHN HOENIG:  How can you not consider among platforms? 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Between them. 26 
 27 
JOHN HOENIG:  Why would you assume that one system is the same 28 
as another? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is an island-based plan.  We have to 31 
look at this thing on an island basis. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But comparing St. Thomas versus St. Croix, 34 
in terms of uncertainty overall, I mean, just to a buffer 35 
factor, that’s a long shot, man.  That’s a really long shot.   36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  Let’s take a break. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I would like to take a break.  Did we 40 
not look -- In the last meeting, we looked at St. Croix data in 41 
landings and in catch per effort, and that was on the record 42 
when I was going through there yesterday. 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There was like no change in catch per 47 
effort, but the landings were going down, which is like, what? 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, but that’s the whole point, Richard, and 2 
this is what Julian mentioned before of why don’t you go and 3 
look at the catch per unit effort.  We know that people are 4 
going to report differently.  They’ve been changing the way 5 
they’re reporting.  You don’t know whether someone is reporting 6 
less traps, less hours fished, less pounds at the end of the 7 
day.  There is no mechanism. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My point is, if we looked at that data, 10 
what we saw, from what I was looking at in the transcripts, was 11 
that we had the severe drops in landings, like you said, but 12 
catch per effort was staying pretty flat.  That is a real 13 
inconsistency.  If effort is going way down like that, catch per 14 
effort should be going way up, or discards are going way up. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re assuming the -- 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I’m saying.  If you have that 19 
inconsistency, the only way it comes up is something else is 20 
going on, and that’s the reporting.  If the stuff is being 21 
reported accurately, and this was a real drop, then catch per 22 
unit effort has to respond to the drop in effort, and it didn’t. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We’ve got testimony from everyone saying that 25 
this has not been reported accurately, and so looking at the 26 
data to look at trends is not worth anything. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I agree that we had substantial 29 
testimony saying it’s not being reported, especially in the case 30 
of St. Croix. 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If you have --  33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we’re going on that, then you might make 35 
St. Croix even less, or it would be a 1, 2, 3. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think that’s fair at all. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s an island-based thing.  Are you 40 
saying that the --  41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  What is the difference between St. Thomas and St. 43 
Croix in the mechanism of data?  What is the data quality and 44 
extent of that quality?  There is zero difference between the 45 
mechanism that is set up between St. Thomas and St. Croix. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But there may be a difference in behavior. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely, but we don’t have evidence to support 2 
that, and so we could -- 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s scientific uncertainty, and, again, if we 5 
were to be totally honest in this process and follow the 6 
guidelines to the letter, we would have significant reductions 7 
in all the species. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not getting reductions in all 10 
species. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We’re not following to the letter of the law 13 
where you determine how much uncertainty there is. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We worked extremely hard in this process to find 16 
a way to not hurt the fisheries by going down to the letter of 17 
the law.  We have met the letter of the law by having a process 18 
that gives us a situation where we’re looking at keeping and 19 
maintaining similar levels.  That has been already done, and 20 
that takes into account all of these components.  21 
 22 
Now there is, to be honest, to be real, for us to do our 23 
responsibility on this, is there uncertainty and is there 24 
differences between species and platforms?  If there is 25 
differences in species or platforms, then there should be a 26 
difference in the scientific uncertainty parameter.  At the 27 
absolute minimum, we have to do -- Even if it’s a token 28 
difference.   29 
 30 
JOE KIMMEL:  There are differences between species and 31 
platforms. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  On that note, let’s please take a 34 
break, and we’ll come back. 35 
 36 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Coming back to the table here, 39 
I hope you’ve all had time to discuss this a little bit, either 40 
in your own mind or with others, but we really need to make some 41 
decisions on where we’re going with this, and it means putting 42 
some numbers up, and those numbers would be are we treating all 43 
these things equally or are we treating with these some 44 
weighting, and I would argue that most of this is in expansion, 45 
because that’s the data streams, and then what does this mean in 46 
terms of actual numbers going up or down from our presumptive 47 
0.5?  48 
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 1 
JOHN HOENIG:  Can I make a proposal? 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You may, please. 4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  I propose, so that we can move forward and make 6 
progress, that we adopt 0.5 as -- Call it the default if you 7 
want, but the initial value for the multiplier to be modified on 8 
a case-by-case basis as we see things that concern us, like is 9 
there trends or heavy -- If we’ve got problems with identifying 10 
species and things like that, and I would -- I think we’ve 11 
listed the factors that we would consider to modify the 0.5 12 
downward, possibly upward, but usually downward. 13 
 14 
I would go on record as saying that I think there is a 15 
scientific principle that the longer we use unverified 16 
information the more risky it is, so that, over time, if the 17 
data does not improve, I would vote to make those multipliers 18 
lower.  I think the expansion factor in Puerto Rico, in two 19 
years time, if the project that is in place now with the port 20 
sampling does not confirm that those numbers are valid, I think 21 
that would get modified, but there is a way to verify it. 22 
 23 
In the Virgin Islands, I anticipate that, in two years, I will 24 
be voting to lower that multiplier, unless something happens to 25 
convince us that the landings are reliable.  That’s my proposal, 26 
that we start with 0.5, so that we move on.  We have a list of 27 
factors that we will consider to modify that one a case-by-case 28 
basis.  Over time, these uncertainties will change, and the 29 
factors can be brought up or down, depending upon whether we 30 
find out that there’s more or less uncertainty.  If we find that 31 
there is no progress on the landings, then those multipliers 32 
have to come down. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If that is a motion, other than the very last 35 
sentence, I will second it. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not a motion.  It’s a proposal, and I 38 
want to make sure that we understand it before we make it one.  39 
You listed, I think, three things.  One was 0.5 is the default.  40 
Two was there is a list of factors that we’re going to be 41 
considering.  Three is the time factor, that is to say longer 42 
use of unverified data would result in a reduction -- Well, an 43 
increase of the buffer. 44 
 45 
JOHN HOENIG:  Right, because it’s riskier. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My first question is, is this is a serial 48 
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thing or a package deal?  Can we vote on each one of these 1 
things, if he’s going to start making motions on it, or is this 2 
something that has to be taken in its entirety?  If you don’t 3 
take the third part and you miss the first part and -- 4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it’s a package deal, because, if you try 6 
to do it piece by piece, it’s like the default is 0.5, but it 7 
all depends upon what else you put in place.  Just that alone?  8 
No, but that, plus the other things, I can buy it, and so I 9 
think it’s a package deal. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That’s all I wanted to know. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  John, would you make that into a motion? 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  Sure, I’ll make it into a motion.   16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will second it.  18 
 19 
JOE KIMMEL:  Graciela, is that last buffer -- Is that actually 20 
what John was trying to get at? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would increase the buffer.  It decreases 23 
the value, but it increases the buffer. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  That is actually not quite worded the -- 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would you give the proper wording for that? 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  To modify the buffer in response to changes in 30 
data quality.  What I have in mind is that if, for example, you 31 
find out that the expansion factors for Puerto Rico are spot on, 32 
then we have a lot more certainty, and we can raise that 33 
multiplier, whereas, if we find out that, oh my god, the 34 
expansion factor has been off by a factor of three, it’s like, 35 
uh oh, what does that mean, and then we would have to lower the 36 
number. 37 
 38 
ORIAN TZADIK:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  We have a perception of the stock history. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would you give Graciela some wording? 43 
 44 
JOHN HOENIG:  Modify the buffer in response to changes in new 45 
information of reliability of landings. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or lack thereof. 48 
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 1 
JOHN HOENIG:  Or lack thereof.   2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think it’s somewhat technical, but you don’t 4 
need the “lack thereof”, because the reliability of landings can 5 
go anywhere.  It can go from zero to 100 percent, and so -- 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What he’s saying is that if you -- 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I know exactly what he’s saying, Rich, but I am 10 
arguing that it is not necessary. 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it is. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would rather put in something to say “or 15 
other factors that” -- 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, he’s saying is if it doesn’t change -- 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then you lower it. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then you’re going to lower it. 22 
 23 
JOHN HOENIG:  Because what’s safe for the next -- It’s like, if 24 
you’re stumbling around in the dark for five minutes, you might 25 
stub your toe or fall in a hole, but, if you’re stumbling around 26 
in the dark for two years, you’re probably going to stub your 27 
toe or fall into a hole, and so the longer you go without 28 
verifying the landings the more risky it is, and so the 29 
scientific uncertainty increases, and that multiplier should 30 
come down.  Hence, no progress would actually cause a change in 31 
the buffer. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In which case it would be no information to 34 
change reliability.  I mean, I’m not going to argue it, but, to 35 
me, the “lack thereof” is just redundant. 36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  I just want to make it clear that, if there is no 38 
change, we don’t remain with the status quo.  We say that’s bad 39 
news and now it’s more risky, because we’re going longer without 40 
verifying the landings. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I will still second it.   43 
 44 
JOHN HOENIG:  We can change the wording, just as long as we get 45 
in the idea that not verifying causes extra uncertainty and 46 
extra risk. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any discussion on that?  If not, we will go 1 
to a vote.   2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is there a list of factors? 4 
 5 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Does the list of factors refer to what we 6 
have on the -- 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  That was the screen that you -- 9 
 10 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I got that, but isn’t that embedded in the 11 
first one, the modified as necessary by the factors?  That’s 12 
just redundant. 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So put “factors identified”. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just put the “Slide 18” in there and get rid of 19 
the third bullet.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so the “Slide 18” goes up after 22 
“identify”.  Then you can remove the list of factors from -- 23 
 24 
ORIAN TZADIK:  You can remove all of it, because the last three 25 
bullets were just the process, the order that you go in.  You 26 
start with 0.5, then you look at the factors, and then you 27 
modify as necessary. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I think the last one -- 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The last one needs to be there. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That needs to be there, because that implies 34 
lack of improvement results in something. 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 37 
 38 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Wouldn’t you want to add a time?  39 
Otherwise, the -- 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Add a what? 42 
 43 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The first is sort of how you set it, and I 44 
understood the second bullet to be more you would modify the 45 
buffer like in future years, perhaps, because you don’t have 46 
information.   47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The first one has to be modified, because 1 
it’s redundant, and so it’s use of 0.5 buffer could be modified 2 
as necessary for species, species groups, and islands by the 3 
factors discussed under scientific uncertainty in Slide 18.   4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  That works, and I think Jocelyn wanted to modify 6 
the second one to say to modify the buffer in response to change 7 
over time in information on the reliability. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think what she’s getting at is to say annually 10 
evaluate and modify or every two years evaluate and -- We want 11 
to be specific. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  John, how specific do you want to be? 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t know, Rich.  What are your thoughts? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like you to give me an answer.   18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  How often do we do ACLs? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, this is the second time it’s ever 22 
been done. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would just say “as additional information 25 
becomes available”.  26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because the lack of change -- 28 
 29 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You could just say “periodically”, and then 30 
you’ve sort of said this is a process you would like to -- Then 31 
you don’t lock yourself in. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If we’re in support of this, I would suggest we 34 
put in annual review or something specific.   35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would be happy with that, but I would also be 37 
happy with saying let’s give two years to improve it.  Then, 38 
after that, every year, we start adjusting.   39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I like the language you used of the 41 
expansion factor, too.  I like that. 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  To modify the buffer in two years in response to 44 
change over time.  You can get rid of “over time”, and I would 45 
add, at the end, “and annually after that”. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Modify or evaluate? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Evaluate.  Then you decide whether you 2 
modify it based on the evaluation. 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  Evaluate and possibly modify. 5 
 6 
JOE KIMMEL:  Evaluate/modify. 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  Evaluate/modify.  That’s even better.  Everybody 9 
will get their two-cents in and then nobody will like it.   10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will continue to second it, but -- 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  He’s getting less enthusiastic. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I do not think we should put a time, like two 16 
years and so forth, in. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am just trying to be upfront. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If the SSC feels the need to -- 21 
 22 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am trying to be upfront and say, in two years, I 23 
will be voting this way, and I don’t want that to be a surprise 24 
that, wait a second, you didn’t warn us.  It’s like, no, I think 25 
we need to improve the data, and, in two years, if we haven’t, I 26 
think the buffer should come down, and that’s all I’m trying to 27 
do, is be completely upfront about my -- It’s not my agenda, but 28 
it’s my thoughts on what should be done. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I would rather not, but I don’t have any 31 
strong opposition to it. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Second question before we 34 
actually vote on this.  Where does this go?  Is this something 35 
that is what we would like to see and we’re expressing our 36 
opinion to the council, or is this actually going with the 37 
control rule or -- 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Framework adjustment? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, this statement right now. 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  I thought it was part of the control rule. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I’m asking.  Shannon. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  I mean, it depends on what you’re asking 48 
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specifically, but, in general, the guidance we received at the 1 
Gulf Council is the SSC recommendations are either 2 
recommendations to the council, which the council must vote on, 3 
or they’re just a recommendation to the SSC that are unofficial 4 
to take this up again in two years’ time, but they don’t have 5 
the --  6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is why I’m asking the question. 8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  I thought it would be in the control rule. 10 
 11 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you want it in the control rule, it has to go 12 
into that language somewhere. 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s what I had in mind.  This is part of the 15 
control rule.   16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It seems to me that it would be pretty evident 18 
that what we’re saying is we have the 0.5, or as modified, 19 
currently, but we’re giving warning to the council that if there 20 
is not improvements made that we’re going to ratchet it down, 21 
and I don’t see the need for a lot of discussion about leaving 22 
much of it, but where it goes at the moment is -- 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think we need a legal opinion.  Jocelyn wants to 25 
talk. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It comes down to where do we have the 28 
authority to do that.  If it’s in the control rule, I understand 29 
that.  If it’s not, this is just a recommendation to ourselves, 30 
and we may never be asked to do that.  Jocelyn. 31 
 32 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The first bullet using 0.5 as the default 33 
buffer, I think that seems to be something that you could just 34 
apply when you’re making your calculations at this point in 35 
time, and so your recommendations for ABC would reflect that 0.5 36 
default. 37 
 38 
Then the idea that you want to evaluate and modify the buffer in 39 
two years, you could -- If that was written into the control 40 
rule, that would have to be a recommendation from the SSC, 41 
because the council sets the control rule, and so you could 42 
recommend to the council that the Tier 4 says SYL is the scalar 43 
times the landings buffered -- The ABC is the buffer times the 44 
SYL, and then you could recommend that that says that number 45 
ought to be periodically updated in the language of the control 46 
rule, or you could have it as something that, in two years’ 47 
time, you take a look and then write to the council and say we 48 
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recommend adjusting the ABCs because two years has passed and 1 
we’re going to try to reevaluate the buffer, and so you could 2 
kind of keep it as a note to yourselves, but, if you want it in 3 
the control rule itself, you would have to recommend to the 4 
council that the control rule get changed. 5 
 6 
I don’t -- Without seeing it, I can’t really tell if that would 7 
-- How that would look or how that would work.  I haven’t seen 8 
that language in any other control rules, and it seems a little 9 
bit unorthodox.  There is always the idea that the council may 10 
revisit ABCs, and the council may task you with it, or you could 11 
recommend to the council that they be updated, and so there’s 12 
always that possibility. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Does the SSC always have the option of changing 15 
an ABC when it wants to? 16 
 17 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I mean, I think you would have to be tasked 18 
with redoing it, and so I think you would have to say to the 19 
council that we think that it’s appropriate to revisit it. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  So the SSC requests to the council that we 22 
revisit it? 23 
 24 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think that’s how it goes.  I mean, the 25 
SSC responsibility is to recommend ABC, and so that’s clear 26 
under the Act.  The process for doing that, I am not 100 percent 27 
sure. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s not just recommend ABCs.  It’s establish 30 
ABCs. 31 
 32 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  No, it’s recommending them, and then the 33 
council has the option of selecting something.  It can’t go 34 
above the ABC, but it can -- 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The SSC establishes the ABC. 37 
 38 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  No, it’s recommend.   39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  In other words, if the council can only lower it -41 
- Then, if we lower it -- 42 
 43 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, they can only lower it. 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They can’t though with the ABC, can they?  They 46 
can lower the ABC? 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and they can’t go above it. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but what I’m saying is if we say we’re 5 
going with this multiplier and making it smaller, the council 6 
can’t say, no, we’re going to make it bigger.   7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  So there is some teeth. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Why would the council lower the ABC rather than 13 
just adjust the ACL? 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  You know how crazy the SSC can be and just give 16 
the fishermen whatever they want. 17 
 18 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The Act does say the SSC shall provide the 19 
council with ongoing scientific advice, and so the Act 20 
contemplates that it would be -- The authority is there to 21 
provide ongoing advice.  I think, just practically speaking, I 22 
don’t know how the SSC just updates it without the council 23 
tasking it, and so I don’t know practically how it works out. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think this is going to tell the council the 26 
intentions of the SSC, and I would just as soon leave it at 27 
that. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  It seems to me that your first bullet is a 30 
recommendation to yourselves.  It’s a statement to yourselves 31 
that you agree with each other that you’re going to start at 32 
0.5.  You don’t need to go to the council with that, and it 33 
doesn’t really belong in the control rule.  You’ve already got 34 
your range in the control rule, and so, now that you’ve set it, 35 
you need to set your actual buffers. 36 
 37 
Bullet 2 is just a recommendation to the council that’s totally 38 
separate that, if you make it now, it will be completely 39 
forgotten in two years, but you can do it. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If the intent is to say, listen, in two years, if 42 
a fishery says that, you know, we don’t care, the fisheries 43 
department, and the data stays exactly as it is, will we 44 
struggle going what can we do?  The intent is us to be able to 45 
say two years to get improved data or this is going to come down 46 
more. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Sure. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If it becomes fluff and people want to put teeth 3 
to it, use the 0.5 buffer for the 2017 and 2018 fisheries season 4 
and use a 0.5 buffer times a reduction of 0.1 if the data is 5 
improved from the -- It could be written differently if there 6 
was a -- I am not suggesting that we get way too complicated and 7 
Jocelyn raises her hand in two seconds, but the important thing 8 
that you just said, and what Jocelyn just said, is that that 9 
bottom one -- If that’s making someone feel good and they 10 
actually want it to have teeth, it’s got to be something else, 11 
because that’s just going to be something the council clearly 12 
can go, well, that’s great.  You’re going to reevaluate and -- 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  We want it to have teeth, because, essentially -- 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They may change the SSC, change the membership, 17 
to get out of doing it. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  The 0.5, on itself, is not safe.  It’s only safe 20 
if you say that this will not be used for the next twenty years 21 
with the same data. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am happy with this.  I have seconded it, and, 24 
Mr. Chairman, I suggest we move on and take a vote. 25 
 26 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Bill can correct me if I’m wrong, but I 27 
think the discussion in the FMP documents would note the process 28 
applied and perhaps the idea behind it, to say the SSC 29 
recommended that this be the ABC calculation for two years and 30 
then they recommend reducing it, and then that would be in the 31 
record as well. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is this something that it will be noted, but is 34 
this something that specifically a framework adjustment, just 35 
put in there and say annually, or you put something in there 36 
that says, if you want to adjust the buffer, we’re going to put 37 
this in the framework adjustment right here, so we don’t have to 38 
go through all the rigmarole two years down the line? 39 
 40 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I would have to look at the framework 41 
procedures again to see what is frameworkable, as they call it.  42 
Required contents of the FMPs, I don’t think they can be 43 
adjusted by framework, because they have to be in the plan 44 
document, and so I would have to look at that again, but I think 45 
-- I can get back to you on that. 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  How soon can you get back to us on that? 48 
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 1 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  (The comment is not audible on the 2 
recording.) 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Why don’t we split the vote on this just right 5 
now?  I mean, we’ve got one on the table, which is clearly for 6 
us to make sure we’re on the same page, and she can do her 7 
research and we can look at Number 2, but John wanted it as a 8 
package, and so never mind. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am still lost on the -- The wording is 11 
great, but I am still not clear as this is a recommendation to 12 
who.  The first part I understand is basically a statement of 13 
process for establishing buffers under the control rule.          14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  Who sets the buffers, the SSC? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay, and so that’s a statement of how we’re going 20 
to set the buffers. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It sounds like the second one can only be 23 
done as a recommendation to the council, which they could vote 24 
on it or ignore it. 25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t understand why that is.  If we set the 27 
buffers, why can’t we say we’re going to use 0.5, and that’s 28 
written down now, and we’re going to change it in two years in 29 
response to either improved data or lack of progress? 30 
 31 
JOE KIMMEL:  Maybe we ought to recommend to the council that the 32 
second bullet be part of the framework and just come out in 33 
front with it and ask them. 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  Regardless, we can do that, right?  I mean, when 36 
it comes time to do the next round of calculations, we can 37 
basically say, well, we agreed this is what we’re going to do 38 
and does anybody want to change that, and, if we don’t agree to 39 
change it, then that’s what we’ll do.  We will reduce if they 40 
didn’t make progress, and we will increase it if they did make 41 
progress. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Should we add that rationale to that 0.5? 44 
 45 
JOHN HOENIG:  Sorry? 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Should we add a rationale for why are we 48 
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starting with 0.5 and not 0.4 and not 0.6 and not 0.7, but 0.5? 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We have a whole meeting of rationale from the 3 
last meeting. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But are you going to put it on? 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We have eight hours of transcripts. 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s just that the SSC needed a final 10 
vote on this, because it was not voted on last time. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That wasn’t my question. 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  Can we vote on this? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are voting this as a statement of SSC 17 
intent, and let’s put it that way, with the first part 18 
specifically within the control rule, but the second part is 19 
what -- 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  Both parts can be in the control rule. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It sounds to me like we’re waiting to hear a 24 
legal opinion, and so I suggest that, until we hear that, that 25 
we table this, because I don’t want to vote on something that I 26 
don’t even know how this will be implemented.  I am happy with 27 
it.  Just so you know, I am happy with it, but let’s clear up 28 
the legalese or the legal stuff. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let me ask this question.  This 31 
is not a vote right now, but is there anybody, if we were to 32 
vote, that would be opposed to this?  Given that, I would say 33 
can we then separate this as a vote on the first one, so we can 34 
actually establish that, and then, when we get the legal 35 
opinion, we will know where to put the vote on the second one? 36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would say we should hold off, because the first 38 
one by itself is not the same thing as the first one with the 39 
added protection of the second one. 40 
 41 
JOE KIMMEL:  I would agree. 42 
 43 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I’m with John.  Then we could set the buffer 44 
-- Like he said, we can set the buffer, and why can’t we change 45 
it in two years? 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t know. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know, but somebody does know.   2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we want to do is say, in the process 4 
of setting buffers, we’re going to have that first statement, 5 
but it’s contingent on the second one, and so it’s not changing 6 
the control rule, but it’s just saying this is how we’re getting 7 
there. 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  The parallel in the Gulf actually occurs when we 10 
have stock assessments, and we actually set the buffer depending 11 
on the stock assessment results.  That is directly in the 12 
framework action, and the way we accomplish that is through what 13 
we call the tiers and dimensions table, which actually 14 
quantifies how that would be done mathematically, and it is in 15 
the FMP. 16 
 17 
The council, of course, had an opportunity to review it, and 18 
they accepted it as the control rule, and so it’s in the 19 
description of the control rule in the FMP, and I think that, to 20 
do the kind of thing you’re asking for, you would have to 21 
quantify how you would intend to modify the buffer, some sort of 22 
quantitative description.  Then my understanding is the council 23 
will review this, and they have an opportunity to accept or 24 
reject the control rule or modify the control rule. 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it makes sense, except for the word 27 
“quantify”.  I agree, but you’re putting a component in there 28 
that we’re outside of the realm, and so what we have is -- If we 29 
wanted to be more clear, so it didn’t seem open-ended to the 30 
council, we could say something like be reduced by 0.1 if data 31 
improvements are not made. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what she meant by quantify. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You know what I mean.  We could put a number in 36 
there, and then there’s going to some opposition to that.  I 37 
know, Walter, and I’m beating you to it.  If we’re using, 38 
basically, now, and even looking at it, we’re looking at nothing 39 
that is quantifiable in terms of the fact that we don’t have 40 
that expansion, and we do -- It’s a question of expert judgment 41 
and going here’s where we’re at, and, if there is no improvement 42 
in it, how much do you go down, and it depends on if there’s a 43 
good faith effort or there is actually improvements in the data 44 
or something that comes up that says, yes, we are -- 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  We don’t want to lose track of the fact that, if 47 
in fact we do get improved data, or we get validation, then the 48 
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factor could go -- The fishermen gain more quota, because we’ve 1 
got better data.  That’s the whole point, is that better data 2 
should allow you less uncertainty and more catch. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We could do something like -- If we modify it by 5 
0.1, either up or down, depending on data improvements or lack 6 
of improvement -- 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How are we going to know if we have better 9 
data? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Studies done. 12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  How are we what? 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How are we going to know that we have 16 
actually better data? 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  Well, for example, there is an independent port 19 
sampling program, and, if it says that, oh, the answers we’re 20 
getting about landings matches what are currently being 21 
calculated with the expansion factors, that’s a validation, and 22 
that means that the uncertainty has gone down, and so it’s like, 23 
oh, we really do know the landings and, okay, there is less 24 
uncertainty and they’re allowed to take more, safely. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Right now, we don’t have that. 27 
 28 
JOHN HOENIG:  Right now, we don’t.  In two years if we don’t 29 
have it, then we will look at this, and we’ll make the number 30 
lower, because you’re going longer and longer without validating 31 
it, and that’s more and more risky. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Very good.  Thank you. 34 
 35 
VANCE VICENTE:  I like the way it has been summarized, all of 36 
this discussion, and I think definitely back it up and go for 37 
it.  However, it really shows how uncertain we are about how to 38 
handle uncertainty. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  This is actually an attempt to come up with a 41 
rational way of dealing with the uncertainty.   42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we move forward as if we’re going to 44 
adopt this, but we wait for a legal opinion?  Is that where we 45 
are? 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think you’ve just taken a straw poll, and 48 
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everybody said, yes, we’re happy with the concepts there, and 1 
Kevin said why don’t we table this until Jocelyn can advise us 2 
on the legalities, and I think that makes sense. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  But this does take this into 5 
principle at this point, as opposed to a concrete adoption, and 6 
we can move forward with this idea of the 0.5 and the 7 
modifications thereof. 8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  In the meantime, you might want to run through 12 
your buffer setting real quick, because you’re running out of 13 
time big-time. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This has to be determined for --  16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why we have it as a default.   18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  Guys, just to make sure I’m interpreting this 20 
first part of the motion correctly, if at noon on Friday you 21 
haven’t modified that 0.5, we move forward with the 0.5 and 22 
we’re done? 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You said you want to make sure you understand 25 
this correctly.  Is there a question there?  Does any SSC member 26 
have a clarification on this?  I understand your concern, Bill, 27 
but, once again, we’re going through a process. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have not formally adopted 0.5.  We are 30 
using it as a point of principle to move forward, and we are 31 
waiting for a legal opinion before we actually make that 32 
determination. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  But you don’t need a legal opinion for Bullet 1. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we were talking about a package 37 
deal. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We actually don’t need a legal opinion for that 42 
either. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but it’s a question of how much clout 45 
it has depending on where we put it.  If there is some way to 46 
put this in the control rule without completely putting it in 47 
the control rule, I’m okay with that.  I don’t think that stops 48 
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us from moving forward, and moving forward means we need to do 1 
something about that table and how we are going to modify up or 2 
down in accordance with what we’re saying in principle what the 3 
buffer should be from our default of 0.5 for the three 4 
platforms. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It seems to me, and I will take what I think 7 
might be an easy one, the unspecified landings, and it seems to 8 
me that -- I mean, regardless of the zeroes and the pluses here, 9 
that’s sort of a generality across them.  If there is a species 10 
group -- 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, this is platform.  These do not talk 13 
about species groups. 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I was going to make a rule across all 16 
platforms.  When you have -- We are going to have to decide how 17 
big the unspecified group is, but let’s take grouper.  That’s at 18 
40.  Okay.  That is clearly scientific uncertainty, right, and 19 
so that is going to require some amount of decrease. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are still talking about species. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Across all -- No matter where it is. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s still a species. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so you apply it everywhere.  You 28 
apply it in Puerto Rico, and you apply it in St. Croix, and you 29 
apply it in St. Thomas.   30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am saying fine, but that’s not the point 32 
of the discussion right now. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just trying to get us moving, because 35 
we’ve been looking at this for two hours. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you mean that if there is high 38 
unspecified landings then, for Puerto Rico or St. Thomas or St. 39 
Croix wherever they occur, then you have to change the -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we would all accept.  Does everybody 42 
agree with that?  Fine.   43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I will take the next stab. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s cheating, because you’re not 47 
going to -- 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s a question almost.  Given that we’ve 2 
handled expansion factor and that seems to cover underreporting 3 
and overreporting, can we take out overreporting and 4 
underreporting and apply some of these other potential biases 5 
certainly going into the overreporting and underreporting?  I 6 
would recommend just taking those three out all together at this 7 
stage. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you repeat that? 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The expansion factor takes into account -- 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Most of the problem. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, and so I would recommend that we just take 16 
out overreporting and underreporting and potential biases, I 17 
think, and probably even trends. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t know about changes in forms, but 22 
changes in behavior, and I don’t quite understand that one 23 
anyway. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And? 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Take them out.  We don’t need to -- 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, they’re there to remind people that 30 
this is the kind of stuff -- Do you want to put them under 31 
expansion factor?  That’s fine. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it’s just there as a reminder.  The 36 
things in bold are the headings that we’re dealing with. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In that case, let’s just take out reporting and 39 
everything underneath it.  It’s all captured in the expansion 40 
factor. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 43 
 44 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We are once again overcomplicating this I think 45 
way more than we have to, because, number one, we’re not going 46 
to sit here and argue and say we want a buffer of 0.5 and shut 47 
them down, period.  We are looking at 0.5, and we’re not going 48 
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to go up to 0.9, because there is clearly more uncertainty, and 1 
our control rule is set up at 0.5 as your midrange in there, and 2 
so let’s just look at all these things.  They are all captured 3 
in, as Walter’s pointing out, more or less in this discussion 4 
right here of expansion factors.  This is all kind of captured 5 
in there in one way or the other. 6 
 7 
If 0.5 is our basis, if we put 0.5 in for Puerto Rico, that’s 8 
your basis right there.  It’s the middle, middle, and there’s 9 
your basis.  If we go down here to 0.5, we do not have expansion 10 
factors, and we do not have validation, in the Virgin Islands, 11 
and so we go down to 0.5, negative, negative, here as your 12 
baseline. 13 
 14 
Unspecified landings, Kevin came up with a control rule in there 15 
that says, if you have a large group together of species, you 16 
knock that back for that species, and I think that’s it for this 17 
whole thing.   18 
 19 
That’s really all we’re looking at, unless you want -- For 20 
ancillary data, let’s go with red hind, just as example, in St. 21 
Thomas.  We’ve got extra monitoring, and we’ve things going on 22 
there, and we believe that’s one that we can actually go up a 23 
tiny bit.  For there, you could go 0.55 or 0.6. 24 
 25 
Let’s get something down, and then we can talk scope on this.  26 
0.5 to 0.4 is about 10 percent, obviously, on this.  That’s what 27 
we’re talking about here, in terms of differences, and so I 28 
would say that we put 0.5 in for Puerto Rico and put discussion 29 
-- Go 0.3 to 0.4, something like that, as a base, in that range, 30 
for discussion, and I don’t want to be the one to put a number 31 
up there, but reduce that for the two other platforms, and then 32 
we look at -- We can come up with some base agreement there, and 33 
then we’re down to, Kevin, which species groups do we have and 34 
which ones we might slightly want to modify in addition to 35 
there. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I am going to throw out a 38 
recommendation.  It’s based on conversations that we’ve had 39 
today, at this meeting, the last meeting, and previous meetings.  40 
This is drawing on scientific opinion, as has been expressed in 41 
the room, and St. Thomas is 0.45 and St. Croix is 0.4. 42 
 43 
I don’t know whether those adjustments are equal to the degrees 44 
of uncertainties that have been floating around here, because we 45 
don’t have good data on the uncertainties, and so there is your 46 
strawman.   47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I am happy with it. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  Let’s illustrate my hundred pounds again.  3 
You’ve got a hundred pounds in Puerto Rico, and you’ve got a 4 
hundred pounds in St. Thomas and St. Croix.  0.45 and 0.4 is 5 
that they have a secondary program to validate that catch 6 
reporting form to say that it’s a hundred pounds.  What we’re 7 
saying is the scientific uncertainty there is 100 pounds, or 105 8 
pounds, or 95 pounds. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we can be that exact. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what that says. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s not really what it says.  You 15 
are trying to put a linear scale on something that we don’t have 16 
the information to know that it’s linear or not. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In practice, that’s exactly what that says, and 19 
let me just continue my thought on this. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Please. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is -- The scientific uncertainty is 0.5 of 24 
the difference, and so the differences in having a program to 25 
validate the landings and not having a program to validate the 26 
landings is 5 percent.  Our confidence is only 5 percent 27 
difference.  28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes.  I am following you. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Now, St. Thomas and St. Croix, I don’t think it’s 32 
fair to ding St. Croix and St. Thomas, because we’re talking 33 
about a data stream.  The data stream is the same.  They are 34 
self-reporting in the same way, and their information is coming 35 
in in the same way.  What we see from St. Thomas and St. Croix 36 
is identical. 37 
 38 
I understand people are looking at some of the comments that 39 
were made, but I don’t think that’s fair, in some way, because 40 
the fishermen are doing exactly what they have been told to do 41 
in both places. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Compared to who, St. Thomas or St. Croix? 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Both.  They are both doing the exact same thing.  46 
There may be -- What I think is coming through here is, well, I 47 
have listened to all of the things and I’ve heard the stories, 48 
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and I think that the guys in St. Croix are manipulating the data 1 
more than the guys in St. Thomas.   2 
 3 
I am going to give them the benefit of the doubt and say we 4 
don’t know that.  The point of this scientific survey is we 5 
don’t know how to quantify that, and so I see St. Thomas and St. 6 
Croix being the same, because the uncertainty is not due to the 7 
fishermen in either place, but it’s due to the information being 8 
collected by the fisheries department or the lack of the 9 
validation survey.  That is where you end up with -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I fully accept that.  Recommend a number. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My recommendation is just that they should be the 14 
same, that they remain the same, and I am not going to fight 15 
strong on this, but I think that looking at a 0.05 difference 16 
between a program that has solely self-reported data and a 17 
program data stream that has zero validation on it, that 5 18 
percent is --  19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Is what? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not enough. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Is what? 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s not reflective of -- 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I just wanted it on the record what you 29 
meant. 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So why not have the three islands the same 32 
at 0.5 and that’s it?  We don’t have criteria, in my opinion, to 33 
-- I don’t think we have the criteria to -- 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You missed the whole point. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know where you’re coming from. 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, you don’t. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s just not scientific, and I can’t buy 42 
that. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s very scientific.  One has a system, 45 
and the other two do not. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me ask this. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A system that might work or not.  I don’t 2 
know if it’s working. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Given that, does that warrant an improvement 5 
over our baseline of 0.5 in Puerto Rico, or does that keep us at 6 
that base? 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say stay at that base, and then, you know 9 
what?  The SSC has already expressed their intent with 10 
reevaluating these buffers, and, if someone turns around 11 
tomorrow and says, okay, we’ve had enough of this and we’re 12 
going to put a validation program in place and we’re going to 13 
run it however they want and provide the information to the 14 
Southeast Center within twelve months, or even we’re going to do 15 
it for six months, and we’re going to do a pilot in six months, 16 
by the time the council and everything else gets through this, 17 
we could go back and go, you know what, St. Croix and St. Thomas 18 
have stepped up to the plate and we now have that information 19 
and that value is 0.5 for both of them. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or perhaps higher. 22 
 23 
JOHN HOENIG:  Or perhaps higher. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But where we are today is 0.5 in Puerto Rico? 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, because that’s our median range. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No one said anything flattering about 30 
Puerto Rico’s expansion program. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Absolutely.  I know how they calculate it. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so if it was set up with the 35 
proper statistical thoughts in mind to do a certain job, and 36 
there is a survey in place that’s actually going to check how 37 
well it’s doing, and so, when that’s over, that might go up if 38 
we find they’re doing well or they’re going to come up with a 39 
different way of doing it. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree with all of that.  I just wanted to see 42 
-- You too are throwing out our strawman, and I just wanted to 43 
make sure that that 0.5 -- Is there any rationale that maybe it 44 
ought to be higher?  I am hearing no. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s how I view it.  That’s the equal 47 
value. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t have a problem with that. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which leaves room for it to go up as things 4 
improve.   5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  My recommendation would be to go with 0.4 in 7 
both, and, if I was looking at this, my 100 pounds to 105, or 8 
100 to 110 and ninety, that’s really the range in there, and so 9 
there could be an argument for a strawman, but we’ve got the 10 
pluses in the unspecified landings that changed the form to be 11 
species-specific, and so we can give a little credit there.  My 12 
strawman would be to put a 0.4 up for those two and throw that 13 
on the table, if people want to discuss whether we keep that. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and I think that’s exactly what is 16 
going to happen, and so I would second that.  Does someone down 17 
here have a -- Julian. 18 
 19 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I have a question or a comment.  It’s exactly 20 
what Reni said.  The validation study for the expansion factor 21 
has not been done yet and so why not have 0.5 across the board, 22 
because you’re going to be revisiting everything in two years.  23 
The validation study hasn’t been done as yet, and so what makes 24 
Puerto Rico different than the Virgin Islands right now, when 25 
you don’t know if the expansion factor being used in Puerto Rico 26 
is correct?  I am just asking that and throwing it out there, 27 
and I agree with Reni 100 percent, because you don’t know that. 28 
 29 
The study hasn’t been done, and the study is going to be done, 30 
and I agree with what you said, Todd.  If a pilot study in two 31 
years, by the time this whole process is done, and then it could 32 
be revisited.  From what Shannon said, two years down the line, 33 
if nothing has been done, then from there, we take steps to 34 
whatever extent needs to be taken, but, as of right now, nobody 35 
knows if the expansion factor is correct. 36 
 37 
It’s like he said.  We’re going to credit Puerto Rico, but we 38 
don’t know if what they’re doing is correct, and we are going to 39 
punish the Virgin Islands, but we don’t know what they are doing 40 
either, and so this is where an attorney -- Like Dawn Henry said 41 
at the last council meeting, this is where an attorney would 42 
step in and question it. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there is two different things going 45 
on here.  One is, is there an expansion factor program in Puerto 46 
Rico, yes or no, and it’s yes.  That already is different from 47 
what’s happening with the Virgin Islands.  It’s another question 48 
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to say is that a really high-quality expansion factor you’re 1 
getting or one that’s not working so well. 2 
 3 
The design of it, how it was implemented, I have faith in, in 4 
terms of design.  How it’s implemented in getting the data into 5 
it, there may be some questions there, and that’s what is going 6 
to come out of the validation study, but there is a difference 7 
between validating a system that’s already in place and trying 8 
to get something where a system is not in place at all. 9 
 10 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, but the new catch reports just came out, 11 
and that’s a system in place, and we don’t know what is going to 12 
come out of it.  We don’t know.  We don’t know what those true 13 
numbers are going to be. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s exactly the problem. 16 
 17 
JOHN HOENIG:  In Puerto Rico, they are taking catches and they 18 
are trying to adjust it.  In the Virgin Islands, they are not.  19 
There is a fundamental difference there, and, yes, it would be 20 
nice to validate what they’re doing in Puerto Rico, but at least 21 
they have a process in place, which doesn’t exist in the Virgin 22 
Islands, but they’re not equal.  It’s not the same system. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I just want to make sure that everyone realizes -25 
- The comment was why punish now and we’re doing this, and this 26 
is -- This is the same conversation we had eight years ago, and 27 
we heard, well, don’t do anything right now, because we’re all 28 
reporting perfectly, and so let’s not do anything now, and now 29 
we’re getting the same argument again, and this is why we’re 30 
looking at there is going to be a timeframe on this. 31 
 32 
We can hear the promises, and we can hear these things, but the 33 
reality of it is that it’s going to happen, and that’s great and 34 
wonderful, and a used-car salesman tells me another thing, and 35 
the reality of this is that it has not happened.  This has been 36 
going on for eight years, at least. 37 
 38 
Puerto Rico was questioned on their expansion factor program ten 39 
or twelve years ago, and what did they do?  They said, wow, we 40 
better change this, and so let’s do it by coast.  What has 41 
happened with all of the advice all the times we and the council 42 
before me have said, you know what, this is just ridiculous and 43 
we don’t have the data to do what we’re doing, and here’s what 44 
you have to do to have the data to not have uncertainty, and 45 
that process was gone through, and it was recommended.  Then it 46 
was funded and everything else, and we’re there, but none of it 47 
has happened. 48 
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 1 
I am just saying that, right now, we can hear all of the, yes, 2 
we’re going to do it, we’re going to do it, but it’s the same 3 
story that has been going for eight years. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not what we’re going to do.  It’s the 6 
fact that we are taking data over a time period and using that 7 
to recommend levels, and that is the data we’re questioning 8 
about uncertainty.  We’re not questioning the uncertainty two 9 
years from now, although that certainly plays into it, but, if 10 
we’re setting this thing up now, at these levels, what is our 11 
risk of overfishing, and that’s the uncertainty. 12 
 13 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  If I may, we’re being penalized here, and I am 14 
not pointing any fingers at anybody, and the smirks could be 15 
withheld from whoever is doing them, but we have a director that 16 
lost all of our granting, all our funding, and sat on those 17 
grants, and it’s not our fault that he didn’t hire port samplers 18 
out of that grant money.  You know who I am talking about, Todd. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I absolutely do. 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Okay, and it’s not fair to us what’s happening 23 
here.  Puerto Rico stepped up to their game because they kept 24 
all the team players in line.  Every time the administration 25 
changes in the Virgin Islands, you change the director and the 26 
head of the department and they’ve got to start fresh from the 27 
beginning. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely. 30 
 31 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  You had a director there for Fish and Wildlife 32 
that lost all of our program money and all the port sampling 33 
money and everything.   34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  But the point is that if the Virgin Islands now 36 
have a program to collect data, so that we would know that in 37 
two years we will have a check on things -- 38 
 39 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  You have to reapply, John.  You have to reapply 40 
for everything. 41 
 42 
JOHN HOENIG:  The point is though, in Puerto Rico, we have an 43 
assurance that there will be some information in two years, and, 44 
in the Virgin Islands, there is no plan.  Now, as soon as there 45 
is a plan, the risk goes down, because, wait a second, in two 46 
years, we will know, but, right now, you can’t tell me in two 47 
years you will know, because there is no plan, and that’s risky.  48 
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Put a plan in place, and it’s -- 1 
 2 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  But, in the meantime, the fishermen have to 3 
follow the directive, and the directive that they have to follow 4 
is that they can’t go fishing unless they turn in their catch 5 
reports.  Every time I go fishing, I have to do one of these, 6 
and so what is this?  This is useless then?  Is that what you’re 7 
telling me?  This is the program that is in place that has been 8 
blessed by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  This is the 9 
program that is in place. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian, this is really not -- 12 
 13 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  It is.  This is what has been asked of us. 14 
 15 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s not our fault that we have no control over 16 
the director that is charge of the department that doesn’t want 17 
to participate. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We also don’t have control over how 20 
everybody fills out those forms. 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That doesn’t have anything to do with it, and 23 
if I’m going to be put here to be stuck in the corner like a 24 
corner ornament and my opinion doesn’t matter, then I don’t need 25 
to be here. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let me respond to one thing you said about the 28 
change in directors, and that is, when we had the data 29 
improvement process and those meetings, that is something that 30 
any one of us that has worked anywhere in fisheries anywhere 31 
else knows that if you have a change of directors -- If you have 32 
a change, you’re going to have a change in programs.   33 
 34 
The system that was set up then was what is done in many other 35 
places.  If you go outside -- So that the money and the 36 
personnel and the staffing contractors are all done outside.  37 
You have a new director come in every four years, and you’re 38 
going to have a change in your staffing, and you’re going to 39 
have a change in new programs and so on, and none of that has 40 
anything to do with -- We started this with Jed.  This whole 41 
process started with Jed, and it went nowhere, and then you had 42 
the other person you’re talking about, and now you have someone 43 
new, but this process is easily accomplished by not entraining 44 
it into the politics of the department. 45 
 46 
You have a partnership of the department that works to get these 47 
things done, and so the mechanism to solve exactly what you’re 48 
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saying was put into place with the data improvement proposal and 1 
the money that came in, and that’s independent of a director. 2 
 3 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Who controls the money?  Any money that comes 4 
into the Virgin Islands government, 33 percent is taken off of 5 
it for administrative fees.   6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, but that’s why the Southeast Center put 8 
the proposal in and got funding for the Caribbean data 9 
improvement program and went to look for outside contractors, 10 
because the problem of personnel was -- 11 
 12 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That money, what did Roy Pemberton do with it? 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That has nothing to do with -- 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  This has nothing to do with the SSC and the 17 
issue of scientific uncertainty.  It may be part of the reason 18 
for it, but -- 19 
 20 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s exactly the point, is that it’s scientific 21 
uncertainty that matters and not the politics.  As soon as we 22 
know that there is a program to address the information needs, 23 
the uncertainty goes down.  It’s not like you have to wait for 24 
two years to get the data.  You have to have something in place, 25 
and you don’t have something in place, and, as long as you don’t 26 
put something in place -- 27 
 28 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Then, John, guide me.  Guide me, since I 29 
represent the fishermen.  Guide me where I can go and make 30 
recommendations.  Guide me. 31 
 32 
JOHN HOENIG:  The recommendation is you need to put a program in 33 
place, because, as soon as you do, that number will go down. 34 
 35 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  So how do I go about doing that?  How do I go 36 
about doing that on an independent basis? 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Eddie, I will tell you how to do that.  You go 39 
there and you get your fishermen to all sign a piece of paper 40 
that says we are going to cooperate with port sampling, and I 41 
will have a team of people there in three weeks, and this will 42 
be done, but you have to buck your director. 43 
 44 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  You and I spoke, and I can put it on the 45 
record.  You and I spoke, and I brought it up to the FAC, and I 46 
went individually to fishermen, and I told them that this is 47 
what they want to do, and they said let’s do it. 48 



