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CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 1 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE 2 

CFMC Headquarters 3 

San Juan, Puerto Rico  4 

 5 

DECEMBER 4-8, 2017 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 morning, December 4, 2017, and was 10 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 11 

 12 

CALL TO ORDER 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome, everybody.  This is the December 15 

SSC Meeting, postponed from the September SSC meeting, and we’ll 16 

start off with the roll call with Walter. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 19 

 20 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC member. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 27 

 28 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC member. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC member. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 35 

staff. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Richard Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, Southeast Fisheries Science 40 

Center. 41 

 42 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 43 

Counsel. 44 

 45 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 46 

 47 

NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 48 
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 1 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nobody online yet, and is that correct? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is correct.  There’s no one 6 

online yet. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Tyler sent a message saying that he 11 

will be available, and, if we need him, to call him, but he is 12 

dealing with the aftermath of the hurricane in St. Thomas. 13 

 14 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we have the agenda, as sent 17 

to the Federal Register, on the screen.  Our task for this week 18 

is try to finish up everything for setting up the OFLs and ABCs 19 

for the three islands.  There is a small item in Other Business 20 

that has to do with the National SSC, and I think that’s just a 21 

five-minute discussion on things, but I don’t think that will 22 

take much time.  That has to do with computations that they’re 23 

asking for. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want that at the end in Other 26 

Business? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  I am going to give a brief overview, 29 

which is basically the presentation that I gave to the council 30 

last time.  Then we’ll be looking at the control rule language 31 

recommendations for Tiers 4a and 4b.   32 

 33 

The stock complexes, we have pretty much taken care of, but 34 

we’ll look at that.  It’s really going to be Action 3 that we’re 35 

going to be spending our time on, and so, given the 36 

recommendations for the Tier 4a, we’ll look at that again, and 37 

then we’re going to continue on with the process of the 38 

assignments.  We have already done work on Puerto Rico and St. 39 

Croix.  Then there is the question about scalars and how we’re 40 

going to do things for the baseline, and, depending on which 41 

tier we’re in, and the PSA process.  42 

 43 

Then we’re going to see whether we have stocks or complexes for 44 

which we’ll have trouble applying the ABC control rule, and 45 

that, I’m sure, will take us the full week.  It’s a very tough 46 

agenda.  Does anybody want to make any suggestions or edits?  If 47 

not, then we will -- 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, did you mention the indicator species? 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I think they were on there. 4 

 5 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It’s on the list there. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right.  I saw it up there, but I didn’t think you 8 

talked about it. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s under determine use of indicator 11 

species to recommend to the council. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  If I may, has this SSC had a decision about how 14 

you intend to use the indicator stocks?   15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think there is a consensus, but it hasn’t 17 

been spoken out and written down, and so I think that’s one of 18 

the things we need to do, and that came up at the council 19 

meeting. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The council also wanted something more 24 

specific about how a stock is assigned to which tier in Tier 4 25 

and whether that’s by consensus or whether that is by -- We will 26 

look at that issue as well. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those are the two specific requests 29 

from the council to the SSC. 30 

 31 

OVERVIEW - REVIEW OUTCOMES FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and it’s related to the issue of 34 

vulnerability, and so we’ll get to that when we get to that item 35 

on the agenda.  As just an orientation of where we are, and this 36 

is for me as much as anyone else, you will remember that, at our 37 

last meeting, I had to leave in the middle of the meeting, and I 38 

want to thank Todd for pushing the committee through a fair 39 

amount of work in that process and helping explain it to me so 40 

that I could present it to the council.  If I’m missing any 41 

points, Todd, just step in. 42 

 43 

This is the presentation that I gave to the council, and what is 44 

the committee’s responsibility and what is the council’s 45 

responsibility in the process of getting to an ACL on the 46 

overfishing limit, which is then reduced as a consequence of 47 

scientific uncertainty to an allowable biological catch.  Then 48 
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there is a management uncertainty reduction, and that is the 1 

responsibility of the council, and so we’re not looking at that. 2 

 3 

This is the current Tier 4 definition that we have, and, as was 4 

brought up in the last meeting, there are some concerns about 5 

that language, especially with the use of the term 6 

“overfishing”, even though it’s unlikely and likely, and so we 7 

have recommendations that we’re going to look at for alteration 8 

of that language to try and solve that problem. 9 

 10 

You will recall that, for 4a, we were dealing with an OFL 11 

scalar, which is the 75
th
 percentile of the reference period 12 

landings, and that scalar could be as large as two, depending on 13 

the information we have available at that point, and then 14 

there’s going to be a buffer, where the buffer needs to be equal 15 

to or less than 0.1, because of scientific uncertainty.  The 16 

fact that we’re in Tier 4 to begin with means that we have a 17 

fair amount of uncertainty, because we have landings information 18 

only.  19 

 20 

4b is the scalar, at the moment, is the mean of recent landings, 21 

which is still defined as those three years, and the scalar 22 

would be less than one, because, if we’re thinking that we’re 23 

overfished, then we obviously want to reduce that, and, again, 24 

the buffer accounts for the uncertainty and must be equal to or 25 

less than 0.9. 26 

 27 

JOHN HOENIG:  May I interrupt?  For 4a, OFL equals scalar times 28 

75
th
 percentile of reference period landings, and the scalar 29 

should be less than two?   30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The scalar can be equal to or less than 32 

two. 33 

 34 

JOHN HOENIG:  If the scalar is two, you are basically saying 35 

take your reference landings and multiply by 1.5? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, if you want to look at it that way, if 38 

you’re using -- 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s the 75th percentile of some reference period 41 

landings multiplied by -- 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  So you could say, in the year 2000 to 2010, the 44 

landings look stable and we can increase the landings by 50 45 

percent of that? 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  This would be used in situations where you think 48 
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that exploitation is fairly low and that the stock is fairly 1 

resilient and the life history of the stock indicates that they 2 

would be resilient to fishing pressure. 3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  You could essentially say let’s try a value of 5 

catch that’s higher than we’ve ever had before? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is potentially possible, because it’s 8 

not -- Remember that, right now, we’re running on the mean.  The 9 

new language says the 75
th
 percentile, and so that two multiplier 10 

is not on the current level.  It’s on the 75
th
 percentile, and so 11 

it could be more than 50 percent. 12 

 13 

JOHN HOENIG:  It just strikes me that, before you go above the 14 

highest catch on record, you ought to be thinking that, oh, 15 

we’re going to go above the highest catches on record, as 16 

opposed to, well, we’ll just multiply it by a scalar. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The scalar, remember, cannot be higher than 19 

two.  It can certainly be a lot lower. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but if it is two, you’re basically saying 22 

we can increase catches 50 percent, 50 percent above the highest 23 

ever seen.  That’s fairly dramatic, and I’m not saying that you 24 

wouldn’t want to do that if you think the exploitation rate has 25 

been very low and it’s a productive stock and all of that, but 26 

it’s just that, if you’re going to do that kind of an 27 

adjustment, it would strike me that you ought to think about it, 28 

as opposed to, oh, this is going to be bring us 10 above the 29 

highest we’ve ever seen, and that’s cautious.  I wouldn’t get 30 

nearly as concerned about we’ll go up to the highest on record 31 

or we’ll go slightly above the highest on record. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to give some examples of -- 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  I mean, this is a data-poor situation, and so, in 36 

a data-poor situation, it seems sort of odd to say that we can 37 

go up to 50 percent above what we’ve ever taken from the stock 38 

before. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is essentially a tiered control rule that 41 

we wrote through a process with the SSC and the Science Center 42 

and SERO, and it’s intended to be flexible, but it’s not 43 

intended to be used without discussion and conversation about 44 

what these scalars should be, and so it’s the SSC’s prerogative 45 

to actually determine what the scalar should be for each stock, 46 

and they ought to be discussing their concerns. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is going to be, I think, the bulk of 1 

our discussions this week, is how we are going to develop those 2 

scalars and --  3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t have a problem with what’s written there, 5 

other than I think that it needs a little bit more added about 6 

the scalar, just to say that one should be cautious about 7 

applying a scalar that will take you far into uncharted 8 

territory. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, is that a hand? 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kind of.  I just can’t resist.  I haven’t seen 13 

John in a year-and-a-half, because he disappeared for a year-14 

and-a-half, and a lot of that discussion occurred during the 15 

last year-and-a-half. 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  I don’t want to be disruptive, and so let’s move 18 

on. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think your discussion can be added into the 21 

individual scalars in there.  The framework, as Shannon as 22 

saying, is flexible, and it allowed us, for things like lobster, 23 

that ability to make those moves.  The concerns regarding 24 

individual species we can get into.  The framework, I think, is 25 

reasonable. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to have to come up with some 28 

rationale about how we’re applying those scalars, and so I don’t 29 

think we want to get into a situation where we’re sliding this 30 

through stock-by-stock.  We do have to do it that way, but, as a 31 

basis, we have -- Okay, if you’re in this case, and your PSA is 32 

saying this, your scalar is probably -- 33 

 34 

JOHN HOENIG:  What I am trying to avoid is that every single 35 

scalar involves months of negotiation, where we rehash the same 36 

issue.  It would be sort of nice if we had -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where I think the bulk of this 39 

meeting is going to be. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s why I was sort of saying that it would be 42 

nice if we had some kind of principles that said there is a 43 

difference between plunging into uncharted territory, like 50 44 

percent above highest catches ever seen, and a modest increase.  45 

If we had something like that, then I think -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that is our task for this week. 48 
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 1 

JOHN HOENIG:  Then we could point to, well, according to 2 

Principle 2, we’re only gently probing, and so that’s not so 3 

much of a concern, and that’s our justification, but we don’t 4 

have, really, any for-instances or any principles for how you 5 

pick these. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I will enjoy you being in the discussion 8 

and the development of those principles, as we get into that.  9 

Go ahead Shannon. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  I was just going to say that we actually put 12 

some thought into trying to avoid situations where the result of 13 

the 75
th
 percentile times the scalar would exceed any observed 14 

catch.  That will happen, on occasion, and that probably should 15 

be avoided, unless you have a reason to think that the reference 16 

landings represent a very low exploitation, but this was 17 

actually a compromise. 18 

 19 

The Gulf has done something a bit different, where they’ve 20 

actually used two standard deviations above the mean, and that 21 

will definitely, if the catches are quite variable, sometimes 22 

result in OFLs much higher than anything you have ever observed, 23 

and so we were trying to avoid that situation with the 75
th
 24 

percentile times two, but we do recognize that it may occur from 25 

time to time, and it should be discussed when it does, if it 26 

does.  It is absolutely -- For the last couple of SSC meetings, 27 

they have been deliberating about what the appropriate sorts of 28 

scalars should be, and so I trust that those deliberations will 29 

continue.  There is some different language that the --  30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There was a concern about the Tier 4 32 

language, and we’re going to get to that, especially the 33 

“overfishing” phrase.  This is sort of how it’s supposed to go, 34 

depending on the language changes.  You are going into either 35 

not likely, in Tier 4a, or likely, in Tier 4b.  The red things 36 

are kind of all the things we have either done or need to be 37 

done, and so the year sequences are pretty much done, and the 38 

scalars and buffers are what we’re looking at for this meeting.  39 

Then it needs to go to the council to then set an ACL. 40 

 41 

This is the idea of the scalars and buffers and why they’re 42 

different, and we have to keep that in mind, and so the scalar 43 

is used to adjust the catch up or down from the baseline, which 44 

depends on where we’re putting it in Tier 4, and the scalar is 45 

going to depend on this idea of degree of exploitation, life 46 

history, ecological functional, which is productivity, 47 

vulnerability, ecological importance, and the productivity-48 
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susceptibility analysis that was done the last meeting. 1 

 2 

There is the basis for doing that, but we haven’t come up with 3 

the principles that you’re talking about of, okay, if it’s this, 4 

what is it telling us, and it goes here, those kinds of more 5 

directed guidelines.  After we have the scalar, then we’re 6 

looking at the buffer, in terms of the scientific uncertainty, 7 

and that’s the extent and quality of the landings and life 8 

history data.  That’s where the uncertainty is coming from. 9 

 10 

This is the example we have worked up, and we worked this up at 11 

not the last meeting, but the previous meeting, I believe, and 12 

there was a lot of discussion about this, but this is spiny 13 

lobster in Puerto Rico, and this is one where we chose a scalar 14 

of 1.5 and not two, and the reason for even being as liberal as 15 

that was because of the information available. 16 

 17 

Probably the ace card in that was the stock assessment done in 18 

Florida, which has a lower carapace length than the Caribbean, 19 

which showed that their lobster was fine, and, therefore, if 20 

they’re fine at that level, our larger carapace length is 21 

probably even better, and, therefore, we felt comfortable going 22 

up with the scalar of 1.5 and then bringing it down with a 23 

minimum buffer of 0.9 and coming up with an ABC that can be -- 24 

It’s like 560,000 pounds, which is substantially greater than 25 

the maybe 340,000 pounds that is the current ACL. 26 

 27 

There was some concern expressed, especially by Nelson, that the 28 

fishery actually got up to those levels that there would be 29 

problems with market problems, that the price would come down, 30 

and so it probably wasn’t desirable, from that perspective, to 31 

actually reach that goal, but the stock could take it if that 32 

was the case.  You can see the year sequence that was used to 33 

set the 75
th
 percentile landings, and the year sequences for both 34 

species stopped when we got into the period where landings were 35 

controlled by ACLs. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, it could be also the possibility 38 

that the price of the lobster can do down on the other extreme 39 

of the trend, that the demand gets so low that, even at well 40 

below 560,000 pounds, then way below that, the demand would keep 41 

going down, because of the economic crisis, and the price could 42 

go down, just going in the opposite direction.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I assume that we’re in that situation now. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know.  That’s why I made the comment. 47 

 48 
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JULIAN MAGRAS:  We are in that situation now.  Lobster in St. 1 

Thomas/St. John is selling for seven-dollars a pound from ten-2 

dollars a pound. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s why I made the comment, because I go 5 

to my fish markets weekly, and I see the lobsters in the 6 

freezer. 7 

 8 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  This is with low catches, because most of the 9 

fishermen lost anywhere between 80 to 95 percent of their 10 

businesses, and so you’re going to see a big difference. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have talked to the fishermen, and they’re 13 

not -- They are fishing at a lower intensity.   14 

 15 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  They don’t have the gear to fish. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No one is buying the lobster.  The decline 18 

in the demand right now is really market, in Puerto Rico. 19 

 20 

NELSON CRESPO:  It’s really hard, because now -- Before our 21 

friend Maria, the market collapsed, and our fishermen -- We 22 

cannot take the lobster if you have no ice, and they have to 23 

sell the lobster on the street for two-dollars-and-fifty-cents 24 

per pound. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I made the comment because of that, because 27 

it’s going in the opposite direction, and the price is going 28 

down quickly in the lobsters.  Nobody buys them, and they have 29 

to freeze them, and then the fishermen will not go out, because 30 

the price is going down. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Economics aside, what we’re 33 

dealing with is what the stock can potentially take.  I am not 34 

discounting the economic issues here, but that’s not the issue 35 

of this particular exercise.   36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, that’s why I always try to, for us 38 

here in this group, to, in some way, insert that socioeconomic 39 

factor into all these tiers and stuff, and it’s something that 40 

we never take into account, and the experience leads us always 41 

to this reality, that it’s really important, in terms of the 42 

overall fishery management concept, particularly in these 43 

islands.  Even things like a hurricane can change drastically 44 

the entire situation.  The fishermen quit fishing, and the 45 

fishing effort goes down, like it’s happening now, and it’s 46 

going to have an impact in the way that we look at our -- 47 

 48 



11 

 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that doesn’t come into what we’re doing 1 

now. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I know, but -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It will come when we interpret the landings 6 

data and we have to say is this because of the storms and the 7 

economic crisis or is this because the fishery is collapsing?  8 

Right now, we have a very clear signal of what’s going on, but, 9 

down the road, what we want to do is make sure that, if the 10 

market can bear a higher catch at some point, can the stock 11 

support it?  If the stock can support it, we want to make sure 12 

it’s available to the fishermen. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Did you want to talk about the 2005 15 

for the year sequence? 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you’ll see that in the next one.  18 

This is a hypothetical Grouper Unit 4, and it’s largely driven 19 

by yellowfin grouper, and so you see the landings dip up and 20 

down a lot, and that’s because of the variance in the 21 

recreational landings, which are done by MRIP.  If you catch a 22 

few groupers in the landings, it goes way up.  If you don’t, 23 

there is hardly anything there, it’s a sampling issue, and 24 

that’s why it’s so variable.   25 

 26 

This was actually a constrained example, because you can see, in 27 

recent years, it has gone down, probably largely due to the 28 

closure of the spawning season, but the year sequence, as 29 

Graciela was pointing to, has a gap in 2005, and that’s because 30 

we are uncomfortable particularly with the east coast correction 31 

factor for that year, and so we just decided to drop that year 32 

out of the sequence, and so that is a pretty typical year 33 

sequence for Puerto Rico commercial landings, or commercial and 34 

recreational, but it’s the commercial data that prompts the gap. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That huge peak of 43,000 is -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s like they got five fish that year or 39 

one fish or two fish in the survey, and that just blows it up. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But you can see it has really gone down 44 

since that, because they closed the season during -- They closed 45 

fishing during the spawning season. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So the 43,000 is not real catch and it’s an 48 
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interpolation?  It’s the expansion factor?   1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s an expansion factor, but it’s 3 

driven by the recreational thing, because their expansion 4 

factors tend to be very variable for fish that are rare in the 5 

catch to begin with, and so we actually had trouble coming up 6 

with a really good Tier 4 case for something that was not 7 

already having issues, like goliath grouper or Nassau grouper, 8 

something like that, and so this was just to show an example of 9 

you would have your average landings. 10 

 11 

In this case, we dropped it by 0.9 to get to the OFL, or maybe 12 

even less than that, and then the ABC was a 0.9 application of 13 

the OFL.  Being in Tier 4b, it said we are making a recognition 14 

that there is likely a problem.  Therefore, if there’s likely a 15 

problem, we should be lowering our catch from the baseline, 16 

which is the solid red line. 17 

 18 

Here are the year sequences that were used.  For Puerto Rico, we 19 

tried to go generally with a fair amount of long-term trend, 20 

because there is -- First of all, there is the data that is 21 

species-specific for a lot of species, and, if we’re looking at 22 

what the population can potentially support, going back to 23 

John’s concern of have we ever been at this level before, 24 

looking at these baselines, and so dolphinfish is a combination 25 

of recreational and commercial landings. 26 

 27 

Because of the commercial ones, 2005 is out, and wahoo is being 28 

driven totally by recreational landings, and so it’s a much 29 

shorter timeframe, because that’s when some of the data was 30 

available, and there was a build-up of wahoo, if I recall.  The 31 

recreational data starts in 2000, and so there was a clear 32 

build-up of landings data, and then it kind of stabilizes in 33 

about 2010, and so that’s what we used, and there has not been 34 

any ACL in that species before, for dolphinfish.  Barracuda was 35 

the full data range up to 2004, and I forget why we stopped at 36 

2004. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There were regulations that prohibited 39 

the harvest. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Regulations that prohibited the harvest, 42 

yes.  The coastal pelagics were, I think, largely driven by 43 

recreational data, and that’s why it starts in 1999. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But also the commercial. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The commercial data is important, which is 48 
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why 2005 is exempted.  For all other species, it’s 1988, and 1 

this is how far back we wanted to go, until 2011, which is when 2 

most of the ACLs kicked in.  Again, it’s splitting 2005. 3 

 4 

For the Virgin Islands, both St. Thomas and St. John, the year 5 

sequences are from 2012 to 2016, reflecting when species-6 

specific data became available, and, yes, we recognize that this 7 

is confounding an issue when the landings levels were dropping 8 

because of the economic situations there. 9 

 10 

Then we went into the idea of using productivity-susceptibility 11 

indices, and Shannon gave us a really good intro to that.  You 12 

can see that Todd was one of the authors on this paper that came 13 

out of that development of this process, and it’s based on the 14 

idea of vulnerability and that vulnerability being a function of 15 

productivity.  A productive species is going to be more 16 

resilient, and therefore can recover if there is some kind of 17 

depletion, and its susceptibility of is it highly targeted or 18 

does it have productivities that -- Is it somehow going to be 19 

impacted by the fishery, which includes direct captures and 20 

indirect captures, and so is it highly targeted?  This is 21 

looking at susceptibility. 22 

 23 

Todd, I don’t remember whether these are the results of your 24 

stuff or -- These are the things that were being looked at, and 25 

so this is the part that I was not here for the meeting, but the 26 

committee went through the species relative to this kind of 27 

information, where it was available on a species-specific basis, 28 

and basically we’re ranking things as one, two, or three, and 29 

there is some -- The default weighting, I don’t know if you guys 30 

messed with that or if this is stuff that came just over from 31 

the general description of PSAs.   32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  These are general PSA categories. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  The defaults as well? 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Excuse me? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The default column as well? 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The weights are not really -- The weights are not 42 

important.  43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so they just came over from the 45 

document then, but these are the kinds of things that are being 46 

looked at in the recommendations.  If they’re in this range, 47 

we’re going to say you’re highly productive.  If they’re in 48 
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another range, you’re moderately productive.  If you’re not, 1 

you’re going to be low production, and so those are the 2 

productivity issues, and they’re all pretty much based on life 3 

history. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have the Excel file that the 6 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center has provided with all the 7 

information that they were able to compile, and that was all 8 

being done as we were discussing each of the species. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to clarify, when I say ignore the weights, 11 

what we did is the Center and others in the room were providing 12 

information real time, as we were discussing it, and so, by 13 

default, if we only had information on intrinsic growth and 14 

natural mortality, we were down-weighting all the other 15 

characteristics and scoring basically on the ones that were 16 

remaining. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So we didn’t tailor weights from a scale of zero 21 

to four.  It was inclusion or exclusion, and, if we didn’t have 22 

any life history information or any direct information on the 23 

whole thing, we were cautious in our interpretation of the 24 

scoring, and so we used expert judgment and scored it that way. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The next one then looks at the 27 

susceptibility, and there’s a lot more of those, in terms of 28 

management strategy.  If there is overlap between that area and 29 

areas that are not being fished, is there some kind of 30 

geographic concentration that would make it more targeted?  Is 31 

there vertical overlaps?  That’s the same idea.  Is there like a 32 

depth refuge or is it being fished throughout its range, depth 33 

range?   34 

 35 

If we had information on fishing rate relative to natural 36 

mortality, the biomass of the spawners, seasonal migrations, 37 

schooling aggregations and other behavioral responses, something 38 

about their morphology that might enhance their capture or make 39 

them more difficult to capture, survival after capture and 40 

release, if that’s an issue, and their desirability or value in 41 

the fishery, which would be a reflection of how much they’re 42 

being targeted, and if there is any fishery impact to their 43 

habitat that might -- 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There are also reproductive variations. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Schooling aggregations, that comes in 48 
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there. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, yes. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, Todd, and correct me if I’m wrong, 5 

but you used the ones you had information on to come up with 6 

that? 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and Reni’s comment on schooling aggregation 9 

behavior, and he’s very familiar with schooling and 10 

aggregations, and so his opinion and his advice on those aspects 11 

were incorporated. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and as were the DAP Chairs were -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We used everyone in the room on that one. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They were key on that value of the fishery, 18 

the desirability aspect, and so, anyway, I think the next slide 19 

is the outcome, and these were just added, if I recall 20 

correctly? 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I believe those are just additive. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you added the productivity score and the 25 

susceptibility score, and the score is, the lower you are, the 26 

more susceptible you are and the least productive you are.  27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If I remember correctly, we did a two-phase step 29 

on this.  As you know, we went through a large number of species 30 

during that meeting, and we were going through the whole thing, 31 

and went through it with a process, but this was kind of a first 32 

take, to just make sure that stuff was falling out pretty much 33 

where we thought that it should be, or where our gut level put 34 

us, and then we looked at productivity and susceptibility scores 35 

in addition, to just make sure that there was nothing that was 36 

flagged as we need to revisit that. 37 

 38 

It was very easy for us to look at it across the board and know 39 

that Nassau grouper and goliath grouper were going to end up at 40 

the left red end of the spectrum, and we just looked at it 41 

across the board, and so these were kind of our quality control 42 

checks in our work.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Since they’re additive and things are 45 

ranked, the top score is nine, and so you did something else, 46 

because you were ranking on a scale of one to three.  If they’re 47 

additive, the highest score should be six.  Was there a 48 
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weighting factor? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was the two things and then 3 

combined. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but, if you were ranking on a scale of 6 

one to three and you’re combining a three and a three -- 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s probably multiplicative. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That could be.   11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Something that surprised me a little bit is 13 

that red hind is so far right in the histogram. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would suggest not getting into the discussion 16 

of any individual species right now. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because, right now, we’re talking 19 

process, but where is red hind?   20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s right in the middle of the -- Red hind 22 

is over here, and so it’s farther down right than most of the 23 

snappers, which are, I thought, more productive and less 24 

susceptible to fishing aggregations, for example, but that’s 25 

okay.  We won’t get into it, but it just caught my attention. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Remember that you had a lot of 28 

criteria that you were evaluating, and so there was things like 29 

seasonality and there were things like management measures that 30 

were already in place, and so it might end up giving you lower 31 

ranks for some species, because of lack of protection, for 32 

example. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  With the spawning season closed and the 35 

population rebounding, I could see where it could fall in there, 36 

but I wasn’t right here for that conversation, and so I can’t 37 

comment on that, but that is going to be an issue that we’re 38 

going to talk about, because, if that has already been built 39 

into this analysis, then, when we come back to actually using 40 

this for the scalars and the buffers, we can’t built it in again 41 

and built it in again, if you understand what I’m saying.  Where 42 

we go from here to our scalars and buffers is really going to be 43 

our task for this meeting, assuming we’re accepting the process 44 

that was done. 45 

 46 

Then, again, I was not here for this part.  For Puerto Rico I 47 

was, but the Tier 4 assignments -- I am just showing the 4b, 48 
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because everything else will be 4a, and there aren’t that many 1 

4b, and most of the things that are on here are things that are 2 

already under management from the council.  Nassau and goliath 3 

are closed and midnight and rainbow parrotfish and blue 4 

parrotfish are closed.  It’s all the species that were in that 5 

unit, Grouper Unit 4, and then the things with really long lives 6 

and low fecundity, the rays and the cucumbers and the urchins, 7 

and then queen conch is also under -- 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s closed in the EEZ. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s closed in the EEZ already, and so 12 

those are the ones that are coming out, basically things that 13 

were already having issues or, in the case of the rays and 14 

cucumbers and urchins, those species that we felt, for various 15 

reasons, should, related to their life histories, be considered 16 

4b. 17 

 18 

Next, I think it’s under the Virgin Islands, and so St. Croix is 19 

basically the same species for the same reasons, and it’s fewer 20 

species, because some of those species are not on their 21 

management list.  For St. Thomas, we didn’t get to St. Thomas.   22 

 23 

JOHN HOENIG:  Queen conch is there why in St. Croix? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Queen conch has an ACL of 50,000 26 

pounds, and it has a very prolonged closed season also, and only 27 

the EEZ is open for a very short period of time.  There are many 28 

regulations in place for conch in the St. Croix area. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, I wasn’t here for this discussion, 31 

but what you’re saying is queen conch is overfished. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the statement from the 34 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center to the council, and so queen 35 

conch is overfished and undergoing overfishing, but that’s the 36 

status that it has. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is supposed to be driven by overfished 39 

and undergoing overfishing, and so it’s going to be the other 40 

way around.  Next is the recommendations were that -- First of 41 

all, everything there is still preliminary.  Everything is still 42 

open, technically, for discussion here, and it can be revisited.  43 

We asked the Science Center to comment on our PSA scoring 44 

approach, and I don’t know if we ended up asking for information 45 

on selected species. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For what? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That third bullet, and we were asking for 2 

selected species, but I don’t think we actually came up with a 3 

list, and so that could be coming in the future.  The Science 4 

Center had asked us to finalize, for the data-limited approach, 5 

what should be the year sequences, and we were recommending the 6 

year sequences that we developed here, which should be the ones 7 

used for that, and that goes back to the SEDAR process. 8 

 9 

That’s kind of where we are.  Coming out of that, the council, 10 

as I mentioned, they asked, well, how do you determine when 11 

something falls into Tier 4, and so our language says, if a 12 

consensus can’t be reached, it goes into 4b, and they wanted a 13 

definition of what “consensus” meant from that.  They thought 14 

that was too vague.  15 

 16 

There was also a question on vulnerability as opposed to a view 17 

that, historically, there might have been overfishing, that 18 

historically the population may be overfished, and not yet be 19 

covered, as opposed to currently undergoing overfishing, and so 20 

we had to be careful of that issue, and so, when we get to those 21 

topics, we’ll talk about those issues. 22 

 23 

Graciela, you were requesting a break so that you can switch Wi-24 

Fi or something like that?  Why don’t we use this opportunity to 25 

take a fifteen-minute break? 26 

 27 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 28 

 29 

REVIEW ABC CONTROL RULE LANGUAGE 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again, and the next item 32 

on the agenda is the wording of the control rule.  Recall that 33 

the issue was overfishing, likely to be or unlikely to be 34 

undergoing overfishing, and is this the current one? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the new language.  Do you want 37 

the current one? 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, this is not the new language.   40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s the one you just sent me. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s pretty much the language from the 44 

previous SSC meeting. 45 

 46 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  That’s the language that was preliminary 47 

applied at the last SSC meeting. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and, since then, we’ve had a number of 2 

conversations between GC, SERO, and Southeast Fisheries Science 3 

Center, because the problem is that this language, which was 4 

basically agreed upon by the SSC, caused concerns for the 5 

Science Center, and so what we did at that SSC meeting is say 6 

that GC, SERO, and Southeast Fisheries Science Center would get 7 

together and propose revised language, and we have provided 8 

language. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, because this was not the 11 

language that I was using.  I was using the one that said no 12 

accepted assessment and stock unlikely to be subject to 13 

overfishing. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s this one. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  It became a topic of much discussion, and so 18 

maybe the easiest thing to do is just show you the language that 19 

we recommended. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What you just had up here before was -- 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This was the original one, and the one we just 24 

saw was the intermediate one. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This came out of the last meeting? 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This was sort of the intermediate suggestion 29 

that we had asked the Science Center and SERO and General 30 

Counsel to send back a suggested final version, recommended, I 31 

suppose, is a better word. 32 

 33 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, and that was the language that we were 34 

discussing last week, Shannon.  The only -- 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is the parenthetical. 37 

 38 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It’s just not in parentheses. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  Where is the parenthetical now? 41 

 42 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It’s just defining the vulnerability, the 43 

stock’s vulnerability to fishing pressure, and that had been in 44 

parentheses, and it can be in parentheses or not.  That’s 45 

immaterial, but one of the questions that came up that folks had 46 

was about no accepted assessment, and that was something that we 47 

just wanted to raise for the SSC’s consideration and what it 48 
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means for something to be accepted, and so there were different 1 

--  2 

 3 

There might be an assessment, and it might be accepted for 4 

procedural reasons, but does that mean that it’s an accepted 5 

assessment?  If folks had thoughts about that, one option might 6 

be to say the stock status has not been determined through a 7 

stock assessment, but the stock has a relatively low 8 

vulnerability to fishing pressure, and then the rest of that 9 

language on what it is to be vulnerable or not is the same as 10 

what was preliminarily applied at the last meeting. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  So, just looking at what we looked at last week, 13 

and I’m trying to find your email, Jocelyn, and our 14 

conversation.  The concern that we were discussing last week 15 

amongst Bill and Jocelyn and Clay and I was we are willing to 16 

accept this language, but the implication now, if you use Tier 4 17 

with this language, is that the overfishing -- The status 18 

determination criteria are not known.  They are unknown.  They 19 

are undefined. 20 

 21 

What we’re basically saying is that, until such a time as you 22 

can actually measure the catch against what you’re defining as 23 

OFL, the status determination criteria are not defined.  24 

Overfishing is not defined, and so what we were asking for is 25 

essentially, within parentheses, some acknowledgement that the 26 

status determination criteria have not been estimated using like 27 

a quantitative method, e.g., a stock assessment.  28 

 29 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  That’s that first three words of “no 30 

accepted assessment”, and there is question about that, and 31 

that’s what is in the current version of Tier 4.  What was 32 

changing was whether you evaluated it relative to the 33 

vulnerability versus the likelihood of overfishing, and there 34 

were a lot of questions about that concept of overfishing in the 35 

control rule, and so the language on vulnerability is what was 36 

applied at the last meeting, and there is questions about these 37 

concepts of whether or not there is an accepted assessment. 38 

 39 

There is two questions.  The first is what does it mean to be 40 

accepted, and that would have been a question in the existing 41 

control rule, but also just is there some other way to recognize 42 

that the stock status hasn’t been determined through an 43 

assessment, and perhaps just stating that the stock status has 44 

not been determined through a stock assessment, but, in the 45 

opinion of the SSC, the stock has a low vulnerability, something 46 

along those lines. 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Kind of what the Science Center is getting at is 1 