257 
 

 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  This has nothing to do with -- Having 4 
said all of that, I am rethinking -- I am not even sure that 0.5 5 
is correct for Puerto Rico.  We have assumed that it balances in 6 
some years with the expansion factor being -- 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  Remember the scientific principle that I tried to 9 
elucidate.  The scientific principle was, in the short term, the 10 
risk is not nearly as harmful over any policy as in the long 11 
term. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, and I realize that. 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  With Puerto Rico, we’re going to have an answer in 16 
two years, because there is a program in place. 17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I wouldn’t make a motion on this, based on 19 
something that may happen in the future.   20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  Well, I mean, there is a program in place.  It’s 22 
been funded, and there are people in the field.  In the Virgin 23 
Islands, you don’t have that, and so you have no reason to think 24 
that, in two years, the program that doesn’t exist will have the 25 
answer.  That is more uncertainty, because there is a longer 26 
timeframe before you can validate your landings. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Shouldn’t that mean that we should reduce -- We 29 
should have possibly the same buffer now and then reduce it in 30 
the Virgin Islands in two years? 31 
 32 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, because there is no guarantee that in two 33 
years you will have it.  Therefore, there is more risk.  If you 34 
wait two years and then you put in a program for two years, 35 
that’s four years.  Four years is a lot longer than Puerto Rico, 36 
where it’s two years.   37 
 38 
The longer you wait before you get the validation, the more 39 
dangerous it is, and that’s why, for the Virgin Islands, it’s a 40 
lower number, and all I have to do is say we’ve got a program in 41 
place to show us -- There is a program in place and the risk 42 
comes down.  That’s what I was trying to say is, if there was a 43 
program in place, then the risk of going with status quo for 44 
another two years is not so bad, but the risk going into the 45 
status quo for four years or six years or eight years, that is 46 
much more troubling. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I can buy that. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The other reason is because we’re talking 3 
about relative differences.  If you’re going to drive Puerto 4 
Rico down based on what we’ve talked about, you’re going to 5 
drive the Virgin Islands down even further, and there is no 6 
basis for doing that. 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly. 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It depends.  This expansion factor, what 11 
happens if it’s consistently overestimating? 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is exactly what the point is, that the 14 
Virgin Islands might be underestimating their catches, and I am 15 
afraid that exactly what you’re saying, that in Puerto Rico we 16 
are overestimating the catches. 17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think it is, but John has given to me a good 19 
explanation on why there can be different buffers. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  I mean, I’m not happy with the Puerto Rican 22 
expansion factors, because I think they’re sort of black magic, 23 
but, if you said to me how about we use it for the next year, 24 
that’s probably not going to crash the stock.  How about two 25 
years?  Then I’m getting a little more concerned. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  But two years is not nearly so bad as four years. 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am agreeing with you. 32 
 33 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Has NOAA General Counsel come up with a -- 36 
 37 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  She did, but she’s not going to tell you. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  She is hiding?  The Supreme Court has nine 40 
members, and one lawyer may be wrong anyway.  I say we vote on 41 
it. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just want to know where is the proper place 44 
for it to be.  That’s why I wanted to wait until we heard back 45 
from the lawyer. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to move forward. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Me too. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a consensus to accept that? 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one, the top or the -- 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I am willing to accept it. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I abstain. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If I constituted a consensus, then -- 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are always a consensus.  All right.  If 14 
that’s the case, we can move on to the species.   15 
 16 
JOHN HOENIG:  We can move on to the what? 17 
 18 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The species. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It really wasn’t a vote, but it was --  21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you said it on the record. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  It’s a vote.  Fine. 25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think I voted yes. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So -- 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Why don’t you, for the record, take a formal 31 
vote, rather than a consensus.  Why don’t we at least ask if 32 
there is any opposition? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are you voting on the way that it’s 35 
set up right now, the zeroes and the minuses and everything 36 
else? 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 0.5 or 0.4.  That is what we’re voting 39 
on. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  To be clear, just to make sure, that is the 42 
platform baselines that could be modified by the species. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am going to oppose. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  Then let’s vote. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s take a vote.  Any opposition? 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  One. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are opposing or are you -- 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, I am opposed. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  In favor.   11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s seven yes and one no and two 13 
absentees.   14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, do you think we can jam this out in 16 
seventeen minutes? 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Here is the first thing I want 19 
to do.  At the last meeting, since we now are moving toward a 20 
formal 0.5 --  21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The two absentees, who are they? 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Tyler and Vance. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But do we need to do that if -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re just not here.   29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Were they absentee or abstaining? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re absentee.  All right.  So, the 33 
last meeting, under kind of the same discussion that we’ve been 34 
having, which was a default of 0.5, we had specific examples of 35 
species or stocks, whatever you want to call them, where we 36 
agreed to up from 0.5, and we actually set those levels.  I 37 
don’t know if you have that handy, but it was in the review.  38 
This is actually what we had discussed and agreed on. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am still fine with those, and can we add some 41 
other species? 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would -- My first thing is we just say 44 
this is something we’ve already decided upon and done. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, agreed. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Agreed. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree with those, and I would like to see 3 
tunas added and mackerels added. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Before we get to those, I would like to get 6 
to ones that I think will also be easy. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what I’m trying to do, too. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But you’re bringing the whole -- I want to 11 
go to those unspecified ones, because it was basically two 12 
groups, the groupers and the jacks.  This is going to blow stuff 13 
up. 14 
 15 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Did you just agree to keep those three the 16 
way they are? 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we did. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is this what you wanted to put up? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then you said, Walter, tunas and 25 
mackerels? 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I want to go through the unspecified 28 
first, and then we’ll get to those, if you will indulge me, 29 
because I think it will be quick. 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to have to -- From our 34 
discussions from yesterday and maybe the day before, and I 35 
forget exactly when we were identifying two groups that were -- 36 
We were going to do back-calculations on, where there was a very 37 
large unspecified group, up to 60 percent, which says that there 38 
is even more uncertainty, if you will, in those groups as to 39 
what we’re back-calculating and then what the levels are coming 40 
out from that.  They will be raised up, but perhaps we should 41 
think that’s -- In fact, they’re already -- I think Kevin had 42 
the statement that, in principle, we have already agreed that if 43 
we have that problem that we’re going to lower it, and so the 44 
question is how far are we going to drop that down?  Are there 45 
recommendations? 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would put, for Puerto Rico, the -- 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s just Puerto Rico, and it’s just those 2 
two groups, is my understanding. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Walter, there may be more.  We haven’t 5 
quantified all of that yet.  I would prefer to have some sort of 6 
general rule, so that, as we discover these -- For example, we 7 
haven’t sorted through all of the recreational data. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  I will even throw something out there.  If 10 
what we’re talking about is an unspecified group of -- We’re not 11 
looking at anything above 50 percent, right? 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we don’t know, because we haven’t looked 14 
at everything yet, but the highest one right now is forty-15 
something for groupers. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s an average. 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Right.  I am going to just throw some numbers out 20 
there, and then let’s all discuss it.  If we said that 25 to 50 21 
percent of it is unspecified and being reallocated, we reduce by 22 
0.1.  If zero to 25 is being reallocated, we reduce by 0.05.  23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I would -- 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Can you give those numbers to me again? 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  0.1 for 25 to 50 percent. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Over the total reference period? 31 
 32 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.   33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the buffer would be lowered by 0.1, and 35 
so, instead of 0.5, it would be 0.4. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The unspecified as a proportion of the total is 38 
over the total reference period? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then zero to 25 would be 0.05. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s fine with me. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we can even expand that more and go, listen, 47 
if it’s 25 to 80 percent -- 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s not what I am -- I am worried about the 2 
low end.  Let’s not call it zero, because that would lower 3 
everything, right?  Let’s call it above 1 percent to 25, because 4 
we have already agreed that we’re not even going to worry about 5 
the 1 percent or less of unspecified, and so let’s remain 6 
parallel. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is fine. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What are you suggesting now? 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We are not going to apply the -- We’re not 13 
going to try and parse out the unspecified if it’s 1 percent or 14 
less of the total, and so let’s start above that for this. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would even say let’s go higher than 1 percent, 17 
to avoid problems.  Let’s put this at 10 or 15 percent, 10 18 
percent.  I think, at that point, it’s in the realm of slop, and 19 
so, if we take anything greater than 10 percent -- 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  10 to 25. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  10 to 35 or 35 to 60 and then call it a day, or 24 
35 plus. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s fine with me, but we would have to go 27 
back and switch the previous -- Not necessarily motion, but 28 
consensus to have anything less than the 1 percent we said 29 
before, and so we would have to go back and change that to less 30 
than 10 percent.  We said if unspecified is less than or equal 31 
to 1 percent, we’re going to put it -- I don’t mind putting 10 32 
percent in there. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, that’s fine.  Let’s leave that.  Let’s not 35 
touch that at all, but, once we get into the buffers -- If the 36 
unspecified is more than 1 percent, we’re going to allocate the 37 
unspecified proportionally across the species groups by year.  38 
That procedure is now done. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Now we’re looking at the buffer, and, if it’s 43 
over 10 percent of the unspecified, we’re going to then reduce 44 
that buffer by -- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re just saying, at that point, the 47 
uncertainty is getting -- 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The uncertainty is getting a little bit more, 2 
because of this manipulation we’re doing there, and call it -- I 3 
don’t think we want to go too strong with this wording at all.  4 
I think 0.05 and 0.1 is fairly small for grouper, and that’s one 5 
that we’ll be -- 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s fine.  I like that.  Any objections? 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where were you -- Were you at 10 to 20 or 10 
10 to 30 or 10 to what was it? 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is everyone comfortable with 10 percent? 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and so call it 10, and I was just going 25 17 
percent, and so 10 to 35. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then 35 to 50? 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  10 to 35, go with 0.05.  Then, greater than 35, 22 
we go with 0.1.   23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am fine with that. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is a reduction in.  It’s not “go 27 
with”. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Sorry. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go with a reduction of --  32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s important.  Words matter. 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, they do. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Those are additional reductions. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Is there any opposition to that? 40 
 41 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  What I have is, if you’re unspecified or 10 42 
to 35 percent of the total reference period, then reduce the 43 
baseline buffer by 0.05. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 46 
 47 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  If it’s 35 to 60 percent of the total 48 
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reference period -- 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, greater than 35. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Greater than 35. 5 
 6 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  That’s even easier.  Then reduce the baseline 7 
buffer by 0.1.  8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  Nicely said, Sarah. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am fine with that.   12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I believe, and, Kevin, correct me if I’m wrong, 14 
but that applies everywhere. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I think we ought to do. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we’re done. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re done. 21 
 22 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  In theory, if it’s greater than 1 percent, 23 
you’re going to use it, keep it.  If it’s less than 10 percent, 24 
it’s just going to be the baseline buffer. 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so, if it’s 5 percent or 4 percent, 28 
forget it.  We’re doing our bookkeeping, but we’re not that 29 
concerned about it.  Above 10, it might play a role. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That way, when we run into these instances, 32 
we’ll know what to do. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  What is next, Mr. Chairman? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we get our legal opinion? 37 
 38 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Graciela, just flip that factor list up, and 39 
everyone can just say we’re done or I want to discuss this 40 
component which we haven’t discussed? 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we have -- Walter wanted to bring up 43 
other species. 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s right. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t have a complete list, but all the 48 
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highly migratory species I think we can have a buffer greater 1 
than 0.5. 2 
 3 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Before we -- You know I supported you on the 4 
let’s not include these things at all, but, if we stick totally 5 
to the data stream and we start evaluating that, this might turn 6 
out to be the opposite of what you’re intending.  Even though 7 
they’re highly migratory -- For St. Thomas and St. Croix, we 8 
have no recreational, and they’re the ones that are hammering 9 
dolphin and mahi.   10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Do we risk leading to overfishing? 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, remember, when we looked at dolphin, 16 
we listed the number of things.  They are a highly-productive 17 
species, and we’re fishing a small portion of its component 18 
range, and I think there were some other things in there, and I 19 
don’t -- I know the biology of dolphinfish, but I don’t know the 20 
biology of these tunas.  Are they much longer-lived that there 21 
is a -- That has been taken care of in the susceptibility? 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  To me, they -- The population is so much 27 
larger, and the -- 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need a list of the species we’re 30 
considering. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s why I said I would have to see a -- Off 33 
the top of my head, tunas would be that way and mackerels would 34 
be that way, and I don’t know -- 35 
 36 
JOE KIMMEL:  All tunas and all mackerels?   37 
 38 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Wahoo. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  There may be others. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  But, once again, forget the species.  The species 43 
aren’t really that important, because it’s a hundred pounds of 44 
X.  The only way that X could be affecting where our buffer is 45 
if there was differences in the data that were collected for X, 46 
and so a pelagic species -- It doesn’t matter whether it’s a 47 
tuna or a mackerel or anything, but are they subjected to the 48 
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same data collection program and everything else, or is there 1 
reason to think our uncertainty in that data collection program 2 
is less for those species?  That’s the buffer. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When we looked at red hind and we looked at 5 
lobster, we said there are reasons, based on ancillary data, 6 
that says these populations are in fact healthy. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am looking at it as the probability of 9 
inducing overfishing if we increase the harvest landings, and I 10 
don’t think we’re increasing the probability at all by fishing 11 
much heavier on these pelagic species.  Therefore, I am willing 12 
to increase the buffer for those species and possibly some 13 
others. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Until we have a list of species, I don’t 16 
think we can -- We need to know. 17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I would like to see a whole list. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so you’ve got three minutes. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We want to see the list of species, the 23 
tunas and the mackerels, and so little tunny, blackfin, and -- 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Once again, I am just going to raise the same 26 
point.  If you want to talk tunas and you want to talk mackerels 27 
in Puerto Rico, what are we talking about?  It’s the uncertainty 28 
in the data, and so do we have recreational data collection 29 
there?  We don’t in Puerto Rico.  That has been now cancelled, 30 
and who is catching the lion’s share of the species that you 31 
want to raise the buffer for?  The recreational sector in Puerto 32 
Rico. 33 
 34 
We now have no data coming from them, and so is there less or 35 
more uncertainty on the species that you and both I agree the 36 
chances of overfishing --  37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Scientific uncertainty that could lead to 39 
overfishing.  That is the key.  It’s not just scientific 40 
uncertainty.  It’s scientific uncertainty that could -- 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then it’s 100 percent, because we don’t know what 43 
overfishing is. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For HMS? 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s our average catch.  What we’re discussing 48 
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and what we’re trying to keep separate is the data stream and 1 
data quality, and these species in Puerto Rico are going to go 2 
opposite.  They should go opposite of the direction you would 3 
like them to go in, because we don’t have any records of what is 4 
going to be coming in, and so you have a greater probability of 5 
approaching that number, even if that number is -- 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will make a motion that we take all the 8 
species, and you can vote -- 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, let me ask a question first.  I 11 
understand the rationale for the higher buffer for red hind and 12 
lobster, but what was the rationale for dolphin?  Wasn’t dolphin 13 
higher, too?  What was the rationale for that? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re a highly-productive species. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Do you hear what you’re saying, Richard? 18 
 19 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is scalar. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is scalar. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is why I’m asking the question. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we need to come back and see what that 26 
rationale is. 27 
 28 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s why I’m asking the question, because, if 29 
it applies to that, it can apply to -- 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I know what you’re saying. 32 
 33 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  We’re talking about the buffer, and we’re not 34 
talking about the scalars. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Exactly.  That’s why I want to know how 37 
we got to that buffer. 38 
 39 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That’s not supposed to be changing the 40 
buffer. 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, and so we shouldn’t be going up. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For the other two, we have additional 45 
information, but I don’t remember how we got there with dolphin, 46 
other than we don’t think that we ought to allow a higher catch. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I would let sleeping dogs lie on this one. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The same rationale may apply to these. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But I don’t remember what it was. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Let’s look at this way.  Let’s say that the 9 
data we have for dolphin is worse than the other species.  Are 10 
you of the opinion that it could be overfished in the Caribbean? 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In terms of the buffer, I know where I stand.  13 
You’re not going to lead me into answering the way you would 14 
like it, period.  You can rephrase it however you would like, 15 
and you know my answer, because I have gone on the record 16 
repeatedly saying we shouldn’t manage dolphin, because the 17 
chances of overfishing -- But that’s not our mandate.  Our 18 
mandate is looking at that mean level that we have and what is 19 
our ability to know where we are and determine that mean level 20 
and whether we can monitor it that way. 21 
 22 
Dolphinfish in Puerto Rico, without having any of the 23 
recreational coming in, that honestly, in Puerto Rico, should be 24 
down, in addition to the tuna, but I don’t think we need to get 25 
that complicated, but I agree with the rationale here.  Our 26 
rationale for dolphin is -- It’s not consistent with everything 27 
else we do. 28 
 29 
You know what, I was just figuring out a way of arguing with 30 
Walter using that second component, because as much as you -- 31 
The data question in here and what’s the data quality, the data 32 
quality can be reduced by is the data representative of the 33 
stock as a whole, and that’s really captured in the PSA, in 34 
terms of the susceptibility.  That’s already in there.  I can’t, 35 
but I wish I could. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No, you don’t.  Well, if you want to use that 38 
logic, you would have to take out red hind. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, for red hind, we had ancillary data 41 
that said that there was greater abundance and greater size and 42 
greater age and a good sex ratio in St. Thomas.  We have 43 
ancillary data, other data, that showed it to be healthy. 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The other data is that tuna is landed all over 46 
the world, and dolphin is landed all over.  Dolphin is a 47 
migratory stock, as far as I know, that goes all over the 48 
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Atlantic, and that is additional information that can be used. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, but no one knows what the status of 3 
that stock is, because no one is looking at it over that range.   4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So I think we have to remove “suggests lower 6 
susceptibility”, because buffer and susceptibility is 7 
interchanging two of our components of our control rule, and all 8 
we have to do is species which have additional information and 9 
lower uncertainty.  We can get rid of “suggests lower 10 
susceptibility” and be done with it. 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  That makes sense. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Now the more complicated one is dolphin. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because what I am reading there is still 17 
susceptibility.   18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if you look at the small portion of 20 
the stock, that is susceptibility, isn’t it? 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, exactly.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The problem is we only have three 25 
categories of susceptibility. 26 
 27 
ORIAN TZADIK:  But it’s also scientific uncertainty, right?  28 
You’re trying to figure out the situation on a hundred 29 
individuals by looking at one, and that’s uncertainty.   30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you’re arguing to lower it.   32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I would take it down.  That would be 34 
higher uncertainty. 35 
 36 
ORIAN TZADIK:  It would be higher uncertainty, but you might 37 
just be saying that it also is just not affecting your entire 38 
population. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But that’s susceptibility again. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The additional information is that we know we 43 
only take a minor fraction of the stock.   44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is additional information, but was 46 
that accounted for in the PSA analysis? 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  It was. 1 
 2 
ORIAN TZADIK:  But is it accounted for, Todd, proportionally?  3 
Can you not -- I mean, in this example, would you not need a 4 
susceptibility score that’s higher than any of the other 5 
susceptibility scores? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s kind of what we were looking 8 
at, but -- 9 
 10 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If you do it that way, I would be happy with 11 
that, too.   12 
 13 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Right.  That’s what you need to do, and that’s 14 
what everybody is kind of getting at, and you just have to raise 15 
that now. 16 
 17 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Am I understanding you right in that you’re 18 
saying that you raise the scalar and -- 19 
 20 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Yes, raise the scalar and not -- 21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That argument is wonderful, because we’ve already 23 
done that. 24 
 25 
ORIAN TZADIK:  I am saying that -- 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If the argument now is to make the point that I 28 
want this number to be higher than it is, because I think this, 29 
we have already solved this in the scalar.  The 0.5 here is your 30 
relative difference for the uncertainty, and I get it, but we’ve 31 
taken that into account in the scalar, and so we’ve already gone 32 
-- Dolphin and lobster have the highest values we have for the 33 
scalar, and so we have already taken all those things into 34 
account by saying we’re going up here.  Now we’re down here, and 35 
do we have the ability to monitor it, and is that number for 36 
average catch correct in there? 37 
 38 
I don’t see them being that different, except, unfortunately, if 39 
you wanted to really take this conversation more, you’re into a 40 
species that is harvested by a sector of the fishery in Puerto 41 
Rico that we have no data being collected on. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that is -- 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I know, and that’s why I thought this was one of 46 
those that -- 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  I think what you’re saying is we have the right 1 
answer for the wrong reason that we want.  The catch should go 2 
up, but it’s not because of this and it’s because of the other. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If we’re going to be consistent in our logic. 7 
 8 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You’ve already said it can go up because of 9 
the other. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Baby steps. 12 
 13 
JOE KIMMEL:  We just made a big push to the Virgin Islands folks 14 
about how we thought that the buffer there should be a little 15 
bit lower, because of the lack of their data-gathering programs, 16 
and now we have a lack of data-gathering program for 17 
dolphinfish, since they’re primarily recreational, and so I now 18 
look at the question of whether we need to -- 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s why I said that if we carry this thing 21 
farther along that it’s going to end up going in the opposite 22 
direction as intended for bringing it up, because we don’t have 23 
the recreational component, and we just made a very important 24 
point of improving the recreational allows that buffer to go up, 25 
or improving your data collection for that species. 26 
 27 
We don’t have information, and we’re not going to have 28 
information, for the species in Puerto Rico, and so if have the 29 
buffer lower, then you actually give them the same exact thing 30 
to go back up again, but, given all these other considerations, 31 
at the bare minimum, keeping for dolphinfish a 0.5 seems 32 
consistent with everything else we did. 33 
 34 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Why don’t we just keep it at 0.5? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s got to be 0.5. 37 
 38 
JOE KIMMEL:  There is still plenty of room there for fishermen 39 
to catch what they need. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am concerned about any buffer value below 0.5, 44 
because we have not examined the results in the simulation, and 45 
my suspicion is that it’s a reduction from the mean of the 46 
reference period, and we have said on several occasions on the 47 
record that was not our intention. 48 
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 1 
I am concerned that if we present that to the council, that it’s 2 
a reduction, this is dead in the water, the work that we’ve 3 
done.  I am just going to state that for the record.  I really 4 
think we should avoid reductions in Tier 4a.  Certainly I am 5 
willing to say that we’re not going to give an increase, but I 6 
think we’re running the risk here of not being consistent with 7 
the intentions that we have described on many occasions. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  When we began this part of the conversation, I 12 
believe you, Todd, said think of this as relative, and, if the 13 
bottom does not match what we intended, we will adjust 14 
accordingly. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If the SSC believes that’s what we should do.  I 17 
mean, Shannon clearly has -- She’s got a different angle on 18 
these results, and she’s got to be the one that’s going to the 19 
council and hearing this stuff, but that’s very easily done, 20 
Kevin.  Let’s come up with a relative scale. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Let them take a look at it and let Shannon look 25 
at that question. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just don’t want to shut the door on that 28 
notion and because I think, as Shannon mentioned, our intent of 29 
4a is certainly not a reduction.  It may not be a big increase, 30 
but it’s certainly not a reduction, and so let’s keep that in 31 
mind. 32 
 33 
ORIAN TZADIK:  This is becoming a very semantics-based argument, 34 
and you guys are -- I mean, you’re saying, for example, you want 35 
to raise dolphinfish, but we can’t do it for the buffer because 36 
of all these semantics.  Okay, why don’t we allow -- Why don’t 37 
you allow for the scalar to be higher than it is, and then you 38 
won’t have this problem. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we talked about that a little bit the 41 
other day. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That rescales everything. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t want to go anywhere near that.  That 46 
takes us back to the beginning. 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I mean, it’s a complicated series of rules 1 
based on very little information, but this is where we’re at 2 
after two years.  We should not lose sight of the intent, 3 
although it’s imperfect system. 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am going to lose on this issue of dolphin and 6 
all, which is fine.  With respect to what Shannon said, which 7 
had nothing to do with dolphin, all we can do is check it out 8 
and see what happens.  Then we can come back.  I mean, I am 9 
perfectly happy with the 0.4.  If your homework shows that it’s 10 
significant reductions, we can come back and revisit it first 11 
thing in the morning. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It won’t be a problem to solve. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No. 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s an easy enough problem to solve by just 18 
saying that if it’s in 4a that we’re not going to reduce it, and 19 
so, if it comes up as a reduction, you just set it at the mean 20 
of the reference period.  Then you’re not giving a reduction, 21 
but you’re not giving an increase either.  At least it’s 22 
consistent with our intent as we have described that, but there 23 
is a number of other ways that it could be addressed as well. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, and it’s not a problem.  Okay.  Since I 26 
concede defeat -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need to solve this issue regardless.   29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It sounds like take dolphin out.  I disagree, 31 
but it’s -- You have already --  32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We cannot make an argument that says, even 34 
though we’ve done the PSA and we’ve accounted for susceptibility 35 
in the scalar, that there are situations where in fact that 36 
scalar is probably inadequate on a three-level tier and we can 37 
make exceptions.   38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am sure we can say somewhere in the -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m sure we can, because we’re allowed to 42 
do whatever we want if we can justify it. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If we want to change it, we can increase the 45 
buffers. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, because the same thing is going to 48 
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apply for lobster.  The rationale for the lobster was that our 1 
minimum size is so large, and given the analysis that was done 2 
for Florida, it would show that you could have a substantial 3 
increase in fishing pressure on lobster and we wouldn’t have a 4 
problem, but that minimum size is a susceptibility issue. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even places where we have a pretty good 9 
feel for the fact that things could go up, we’re boxing 10 
ourselves into not allowing that to happen.   11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Life is tough sometimes. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am also going to restate that, no, we’re not 15 
boxing ourselves.  We’ve already done it.  That is the whole 16 
scalar and everything, and so, now that we’ve already had that 17 
discussion, and we’re now down to a question of scientific 18 
uncertainty on the data streams we have, we are revisiting, 19 
because we want -- I mean, we’ve already done it.  We’re not 20 
boxing ourselves in.  We have taken it into account and provided 21 
all the rationale.   22 
 23 
We have gone up, and we look at the ones here and I bet you 24 
that, when this discussion -- If we went back to the 25 
transcripts, the word “uncertainty” is floating around, and 26 
there was this overfishing thing, and no one knew what was going 27 
on, but it was, if 0.5 is our value, I think dolphin should be 28 
greater and I think lobster should be greater, but, if we look 29 
at the individual components, we have gone up with every one of 30 
these based in the scalar component, and so every one of those 31 
is up at the higher end of the spectrum already, and now we’re 32 
going down here.   33 
 34 
Now that we’re having this discussion, unless it’s a scientific 35 
uncertainty argument, everyone’s concerns have already been 36 
taken into account. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but if you’re a three on say your 39 
biology, you can’t go any higher if you’ve got spawning closed 40 
and closed MPAs and minimum sizes and all these other buffers 41 
that you put in.  There is no reward for having those things. 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we did the whole scale wrong and we need to 44 
go back to the beginning and start over, because the top of the 45 
scale should represent the top of the scale.  If it’s not the 46 
top of the scale -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Species that would have been a two, and for 1 
those reasons we moved it up to a three, we have covered that.  2 
For a species that was a three, there is no room to move up, and 3 
I don’t know if that’s a problem or not.  It comes down to a 4 
couple of species, but they happen to be important ones. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would still argue -- If I recall, under the 7 
buffers, it did say ancillary information. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, for lobster -- 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Ancillary information for dolphin, you have 12 
additional information that it’s a migratory species that goes 13 
all over.   14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would have said, for lobster, the 16 
additional information is the comparison to the stock 17 
assessments that were done in Florida and so, for that one, I 18 
would go with the increase.  Dolphinfish, I am stuck with, 19 
because the small proportion was part of the susceptibility, 20 
and, on the other hand, we still have a problem with 21 
recreational data now, and that is the recreational species. 22 
 23 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The language you just said about lobster and the 24 
extensive area of protection and the comparison to the Florida 25 
assessment -- 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, the extensive area of protection is a 28 
susceptibility thing. 29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  What you said is the comparison to the stock 31 
assessment in Florida and the minimum size, and we didn’t -- 32 
That gives me way more confidence that there is less scientific 33 
uncertainty in there, but -- 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Has the South Atlantic does a stock assessment 36 
on dolphin? 37 
 38 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  No. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No?  Why not? 41 
 42 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Because the stock is the whole North Atlantic. 43 
 44 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It’s the whole -- Yes, and it’s been proposed 45 
a couple of times, I think, to all the councils to get together 46 
and do it. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Really, that was our intent, to get the 1 
council to pay attention to it, was to get together and do it 2 
that way, but here we are stuck with it.  Under lobster, 3 
eliminate “extensive area of protection” and add “supporting 4 
evidence from the Florida stock assessment”.   5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What was reporting evidence from Florida?  As I 7 
recall, since I sat on the committee, we thought it was a 8 
worldwide -- It was a whole Pan Caribbean or whatever. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They said, at their minimum size, they were 11 
okay, and our minimum size is even higher. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That is susceptibility. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that part wasn’t brought into the 16 
susceptibility discussion.  This is ancillary information. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, it is. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You tell me, because I wasn’t here for 21 
that. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I have lost on dolphinfish, and so I would like 24 
to move on. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have the length frequency data to 27 
support that? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dolphinfish is going down to 0.5 again? 30 
 31 
JOE KIMMEL:  That’s what I would do, is just take it out of 32 
there. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, because it’s no longer an exception. 35 
 36 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, it’s not an exception anymore. 37 
 38 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I am not sure I understand the reason, 39 
given the question about uncertainty given the data, why it’s at 40 
the default, and so I don’t understand the answer to Joe’s 41 
question. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Joe, you probably don’t remember your 44 
question, and we can move on. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Whose question? 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, since he can’t remember it -- 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What was the question? 3 
 4 
JOE KIMMEL:  What was the question? 5 
 6 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The question about dolphinfish and is there 7 
a reason to keep the buffer at 0.5 if you’re saying that it’s a 8 
recreational-based species and there is questions about data -- 9 
In the USVI, the questions about recreational and data quality 10 
led us to reductions in buffer, and so why wouldn’t dolphinfish 11 
have a reduction? 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  In the recreational dolphinfish and the large 14 
component -- If you really wanted to, you could figure out which 15 
of them are expected to be primarily recreational components, 16 
and those are the ones that get taken down. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the question. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  For the Virgin Islands, it’s not relevant, 21 
because the -- 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the point is there isn’t a data stream.  24 
We have a greater uncertainty, and that data stream applies to 25 
actually all the species for which we’re collecting recreational 26 
data for which a separate value is going to be calculated, and 27 
so we would apply that same 0.4 to all the recreational species, 28 
if we’re being consistent with our language.   29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say not to open the species list can of 31 
worms, but give someone homework tonight to come back to those 32 
percentages for recreational as a total in Puerto Rico, and then 33 
we can decide the dividing line. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  For what?  I’m sorry. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re not going to like this, but dolphinfish in 38 
Puerto Rico, because we’re on the table on this, we said, well, 39 
dolphin is primarily harvested by the recreational sector in 40 
Puerto Rico, and we no longer have the data stream for Puerto 41 
Rico to collect information on that, and so our scientific 42 
uncertainty on that is greater.   43 
 44 
From the 0.5, we should be going down to 0.4.  Then Richard 45 
brought up that, well, doesn’t that apply to all the other 46 
recreational species, and my take on that would be that it 47 
doesn’t apply to all of them, but it was going to apply to the 48 
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recreational species that are primarily -- The ones that are 1 
caught primarily in the recreational sector, which is the area 2 
we won’t have good data on. 3 
 4 
My recommendation would be for someone to look at the 5 
recreational landings to the total landings for the last couple 6 
of years and just do a percentage. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  How about for lobster, which are half 9 
recreational landings, reported recreational landings?  Does 10 
that constitute uncertainty in the data, and, as a result, that 11 
0.6 buffer that we’re using for lobster may be artificially 12 
high. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s lobster in St. Thomas and St. John. 15 
 16 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, and I know what you’re saying, and I would 17 
say, for lobster in Puerto Rico, you’re probably -- If we were 18 
to do calculations, and if we knew what the recreational was, I 19 
think your percentage recreational is going to be small relative 20 
to commercial. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What about St. Thomas?  I don’t think it is. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  St. Thomas is going to be dramatically small, 25 
because they are doing extremely well with their lobster 26 
fishing.  You don’t have the major folks going out there and -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that ancillary information? 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Todd, that’s just pure speculation on your 31 
part.  You got upset when I talked about the economics. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Walter, you have your issues, and this doesn’t 34 
relate to St. Thomas.  We don’t have a recreational issue in St. 35 
Thomas.  If you would like to continue to raise things, then go 36 
for it, but -- 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Show me a paper that says that. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Walter, it has nothing to do with this.  The 41 
recreational is not included in St. Thomas, right?  How is the 42 
recreational being included in St. Thomas? 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s not. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and then why are you raising this issue?  I 47 
know, and I hang out with argumentative people all the time, and 48 
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I’m used to it. 1 
 2 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just on the data stream question, I heard 3 
you talking about data coming in recreationally going forward, 4 
but, here, I think we want to look at the -- Are there questions 5 
about the data that we used to generate that SYL that it’s being 6 
buffered from, and so our uncertainty in that information.  I 7 
understand that there might not be recreational data going 8 
forward, but I just wanted to clarify if we’re also unclear 9 
about the data that we have. 10 
 11 
TODD GEDAMKE:  You make an awesome point, because our 12 
responsibility is not management uncertainty going forward, 13 
which is what we’ll be coming to next year, but it’s what we 14 
looked at and what we’re setting our basis on.  I think we -- Is 15 
there great uncertainty in what we used to set these numbers? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we had recreational data. 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then I guess dolphin is a good point.  I don’t 20 
like it, but --  21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We have recreational data for dolphin for 23 
Puerto Rico, and we even have confidence intervals around it. 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s a very good rationale to say let’s just 26 
keep them at the default, because we had the information before, 27 
but, going forward, this concern is something that the council 28 
should take up for management uncertainty.   29 
 30 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So dolphin goes back to 0.5? 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say put them all at 0.5, because that 35 
rationale right there, Jocelyn, is rock solid, or pretty solid.   36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Graciela just confirmed that in 38 
fact the sampling program for recreational data in Puerto Rico 39 
will continue. 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s not going to be the whole island 42 
yet, but they are continuing with the program, and so I 43 
requested the reports, because the local government provided 44 
that information, and so, as soon as I have that, I will -- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not the whole island, and what does 47 
that mean? 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s wait until I get it. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because that’s a future problem.  It’s 4 
not a problem right now.  Okay.   5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the first I’m hearing about it, and so 7 
I’m just curious to know how this is going to play out.  Maybe 8 
we can get an update sometime in the morning about who and what 9 
and when, but that’s aside from all of this. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Are we good with this?  12 
Dolphinfish are now going to be 0.5.  We can just delete it.   13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So the other two stay? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I am happy with that. 17 
 18 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am happy with that, too. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not happy with it, but -- 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so now we can go to the end. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am happy in as much as it’s using the same 25 
logic. 26 
 27 
JOE KIMMEL:  So we wind up having two species where the buffer 28 
is greater than 0.5. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, were you thinking of getting an 31 
opinion on how to move forward with that? 32 
 33 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, and so the question of the 34 
recommendation of the 0.5 buffer, as we discussed, you guys can 35 
agree to that one yourself, in terms of how you’re developing 36 
the ABC at this point, the recommendation for ABC at this point 37 
in time.   38 
 39 
Then, for the modification, as I mentioned before, you can 40 
recommend to the council that the control rule reflect that in 41 
some way, perhaps through an asterisk after ABC, that something 42 
like it’s the SSC’s intent that ABC and the buffers be reviewed 43 
every two years, and that would be for the council to adopt.  44 
That would be a change to the control rule language. 45 
 46 
You can also, when you provide your ABC recommendations, give 47 
the council a letter continuing to express the intent that these 48 
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are the recommendations at this time, but you would recommend 1 
that ABCs be revisited in two years.  Then, at that two-year 2 
period, similarly, provide a recommendation to the council that 3 
it be revisited.  Then it would be for the council to agree and 4 
say, yes, we would like you to review the ABC recommendations.  5 
I am not familiar enough with this SSC to know how frequently it 6 
meets, but, at those meetings, you could develop those letters 7 
and send in the recommendation to update it.   8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  I hate to be argumentative, but I just don’t get 10 
it.  If we were to get rid of the bullet designation on the 11 
second and just make one bullet that has all the text is there, 12 
then, essentially, we would accomplish what we want, which is to 13 
specify the procedure we’re using, which would just be one 14 
bullet instead of two bullets, and so then what’s the problem?  15 
Somehow, by making that second thing a separate bullet, it gets 16 
treated differently. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I was going to make the same point. 19 
 20 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Well, right now, you’re recommending ABC.  21 
You have a control rule that says how you recommend ABC, and so 22 
it says pick a buffer within this range.  You’re recommending it 23 
based on that buffer, and --  24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it’s also based on that understanding 26 
and, if we roll that into one statement, wouldn’t that be 27 
legitimate and that this is how we proceeded to establish --  28 
 29 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think that’s your recommendation then.  30 
You recommend ABC, and you say this is the ABC that we have 31 
recommended, but we recommend that this be revisited in two 32 
years, and so that’s what you provide to the council when you 33 
send it to them. 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, I think what we’re saying is that if Graciela 36 
was to just back-space from right where it says “evaluate”, that 37 
is -- 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just put a period after --  40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, and that’s our procedure.  It basically says 42 
we do this and, if it’s been two years since the last time, then 43 
we do this, and so that’s our procedure. 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  That’s the control rule.  It controls how 46 
you recommend ABC, which is why it’s called the control rule, 47 
and so that sort of revisting every two years would have to be -48 
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- If that’s part of the rule, it would have to be in the rule.  1 
Otherwise, what you really doing is an ABC that only lasts for 2 
two years, because you’re saying this is our ABC that we have 3 
provided for you, and we intend for it to be revisited in two 4 
years. 5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I just -- I think that the difference is the 7 
way of scientific thinking and legal thinking in some way.  The 8 
control rule says times the buffer, and John sees buffer as a 9 
parameter input.  By changing the parameter input, it’s not 10 
changing the control rule at all.  You’re seeing buffer being 11 
equated to whatever number we choose.  Therefore, once that 12 
number is in there, that’s your control rule.  We’re seeing a 13 
control that has buffer, and that’s the control rule, and that’s 14 
not being changed at all.  The parameter input to is it being 15 
changed.   16 
 17 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, and that’s why I was saying, if 18 
you’re saying your parameter input is 0.5, and then after two 19 
years it changes, then, in essence, your output is only valid 20 
for two years.   21 
 22 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  And we don’t say 0.5.  We start with 0.5, and then 25 
you consider this. 26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Sure. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then you consider when is the last time it was 30 
done.  If it’s over two years, then you change -- Then you do 31 
this.  It’s one rule, and it changes as the information changes. 32 
 33 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Then I think that your ABC recommendation 34 
would be this is our recommendation for ABC, and it’s set based 35 
on your inputs, and your input is 0.5, but it will be valid for 36 
two years, and so then you are, in essence, recommending an ABC 37 
that is time limited and needs to be revisited. 38 
 39 
I am not familiar with others recommending an ABC that is only 40 
valid for a point of time, but I think the way that you would do 41 
that is to say this is our recommendation and the inputs here we 42 
are presuming will need to be revisited in two years, and so I 43 
mean you could be explicit that your recommendation would be 44 
that it --  45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  In many places, they do an ABC every year, but the 47 
rule doesn’t change.  They just change the numbers and do the 48 
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calculations and say here it is for this year. 1 
 2 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, and the -- 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s what we’re saying here, is the rule doesn’t 5 
change, but, as you get more information, you update the 6 
calculations. 7 
 8 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think that most of those instances where 9 
there is additional information is that there’s a stock 10 
assessment, and so the rule will say something that -- I don’t 11 
know if it will say anything explicit, but there is just this 12 
idea that, when there is new information, the council contacts 13 
the SSC and says, okay, here is new information and let’s get 14 
another recommendation here. 15 
 16 
It’s not necessarily that it’s hard-wired in or that it’s part 17 
of the input to ABC, but it’s just an iterative process, because 18 
you are providing this ongoing advice in the case of different 19 
information.  Here, I think it’s difficult to conceive of doing 20 
anything other than saying here’s our recommendation and we 21 
recommend that we revisit it, and so sort of linking it together 22 
that you can’t have a buffer unless -- That’s a slightly 23 
different concept than I have seen before. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd. 26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If we’re going to break sometime in the next 28 
fifteen or twenty minutes or so, my recommendation would be to -29 
- Maybe Shannon and Jocelyn could -- Because this, to me, is a 30 
framework adjustment.  This is absolutely the point of a 31 
framework adjustment, and it’s that you set it up so that you’ve 32 
got something in the back that says -- 33 
 34 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, and I think the framework procedures 35 
will allow for adjustments to ABC and the ABC control rules, but 36 
it’s just that is different than saying this is a time-limited 37 
ABC, as opposed to, all right, we have a framework in place to 38 
adjust the ABC in the face of new information or in the face of 39 
the previous question of uncertainty, but that is something that 40 
is very common that it would be revisited, but it’s just I think 41 
you can recommend that it be revisited. 42 
 43 
I feel like there is maybe some reluctance because you think the 44 
council won’t allow for the revisiting, but I don’t -- It seems 45 
like it’s a normal process to revisit ABC, but this is an 46 
advisory body that serves at the pleasure of the council, and so 47 
you can just provide the recommendations and recommend that it 48 