that, if you don’t have a stock assessment and you’re using an 2 

approach like this to determine OFL and ABC and ACL, the reality 3 

is that status determination criteria, such as your current 4 

stock status, MSY, MSST, MFMT, are undefined.  They have not 5 

been defined using a scientific -- Well, let’s put it this way.  6 

A quantitative approach such as a stock assessment. 7 

 8 

They have essentially been defined using these criteria, which 9 

are quasi -- They are scientific-based, but they’re not 10 

quantitative in the sense of a stock assessment, and so we’re 11 

really trying to get at -- The problem with using recent 12 

landings history alone is that you truly don’t know whether 13 

you’re overfished or overfishing and what MSY is. 14 

 15 

These things are really not defined using -- Those are products 16 

of a stock assessment, and we have been essentially trying to 17 

use expert judgment to work around Congress’s law that OFL must 18 

be described for every stock in an FMP, and so that’s what the 19 

Science Center was after, is a recognition that basically this 20 

approach -- You make a stock experience overfishing when the 21 

landings exceed the ACL or the OFL that you have assigned here, 22 

and then a stock is identified as experiencing overfishing, but 23 

this approach cannot be used to actually assign status 24 

determination criteria, because you don’t have a stock 25 

assessment.  I know this sounds very circular. 26 

 27 

JOHN HOENIG:  For that matter, the ABC buffer is sort of 28 

meaningless.  How would you pick 0.9 versus 0.8 versus 0.7?  29 

That depends on some kind of an assessment of where the stock 30 

is, and so it seems sort of meaningless, but I would like to see 31 

us move ahead, and I am willing to accept something, even if it 32 

is arbitrary, as long as it’s not capricious. 33 

 34 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Obviously, it can’t be arbitrary or 35 

capricious.  Obviously, we want this to be based on the best 36 

science and expert opinion here, and understanding that, first 37 

of all, if you are determining an OFL, then you will define how 38 

you determine overfishing, and that hasn’t yet been defined, 39 

but, in the past, it was comparing catch to overfishing, and 40 

that would be the status determination criteria that are 41 

required to be had under the Act, but, in terms of --  42 

 43 

Just the narrow question is, on the no accepted assessment, is 44 

there something that the SSC wants to consider, given the 45 

Science Center’s concern that just making sure that they know 46 

that the status determination criteria, or rather the concept of 47 

the status of the stock, hasn’t been determined using a stock 48 
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assessment, and I think that’s what those phrases are perhaps 1 

trying to get at, and is there another way to state it?  I would 2 

propose maybe saying something like stock status has not been 3 

determined through a stock assessment and just clarifying that 4 

the rest of the analysis is based on the opinion of the SSC. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s essentially what we were looking for. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In your conversations last week, do you have a 9 

newer version of this text? 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  We went back-and-forth with what the exact 12 

parenthetical would include.  I mean, we preferred language that 13 

stock status determination criteria had not been -- That there 14 

is no scientific estimate of the status determination criteria, 15 

but I think that there was concern that we were basically saying 16 

that other criterion defined not in a stock assessment process 17 

would then be described as not science-based, which would be, of 18 

course, inappropriate.  You have to basically have a science 19 

basis. 20 

 21 

Then the word became, perhaps, “quantitative” was the word, and 22 

that gets into -- I think we would be satisfied as long as it 23 

includes some language that status determination criteria have 24 

not been defined using a quantitative method such as a stock 25 

assessment.  If that’s unacceptable, then we might be able to 26 

live with has not been estimated using a stock assessment.  27 

 28 

JOHN HOENIG:  Just a qualifier of not just “stock assessment”, 29 

because that’s vague. 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  You’re right.  It is absolutely vague. 32 

 33 

JOHN HOENIG:  The productivity and susceptibility analysis is, 34 

in my mind, an assessment.  It’s basically give me any 35 

information you have and I will make a determination, and so 36 

that’s an assessment, by definition. 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  But it doesn’t produce status determination 39 

criteria, because our initial control rule started from the 40 

basis of Tier 4a not experiencing or not likely to be 41 

experiencing overfishing, and 4b was likely to be experiencing 42 

overfishing, and that was not deemed appropriate, and so we went 43 

to this language, but now we’re caught in a conundrum here where 44 

this language doesn’t say anything.  It’s silent about whether 45 

the stock is experiencing overfishing or not. 46 

 47 

It just says that it’s vulnerable to fishing pressure, which is 48 
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not the same thing as saying we have defined that we, using 1 

expert judgment, are now saying the stock is in fact likely to 2 

be overfishing.   3 

 4 

We have moved away from that, and so now what we’re looking for 5 

is a parenthetical that says status determination criteria have 6 

not been estimated using a formal stock assessment procedure or 7 

some sort of language that gets at -- We are absolutely silent 8 

about status determination criteria in this tier now, except 9 

that, if you in fact do -- If your catches exceed OFL, you will 10 

trigger an overfishing designation. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  There is a logic there, which is essentially that, 13 

if you’re in this 4a that you use expert opinion to say that -- 14 

To make the determination that the stock is not overfished, and 15 

so you start with it’s not overfished.  Then, if you exceed your 16 

ACL, you’re overfishing, and so, in that sense, you have your 17 

stock status determination is -- To start with, it’s not 18 

overfished, and then, if you take too much, you’re overfishing.  19 

It doesn’t quite get at overfishing, but overfished, when you 20 

look at -- 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  That was kind of -- Basically both the South 23 

Atlantic -- Well, certainly the Gulf control rule still has 24 

language like that, but, basically, at the last SSC meeting, we 25 

did remove that language, and so now this control rule -- We 26 

would like to see some language recognizing that the status 27 

determination criteria have not been -- They’re actually 28 

undefined until we actually use this and measure the landings 29 

against the OFL.  Then, in some cases, we would, in some cases, 30 

make those stocks overfishing, by definition, but we still 31 

wouldn’t know what MSY is, using this methodology. 32 

 33 

That is still an open debate, and I’m not sure where that one 34 

will go, but it doesn’t matter for the tier control rule.  I 35 

feel like we’ve made our concerns clear, but that, to some 36 

extent, will be not my decision to make.  In fact, this doesn’t 37 

change anything you’ve done.  38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you looking for something that would 40 

just say, right from the top, no accepted quantitative 41 

assessment provided criterion? 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, the acceptable -- This is nuanced, and it 44 

doesn’t really matter to me, but I think that “accepted”, in our 45 

Southeastern vernacular, is going to have to be accepted by the 46 

SSC as useful for management purposes.  It’s not going to be 47 

accepted by a review panel, because that’s not the same thing.   48 
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 1 

In the way we’ve done business in the Southeast, typically the 2 

review panel does accept or reject, or they accept assessments 3 

or they -- They don’t get a chance to reject them, but they 4 

express strong concerns, but we bring those assessments to the 5 

SSC, and the SSC is basically charged, under our SEDAR standard 6 

operating procedures, with accepting that assessment as 7 

appropriate to use for management, and that’s what “accepted” 8 

would mean here. 9 

 10 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That’s right. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  You don’t have to write that down, but I think 13 

that’s what accepted means. 14 

 15 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That’s the same way in the South Atlantic. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, exactly. 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  I am wondering if what we’re saying, or what I’m 20 

hearing, is that the end of the first sentence should have 21 

something tacked on that says that expert opinion or other 22 

methods are used initially to determine that the stock is not 23 

overfished and overfishing is not occurring, and so basically 24 

establish -- That’s how we’re starting, and then we have a 25 

control rule, so we could determine if overfishing has occurred, 26 

but what we can’t do is determine if the stock is overfished 27 

over time. 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think we were trying to avoid using the 30 

terminology, just because it can have legal connotations. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  I am sort of saying, if we don’t have some 33 

language that meets the requirements of the law, it might be 34 

thrown out, because we’re not establishing stock status, and so 35 

we can say stock status is determined by expert opinion or other 36 

methods.   37 

 38 

Then we have at least a stock status which we can compare future 39 

observations to, which would be, essentially, if a catch exceeds 40 

the ACL, is there overfishing going on?  I don’t know if that’s 41 

helpful or not.  We don’t have a way of saying whether the stock 42 

is overfished over time. 43 

 44 

SHANNON CALAY:  The initial version of the ABC control rule had 45 

the term “likely to be experiencing overfishing or unlikely to 46 

be experiencing overfishing”.  We moved away from that because 47 

of concerns about the legal terminology.   48 
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 1 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, but we’re in a place where, 2 

obviously, some of these stocks are currently managed, and there 3 

are reports to Congress on the stock status, and we’re trying to 4 

re-think the criteria for determining stock status in this.   5 

 6 

There is temporal elements of this, but there is current stock 7 

status that has been assessed and then, over time, the question 8 

of, as you apply the control rule, if you were to -- If it was 9 

to be applied and the OFLs derived and the catch exceeded the 10 

OFL, and that was the way in which the council decided to make 11 

the overfishing determination, if, over time, you find something 12 

is overfishing, but you set it up and said that it was unlikely 13 

to be so, that could call into question the tier designation and 14 

whether it needed to be moved from Tier 4a to 4b, for example. 15 

 16 

If you take out the words “overfishing”, you avoid that problem.  17 

Someone else raised the issue that if management was undertaken 18 

for a stock, because they thought that it was likely to be 19 

subject to overfishing, and you made a different determination 20 

here in the control rule, then that might call into question or 21 

raise questions about the basis of management.  If you stay away 22 

from those terms, then you don’t have those types of issues. 23 

 24 

The accepted assessment seems to be a question of have you sort 25 

of said what the basis of this determination is, and it’s 26 

expert-opinion-based, and so, if there’s some way to say what 27 

we’re doing here is based on expert opinion, but the outcomes of 28 

it, including deriving the OFL, can be used to determine stock 29 

status.  I think the Science Center is just concerned that they 30 

want to make sure that any of the stock statuses that are 31 

derived from this process that it’s clear that they weren’t from 32 

a quantitative assessment, but obviously the council has to have 33 

a status determination criteria and various other requirements 34 

in the Act. 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s basically correct.  What we’re after is 37 

there are going to be, apparently -- There is apparently a need 38 

to use expert judgment to come up with status determination 39 

criteria, and we want a clear understanding that these are not 40 

from a -- They are not derived quantitatively from a stock 41 

assessment, 42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  Say that upfront. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and it just helps us, in the future, to 46 

move forward at such a time as we might be able to actually 47 

provide you with a stock assessment.  If we don’t hardwire these 48 



26 

 

terms into our tiered control rule, it appears that we don’t 1 

need to conduct a stock assessment.   2 

 3 

We are trying to get forward the concept that this is expert 4 

judgement, and it’s not a quantitative -- Stock status 5 

determination criteria are the product of a stock assessment.  6 

If you don’t have a stock assessment, you really don’t have any 7 

idea what your stock status is, and so we’re going to probably 8 

come up with something, which will go on the books, but it isn’t 9 

at the same level as a scientifically-determined status 10 

determination criteria.  We are trying to differentiate, for our 11 

own good, so that, in the future, when we do stock assessments, 12 

there is no confusion. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When a species goes into a SEDAR evaluation, 15 

do you consider that a stock assessment? 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It depends on what comes out of the SEDAR. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  The SSC could still say, at the end a SEDAR 22 

process, that the results are not useful for management, and 23 

then you would still use Tier 4, or you could apply -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Historical outcomes of SEDARs, until we 26 

have gotten into this data-poor scenario, has been basically -- 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly, and so, if you were to ask for another 29 

SEDAR process, we would present information to you, and it would 30 

still be your determination of whether that information was 31 

useful for management, and, if you felt that it was not, you 32 

would have to say we’re going to create OFLs and ABCs, et 33 

cetera, using Tier 4. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so we’ve had SEDARs in the 36 

past which have not been able to define any of the quantitative 37 

levels that we would like to see, but we have made statements 38 

like, regardless, there is no evidence that overfishing is 39 

occurring at this time. 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a useful statement for management, 44 

but it’s not providing the assessment in terms that you’re 45 

reasoning at, and so where does that fall?  That’s coming to be 46 

useful for Tier 4.  There is no evidence that overfishing, and 47 

we can say that’s based on the SEDAR review for it. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.   2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That determination right there was a useful 4 

application for management. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  I agree. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It just wasn’t providing stock 9 

determination criteria.  For me, this goes back to your point of 10 

“stock determination criteria” needs to be in the wording here, 11 

because that really differentiates -- 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, you know, the first strawman ABC control 14 

rule was essentially drafted using very similar language to the 15 

Gulf, which does uses those terms, and there was a concern that 16 

that was not acceptable, and so this was the result of that 17 

negotiation, and the difficulty here is that, just because 18 

something has a low vulnerability to fishing pressure, it does 19 

not necessarily mean that the stock is not overfished. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  So this is really silent about status 24 

determination criteria.  We’re really just saying, in Tier 4a, 25 

we feel that the stock has got high productivity and fairly low 26 

susceptibility, and so what you’re really commenting on here is 27 

we think that the stock can -- We’re trying to get around using 28 

the term “overfishing”.  This is a work-around for not using 29 

that terminology. 30 

 31 

You’re saying that you think that the stock could handle more 32 

landings, but, implicit in that -- If you think you’re going to 33 

raise catch, implicit in that is that you don’t think that 34 

overfishing is occurring.  It has to be, right? 35 

 36 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think those considerations could go into 37 

setting the overfishing limit in each of the tiers, and so the 38 

tiers are sort of a risk to the species and that there is, 39 

maybe, perhaps, lower risk in Tier 4a, because of the lower 40 

vulnerability to fishing pressure, and 4b is when you want to be 41 

more conservative.  The concepts of the perceived degree of 42 

exploitation are worked into your scalar for setting the OFL. 43 

 44 

JOHN HOENIG:  Can I suggest some proposed wording, if that’s the 45 

way to move forward? 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  I thought Rich had a suggestion early on, which 48 
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is that you just replace the phrase “no accepted assessment” 1 

with something a little bit like -- 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was no accepted quantitative assessment 4 

providing stock determination criterion. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we wanted to put down at the bottom what 9 

“accepted” means, we could do that. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think that’s basically acceptable to the 12 

Science Center.  Then the same thing would go into condition for 13 

use for 4b.   14 

 15 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, we need to do the same thing in 4b. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t care if you get rid of the word 18 

“accepted” or not.  It’s kind of implied that, if you decide 19 

it’s not useful for management, then you’re using 4b.  If you 20 

think that something is useful for management, then we’re going 21 

to be up in Tiers 1 through 3. 22 

 23 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You could also consider adding “explicitly” 24 

after that language you just added, that “based on the opinion 25 

of the SSC”, and that’s also implicit that that’s how you’re 26 

determining to the vulnerability, but, to the extent that you 27 

wanted to state it. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You mean at that part? 30 

 31 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, before it, “based on the opinion of 32 

the SSC”. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the expert opinion of the SSC? 35 

 36 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  If that works for the committee.   37 

 38 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Just out of curiosity, what does it mean to say 39 

that productivity refers to the capacity of the stock to produce 40 

MSY?  All stocks have the capacity to produce MSY.  That’s a 41 

meaningless statement. 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  No, I think it’s saying that the capacity is a 44 

quantitative measure of its ability to produce MSY.  That’s how 45 

I read it. 46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t read it that way at all.  Does a stock 48 
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have a capacity to produce MSY?  Certainly all stocks have a -- 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By definition. 3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  But what is the capacity?  That’s what it’s 5 

saying.  Is it a high capacity or a low capacity? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, should that be “relative capacity”, in 8 

talking about high and low? 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s the word that came to mind for me. 11 

 12 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  That’s the phrase that’s up there that’s in 13 

the NS 1 Guidelines for the definition of productivity in the 14 

vulnerability definition.  It talks about the capacity of the 15 

stock to produce MSY. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So this is lifted directly from that? 18 

 19 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, it is. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we reference NS 1 right there 22 

someplace? 23 

 24 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Based on these conversations, the documents 25 

that go along with the FMPs can explain some of these concepts 26 

as well and how it would be applied.   27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We need to have that “in the expert opinion of 29 

the SSC” down in 4b as well. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Are we happy? 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I heard something earlier about defining -- I 34 

just don’t want to have to come back to this ever again. 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  That would be nice. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we’re going to have to define 39 

“consensus”, and so having a defining statement is not going to 40 

interrupt us, because we’re going to interrupt it anyway.  We 41 

could have an asterisk at “accepted” and coming down to a 42 

statement that accepted is defined as being approved by the SSC 43 

as appropriate for management purposes.  Does that capture what 44 

you -- 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think that’s, in effect, what happens, yes.  47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  The only trick would be, when we do review stock 3 

assessments, we’re probably going to have to have some record of 4 

whether this SSC felts the results were useful for management or 5 

not, and that’s just for the record. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Accepted means that the assessment was 8 

approved by the SSC as being appropriate for management 9 

purposes.  Kevin, are you happy with that? 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am happy with that. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we have consensus on that, although we 14 

haven’t defined “consensus”. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Simple majority? 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think consensus has a specific meaning. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  True. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you know what it is? 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s general agreement and consensus of opinion 25 

among judges.  It’s agreement, harmony, concurrence, accord, 26 

unanimity, solidarity.   27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  That seems -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A little vague. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That pretty much covers the entire spectrum 33 

from unanimous to -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was the concern expressed by the 36 

council, is that -- I think their feeling was that there is a 37 

big change in moving something from 4a to 4b, because you don’t 38 

have agreement about whether 4a should be there or not, and so, 39 

if one person is adamant about this should not be in 4a, and the 40 

rest of the committee is saying it can be, how do you judge 41 

whether that’s a consensus or not?   42 

 43 

I did not have an answer for that.  I said that consensus has 44 

been, in our experience, where there has been people who don’t 45 

necessarily agree, but will go along with something to move the 46 

process forward, and they felt that that was not sufficient. 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  “Unanimity” is agreement by all people involved, 1 

which is one possibility. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  Which is one possibility, and so I guess you were 6 

completely correct that we need to define “consensus”, and I 7 

heard one member say a simple majority.   8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes, it can mean anywhere from simple 10 

majority to unanimity.   11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not suggesting that it be a simple 13 

majority.  I am saying that could start there and consider other 14 

possibilities.  I do agree that, if we’re looking for a 15 

unanimous situation, we may never progress beyond anything.  I 16 

mean, this is a pretty diverse group, and that could hang us up. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  You could think of it in terms of the risks 19 

involved, and you can adjust your criterion accordingly, and so, 20 

if you think about what’s the consequence of failing to move 21 

something to 4b when it should be, you could cause a big 22 

problem.  What about if you moved to 4b when you don’t need to?  23 

Then you are throwing people out of work, and which one is more 24 

serious? 25 

 26 

If you are really concerned about imposing reductions that 27 

aren’t needed, you would go more towards consensus.  If you’re 28 

worried about stock collapse, you would go more towards a simple 29 

majority.  I would think that, if we’re talking about this stock 30 

is in real trouble and we need to protect it, we probably don’t 31 

want to set the bar too high and go for consensus and you would 32 

want it more towards a simple majority. 33 

 34 

If you’re talking about, okay, this thing is protected, but we 35 

think that it has come back, you might flip the order and say, 36 

yes, or not.  I mean, these are just general principles, but I 37 

would be happy to say a consensus is a simple majority, just as 38 

a trial, just a that’s our proposal, and what do you think?  I 39 

would say you go to 4b if there is a simple majority of members 40 

present, assuming you have a quorum. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It goes to 4b if you cannot get a simple 43 

majority for 4a? 44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes.  If you’re in 4a, keeping in there, then the 46 

choice is should we move it to 4b, and, if a simple majority 47 

says yes -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are going to 4a and saying the 2 

vulnerability --  3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think all the stocks will be assigned something, 5 

and, at that point, it’s should we keep it here or is there a 6 

reason that we move it to 4a, and then you need a simple 7 

majority.  If we haven’t assigned a stock to a status -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is the assigned process.  The stock 10 

should be here or there, and here is our PSA, and is there a 11 

reason -- If we have guidelines about how we’re using the PSAs, 12 

that should take care of most of the problems, because say the 13 

score here is clearly a 4a, and the score here is clearly a 4b, 14 

and then there is going to be stuff in the middle.  Graciela, 15 

what’s a quorum? 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have ten members, and so six. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would have to have at least four for a 20 

simple majority, and so it’s a two-thirds majority.   21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The last two meetings, you have had 23 

nine out of ten members present, one being also either connected 24 

via Go to Meetings, and so a quorum has not been a problem in 25 

the last five or six or seven meetings. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The way I see it is that, once you have 28 

consensus there, it implies that you have a majority and that 29 

there has been an agreement in that regard, whether it’s by 30 

unanimous decision or whatever it is.  It’s a majority.  31 

Otherwise, what is the alternative?  Is it to put the number of 32 

votes? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You could do a percentage.  You could say a 35 

two-thirds majority. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A two-thirds majority? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, which is what you would need for the 40 

minimum case, and so that’s why I was asking. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That essentially goes into consensus anyway. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you go to the full committee, that is 45 

seven people that you need, is a two-thirds majority, which 46 

means -- Let’s say there is somebody who is knowledgeable about 47 

a situation, and, despite whatever information is being said, 48 
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that person is strong that it really needs to be in 4b, and, if 1 

that person can’t convince three other people to join him, then 2 

it would stay as a 4a.  Is that enough of a buffer? 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me, it is.  We usually get some kind of 5 

an agreement, but, in the case that one person has very strong 6 

feelings about something, that would merit a lot of discussion. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and, if that discussion can convince 9 

others on the committee, enough members on the committee, that 10 

there is enough doubt, then that would be a third of the 11 

committee, if we’re thinking two-thirds, then that’s enough 12 

doubt to say we’re not sure. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Correct, but what I was trying to say is 15 

that it’s not possible for us to be in agreement with 16 

everything, everybody, and so, if there is somebody -- If, for 17 

any topic, there is somebody that is in disagreement -- But we 18 

should move forward. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  If your vote is 4a or 4b, I am happy with six 21 

votes will put it in 4a or 4b.  I’m not quite sure what we would 22 

do if we were five votes for 4a and five votes for 4b. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then it goes to 4b. 25 

 26 

JOHN HOENIG:  That would be my preference. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If it was five and five, that’s hardly 29 

consensus, if half wants to do this and half wants to do that. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, that’s not consensus. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then this wording here would make it 4b. 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I would not base the number on ten, because 36 

that implies that -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and it has to be a percentage. 39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I keep hearing six and things, and so, yes, I 41 

agree with a percentage. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would be willing to go with that. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, basically, we’re up to simple majority 46 

or two-thirds.   47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Of the members present. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you called a simple majority just being 3 

consensus, because, by definition, that’s the lowest -- 4 

Consensus would imply that -- 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then want a consensus and what exactly does 7 

it mean. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and we need to say what consensus means 10 

to us. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  With two-thirds, I’m not quite sure how that 13 

works.  What if you don’t have two-thirds?  Does it go to 4a or 14 

4b? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It goes to 4b. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Two-thirds is more conservative than a simple 19 

majority, in terms of putting it into 4b. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In this case, it’s one more, right, from six 22 

to seven, the two-thirds? 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you have ten people. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you have a full committee. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sure. 29 

 30 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I may just say that the scientific -- 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me, it’s good. 33 

 34 

WALTER KEITHLY:  For what we’re doing here, as a scientific 35 

committee -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But this is a legal thing, in terms of how 38 

the committee functions. 39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am just saying that it becomes very, very 41 

subjective, and I don’t know the answer, but there is certainly 42 

no scientific basis. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is why we wanted consensus, and this 45 

is why they objected to that term. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Two-thirds is one notch more conservative 48 



35 

 

than a simple majority, and I think that’s -- That’s, I think, 1 

where we should leave it. 2 

 3 

WALTER KEITHLY:  We could go to economics and use willingness to 4 

pay versus those that want the change versus those that don’t. 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s having two-thirds in favor of 4a?  Otherwise, 7 

it’s 4b? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Two-thirds of the members present? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, plus including people online. 14 

 15 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Understanding you have to have a quorum, 16 

right? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Otherwise, it will be nothing.  We 19 

can just say “or online”.     20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Of the ABC control rule.   22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In favor of a Tier 4a assignment.   24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  We need to know if it’s acceptable to have 26 

members online in the webinar vote. 27 

 28 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think that it’s okay to have someone 29 

participate in the SSC meeting via webinar, and so then they 30 

would be able to vote by webinar.  That’s different than the 31 

council process.  There are different rules that apply to 32 

council members, but, for the SSC, someone, I think, would be 33 

able to participate by webinar. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have it on record, and SSC 36 

members can participate in the -- 37 

 38 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, as long as, obviously, the webinar 39 

is open to the public and this meeting is open to the public and 40 

it’s noticed that the webinar is available.  Then, yes, that 41 

person can participate. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is there anything that says we can’t do it? 44 

 45 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  No, there’s nothing that says that. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we can make our own rules, as long as it 48 
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meets all those other things, like it’s a public meeting and all 1 

of that? 2 

 3 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  There is nothing in the council’s SOPPs 4 

that prevents the SSC from meeting via webinar. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so the fact that we said online is 7 

perfectly legitimate, provided all of the other boxes are 8 

checked? 9 

 10 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think you could just maybe say 11 

“participating members”, because then that would mean however 12 

they are participating, but it confirms that they’re 13 

participating and offering their opinion, and so just 14 

“participating members” and then remove “present or online”.   15 

 16 

JOE KIMMEL:  Doesn’t the SSC consensus apply to everything and 17 

not just voting on 4a or 4b?  You don’t need the last part of 18 

that in there.  To me, if you’ve got a consensus, you’ve got 19 

two-thirds of the votes in favor of it. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the 4a.  Otherwise, 4b is already 22 

stated elsewhere in the -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A formal vote would only come up if there 25 

was objection to consensus.  As I said, we’ve had situations 26 

where someone was not necessarily in agreement, but they were 27 

willing to go along with whatever we’re doing to move the 28 

process along, and maybe their objection is noted, but it’s not 29 

stopping the process.  That’s different than what we’re talking 30 

about here. 31 

 32 

JOE KIMMEL:  Okay. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If someone says, no, I can’t really give 35 

consensus, then we have to vote.  Are we happy with this? 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Don’t you need a two-thirds majority vote? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we just need consensus.   40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is specific to Tier 4a or 4b. 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  Is anybody not happy with that slide? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have consensus on this point, or do 46 

we have to have a vote?  It really is this -- 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is that how you want it? 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Again, I am not sure that -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In favor of a Tier 4a assignment.  5 

Otherwise, the assignment would be Tier 4b.   6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Would be or will be? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would be. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to get consensus on that 12 

to make sure that the language is --  13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Both of those statements need to go into 15 

there, but they can just be at the bottom.  If we’re good with 16 

that, and it sounds like we are, I am recommending, since it’s 17 

about five of twelve, that we break for lunch. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We probably have consensus on that. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  That definition of “consensus” is only for this 22 

one application, or is that our general modus operandi?   23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why do you have to be difficult? 25 

 26 

JOHN HOENIG:  So the answer is yes?  Okay.  I am happy. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we ever got to a point where we really 29 

had a problem, this is probably what we would fall back on.   30 

 31 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  We normally just arrive at it just by saying 32 

does anybody disagree, and that doesn’t happen much.  We might 33 

actually have to go to a two-thirds vote, but --  34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So the consensus definition applies -- 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let’s leave it like this, because this is 38 

specific to the control rule.  If we want to get into the rules 39 

of how we operate, that’s a different discussion. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  Not this week, please. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s break for lunch.  We’ll 44 

come back at 1:15. 45 

 46 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on December 4, 2017.) 47 

 48 
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 2 

December 4, 2017 3 

 4 

MONDAY AFTERNOON 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, Monday afternoon, December 4, 2017, and was 11 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 12 

 13 

ACTION 2: DETERMINE USE OF INDICATOR SPECIES 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The next item on the agenda is indicator 16 

species.  In particular, finalizing the language on the criteria 17 

used to select indicator species and how indicator species will 18 

be used to determine management reference points for stock 19 

complexes. 20 

 21 

We had developed a whole list of criteria that were used to 22 

assess whether a species could serve as an indicator species for 23 

a stock complex, and we had a whole spreadsheet for every 24 

species that went through that.  My feeling is I don’t think we 25 

need to deal with that, other than put that into a text form, 26 

but how do other people feel about it?  That is an example of 27 

the spreadsheet. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It includes instances where the group 30 

doesn’t have an indicator species, and so you may want to revise 31 

that, or just leave it as it is. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We also made sure that there wasn’t a good 34 

one, and so it’s going to be whatever unit. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The sum of? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, which we have used substantially in 39 

the past.  I think, unless you all want to revisit this -- 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  No. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then I think we should leave it as it is.  44 

There is a question of how indicator species would be used.   45 

 46 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  In the spreadsheet, what does the “C” stand 47 

for? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Ciguatera.  Those are the species that 2 

have -- The dog snapper and the schoolmaster are ciguatoxic. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is where we, as I understood, coming 5 

from, but then, having this discussion this morning about stock 6 

determination criteria, we don’t have any indicator stocks that 7 

have measureable and objective SDCs, and so we might want to 8 

change that wording. 9 

 10 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Rich, I think that it’s, again, that timing 11 

element.  There’s a question of they’re not going to be through 12 

a stock assessment as of right now and have measureable and 13 

objective SDCs, but, once you apply the control rule, that’s 14 

where you’re getting those measureable and objective SDCs.   15 

 16 

That definition is from -- Obviously it’s from the Guidelines, 17 

and the Guidelines recommend that, if you’re managing with 18 

indicator stocks, then they would have the status determination 19 

criteria either for the indicator or the complex as a whole, but 20 

the management requires having those criteria, and I think the 21 

discussion this morning was just saying that those criteria 22 

haven’t come from quantitative stock assessment models, which 23 

isn’t to say that they wouldn’t then be developed through 24 

applying the control rule and developing OFL, which would then 25 

be your objective and measureable criteria for determining 26 

overfishing, for example.   27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  For me, how an indicator species 29 

would be used is that it would be used to -- I guess we could 30 

use the word “assess”, but that’s the one that we would have 31 

sufficient data for and it is meeting the other criteria, since 32 

it’s representative of the group, and that, if we have say four 33 

species in a group, one of which is the indicator species, we’re 34 

going to monitor that species, and the outcome of that species 35 

will be applied to the group. 36 

 37 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So you would equate the status of the other 38 

ones in the group to the indicator species? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  You got it. 43 

 44 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Are we going to put something like that in 45 

there, to actually say -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we should have a statement. 48 
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 1 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  A statement that says the status of the other 2 

members are the same as the status of the indicator, if that’s 3 

what you mean. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, so, if we have a stock assessment 6 

evaluation of each of those indicator species at some time, we 7 

may have a stock assessment that would be a management guideline 8 

for the entire thing, for the entire whatever. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s not what I’m thinking, but I 11 

like the way it’s going, yes. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to bring this over and 14 

do you want to change it? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, bring it over.  After “complex”, put 17 

in “NS 1” in parentheses.  Following -- I don’t know if this is 18 

the best wording, but it’s sort of what came from Churchill, is 19 

that the status of the indicator stock would be -- 20 

 21 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Used to infer the status. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would be used to infer the status. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Wouldn’t it be better to put an “indicator 26 

species”, rather than an “indicator stock”? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, or “stock complex”.   29 

 30 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I have a question that it might be useful 31 

to answer, and that is whether -- I think you can maybe get it 32 

from the second bullet, but whether you would apply the control 33 

rule and develop SDCs and an ABC for the other species in the 34 

complex or just the indicator species, and so just to explicit 35 

say what you do in that instance. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know what I would do, but I’m not sure 38 

what the committee like to do, but, to me, it would all be based 39 

on indicator species, but that’s something we should discuss, 40 

unless you’re just all happy with that, in which case I want to 41 

hear that you’re happy with it. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It is all based on the indicator species.  44 

Then, if we had enough information otherwise, we wouldn’t need 45 

an indicator species. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Shannon, is that a hand up? 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I’m thinking, but, basically, I think, 2 

since we don’t have any stocks that currently have measureable 3 

and objective status determination criteria, at least from a 4 

stock assessment process, if we were to -- I do think that 5 

putting an indicator and making it stronger to say essentially 6 

manage the complex is certainly the most pragmatic, from a stock 7 

assessment perspective, because then we focus the data 8 

collection activities, and we focus the stock assessment 9 

activities, to try to assess these stocks.  I think we may find, 10 

in the future, that there are additional stocks that could be 11 

assessed, and then we may have to revisit these decisions. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is always our prerogative, and our 14 

responsibility, actually.  Especially in the case of Puerto 15 

Rico, we have a fair amount of species there that we just don’t 16 

get that much information on. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, what was the wording you had, in 21 

terms of --  22 

 23 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You would just clarify that Bullet 2 is 24 

getting at that you are going to develop SDCs for the indicators 25 

and recommend an ABC for those indicator stocks.  The NS 1 26 

Guidelines give a couple of options.  They say stock complexes 27 

should include one or more indicator stocks, each of which has 28 

the status determination criteria and ACLs.  If that option 29 

isn’t chosen, then they have some other options, including 30 

managing without indicators and having SDCs for the complex as a 31 

whole. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and we will have that case, where we 34 

don’t have indicator species.   35 

 36 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right, and so, where indicators are used, I 37 

think the clarification was just that the SDCs would be for the 38 

indicator species and, as stated in that second bullet, that the 39 

status of the rest of the complex is based on the status of the 40 

indicator. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s make that second bullet the third 43 

bullet, and the second bullet would be the status determination 44 

criteria would only be developed for the indicator stocks -- 45 

SDCs and ACLs?  Is that where you were going with that, Jocelyn? 46 

 47 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Obviously, the ACLs the council develops is 48 
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based on the ABC. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That seems reasonable to me.  Have we covered 3 

everything that we need to say in this section?  Is there some 4 

aspect of this that we haven’t found?  I don’t think so, but 5 

before we move on. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela, just to make the English -- In 8 

the first bullet, put “status determination criteria” in front 9 

of “SDCs” in parentheses.  If there are no other comments, we’re 10 

on to Action 3. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You still have some discussion on some 13 

groups that you wanted to review regarding the indicator 14 

species, for example for coney and graysby and for red hind and 15 

rock hind in Puerto Rico.  In some of them, you had not actually 16 

selected an indicator species, for the tiger and the yellowfin, 17 

et cetera.  18 

 19 

The parrotfish, there are seven or eight of them, and they can 20 

have one.  You have the surgeon group or the triggerfish, and so 21 

do you want to revise the ones that you have done or the ones 22 

that are missing indicator species, or do you just want to leave 23 

it as you had determined at the last meeting?  That would mean 24 

that there are some groups that have no indicator species. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, remind me.  Do they have no indicator 27 

species because we didn’t get to them or -- 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, we went through all of them, and 30 

you looked at the data that was available and the information on 31 

the management regimes that they had, but, in your motions, 32 

there is no final this is what we recommend as indicator species 33 

and these groups won’t have any indicator species. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would have to go back to the 36 

spreadsheet like this for the indicator species. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the -- Do you want to see the 39 

one that had all the yes and no for everything? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and that’s where we did this. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am trying to get there.  Okay.  This 44 

is the spreadsheet that you had used for that determination, and 45 

so it has the seven criteria that you used at the time.  Do you 46 

want to go through and just look at them or have me take you to 47 

where there is missing -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Take us to where it’s missing.  That’s what 2 