285 
 

get revisited. 1 
 2 
JOE KIMMEL:  Can we recommend to the council to insert this 3 
revisitation in two years in their framework? 4 
 5 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You could put an asterisk on the ABC and 6 
say that the SSC intends for this to be revisited every two 7 
years.  In the framework, you have actions that can be adjusted 8 
by a framework, and then the discussion can say that the SSC has 9 
recommended that ABC be revisited every two years to consider 10 
scientific uncertainty. 11 
 12 
Then it would be throughout the record that the intent is that 13 
it be revisited, and then it’s just contacting the council, and 14 
they would say, yes, that makes sense and we would like 15 
additional ABC recommendations, because our scientific advisors 16 
are recommending that it be revisited.   17 
 18 
ORIAN TZADIK:  You’re basing this off of precedents from other 19 
councils, and there is no other council where every single stock 20 
is in Tier 4.  I mean, so shouldn’t there be -- If there’s 21 
nothing actually in the law that says you can’t do it, why can’t 22 
you do it? 23 
 24 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You can recommend to the council that the 25 
control rule reflect the intent to revisit the intent to revisit 26 
the ABC every two years. 27 
 28 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think John, when Walter asked if this was a 29 
package deal or can we go on one versus the other, he 30 
recommended 0.5 contingent upon the second component, because, 31 
given the uncertainty that we have, the feeling that we need to 32 
be lower, but this is a way of going without dramatically 33 
changing things and giving people a two-year opportunity to 34 
change. 35 
 36 
The way we can make sure this happens is you do the exact 37 
opposite, where you go in really, really low and you say, yes, 38 
we can come up with this annually, and then guess what?  I 39 
guarantee you the council is going to be making that phone call 40 
three months ahead of time, but, right now, when you set it up 41 
and you look at that, I think there was a -- Correct me if I’m 42 
not paraphrasing your intent, but, with this, you picked up on 43 
that. 44 
 45 
I mean, there is just the concern that, yes, this is going to be 46 
great and we’re not going to revisit it, because part of this is 47 
that, if changes don’t get made in the data streams, then this 48 
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just can’t go on forever.  I mean, this is just getting, gotten, 1 
long past ridiculous. 2 
 3 
The intent here is to say, okay, we’re putting our -- The SSC is 4 
putting our foot down and saying you’ve got two years.  If the 5 
data streams aren’t improved, then we need to be ratcheting it 6 
back, and ratcheting it back in way that gives whatever period 7 
after that.  A hard ball, are we committing -- Yes.  Instead of 8 
having all this wishy-washy language, our control rule says a 9 
0.5 buffer in this year and a 0.4 buffer in the next year and 10 
0.3 in the next year and 0.2.  Then it continues ratcheting down 11 
to zero unless there is data improvement. 12 
 13 
My comments were we’re not going to end in fifteen minutes, and 14 
I think there’s two things that we really have to have ready for 15 
us to discuss tomorrow.  Shannon and Adyan are looking at a 16 
couple of these numbers, whether the 0.5 or 0.4 are putting us 17 
in a crazy situation.  Then maybe we all think about where we 18 
kind of sit on this issue and whether someone wants to stand 19 
real strong for a framework adjustment or stand strong in terms 20 
of some other way of putting this together.  I don’t think we’re 21 
going to resolve this -- 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not right now, no.  Is it possible to get 24 
some trial runs through on -- 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  She can do them right now, and please don’t say 27 
anything right now. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just say I will have them ready. 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will have them ready. 32 
 33 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Thank you. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Is there agreement to adjourn? 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  I so move. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to continue. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But I have to have a break, and then it 42 
would be six o’clock by the time we got back from that break. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think we can finish up with buffer tonight.   45 
 46 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on February 28, 2018.) 47 
 48 
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- - - 1 
 2 

March 1, 2018 3 
 4 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 5 
 6 

- - - 7 
 8 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 9 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 10 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Thursday morning, March 1, 2018, and was 11 
called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started, I guess.  This is day 14 
four of the SSC, and we’re starting again with the roll call. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 17 
 18 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 21 
 22 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 25 
 26 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 27 
 28 
JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Adyan Rios, NOAA Fisheries. 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 33 
staff. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 38 
 39 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 40 
 41 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 42 
 43 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 44 
 45 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 46 
 47 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 48 
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 1 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 2 
Counsel. 3 
 4 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, NOAA Fisheries. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Online?   9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Skyler and Sarah.  Where do you want 11 
to begin? 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a good question.  Maybe, just to get 14 
us in the mood, Adyan, would you give us the results of some 15 
runs? 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  You just want to see what the control rule behavior 18 
looks like? 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 21 
 22 

REVIEW OF DAY 3 DECISIONS 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The summary that you have on the 25 
screen is -- Sarah put this together and sent it around, and so 26 
this is the summary of what you discussed yesterday.  There are 27 
still things that you need to vote on. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would like to suggest a correction to the 30 
third bullet point, which is that -- 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would like to not get into that yet. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, but this was something that was on the 35 
record by me yesterday, and so, if you don’t want to get into 36 
it, I will bring it up later. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is your hand up, Todd? 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and just given the exchange and where we got 41 
to, could you just fill us in as to what we want to accomplish 42 
today?  What do we have on the list?  We want to review the 43 
results from the runs and see how the control rule performs, and 44 
we want to revisit -- What are the three or four things that 45 
we’re trying to click off? 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My understanding is that we want to see how 48 
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things are behaving.  We already know this is going to be 1 
revisited, because Kevin has already raised his hand, and I have 2 
some questions as well, and there may be others.  As I 3 
understand it, we are trying to finish the buffer issue and 4 
John’s worry relative to basically the time limit on how we’re 5 
doing this.  Those are the items that I think are remaining.  6 
That is to say that I think we’re really close. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and so we’re really just -- We’re trying to 9 
get that buffer finalized and make a final decision on that.  10 
Okay. 11 
 12 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, at some point, after we -- I 13 
would like to hear the simulation results, but I would like to 14 
bring up the issues that we discussed on buffers yesterday 15 
again. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Adyan. 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Sorry, but if people have fundamental -- Like 20 
Walter wants to raise a question on the buffers, and Kevin has a 21 
comment on the buffers, and what we’ve been trying to avoid is 22 
us going into reverse-engineering to look at all the conflicts 23 
and so on.  We want to make sure that we’re consistent with the 24 
intent of it. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If that’s the case, we should not look at 27 
the results. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am asking you.  It’s your room, and I would 30 
love it if -- We have someone that is going to raise something 31 
that might change where we’re at, then let’s not get wrapped up 32 
in looking at the final numbers.  Let’s talk about any 33 
fundamental -- That’s my suggestion, but -- 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That was what my comment was going to be. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Just so we don’t go away from the original 40 
intent of a 4a, and we can see whatever we need to see. 41 
 42 