I would like. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the groupers, Unit 4, the ones 5 

that is black and red and tiger and yellowfin and yellowmouth, 6 

and one of the problems that we have with that group is that 7 

there is no information on any one of these species.  You had 8 

talked about yellowfin grouper, and this is Puerto Rico.  9 

Yellowfin grouper as the indicator, and there is some tiger 10 

grouper information around Puerto Rico.  I guess one option is 11 

to just leave them and count everything that comes into that 12 

group.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s where we are.  That’s where 15 

we were, and I think we’re still there.   16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  If there are complexes for which the group is 18 

not comfortable assigning the indicator stock, they could be 19 

managed the way we managed complexes in the past, as an 20 

aggregate.  It’s not really the recommended practice, but it is 21 

an option.   22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are some of these species that 24 

will be or are in the landings reports, in the catch reports, 25 

and so there should be more information coming up in the next 26 

few years on a species basis. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If that’s the case, we would revisit 29 

something as sufficient information comes in to serve that 30 

purpose. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  You separated the jacks, and 33 

you have parrotfish.  You have Parrotfish Unit 1, which are the 34 

three that are already banned from harvest in the EEZ, but then, 35 

for Parrotfish Unit 2, you have this bunch of parrotfish.  In 36 

this case, the data won’t most likely be available through the 37 

catch reports.  It will most likely be available through the 38 

biostatistical sampling, but -- My only question would be, Todd, 39 

since you’ve been around looking at the landings, there is no 40 

possibility of getting species-specific information for these? 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  There is definitely a possibility, but it just 43 

needs to be done carefully.  If someone is looking at fins and 44 

things, they can make an identification, but the problem is, 45 

when people are doing it quick, they’re grabbing stuff and 46 

mainly identifying by color, and the color phases result in 47 

misidentification.   48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Going back to your comment, Graciela, about 2 

the biostatistical, we’re talking about, at this point, length-3 

based.  Are there any of these species being sampled with 4 

sufficient frequency to generate that kind of data? 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We just went through the example of 7 

the redfin or the redtail or one of those with SEDAR. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t really want to get into detail about 10 

this, but the problem with length-based on the parrotfish is 11 

they grow so fast that the K value really is very sensitive to 12 

get mortality rates on, and so it’s definitely the avenue number 13 

one for making progress, but you have a decent amount of 14 

uncertainty with not having the age-growth parameters, and 15 

that’s the problem that we have, is that, if you change those 16 

age-growth parameters, or if you borrow from somewhere else, and 17 

you change a slight bit with that growth parameter without 18 

having a local study, then you could get in trouble with that. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so there are local studies 21 

that are looking at parrotfish. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now, yes. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now, and so that data is not currently 26 

available? 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s been being worked on for a very long time, 29 

as far as I know. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are several, I think, ongoing 32 

sampling programs looking at analyzing otoliths for growth, 33 

which have finite durations, but they present something.   34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have not received copies of final 36 

reports or anything. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and they’re still ongoing. 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  What programs are these that are collecting data 41 

now on parrotfishes?  Are there several of them? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  John, you’re involved with parrotfish? 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are thirteen species of -- 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  Thirteen species for maturity, and there are a 48 
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bunch of species for age and growth. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  A few of these are in that work.  Not all of 3 

them, but -- 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think four of those. 6 

 7 

JOE KIMMEL:  These studies require annual reports or published 8 

papers or what comes out of these? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are either S-K or MARFIN, and so -- 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are multiyear also, right? 13 

 14 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It might have started one or two years 17 

ago, or it might have started last year, but it runs two or 18 

three years into the future. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  Basically, in about a year, you will start to get 21 

results.  We were spot-on with our collecting until some events 22 

sort of messed up our sampling activities, and we’re processing 23 

specimens as we speak. 24 

 25 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  When is that going to start back up again? 26 

 27 

JOHN HOENIG:  When you go out fishing and get us some fish. 28 

 29 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We have been fishing, but you haven’t called me 30 

since the storm, and that’s why I was asking. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  I will talk to Virginia about it.  I think that we 33 

can start up soon. 34 

 35 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I know the university got hit hard, but I don’t 36 

know how far they are with recovery. 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  We don’t really need the university, but we need 39 

to collect more specimens. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you’re also, I think, using the 42 

local agents, and the DPNR got hit really hard. 43 

 44 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  They are back up and running now.  They started 45 

port sampling last week. 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  I will send Virginia an email now and see what she 48 
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says. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think she’s planning on being in St. 3 

Croix next week. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  I will ask what she’s doing. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The point being here is that there really 8 

is no basis for being able to select an indicator species for 9 

parrotfish at this point.  I think the same applies for the 10 

surgeons.  Surgeons are also on this list of species. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and they are also on the list of 13 

species.  I apologize, but you have selected the triggers.  The 14 

wrasses, you have two complexes.  You have hogfish all by itself 15 

and the Spanish hogfish and the puddingwife.  Again, they are 16 

very limited on these two. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, which is why there isn’t something 19 

there.  Angelfish is also very data poor. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Dolphin, and these became all separate 22 

units, and so Puerto Rico is done. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Hang on a second.  Can you go back to the 25 

groupers?  Which unit was it?  Was it Unit 4? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  4 and 5, if you would like. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  4 and 5, okay. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s black, red, tiger, yellowfin, and 32 

yellowmouth.   33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just looking at the landings.  For 35 

yellowfin, which is Unit 4, we must have discussed this, because 36 

there are landings in every year, although they drop off, and 37 

there is not a lot, and, by not a lot, I mean, in recent years, 38 

it’s 400 to 800 pounds.  Prior to that, it was 2,000 to 8,000 39 

pounds, and I am trying to remember the discussion.  We must 40 

have brought this up when we were looking at landings last time, 41 

and so it may be that we determined that that level of landings 42 

was insufficient or something. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reasons that you had, one was 45 

management, that you do have area closures. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just trying to remember -- I am fine with 48 
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whatever our decision was, but, looking at the landings, we have 1 

some.  I just want to be sure that we’re not overlooking 2 

something, but, if we had this discussion, I’m fine, and I will 3 

stop talking. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The question-mark is on the data, 6 

specifically for yellowfin, and this is where the discussion had 7 

gone, and there is a statement or note that says there are some 8 

groups that need to be looked over and make a final 9 

determination, and this is one of them.  You used it for the 10 

examples. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I emphasized that this is hypothetical, 13 

because it didn’t fit exactly, but we wanted to show what would 14 

happen, and so we used that one and said, okay, let’s basically 15 

pretend that it’s -- Let’s treat it as if it was without 16 

inferring that it really is, so we can just show an example of 17 

how something might work. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and we have a similar situation with 20 

misty grouper, which is Unit 5, which is a little bit -- Maybe 21 

not that much less, but 4,000 pounds on any given year to 15,000 22 

pounds. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this commercial or combined? 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is commercial.  I just don’t recall those 27 

conversations, given that we’ve got not high landings, but 28 

consistent landings. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At what level? 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yellowfin is -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand yellowfin. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Misty is between 4,000 pounds and 15,000 pounds 37 

per year, up to 2015.  The number we have for 2016 is a little 38 

lower. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Julian. 41 

 42 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  A comment with the misty is it’s more of an 43 

accidental catch and it’s not a targeted species.  It’s caught 44 

when they’re fishing for the deepwater snappers, and so it’s not 45 

a direct fishery that you go and target just misty.  It’s caught 46 

during the deep-drops.   47 

 48 
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Back to the yellowfin, it was because of the seasonal closures 1 

that you saw that decline, the seasonal closure and area 2 

closures since the SFA back in 2005 went into effect.  It’s not 3 

a targeted species anymore.  It used to be targeted during the 4 

spawning aggregations. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You saw, previously, the data for Grouper 7 

Unit 4, and it spikes up and down, driven likely by the 8 

recreational fishery before those closures went into effect.  9 

Once the closures went into effect, it mostly shuts down the 10 

recreational fishery in Puerto Rico. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These were the two groups that have 13 

the to-revisit comment on them.  The last few years, there 14 

should be very little landings. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For yellowfin, definitely.  It’s in the 17 

hundreds of pounds, and so 400 pounds or 500 pounds a year in 18 

the last four years.  It was 800 pounds before that, and then it 19 

ramps up, but it’s never -- In the commercial fishery, it’s 20 

never terribly high.  It’s 8,000 pounds on a high year.  21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Also, the state waters are -- The FADs 23 

are within the state waters, and so they are close to fishing. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t have particularly strong feelings for 26 

yellowfin being an indicator species versus just looking at the 27 

entire complex, but I just wanted to make sure that we covered 28 

our bases before we moved on. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see any here for indicator species, 31 

at least at this time.   32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So we can close the chapter on Grouper 34 

Unit 4 and 5, and there is no indicator species for Puerto Rico 35 

for these two groups. 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We have rationale for misty as well?  Were they 38 

affected in the same way by the closures? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As Julian pointed out, it’s pretty much a 41 

bycatch of the queen snapper. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That has some specific -- Like, for 46 

example, the permits for the deepwater snappers in Puerto Rico.  47 

Since they will be associated to that fishery specifically, if 48 
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you don’t have the permit, you won’t be harvesting the deepwater 1 

snappers, and you most likely won’t be getting the misty 2 

grouper. 3 

 4 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  There is a seasonal closure also for the 5 

deepwater snappers.  It’s closed right now. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and, in October, November, and 8 

December, they close the fishery for Snapper Unit 1.  Combined, 9 

the Snapper Unit 1 and Unit 2 have enough regulations in place 10 

that will protect the misty grouper. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That doesn’t mean that you don’t want to track 13 

them.  14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other thing would be what would be 16 

the catch reports for the next few years in Puerto Rico, and so 17 

the new catch reports will have the misty and the yellowedge. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think it’s where are we now, because 20 

we have to make this -- 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What I’m saying is that they are in 23 

the catch report, or they should be, by species name, and so 24 

they will be reported. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, a couple thousand pounds is how many 27 

fish? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Probably like --  30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For misty?  It’s probably eighty pounds to 32 

fifty pounds is a small one. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go with fifty pounds.  That divides 35 

nicely. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  At least fifty pounds is a good weight for 38 

each one. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the last few years, it’s been 400 41 

pounds. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You’re looking at 5,000 pounds. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  5,000? 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For misty, it’s 4,000 to 5,000 pounds. 48 



50 

 

 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  5,000 pounds?  That’s 100 fish. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Prior to that, prior to 2011, it’s a little 4 

higher, at 8,000 to 15,000 pounds. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see any method that’s going to get 7 

you to -- I don’t see a good one for an indicator at this time. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  That’s Puerto Rico.  It’s the 10 

same rationale for the Wrasse Unit 2 and the angelfish, et 11 

cetera, right, and so we can be done with this.  Okay.  I can 12 

transfer the same thing that we have decided and we can put the 13 

date on this one.  Then we have to go back to the documents and 14 

make sure that everything is spelled out the same way.  Do you 15 

want to me to type up something to the effect of the 16 

recommendation? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I would like to make it official that 21 

you are recommending that these species -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Type it, and then we’ll know where you’re 24 

going. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those are the ones that are missing 27 

from -- Bill, are we missing any?  I don’t think that we’re 28 

missing any, and so this would be your recommendation. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 31 

 32 

JOE KIMMEL:  Do we need a rationale for taking that position? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have taken notes on the discussion. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The rationale of why you would pick those 37 

as indicators would be -- 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have also the why not, and so, if 40 

anyone asks, it’s documented both in the recordings that you 41 

have here and the verbatim minutes, but also in the discussion 42 

that you had over these two meetings, or three, since February 43 

of this year. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is Ed’s absence here related to how bad 46 

things are in St. Croix? 47 

 48 
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JULIAN MAGRAS:  He didn’t have someone to cover for him while he 1 

was gone, and so he’s been very busy since the storm. 2 

 3 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes, and he had a prior commitment and 4 

couldn’t make it, but I will answer questions. 5 

 6 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  He will be here for the council meeting. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:   There are differences between St. 11 

Thomas and St. Croix and Puerto Rico, depending on what they 12 

have on -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and we have different species lists 15 

and the species-specific data is generally better. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The species that are in the list all 18 

have information, and we’re going to be using the 2012 to 2016 19 

data.  Do you want to do St. Croix first or St. Thomas? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  St. Croix. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Croix, you had selected, for 24 

Species Unit 1, the silk snapper, and Snapper Unit 2 is just one 25 

species.  Snapper Unit 3 is lane snapper, and then then all the 26 

other ones are separated.  For groupers, for red hind and rock 27 

hind, red hind is going to be the indicator.  For the coney and 28 

the graysby, there was no determination.   29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think there was. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was a determination on that one, 33 

coney and graysby?  They are both in the -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, can you put up the seven criteria? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the document that you were 38 

preparing, coney was selected for the indicator species in St. 39 

Croix.  We didn’t have one for Grouper Unit 5.  Yellowfin 40 

grouper was the one that we need to determine if that’s the case 41 

for St. Croix, and it’s in the document.  I talked to Maria, and 42 

we had a question on a number of species, and so that’s why I’m 43 

bringing them up. 44 

 45 

Yellowfin in St. Croix was the one that you had discussed, but, 46 

when we went through our notes and were putting the action 47 

together, this is one of the ones that we had a question on.  48 
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For St. Croix, the species should be yellowfin in the catch 1 

report, and can we take a look at the landings for the Grouper 2 

Unit 5, the black, the red, and the tiger, in St. Croix? 3 

 4 

We’re bringing this back up because, when we go to write the 5 

documents and put everything in the document that the council is 6 

going to see, each action has to have all the information that 7 

the SSC has recommended or is planning to recommend to the 8 

council.  When we looked through the notes and compared what has 9 

been done, there were a couple of groups that were missing the 10 

confirmation that you had decided on one indicator species, and, 11 

because we’re on that topic now, we really need to solve it now, 12 

so that we can go back to the documents and provide the council 13 

with a truthful document. 14 

 15 

We looked at the verbatim minutes, and we looked at the Excel 16 

files that we have and the notes that everyone takes.  People 17 

that are online usually take notes, and Bill and myself, et 18 

cetera.  When we come across one that we don’t all agree on, we 19 

need to bring it back to you.  This is the black, the red, the 20 

tiger, and the yellowfin.  For St. Croix, it’s only in the last 21 

few years, and it’s yellowfin grouper is the one that has 22 

hundreds of pounds. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and we’re going from 2012 to 2016, and so 25 

sometimes it’s under a hundred. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But yellowfin is the only one that has 28 

consistent landings over that period of time. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we’re back to where we were. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and we’re talking tens of fish here. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yellowfin has landings every year, Kevin? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Since we got species-specific.  It’s anywhere 37 

from seventy-seven pounds to 1,500 pounds. 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  But no blank boxes? 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No blank boxes for yellowfin. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the only one that has no blank 44 

boxes.  That’s something that we also discussed. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can put in that table somewhere, and I 47 

forget what the headings are, but one of them is, is there data, 48 
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is it on the catch reports? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We put this one that would be the 3 

monitoring species for that group? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see a basis for that.  There’s not 6 

enough fish there. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The landings were so low for the last couple of 9 

periods in Puerto Rico, and the same is true here.   10 

 11 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The other thing that I would note is that, 12 

in the Guidelines, they say that, when the indicator is used to 13 

evaluate the status of the complex, we just need to make sure 14 

that we’re also evaluating whether it’s representing the typical 15 

vulnerability of the stocks. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it meets the criteria fine.  It’s 18 

just that there’s not enough data really to do an assessment.  I 19 

don’t see how that can serve as an indicator until such time. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  The reason for that was because 22 

the discussion had to do with Ed bringing up the fact that 23 

blackfin snapper is the most harvested in St. Croix.  That was 24 

part of what he was stating at the time, but you would have to 25 

decide if they have two indicator species or only one. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can have two indicator species, but 28 

then we have to say how we’re going to use that, and our current 29 

definition does not deal with that.  It’s written as one 30 

indicator species. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, if you’ve got two species in the group 33 

that we think are sufficient, the data are sufficient that you 34 

might be able to assess them, would you not choose one as an 35 

indicator species and manage the other one as its own species?  36 

Why would it need to be in a group then? 37 

 38 

Things are in groups in the Caribbean because they’ve always 39 

been in groups in the Caribbean.  That’s not necessarily how you 40 

manage the fishery.  You manage it that way due to necessity, 41 

right?  I mean, we don’t do a Gulf of Mexico red snapper 42 

assessment because it’s part of a larger group.  We do it 43 

because we manage the species individually, and so would we not 44 

be trying to head that way in the Caribbean, where possible? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so that’s where I’m coming from with 1 

the two indicator species. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, let me rephrase what you’re saying.  If 4 

you have two that you think you can get an assessment from, 5 

therefore you couldn’t do both of those.  If you have other 6 

species within that group that you may not have information for, 7 

you’re going to want one to be the indicator for the remainder 8 

of the group. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Correct. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Between those two, you might say this one is more 13 

representative of the group as a whole, and therefore we choose 14 

this one. 15 

 16 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Suppose the results look pretty different for 17 

the two species? 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  But you can use a species both as representing 20 

itself and representing the group.  You could pick the indicator 21 

species and say here is what the assessment says and so here is 22 

the allowable catch, and now we use it as an index, and, with 23 

the index, we might apply different buffers and different 24 

scalars and so on, because now it’s representing the group, and 25 

so there’s some uncertainty about how it represents the group.  26 

I don’t see that it’s either like you do an assessment on the 27 

species or you use it as an indicator.  You can do both. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Functionally, that’s what you do, in the 30 

sense that you do the assessment on the indicator, but what we 31 

said was that we were going to apply the assessment -- 32 

Basically, we’re looking at the indicator, and that’s going to 33 

tell us also what’s happening with the group and there was no 34 

change in buffers or -- 35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think you could have a change in buffers. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then you would have to go back and change 39 

our statement about how we’re going to use indicators. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  The uncertainty in the indicator species 42 

assessment is presumably a lot less than the uncertainty in the 43 

assessment of the group, and so you might say, fine, for 44 

managing the indicator species I will use X buffer, but then, 45 

when I apply it to the whole group, there is some scientific 46 

uncertainty about how it represents the whole complex, and so 47 

we’ll lower the buffer a little bit, and I think that would be 48 
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completely appropriate.  You can have your cake, and you can eat 1 

it, too. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  I agree, and, furthermore, just to continue this 4 

discussion, if you did actually have an assessment, that could 5 

move the advice you create into Tiers 1 through 3, which are for 6 

stock assessments, in which case the OFL and the ABC are 7 

actually determined through slightly different mechanisms.   8 

 9 

It seems like I think we’ve created a rule that’s flexible 10 

enough for these deliberations, and I don’t know that we want to 11 

hardwire it any further until we see how this plays out.  Right 12 

now, we’re looking at all Tier 4, and so, once we understand the 13 

potential to actually assess some of these indicator stocks, it 14 

will become clearer to us how we want to interpret the ABC 15 

control rule.   16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  We don’t want to punish a species for being 18 

indicator, the fact that I know what’s going on with this 19 

indicator species and I will manage it appropriately, but then I 20 

will also pattern my complex after it, taking into consideration 21 

the uncertainty in using an indicator, but certainly you don’t 22 

want to lower the allowable catch on the indicator because it’s 23 

representing the --  24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That implies you’re doing two things.  What 26 

I thought we were talking about is saying we have one indicator, 27 

and let’s just deal with that at the moment, and, if that says 28 

you’re okay, then everything is okay.  You’re not actually 29 

applying that to another ABC for the group as a whole.  You’re 30 

just basically saying whatever the ABC for the indicator species 31 

is, it will track the indicator species and assuming everything 32 

else is okay with the group.   33 

 34 

JOHN HOENIG:  But that has the potential of punishing the people 35 

that fish for the indicator species, because it’s being used as 36 

an indicator, and they will turn around and say why don’t you 37 

not treat it as an indicator and now we can have a higher ACL? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ACL is not changing. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  It should. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why? 44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  Because there is less scientific uncertainty when 46 

you look at an assessment for a species and you say this is a 47 

good assessment and so let’s manage it.  Then when you apply it 48 
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to a complex where you don’t have -- 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re not applying.  You’re saying the ACL 3 

for this species is this.  If we go over that and so we’re 4 

getting into some kind of overfishing situation, that applies to 5 

-- Whatever action you do applies to those other species as 6 

well, but you’re really only looking at the indicator and 7 

applying that judgment to everything else.  There isn’t this and 8 

that and then we apply it to that.  There is no secondary 9 

application there. 10 

 11 

JOHN HOENIG:  Does that make sense to you, Shannon? 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  That was one of the approaches that we outlined.  14 

There were several, and, frankly, the Science Center has been 15 

relatively silent on how you want to apply your indicator 16 

stocks.  We can basically adapt, but one methodology is that you 17 

use a strict indicator.   18 

 19 

If that indicator species is overfished, then the entire complex 20 

is overfished, and then you would have to reduce the effort on 21 

that by some amount that’s essentially commensurate with the 22 

amount you think you’ve overfished.  Essentially, you’re using 23 

them -- If you have an assessment, you’re going through a Tier 24 

1, 2, or 3.  The OFL and ABC are determined in those tiers.  25 

There were a number of different ways that this could go, and we 26 

are basically willing to adapt to what this group feels is the 27 

best science practice. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  If I’m the only one that feels the way I feel, 30 

then let’s move on and never mind, but it doesn’t strike me as 31 

that logical. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, in a number of these cases, we are 34 

dealing with situations where the indicator species is the only 35 

one for which there is data available, and so how would you even 36 

try to apply it to the rest of the group? 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think you could just use a different buffer for 39 

the indicator species. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But buffering what?  There is no -- 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  If, for the indicator species, you have a good 44 

assessment, you should be able to come up with an ACL. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the indicator species. 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  Right. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How are you going to apply this to 3 

something that you don’t have a baseline to apply it to? 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  How were you planning on applying it? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I wasn’t.  I was going to go with the 8 

indicator species. 9 

 10 

JOHN HOENIG:  And say what? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And say, if that one is all right, we’re 13 

assuming everything else is all right.  If it’s not, everything 14 

else is bad. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s how I understood it. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Jocelyn. 19 

 20 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  There are two things that I’m hearing now.  21 

When you were saying, well, if there’s an assessment that has 22 

better information, and this is the point that Shannon was 23 

making earlier, and I would just reiterate it, that -- As we 24 

discussed in the beginning of the day, in Tier 4, it’s where we 25 

don’t have assessment-based status determination criteria, and 26 

it’s management based on the expert opinion, and then the 27 

control rule gives you those status determination criteria. 28 

 29 

Over time, as you get more information, maybe that species would 30 

be separately managed, and maybe there would be additional 31 

information to have an indicator for the rest of the complex and 32 

apply it to Tier 4, if it still belongs there. 33 

 34 

The other thing I would note is that the Guidelines do provide 35 

the flexibility to have more than one indicator species for a 36 

complex, if you felt it was appropriate because two of the 37 

species provided information upon which to manage the complex as 38 

a whole, and so there is some flexibility there. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we would have to say, okay, how 41 

are we going to use two. 42 

 43 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, exactly.  You would have to decide and 44 

explain that. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In terms of the landings information 47 

for St. Croix, they’re landing about 55,000 pounds of silk and 48 
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about 63,000 pounds of blackfin. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s over six years.  3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What were the numbers? 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s 63,000 for blackfin and 55,000 for silk, 7 

but they are sort of -- They are pretty close, but there’s a 8 

couple of years when, obviously, silk is lower that blackfin, 9 

because the totals are less, but it’s 8,000 to 13,000 pounds in 10 

2012 through 2016, and blackfin is 10,000 to 14,500 from 2012 to 11 

2016.  It’s a little bit higher. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The DAP agreed that this should be a 14 

unit.  They talked about the landings information and the 15 

difference in the distribution of the species, but they are both 16 

harvested in -- The range overlaps. 17 

 18 

JOE KIMMEL:  Are both of these species of the same economic 19 

value?  I mean, if one was more valuable than the other, then 20 

possibly that might point to better -- 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Croix, they have the same 23 

value. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are all those species on the -- 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, on the catch report. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, they’re certainly all on the form as of 30 

2016. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 2012, no? 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What year is that? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Some came in a little later. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is a more species-rich form that came 39 

along last year.   40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So black and vermilion are then -- 42 

Black is the new one? 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Blackfin had been on the earlier form for all 45 

the years.  Vermilion appears to be on the form since the middle 46 

of 2011.  I have those forms somewhere.  Are we still struggling 47 

with how we’re going to use these indicator species, before we 48 
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get into the two? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there is two issues here relative to 3 

what we were talking about in Puerto Rico.  One is that there 4 

will be data on the other species in this group, and so you 5 

could do, somehow, an application to the second baseline thing 6 

that was being proposed in there, and then there’s how would you 7 

weight two analyses on a species?  How would you apply that to 8 

the group as a whole? 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, particularly if they’re in conflict. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Management will be much more straightforward if 15 

you only have one indicator species for a complex. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and it seems to me that, if you can 18 

manage it individually, because you’ve got two, if the one that 19 

the group feels is the best indicator, if we can do that, and 20 

then manage the other one as an individual species, it seems to 21 

me. 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Here’s the problem in that, Kevin.  It’s that, if 24 

you pull that thing out, but they’re all caught together -- 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which they are. 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  Then, if you say you can’t catch that one, you’re 29 

still going to catch a lot of them while you’re fishing for the 30 

other three. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But that happens all the time in every other 33 

region. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If management is done by the unit, in 36 

at least the ones that we have right now for groupers and 37 

snappers, it’s the whole unit that is managed. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I understand that, and there’s a 40 

reason for that, and that has to do with availability of data, 41 

availability of sufficient data to do an assessment, but, if 42 

you’ve got two species -- 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, these complexes weren’t set up because of data 45 

availability. 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  They were set up because they’re 48 
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biologically similar and the fisheries that operate on them are 1 

similar. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  It had nothing to do with data. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, it did, because, if you had lots of data 6 

about each one, you would manage it separately. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Why wouldn’t you?  We do that 9 

elsewhere. 10 

 11 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If you started to have --  12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You have that problem everywhere else and you 14 

manage it separately. 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Is there a good reason for managing them 17 

together, because they don’t do it elsewhere and that’s not 18 

justifying not doing it here.  If you’re having two species 19 

separately, and you have two different quotas on them, you’re 20 

going to be throwing back, potentially, dead bycatch of that 21 

other species.  If that is the case -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  With these species, that would be true. 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s not the case, because these two species 26 

rarely have exactly the same distribution, and, as you approach 27 

the catch limit on the one species, you start -- 28 

 29 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s catch co-occurrence.  It’s says right up 30 

there that they’re caught together. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  But it’s never perfect.  You have yellowtail 33 

flounder and sea scallop on Georges Bank -- 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, I know all about the joint fisheries 36 

issues. 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, and so they put a cap on one and the 39 

fishery closes down when the cap of either one is reached and 40 

that’s the way with yellowtail. 41 

 42 

WALTER KEITHLY:  You can’t target a given species -- Unless you 43 

can target a given species very directly without having 44 

significant bycatch of the other species, it is better to manage 45 

them together. 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  You can manage them together by saying you will 48 
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close the fishery when the cap on either one is reached, and 1 

then that gives an incentive to try to figure out how to 2 

selectively fish for one versus the other. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that was the idea in the first 5 

place, to use the indicator species, because they are caught 6 

together. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Following that discussion, do we want to 9 

just say we have two indicator species and the status is going 10 

to be determined by the most conservative assessment available 11 

for those indicators? 12 

 13 

BILL ARNOLD:  Say that you go through the SEDAR process on one 14 

of those species and it goes up to Tier 3, or even Tier 2, but 15 

the other one doesn’t go? 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  There has to be some incentive to improve the data 18 

collection and the assessment.  Otherwise, the system doesn’t 19 

make any sense at all, and so you should be encouraging -- If 20 

you have one indicator species and now you can get more 21 

information about another, of course you would want to use that.  22 

Otherwise, why collect the data?  Why have National Marine 23 

Fisheries Service crunch the numbers if you’re not going to use 24 

it? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the incentive would be -- If you had a 27 

situation where you said, well, if you hit the bottom line for 28 

either one of the two species, you shut everything down, that’s 29 

not a good incentive, because that’s just saying you have two 30 

chances to shut it down instead of one. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  It depends if your goal is to avoid stock collapse 33 

or your goal is to keep the fishery open no matter what. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Our goal is to have a cooperating fishery. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.   38 

 39 

JOHN HOENIG:  When you have two indicator species, you can do 40 

what Rich says and be more conservative by saying, well, this 41 

one is more exploited, and, therefore, we better not push that 42 

one species, and so let’s be more conservative, but you can also 43 

look at it and say these things are not perfectly correlated in 44 

terms of their areal distribution and look to see which 45 

indicator species better represents the complex overall, and so 46 

it’s not necessarily clear what you do with two indicator 47 

species, and, if that’s the case, then let’s not try to write 48 



62 

 

ourselves into a corner now. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does that reverse back to just picking one 3 

of those two? 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  There is various possibilities.  The other thing 6 

you could say is there is uncertainty in both of them and let’s 7 

average them.  It depends on the situation. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, because let’s talk about that 10 

kind of thing.  Is that a viable option? 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  It all depends upon the particular situation.  13 

When we try to write down a straitjacket rule, we’re painting 14 

ourselves into a corner and verifying that, if we do this three 15 

times, we’ll have three different situations, one where we have 16 

a more conservative member of the complex, one where we have 17 

uncertainty in both, and so we hope that the answer is somewhere 18 

in the middle, and let’s not now try to say what we would do 19 

before we’re actually seen what the situation is, because we can 20 

anticipate different kinds of situations. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, in your mind, in that scenario, does 23 

that fit within what we wrote before about how indicator species 24 

would be viewed?  We have a statement now about how indicator 25 

species are going to be used.  Is what you just said consistent 26 

with that so we don’t have to change that, in your mind? 27 

 28 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think so.  I think I’m saying let’s not be 29 

overly prescriptive and let’s be abstract, and so I think that 30 

we have, I think, was less -- It was not overly prescriptive, 31 

but maybe we should look at the wording one more time. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think, if you look really hard, then you 34 

lose the concept of indicator species altogether.  You either 35 

have the have the mind of grouping or not grouping.  In this, 36 

you can’t be right in the middle, because it’s going to be very 37 

hard to actually decide where to be. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One nice thing about “species” is that it’s 40 

both singular and plural, and so you can use what we have here 41 

and just -- 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, there is indicator stock, and so we could 44 

change it to indicator stocks. 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just the reality of the situation is that, given 47 

current resources and staff, it’s going to take some time to 48 
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work through the list of indicators that you have actually 1 

identified. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Quite a while. 4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so I really think that, for the 6 

moderate timeframe, what we’ve got here is suitable.  We may 7 

need to revise it as additional information becomes available, 8 

but certainly we would never recommend that you stop collecting 9 

information on the other species, but we might focus on 10 

additional resources on the indicator stocks if there is a 11 

likelihood that they could be assessed. 12 

 13 

We do know, from the SEDAR 46 triage, that there are a number of 14 

stocks that we do feel are possible to assess, given the current 15 

data, and that some additional data would help add to that list, 16 

but I don’t think we’re going to be in the situation too quickly 17 

where we have two or three indicators for a complex, unless we 18 

want to -- I would propose that, when we schedule stock 19 

assessments in the future, that we do initially concentrate on 20 

the indicators.  I think that would give you the best bang for 21 

your buck. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As we did with that data triage, saying 24 

which indicators really have the best range of information 25 

available to be able to anticipate a successful application. 26 

 27 

SHANNON CALAY:  Then I did mention this about a year ago, when 28 

we first talked about indicator stocks, but it would not be our 29 

recommendation to immediately remove an assessed species from a 30 

complex, because you don’t have another assessable species in 31 

that complex, necessarily, and so we would use that indicator 32 

within the complex somehow, and that’s what we would propose to 33 

do.  You don’t want to move it and then manage it separately and 34 

end up with a bunch of stocks you can’t assess. 35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  Not to be contrary, but you can’t move it, because 37 

the other species are caught, and so it’s impossible to separate 38 

them and they have to be managed as a group. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, we agree with that too, and that’s the 41 

whole -- That’s another whole point of indicators, is they are 42 

meant to be stocks that you can’t entirely eliminate harvest of 43 

the other complex members.  Anyway -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so let’s go back, and we’ll 46 

remain unchanged.  Where else do we have issues?   47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Stoplight. 1 