REVISTING OF DISCUSSION OF BUFFERS AND UNCERTAINTY 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say let’s revisit before we look at 45 
the results.  That way, we’re going to be doing it independently 46 
of performance and we’re trying to base it on logical 47 
consistency.  Kevin, you have raised your hand first.   48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The issue that I have here is we had mentioned, 2 
at some point, if our first cut at these buffers, at these 3 
baseline buffers, ended up putting us in a place that was 4 
counter to the original intent of a 4a, that we would revisit 5 
it, and that’s all I wanted to make clear on that, because I 6 
don’t think we came up with this notion of a 4a being at or 7 
above based upon susceptibility.  Based upon that, we had in our 8 
heads, collectively, I believe, this is the kind of behavior 9 
that we want to see, and then we should not counter that with a 10 
buffer that puts us in a place where we didn’t originally 11 
intend, and that’s all that I am concerned about on that bullet 12 
point. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but we had said that, should we be in 15 
that bind, if we have a process that’s set, all we would do is 16 
we would shift the scalar. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s all -- It’s just in there, 19 
and I just wanted to be sure that we were all recalling that. 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is everyone clear on that, because there were 22 
some emotions running high yesterday from various angles, and I 23 
think that there is never -- I don’t think there has ever been 24 
any discussion in this room to do anything different than that, 25 
and Kevin is making sure we’re aware and making sure that 26 
everyone is clear on that, and that’s important.  27 
 28 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yesterday, we had a spreadsheet that listed things 29 
that would be used to consider modifying the -- We didn’t call I 30 
the baseline, but we called it the default, and have those other 31 
factors now disappeared, or are they rolled up into a different 32 
wording? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re there. 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s the overreporting and the underreporting and 37 
blah, blah, blah, and there were form changes and behavior, and 38 
that is still there?  I didn’t see it in the summary, but the 39 
summary is just a summary. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 42 
 43 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What you saw was the side that made 44 
reference to all of these, and so we should include in the 45 
summary a line that says -- 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 48 
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 1 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I just wanted to ask a question, just to 2 
make sure that I am clear and the record is clear on the issues 3 
about reporting and how that’s being used.  I understand there 4 
is some concerns about data quality, but, as we’re looking at 5 
this, and I think others mentioned this yesterday, that we 6 
should be looking at how the potential issues with the data 7 
create uncertainty with the result that that control rule 8 
produced, and so that SYL level, how we uncertain we are in that 9 
based on the potential issues with the data streams, so that 10 
it’s not an abstract question, but it’s applied to the process 11 
here. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s early.  Can you run that by me again? 14 
 15 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Sure.  Just about the reporting, I wanted 16 
to make sure, just so that I’m clear, like how we’re considering 17 
it and to express that I don’t think we should be just 18 
considering that, okay, the data in an of itself might not be -- 19 
It might not be kind of the -- I guess I don’t know what word to 20 
use, but ideal or something, but that we’re looking at the 21 
problems with the data and how those might create problems for 22 
that SYL level and thinking about how certain or uncertain are 23 
we in that and how much do we need to buffer to ABC, if that’s 24 
the kind of uncertainty that we’re looking at, what’s the 25 
uncertainty in the results here. 26 
 27 
Someone phrased it yesterday as saying what are the data quality 28 
issues and how do they lead to the potential that there might be 29 
-- Whether it was the OFL overfishing or here, the SYL level, 30 
was reflecting a sustainable yield level, so that we’re not just 31 
sort of considering that there are problems with the data, but, 32 
the problems with the data, how does it create uncertainty in 33 
the questions that we’re trying to ask here. 34 
 35 
Reporting issues can be a management uncertainty, but there is 36 
scientific uncertainty if you’re saying our inputs -- We’re not 37 
really certain of the results, given the questions about the 38 
inputs, and so just to make sure we’re looking at the more 39 
defined question rather than the abstract question of data 40 
quality. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have a comment? 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mine may be a little bit longer, but, 45 
yesterday, Todd and John forcibly argued for a different buffer 46 
between platforms, and it made sense to me, at the time, and I 47 
was on the prevailing side of the votes under Roberts Rules, as 48 
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loosely as we practice it, and I can bring up the issue again, 1 
and I would like to bring up the issue. 2 
 3 
The more I thought about it, their argument did not hold as much 4 
weight as I originally thought.  I can easily see the sharp 5 
decline in reported landings in the Virgin Islands due to 6 
changes in economic conditions. 7 
 8 
Todd mentioned that we don’t have any proof of it.  However, 9 
proof is -- I guess, as a social scientist, I would argue that 10 
there is significant evidence of a decline in economic 11 
activities, and, using just economic logic, that would translate 12 
to a reduction in the demand for seafood and likely the harvest 13 
or the reported catch of the different species. 14 
 15 
Again, I am going to go back to the issue that -- Again, 16 
unfortunately, I don’t know where it was, but the issue that no 17 
expansion is being used for the Virgin Islands, expansion 18 
factor, has been considered.  It has been determined that there 19 
is no need for it.   20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That comes from where? 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I remember, at a previous SEDAR, all of this 24 
was discussed in detail. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What year? 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Let me finish first.  Honestly, I have no 29 
problems with either a 0.5 or a 0.4 being used for all islands, 30 
but, the more I thought about it, I don’t see any compelling 31 
reason that we have a different buffer between different 32 
platforms.   33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, would you like to get this one going?  35 
Because we addressed both those questions. 36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  What you said is that there may be economic 38 
reasons for the downturn in the reported landings, but that is a 39 
separate issue from whether or not they are scaled correctly.  40 
It may be that they are following the trend, but they are off 41 
consistently by 50 percent every year. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  A SEDAR assessment that we had, and I was at 44 
it, and I can’t remember which one, but the issues of expansion 45 
factors was considered.  It was determined that there is no need 46 
to use an expansion factor for the -- 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  No need to or no ability to?  I mean, part of it, 1 
I think, is that an expansion factor -- What expansion factor 2 
and where is it going to come from, and I don’t know that they 3 
said there is no need for it.  I think it was more we don’t 4 
really have the ability to do it.  If we did it, we wouldn’t 5 
necessarily make it better, because we don’t have that ability. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t think that was the case.  8 
Unfortunately, I don’t have the -- Graciela would have been 9 
there, and she may be able to help out some. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When was the SEDAR? 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It was several years ago. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Turn around.  That’s when the SEDAR was, and the 16 
SEDAR was the testimony from the fishermen, from David Olsen, 17 
that everyone was 100 percent reporting.  At that point in time, 18 
it was, if everyone is not 100 percent, as long as it’s 19 
consistent, it’s no problem. 20 
 21 
The same people, for the last eight years, have argued exactly 22 
against what you’re saying, that reporting has changed.  We have 23 
heard it -- How many testimonies do we have?  It’s over and over 24 
and over. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I’ve got it direct from Julian that for St. 27 
Thomas that the majority of the larger fishermen are reporting. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  So the number that upset the fishermen that is 30 
much, much lower than previously -- The argument was made that, 31 
no, they’re not reporting and that’s why that number is so low.  32 
I mean, this is -- We can argue it both ways, but we don’t know.  33 
That is the point.  We don’t know anything. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As an economist, I can look at the change in 36 
landings, and I think there is rather strong evidence that the 37 
reduction in landings is the result of a change in economic 38 
activity on the island. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  And only a change in economic -- 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We are here to give our expert opinion, and 43 
that is what I am doing. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  As an astronomer, I think that’s due to UFOs. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think that’s unfair statement you just made 48 
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there.  I think that’s totally unprofessional and uncalled for. 1 
 2 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it’s due to multiple causes.  It could 3 
also be a change in behavior.  Just because there is an economic 4 
explanation, it does not rule out all other explanations. 5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Before we all get crazy emotional, this is the 7 
most fundamental data point.  This is like -- That is why I find 8 
myself getting ramped up, because is the most fundamental thing 9 
about data, and we have Jocelyn asking the question about, well, 10 
how does this affect the actual level that we’re setting. 11 
 12 
I mean, you put these same arguments into there and what do we 13 
have?  It’s zero.  We have nothing.  We have no ability to set 14 
anything, and we have no ability to manage and give guidance on 15 
the council.  If we don’t know what that number is from -- Maybe 16 
it’s economic, and you might be absolutely right, but is that 17 
economic going to change in the next couple of years?  Is the 18 
reporting going to change? 19 
 20 
If we don’t know, we have no ability whether 100 pounds -- If 21 
it’s reported as 400 next year, and we have no ability to 22 
compare the two numbers.  Every number for landings that we’re 23 
doing is reported landings times some correction factor.  That 24 
is in every fishery, unless you’re counting every single -- It’s 25 
reported times some correction factor. 26 
 27 
The assumption from the SEDAR you’re referring to is that 28 
reporting factor has remained constant or was unnecessary.  We 29 
have testimony over and over and over saying that’s not the 30 
case, and it’s not the case, and we could argue one way or the 31 
other.  I could say it is the case, and you could say it’s not 32 
the case, but it doesn’t matter.  We need to know what that 33 
parameter is.  Without that parameter, we’re just going to 34 
fight.  We’re going to go back and forth and fight, and you can 35 
bring up the economics, but, unless we actually have some sort 36 
of method to determine or not determine -- I mean, what do we do 37 
with it? 38 
 39 
I apologize for my UFO comment, but let me redo that as I’m a 40 
farmer and my agricultural runoff is going into the water.  It’s 41 
another explanation that I could give you evidence that there is 42 
agricultural runoff, but you can’t do causality between the two 43 
without some evidence. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is why we should make things different. 46 
 47 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is exactly why.  Because of that 2 
uncertainty, we are here in very loose grounds, and now we’re 3 
making decisions comparing the uncertainty between islands when 4 
we don’t know what is the uncertainty of any island.  That is 5 
what I -- I am not saying that we don’t have uncertainty.   6 
 7 
Everybody knows we have lots of them, but we just don’t know how 8 
many, and we don’t have any solid grounds to say we will have 9 
more here than there, even though there is a program, an 10 
expansion program, in Puerto Rico.  I am not sure that it was a 11 
good idea to start with, or maybe it is, but we haven’t analyzed 12 
it comprehensively here to say it is better numbers than what 13 
Julian believes or not that they are close to reporting what 14 
they are catching.  I am not sure of that. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  John made the argument yesterday that basically 17 
in two years there may be additional information for Puerto 18 
Rico, and, if it proves that the data is wrong, then we can 19 
reduce it, but we don’t have any program in the Virgin Islands.  20 
As far as I know, somebody may come up to me tomorrow with 21 
information suggesting that the landings are accurate in the 22 
Virgin Islands, and so, again, I am on record. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am agreeing with you, Walter, that if somebody 25 
comes forward with some evidence that the Virgin Island landings 26 
are accurate, I would immediately say, good, let’s revisit that 27 
multiplier and set it to 0.5 or even 0.6, if we knew that -- I 28 
mean, depending on the quality of the information.   29 
 30 
If we knew that those landings are spot-on accurate, then it’s 31 
like, okay, that’s a huge amount of uncertainty that is 32 
evaporated, and we can raise that number, but -- 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But why then do we give a different number for 35 
Puerto Rico than the Virgin Islands?  If somebody can come up -- 36 
We don’t have any additional information for Puerto Rico at this 37 
point in time.  We may have it in two years, but, at this point 38 
in time, there is no additional information to differentiate 39 
between the islands. 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  My point is, if you look at when can we expect to 42 
have some validation, in Puerto Rico, there is a program that 43 
is, right now, getting it.   44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  John, I know nothing about this program in 46 
Puerto Rico.  The SSC has never looked at it, and I can’t go 47 
voting on something that -- 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s irrelevant. 2 
 3 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s a peer-reviewed proposal that there is a 4 
grant that -- 5 
 6 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Where are we going? 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree with Todd that it’s not relevant.  9 
What we were comparing was that there is an expansion factor 10 
program in Puerto Rico now, and there isn’t one in the Virgin 11 
Islands, and this is covering the data that is in our baseline 12 
reference years.   13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Jocelyn’s point also was very good yesterday, is 15 
that our job is from here backwards, and forward is the 16 
management uncertainty.  Whether there is a program or not or 17 
whatever, it doesn’t matter.  It’s before this point in time, 18 
everything we’re using, reported landings times whatever that 19 
correction factor is equals landings.  We are doing everything 20 
on landings. 21 
 22 
In Puerto Rico, we have reported landings, and we have an 23 
estimated correction factor and we have estimated landings.  In 24 
the Virgin Islands, we have reported landings and nothing else.   25 
We don’t have any real --  26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  Richard? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have Jocelyn first. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Do we want to -- Sorry, Bill, but do we want to 32 
put this on the floor?  I mean, this is going to go round and 33 
round. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s what I was going to say.  This is exactly 36 
what the council directed at the last meeting.  If you guys 37 
don’t have clear consensus, you need to have votes.   38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I was just going to say.  Before we 40 
go this -- 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 43 
 44 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just in terms of the question I was raising 45 
earlier about uncertainty in the abstract versus applied, I 46 
think, when you’re saying in the USVI they don’t have correction 47 
factors, we just need to think about how that leads to 48 
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uncertainty now, and so I heard you saying, Todd, if we knew 1 
behavior stayed the same that maybe that would reduce 2 
uncertainty, and so I think that’s the type of specific question 3 
that we need to ask about the data.  What do we know about the 4 
landings and the world that we’re living in? 5 
 6 
At various points in time, I have heard people say we don’t know 7 
if a hundred pounds actually is more pounds, but, if they’re 8 
reporting consistent with that hundred pounds, then you might 9 
not have as much uncertainty, given the behavior issues, and 10 
that’s kind of the question that I think we should be asking.  11 
What do we know about -- What’s the uncertainty in what we know 12 
about the landings and the reporting, and how does that 13 
influence our uncertainty that’s being weighed in the SYL 14 
leading to an unsustainable yield and then how does that 15 
influence the amount of buffer that we would need to have 16 
between that SYL level and the ABC level. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 19 
 20 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Thank you for the information that you brought 21 
forward, Walter, and I want to say thank you to Reni.  Thank you 22 
for the support also.  This is the only statement that I want to 23 
make right now concerning this issue, because of all I have 24 
brought to the table and you guys don’t want to hash this out 25 
today, but, as the representative for St. Thomas and St. John, 26 
if Puerto Rico has been given 0.5 and we’re going to end up with 27 
0.4, we find this as discriminating against the USVI, and we 28 
will challenge it in the very near future.  That is my statement 29 
for today. 30 
 31 
As far as validation, it has just been deemed in the United 32 
States that every council must have validation studies done for 33 
all catch reporting systems, as of this week.  It has not been 34 
published yet, but you will be hearing it at a council meeting, 35 
and so guess what?  There will be a lot of scientists out there 36 
looking forward to coming to do validation studies in the USVI.  37 
It just wouldn’t be those who wanted to do it.  Thank you.  I am 38 
done for the day. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Julian, I am going to respond to you, since my 41 
name was stated again.  I would be perfectly happy, or 42 
satisfied, and not happy, with a buffer of 0.4 for all islands.  43 
I feel there is that much uncertainty. 44 
 45 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I can live with it if everybody is the same. 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I just believe that the uncertainty on all 48 
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islands is the same and that we don’t have that much more 1 
additional information on Puerto Rico to justify a higher 2 
buffer. 3 
 4 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Good morning.  From 2012 to 2016, where it 5 
showed the drop, we all know that there was a recession.  6 
Tourists wasn’t traveling as much, and the refinery closed, but, 7 
if you go back in 2005 and you look at the species that were 8 
more abundant within the catch, I know for a fact that was the 9 
time of the -- That was when Hovensa hired maybe about 2,500 10 
plus or more contractors. 11 
 12 
I know for a fact that a lot of the commercial fishermen left 13 
their fishing jobs and went to work at the refinery, and they 14 
were part-time fishers.  They went after pelagics, mostly tuna 15 
and stuff, where they can get off on the weekends or at four 16 
o’clock, and that would give you some sort of a weight and 17 
balance of what really happened there.   18 
 19 
When Hovensa closed, a lot of those guys that were fishermen 20 
went back into fishing or they were offered the opportunity to 21 
go off-island as a transferred contractor.  They went all over 22 
the place, to Louisiana and Texas and all over the place those 23 
guys went, and it shows a decline in the species caught back 24 
then, because fishers that were left on the island were not 25 
going to catch fish that could not be sold.  Instead of fishing 26 
six days, they probably fished three days or two days a week, 27 
and I know that for a fact. 28 
 29 
Remember that we don’t export anything off of the island.  30 
Everything is consumed locally, and so why catch more than you 31 
can sell?  Can we look at that data for sure, at 2005?  I know 32 
for sure that was when the refinery was being built, and we can 33 
see what was the abundance or the spike in pelagics, because I 34 
know a lot of those fishers went after the pelagic fish.  They 35 
didn’t have time to go pull traps, and they didn’t have time to 36 
go and go diving as a full-time fisher.  They went after 37 
pelagics, and a lot of blackfin was probably reported and 38 
yellowfin tuna and mahi, dolphin. 39 
 40 
Also, there were two documents that were published that told you 41 
that restaurants closed because of a spike in the electric bill, 42 
the costs of electricity versus keeping your business open.  43 
There was over 2,800 employees laid off from the refinery.  I 44 
don’t understand how the economic factor cannot be determined of 45 
the low level of landings within the catch.  That is just my 46 
take on it. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let me ask a question, and I will ask it to 1 
Julian, but it probably applies to you as well.  Demand goes 2 
down, and do you do fewer trips or do you catch less per trip? 3 
 4 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  It all depends.  It can be either way.  If I 5 
used to go three days a week, and say I was catching -- Let’s 6 
use an example of 400 pounds of fish, and I look at the weather 7 
and the weather is permitting me two days of good fishing, I 8 
could go out one day and catch that 400 pounds of fish or 9 
whatever my demand is, and I would go out one.   10 
 11 
I will go to the yellowtail fishery.  The yellowtail fishery is 12 
a perfect example of what is going on.  I spoke to several 13 
people in this room about that fishery, and that fishery is on a 14 
drastic decline of active fishermen who used to do that full-15 
time. 16 
 17 
I am expecting here, when I see the numbers very soon for the 18 
yellowtail, to see those numbers are very, very low, because I 19 
use it an example.  I used to fish three days a week, and I 20 
haven’t fished yellowtail snapper one day for this year so far, 21 
and that has nothing to do with the storms.  It was last year 22 
before the storm, and so we sell by what the market can take.  23 
It’s the same with the size of the fish. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand that, but my question is, when 26 
the market dictates something -- 27 
 28 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s what we do. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On average, and I know it can go up and 31 
down depending on weather, but, on average, would you go out and 32 
say, okay, I can get my market load in four days and just go out 33 
fewer days? 34 
 35 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  On average -- Again, you have a 38 
market demand, and do you catch more than what the market is, in 39 
the hopes of selling some?  If so, what percentage would that 40 
be?  Would it be big or little or whatever, or is it just 41 
whatever orders you have come in? 42 
 43 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  This is -- I am going to answer that.  If I have 44 
200 pounds of fish ordered and I reach those 200 pounds, I 45 
guesstimate what -- I guesstimate that I have about 200 pounds, 46 
and I might go over that by forty pounds or fifty pounds, in the 47 
hopes of I can move that for the rest of the week.  If I don’t 48 
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move it for the rest of the week and I don’t have any more 1 
orders, then I don’t go back out until I feel that I have the 2 
orders for me to fill back again. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re pulling traps? 5 
 6 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I am pulling traps. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re going out, and let’s say you have 9 
an order for 400 pounds.  When you hit 400 pounds, do you stop?  10 
I might, you might have a little extra, but -- 11 
 12 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just a little extra, and then I’m done. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So this this would be a reason why, for 15 
effort, if effort is by trip, it would stay constant, even 16 
though landings are dropping. 17 
 18 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I would call names, but there is several fishers 19 
that do that, and, if you was to ask Mr. Blanchard that same 20 
number, Tony, the council member, he would give you such detail 21 
that he is not going out unless he has sales.  Like while I am 22 
here at this meeting, I will draw you a perfect example.   23 
 24 
He texted me on Tuesday morning, and he said, Julian, I know 25 
you’re at the meeting, and do you have any fish orders that I 26 
can fill for you, so I can go fishing, and I can show you that 27 
text.  I bought 150 pounds of fish from him, and he gave it to 28 
another fisherman, so that he could get it cleaned and delivered 29 
for me while I was gone.  Then he texted me that if I have any 30 
more orders for later in the week, let me know, so I can make a 31 
decision if I’m going fishing or not.  That is what is going on.   32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  In the case of St. Croix, Dr. Appeldoorn, it’s 34 
different.  If you’re within the seasonal closure -- I mean, if 35 
the season is open for conch, the guys would -- If you can’t 36 
have any fish sales, they would target the conch, and then they 37 
would put it up in their freezer, because then you can sell it 38 
at that period of time after the season is closed.   39 
 40 
That is what happens in St. Croix, or, if the demand in St. 41 
Thomas is there, a fisher may ask for maybe 200 pounds during 42 
their festival season or whatever may be taking place, and then 43 
they can move 200 pounds of conch over there, but that’s what 44 
happens.  You’re not going to go on a three or four-tank dive 45 
and just fill your orders and there is another species that you 46 
can preserve it by freezing it. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How much can you save in a freezer?  I 1 
mean, it’s got to be limited capacity at some point. 2 
 3 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I have saved, when I was fishing, up to 1,500 4 
pounds.   5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, can we move things along?  I am 7 
going to make a motion here, and, if it fails, then we just go 8 
on, but I am going to make a motion.  I am simply saying there 9 
is insufficient information to suggest that the buffers by 10 
island should be different.   11 
 12 
I am not saying what the buffer should be, but there is 13 
insufficient information to suggest that the buffers by island, 14 
or islands, should be different by platform. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to ask you to expand on what you 17 
mean by “insufficient information”.  Relative to what? 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We spent a day discussing. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I want the definition of relative to what. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  When I say it’s insufficient information, it 24 
doesn’t have to be relative to anything.  I am saying that there 25 
is so much uncertainty for all islands that I don’t think we can 26 
differentiate the buffers by island. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am going to second it as it is. 29 
 30 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t agree with that. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  That’s fine.  I am just trying to move 33 
it along.  I have said my mind on this issue, and I guess, John, 34 
you’re not going to give a second then, and that’s fine. 35 
 36 
UNIDENTIFIED:  You got a second from Reni. 37 
 38 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You got a second anyway. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that the wording? 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s fine. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see any willingness for further 45 
discussion, and so we’ll take a vote.   46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  Maybe we ought to take a break before we vote. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Pardon me? 2 
 3 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am just saying maybe we could take a break 4 
before we vote.  I want a meeting to think it over in my mind, 5 
and I want to -- 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I mean, we’ve only been here for -- Let’s see.  8 
We started at 9:15, and it’s been less than forty-five minutes.  9 
I would recommend taking a vote now. 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not quite sure how I want to vote, and I want 12 
a couple of minutes to think about it. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You can abstain. 15 
 16 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, I don’t want to do that, but I just want to 17 
think about it.   18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s up to the Chairman. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay, and so can we have some discussion about it? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we can have discussion about it. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think that there is enough information to 26 
differentiate between the platforms, but I also want to think a 27 
little bit strategically, in terms of if we were to have 28 
different levels, would that be effective.  How would that be 29 
received?  Above all, I want to see us moving forward and not 30 
having to revisit things when something we do is not effective.  31 
That is sort of -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, so still pending is your -- What 34 
would we call it?  Your proposition from yesterday, which deals 35 
with that. 36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s a separate issue. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  About moving forward from where we are, 40 
does it not? 41 
 42 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, there is that, but I don’t want to see this 43 
rejected by the council. 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If this motion fails, then we go back to what 46 
we had yesterday, but I am just -- 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  What do you think, Todd? 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t want to have any more discussion on this.  3 
I think no one is going to resolve -- We’re at a standpoint 4 
here, and there is not one number and not any evidence to 5 
support it.  You have a level of sampling here that has -- I 6 
know you two well enough that we could discuss it forever and 7 
we’re not going to -- We’re not going to get anywhere. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I changed my mind quite a bit yesterday on 10 
issues. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I know you have flip-flopped, but your point 13 
has been the same and consistent across the board, and I find 14 
this completely and utterly disheartening, and that’s all I have 15 
to say, is that the most fundamental basis for any information 16 
is completely and utterly different between places, and, if the 17 
SSC does not recognize that, I think this is completely and 18 
utterly disheartening, because, when we get into discussing what 19 
can go forward and what our SYL is, guess what?  This applies to 20 
absolutely everything, and this is -- To me, this is 21 
disheartening, and so I don’t really want to get into the 22 
details of this one. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  I can only address John’s question regarding the 27 
probability of this getting through the council.  I can’t tell 28 
you what they’re going to do, but I can tell you that the 29 
probability of success will be decreased if you have 30 
differential buffers, because the USVI reps -- It’s not going to 31 
be received well by the USVI reps.  In fact, I think that that 32 
should be obvious and commonsensical to everybody in the room. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean, the fact that the USVI reps aren’t going 35 
to -- We got threatened yesterday with legal action during a 36 
discussion by the USVI rep, and so that is clear, and we just 37 
got reminded again by a USVI rep, and that’s clear, but it’s our 38 
job to do what’s right by science. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I was going to say that I was going to make the 41 
same point, actually.  I guess we’re on different sides, but I 42 
don’t think that we should worry about what the council is going 43 
to do. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Don’t look at me.  I was just answering John’s 46 
question. 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  I have another question for clarification.  I 1 
think that currently it’s written as 0.5 for Puerto Rico and 0.4 2 
for the Virgin Islands, and I thought that yesterday that we 3 
have three different levels of 0.5 and 0.45 and 0.4. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  That was a strawman, but where we got 6 
was 0.5, 0.4, and 0.4. 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  Okay.  My memory is failing me as I get older.  I 9 
am not drooling yet, but -- 10 
 11 
JOE KIMMEL:  You know, there is a difference between Puerto Rico 12 
and the Virgin Islands in terms of reporting, and it is the 13 
expansion factor.  The real question is the quality of the 14 
expansion factor.   15 
 16 
If we believe that that expansion factor adds to the quality of 17 
the data for Puerto Rico and they don’t have an expansion factor 18 
system in the Virgin Islands, then I can see that there might be 19 
a difference.  My question is I don’t know what the quality of 20 
having the expansion factor for Puerto Rico is.  I don’t know if 21 
it makes the data better or worse or what. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It shouldn’t make it worse. 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  This is what I asked Kevin yesterday about the 26 
scale of those expansion factors of 1.5, and let’s call it two, 27 
again.  28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two would be very high. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Two would be very high, and so we have an 32 
expansion factor that takes the reported landings and multiplies 33 
by two.  Reni is extremely concerned that’s garbage in there, 34 
and maybe it should be 75 percent, or maybe it should be less 35 
than 75 percent in there.   36 
 37 
Is it realistic to think that that method, that technique, is 38 
1000 percent off?  Is it possible that the number should be 39 
three rather than a two?  Is it possible that number should be a 40 
four?  Let’s say they have really messed the whole thing up, and 41 
so it should be a four instead of a two. 42 
 43 
I mean, we’re talking grand, broad brushstrokes here on that 44 
estimator in there, and so that hundred pounds could potentially 45 
be 300 pounds, or it could potentially be thirty pounds, but you 46 
do have something that is honing it in on what is truth, and so 47 
you have that reported number you don’t like, but take the top 48 
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end and take the bottom end of it,  Multiply that number out.  1 
It bounds where you’re at.   2 
 3 
You can take the same information in the Virgin Islands, 4 
reported landings times blank, and that number could be a 5 
thousand times, and so you hit 100 pounds and it could be 1,000 6 
pounds, or it could be 2,000 pounds.  If you look at the -- I am 7 
not saying that I like the Puerto Rico expansion factor 8 
methodology.  I am not saying that I support it, but the 9 
magnitude of potential errors is obviously different, given the 10 
fact that you have something in place in one and you don’t have 11 
anything in place in the other.   12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  Let me take the opposite side of that 14 
argument though and let’s say that Puerto Rico landings without 15 
an expansion factor were pretty accurate.  Now you all of a 16 
sudden are using an expansion factor of 1.5.  I would say 17 
they’re pretty far off then, whereas, with the Virgin Islands, 18 
maybe they are a consistent underestimate of 5 or 10 percent.  19 
Mr. Chairman, my motion is on the table, and I would call the 20 
question on it. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I didn’t understand your comment, your 23 
response to Todd. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will repeat it.  Let’s say that Puerto Rico 26 
landings, reported landings and not estimated, are relatively 27 
accurate.  Then they use an expansion factor, which then leads 28 
to an estimate, which is significantly above what I am calling 29 
the true landings.   30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But wouldn’t the process for estimating 32 
expansion reflect that the landings are more accurate than the 33 
expansion would --  34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I can tell you this much.  I always -- Now, I 36 
know they have changed it some, but, historically, the -- Now, 37 
this is historic and not current, but they used the number of 38 
fishermen somehow that were not reporting and scaled it up by 39 
that factor.  Now, that is, to me -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But they also were going to the fish houses 42 
and the markets to see what was passing through to see -- 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They have started -- That’s why I said they 45 
have changed it some, but I don’t understand enough about the 46 
changes to know the validity of it. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There was a presentation when this was 1 
changed, and Steve Turner came to the committee.  Now, this was 2 
quite some time ago, and a lot of effort was put into designing 3 
something that had some validity.  One can question, I think, 4 
whether sufficient amounts of data are being collected to come 5 
up with a reasonable estimate of what that factor might be, but 6 
I think there was a lot of effort by the Science Center to put 7 
in a valid process. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Again, I have made a motion, and I would like 10 
to call the question on that.   11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd had a question and then -- 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think if we’re going to go and give a method -- 15 
If it’s significantly above, as your example, you still have a 16 
method.  Is it going to be significantly above the following 17 
year?  Yes, it could be significantly above, but every single 18 
number that we have is all relative based on that technique.  If 19 
it changes, then -- 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Hold on.  You said we have a method.  My method 22 
is go out and sample one fisherman and extrapolate up based on 23 
one fishermen.  Just because you have a method, it does not make 24 
it a valid method. 25 
 26 
VANCE VICENTE:  Walter, can I say something here?  Regarding the 27 
expansion factor, I really have not examined the data comparing 28 
what the port sampling thinks is happening and what is really 29 
being reported, and even though there is a very low port 30 
sampling frequency of sampling, one thing, one positive thing, 31 
that I have seen from this is that all of it, all of the 32 
recommendations, have been to expand and not to reduce. 33 
 34 
If one location will be an expansion and another location will 35 
be a reduction factor, then I would say, well, there is -- That 36 
is very noisy, but, if all the recommendations, based on the 37 
port sampling, have been a recommendation for expansion, 38 
something -- That says something on the reporting or whatever, 39 
the socioeconomics or whatever, and I don’t know, but we should 40 
not reevaluate the expansion factor.  I think it has some kind 41 
of purpose and meaning, and it has been consistent.  Sometimes 42 
it’s a little bit higher and sometimes it’s a little bit lower, 43 
but all expansions -- That is my point. 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If it’s a random error in the expansion, then 46 
you would be correct, but I don’t know enough to say whether 47 
it’s random or if sometimes you overestimate and other times 48 
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underestimate.  We still may be underestimating every year, or 1 
we may be overestimating every year.  I don’t know enough about 2 
it to make any conclusion. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you going to add to this? 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think so.  I just wanted to remind you that 7 
you’re talking about consistency, and one of the SSC members 8 
said yesterday that there is a lot of inconsistency between 9 
fisheries in Puerto Rico, and so an expansion factor may be -- 10 
You get one expansion factor, and it’s applied to everything, 11 
the queen snapper fishers and the yellowtail fishers and lobster 12 
fishers, but, if you went in and looked at actually the 13 
reporting within each of these fishery groups, you find that 14 
they all should have different expansion factors.  In fact, I 15 
think queen snapper was used as the example.  They had the very 16 
high --  17 
 18 
VANCE VICENTE:  My point is just -- 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am just reminding you guys of this.  I am not 21 
taking sides, but I just think this is something you didn’t 22 
mention, and you were talking about consistency, and so you may 23 
find that, on the USVI, you don’t have an expansion factor, but 24 
the direction is the same across the board, whereas, in Puerto 25 
Rico, you have an expansion factor, and that’s creating an 26 
inherent inconsistency. 27 
 28 
VANCE VICENTE:  Bill, my point is that, irrespective of the 29 
species, there has always been an expansion factor recommended, 30 
whether some species deserve a higher expansion factor, but they 31 
all have been expansion factors, and I never heard of a 32 
reduction factor. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 35 
 36 
VANCE VICENTE:  That is my point. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is precisely the main concern, that we 39 
are overestimating the catches, because I have not said this, 40 
but it has been brought before to this committee that there is a 41 
number of Puerto Rican fishermen that make up catches just to 42 
keep their license active, and that adds to my concern that that 43 
expansion factor may be actually consistently overestimating the 44 
catches with never really -- There has been a long time since we 45 
took a good look at this and examined if that expansion factor 46 
is actually better or giving us more certainty of the landings 47 
that whatever reporting accuracy or uncertainty in the reporting 48 
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of the other island platforms is.  That is where I cannot make 1 
up my mind that we have more certainty of the Puerto Rico 2 
landings than the St. Thomas and St. Croix landings. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you’re going to have to, and so let’s 5 
call a vote. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s why I proposed the motion yesterday, 8 
and that’s why I supported the motion of Walter today. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Here is the motion.  I am calling the vote.  11 
Those in favor of that motion, raise your hand. 12 
 13 
VANCE VICENTE:  Of which one? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That.   16 
 17 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Those opposed.  Any abstentions.  Kevin, 20 
you are abstaining? 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was there another one down there? 25 
 26 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Joe stepped out.  I don’t know if he didn’t 27 
want to vote. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  If he didn’t intend to be absent, we need to get 30 
his vote. 31 
 32 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It was three/four/one, right? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Three, four, one abstention, and two 35 
absentees. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, there’s one absent.  What did the vote 38 
look like? 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There were four no and three yes and 41 
one abstention and two absentees. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you say that again? 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  They’re going to do the vote again, because 46 
Joe left before it was called.   47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to wait for Joe? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 3 
 4 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The validation study that’s being done in 5 
Puerto Rico is being done by a private person besides the DNR? 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The validation study that’s ongoing in Puerto 8 
Rico? 9 
 10 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Yes. 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is a NOAA contractor. 13 
 14 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  A NOAA contractor? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 17 
 18 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I can remember clearly when Daniel Matos gave 19 
his report, and he said the lack of port samplers, which there 20 
is only three on the island, the data that they’re getting, 21 
compared to the port samples, are inconsistent and they need to 22 
hire at least more port samplers, and I am not going against 23 
Puerto Rico. 24 
 25 
He said that the truth, or the real true data that they’re 26 
getting, is actually from the west coast on a smaller group of 27 
fishermen that are really interested in keeping their fishery 28 
alive, which is the deepwater snapper fishermen.  That is where 29 
the consistency lies, but every place else is like what was 30 
mentioned here.  People put reports and, for example, the food 31 
stamps, they underreport just to keep their food stamps going, 32 
or they report a number just to keep their license active. 33 
 34 
NELSON CRESPO:  I think there is a high increment of poachers.  35 
We have a lot of illegal fishermen that do not report and sell 36 
their catch. 37 
 38 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  My concern is, in two years, if you go and you 39 
do this study -- I will save my comments.  Joe is back. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We will call the vote again, because 42 
Joe is back.  Those in favor of the motion as displayed on the 43 
screen, please raise your hand; those opposed to the motion; 44 
abstaining.   45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so four, three, one.   47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  It was five, Graciela. 1 
 2 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  It was five, three, one, one. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You switched? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I switched.   7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s five yes, three no, one 9 
abstention, and one absentee.   10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Can I make a second motion?  This one passed, 12 
and I would like to make a motion that we use a buffer of 0.4 13 
for all platforms. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a second?   16 
 17 
JOE KIMMEL:  I second that for discussion. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For all islands? 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For all islands. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess I used “islands” in the previous one. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  So, basically, this is going to result in 26 
reductions in quotas and catches for all islands? 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Pardon me? 29 
 30 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, your proposal of using 0.4 is going to 31 
result in the reduction in catches for all islands now, and so 32 
it’s rather in your face. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am just throwing it out.  Again, I think we 35 
have heard of all the uncertainty, and I honestly don’t expect 36 
this motion to pass, but I think it’s good to get it on the 37 
record. 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  This is a follow-up, and people were not all 40 
following each other, and we are all on the same page?  It 41 
started out as you go from 0.4 to 0.5 and to 0.4, and what are 42 
we -- I made sure the first statement I made is to make sure 43 
that everyone is clear that, if we go 0.5 or 0.4, we’re going to 44 
ensure that there are not reductions in the landings.  If we get 45 
this simulation and then we’re going to get -- Walter, your 46 
motion is irrelevant, and it doesn’t change anything.  The idea 47 
is to look back at -- All we’re doing is you’re having Adyan go 48 
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into the 0.5 line or the 0.4 line and give us those numbers, and 1 
it doesn’t change anything. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I would buy that, if we could see the 4 
simulations.  I was hoping we would do the simulations before 5 
anything today. 6 
 7 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We are ending up with people trying to make 8 
points by us arguing for two hours on something, and you’re 9 
making a point that I believe this and let’s vote for this, and 10 
it doesn’t -- Functionally, it doesn’t make any difference, and 11 
you’re getting an opportunity to speak your mind and say your 12 
piece, but it’s not changing -- 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  Mr. Chair, I’ve heard enough.  I will 15 
withdraw the motion until we see the simulations. 16 
 17 
JOE KIMMEL:  The seconder agrees. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you go back to our list for me? 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The list of the factors? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the list of decisions.  All right.  I 24 
want to revisit the lobster decision.  Actually, it’s the 25 
rationale behind it that, to me, was not clear, and we need to 26 
be clear about what we’re doing.  I am not necessarily trying to 27 
revisit the decision, but I am trying to make sure that I have 28 
clear the rationale behind this. 29 
 30 
Now, the lobster was dealing with a susceptibility of -- 2.5 was 31 
the score across all platforms.  The discussion we had at the 32 
last meeting about St. Thomas was St. Thomas had substantial 33 
closed areas, the MCD, the coral monument, and whatever it is.  34 
There were additional protections there.  Now, it was argued 35 
yesterday that that was taken care of in susceptibility, but, if 36 
that was the case, the score should not have been the same 37 
across islands. 38 
 39 
One way is to say, okay, we didn’t take that fully into account 40 
and so susceptibility for spiny lobster is now a three instead 41 
of a 2.5, or we can say we have a little bit more certainty that 42 
we’re not overfishing spiny lobster in St. Thomas.  Otherwise, 43 
it’s going to fall back -- From consistency, it’s going to fall 44 
back to the other platforms. 45 
 46 
JOE KIMMEL:  So, Richard, you’re looking for some discussion 47 
about the -- 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s put it this way.  Either I would say 2 
that there is an argument in St. Thomas to change the 3 
susceptibility score to three for spiny lobster or that we can 4 
use additional factors that affect susceptibility in looking at 5 
our level of uncertainty relative to the risk of overfishing. 6 
 7 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I thought that your PSA score is what you 8 
used to evaluate the -- To change the scalar, but that was a 9 
biological thing, right?  I mean, that’s the -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understood that you guys -- I mean, I 12 
wasn’t here for that discussion, but I understood that you took 13 
into account management protections, but yet those scores are 14 
the same across islands, but the protections are not.  Now, you 15 
could have just -- If you do high, medium, and low, that’s just 16 
how it falls out and there wasn’t a high/high.  Like I said, I 17 
wasn’t there, but, if we’re going to be consistent, we need to 18 
have a justification for that that is consistent with the 19 
process. 20 
 21 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I missed how we got from buffers and scientific 22 
uncertainty back to scalars.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am saying that the rationale for St. 25 
Thomas -- The original rationale from the last meeting for St. 26 
Thomas lobster being higher was because they had additional 27 
protections, spatial protections, that the other platforms did 28 
not have.  Therefore, the uncertainty and the risk of 29 
overfishing was reduced, and we could have a higher buffer. 30 
 31 
Yesterday, it was argued that, wait a minute, those extra 32 
protections should have been in susceptibility and not in 33 
buffer, but I am saying, if it was in susceptibility, it wasn’t 34 
accounted for, because that score is flat across the platforms, 35 
and so I am perfectly willing to say, okay, for St. Thomas, the 36 
lobster should be scored at three instead of a 2.5, and then the 37 
buffer goes back down to the 0.5, because, after that, it’s like 38 
all the other islands. 39 
 40 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That is management uncertainty that you’re 41 
saying should allow -- 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just trying to be consistent.  If you 44 
guys were taking the management protections in susceptibility -- 45 
 46 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Does the council get to count the management 47 
uncertainty again in the end?  I am not clear about where we’re 48 
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going to count it and not count it twice. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t think it’s management uncertainty.  I 3 
think it’s there is management in place that lowers the 4 
susceptibility. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly. 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  But, once again, we’re cherry-picking one thing 9 
out.  We went through all of the management measures, and we 10 
went through all of the susceptibility, and we went through the 11 
biology, and so you’re saying there is more -- We should reduce 12 
that because there is more -- If you want to go back and revisit 13 
the full scoring, then let’s -- You’re going to have to go back 14 
and look at the full scoring on it.  I mean, if you want to 15 
change this number to something, looking for the rationale for 16 
why to change it to something, we came up with a procedure, and 17 
we came up with it. 18 
 19 
In Puerto Rico versus St. Croix, and I don’t remember exactly 20 
how those scores worked out, but you can look at something like 21 
a trap fishery versus a dive fishery.  A dive fishery is 22 
operating to 120 feet, and there is a de facto reserve below -- 23 
Traps can actually fish those. 24 
 25 
Now, one could have 20 percent more closed area than the other 26 
one, but one is operating in a dive fishery and the other one is 27 
operating in a trap fishery, and they are equally susceptible, 28 
and so one factor and pulling it out -- I mean, we did the 29 
procedure.  Are you suggesting we revisit the full scoring 30 
procedure?  I am just trying to avoid us going back. 31 
 32 
I think the rationale that we put up yesterday, and we 33 
questioned it for 0.6, but, once again, I have been the one with 34 
this, and the dolphin, that thinks it makes total sense to me, 35 
but we have a procedure in place that we used to come up with 36 
this. 37 
 38 
JOE KIMMEL:  I am comfortable with the buffer that we have on 39 
the board there. 40 
 41 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Me too.   42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are comfortable with the justification.   44 
 45 
JOE KIMMEL:  Well, I think there’s an amount of protection there 46 
and that we can allow considerable more fishing for lobster and 47 
red hind in that area.  Sorry, Todd. 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s all right.  It’s hard to -- You know, the 2 
national discourse lately has been what words mean, and people 3 
use them differently, and this is it.  We’ve got people talking 4 
about uncertainty and applying it in twelve different places, 5 
and we’re jumping around, in terms of in the formula, to 6 
rationalize what we want to come out at the end. 7 
 8 
With red hind, you’ve got the scientific uncertainty, and the 9 
reason that we discussed this yesterday was ancillary 10 
information for red hind, the scientific information, and so 11 
this is scientific uncertainty.  Remember, if we focus on 12 
scientific uncertainty, the red hind had a lot of ancillary 13 
information from the studies that were going on.  We had a SEDAR 14 
recently, and so the scientific uncertainty on that component is 15 
clearly justified.   16 
 17 
For lobster, do we have anything different for reduced 18 
scientific uncertainty on lobster and not productivity and not 19 
area and not susceptibility and not closed areas, but do we have 20 
any information on lobster that is -- I mean, I was comfortable 21 
leaving it at that, but, if you dig back into it, what was 22 
raised yesterday, the rationale, if you want to go back and 23 
clear that up -- 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Ancillary, I would prefer to.  Ancillary 26 
information is ancillary data like length data and size 27 
frequency distribution data and that kind of thing.  That could 28 
reduce the scientific uncertainty.  I am all with you there. 29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  No, that -- Okay.  I don’t want to open this up. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Isn’t that what you were referring to, or is 33 
it? 34 
 35 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, but not -- 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When you start pulling up length frequency 38 
data and all of that, certainly, in my opinion, scientific 39 
uncertainty goes down.  We pretty much know more solid grounds.  40 
Even if the annual landings are declining, if we see that the 41 
size frequency data suggests that the population is big animals 42 
and it’s increasing and it’s way above the size of reproduction, 43 
minimum size reproduction, all of those things keep telling you 44 
that, yes, the landings are going down, maybe because there is 45 
not that much demand for it.  That reinforces that the data, 46 
even though it’s changing through time, there is more certainty 47 
for those stocks, because we have more information, and, for 48 
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those, I support giving higher buffers. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin and then Todd. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What was our rationale yesterday for --  5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Red hind was -- 7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That, I am fine with.  What was our rationale, 9 
because we left yesterday with 0.6. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we were left with, after throwing out 12 
the areal protections, the fact that we were bringing in the 13 
results of the Florida assessments that suggest that, given our 14 
-- 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Minimum size. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Minimum size, thank you, but that we’re 19 
really pretty safe, and so bringing that in, but that applies to 20 
all the islands. 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s exactly where I was headed, and so, if 23 
we’re okay with that rationale, and the minimum size is the same 24 
everywhere, then it’s not just St. Thomas.  It’s all islands, 25 
and I can live with that. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I could, too. 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But let’s make a decision and move on, because 32 
that is additional information.  That’s ancillary information. 33 
 34 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That was the size? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The results of the Florida assessment and the 37 
fact that they have got a smaller size, but, if that’s true, 38 
then it applies to all the islands. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is that -- 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I agree. 43 
 44 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That is lower susceptibility, due to the minimum 45 
size.  While you mull over it and try to figure out what I just 46 
said, what I was going to say is we’re making modifications on a 47 
buffer for scientific uncertainty here.  In ancillary 48 
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information, we’re going to bump up by a 0.1, due to ancillary 1 
information, but the motion that was just passed says that the 2 
presence or absence of reported landings versus landings is 3 
insufficient evidence, the presence and absence of that.   4 
 5 
In this case, we’re looking at ancillary information from 6 
Florida with nothing else solid to change our buffer from our 7 
default, but we had no -- The presence of what we all agreed 8 
yesterday is that reporting is 90 percent of the uncertainty, 9 
and so is going up here -- Do we have rationale to go up with 10 
scientific uncertainty even?  I am just putting this back on the 11 
table, but I am fine with it.  Go with it.  Let’s move on. 12 
 13 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just want to move on. 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, that’s what I want. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If that ancillary information, if the group 18 
feels that that is sufficient to argue for a 0.6 rather than a 19 
0.5, let’s do it and move on.   20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am with that. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re saying across the board? 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It has to be across the board. 26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Across the board, irrespective of the 28 
island. 29 
 30 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, let’s do it. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Otherwise, we are truly arbitrary, but the red 33 
hind is specific to St. Thomas. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No one has a problem with red hind. 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, but I’m just making sure the wording is 38 
correct.  That is specific to St. Thomas. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, to St. Thomas.  I guess I would like 41 
to see two motions.  One would be to make lobster equal across 42 
islands or not.  The second would be at what level.  For me, the 43 
argument was really the spatial area closures, and, if that is 44 
somehow accepted into the susceptibility scores that you guys 45 
discussed, I will accept that, but then everything goes back 46 
down to 0.5 at that point.   47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I will make a motion that the buffer for 1 
lobster, spiny lobster, be identical across all island 2 
platforms. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Second. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any opposition?  Okay.  The motion passes.   7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Who was the seconder? 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Me. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We need a suggestion about where 13 
that would be.  That is to say the default is 0.5 and are we 14 
going to move it from that.  If we can’t have a motion, then 15 
it’s 0.5.  If no one puts anything up, we would go to the 16 
default. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’m fine with that. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Again, I think it’s time for us to look at the 21 
simulation models, just to make sure that we’re doing it 22 
correctly.  I will make a motion, given what we’ve heard 23 
already, that the buffer for spiny lobster on all -- I don’t 24 
need to say that part, but the buffer for spiny lobster be set 25 
at 0.6. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a second?  Reni seconds.  Is there 28 
opposition?  I am going to oppose. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am going to oppose, if this is a vote.   31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is a vote. 33 
 34 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then I am opposed.  35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In favor.  Abstaining.   37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So three opposed, five yes, one 39 
abstention, and one absentee.   40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, I want to just give you my opinion 42 
regarding an approach to look at these buffers.  Since we 43 
already sort of forcefully agreed, if anything else, that we 44 
don’t have a handle on the reporting things, on the reporting 45 
issue.  I think that the ancillary data provides us with more 46 
solid grounds on which to base our judgement regarding buffers, 47 
and I would sort of play around with the idea that 0.5 is an 48 
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intermediate sort of default kind of buffer for the type of 1 
average kind of data that we have.   2 
 3 
For those species that we have even SEDAR stock assessment 4 
experiences, that we have a lot of ancillary information, 5 
including size frequency distribution data, for those, we use 6 
buffers of 0.6.  For those species that we don’t have any kind 7 
of information, and we have a lot of uncertainty regarding the 8 
unspecified reportings, that we have very little amount of catch 9 
and annual landings reported data, and for those species we use 10 
0.4.   11 
 12 
We play around with that idea, because, for that kind of 13 
information, ancillary data, we do know if we have it or we 14 
don’t, and, for those that we don’t, it provides a higher type 15 
of scientific certainty or less uncertainty for those species 16 
across species and not across islands.  I think that should be a 17 
more scientifically-based approach, and I would be much happier 18 
with that, and forget about the reporting issue.  We don’t have 19 
a handle on that.  It’s loose ground.  It’s muddy.  It’s messy 20 
everywhere we go. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have already said all of that.  If you 23 
want to make a motion on what you just said -- 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can put that into a motion. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Let’s take a break, and you work on 28 
the wording of the motion. 29 
 30 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started, please.  We have Reni’s 33 
motion on the screen, and we need a second to move on it.   34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It could have been reduced, but that’s the 36 
essence of it.  If you like it or hate it, but whatever way you 37 
want. 38 
 39 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will second it for discussion purposes.  40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I will make a comment.  I don’t 42 
think this does anything for us, because it’s only talking about 43 
a vague amount of ancillary information and not whether the 44 
ancillary information is reducing the degree of uncertainty.  45 
The example of red hind in St. Thomas is my Exhibit 1.  There 46 
was data that directly spoke to the health of the stock there 47 
relative to the other platforms, and we were therefore less 48 
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certain that we were in a situation that would promote 1 
overfishing. 2 
 3 
The same argument would be used for St. Croix, that despite the 4 
apparent declines that we see in conch, the population densities 5 
were reasonably high, and there were a reasonable proportion of 6 
older individuals, suggesting that the fishing mortality was not 7 
being detrimental at whatever level that fishing mortality was.  8 
That is the kind of information that we need to be able to say 9 
we’re more scientifically certain about where we are, and so the 10 
amount of information is, to me, not applicable, or targeting 11 
the quality of it. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  I just wanted to agree with you and also to 14 
mention that we do already look at the ancillary information, 15 
both in the tier determination and in the susceptibility score 16 
component.  There is a purpose to data collection, and it is 17 
used to -- I think where we need to start thinking about the 18 
buffer is in the types of data improvements that improve our 19 
understanding of the removals coming out of the system could be 20 
used to come to buffers, but this ancillary information was 21 
already used in two steps in this process. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are there other comments?   24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The comments are what we expressed before, 26 
and so I am not going to express them again. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  All in favor of the motion; opposed 29 
to the motion; abstentions. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It doesn’t carry.  It’s seven no and 32 
one yes and one abstention and one absentee. 33 
 34 
JOE KIMMEL:  Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what’s on the agenda for 35 
right this minute, but we chose buffers be the same for all 36 
islands, right? 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was the vote. 39 
 40 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, and, even though Puerto Rico has an expansion 41 
factor method, which I am not exactly sure what that method is, 42 
and I would like to hear a description of that, but, if we’ve 43 
chosen the buffers to be the same among all islands, maybe we 44 
ought to make a recommendation to the Puerto Rican government 45 
that they do away with their expansion factor and they use the 46 
raw data, and that would make things more equal. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be like going in the wrong 1 
direction.   2 
 3 
JOE KIMMEL:  Well, I am just making a point that, when we first 4 
started talking about using buffers among islands, we decided 5 
that Puerto Rico’s was a little better, because they had an 6 
expansion factor and the other islands didn’t.  Now we’ve chosen 7 
buffers to be equal, and, to do the expansion factor, I’m sure 8 
it costs money to do that, and, if you want to do it better, it 9 
costs even more money, and so save them some money and just 10 
recommend that they don’t do that. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where we’ve been going with this entire 13 
conversation is that a better job needs to be done everywhere. 14 
 15 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So telling them to not do it is going in 18 
the wrong direction. 19 
 20 
JOE KIMMEL:  Is there any recommendation for the Virgin Islands 21 
to establish an expansion factor?   22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a motion pending with John about 24 
what happens if you don’t have a verification program in place.   25 
 26 
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, and that’s another question I have, is that, 27 
on the validation program, I know John has gone one, or Todd may 28 
have one, or maybe both of them, but I have no idea what the 29 
validation study is going to do or how they’re going to do it 30 
and how long it’s going to last.  Does it go for one year or two 31 
years or three years?  I think it would be important for the SSC 32 
to know those details. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When we get to that, we can discuss it.  35 
Shannon. 36 
 37 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am going to withdraw my comment for now.  38 
Thanks. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I would like to go to -- 41 
 42 
JOHN HOENIG:  Is it time now to address the motion that I made? 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I would like to see Adyan’s output.  45 
 46 

REVIEW OF SIMULATION ANALYSES 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  Recall that the simulation allows us to look 1 
at the percent increase of the ABC above the mean catch, and it 2 
incorporates max susceptibility percentile, mean catch, CV, the 3 
susceptibility score, and the buffer.  I am showing you the same 4 
range you saw previously of 0.5 to 0.9, and I also have the 5 
smaller ranges, and we can look at that in a quick moment, but I 6 
just wanted to orient everyone using this one. 7 
 8 
I am also showing only susceptibility from two to three, but we 9 
can also talk about what the actual ranges -- So you can see 10 
what your full universe is.  Also -- Well, right now, the 11 
smallest CV is 0.01, but the smallest CV we saw when we looked 12 
at CVs was 0.01, and so, if we expanded to incorporate all of 13 
that, that would show you all of your universe of potential 14 
differences. 15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Is there any way you can make that bigger? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, I can make it slightly bigger, and we can also 19 
focus in on a CV at a time, and so we can focus on a CV at a 20 
time or we can also switch to the version that has the smaller 21 
buffers, but keeping in mind what you see in the trend there, 22 
going from blue to yellow, when you go to smaller buffers, means 23 
smaller increases.  When CV is really small, that goes to zero.  24 
When CV is large, those are opposites, and so I will zoom-in. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  When we zoom-in, if we’re not perfectly clear, 27 
please let us try again.  If you don’t understand what we’re 28 
trying to do here, now would be a great time to tell us, so we 29 
will try to describe it again. 30 
 31 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Adyan, do you have a bit of an idea of what the 32 
breakdown is of how often are we looking a CV of 0.1 versus 0.9? 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 35 
 36 
SHANNON CALAY:  We can give you that, but let’s just go through 37 
the data. 38 
 39 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Just generally, are they more towards the 0.1 or 40 
are they more towards the 0.9?    41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  We looked at that previously, but I don’t recall 43 
the CVs.  There were a lot.  If you recall, it looked like of 44 
like an L-shape, where the CVs were -- We only looked at mean 45 
catch, and there was like a cluster, and I don’t recall exactly.  46 
We would have to re-graph that to give you that. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  But a couple of things to bring up there is, if 1 
you look at this carefully, you will see that it’s not very 2 
variable with CV, really.  You do see a trend that Adyan pointed 3 
out earlier in the week, where, as the CV gets larger, then your 4 
potential is for a slightly larger increase above the mean, but 5 
it breaks down at the CV of one, which is why, right now, we 6 
just didn’t fix it, and so, pretty much, you’re always seeing, 7 
in this demonstration, the smallest CV, the largest increase you 8 
can get is about 179 percent above the mean, and it gets to two-9 
hundred-and-something, and it’s not a huge difference. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t suppose you could put the buffer 12 
headings on the top of the column. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  What would you like? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The buffer headings at the top of the 17 
columns. 18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and so I can’t get rid of this, but I would 20 
have to -- 21 
 22 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Just make it 0.7, 0.8, and 0.9. 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  So this was the performance you saw earlier in 25 
the week at buffers above 0.5.  Adyan has expanded this a little 26 
bit. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this any different than what you 29 
presented at the last meeting? 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  This is not different than what I presented at 32 
the last meeting.  This took that Adyan has developed though 33 
allows you to -- If you were to change your control rule, we 34 
could still examine the behavior of the control rule, and so it 35 
was really developed to test the implementation of the control 36 
rule that the SSC developed and to allow you to, on the fly, 37 
look at the behavior of that rule. 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  We could look at -- We could easily look at smaller 40 
buffers and add those to the plots for less CVs, if you’re going 41 
to focus on a single CV, and that would show you where the 42 
reductions occur, and, if you would like, I could pull that up 43 
right now. 44 
 45 
ORIAN TZADIK:  According to this, no reduction is occurring. 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Not over this range, but, when you play with the 48 
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range, the -- 1 
 2 
ORIAN TZADIK:  That’s what I’m saying.  Okay. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will do that.  Okay.  Now the susceptibility has 5 
remained the same, but now we’ve gone all the way down to a 6 
buffer of 0.1, and so these top-right corners are the same as 7 
the last plot, and the CVs are the same, and so it would be good 8 
for us, potentially, to go better understand what most of our 9 
CVs are, or the range of them, as well, because, again, things 10 
are sometimes circular when these inputs all play into the 11 
output. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  Do you all see that a buffer of 0.4 now in the 14 
lower susceptibility scores that you’re getting a reduction from 15 
your mean, which is not what we had intended to do?  It’s a 32 16 
percent reduction -- No.  Well, the highest one is on the order 17 
of 15 percent or 10 percent or 12 percent, but it is a 18 
reduction, and it’s not what we had discussed in our 19 
conversations in previous meetings about the intent of 4a, Tier 20 
4a. 21 
 22 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Then, just to point out what I said the other 23 
day, there are a couple of species in 4a that have a scalar of 24 
1.5, and so your scalar scale is the bottom, and it’s two, and 25 
there will be a couple below that. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  So there will be an even higher reduction. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Those are the exceptions.  There is just going to 30 
be a few of those.  At this point -- I mean, my take, when I’m 31 
looking at this, I’m going, no, it’s working very much like we 32 
wanted.  For virtually -- For ninety-plus percent of everything, 33 
we’ve got increases. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  But if you have the buffer of 0.4 -- 36 
 37 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Do we have a buffer of 0.4? 38 
 39 
SHANNON CALAY:  You do on the books at the moment. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  For how much?  For how many species? 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we have any. 44 
 45 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think we have any.  That’s why I’m 46 
saying, like right now, when I’m looking at this, with 47 
everything we discussed and the numbers we’ve got, there may be 48 
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one or two species that fall into negative 1, 1 percent, or 1 
negative 2 percent.   2 
 3 
In a buffer of scientific uncertainty, the intent was to 4 
maintain it, and this is what I have said all along.  The intent 5 
is not to go down with anything here, but, if you have a couple 6 
in there, the exceptions to our overall intent, there may be one 7 
or two species in there, and I’m not going to go into detail, 8 
but there may be a few species in there where you have such high 9 
uncertainty on everything that the intent -- We don’t believe 10 
it, but there is a possibility that the number you get is going 11 
to be totally different than truth, from one year to the other, 12 
and so there may be a couple in there where it’s justified, but, 13 
overall, when you look at this, overall, the main pattern --  14 
 15 
What I am trying to do is what was highlighted was the 16 
possibility of a 0.4 in this case and being a reduction of 17 
between 0.1, or 1 and 10 percent, and that’s not what is 18 
generally being shown here.  What’s generally being shown here 19 
are increases. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  Just so you are aware, in the slides that have 22 
been presented all morning, there is still language that says 23 
default scalar of 0.4 in the Virgin Islands, and it needs to be 24 
corrected, if that’s not the case. 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We have already done it. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We already did that. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, you didn’t. 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  No, you didn’t.  You’ve been doing it all 33 
morning. 34 
 35 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s my question.  With all the round and 36 
round and motions and countermotions, where are we with the 37 
buffer as the default? 38 
 39 
TODD GEDAMKE:  0.5. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  0.5. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  All right.  That’s what I want to know.   44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  You had a motion that said we are going to have an 46 
equal buffer across islands, and that passed.  Then Walter made 47 
a motion that we were going to have a buffer of 0.4 across all 48 
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island, and that was tabled. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No, I withdrew that motion. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That was withdrawn. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right, and so you didn’t make a decision as to 7 
whether it’s 0.5 or 0.4. 8 
 9 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We did. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The default was 0.5.  The motion to change 12 
it to 0.4 was defeated, and the default stands. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  I think you’ve better make sure that you’ve 15 
got that on the record, because it’s not clear. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s why I am asking. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is now clear. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s the slide.  Bullet Point 3 is incorrect 22 
on that slide, and you’ve been showing it all morning on the 23 
webinar. 24 
 25 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The upper baseline is set at 0.5. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because that was from yesterday. 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  We can go through the minute-by-minute timeline 30 
of this morning, but we voted.  That was voted on and accepted 31 
to get changed. 32 
 33 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What I remember voting on was they’re all going 34 
to be the same.  Which is it?  Is it 0.4 or 0.5?  I don’t think 35 
we cleared that up.  That is my question. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We decided that. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  Why don’t we quickly get on it again, just so that 40 
we’re on the same page?  I move that we vote that the buffer is 41 
0.5 for all islands. 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Second. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any opposition?  Seeing no opposition, the 46 
motion passes. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Thank you.  That is helpful.   1 
 2 
JOHN HOENIG:  Now put that into a bottle so we can use it again.   3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just am happy to get things on the record.   5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  Adyan is showing me -- I know there’s just a few 7 
rare exceptions where the susceptibility score is as low as 1.5 8 
and, unfortunately, at 1.5, that also produces a reduction. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we see that? 11 
 12 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  Because there is more text in the graph, I reduced 15 
the number of CV plots, and so you’ve got 0.1, 0.5, 0.75 and 1, 16 
and so, for a CV of 0.1 and a buffer of 0.5, there is a small 17 
reduction.  As CV increases, for a CV of -- 18 
 19 
SHANNON CALAY:  You were pointing at the wrong column. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s this one.  My bad, and so it decreases a lot, 22 
potentially.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  With a CV of what? 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  A CV of 0.1. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have species that have a CV of 0.1 29 
and a low susceptibility? 30 
 31 
ADYAN RIOS:  We have that information, but we haven’t tabled it 32 
to provide that range. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so it’s rather fundamental, to 35 
see if we have problems or not. 36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and I do have what the complete max and -- I 38 
do have the ranges, but I just didn’t prepare where the majority 39 
of them are.  The ranges, I do have on a slide.  Would you like 40 
to see that, or would you like to wait for the other one? 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know what you are telling us. 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  To give you an understanding of what the range of 45 
CVs are of the species. 46 
 47 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  And the range of the susceptibility of the species. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we need to know whether we’re coupling 6 
a low CV with a low susceptibility. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the problem, and so the -- 11 
 12 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I understand that. 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the ranges aren’t helpful. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s do we have something in that box. 19 
 20 
ADYAN RIOS:  Right.   21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How difficult is that to compile? 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  I just need to do a table of it, and so it will 25 
just take like ten minutes. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that something that could be -- I don’t know 28 
what your -- 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even if you have a CV of one, you’re still 31 
going to hit negative? 32 
 33 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is 0.5.   36 
 37 
ADYAN RIOS:  Would you like to see what your lowest CV is, 38 
species with your lowest CVs, as well as species with your 39 
lowest susceptibilities?  Then you will be able to see if 40 
anything falls into that corner. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure. 43 
 44 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that’s the problem area. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is our intent to make sure that nothing falls 47 
into that area? 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If it’s 4a, I think that was our intent, right?  2 
Otherwise, that would be behaving like 4b.   3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay. 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, the framework does what we want, pretty 7 
much, and if there are some species that it does something else, 8 
like causes a reduction, so be it.  If it’s in 4a, but there is 9 
a reduction, I don’t know that that’s a fundamental law. 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Except that our control rule says something 12 
else. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I understand.  Our control rule says that these 15 
are species that we are not that concerned about. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Exactly. 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The buffer -- Once again, this is so hard to talk 20 
about, because people -- The buffer is scientific uncertainty, 21 
again, and so, if you -- We’re not worried about these species 22 
at the current levels, but, if we can’t say we’re going to be 23 
maintained at the current level, due to scientific uncertainty, 24 
then buffering down a tiny bit, to make sure that we’re 25 
maintaining consistent, current -- I mean, at the lower corner, 26 
where you have, at most, 10 percent, and there’s one that is 23, 27 
if all factors come in.  28 
 29 
If we had 10 percent of these species that were falling into the 30 
negative, I would be absolutely saying yes, but, if we’ve got 31 
two or three, if you put a mode up there and you looked at the 32 
range, and we’ve got ranges of negative 5 percent to plus 300 33 
percent for 4a, how could anyone argue that the intent of 4a is 34 
not being met? 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  I mean, there is a difference between saying here 37 
in the criteria that we’re using to judge and here is the answer 38 
we want and, oh, wait a second, we’re not getting the answer we 39 
want. 40 
 41 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Over the entire process -- Let me just -- Adyan, 42 
instead of just ranges, because, once again, that’s why I asked 43 
if this is everything, and so, the ranges, we’re going to say, 44 
yes, there is one at the range that fall into this low --  45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or just plot susceptibility versus CV. 47 
 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  If you plot susceptibility versus CV, we 1 
find out whether this is an issue or not.   2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, there is a bit of a circular 4 
argument here, because the grounding of 4a is intent, and so, if 5 
it’s not meeting its intent, and then you’re going, wait, we 6 
didn’t like the result -- It’s one thing to say I don’t like the 7 
result for this species, but it’s another thing to say that I 8 
don’t like the result of the process. 9 
 10 
If the process is really fundamentally working and we get an odd 11 
one that doesn’t quite fit, and maybe that’s telling us that we 12 
should be a little more cautious anyway, we’re meeting the 13 
intent.  I agree with Todd. 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we find that we’re getting a significant 18 
number of species falling into that problem, we’re not meeting 19 
intent, and we said we could adjust the whole range accordingly, 20 
and so there is a mechanism to deal with this, but we just need 21 
to know where we are. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Agreed. 24 
 25 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow-up, because I think it’s 26 
important, with the 0.5, John has got something that we’ll 27 
discuss later, talking about reviewing for two years.  So, if 28 
the buffer -- If there is a slight data improvement and we take 29 
this buffer up to 0.6 or 0.65, because the data quality has been 30 
improved, every one of these will now fall into a positive.  It 31 
doesn’t change the fact that we’re -- 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Some of them will end up quite a bit 34 
positive. 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Some of them will end up quite a bit positive, 37 
and so I think that what -- The intent with this group of 38 
species and having those two fall out -- What we’re saying is 39 
let’s provide a mechanism.  If there is a 10 percent reduction 40 
for one or two or three species, all that demonstrates is if we 41 
have better information and we have a better ability to change 42 
that buffer -- We’re not changing the scalar, because that’s 43 
going to be the same, and then you go into the buffer, and that 44 
buffer can come up a tiny bit, and you’re now out of this.   45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  Or, to rephrase what Todd said, if the data become 47 
worse over time, that doesn’t change the biology of the species, 48 
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and so they’re still in that group, but, if the data become 1 
worse, then your buffer is going to go down, because there is 2 
more uncertainty.  I don’t see that a couple of species going 3 
down means that there’s a fundamental flaw. 4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  What we’re doing is recognizing that buffer is 6 
different, the uncertainty is different.   7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  I was just going to say that I think if you are 9 
satisfied that the system of equations for the control rule 10 
functions are in a way you find appropriate, then you could 11 
certainly leave it unrevised, but I think it would be wise to 12 
state your intent that, in a Tier 4a determination, that -- I 13 
think, despite the scientific uncertainty, the group felt we did 14 
not reduce the landings below the mean. 15 
 16 
Then you wouldn’t apply that reduction, even though it -- I tend 17 
to agree with John that, if we have evidence that the data 18 
continues to deteriorate, then maybe we start to consider that 19 
information, that the information is deteriorating, and that 20 
might change our minds, and so I guess what I’m getting at is 21 
you could -- I think we should be clear about our intent that 4a 22 
should not produce a reduction, because I am relatively certain 23 
that, when we put this together, we were considering those 24 
stocks with their inherent scientific uncertainty as being 25 
stocks that we can have additional --  26 
 27 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, you said if you like the rule, and so I 28 
just wanted to make sure that I went on the record saying that I 29 
think this control rule works.  I think everything we’ve got set 30 
up in there works fine.  Whatever back-and-forth we’ve had has 31 
been in the implementation or the discussions surrounding 32 
parameter inputs, but I think the control rule is solid, and I 33 
just wanted to make sure that I was clear on that. 34 
 35 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Would it be inappropriate to put a lower bound on 36 
CV, the same way you put an upper bound on it? 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I certainly wouldn’t want to do that.  If 39 
you’re getting a low CV, it’s probably because you actually have 40 
a lot of data.  Therefore, that would be a pretty good estimate, 41 
and I think Shannon’s suggestion is interesting that, if you’re 42 
in Tier 4a, using the control rule, if you fall below the mean, 43 
we cap it at the mean.  That would be consistent with the intent 44 
of 4a. 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not in favor of that. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we’re not discussing it yet, because 1 
we’re still waiting to see where we are.   2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Here are the CVs, which may include zero, to 4 
somewhere close to three.  These are -- Recall that we fixed it 5 
at one.  Our problem area that we are talking about are low CVs 6 
and low susceptibilities, but, when CVs are super low, it’s 7 
still a problem.  We will be able to pull those numbers and test 8 
that, but the -- 9 
 10 
**(At this point in the meeting there was a power outage and 11 
there is a gap in the audio recording for an unknown period of 12 
time.)** 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  Does this pass constitutional muster, Jocelyn? 15 
 16 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You’re talking about the language on the 17 
buffers and it expiring after a certain amount of time? 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 20 
 21 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I have a question about.  I am trying to 22 
see if I can see the language there. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not married to this wording, but I was just 25 
trying to suggest that this is perhaps the way that we could get 26 
our point across, that we’re saying, yes, 0.5 would work now, 27 
but we’re not claiming that -- It’s stating that it’s a 28 
scientific principle that it won’t be valid twenty years from 29 
now, and we can’t just keep using it because it was used for -- 30 
It’s only scientific for a short period of time. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  John, as a friendly change, could we maybe say 33 
the validity is reduced as it moves through time, rather than 34 
just saying now we have validity and here we have no validity? 35 
 36 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Obviously the ABC control rule has to 37 
reflect the council’s risk policy, and that is the risk that 38 
catch at the ABC accounts for uncertainty in the estimate of 39 
OFL, and, here, we’re using SYL. 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s a different issue.  This is the scientific 42 
uncertainty, and scientific uncertainty goes up with time.  43 
That’s not the council’s prerogative to decide what’s the best 44 
science.  That’s our prerogative, and we’re saying -- 45 
 46 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  In the ABC control rule, in the guidelines, 47 
it says there is the council’s risk policy, and it has their 48 
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policy that you’re allowing buffers at certain levels, and so 1 
taking the buffer at that level is okay, but I am just trying to 2 
describe what the guidelines say about the uncertainty, and it 3 
says that the scientific uncertainty is in the estimate of OFL. 4 
 5 
The ABC accounts for that uncertainty, and I just want to make 6 
sure, so that I’m clear and so the record is clear, if you could 7 
just explain this scientific principle that you’re expressing 8 
here and how the uncertainty in the OFL that we had set will 9 
change over time, because that’s what the ABC is supposed to 10 
reflect.  It’s supposed to be the amount of acceptable 11 
biological catch that is reflecting the uncertainty from the 12 
estimate of the OFL that you have, and so you’re selecting that 13 
buffer from the SYL -- That buffer from that level to get to the 14 
ABC, and so how does that uncertainty in that OFL, that SYL, 15 
level, how does that change over time? 16 
 17 
JOHN HOENIG:  We’re basing things on average catch and on the 18 
assumption that there is no downward trend and that the stock is 19 
not collapsing, and if in fact there is a downward trend, the 20 
longer you do not realize that, the bigger the risk that the 21 
stock could collapse to something very low. 22 
 23 
I think it fits in perfectly that, yes, over a one-year 24 
timeframe, it’s not likely that the stock will drop to a tenth 25 
of what it was, but, over a ten-year period, if it goes down 10 26 
percent per year, it will drop a huge amount, and so, the longer 27 
you fail to validate your landings, the bigger the risk, and so 28 
that’s what we’re saying, is we don’t see a problem if you do 29 
this for a year or maybe two, but, after that, you’ve got more 30 
time going by where you’re not checking is there a downward 31 
trend, and that’s getting more and more risky.  That ends up 32 
getting more and more uncertain.  33 
 34 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I want to make sure I understand that I am 35 
understanding the temporal element, because it seems like we’re 36 
saying that, over time, we’ll have less certainty that catch 37 
equal to the stock’s ABC wouldn’t exceed the overfishing limit, 38 
which now, if you’re calling it the SYL, which is slightly 39 
different than the OFL, but -- 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  That is correct, what you’re saying. 42 
 43 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Okay, and so that, to me, based on the 44 
guidelines, looks like it could be management uncertainty that 45 
is taken into account when they are setting the ACL below or 46 
relative to the ABC, and so they’re looking at, going forward, 47 
catch is constrained by the ACL, and so what is our uncertainty 48 
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that catch at that level might not restrain overfishing, and so, 1 
going forward -- They mention specifically late catch reporting, 2 
misreporting, underreporting of catches.  Those are management 3 
uncertainties that would be taken into account, so that managers 4 
constrain the catch so that the ACL is not exceeded, and that’s 5 
that further way that you’re, again, not tripping all of those 6 
levels that the ACL is based on, because, right now -- 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  As I said, the scientific uncertainty is what is 9 
happening to the stock.  The stock could be going down and we’re 10 
not protecting it, because we’re using the catch as an indicator 11 
of stock status, and we don’t know that catch is being tabulated 12 
properly.  The longer that time goes on, the greater the 13 
scientific uncertainty in the status of the stock, because the 14 
stock could be going down and we wouldn’t be protecting it from 15 
the system, and so there is more uncertainty. 16 
 17 
It’s just like a forecasting.  How much is the economy going to 18 
grow in the next year?  3 percent.  Really?  Does that mean that 19 
over thirty years it’s going to grow this amount?  No.  I can 20 
make you a prediction over the next year, but, the longer you 21 
want me to do this, the more I would say we need additional 22 
information to update it, my forecast. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  I was just going to say that, because this 27 
entire system is based on the catch, and it includes variability 28 
directly in the OFL and ABC determination, NOAA is spending a 29 
lot of money right now to try to improve catch estimates, and, 30 
at some point, those might result in real, measurable 31 
improvements to catch validation and catch estimates, and so I 32 
am not opposed to having a system that allows us to reevaluate 33 
these scalars and buffers at that time if a change in reporting 34 
-- 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If they do that, they actually go up. 37 
 38 
JOHN HOENIG:  They can go in either direction, depending upon 39 
what is -- 40 
 41 
SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly. 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  But, if you don’t do that, then you’re basically 44 
saying the faith I have that it is reasonably okay for the short 45 
term means that it’s also reasonably okay for the long term, and 46 
that doesn’t follow.  That is just not logical. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 1 
 2 
JOHN HOENIG:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  I accept your wording change.  I think there was 7 
one word that I didn’t like.   8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s our opinion. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 14 
 15 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I definitely agree that as we get new 16 
information that it will be important for the SSC to be 17 
revisiting the system.  Here, we’re specifically focused on the 18 
buffer, but I just want to understand if we’re looking at it, 19 
again, because we have additional information and if we would 20 
also be revisiting the SYL level as well as the ABC level. 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  It would be to look at the susceptibility score 23 
if new information became available, for example. 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, but, if there is no new information, that 26 
would not cause a reconsideration.  For example, the landings 27 
have remained average all these years, and it’s not like you 28 
would have to say the -- On the other hand, if the reporting is 29 
not improved after two years, we would in fact say, oh, now 30 
we’re actually extrapolating further and that’s just more risky, 31 
and so it needs to be in this, but it doesn’t necessarily need 32 
to be in the calculation of SYL or susceptibility, because that 33 
might not change, but, if it did change, yes, of course.  If 34 
something dramatic happens, then we would want to --  35 
 36 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think the temporal element is definitely 37 
important, and I think it’s a little bit tricky, because we’re 38 
asked right now to set an overfishing limit or, under the 39 
guidelines, it’s usually an overfishing, but, here, we’re 40 
looking at a sustainable yield level.  Then we buffer down from 41 
that to get to an ABC, and so you have put, as we mentioned on 42 
Monday, a fixed reference period that you’re looking at the 43 
landings on, and you have picked scalars, and now you’re looking 44 
at the buffer between those two values to account for scientific 45 
uncertainty. 46 
 47 
I am just questioning that it seems like there is a certain 48 
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amount of uncertainty at this point in time that you’re taking 1 
into account, and, when you have things like late catch 2 
reporting, that seems like that might be a question about the 3 
future data stream and whether it’s appropriate to allow catch 4 
up to the ABC, and so, if you don’t want to allow catch up to 5 
the ABC, I am just wondering if that isn’t a question for the 6 
council to set in terms of further potentially buffering ABC to 7 
get to the ACL. 8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  The council can decide on its risk policy, but 10 
they will have to use our assessment of what is the uncertainty.  11 
The council does not make a scientific judgment that this is the 12 
uncertainty.  They take our statement that this is the 13 
uncertainty, and they combine that with their risk tolerance.   14 
 15 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It seems like just the temporal element is 16 
that, as of right now, do we think that setting an ABC with this 17 
buffer is appropriate. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  This business with the time is not unique to this 20 
council.  When I was in Canada, we would take data from two 21 
years ago to come up with the quota for next year, and that was 22 
the reality of it.  If we could get the data more recent than 23 
that and get all of our calculations done in time, we would do 24 
it faster, and that was accepted, but, if in fact the boat broke 25 
down, or the port sampling got out of time, and suddenly they 26 
have not two years of data two years ago, but three years ago, 27 
or four years ago, you could say, oh, it’s different and you’re 28 
now projecting further ahead, and that’s not as safe, and that’s 29 
all I’m saying, is it’s a recognized principle that it’s better 30 
to have recent data than out-of-date data, and that should not -31 
- We shouldn’t be, well, scientifically, you can’t do that.  Why 32 
not? 33 
 34 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  A lot of what I am hearing though is not 35 
about the data from the reference period, which that’s the data 36 
that you’re using to set the SYL and that’s, again, influencing 37 
the ABC, but you’re talking about future data streams. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  Using the data that we have, which has some 40 
uncertainty that we’ve come to grips with to say, yes, I am 41 
comfortable with 0.5 for the next year or two, but I am not 42 
comfortable -- There is a difference between using 0.5 for the 43 
next twenty years.  There is just no justification for it, and 44 
that’s much more risky.   45 
 46 
That’s a fact, and I don’t think anybody can argue that, oh no, 47 
it doesn’t make any difference if you apply this for a year or 48 
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for twenty years, and that’s all I’m trying to say.  0.5 will 1 
work for the next year or two.  After that, the uncertainty is 2 
much greater, and that’s what I am saying is the science, and 3 
it’s inappropriate say, well, the council can -- We’re supposed 4 
to say what is the scientific uncertainty.  The scientific 5 
uncertainty depends upon how long you go without evaluating your 6 
data. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t really disagree at all with what John is 9 
saying, but I just wanted to say that, in our experience with 10 
the other council processes, this control rule would not have 11 
been accepted by the council.  What we’re putting together as a 12 
rule, it must go in front of the council for acceptance, and 13 
they do, and have advocated in the past, opportunities to 14 
suggest revisions. 15 
 16 
In the Gulf, they did come back to the SSC in some capacity for 17 
our response, but what I’m getting at is I agree with you, John, 18 
that I too -- This is still a negotiation with the council, and 19 
they have not adopted this rule yet. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  Understood, but what I am not willing to do is 22 
second-guess that the council will never go for this and so 23 
let’s just tell them what we think they want to hear that the 24 
0.5 is good and they can use that every year for the next ten 25 
years, because we have already decided that that is 26 
scientifically -- 27 
 28 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I agree that new information should update 29 
these figures. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 32 
recording.) 33 
 34 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Mr. Chair, before the vote takes place, if the 35 
motion could be read into the record, because I can’t see what’s 36 
being voted on, and so, if it can be read into the record before 37 
the vote takes place and who put the motion forward and who 38 
seconded the motion, please. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The motion was by John and seconded by -- 41 
Graciela will read the motion. 42 
 43 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It reads use the 0.5 buffer to be 44 
modified as necessary.  For species and species groups and 45 
islands, for the factors discussed under scientific uncertainty, 46 
the validity of the multiplier declines over time, and the SSC 47 
is of the opinion that the two-year period is the maximum for 48 
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which the current buffer can be used.  There is an asterisk in 1 
the slide.  As such, the SSC requests to evaluate and modify the 2 
buffer in two years in response to change in information on the 3 
reliability of landings or lack thereof and annually after that.  4 
The asterisk then reads: As a scientific principle, the older 5 
the information is to assess and manage the stock, the more 6 
uncertainty there is.  The longer the landings are unverified, 7 
the greater the possibility of the stock trajectory trending 8 
downward.  Hence, the SSC think that an adjustment to the 9 
multiplier up or down needs to be considered in two years. 10 
 11 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Thank you.   12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Should we say every two years or it’s just 14 
like the first two years or -- 15 
 16 
JOHN HOENIG:  No, it says specifically, as such, the SSC 17 
requests to evaluate and modify the buffer in two years in 18 
response to change in information on the reliability of landings 19 
or lack thereof and annually after that.  20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Annually after that.  Okay.  22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  John, would you accept, after “two years” 24 
of “after implementation”?   25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can we possibly do that here?  This 29 
committee can do that? 30 
 31 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do you mean as a practical matter? 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, we have four meetings a year, and, in 34 
my experience, that typically takes a lot of time, and then all 35 
the processing of the data, and the data becomes available so 36 
that we can evaluate it in a year’s time cycle?  That might not 37 
be that available.  I mean, not even in --   38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  If there is no other discussion, 40 
let’s go to a vote.  All those in favor of the motion by John 41 
that’s on the screen right now; opposed; abstaining.   42 
 43 
(The next portion of the recording is not audible.) 44 
 45 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I just have a question, just based on the 46 
discussion, because I was looking at this language again.  We 47 
were sort of saying that -- Obviously information changes over 48 
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time, and I understand that, and I understand the second bullet 1 
about the scientific principle about older information can 2 
increase the uncertainty, but when we’re talking about the 3 
validity specifically of the multiplier declining over time, we 4 
also mentioned that the buffer actually could increase.  Is it 5 
accurate to say that the validity of the multiplier is declining 6 
over time or rather than it’s changing over time?  Is it 7 
necessarily getting worse is my question.  I apologize for not 8 
asking it earlier. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s not necessarily getting worse, because, if we 11 
got some new information that said these catch landings are just 12 
spot-on, then we say that -- 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The first part says that it’s 0.5 dependent 15 
on these factors, those factors being --  16 
 17 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The validity -- It seems like it’s more 18 
accurate, potentially, to say the validity of the multiplier 19 
changes over time rather than declines over time.   20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What about if we said the appropriateness?  24 
That’s the same thing.  It just means that, with time, what that 25 
number is may not be appropriate.   26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It could be better, or it could be worse. 30 
 31 
TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 32 
 33 
JOHN HOENIG:  In the absence of new information, the only new 34 
information, really, is time elapsed, and it declines, but, if 35 
there is a study that shows the landings are more reliably than 36 
we realized, then the multiplier would go up. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The money is going to be available to do 39 
these evaluations?  That’s what this implies.  I mean, this is 40 
not going to happen for free.  Somebody has to come up with that 41 
funding to do the evaluations in case the funding does not come 42 
forward and the fisheries get the hit. 43 
 44 
TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The expectation is that it’s a long-term 47 
funding project? 48 
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 1 
TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s fine, but my concern is that the 4 
program runs out of funding and then we have this commitment 5 
towards evaluation of the quality of the reportings and then, if 6 
not, the buffer is going to go down, resulting in a decrease of 7 
the fisheries, and there is no control over it, and so that’s my 8 
concern. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  You can’t second-guess what’s going to happen in 11 
the future.  It depends in part on what is found.  One 12 
possibility is that it’s found that the expansion factors are 13 
on, and so we don’t really have any evidence of a problem, and 14 
another possibility is we find out that the expansion factors 15 
are off by a factor of five and that the system is not working 16 
and a new system needs to be put in place.  I mean, what will 17 
happen, we don’t know.  What we know is that there is two years 18 
of funding to figure out how big is the problem, if there is a 19 
problem. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  That’s great.  I think it’s a good 22 
thing.  My point is, okay, what happens after those two years?  23 
I mean, we have language there saying that that quality of the 24 
data, the system of reporting, needs to be evaluated every year.  25 
If not, if it’s not evaluated, it is going to be modified.  Then 26 
what I am not seeing is the warranties that the funding is going 27 
to be available to conduct such evaluations. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 32 
recording.) 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 37 
recording.) 38 
 39 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 40 
 41 
(The remainder of the March 1, 2018 recording is not audible.) 42 
 43 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on March 1, 2018.) 44 
 45 