 2 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  This is the same situation that we just did, 3 

right? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no problem treating it the way we 6 

just treated it. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the angelfish and the surgeonfish, 9 

you also had not selected an indicator species.  In the past, 10 

they were just treated as surgeonfish and -- 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s where we’re going.  Kevin, 13 

what’s the data look like? 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’m getting there.  Just focusing on our years 16 

of interest, which are 2012 to 2016, and do you have these data?  17 

Can I send these to you, so that everybody can look at them and 18 

I don’t have to just read out numbers?  I mean, I’m happy to do 19 

that, but I -- You probably don’t have this, because I just did 20 

this like on Saturday. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They’re not confidential landings?  I 23 

have them from April. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Let me send this to you, but, in the meantime, 26 

what are we looking at, angelfish? 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And surgeon. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’ve got them both up here.  For angel, we’ve 31 

got data for French, gray, and queen. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Those range from -- For French angel, it’s 36 

1,500 pounds in a year to 5,700 pounds in a year.  Gray angel is 37 

-- They’re all reasonably similar.  Gray angelfish is 1,000 38 

pounds one year, and 6,000 pounds is the high.  For queen angel, 39 

it looks like 1,200 pounds to 2,500 pounds.  The most across the 40 

four years is French angel, which was 16,000 pounds, versus gray 41 

at 14,000 pounds, versus queen at just under 10,000 pounds.  42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I believe our life history information on 44 

this group is fairly nil. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  The discussion was going in that 47 

direction, just because the landings were so similar.  There is 48 
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no information on the recreational harvest in St. Croix, and so 1 

it’s all based on commercial catch. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we don’t have an indicator species 4 

because we’re thinking that it’s a group. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are also two of the groups that 7 

are ecologically very significant, and so that’s St. Croix.  Now 8 

to St. Thomas.  We still have an issue with the parrotfish, and 9 

so hang on for a second.  The question-mark that we had in this 10 

case was, for Snapper Unit 1, for the blackfin rather than the 11 

silk snapper in St. Thomas --    12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just making sure that I’m not sending you 14 

confidential data. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the lane and the mutton, those are 17 

the question-marks that we had in our Excel file, and we have 18 

two indicator species for parrotfish in St. Thomas/St. John 19 

also. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You do have indicators for -- 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Snapper Unit 1 and 3, but, again, 24 

there were question-marks regarding the final decision of the 25 

SSC to establish blackfin as the indicator species for Snapper 26 

Unit 1, and, for mutton and lane, to use the mutton snapper as 27 

the indicator species.  Then, for Parrotfish Unit 2, and so you 28 

have the redtail and the stoplight, and so those are the 29 

questions that we had. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How is this different from St. Croix? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Snapper Unit 1, you had selected 34 

blackfin and silk, and so you had two indicator species, and 35 

this is different, because Snapper Unit 3 is different.  For 36 

mutton, it’s mutton and schoolmaster, but these are -- For the 37 

parrotfish, you had two, and so, for parrotfish, keep the same 38 

for St. Thomas? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have a problem with that.  It’s the 41 

snappers that was creating an issue.  42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Julian, for Snapper Unit 1, which is 44 

the black, the blackfin, the silk, and the vermilion, the 45 

discussion had been going in the direction of blackfin as the 46 

indicator species for that group rather than the silk, the 47 

yelloweye, and any comments on that? 48 



66 

 

 1 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The comment that I would make on that is the 2 

blackfin are not caught regular, because there are certain areas 3 

where they are poison, and I think it can work still as the 4 

indicator species, because there is not -- There is only like 5 

one or two guys that try to catch the other snappers, and so 6 

that’s fine.  The blackfin, I would say. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to see any of the landings 9 

from the last few years?  We can look at the catch report for 10 

Snapper Unit 1 for St. Thomas. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The blackfin was the one that was most --  13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The blackfin, right? 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  St. Thomas doesn’t have too much of a 19 

deepwater snapper fishery, per se.  They do have a deepwater 20 

grouper fishery in yellowfin and the like, but, in terms of the 21 

forms, for St. Thomas, it’s black, blackfin, silk, and vermilion 22 

are on the new forms for 2016, and so those are the --  23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The old form, the non-trap form, it’s blackfin, 25 

mutton, queen, vermilion, silk, and yellowtail.   26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the landings information in the 28 

past few years --                                              29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we’re going to go that way, we should 31 

fill out the rest of those columns.  In terms of saying catch, 32 

that’s the one that seems to be the large proportion.   33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the targeted. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s life history and vulnerability are 37 

somewhat similar. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have more data for blackfin than 40 

for the -- So I can take the question-mark off and that one is 41 

the indicator species? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Lane and mutton, we’ve had this 44 

conversation. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the information that we have -- 47 

They are on the form, and they’ve been on the form. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Since the middle of 2011, yes. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But if it’s lane and mutton, then 4 

mutton would be the targeted species, right?  Mutton and lane in 5 

St. Thomas fetch the same price? 6 

 7 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, but we very seldom bring in the lane 8 

anymore.  It’s just recently only the guys in the north bring it 9 

in.  There’s nothing on the south.  Lane snapper is one of the 10 

fish that I see poisoned the most. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Really? 13 

 14 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, and, on the south, we don’t take a chance 15 

anymore. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Even when the mutton is also 18 

ciguatoxic, but it’s -- 19 

 20 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Mutton is not as bad.  Since the storm, we 21 

haven’t had problems with the muttons at all.  Since the 22 

hurricane, it’s amazing.  The muttons are clean now. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we should just do that every year, 25 

huh? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then Richard expressed his opinion 28 

regarding the parrotfish, and so this is the last question for 29 

determination of indicator species, the two parrotfish as 30 

indicator species are okay for Parrotfish Unit 2, the redtail 31 

and the stoplight?  Those are the most commonly seen in St. 32 

Thomas. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because the other ones apparently may 35 

not have been on the forms. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They were not on the form until 2016. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re also a reasonable size, and they 40 

will cover for the small ones. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So keep the two? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That does it for St. Thomas, and these 47 

are recommendations regarding indicator species for Puerto Rico, 48 
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St. Croix, and St. Thomas/St. John. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, if you were making an evaluation of 5 

the stock, of that group, there is two indicator species.  Then, 6 

if you have one evaluation of an indicator species is that it’s 7 

being undergoing overfishing and the other one is not, what do 8 

you do? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  John? 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  You’re still only going to have one ACL for the 13 

complex. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then why are we doing this? 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know.  I re-quote that management is going 18 

to be much more straightforward if you only have one indicator 19 

species, but we can do it.  Just sum them up, just like we would 20 

if we were using all four.  We will just use those two.  We will 21 

have a two-species aggregate, and that will be the indicator, 22 

but there will only be one OFL and there will be only be one 23 

ACL, and that’s fine.   24 

 25 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The Guidelines do suggest that, where 26 

you’re using stock complexes, just have one or more indicators, 27 

and each of the indicators could have the SDCs and the ACLs, and 28 

so you could have an ACL for each indicator, but then you could 29 

think about what you do for the rest of the complex. 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but you don’t have to, right, Jocelyn?  You 32 

just can. 33 

 34 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, that’s one option.  It says, 35 

otherwise, you could have these stocks with an aggregate 36 

indicator and an ACL for the complex as a whole.  37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say that summing them would be a 39 

good first approach. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think it really depends on the context. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and that’s why I said a first 44 

approach. 45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  If all indicators are equal, then you could sum 47 

them or average them.  On the other hand, if you think some are 48 
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more reliable than others, then you would --  1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you have Tier 4 or Tier 3, I would go 3 

with the Tier 3. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  With whatever.  You might have more confidence in 6 

one species, and then there is also which species seems to best 7 

capture the dynamics of most of the members, and you might feel 8 

that, well, these two species have a lot in common with the rest 9 

and this one has a little bit less in common, and so you go 10 

towards the ones that seem to represent the complex the best, 11 

and I think that’s something that we can’t decide a priori and 12 

we’ll have to deal with when we face it.   13 

 14 

We just don’t want to paint ourselves into a corner by 15 

prescribing what we would do and then have these kinds of 16 

discussions of, well, wait a second, the information on this 17 

indicator is better than that indicator or they’re equal or 18 

whatever.  Those discussions are bound to come up, and we’ll 19 

deal with them when they come up. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’re going to have to do this right 22 

now, and so it’s coming up, and everything right now is a Tier 4 23 

situation, and so we have to say, for parrotfish, in this case, 24 

we’ve got two indicator species, and so, if we have just one 25 

species, if we track it and it goes over, things are going to 26 

happen.  If it doesn’t go over, things are fine. 27 

 28 

If we have two species, we still have to have an ABC for the 29 

group.  If you add them together, then you have an ABC for the 30 

two-species aggregate and the indicators, and then that’s what 31 

you’re tracking for the group, but we’re going to have to come 32 

up with an ABC for something. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If you take a break, I can graph the 35 

landings information and I can -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s 3:30.  Let’s take a little break. 38 

 39 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We will get started.  I was not here for 42 

this part, and so, if anybody wants to comment on this, but this 43 

is the list of species that were considered 4b in Puerto Rico, 44 

and I can understand where a lot of them came from, because they 45 

were the ones that there is already severe restrictions on, 46 

Nassau and goliath, for instance, and Grouper Unit 4 species are 47 

there, and the three species of large parrotfishes are there, 48 
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and so those are all ones that --  1 

 2 

Nassau and goliath and the three parrotfishes have ACLs of zero, 3 

and I assume the manta, spotted eagle ray, and the stingray came 4 

out of the susceptibility thing, saying they are pretty 5 

vulnerable because of their reproduction, but queen conch is 6 

closed in the EEZ of Puerto Rico, and the cucumbers and urchins, 7 

I assume, we’re going to go with the recommendation for 8 

something like an ABC of zero there.  Am I guessing correctly? 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  So far, you’re doing great. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, basically, there wasn’t much that came 13 

out of the PSA other than the rays that hadn’t already been 14 

identified by some other process that had already put things 15 

under management, severe management.  How did the groupers in 4, 16 

how did they come out in the PSA? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one did you ask for? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The groupers in Group 4. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yellowfin grouper is here. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re all in that orange. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Black grouper is here, red grouper is 27 

here, and yellowmouth and tiger.  They are all down there.   28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So anything that’s a 1 or a 1.5 was getting 30 

a -- That means that -- Did you use this kind of scoring in that 31 

regard, anything that is a 1 or a 1.5 is going to be a 4b? 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, and, like I said earlier, this is just a 34 

double-check, this image right here.  As we went through it, we 35 

did the designations as we looked at each individual component, 36 

to avoid errors in a combined score.  This was a double-check 37 

for us. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Excel file that actually has the 40 

information on the productivity and the susceptibility and the 41 

information that came out of the document that we were looking 42 

at at the time -- Then this was turned into a check.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything from here down is already 47 

in your list of 4b. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, misty is not.  Misty is with the -- 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s true, and so misty is here, but 4 

all the parrotfish are here and the urchins. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would have said that coney is the other 7 

end of that spectrum. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no going -- This should be a 10 

4b.  This came out of the 4a and 4b designation, based on all 11 

the discussion.   12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those, from the discussion, became 4b, 16 

but should there be any other of the species that you already 17 

looked at designated as 4a moved into 4b, or are you happy with 18 

the 4b group?  I will show you all of the units. 19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Were there any that we were on the fence about 21 

or that we had failed to make a recommendation in Puerto Rico?  22 

I thought we were through it all. 23 

 24 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think we were through it all, and I would like to 25 

commend the guy that was leading the charge there, Todd Gedamke, 26 

pushing it through the -- Not pushing, but guiding us through 27 

that. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You can just say “push”.  It’s all right.  We had 30 

a lot to do. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t have any second-guessing to do. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Grouper Unit 4 just has the note 37 

to revisit that unit for the 4b designation, but you already 38 

looked also at the data that was available, and the yellowfin 39 

grouper has information, and so you already looked at the 40 

information for here.  The thing would be if there is anything 41 

new that would take them from here into a 4a. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you were looking at yellowfin as the one 44 

that has the most available data and you see that the landings 45 

have dropped precipitously since the closures went in, do you 46 

really think that it still needs to be in 4b? 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which one is that? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yellowfin. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The yellowfin grouper and the tiger 5 

grouper and -- 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that’s still under a -- 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the EEZ, there is a seasonal 10 

closure for these species.   11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are they designated as being overfished, 13 

Grouper Unit 4? 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  They used to be. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so when did that stop? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think last year, 2016.   20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What did we do to get them back? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Nothing.  The ten-year period expired.  They were 24 

on a ten-year rebuilding plan. 25 

 26 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  A rebuilding schedule. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In addition to that, there were the 29 

seasonal closures. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was there a change in how they were managed 32 

to facilitate that rebuilding? 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  No.  It was put in place back ten years ago.  35 

There was no goal. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Some of the discussion went around that 38 

there is very little -- There is apparently very little effort 39 

on fishing these groupers now. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s my point now, but you’re listing 42 

them as 4b, and I thought that was being driven by the fact that 43 

they were under management, but they’re out of that now. 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  My understanding was it because they were big and 46 

slow-growing and needed to be cared for. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But they haven’t been taken out of 1 

management.  They do have a seasonal closure, and there were 2 

changes in the area closure for Bajo de Sico and changes in the 3 

season that Bajo de Sico was closed.  There is nothing in the 4 

state waters.  It’s all in the federal waters.  There is no 5 

state protection for any of these species in Puerto Rico, but 6 

the rebuilding schedule was without any kind of measurement at 7 

the end, but it’s just that it was finished. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Another remarkable NMFS management success story. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So the time was up? 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That was it, that was that? 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  I brought it to the council, and I said, you guys, 18 

the time is up if you want to do anything. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the seasonal closure is still in 21 

place. 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Nothing has changed.  We’re just not in a 24 

rebuilding plan anymore. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and the landings have dropped 27 

precipitously. 28 

 29 

JOE KIMMEL:  You would think if the landings had dropped -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From the closures, the seasonal closures. 32 

 33 

JOE KIMMEL:  Okay. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Using my expert opinion. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Additional changes, like the tiger 38 

grouper aggregations in Vieques during that period of time, when 39 

they were being pushed out, et cetera, there is no harvesting of 40 

tiger grouper, and the fishery changed from the tiger to the red 41 

hind, and it’s much closer to shore now, and so that’s what they 42 

were after.  43 

 44 

As far as I know, the monitoring has yielded very little tiger 45 

grouper in Vieques anymore, because no one is going after it, 46 

but we also have not monitored the tiger grouper aggregation, 47 

per se.  It’s been looking at -- 48 
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 1 

JOE KIMMEL:  Right. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So that’s one side of the coin.  The other 4 

side is, of course, when you check the PSA results, all these 5 

species are at the low end, and our Tier 4a or 4b is based on 6 

some idea of their vulnerability. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  By the same token, would that consider coney 9 

to be within Group 4b? 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Not at all. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, that’s right there, and that’s 14 

something that really tickles me a little bit, because I don’t -15 

- I know that most of those species on that list for sure are 16 

the candidates for 4b, but coney is an unlikely target there, 17 

and I don’t know why it ended up there.  That’s about the only 18 

thing that -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I can tell you.  It’s because you gave it a 21 

1 on productivity, and, if you’re talking about manta rays being 22 

a 1, how can a coney also be a 1? 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Probably because of the data.  I don’t think 25 

anybody came up with -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’ve got whatever data you had. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Somewhere, there was a growth rate or 30 

something that really was misleading then, and so that’s where I 31 

would like to reconsider that one. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The graph that we showed regarding -- 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is no way why the coney would be along 36 

with those big groupers rather than the red hind.   37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are a couple of things.  One is 39 

the information that was being used -- I think Skyler was 40 

helping us and Vance and Joe had specific information on the 41 

life history of the species, and so that was the information 42 

that went into the decision of what number it was given, but 43 

this is just a -- Like Todd keeps saying, it’s just to check on 44 

what we have done, very crudely, because it was done right here 45 

as we were speaking.  If you look at most of the other species, 46 

in terms of what you are expecting, the only one that --  47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you look at average trend, it worked 1 

actually really well, but there are individuals that you’ve got 2 

to shake your head at, and coney is one of them. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What you can do, if you want, is, 5 

beside anything less than a 2 or a 3, let me show you the way 6 

that you selected the --  7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, you brought this up when we were discussing 9 

it, and we revisited it, and we had someone else go back and 10 

pull other information out, and this is what we came up with, 11 

and, like you said, it’s based on the data.  It’s not like we 12 

guessed at it in some way. 13 

 14 

There may be missing information.  In certain places, we didn’t 15 

have some of the information, but I don’t remember -- I think it 16 

was age at maturity, and there were some other things in coney 17 

that made them an orange roughy, even though they’re small.   18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They clearly, unlike orange roughy, showed 20 

that they could take a lot of fishing pressure. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am not going to argue what my gut level tells 23 

me on this.  It’s what we found in the information we had 24 

available. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you could have it at the 4a.  27 