- - - 46 
 47 
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 1 
FRIDAY MORNING SESSION 2 

 3 
- - - 4 

 5 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 6 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 7 
Juan, Puerto Rico, Friday morning, March 2, 2018, and was called 8 
to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Let’s get started.  It’s day five of 11 
the SSC.  We’ll do the roll call first thing with Walter. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 14 
 15 
JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC. 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 18 
 19 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 24 
 25 
VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 26 
 27 
JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, Science Center. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 32 
staff. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 35 
 36 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 37 
 38 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Orian Tzadik, Pew Charitable Trusts. 39 
 40 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 41 
 42 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 43 
 44 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, DAP Chair, St. Croix. 45 
 46 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 47 
 48 
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JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 1 
Counsel. 2 
 3 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Sarah Stephenson, NOAA Fisheries. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We don’t have anyone online yet. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so our first order of business, 8 
as we had set out yesterday, was to have the Science Center, and 9 
I guess, Shannon, you’re going to do that, give us some examples 10 
of trying to apply all that we’ve done in the past in the 11 
application of the Tier 4a control rule.  Take it away, Shannon. 12 
 13 

EXAMPLE APPLICATIONS OF THE TIER 4A CONTROL RULE 14 
 15 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay, and so Adyan, Kevin, and I were working 16 
through examples last night after the meeting, and we have 17 
discovered -- Well, probably to no one’s surprise, especially 18 
Bill and Sarah’s, that there are definitely a few issues. 19 
 20 
I am going to show you essentially the problem and a proposed 21 
solution.  Adyan has all of the actual numeric examples that she 22 
can show you with real data, and so this is quick, and hopefully 23 
painless, but it is a complication that is fairly serious, and 24 
we do have a simple solution. 25 
 26 
Recall that this is the simulation output for CV equals one for 27 
susceptibility scores from two to three and for buffers from 0.5 28 
to 0.9, and so you have seen this a number of times, and we have 29 
agreed that we are going to use a buffer of 0.5 for a default at 30 
least and that this table then would apply a 12 percent -- This 31 
table returns, and let’s put it that way, a 12 percent increase 32 
above the mean for a scalar value of two, which is a 33 
susceptibility score of two, and 67 percent for your 34 
susceptibility score of three, and so it’s a 67 percent increase 35 
above the mean, and I think we agreed that this behavior is 36 
acceptable to us. 37 
 38 
This simulation was created assuming a normal distribution.  Of 39 
course, in a normal distribution, the median and the mean are 40 
close together, and so more in here, the central tendency, and 41 
your 75th percentile occurs above the mean.  Our control assumes 42 
that this normality is true in our landings data as well.  43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That it is true for what? 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s true for the landings data, but it would 47 
also be normally distributed. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I didn’t hear. 2 
 3 
VANCE VICENTE:  That is a big assumption. 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  Please, if I’m not clear, do stop me, because 6 
this is a pretty important concept.  In what we consider to be a 7 
more normal situation, a mean is here in the orange and the 8 
median is right above it.  In this situation, which is close to 9 
normal, you’ve got the landings data series from 2004 to 2017 in 10 
this particular plot.  The orange and the line right above it 11 
are the mean and the median, and they are close together, and 12 
the 75th percentile is above the mean, and so this is kind of the 13 
situation that we expected to see. 14 
 15 
For a large number of the Caribbean stocks, the landings data 16 
are not normally distributed, and I put this together very 17 
quickly, and so I apologize for the grammatical errors in the 18 
slides, and, in fact, in a number of cases, the 75th percentile 19 
is well below the mean.   20 
 21 
In fact, in a number of cases, the 75th percentile is actually 22 
zero, even though the mean is a real number, and that is 23 
occurring because we have a large number of zeroes in the 24 
commercial data that are presumed to be accurate, and that’s 25 
because no one reported a species in that year, and, even if you 26 
apply an expansion factor, any number times zero is still zero, 27 
and so this is a bad thing. 28 
 29 
In an even larger number of cases, the 75th percentile is not 30 
sufficiently above the mean to produce the intended increase for 31 
a 4a stock, and Adyan -- When she did the examples you asked her 32 
to do last night, she has seen this behavior already, and so we 33 
know it happens fairly frequently. 34 
 35 
VANCE VICENTE:  Can you go back again?  You are going too fast 36 
for me. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  I’m sorry. 39 
 40 
VANCE VICENTE:  This is important. 41 
 42 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it is.  I will distribute this 43 
presentation. 44 
 45 
VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but I need to digest it for now.  Okay.  46 
Thank you. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  I will show you a real example.  This is the 1 
angelfish complex in Puerto Rico, and we see that there are -- 2 
During the reference years, most of the data is actually zero.  3 
It’s a zero, zero, zero, zero.  Then, in a few years, you have 4 
actual landings, which range from 150 pounds to a little over 5 
600 pounds, and so your mean is thirty-six pounds, but your 6 
percentile is zero, and so your ABC control rule is going to 7 
return zero. 8 
 9 
JOHN HOENIG:  But what is your 75th percentile of the non-zero 10 
catches? 11 
 12 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, that’s true.  That’s a way to do it, but 13 
recall that these are thought to be zero landings by our data 14 
experts.  They stand by these zeroes.   15 
 16 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Okay, and so nobody says they’re not real 17 
zeroes and use a different distribution. 18 
 19 
SHANNON CALAY:  So that is one thing that could be done. 20 
 21 
JOHN HOENIG:  If you believe that they are zeroes and they 22 
weren’t fishing -- If they weren’t fishing for them and they 23 
didn’t catch anything, then it’s really not providing 24 
information. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  The reality is we probably just have a low 27 
number of reports and an infrequently observed species. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what I was getting at yesterday.  With 30 
the rare events, you’re going to get into this. 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  Unfortunately, this also occurs with species 33 
that have annual landings of 18,000 pounds or more, and so this 34 
doesn’t seem to be restricted to rare-event species.  In the 35 
quest to never present a problem without a solution, we have 36 
devised a way forward for your consideration. 37 
 38 
Our proposed solution is to retain the work that has been done 39 
in the simulation, which does assume normality, and so you 40 
retain the percent increases above the mean landings that was 41 
produced by the simulation, and I will show you what I mean in a 42 
moment with an example.  You apply that percent increase now 43 
directly to the mean landings during the reference years.  The 44 
con of this is that it does require a revision to the control 45 
rule, which we have at least sketched out for you what that 46 
would look like. 47 
 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  The con, in my opinion, is that it’s completely 1 
unexplainable to me why. 2 
 3 
SHANNON CALAY:  I am going to show you what this looks like.  By 4 
the way, the previous control rule was also unexplainable to 5 
anyone.  Trust me.  We’ve already had the feedback. 6 
 7 
Maybe this is not the ideal order of presentation, but this 8 
happens to be from the simulation, and this is CV equals one, in 9 
case anyone cares, and we have collapsed it to just 10 
susceptibility scores of two, 2.5, and three, because we believe 11 
those are the only susceptibility scores that actually occur in 12 
the data. 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For 4a. 15 
 16 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, this is all 4a that I’m talking about.  4b 17 
is actually fine, and so 4b works.  Now you’ve got buffers for 18 
it from 0.5 to one, and I will show you why in a moment.  What 19 
we’re proposing is these are your percent increases above the 20 
mean of the reference period, and so here, at 0.5 buffer and a 21 
susceptibility score of two, you would increase by 12 percent 22 
above the mean of the reference period and a susceptibility 23 
score of three is a 67 percent increase. 24 
 25 
Now, the reason I am showing you one is because the simplest way 26 
to adjust -- I apologize for the klutzy math.  It’s an attempt 27 
at clarity in five minutes right before the meeting, and so what 28 
we are proposing at the moment is that the SYL now becomes the 29 
mean of the reference period landings and then you simply apply 30 
the percent increase with no buffer, and so your buffer score is 31 
now one, which means you are applying no buffer here, and your 32 
ABC still would be default buffer of 0.5. 33 
 34 
We can clean up the way this math appears if this is an 35 
acceptable proposal, but here is your example.  This is the same 36 
table that appeared on a previous slide, and so now it is a 37 
susceptibility score of 2.5, which is your middle row of 38 
information, and your SYL is the mean of the reference years 39 
times 2.79, and so it’s -- This is the row I’m talking about, 40 
but this is a 179 percent increase above the mean, and so it 41 
ends up being 2.79 times the mean.  For ABC, you’re here, and so 42 
your ABC now is the mean of the reference years times 1.4, and 43 
that’s how this would work. 44 
 45 
We are basically proposing that we retain the logic of the 46 
percent increases we were satisfied with, but now we just apply 47 
them directly to the mean, because it’s not as affected by the 48 
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departure from normality as the 75th percentile is. 1 
 2 
It’s not a perfect solution.  It’s a solution we could do today, 3 
as opposed to -- We could do something different, but we would 4 
have to test it to make sure that it performs.  An advantage of 5 
this is we know already how it’s going to perform, because we 6 
are just directly applying these increases to the mean.  That’s 7 
all I’ve got. 8 
 9 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Can you comment on why you didn’t want to do the 10 
75th percentile of the non-zero landings?  Was it just because 11 
you thought the zeroes were -- 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think there’s two reasons.  One, both the 14 
recreational and commercial data folks that we’ve spoken to, 15 
they support the zeroes.  Now, I agree with you that, because 16 
they’re a rare-event species and we don’t have perfect 17 
reporting, it’s unlikely to be zero, but we don’t know what that 18 
number is.  I think the more important reason, actually, is, if 19 
we eliminate all the zeroes, we’re still left with distributions 20 
with four observations, and that’s still never going to be 21 
normal. 22 
 23 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Once more, didn’t you say that you’ve got cases 24 
where there are logical landings and you couldn’t apply -- The 25 
rule wouldn’t work all the time. 26 
 27 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do you recall which species were there in 28 
big numbers even though there were some zeroes in the data? 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  Adyan is coming in next, and she has those 31 
tables right in front of her, and she did tell me, and my brain 32 
was like a sieve, and so it just went right out the other side. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the case of angelfishes that you brought 35 
up, it’s a species of concern, because it’s ecologically 36 
important and a species that have been inconsistently considered 37 
as a commercial target.   38 
 39 
SHANNON CALAY:  In this particularly example -- 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In Puerto Rico, at least. 42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t recall the susceptibility score of 44 
angelfishes, but the mean was 36 percent, or thirty-six pounds, 45 
during the reference period, and you would still be applying an 46 
increase that couldn’t exceed 3.35 times thirty-six pounds, and 47 
so you’re talking about -- We can calculate it, but you’re going 48 
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to be talking about an SYL of around a hundred pounds, and I 1 
don’t think that that’s necessarily advisable.  2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Necessarily what? 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  Advisable. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Advisable? 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  Why do you want to shut down -- This is another 10 
problem unrelated to this issue, but I would also urge you to 11 
consider situations where the ABC value that is produced by any 12 
control rule is very small, because, if you do exceed it, you 13 
will have an accountability measure, but is a hundred pounds of 14 
angelfish something to be concerned about?   15 
 16 
That is the question.  If it is, if you think that a hundred 17 
pounds of angelfish is an unacceptably large amount, then you 18 
could execute this control rule, but, if you think that’s an 19 
incidental catch and you’re not concerned about it, we should 20 
probably consider what to do in those situations to avoid 21 
triggering unnecessary management. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You know, my concern is that there is one 24 
species within that group, which is the rock beauty, that is 25 
quite abundant in the reefs, and it goes into the fish traps, 26 
and I believe that, for many years, the fishermen -- It’s a 27 
bycatch.  The fishermen have been just releasing it back into 28 
the water, but, if at some point they decide not to do that, it 29 
will easily exceed a hundred pounds, because it’s a fish that 30 
it’s regularly caught in fish traps. 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you guys would like to see how the previous 33 
control rule actually functions for the examples that you 34 
selected, Adyan is ready to -- 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  She’s got two more to do. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  She will be ready very shortly. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sarah and then Bill. 41 
 42 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I just wanted to point out that there are a 43 
handful of 4a at a scalar, a susceptibility score, of 1.5. 44 
 45 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  Still in 4a? 46 
 47 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That seems to be in dispute, because you all 2 
reviewed that yesterday, and so that -- We should all get 3 
together. 4 
 5 
ORIAN TZADIK:  I sent you the spreadsheet. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.  I saw that.  I got it, but I haven’t 8 
looked at it, but we should all be in agreement on that. 9 
 10 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and this system will still work.  It’s just 11 
with the same caveat that, in those situations where this 12 
produces a negative percent increase, you would apply no percent 13 
increase.  It would simply be the mean with no increase, and so, 14 
if there are still situations that produce that negative number, 15 
we will deal with it the same way the SSC intended to yesterday, 16 
and so I guess my question to you now is we have a half-day.  Is 17 
this a way forward, or do you want to consider other options?  18 
If you want to consider other options, we better get on it right 19 
away. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill and then Todd. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just two quick points.  One is, and Shannon and I 24 
talked about this, and I know you guys are aware of it, but I 25 
think you should set some kind of base below which these things 26 
don’t go, and you then might have two choices, and it’s totally 27 
up to you, of course. 28 
 29 
If you’ve got a thirty-six-pound ABC or whatever, you could say 30 
one of two things.  You could say anything that’s that low is 31 
going to go up to a minimum of 500 pounds or 50,000 pounds or 32 
whatever you want to set, or you could say we’re just going to 33 
drop it down to zero and make it prohibited because we cannot -- 34 
It’s going to be a mess.  As you guys know, it’s going to be a 35 
mess to deal with these super low -- 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I want to shelve the low-level species 38 
until we solve this problem. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  Then the second thing is, just to address 41 
Reni, don’t forget that you do have the ABC to ACL reduction, 42 
and that’s the management reduction.  In the previous 43 
amendments, that’s where we applied consideration of angelfish 44 
and their ecological importance. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Angelfish have been accounted for here in 47 
basically dropping their susceptibility, and so that’s already 48 
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in there.  Todd. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If I condense this down, this is really mean 3 
times scalar, based on the susceptibility coefficient, which 4 
takes us back to 2008.  The control rule, with the 75th 5 
percentile, is not -- I mean, it’s not really in here.  You’re 6 
just using the 75th percentile simulations to now inform your 7 
scalar using 0.5 and a 1.0 buffer, which are no longer part of 8 
the control rule. 9 
 10 
I am just lost in the logic as to how you get -- Like I seems -- 11 
Yes, you’ve got a problem and here’s a solution, but this -- 12 
Even the simulations are based on a situation that’s now really 13 
not what we’re -- 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  I have to agree with Todd. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am lost.  Todd, can you -- 18 
 19 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Sure.  The number one option which the SSC 20 
discussed for the last eight years is mean times the scalar. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  That scalar was up for huge amounts of 25 
discussion, and that’s do we inform it by a PSA type of analysis 26 
or do we inform it by some data components, and we worked 27 
through how to inform that scalar.  We ended up doing some 28 
version of it in the first round of this stuff, and now we got 29 
into this and we’re trying to figure out a better way of using 30 
the data to take into account variability and those changes, 31 
which is how we got down to the 75th percentile. 32 
 33 
Now, if you look at this and forget everything else, your 34 
equations are now mean times some scalar right here.  If you 35 
look at the scalar, what is this scalar?  The scalar is a 36 
hundred plus -- This simulation procedure, which is set up on a 37 
75th percentile of -- Actually, forget the 75th percentile.  It’s 38 
set up on a value of landings.  Then, using buffers of 0.5 to 39 
1.0, you can look at how our control rule would work, and this 40 
is -- 41 
 42 
SHANNON CALAY:  That is only partly true, Todd.  I misspoke.  I 43 
actually, in my rush, I made an assumption about the default 44 
buffer, but you could still apply any buffer that the SSC 45 
selected for the ABC.  These increases, as you have less 46 
scientific uncertainty along this axis, and this is zero 47 
scientific uncertainty, you would actually apply the higher 48 
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multipliers as you get more certain about the data, and so you 1 
could still use the buffer, but you’re right about the rest of 2 
what you’re saying. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The simulation is set up on -- I mean, this 5 
simulation was set up to test this equation.  This equation is 6 
now not what is being used for the simulations. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s correct, and what I am trying to retain 9 
here is the behavior that you accepted at this meeting, because 10 
the other option is we could, theoretically, apply something 11 
like keep the control rule you had before and replace the 75th 12 
percentile with 75 percent of the maximum value, but we have not 13 
looked at how that performs at all, and so we have no idea at 14 
this moment how that performs.  Adyan’s simulation can test it 15 
quickly, and we could look at that, but we don’t know what it 16 
looks like.  We know what this does. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  You may have figured out what this does, but I 19 
have no idea what it is that you have.  I am just not 20 
intelligent enough to understand what is -- I could never 21 
explain this to anyone else. 22 
 23 
SHANNON CALAY:  The reality though is that the South Atlantic 24 
Council does a mean times scalar approach that uses a 25 
susceptibility score also, and they apply scalars that they 26 
derive from something, and I don’t know what they are derived 27 
from.  We can derive our scalars however you like, and it would 28 
function the same.  As long as you are applying a scalar to the 29 
mean, these situations of non-normality are reduced. 30 
 31 
The South Atlantic has done that.  I mean, I didn’t know they 32 
did it.   We looked at it a few SSC meetings ago, and I went, 33 
well, why didn’t we do that, but it’s just a mean times scalar 34 
approach, and so I am not going to push you to do a certain 35 
thing.  I am not on your SSC, but if you have other things that 36 
you would like us to look at, we would have to do it very 37 
quickly, and so I could tell Adyan now if you want to see some 38 
other ideas. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 41 
 42 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I understand that there is flexibility in 43 
deriving the scalar, but I do think it has to be understandable, 44 
so that we can explain it and say, rationally, how we came to 45 
the scalar decision, and so, sitting here, I will say that I 46 
don’t yet understand how this works, but, if there is 47 
discussion, I can further explain that, and, if folks agree, 48 
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that would be helpful. 1 
 2 
SHANNON CALAY:  It just comes directly out of the simulation 3 
doing a certain mean and then applying a standard deviation, and 4 
we have literally just looked at the behavior of the previous 5 
control rule.  I mean, I am not saying these are -- I am not 6 
saying there is a basis for these numbers.  I am saying that we 7 
were comfortable with these increases when we looked at them 8 
before, and you could certainly simplify the situation. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The basis was also intent. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If we go back to that, then intent is easy.  It 13 
could have been two years ago.  We could just multiply by 0.1 or 14 
0.3 or 0.5.  We can go all around, but just call it a scalar and 15 
-- I mean, I think I understand, but it just seems incredibly 16 
complex for what is really a way of getting at --  17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we could certainly take this kind of 19 
information and say, well, okay, let’s just say, instead of it’s 20 
going to be a calculation, we will actually take -- If your 21 
susceptibility is three, we’re going to multiply by this.  If 22 
it’s 2.5, we multiply by this.  If it’s two, we multiply by 23 
that.  Then someone is going to ask, okay, where did you get 24 
those numbers from, and then there’s a complicated explanation 25 
of where the numbers come from, but the calculations are -- We 26 
could take your mean and multiply it by 1.67 if your 27 
susceptibility is three and multiply it by 1.4 if it’s 2.5 or 28 
you multiply it by 1.2 to get ABCs.  We could simplify it by 29 
looking to -- It doesn’t change much as a function of CV.  We 30 
can probably comfortably collapse all of that down to -- So it’s 31 
a simple set of numbers.  32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  It doesn’t have to be these particular numbers, 34 
necessarily, if you’re uncomfortable with how these particular 35 
numbers were derived, but we do need to have some table of 36 
numbers that the susceptibility score buffer -- So that we can 37 
apply it. 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly.    40 
 41 
VANCE VICENTE:  Shannon, the data, the landing data, is not 42 
normally distributed, and why are we using a parametric 43 
measurement, such as the mean, instead of the median, which is a 44 
non-parametric? 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  Because the median is also zero in all of the 47 
situations where the 75th percentile is zero, and so it’s the 48 
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median.   1 
 2 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay. 3 
 4 
SHANNON CALAY:  I understand your comment. 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not comfortable with this, and I would like 7 
to see some other options explored before we accept it. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that requires some other options to 10 
be suggested.   11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  Well, the 75th percentile positive values, that 13 
0.75 times the maximum, or the average of the two top would be 14 
even better, because the maximum would be less stable.   15 
 16 
SHANNON CALAY:  So you want to see 75 percent -- You want to see 17 
the average of the top two values? 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  75 percent of the value of the top two. 20 
 21 
SHANNON CALAY:  75 percent of the average of the top two. 22 
 23 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The non-zeroes you said too, right? 24 
 25 
JOHN HOENIG:  The 75th percentile of the non-zeroes. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  We can do that, but how is this example -- If 28 
you eliminate the zeroes, you have exactly the four 29 
observations. 30 
 31 
JOHN HOENIG:  Well, that’s what you’ve got. 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  The 75th percentile then -- 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s going to be 160, thereabouts.  It’s three out 36 
of four, and so it’s the one on the far left, and that’s 160. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it’s going to be roughly -- I mean, John is 39 
correct.  It’s easy to compute.  It’s 160.8. 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, what you’re saying is, yes, we had one 42 
really big number of 600, and we don’t know if that’s 43 
sustainable, but, okay, I will go with four, and the third-44 
highest was 160, and that’s what I would say is the basis.  I 45 
mean, I don’t see that that’s a problem. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, from the -- I think you’re just going to 48 
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have to go on record somehow that you don’t agree with the data 1 
providers who have told us that these zeroes are meaningful, and 2 
I don’t necessarily disagree with you, John, but they are saying 3 
to us that the zeroes are real, and we’re going to say that, no, 4 
they’re not, and that’s the way it is. 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  But they may be saying those are real, but I am 7 
saying, if you want to know how you should control a fishery, 8 
you really can’t look at data where there was no fishing and 9 
expect that that’s going to inform you about the dynamics of the 10 
stock. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Shannon, I can assure you that those are not 13 
zeroes.  Those zeroes are not real. 14 
 15 
SHANNON CALAY:  You don’t have to assure me. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those zeroes are not real, because I know of 18 
the behavior of -- 19 
 20 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then they’re not valid, and so you don’t base it 21 
on zero. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know that every time -- It’s very often 24 
that you put traps in the water that you get rock beauty in the 25 
trap. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  Let’s -- We have so little time and so much to 28 
look at, and so let’s try and focus on the decisions that must 29 
be made, and I agree with you that I am fine with it, as long as 30 
there is a record that this -- I just want the SSC to have some 31 
record that you prefer to go without the zeroes, because we have 32 
heard otherwise.  All right, and so that’s an approach, and then 33 
what was another one, the 75th percentile of max? 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  Not the 75th percentile, but 0.75 times the average 36 
of the top two. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  So not max? 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  Not max. 41 
 42 
SHANNON CALAY:  All right, and so that’s two approaches.  Any 43 
more?  I will go back, and we can stuff it in the simulator and 44 
see how it performs.  I guess we can stuff it into the actual -- 45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s going to have to go in the real data. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it’s going to have to be from the real 1 
data. 2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that something that can be done quickly? 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  It can be done. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I know it can be done.  I have every confidence 8 
that it can be done, but I am just concerned about time. 9 
 10 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I mean, it’s easy, except that we’re all 11 
frazzled, and so it’s -- Nothing is as easy when you get tired.  12 
Okay.  I will go back and confer with our expert. 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  She’s got one left of the original requests 15 
from yesterday. 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  You know, I appreciate that you came in with a 20 
proposed solution.  The problem is only that I find it too 21 
complicated to be able to be comfortable with, okay, I know what 22 
we’re doing. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree it’s complicated.  That’s the downside 25 
of it.  The positive is it does seem to give us what we’ve all 26 
had in mind, and anything else that we try is going to be just 27 
as ad hoc.  It may be somewhat simpler, but it’s just as ad hoc 28 
at this stage. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but what do you think we’re going to 31 
be explaining if -- You are still going to have that table up 32 
there, and you’re still going to be saying this is where these 33 
values come from.  It really isn’t any more complicated, but 34 
it’s just one more step removed.  Yes, that’s for sure. 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  You’re smarter than I am, because I can’t follow 37 
it. 38 
 39 
SHANNON CALAY:  Frankly, in our communications with council 40 
members to date, they don’t understand anything about the 41 
current control rule, and they are very frustrated by that, and 42 
so the way we’ve got it right now is also not explainable. 43 
 44 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes, and I was just going to say that -- 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  In fact, it looks completely ad hoc to most 47 
people, because they don’t know how it was created, and so, 48 
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really, the communication of either one is very complex, and I 1 
understand your concerns about it, John.  Absolutely, because 2 
what we would really be doing then is saying what we were trying 3 
to achieve is an effect, and we went about it in a way that led 4 
to these percent increases. 5 
 6 
Regardless of how we got there, we were happy with those percent 7 
increases, which were based on susceptibility and a perception 8 
of the buffer and the variation.  Then, at some point, what 9 
you’re communicating then to your council is just a percent 10 
increase that you intend to apply and not how we got there, 11 
because it really doesn’t matter. 12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  Another alternative is that you can work on your 14 
explanation so that you can come in and say, okay, start from 15 
scratch and here is what we want to accomplish and here is our 16 
simulation design to do this and here’s a result that gets us to 17 
-- Then that would be fine, but, the way -- Because of, wait, 18 
it’s got a problem and I’ve got to fix this, it’s sort of a 19 
Band-Aid approach.   20 
 21 
It’s sort of like giving directions and saying you go west ten 22 
miles and then you turn right and come back east for twelve 23 
miles or fourteen miles, because actually we didn’t want to go 24 
west and we wanted to go east.  In the end, you get where we 25 
wanted to be, and I am saying to go west so that you can turn 26 
around and come east is -- I am lost.  That is another 27 
possibility, is to just streamline the explanation so that it’s 28 
explainable. 29 
 30 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I think you can also streamline the table 31 
and basically say -- You could basically boil it down to 32 
susceptibility of two is a 10 percent increase.  A 33 
susceptibility of 2.5 is a 40 percent. 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  That, I could explain to somebody. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then they’re going to ask where did those 38 
numbers come from. 39 
 40 
TODD GEDAMKE:  If we were doing that, we would have gone through 41 
a much more detailed PSA and scoring on that, because it’s 42 
directly the answer.  I mean, my concern there is we’ve got 43 
years’ worth of record as to why we didn’t do that approach.  We 44 
should have. 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, but now we also have an example in the 47 
South Atlantic Council that just applied exactly that approach.  48 
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As times change, people’s participation changes, and I don’t 1 
think we have to be a slave to decisions we made years ago.  I 2 
mean, we are changing the whole control rule now because it 3 
doesn’t behave -- I mean, not today.  The whole reason for doing 4 
the new island-based FMPs is because we were not satisfied with 5 
the way that management was implemented in the Caribbean. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you mentioned, if I recall, yesterday, 8 
in the South Atlantic -- It’s the South Atlantic? 9 
 10 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nobody knows where those numbers came from? 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  Somebody does, but I don’t. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We looked at that over two meetings ago, and we 17 
couldn’t figure it out.  I remember that. 18 
 19 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I don’t remember that.  I was probably part 20 
of it, but I don’t remember.  That was a long time ago. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because we could say this is what we wanted 23 
to do, and we generated a simulation procedure that we thought 24 
delivered that.  From that simulation, we extracted the numbers 25 
that go into a table and here are the numbers. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That is what we did, yes. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I mean to apply to what they’re talking 30 
about.  Get rid of the formula, and it’s now a table, just as 31 
Shannon was saying.  At 0.5 and your susceptibility is three, 32 
the factor is -- You multiply the mean by 1.6.  If it’s 2.5, you 33 
are multiplying the mean by 1.4.  If it’s two, you are 34 
multiplying the mean by 1.1.  You just make those numbers fairly 35 
simple and not try to do it for the exact percentage that comes 36 
out of the simulation, but you just say these seemed fairly 37 
stable over time and here is the situation for different CVs, 38 
and so here is that number. 39 
 40 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And that’s your ABC? 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have to do a similar thing for SYL. 43 
 44 
SHANNON CALAY:  SYL is just -- I think it’s safe to do it saying 45 
no buffer, and so, if you had perfect information and this was 46 
no scientific uncertainty, then SYL and OFL equals ABC, which is 47 
a lot. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would have to generate another table 2 
for SYL. 3 
 4 
SHANNON CALAY:  It’s on the table that I presented. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I understand that, but you have an ABC 7 
table, and you’re going to have an SYL table. 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, we can do that.   10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is just one column, because there is 12 
no buffer. 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly, and rather than having -- I mean, we 15 
can make it much simpler, and, rather than reporting the percent 16 
increase above the mean, we can literally just have just a -- 17 
Make it a scalar, and so it just boils down to mean times the -- 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I am saying.  The table is mean 20 
times that number. 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  Exactly.   23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That number comes out of the simulation.  25 
We haven’t seen a -- I guess you had the buffer for one up 26 
there. 27 
 28 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 29 
 30 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’ve got to go back and look at that table. 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  Is this what you want to see?   33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 35 
 36 
SHANNON CALAY:  So, if we actually made it -- This would be SYL, 37 
and it would be -- This would be 3.35 or 2.79 or 2.23.  We could 38 
round those to less precision, if you cared. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because this for CV of one, and they 41 
will change slightly for other CV values. 42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and it’s just a matter of whether we want -44 
- 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if it’s 100 rather than 101, yes. 47 
 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  We can make a table that looks like what you 1 
want, and it would be simpler to understand.  Do you want to 2 
retain the CV?  The CV is not very variable.  The CV doesn’t 3 
produce a lot of variability in that scalar. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 6 
 7 
SHANNON CALAY:  So you wanted to retain the -- You would have a 8 
different SYL and ABC for each CV, or do you just want to keep 9 
the CV equals one that we have up here or some other CV? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I was looking was your original table 12 
and kind of just saying, okay, for the different CVs, kind of 13 
what is in the middle of that range of CVs, rather than just 14 
picking a single --  15 
 16 
SHANNON CALAY:  How is Adyan doing? 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  She’s just working on the last one. 19 
 20 
SHANNON CALAY:  Okay. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why don’t we get rid of the 75 percent and 23 
use something else? 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We got rid of the 75 percent. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  What did you suggest again? 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am trying to bypass the zero problem. 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  There is two ways.  One is to calculate the 75th 32 
percentile value without any zeroes in it, and the other way is 33 
to use something like the 75 percent of the average of the top 34 
two, and so those are both still on the table, and we don’t know 35 
what they look like, and so we would have to actually calculate 36 
this and look at it, and we don’t know how it performs. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, we saw how it performs in the 75th 39 
percentile of the positive values. 40 
 41 
SHANNON CALAY:  For one stock. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For one stock, yes. 44 
 45 
SHANNON CALAY:  The problem with that is I don’t want to walk 46 
out the door today with a control rule that we propose to the 47 
council in April and they accept and we found out that it 48 
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doesn’t work in a number of cases.  I would like to come out 1 
today with either no agreement, in which case I don’t know what 2 
would happen, or an agreement that we know how it functions, 3 
because this is getting to the point now where maybe we need to 4 
know it works or we need to say that we don’t have an idea that 5 
works yet. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  From an ecological standpoint, do you feel -8 
- The example that I can talk about is I think that we would 9 
have to go case-by-case.  In some cases, it might be because it 10 
is a rare species, and, in other places, like this one for the 11 
angelfishes, it is not a rare species, and I think that the 12 
consequences of the decisions might not be the same across the 13 
board. 14 
 15 
SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so Adyan, when she’s done with this 16 
at least, we can give her these two options, and she’s got the 17 
spreadsheet of the landings, at least for commercial, done.  We 18 
can test it against the actual landings values.  We can see that 19 
probably today, but it’s going to take a while. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Could you give me the two alternative options 22 
again? 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  So far, the two alternative options are 75 25 
percent of the average of the two highest landings. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  So we take 75 percent of that average? 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  We would replace the 75th percentile with that 30 
number. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The 75th percentile of the non-zeroes? 33 
 34 
SHANNON CALAY:  No, that’s another option.  There are two 35 
options on the table right now.  One is you take the 75th 36 
percentile out of the equation and replace it with a value that 37 
is 75 percent of the average of the top two landings values. 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I didn’t hear that last bit. 40 
 41 
SHANNON CALAY:  The other option on the table is to replace the 42 
75th percentile of the non-zeroes. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even that will generate, in some cases, 45 
zeroes.   46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it won’t generate zeroes, but it may -- 48 
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There is also the situation, with or without the zeroes in it, 1 
where, in some cases -- 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You need at least four values to get us the 4 
75th percentile. 5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  For the whole system of equations that we 7 
created, to get an increase in Tier 4a, or at least no decrease, 8 
the mean of the 75th percentile would have to be far enough apart 9 
that it returns an increase, and so, in any situation where the 10 
mean and the 75th percentile are either close together, closer 11 
than we would expect from a normal distribution, or in fact the 12 
75th percentile is below the mean, we can’t guarantee that you 13 
are going to get an increase in 4a from -- That’s where it falls 14 
apart, and I think we just didn’t predict sector-specific and 15 
species-specific.  We thought we were going to go with more 16 
complexes, recreational plus commercial, and that falls apart 17 
when you have this much stratification in the datasets. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, Adyan, can you update us? 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but I already know that the 75th -- The average 22 
of the two highest landings, 75 percent of the average of the 23 
two highest landings, can still result in a value that is less 24 
than the mean. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  Do you have an example of where that occurs? 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 29 
 30 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It all seems like we’re backwards-engineering 31 
this. 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, the reality is that our good intentions 34 
are not very applicable to the data we have in front of us. 35 
 36 
ADYAN RIOS:  Did you guys want me to assess the assumption of 37 
just assuming normality? 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we’ve gone through all of that.  I think 40 
what we want to see is the homework that was assigned from 41 
yesterday. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  We can look at that right now.  The homework 44 
assigned from yesterday is -- I need to log into Go to Meeting. 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Sorry, but the homework from yesterday was -- 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  The 75th percentile.  It shows you the behavior of 1 
the rule that you don’t -- It’s more evidence of why the control 2 
rule, as written, does not perform well. 3 
 4 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, but I am right that we’re in a situation 5 
that we don’t have something -- If we don’t have something in 6 
two hours? 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  We have basically been encouraged strongly by 9 
the council to have something for their April meeting, and they 10 
are being impatient. 11 
 12 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Is this going to get us forward? 13 
 14 
ADYAN RIOS:  Well, I have already told you the short story of 15 
the 75th percentile of the average of the two highest landings.  16 
There is also the other one you told me, which is 75 percent of 17 
non-zeroes, and I haven’t done the math there.  Was that the 75th 18 
percentile of non-zeroes? 19 
 20 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think you could still be in the same situation, 23 
but I can double-check, but I think you may still have cases -- 24 
There were cases where the 75th percentile was below the mean in 25 
cases with a lot of landings, a large time series, and I can 26 
pull up an example of that. 27 
 28 
An example of that is in fact Puerto Rico wrasses, where it 29 
didn’t - Let me check how many zeroes it had.  It only has five 30 
years of zeroes, and the 75th percentile is below the mean.  Let 31 
me remove those zeroes right now and calculate the 75th 32 
percentile.  The 75th percentile without those is still below the 33 
mean. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That means there is one year that is like -36 
- 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  I would like to share my screen, but I need to log 39 
into Go to Meeting.  I am plotting it now. 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  If you remove the zeroes and the 75th percentile is 42 
below the mean, you must have some huge value that basically you 43 
wouldn’t want to say is demonstrating the sustainability of --  44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here is the issue with wrasses.  Back in the 46 
late 1980s to the mid-1990s, there were 80,000 and 97,000 and 47 
96,000 pounds of Spanish hogfish.  These were identified as 48 
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Spanish hogfish.  Now, you’ve got landings of twelve pounds, 440 1 
pounds, 125 pounds. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  Then zero, zero, zero, zero. 4 
 5 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, even if you ignore the zeroes.  You’ve 6 
got years and years and years of under 500 pounds, and so I 7 
don’t know what was going on with this one in particular, but 8 
you’re going from 80,000 pounds to eighty pounds, and so there 9 
is your problem with that one. 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, you said exactly it.  It’s run by Spanish 12 
hogfish, and it’s a group of Spanish hogfish and puddingwife. 13 
 14 
JOHN HOENIG:  Can we see the graph? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 17 
 18 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It seems like the non-zero numbers -- We’re 19 
looking at the data and trying to remove certain years, and 20 
you’re changing the reference period in some way, and so you 21 
would have to go back and think about the rationale for setting 22 
that reference period and whether that’s still valid. 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  The zeroes can occur throughout the time series.  25 
I think, in a number of these cases, you could be correct that 26 
it’s actually a reporting complication, but, in a number of -- 27 
We’re going to have zeroes throughout some of these time series. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree with you that it’s a reporting issue, 30 
but I suspect that, if it’s recorded as zero, that probably is 31 
relatively low.  As a result, I am kind of hesitant to just 32 
throw out zeroes and work at it from a different method. 33 
 34 
JOHN HOENIG:  How about if we’re using average catch?  This is 35 
what’s been happening and it seems sustainable.  Then you assume 36 
it’s sustainable.  If you start putting in all those zeroes, how 37 
is does contribute information about what is sustainable?  I 38 
mean, if they didn’t fish, or if they fished and caught a 39 
hundred pounds or a thousand pounds or whatever, it’s really not 40 
saying, okay, in the future, we’re going to limit you because of 41 
this history.  It’s like why? 42 
 43 
If you have a period of say 100,000 pounds, but, in the early 44 
years, or during some economic downturn or a fuel crisis or 45 
whatever, there wasn’t any fishing, and that doesn’t mean that 46 
you can’t safely take what you’ve normally been taking.  The 47 
zeroes, or the near zeroes, even if they’re real, are just not 48 
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telling you anything about stock dynamics.  It’s not a basis for 1 
saying so what should we let you fish. 2 
 3 
All we’re doing is trying to say, in the realm of experience, 4 
we’ve been taking this and it hasn’t crashed, and so let’s hope 5 
that that’s sustainable, and include the zeroes is basically 6 
screwing the fishermen by putting in non-information and 7 
treating it as if it’s data on sustainability. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  So the option is to remove the zeroes? 10 
 11 
VANCE VICENTE:  If you take those zeroes, we all agree that 12 
those zeroes are not real.  We know that they are catching 13 
something, for sure, and can we create a hypothetical number 14 
above zero so that -- Can we put that in the modeling? 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No.  Now we’re inventing data. 17 
 18 
VANCE VICENTE:  All I’m saying was we could agree on a number if 19 
we know the average catch, and then we can say, like Reni said, 20 
for example, that some of the fish are -- The probability of 21 
them being discarded and -- We have some idea that we can figure 22 
out a -- Not invent a number, but, if we know that there is some 23 
catch going on, can we estimate, based on fishermen’s 24 
experience, so that we can alleviate the zero problem?  That is 25 
really affecting everything. 26 
 27 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think it sounds like it would be to just 28 
remove the zeroes.   29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  But you still have violations of normality without 31 
zeroes that -- 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  It doesn’t solve the control rule problem.   34 
 35 
VANCE VICENTE:  If you get rid of those zeroes, maybe we can 36 
normalize the data and give that a normal distribution.  Can you 37 
do that? 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  You can assume a normal distribution of the data, 40 
and that’s essentially what you’re doing if you just use the 41 
mean, and you would assume basically the hypothetical situation 42 
of a simulation, which you would just multiply the values, and 43 
so that is -- By multiplying those values, you are implicitly 44 
assuming -- You are forcing the assumption of normality on that 45 
mean. 46 
 47 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think rather than trying to normalize the 48 
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data, we just would use the simulation that you assume is 1 
normal, if you know what I mean.  It achieves the same effect, 2 
and it’s way easier. 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t know.  I mean, average catch doesn’t have 5 
any kind of responsiveness to stock size.  It’s just saying 6 
let’s go with the realm of experience, and then you’re trying to 7 
build from -- 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 10 
 11 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s all we have. 12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then what you’re trying to do is say, well, but 14 
we’re going to impose normality on -- This doesn’t make a whole 15 
lot of sense. 16 
 17 
SHANNON CALAY:  Nothing makes sense. 18 
 19 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, but keep it simple and just say this is the 20 
realm of experience.  We will take the 75th percentile of the 21 
non-zero catches and -- 22 
 23 
SHANNON CALAY:  What this is explaining to you is that, because 24 
it’s not normal, that will sometimes produce the -- The median, 25 
the mean, is still higher than the 75th percentile even in those 26 
situations, which is a violation of the control rule.  It’s a 27 
violation of the intent. 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  But if the simulation shows intent and the 30 
simulation provides you these relative differences that you were 31 
-- We were naïve and running the simulation assuming normality, 32 
but, yesterday, you guys were acknowledging that the simulation 33 
was acting as -- 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  In the one example that you put up that we looked 36 
at in some detail, taking the 75th percentile of the non-zeroes 37 
said to forget the one observation which was high, which means 38 
it’s not normal, and take the second-highest one, and the third 39 
one out of four was the 75th percentile, and that seemed like 40 
quite a reasonable number to take. 41 
 42 
If that’s less than the mean, technically, it’s like, well, 43 
okay, the mean is equal and it’s by a very large value and we 44 
don’t want to say, well, that violates our intent.  We want to 45 
say, okay, good.  It’s a crazy situation where what we expected 46 
isn’t happening, and does this make sense, and, instead, you’re 47 
saying, well, we have to force it to do a -- 48 
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 1 
SHANNON CALAY:  No, I’m not saying we have to force anything.  2 
What I am saying is the complexity of the actual data is greater 3 
than the expected, and the efficiencies in our actual data are 4 
greater than we expected, and we are probably going to need to 5 
simplify the control rule to make sure we achieve what we wanted 6 
to achieve. 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, but the intent of what you come up with is 9 
greater than the mean was based on a bunch of assumptions, and 10 
now you’re saying, but, if those assumptions aren’t met -- Like, 11 
if you have a huge spike in the value that causes the mean to be 12 
way higher -- If we had thought it out even more, we would have 13 
said, you know, in a case where you have one value that’s 14 
controlling everything, it’s really not a great idea to base 15 
your entire management on that one value and maybe in this case 16 
what you come up with should be less than the mean, because the 17 
mean is basically determined by that one high value, and I don’t 18 
see that that violates our -- It basically says our intent was a 19 
bit naïve and this is not reasonable.  The intent works out most 20 
of the time, plus what do we do in aberrant situations, and, in 21 
this aberrant situation, I think it’s actually doing something 22 
reasonable.  It’s not what we originally intended based on our 23 
original assumptions. 24 
 25 
SHANNON CALAY:  Let’s go back to examining the effect of our 26 
choices, and so we’re clear, because Adyan has to show us.   27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let’s start with Snapper 2.  Snapper 2, on my 29 
records, I have two reference years, but I am just going to hide 30 
these for now, and then we’ll focus on one of the options, and 31 
they are very similar, and I will show you that in a second, but 32 
here are the landings of Snapper 2, and part of these other tabs 33 
do the partition, but, really, on all of these slides, what you 34 
will tend to see is the landings series on the left and the math 35 
itself, and I will show you -- The buffer, I grabbed from the 36 
table of buffers. 37 
 38 
Susceptibility is also from the table of susceptibility.  This 39 
is the equation for calculating the percentile in Excel, and so 40 
the 75th percentile.  Here is above the mean, and this is one of 41 
those species that is more normal in its distribution.  The mean 42 
is here, just the mean of those values, and the standard 43 
deviation calculated over these reference years.  44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re using Puerto Rico data and Virgin 46 
Islands reference years in this. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Then let’s look at the other one, because, in the 1 
table, it said that -- This was Option 1, and this was Option 2.  2 
There was ambiguity in my notes as to what Puerto Rico’s Snapper 3 
2 years were, but here are 1988 to 2011. 4 
 5 
The effect is the final difference -- All right.  Let me just 6 
keep going.  The CV is equal to the standard deviation divided 7 
by the mean, and here is the equation of -- You have your 75th 8 
percentile times your susceptibility times three minus the CV 9 
over three, and ABC is equal to the buffer times the sustainable 10 
yield level, and so this is Snapper 2.  Snapper 2 was a Tier 4 11 
and susceptibility of 2.5, and so I guess I should highlight 12 
this one. 13 
 14 
It is in a group with cardinal, but it is the indicator, and 15 
then here is just where I pivot the landings, because the 16 
landings are by species and year, pivoted, and that gives me 17 
that green column here, and so we can now move on to another 18 
species.  Let’s go with parrotfish in St. Croix. 19 
 20 
Parrotfish had a parrotfish unspecified, but it was less than 1 21 
percent, and so I didn’t spread it.  That is what that is right 22 
there.  Parrotfish is in a group, Parrotfish 2, and it’s a 23 
larger group, where redtail and stoplight are the two 24 
indicators, and their susceptibility is three, and it’s 2012 to 25 
2016.  The susceptibility is three, 2012 to 2016, CV of 0.21, 26 
and, again, this is not a large -- This is not a deviation from 27 
normality, and, because it’s a high susceptibility, and think 28 
back to the table where the largest value was at the top, the 29 
largest increases.  A susceptibility of three gets an increase, 30 
and so, for parrotfish -- Snapper in Puerto Rico was 33, and 31 
parrotfish in this example is 58.   32 
 33 
Let’s move on to St. Thomas snapper.  For St. Thomas Snapper 4, 34 
the intent here was to look at mutton.  Sorry.  I mean St. 35 
Croix.  This is St. Croix snapper.  St. Croix snapper, the 36 
intention was to look at mutton.  Mutton is its own unit with a 37 
susceptibility of two. 38 
 39 
We had to look at all of the snapper landings, and we saw that 40 
there was no snapper unspecified in these years, and so we just 41 
used snapper yellowtail.  For the calculation, again, I am 42 
showing you all of the ones that worked, and then we’ll show you 43 
the ones that didn’t work.  This one, again, has a 75th 44 
percentile -- 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  We have seen two that work, and I get it.  Can we 47 
look at where it doesn’t work?  That is the problem. 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  Let me just get through all of them, since you 2 
asked for them yesterday. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we’re running out of time. 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, we’re saying that, no, we don’t want to 7 
see them. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  This one is a 1 percent increase only. 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  Fine. 12 
 13 
ADYAN RIOS:  You want me to skip it? 14 
 15 
JOHN HOENIG:  Yes.  I want to know where is the problem. 16 
 17 
ADYAN RIOS:  A problem, like we discussed wrasses.  Wrasses have 18 
a time series that was high, and then now it’s low, and you end 19 
with a negative 40 percent change between the ABC and the mean 20 
because -- 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  This is wrasses in Puerto Rico? 23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  Can we see the time series graph?  You showed it 27 
for half a second. 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  Can we please be more polite to the Science 30 
Center staff? 31 
 32 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes.  Thank you. 33 
 34 
SHANNON CALAY:  I mean, we come here to help, and I don’t 35 
appreciate the hostility. 36 
 37 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am not trying to be hostile.  I am just trying 38 
to say that we only have a limited amount of time, and we need 39 
to focus on what needs doing and not the what is not a problem.  40 
Okay.  That’s a 40 percent decrease in your calculations, but 41 
that’s using the zeroes, right? 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, I took them out. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Wrasses is the Spanish hogfish? 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From the data, we know that hogfish is 48 
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not included in the -- We know that. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is Spanish hogfish and whatever the other 3 
one was, but not hogfish. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And puddingwife. 6 
 7 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, puddingwife. 8 
 9 
ADYAN RIOS:  Here, we ran a situation where we didn’t have to 10 
split the unspecified, because it was less than 1 percent.  11 
Hogfish is 85 percent, but that’s a different group. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Right.  That’s the important one.  That one 14 
is bycatch.  It’s bycatch, and I don’t know why that -- 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not sure what this means, but these are 17 
the data that we have.   18 
 19 
ADYAN RIOS:  I can also give you a list of the species where the 20 
75th percentile is less than the mean, but you also -- The way I 21 
see it in my brain is the fact that we don’t have normality 22 
means that, when the 75th percentile can be below the mean, it 23 
can be at the mean, it can be close to the mean, and, by 24 
assuming normality, we were assuming that it was a certain 25 
distance from the mean, right, and its distribution. 26 
 27 
As that gets closer to your mean, you are essentially 28 
effectively putting the brakes on what the simulation increase 29 
would be.  Then, once you go under, it’s negative, but you are 30 
putting the brakes on that assumption is what continues to cause 31 
this to decline.  My point with that whole long thing is that 32 
not only is the problem that you’re effectively having of this 33 
non-normality, not just with the ones where the 75th percentile 34 
is below the mean, but ones that are slightly close to it, and 35 
so that non-normality affects everything that doesn’t have a 36 
normal distribution. 37 
 38 
JOHN HOENIG:  Something does not seem right to me there, 39 
because, from what I counted, there are seven points that are 40 
non-zero.  There were eight points and so the 75th percentile 41 
would be between the fifth and the sixth.  If you have only 42 
seven points -- I think the 75th percentile should be above the 43 
mean. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is all those little values that look 46 
like zero, but they’re actually low values. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  These are twelve. 1 
 2 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think the zeroes are out. 3 
 4 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, they’re missing. 5 
 6 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Everything that we can see right now from 1997 7 
forward is going to look like a zero compared to the 83,000 or 8 
whatever it was, the 97,000. 9 
 10 
JOHN HOENIG:  So, essentially, what we’re seeing is you have 11 
three years of very high landings and then it drops off.  Can we 12 
do something with only reliable catch stocks, at the risk of 13 
saying, well, there is no sign that anything is changing and 14 
we’ll hope that it’s sustainable, where you have something as -- 15 
It could be interpreted as these years have been down, and, 16 
therefore, there is clearly a trend that something is happening 17 
and it could be going down and you should be conscious. 18 
 19 
Now, that may not be what’s actually happening here, but do we 20 
have enough information to say, no, it was a change in marketing 21 
or a change in this or that, our targeting strategy or whatever, 22 
but, with an ORCS stock, when you see a strong trend, it does 23 
not suggest stability, and the average catch then loses out the 24 
little support it has as a management measure, and so, if we set 25 
our various calculations to be less than the mean in this stock, 26 
I wouldn’t be unhappy, and I would be unhappy if you set it 27 
close to those three high top ones, simply because I would say I 28 
need more information to know that’s really sustainable, and so 29 
we would have to get into a big long discussion about why we 30 
have all those low numbers in recent years. 31 
 32 
I don’t think that this is a case where the control rule is 33 
failing.  I think it’s doing something quite reasonable, and we 34 
might want to examine it in more detail and override the 35 
calculations, but, in the absence of some other explanation, 36 
looking at a stock where the landings have done that, I would 37 
not say, oh, yeah, go ahead and put the catch somewhere --  38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where is the mean of that graph? 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  19,900, 20,000. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Understanding that, then the recommended -- 44 
If we follow this thing, it would say 40 percent below that 45 
approximately 20,000? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, which would be 11,000 or 12,000. 48 
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 1 
JOHN HOENIG:  I wouldn’t think that that’s inappropriate. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I wouldn’t either. 4 
 5 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would be very upset, actually, if you put the 6 
ABC above the mean.   7 
 8 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, in this particular case, it’s well above 9 
any of the recent landings for the last twenty years, but I am 10 
not sure what those first four years are.  Allegedly, they’re 11 
Spanish hogfish, and maybe it’s right, but it’s sure weird. 12 
 13 
TODD GEDAMKE:  There’s a pattern like that in a lot of the early 14 
time series.  We had a lot of discussion about whether to 15 
include that, and the idea was that, well, we don’t trust 16 
anything and let’s just include everything, but, that first 17 
year, we’re going to have the problem in a number of time 18 
series, a lot of them, especially for the average catch as a 19 
period of stability.  We have violated that, but the key thing 20 
in recent years -- 400 percent is what percent of 18,000?   21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I agree.  In this case, it’s not a -- 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s not a reduction.  This is a thousand-fold 25 
increase. 26 
 27 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In this case, it’s not an issue.  28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  I agree in this particular case it causes no 30 
heartburn at all to the fishermen. 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, it wouldn’t be a problem here.  They 33 
would be able to catch many, many more than they have in twenty 34 
years. 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  Given that we’re running out of time, I would hope 37 
to see some examples where it’s as expected, and we’ve seen an 38 
example now where it didn’t work as expected, but it doesn’t 39 
cause us heartburn, and is there some more examples of where it 40 
apparently as not working and it may give us heartburn? 41 
 42 
SHANNON CALAY:  I do think we have agreed then to remove the 43 
zeroes, in any case, and so that will solve some of the issues, 44 
right? 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think that will solve some of the issues, but I 47 
don’t think we’ve formally agreed to it, but I think that we’re 48 
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leaning towards that.  I think we may get there at some point. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sorry, but what are we leaning toward? 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  Removing the zeroes.  For that matter, you could 5 
also remove the near zeroes, which would help a lot, too. 6 
 7 
ADYAN RIOS:  They’re expanded. 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  Then you’re going to start removing points that 10 
are too big because of the -- 11 
 12 
JOHN HOENIG:  But removing the zeroes, I think is -- 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think that we can do that. 15 
 16 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I think that’s legitimate. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  Maybe you’re right that in this case here we would 19 
want to leave in the near zeroes, because they are counting for 20 
something.   21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I don’t think that we get to pick and 23 
choose data. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  I know which ones have the 75th percentile beneath 26 
the mean.  They are not prepared like this.  Only the six that 27 
we talked about yesterday are prepared like this, and so I can 28 
just tell you which ones they are and we can look at the time 29 
series, or you can give me time to prepare them like this.  I 30 
would probably need half an hour. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 33 
 34 
ADYAN RIOS:  That explicitly have the -- I am going to pull it 35 
up. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t need the exact number, but -- 38 
 39 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it ten or is it thirty? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could go on break, except for you. 42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s fourteen across -- That’s including 44 
recreational, too, and the recreational is preliminary.   45 
 46 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We can’t do the recreational. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  It’s nine, one of which you have talked about, 1 
Wrasse 2, and the second one is angelfish, which Shannon showed 2 
you is one of those that is near zero entirely. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, we saw that.  What else? 5 
 6 
ADYAN RIOS:  Jack commercial, which also has a near-zero.   7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have got to go by platform. 9 
 10 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  Hold on.  I am going to show my screen in a 11 
second.  I can switch this to be just by island, but this should 12 
be enough, and so these are the ones that are commercial that 13 
have a p75 less than the mean.  There are two cases where it is 14 
zero, and these are also sorted by p75, and so -- 15 
 16 
SHANNON CALAY:  Is this before you remove the zeroes? 17 
 18 
ADYAN RIOS:  This is not, but removal of the zeroes will -- 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is the question here let’s pick out a couple 21 
that Adyan can look at with removing the zeroes?  Is that where 22 
we’re at?   23 
 24 
ADYAN RIOS:  I think just doing wrasse -- Wrasse, we just did 25 
without the zero.  I think just maybe trying for one of each, 26 
and so this doesn’t even happen in St. Croix.  Wait.  Yes, it 27 
does, and so we could do one on each island. 28 
 29 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How about the grouper and the snapper? 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Snapper is the cubera. 32 
 33 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Which is going to have the same trend of high 34 
catches and then no catches. 35 
 36 
JOHN HOENIG:  Why don’t you start with the 1st, the 3rd, the 5th, 37 
the 7th, and so on, and see how many you get done in half an 38 
hour, and that’s what we’ll look at. 39 
 40 
ADYAN RIOS:  I will probably do three, and so you want the 1st 41 
and the -- 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  The 1st, the 3rd, and the 5th, something like that.  44 
 45 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  These are pretty simple to think about, 46 
because they are so low. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We already did Wrasse 2, and so -- 1 
 2 
ADYAN RIOS:  These means are so low, and that’s part of a 3 
different conversation that I assume that you guys have had. 4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  We’ve broached it a little bit, but let’s not 6 
worry about it at this moment. 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay, and so I would worry about more the ones that 9 
wouldn’t be, and so I will start from the bottom going up. 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  I would sort of like a variety.  If we start from 12 
the top, I think you get both small and high -- If we get the 13 
1st, the 3rd, and the -- 14 
 15 
ADYAN RIOS:  If I get through three? 16 
 17 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we did the wrasse. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Angelfish, Snapper 6, Grunts. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Something like that. 22 
 23 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Some of these have small means and some of them 26 
have large means.  We looked at the islands and the units, but 27 
something to highlight here is that when you’re below the 75th 28 
percentile that most of the time you get large reductions, but 29 
sometimes you don’t. 30 
 31 
When we look at wahoo, the percent change is actually 32, and 32 
let’s look at wahoo.  Wahoo is 2010 through 2015.  The 33 
susceptibility is three and the p75 is below the mean.  You 34 
still get an increase.  You get a 32 percent increase, but, if 35 
you were using the -- If you had the assumption of normality, 36 
that increase would be higher, and so this is putting the brakes 37 
on.  This is what I meant by putting the brakes on what the 38 
simulation showed, but it could be okay. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this recreational data? 41 
 42 
ADYAN RIOS:  No, this is commercial data, and so here are the 43 
landings.  It is filtered to just commercial, and here is the 44 
pivot table of just these commercial landings, and then I only 45 
grabbed the relevant years. 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  Can we see the graph? 48 
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 1 
ADYAN RIOS:  The graph is here, and you saw that 32 percent in 2 
my output, and it’s the same if you calculated manually, which 3 
is what the purposes of these exercises are, is for you guys to 4 
be able to see that stuff manually. 5 
 6 
ORIAN TZADIK:  Did the landings start in 2010? 7 
 8 
ADYAN RIOS:  The reference period starts in 2010.  Would you 9 
like to see the entire period? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because of the point you made. 12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  Again, this is a case where the landings are 14 
remarkably constant except for one year. 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  Even so, you’re getting an increase in what can be 19 
caught. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Correct. 22 
 23 
JOHN HOENIG:  That doesn’t strike me as a problem.  I mean, it’s 24 
basically saying we’re not going to go with the top value, but 25 
we’re going to cautiously move up a little bit, and I don’t see 26 
that this is a problem. 27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  Going back to this table, that was this one, and so 29 
these are probably the ones with more concern, especially the 30 
ones where you get a higher percent reduction, which may be 31 
warranted, because your mean is only 36. 32 
 33 
JOHN HOENIG:  Let’s take a look. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Angelfish 1988 to 2011, and these are your only 36 
years, and so we don’t have the zeroes.  It’s a negative 29 37 
percent.  Now it’s only a negative 29 percent decrease when you 38 
take out the zeroes, and part of the reason is we have one year 39 
that’s substantially different from the rest. 40 
 41 
VANCE VICENTE:  What year was the peak?  Was that 2005? 42 
 43 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It was 2000.  2005 is out. 44 
 45 
JOHN HOENIG:  So it’s the ABC that is down 29 percent? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
JOHN HOENIG:  So from what to what, if you project down the 2 
line? 3 
 4 
SHANNON CALAY:  Is there any reason, Bill, that a stock with 5 
such a low sector-specific landings would have to be managed --  6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, I would go to the council and say I think we 8 
should remove this from the plan. 9 
 10 
JOE KIMMEL:  Amen. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would suggest that one thing you guys could do 13 
is you could say, if it works, then we’ll leave it in the plan, 14 
and, if it doesn’t work, we’ll take it out for now.  If it could 15 
work sometime down the road, we’ll add it.  It’s a simple fix, 16 
but you just have to have a rule for what works and what 17 
doesn’t. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s the gray line?  Is that the ABC? 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 22 
 23 
JOHN HOENIG:  So it gets a 29 percent reduction, and so the 24 
orange line is what it was and the gray line is what we would 25 
now calculate it to be? 26 
 27 
ADYAN RIOS:  For this 4a, yes. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  That doesn’t look unreasonable to me. 30 
 31 
SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it doesn’t, you’re correct, but what is, 32 
in my mind, a problem is that we’re going to be setting an ABC 33 
that’s roughly a hundred pounds, 119 pounds. 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  But that’s a different issue.  That’s not the 36 
fault of the control rule. 37 
 38 
SHANNON CALAY:  No, that’s true, and I’m not saying we adjust 39 
the control rule.  I am saying that the control rule allows us 40 
to not apply the control rule in specific circumstances with 41 
justification, and I think this is one of those circumstances 42 
where we would say a 119-pound ABC is not a desirable outcome, 43 
because there may be no need -- Either they should be in 4b and 44 
prohibited, because 119 pounds might represent overfishing, or 45 
it’s an incidental catch. 46 
 47 
JOHN HOENIG:  I agree with you completely, and I also think, 48 
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well, we had a process, and it’s probably quite flawed, where we 1 
did include it as one of the species to be managed, and I would 2 
have no problem with revisting this and saying, you know what, 3 
it should be treated differently, but, in terms of, wait a 4 
second, we have a control rule and does it perform adequately or 5 
do we have problems, looking at this one, again, it’s not giving 6 
me heartburn.   7 
 8 
In fact, I am saying, yes, if you multiplied all of those 9 
catches by ten and say, well, it’s not 119 pounds and it’s -- If 10 
you multiply it by 100, so it’s substantial, there is a downward 11 
trend in one big year, and, yes, if it says we should be a 12 
little bit more cautionary, I can’t really argue with that.  I 13 
wouldn’t necessarily push hard for that, but, given that it says 14 
that’s what the outcome is, I would say that’s not unreasonable.  15 
That’s not a reason to start messing with the control rule, if 16 
the control rule had been accepted. 17 
 18 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What I am seeing here, and I have just been 19 
told by Adyan that this is not our complete list, is, in almost 20 
all of these cases, except for Wrasse 2, look at the mean 21 
landings.  It’s less than 300 pounds in every case except Wrasse 22 
2, which Graciela and I are going to have another look at.  23 
These weird, random, occasionally-caught species are what is 24 
wrecking the rule, or are the exception to the rule, and not 25 
wrecking it. 26 
 27 
JOHN HOENIG:  But I haven’t seen it wrecked yet. 28 
 29 
ADYAN RIOS:  All right, and so this is only the ones where it 30 
violates the -- Well, it doesn’t even violate it.  The 75th 31 
percentile is below the mean, and it results -- When we included 32 
the zeroes, it resulted in a negative.  I am still not showing 33 
you other scenarios where it results in a negative for other 34 
reasons.  I am going to pull those up now, okay? 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, hold on a second.  We say, okay, well, 37 
this doesn’t give me any heartburn, but, three days ago, the 38 
intent of a 4a was to stay at the mean or an increase, and so 39 
what is it? 40 
 41 
JOHN HOENIG:  But that was based on productivity scores.  That 42 
wasn’t necessarily based on let’s look at the landings now and 43 
see if there’s a trend or an outlier or all these other things.  44 
You say, yes, by productivity and by other reasons, the score 45 
went to 4a, but then, when you apply the control rule, if the 46 
control rule picks out something like, you know, it’s highly 47 
influenced by one observation, and the control rule then does 48 



376 
 

something that wasn’t quite expected and it doesn’t give you an 1 
increase and it gives you a modest decrease, well, the control 2 
rule seems to be working. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, except that we also shoe-horned in all 5 
the ones that didn’t work when they have big CVs, and so we’re 6 
bending and twisting to get to an intent, it seems to me. 7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  What I am saying is that we may be bending and 9 
twisting to get to an intent, but the control rule is actually 10 
saying, well, let’s be objective about this and apply some 11 
criterion and it’s picking up, wait a second, here is something 12 
that we didn’t consider.  I am quite happy that it’s not just 13 
rubber-stamping.  It’s not that, well, we’ve decided this is the 14 
outcome we want and let’s put it here so we’ll get the outcome 15 
we want, but it’s actually looking at the data. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We saw that example where the mean is 18 
driven by one seemingly high point, and this will come up in the 19 
recreational data, but we don’t want to go chase that. 20 
 21 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I agree, but we have made exceptions for 22 
those that had extremely high CVs.  We have changed it so that 23 
they fit into the rule, and I’m just trying to be consistent 24 
here with why we’re -- I am not unhappy with any of this, but I 25 
see that sometimes we’ll make an exception and other times we 26 
won’t, and so I’m having a hard time reconciling why we’ll shoe-27 
horn one in and not the other. 28 
 29 
JOHN HOENIG:  Why we put these into 4a is a whole other matter, 30 
and I don’t think we want to go back and -- 31 
 32 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t want to go back there.  What I am 33 
saying is we have bent the rules to get the -- 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  There are a bunch of stocks that we’re thinking, 36 
for the most part, allows some increases, and we have a control 37 
rule, and this control rule -- We can play with it so that it 38 
will behave appropriately, and one of the things that we found 39 
out is that, oh, if you have an outlier, if you have one landing 40 
year that’s very high, you could actually get something that 41 
doesn’t seem reasonable with our control rule, whether it’s a 42 
happy accident or a brilliant design, and I will credit NMFS 43 
with the brilliant design, but it’s like, wow, it’s robust and 44 
it will deal with the fact that, wait a second, there is an 45 
outlier. 46 
 47 
It also happens to deal with the what if there is a downward 48 
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trend and in recent years all you’ve got is zeroes, and it won’t 1 
say, well, obviously, the highest catches are sustainable and we 2 
should be going way above the low catches that we have in recent 3 
years.  Then it’s like, wow, that was robust too, and so it 4 
seems like the cases you’re showing, where you’re saying this 5 
could be a problem, so far I have said that it makes sense, and 6 
I am not unhappy with that. 7 
 8 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think one way to proceed would be to talk 9 
about some criteria that, if we saw the criteria met, we would 10 
consider whether to apply this control rule or to go with an ad 11 
hoc determination with a justification, because the control rule 12 
does allow for you to deviate from it with justification. 13 
 14 
Anyway, I think we’ve seen that this works, at least in a number 15 
of situations, and there may be a few situations that cause us 16 
concern, and we could just stipulate how we would evaluate 17 
whether or not to use the default control rule in those 18 
situations.  I mean, any way to get passed this today, but I 19 
happen to know that Adyan is preparing to show us, I think, all 20 
of the times when it produces a result below the mean. 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  With the zeroes removed. 23 
 24 
SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, with the zeroes removed. 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Not just the ones with the 75th percentile below the 27 
mean, but the ones with an ABC that is negative.  Like I was 28 
telling you, you were looking at the -- We were talking about 29 
that particular problem, which apparently does not cause 30 
heartburn, but there is still another concern of decreases, and 31 
I would like to show you why that is. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Please. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.   36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Can I make a comment, Richard? 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure, while that’s coming up. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  All right, and so your job is to provide the 42 
council with ABCs.  You have got a rule that provides the 43 
council with ABCs, and it’s not really up to you guys to decide 44 
how those ABCs are going to apply in a management context.  45 
That’s what the council’s job is to do, and so, if they don’t 46 
like a twenty-pound ABC, then they can do something about it.  47 
You provide them with the ABC. 48 
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 1 
You have got a rule that provides ABCs, and I don’t care what 2 
your intent was, but it’s the council’s intent that matters, and 3 
so use your rule and calculate the ABCs.  We will take them to 4 
the council and let them decide.   5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think what’s true is that the council gets a 7 
chance to approve or to ask for a revision to our control rule, 8 
but the council can’t go over our ABC without asking us to 9 
reconsider. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not suggesting that, but they could look at 12 
these things and say, okay, for now, we’re not going to include 13 
it in management. 14 
 15 
SHANNON CALAY:  I want to say when I said “us”, I meant the SSC 16 
and not the --  17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s their decision.  They are the managers.  Your 19 
job is to provide an ABC, but you’ve got a rule that provides an 20 
ABC. 21 
 22 
JULIAN MAGRAS:  I just want to say goodbye to everyone, and I 23 
hope you guys have a productive few minutes that are left. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, guys. 26 
 27 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  How much longer do you think we have? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know.  John, I am not sure this is 30 
the question for you, but I’m asking, because we missed 31 
something.  The decision to remove the zeroes, was that every 32 
species or just the ones we have problems or -- there may be no 33 
difference in that. 34 
 35 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it was all species. 36 
 37 
JOE KIMMEL:  That’s what I thought, yes. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  If you want, I will put up a motion, but I’m not 40 
ready to vote on that yet, because we’re still investigating the 41 
consequences of that. 42 
 43 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am just keeping track of the 44 
decisions. 45 
 46 
JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t think we’ve decided on that. 47 
 48 
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ADYAN RIOS:  Okay.  This is good news.  Removing the zeroes does 1 
a good thing, because it does, in this case, mean that your mean 2 
and your 75th percentiles go up, and so now I ran it -- Let’s 3 
filter it to just the ones that are a problem that I have 4 
identified for us to look at.  There is fewer of them, and the 5 
ones that say “true”, and they are attributed to the 75th 6 
percentile above the mean now. 7 
 8 
These declines are smaller than they were before.  They are not 9 
negative 100 percent, like they were before, and so this is 10 
removal of the zeroes -- It does well.  I can pull up the 11 
example of the wrasse, where the action of removing the zeroes 12 
changed the percentile, and I want to do that for my own mental 13 
exercise as well, and is that all right? 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before we move to that, what is -- Can somebody 16 
tell me what is Snapper 6? 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s cubera. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait a minute.  What happened? 21 
 22 
ADYAN RIOS:  When you remove the zeroes, the problem is less 23 
prevalent. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re really talking those four groups, 26 
and that’s the list you just had up?   27 
 28 
ADYAN RIOS:  It’s a shorter list. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You just normalized everything. 31 
 32 
SHANNON CALAY:  Why did the list just get shorter?  I missed 33 
that. 34 
 35 
ADYAN RIOS:  I removed the zeroes. 36 
 37 
SHANNON CALAY:  I know, but you showed us something that had -- 38 
 39 
ADYAN RIOS:  That list had recreational.  The recreational 40 
inputs haven’t been as solid. 41 
 42 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  What is Snapper 6?  Cubera? 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s cubera.  One reason why you would 45 
like to track that is to relate that to ciguatoxic cases.   46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Now there is only four with the 75th percentile 48 
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below the mean, and there is this many that result in negative, 1 
but some of them are so -- Those are only commercial.   2 
 3 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But some of them are 4b. 4 
 5 
ADYAN RIOS:  Some of them are 4b, which is expected, and so the 6 
problem less of a problem, and we have already looked at two of 7 
the four, haven’t we? 8 
 9 
SHANNON CALAY:  Can you take out the 4b? 10 
 11 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we just go to what it is we have to 14 
look at and not flip around? 15 
 16 
ADYAN RIOS:  I had to look at everything, to make sure that I 17 
wasn’t missing anything, but I will show you that. 18 
 19 
SHANNON CALAY:  I meant don’t show the 4b. 20 
 21 
ADYAN RIOS:  Sorry.  I meant to click the 4a. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is still a different list. 24 
 25 
ADYAN RIOS:  Because now I also pulled those -- Let’s see.  We 26 
have commercial, and now we have the ones that are negative.   27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They used to be all trues.  29 
 30 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, they used to be all trues, because I was 31 
trying to pull both the negatives and the ones where the 32 
percentile -- I want you to know what the two issues are, and so 33 
filter, and this is when it’s true.  There is four of them that 34 
were commercial. 35 
 36 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So what are we looking at right now? 37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  These are the ones where the 75th percentile remains 39 
below the mean. 40 
 41 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and is commercial?  42 
 43 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes. 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and is 4a? 46 
 47 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, and now there are only four. 48 
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 1 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 2 
 3 
ADYAN RIOS:  I was going to go double-check the wrasses and 4 
remove the zeroes to see if that was also the case, and I wanted 5 
to do that manually, just to prove to myself that I expect that 6 
everything is running the way that it was supposed to, but the 7 
32 was still what we saw when we ran it, but that had no zeroes, 8 
and so I’m going to do that. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can we delay a decision on this group of 11 
species that have a lot of zeroes in the data and come forward 12 
with the rest that we don’t have any problems?  We have 13 
particular considerations in each one of those groups.  I have 14 
serious reservations just saying let’s get rid of the zeroes and 15 
keep trying to apply a rule that ecologically, probably, and 16 
also in terms of fisheries management doesn’t make sense.  For 17 
me, it doesn’t make any sense. 18 
 19 
I mean, it’s very different, the situation with angelfish and 20 
the situation with wrasses and the situation with wahoo, and I 21 
don’t even -- I haven’t even visited the grunt situation. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am looking at this and saying what’s the 24 
problem? 25 
 26 
ADYAN RIOS:  Well, I wanted to -- We have agreed that below the 27 
75th percentile isn’t the problem, and so I wasn’t also trying to 28 
filter to the ones where you get a negative for other reasons, 29 
and I believe those are included here, and so we’ve got Jack 1, 30 
where it’s super small, and so that’s partially part of the 31 
problem, and we also have triggerfish and surgeonfish, and part 32 
of the problem here is the unit susceptibility is on the lower 33 
range of that scale, and I am sure that the problem is the 34 
proximity of the 75th percentile to the mean.  It’s not below it, 35 
but the proximity hits the brakes on what we saw in the 36 
simulation, meaning that you end up with a negative despite the 37 
75th percentile being above the mean. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  But it’s a very small negative. 40 
 41 
ADYAN RIOS:  Yes, but your ABC will be below your mean, yes. 42 
 43 
SHANNON CALAY:  Do you think that, for the purposes of 44 
simplicity, we could just write down what the criteria will be 45 
for further exploring the function of the control rule?  I would 46 
like to try to get this control rule through at the April 47 
council meeting, but I think we’re going to need to acknowledge 48 
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that there may be some situations where we would explore it 1 
further, and they occur when the 75th percentile is below the 2 
mean, for example. 3 
 4 
JOHN HOENIG:  I have not seen anything that said to me that 5 
sometimes the control rule doesn’t work.  I mean, you’ve been 6 
talking about your concerns and special cases and all of that, 7 
but you haven’t shown me anything where I’ve said, yes, that 8 
would need special consideration, and so I’m ready to vote to 9 
accept the control rule as-is. 10 
 11 
If you can tell me a special situation that you think would 12 
warrant an additional examination, I am happy to consider a 13 
proposal and a motion to include language that says, in these 14 
cases, further work needs to be done, additional considerations 15 
should be done, taken. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, a comment? 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  Todd said, a couple of days ago, that if the 0.5 20 
wasn’t working that you would just index everything up, and so, 21 
if you’re worried about these minus sevens and minus eights and 22 
not meeting your intent, why don’t you just put the buffer up by 23 
0.05 or whatever you think it needs to get those up?  I mean, 24 
that’s what you had said previously that you were going to do. 25 
 26 
JOHN HOENIG:  I wouldn’t go for that. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I wouldn’t go for that, either.  I am 29 
actually the -- 30 
 31 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am happy with the control rule the way it is. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we said was if the control rule was 34 
not meeting the intent, and I don’t think this is actually 35 
violating intent. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, but negative is clearly what you said by 38 
violating the intent. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  The intent was not that there would be no 41 
exceptions and that there are no other considerations that are 42 
relevant, but it was saying that, in this general category, we 43 
would expect mostly increases, and what we’re seeing is mostly 44 
increases, except when the data has some peculiar feature, like 45 
what you’re seeing right there, which would say, well, actually, 46 
that probably shouldn’t go up, and I think it’s working fine. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The exceptions are in certain cases where 1 
maybe this is a good thing. 2 
 3 
JOHN HOENIG:  I think it has more robustness than we had 4 
anticipated. 5 
 6 
SHANNON CALAY:  I mean, I am happy with that, and, obviously, as 7 
Bill mentioned, if the council has any particular concerns about 8 
a stock, they would ask us to look into it, the SSC. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I don’t think we have a problem 11 
with that. 12 
 13 
SHANNON CALAY:  So maybe we’re okay.  The only thing I would 14 
like still considered is do we want some of these stocks that 15 
have very incidental landings in 4a -- Do we want to have an ABC 16 
of 119 pounds, or do we want to suggest that you remove it from 17 
the FMP? 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s where you can leave that decision to the 20 
council. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I was just going to say that let’s finish up 23 
this first, and I just have a question for Shannon.  You gave us 24 
some results earlier that, if you made the adjustment -- Now 25 
you’re saying these results are different from that, and -- Do 26 
you have a preference? 27 
 28 
SHANNON CALAY:  The only difference here is really in the 29 
zeroes.   30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Does removing zeroes give you any grief? 32 
 33 
SHANNON CALAY:  It gives me a little bit of grief only that the 34 
data providers, when we asked them, have told us the assumption 35 
is that it’s a true zero, but, that being said, it can’t be a 36 
true zero.  It is some value that we don’t know, and so I don’t 37 
-- I guess I don’t really have a problem with removing it, as 38 
long as the SSC -- As long as that’s an SSC decision. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I get that part. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just need a clear rationale. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Here’s how I view it.  We would be talking 45 
about removing them for all cases.  Obviously, for species that 46 
we’re getting sustained catches, that’s not really an issue.  47 
The issue is we’re trying to get a 75th percentile.  If you throw 48 
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in a couple of zeroes, that’s not going to change anything.  1 
It’s where you have either lots of zeroes or some other form of 2 
weird data.   3 
 4 
What we are trying to get to for a 75th percentile is some level, 5 
baseline level, that we could say is, for some reason, for 6 
reasons unknown, perhaps, but we could say somehow this is, 7 
perhaps, related to what that species or stock of whatever it is 8 
capable of.  Zeroes don’t tell you that.  It’s those other ones 9 
that tell you that. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think that’s a great rationale. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It stabilizes the 75th percentile 14 
calculation while getting us to look at the range of data that 15 
we’re really interested in.  These zeroes are really anything 16 
that frames the data. 17 
 18 
JOHN HOENIG:  As I had said before, it’s that the zeroes don’t 19 
tell you anything about the dynamics of the stock.  That’s not 20 
quite true, but you can always look at a particular case.  If 21 
you had, for example, 100,000 pounds harvested and then zero, 22 
zero, zero, zero, zero, and then 100,000 pounds and then zero, 23 
zero, zero, zero, zero, on for fifteen years, those zeroes might 24 
be telling you that when you get a pulse that you fish it out 25 
and then you wait many years, and so that 100,000 may not really 26 
be sustainable, but that’s a concocted example just to show 27 
that, yes, you can come up with bizarre situations, but, for the 28 
most part, what we’ve been seeing is, where you have zeroes, 29 
it’s not going to be how much pressure can this stock actually 30 
take.  It’s like we didn’t fish it, and so you’re not landing 31 
it.  I think that’s as defensible as anything we’ve done. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The zeroes might be telling you it’s a rare 34 
species or it’s a pelagic species or a migratory species that 35 
sometimes has different currents bringing it near Puerto Rico 36 
and sometimes, some other years, not.   37 
 38 
I mean, in the case of jacks, I don’t know which one it is, but 39 
I am almost sure that, given the high amount of jacks that we 40 
have, it must be one of the strange African pompano or the 41 
permits or one of those things.  If you take one every two or 42 
three years, if somebody reports it or whatever, the zeroes may 43 
be occurring to the species that are rare in some cases and in 44 
some cases not. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you going to add to this discussion? 47 
 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Just one point.  The hypothetical example, the 1 
extreme example, is exactly what we have in Wrasse 2.  It’s 2 
exactly what we have in Wrasse 2.  It’s 100,000 pounds, zeros, 3 
and a hundred.  That’s exactly what we have.  My point here is 4 
that might be our exception.  That particular species needs more 5 
examination to see if in fact those were Spanish hogfish 6 
reported back in the day.  If they’re not, then we have a very 7 
different time series. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s a different question. 10 
 11 
JOHN HOENIG:  When we didn’t actually have zeroes, I think we 12 
had -- If you have a hundred pounds -- 13 
 14 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is lots of low numbers. 15 
 16 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And lots of zeroes. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we have lots of low numbers. 19 
 20 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And lots of zeroes. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we didn’t get into the zeroes. 23 
 24 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  My point being your example that you just 25 
showed has something weird going on, and it would be of concern, 26 
where you have 100,000 and then zero and then 100,000 and then 27 
zero, and we have that, but my point is, before we just blanket 28 
say there are no exceptions and we’re going to take the rule, 29 
that’s my exception. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have no -- We said the council will come 32 
back to us. 33 
 34 
JOHN HOENIG:  We did look at the wrasse, or I think it was the 35 
wrasse that we looked at, and it was two or three years that -- 36 
 37 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s exactly my point, yes. 38 
 39 
JOHN HOENIG:  Then we removed a bunch of years in there, and so 40 
that in fact the median was much lower than the mean. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Unless it’s a recording issue, because of 43 
change in -- 44 
 45 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I was getting at. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which someone else is going to have to -- 48 
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This is the data we have at the moment, and so unless it’s that, 1 
we’re going to get new numbers that come in, and we don’t -- If 2 
you want, get rid of the high numbers and don’t look at that 3 
plot.  It will just be one of those other species that has low 4 
numbers.  Then there will be a question for the council about 5 
whether they want to throw those things out. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t think it affects the validity of your 8 
control rule. 9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, but I am saying this is -- Forget it.  11 
Never mind.  I withdraw the whole comment. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, do we have consensus that we are going 14 
to drop the zeroes out across the board?   15 
 16 
JOHN HOENIG:  Do you want to vote?  Yes. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we need to vote? 19 
 20 
JOHN HOENIG:  Does anybody disagree? 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think I am going to abstain. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I am going to abstain. 25 
 26 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am abstaining. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  John, make a motion. 29 
 30 
JOHN HOENIG:  I move that we accept the control rule with the 31 
zeroes removed, because they don’t provide information on stock 32 
dynamics. 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you going to second it? 35 
 36 
CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Second. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  After remove, it’s because they provide -- 39 
 40 
SHANNON CALAY:  Unless the stock is extinct. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t mean to be picky, but there are no zeroes 43 
in the control rule.  There are zeroes in the data you’ve been 44 
using. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then from the data.  All right.  Is there a 47 
second?  Are you good with that wording? 48 
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 1 
SARAH STEPHENSON:  I would change “accept” to “apply”. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Actually, we have already have all the 4 
components of the control rule passed. 5 
 6 
JOHN HOENIG:  I am happy with that.   7 
 8 
VANCE VICENTE:  If we could add because -- After they provide no 9 
information on stock dynamics, if you could add a statement 10 
that, however, zero values may represent something relevant to 11 
the fisheries. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not saying that they don’t. 14 
 15 
VANCE VICENTE:  No, but, there, I don’t want to disregard the 16 
zeroes in that way.  I would add something that zero values 17 
should be carefully looked at and analyzed in the future or 18 
whatever, and then I would vote for yes.  I mean, I will still 19 
vote for yes, but I would like to see something in there. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want an asterisk, or do you 22 
want just a note? 23 
 24 
VANCE VICENTE:  Of the fisheries that we may be overlooking, and 25 
that is a factor, or just something.   26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Zeroes maybe represent the true data.  28 
Okay, after “dynamics”, put a parentheses, and even though 29 
zeroes are thought to represent real catch values.” 30 
 31 
VANCE VICENTE:  That is not what I said. 32 
 33 
ORIAN TZADIK:  What you said is down at the bottom. 34 
 35 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Vance, then what the heck do 38 
you mean? 39 
 40 
VANCE VICENTE:  No, that’s okay.  I can see the note on the 41 
bottom now.   42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I can see that you see the note on the 44 
bottom, but we’re talking about something on the top. 45 
 46 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay.  Now I realize that. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So that is your motion. 1 
 2 
VANCE VICENTE:  Okay.  That’s good. 3 
 4 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I have a problem with that.  If they 5 
represent real values, then we can’t throw them out. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we can, because they don’t tell you 8 
what we’re trying to find out.   9 
 10 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If it’s a real value, you don’t get to throw 11 
out real data.   12 
 13 
JOHN HOENIG:  Kevin, consider the history of -- 14 
 15 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can I clarify?  What we really are thinking is 16 
that the SSC believes these aren’t real zeroes and there is some 17 
level of catch that we can’t measure, or this is just another 18 
arm-twisting to make the rule work. 19 
 20 
JOHN HOENIG:  No.  Consider -- 21 
 22 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, it seems like it. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  Consider the catch of spiny lobster in Puerto Rico 25 
since the year 500, and so you have 1,500 years of zeroes, or 26 
more, 1,800 or 1,900 years of zeroes, and then you have the 27 
catches, and you’re saying, oh, in calculating what can this 28 
stock support, in terms of fishing, you should add all those 29 
zeroes back to biblical times or before.   30 
 31 
They don’t tell you anything about what the stock can sustain, 32 
and that’s the whole point we’re seeing, is that you’re looking 33 
at only average catch.  If you have a zero, that zero does not 34 
tell you, look, the stock has experienced zeroes for many years 35 
and therefore that is safe or that’s part of what it can 36 
sustain.  You basically have to say this is how -- 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 39 
 40 
SHANNON CALAY:  I think I was basically concerned about -- I 41 
mean, obviously, if you have a stock that goes to extinction, 42 
the catches would be zero, and that would tell you something. 43 
 44 
JOHN HOENIG:  If what? 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you had a stock that you drove to extinction, 47 
you would eventually achieve a catch of zero, and it would tell 48 
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you something.  It would say the stock is probably extinct, and 1 
so my concern was more, because they provide no information on 2 
the stock dynamics, because they provide inconclusive 3 
information, there is -- The only situation where a zero will 4 
tell you something is if you know there was effort on that stock 5 
and it produced zero catch year after year after year, and then 6 
it would tell you something.   7 
 8 
JOHN HOENIG:  That is, I think, a technical point that really 9 
doesn’t get at the issue of -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you use the qualifier that we just put 12 
in there, and I can’t remember what it was, then -- 13 
 14 
SHANNON CALAY:  No conclusive or no -- 15 
 16 
JOHN HOENIG:  It’s basically taking something that is very clear 17 
and throwing in some more words to make it less understandable 18 
to the council.  It’s basically what we’re trying to say is you 19 
want to know what the stock is capable of sustaining so that you 20 
don’t look at the zeroes, because you’re not -- 21 
 22 
SHANNON CALAY:  That’s fine. 23 
 24 
JOHN HOENIG:  That’s not telling you what it can support. 25 
 26 
SHANNON CALAY:  I can accept that. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are running out of time.  I would like 29 
to call the vote.   30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  With this or without it? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  With that. 34 
 35 
SHANNON CALAY:  Do you really believe that?  Do you believe 36 
that, because I don’t believe that.   37 
 38 
ADYAN RIOS:  Can I say something about that?  When you are 39 
thinking of Puerto Rico and you expand landings, you can’t 40 
expand a zero observation. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 43 
 44 
ADYAN RIOS:  Okay. 45 
 46 
SHANNON CALAY:  If you’ve just got a rare-event species and you 47 
didn’t happen to observe it that year, and when it got expanded 48 
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it’s still zero, it doesn’t mean that the catch is zero.  It 1 
means the reporting -- You don’t have a -- 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s all reported landings, okay?   4 
 5 
SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t -- Okay. 6 
 7 
JOHN HOENIG:  When you have a zero, it doesn’t tell you what the 8 
stock was capable of supporting.   9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In my opinion, I have an opposition point.  11 
Aside from that, the zeroes might represent some problem with 12 
the reporting on the data, and we are managing an error in the 13 
data and the dataset that we have --  14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are buffering because of uncertainty. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  Very good. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  In favor of the motion as it is 20 
on the screen; opposed; abstaining.  There were four abstaining, 21 
right?   22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, the abstain is -- Joe.  Sorry. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will give a reason for why I abstained after 26 
we -- What we’re saying is that we don’t believe in the zeroes, 27 
which I think they’re not zero.  Again, I think they’re 28 
relatively low, but then we’re saying these upper numbers are 29 
correct, and we could have just as easily -- 30 
 31 
JOHN HOENIG:  Walter, if you replaced all the zeroes with a 32 
hundred, because you’re saying there really was some catch, 33 
presumably it was lower.  Otherwise, it would have been 34 
reported, and it still doesn’t tell you then how much the stock 35 
can support. 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Taking just the high numbers I think may 38 
overestimate what the stock can support.  Thank you, everybody. 39 
 40 
JOHN HOENIG:  Wait a second.  Do we have to then vote on this 41 
control rule with the zeroes in? 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are confirming whether the -- 44 
 45 
SHANNON CALAY:  Did this just pass or not?  We don’t know that 46 
yet, because your yes are less than -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we don’t, because that’s the default, 1 
the zeroes are in.   2 
 3 
JOHN HOENIG:  We adopted that.  That was just presented.  What I 4 
voted for was accepting it with the zeroes -- That was the whole 5 
point.  Shannon came in today and said keeping the zeroes in it 6 
does screwy things, and so we haven’t said that we accept that. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was the default situation.   9 
 10 
SHANNON CALAY:  My question is this just failed? 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do we still have a quorum? 13 
 14 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So this passes?  I think the abstain is -- 15 
 16 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  If the voting is conducted in the same way 17 
that the council members, vote then that says that -- The rules 18 
of procedure for the council, and so not the SSC, says that 19 
decisions are by majority vote of the voting members present and 20 
voting, and so, if apply that same, it would be of the majority 21 
of those present and voting, and I don’t know that it -- The 22 
voting members is five, and four people voted for it and one 23 
person voted against it.  The abstentions are not voting. 24 
 25 
SHANNON CALAY:  So it passed? 26 
 27 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, it passed. 28 
 29 
SHANNON CALAY:  Good.  Just now we know what to do. 30 
 31 
JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  There wasn’t a specific rule for the SSC 32 
voting, but, if we applied that rule, that would -- 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are we adjourning? 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending we adjourn.  Is there a 37 
motion to adjourn? 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Motion to adjourn. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a second? 42 
 43 
JOHN HOENIG:  I will second it. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there any opposition?  Hearing none --  46 
 47 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on March 2, 2018.) 48 
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