Whatever your discussion you had, it actually made it into the 28 

4a. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I thought, and I didn’t know why we 31 

were revisiting it. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because we’re going through the graph 34 

and trying to do it the other way around, and so this 35 

information turned into the graph, just to quickly check if most 36 

of the species were -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just want to be clear as to what we’re 39 

saying the process was, and the process appears to be one of 40 

using expert opinion guided by, but not dependent upon, the PSA.  41 

Is that how you would describe it? 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say, one, we used the data in the PSA, 44 

and then we used expert opinion and discussion to raise any of 45 

these sort of issues to revisit some of the scoring.  Basically, 46 

with every species, we went through what the scores fell out at, 47 

and I think the first question I asked was does anyone have a 48 
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problem or a question with this, and then, ones that came out 1 

wrong or people didn’t have a gut feeling for it being right, we 2 

revisited, and we tabled a couple and had people pull as much 3 

other information as we had out there and went from there. 4 

 5 

I think we started with life history, and then we got some basic 6 

scores and then had discussions surrounding that, and we went 7 

through -- We went through 90 percent of them without much 8 

discussion. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It looks pretty clean, but it just seems 11 

like that’s an outlier, and it wouldn’t be a bad idea just to 12 

revisit the data and re-run the exercise on coney.  The rest 13 

looks pretty good, pretty clean. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let me ask this question.  When you were 16 

doing that, when you were looking at the scores, did you have 17 

sort of a cutoff, where you were saying this would be 4b, but 18 

now let’s start talking about we have problems with particular 19 

species, or how did you -- Like those groupers all ended up in 20 

4b, and it did look like, okay, if your score is below this 21 

point, you’re going to be in 4b. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t remember the specifics, but what I do 24 

remember is that there was language that was on the table for 4a 25 

and 4b. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Low productivity and high susceptibility. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s the two.  Those two take it really 32 

low in the score, and those are the two main criteria, 33 

productivity and susceptibility.  They are both in the low end 34 

of that. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but low end wasn’t described as a 37 

number.  It was just kind of down there.  Is that -- 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t remember the actually quantitative 40 

exercise.  That may have been done by Todd or something later 41 

on, but I remember us discussing species-by-species on those two 42 

main criteria, based on the list of criteria, and coming up with 43 

overall that this is a low-productivity and high-susceptibility 44 

species. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Rather than start in the middle on everything and 47 

get confused by the middle, we started coming from either end, 48 
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and that’s why the red in there was like, okay, the 1 is 1 

obviously low susceptibility, and there was language that we 2 

were working with, in terms of 4a and 4b, and I forget exactly 3 

what it was, but likely to be based on -- I forget what it was 4 

in there, but we picked out the ones that were obvious in that 5 

end, and then we had a fair amount of discussion on that middle, 6 

but I don’t think we decided 1.37, because, if anyone had 7 

suggested that, I would have said no, if I had any guidance in 8 

that, just because --  9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not as an endpoint, but as a starting point 11 

for discussion.  Was there kind of like, all right, this is kind 12 

of a 4b area and this is kind of a 4a area, but we need to go 13 

through these? 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We didn’t start with a number, because it’s all 16 

relative, and so this room is going to come up with one number, 17 

and another room is going to come up with another number, and so 18 

we had to go through the whole exercise, and what we did is we 19 

went through the beginning, and we said mantas, yes, and they’re 20 

going to end up in 4b.  We went with Nassau, and we said they’re 21 

going to end up in 4b. 22 

 23 

We left anything else that was up for discussion open, and then 24 

we went back, and so we picked the edges off, that were the 25 

obvious, non-argument ones, and then we went back to the middle 26 

and looked at some of the other ones. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the coney, I think actually it’s a 29 

matter of -- Bill just pointed out that it’s a high, and that 30 

should be a 3 rather than a 1, and so we might have carried the 31 

mistake of using the wrong number. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It could have been, yes.  It could have 34 

been. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because that’s the only one for all of 37 

them that I think is inverted, in terms of what you would 38 

expect, and so, if you have high productivity, that should be a 39 

3. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Look at the spreadsheet that Tyler or Orian had 42 

pulled for us. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the only one out of all of 45 

those that I believe is messed up, and we probably put the 3 in 46 

there instead of a 1, and that should shift over. 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Switching a number because someone feels that 1 

it’s wrong is probably not the way that we want to do this. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Just let her explain. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Graciela, it’s totally possible. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have to go back to the spreadsheet and 8 

see what happened. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Basically, here, it should have been -11 

-  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You should be able to go back to the data 14 

and see what the data says. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, but you’re doing that because you think it’s 17 

supposed to be a certain way.  I could look you and say, I’m 18 

sorry, but it’s an H and it’s supposed to be an L. 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the question.  If an H was a 1 -- 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The low was 1, the medium was 2, and 23 

the high was 3.  It was 1, 2, 3, and that was the scoring that 24 

we had. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but which is wrong, the H or the 1? 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Is the H wrong or is the 1 wrong? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only one that is really inverted -31 

- Let me go look at the -- 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s only inverted because you see it that way.  34 

It may be that way. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  We just need to reconsider coney. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How it is right now, it’s the same level as 39 

the urchin, and so something is wrong. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We had a summary of all the life history that was 42 

used in the discussion, and, if we just pull that up, we’ll have 43 

the numbers right there. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s right. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the coney, what was the -- 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t recall scoring coney, to be honest, in 2 

that example. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Was it from the PSA value or -- 5 

 6 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It says right here the K values range from 1.4 7 

to 0.6, and that’s from our minutes, or at least Joe talking, 8 

but most of the values were between 0.2 and 0.3. 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  I can’t remember what sheet that I had that -- 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the K values? 13 

 14 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, for coney. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For 0.3? 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what Joe was saying.  I don’t question 19 

what Joe says. 20 

 21 

JOE KIMMEL:  We had a list of information. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From the SEDAR. 24 

 25 

JOE KIMMEL:  That we were reading from, and I just happened to 26 

be the guy holding the sheet. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What I am looking for is the booklet 29 

that we were using. 30 

 31 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, that’s what I am talking about. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am saying that it just could have been a 34 

typo, what we’re talking about here. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But what’s the typo?  That’s the question.  37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s the only one that is different 39 

and that is causing any kind of -- 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  We just need to reevaluate it, most likely.  I 42 

don’t think it was scored by the Science Center.  I think it was 43 

scored in discussions. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think Walter has got our words in front of him 46 

right now, and he can dig, if there’s anything in there, and 47 

don’t make fun of what we said, Walter.  Orian was the one that 48 
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pulled a bunch of life history together and stuff for us. 1 

 2 

JOE KIMMEL:  That was the sheet that we were using. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, that was put together by Skyler and Nancie.  5 

That had some stuff, and then, when we realized that there was 6 

other ones that we were going to need, we had Orian working half 7 

a day ahead of us, and he was pulling out stuff right off of 8 

FishBase or whatever else he could pull out. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s not a big deal.  We can do it tomorrow 11 

when Orian is here. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He’s not coming. 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  Anyone can look at the life history information.  16 

It’s not difficult.   17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t want to get hung up on coney.  I 19 

just want to be able to say this is the process that was used in 20 

these determinations.  Is the thing that came out of the SEDAR 21 

review document? 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the life history information from 24 

the SEDAR review. 25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  Vance had a copy of it with him. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In paper, yes, and so it should be 29 

under the SEDAR working papers, right? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  For the life of me, I can’t recall ever 34 

discussing coney, but maybe we did.  I can pull the data triage. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the life history review.  That’s what 37 

we’re looking for. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just thinking that the compilation of life 40 

history information was part of that data triage process. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  I have it anyway, and so I can find it. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s in this one.  It’s by Molly and 45 

Adyan, Caribbean Fisheries Life History Compilation.   46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, that’s the one. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s see if I can find it.   2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just glancing at it quickly, we’ve got a local 4 

Virgin Islands study with a K value of 0.14, which, without 5 

looking at anything else, that puts it in the low.   6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is from Ault 1998, and so that’s 8 

what we have. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is length/weight, and we don’t need 11 

length/weight.   12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It doesn’t let me look into the 14 

tables.   15 

 16 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  There it is. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it’s going from 0.63 to 1.38.  The 0.63 19 

is the -- 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The 0.63 had no sample size. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we discard it. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does it say where the study was -- 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 30 

recording.) 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The low end is from Brazil, and I don’t see 33 

anything here from the U.S. Caribbean. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Here is Puerto Rico here. 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s Ault, which is not a study.  St. John is 38 

right there, and he didn’t do the study.  He just put it in a 39 

paper. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a more complete list than we had 42 

from the spreadsheet. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was the other thing, and so 45 

that’s the PSA thing. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is from SEDAR, the life history for 48 
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Caribbean species, but that’s a more complete list that you have 1 

there. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We had that, and we had information 4 

coming in from other sources that were looking at things, and we 5 

were pulling information throughout.  We have not done coney in 6 

SEDAR, except for this exercise of putting all the information 7 

in one place. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I saw there was that the graysby had 10 

pretty much the same values or the same range, 0.3 or 0.13 or 11 

0.14, on K, and so it’s the same habitat, the same fishing mode, 12 

the same vulnerability, and so why would one be so different 13 

than the other?  They are in the same group, one an indicator of 14 

the other. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have to admit that I am not perfect, 17 

and so I might have typed in a 1 instead of a -- 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s pretty good, just one typo in the 20 

whole thing.  I don’t know, but I just --  21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other thing is that it’s carried 23 

through, and so I sincerely think that this was a mistake of 24 

just putting everything at the same time that we were looking 25 

at, and we can look at the other two graphs and see if anything 26 

else comes to anyone’s attention, because I think that’s a 27 

really good check on what we have done, and so the graph really 28 

reflects that, and it showed where the problem was.  You all saw 29 

it immediately.  Can you do a search in the verbatim for coney? 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what I’m doing.  Joe says -- Then Todd 32 

asks if everyone is comfortable with the coney and graysby, and 33 

Joe Kimmel said yes. 34 

 35 

JOE KIMMEL:  I said yes, and that’s the problem. 36 

 37 

WALTER KEITHLY:  So it must be right. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that if we look at the whole 40 

set of low, medium, high, medium/high, low, et cetera, I think 41 

that’s the only one that really stands out, is the coney.  42 

Everything else follows low being 1 and the high being 3 and the 43 

opposite for whatever.   44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there -- 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, just a comment.  Gut level, I am with 48 
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you, but we just looked at whole series of K values which put it 1 

in the low productivity, and so the only data we just looked at 2 

supports that score. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So it’s the H that is wrong, and so 5 

the “H” turns into an “L” and then it stays, and so that could 6 

have happened. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am not going into one or the other, but it’s 9 

just that Joe said yes, but what we’re looking for is what 10 

happened before that, when we populated it, and that information 11 

was there, and I remember us -- Because this bothered you when 12 

we discussed it then, too. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We used the paper by Ault, and, frankly, 15 

everybody here knows that, that I raised that question from the 16 

start three years ago. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a spreadsheet that lists all the 19 

criteria for each species and then something was filled in for 20 

the ones that were available? 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Not for all the attributes. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We used this as a guide for the PSA 25 

work that was done, and we translated that into the spreadsheet 26 

that you just saw, which is this one, the one that was used to 27 

make the check, and this encompasses all -- Well, not all, but 28 

some of the information that we were able to get from the 29 

literature that was not part of the PSA that the Science Center 30 

had done.  For the species-specific that they had done, we used 31 

the scoring, and, for the ones that they didn’t have the 32 

information, we looked at all of these documents and made a 33 

determination on the high and low. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How far up does that go? 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  By the way, we saw coney at 432 feet deep, 38 

and so its habitat range is pretty wide. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  The Science Center did an example, and they did 41 

just a few stocks for each island platform. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am with Shannon.  That was just to get us on 44 

the right track. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They were examples, exactly. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just want to know whether there was -- 1 

For each species, you went through this stuff and said, okay, 2 

we’ve got two or three of these things, and that’s -- 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It should be in the minutes. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but there was not a table drawn up to 7 

show that? 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That’s what I wanted to know.  Thank 12 

you. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  There should be -- There was two documents that 15 

were passed on, and I believe Orian had one, and I don’t know if 16 

Tyler -- Orian was putting some stuff together for it.   17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  Tyler said he was on-call. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and that’s not a bad idea, if we want to 21 

take the rest of today and talk about coney. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The rest of today is not that much. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But what we did, and what should be in the 26 

minutes, is, with coney, we said, in coney, the life history 27 

information that Skyler and Nancie put together, that document, 28 

this is what is in here, and, Orian, do you have any other 29 

information to add to that, and we then looked at -- In the ones 30 

like coney, when we were coming to that discussion point, we 31 

actually wrote down that this had a low for this attribute and 32 

this had a high for this attribute, just jotted it down, and we 33 

counted them up. 34 

 35 

Then we said, okay, we have three pieces of solid data that are 36 

pointing towards low or high susceptibility, and then we have 37 

these other qualitative, and then we summed all those factors, 38 

and that should be somewhere in our minutes. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those are verbatim minutes of 41 

everything that happened.  Not only that, but you also have -- 42 

If you tell me if there is any indication of the day when that 43 

was discussed, Walter, we do have the recording of what was on 44 

the screen that you actually saw and the whole conversation that 45 

was used for the verbatim transcription. 46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am reading page 502, and I don’t know what 48 
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day that was. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The last day. 3 

 4 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It was Tyler who said that he would go low, I 5 

think, and I don’t if it was Puerto Rico -- I see that drop 6 

anywhere in forty meters and find a cache of rock and you will 7 

find coney on it.  They’re everywhere, and so then Graciela 8 

replies, so 4a, and Todd says yes. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But that’s the actual -- 11 

 12 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not positive this was for Puerto Rico.  I 13 

have to go back.   14 

 15 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think that was St. Thomas. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s not worry about coney.  18 

It’s in 4a, and where did we have other questions?  We have a 19 

few minutes left, and can we solve questions? 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We could revisit here for Grouper Unit 22 

4, and that’s 4b, but I think that -- Do you think that the 23 

scores are correct?   24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Graciela, thank you, because there was one or 26 

two, and I don’t remember how many, but there was just a couple 27 

that we said that let’s revisit them. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Grouper Unit 5, and so those two. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not questioning their particular 32 

scores.  Is there a question about the tier value?  That’s what 33 

we’re really talking about here. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s where the marks are, to revisit 36 

the 4b of Grouper Unit 4, specifically.    37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have a problem with that, and 39 

that’s how the scores came out, and that’s where your discussion 40 

went, at least how I’m understanding it. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The discussion actually ended up in the 43 

point that we were not sure, and so, by definition, if we cannot 44 

get into agreement that we’re sure that the fish is safe, we go 45 

into a 4b.  That’s kind of like the end of the road when the 46 

score is that low.  That supports the -- 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have a problem with that at this 1 

point. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Actually, there is also very little data on 4 

this fish to know what is going on with them. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela, where else? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the only one that I have for 9 

Puerto Rico. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You had queen conch for someplace. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was for St. Thomas.  For Puerto 14 

Rico, the question was the Grouper Unit 4 and the question 15 

raised here because of the coney and the way that the score came 16 

up, and it puts it still in 4a, and so there is a discrepancy 17 

there. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Puerto Rico, that’s the only -- 22 

When you look at the graph of Puerto Rico, that was the only one 23 

that caused -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it’s in 4a, and so let’s go to St. 26 

Thomas then. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Thomas, we had the 4a, and 29 

that’s why this is in pink here.  From the information that we 30 

had available at the time, you went with 4a.  The only one that 31 

is marked as having some kind of issue is the queen conch for 32 

St. Thomas being put into the 4b category when St. Thomas/St. 33 

John has the EEZ closed to all fishing for queen conch, and it 34 

has the extensive monument areas in St. Thomas and St. John, 35 

specifically, both nearshore and over the platforms south of St. 36 

John.   37 

 38 

We have the information that came from the Ron Hill work on the 39 

closed areas, the information from the SEAMAP and the high 40 

density of conch and the -- There are a number of regulations in 41 

place, but the fact is that it’s closed in the EEZ, and there is 42 

no information on the queen conch fishery in St. Thomas/St. 43 

John, but the fishery-independent surveys indicate that -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So does the 4b come up because it’s closed 46 

in the EEZ and we’re following that kind of guidance, or was it 47 

coming out of the PSA? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For conch, we have -- It just comes 2 

out of the discussion and the fact that it is already -- There 3 

is no actual assessment for conch for St. Thomas.  That’s the 4 

only question that I had regarding St. Thomas. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which one is --  7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is where conch fell out in the 9 

St. Thomas species, and so right there.  It’s about the same as 10 

the others.   11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s see the sheet that has the scores. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the indicator species in 15 

years that we have them on the forms.  The only thing that’s in 16 

there is the years that they’re on the form.  Basically, the 17 

discussion had to do with the amount of regulations that have 18 

been placed on queen conch in St. Thomas/St. John versus the 19 

50,000 pounds that are the ACL versus the -- 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re saying that susceptibility should 22 

be low, which means the number should be high.   23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Walter, can you search for queen conch 25 

in St. Thomas in the minutes?  That’s another question, and we 26 

had a very long period of time with problems with the internet 27 

and emails, and so I wonder if everyone got a copy of the 28 

minutes. 29 

 30 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I didn’t get a copy.  You sent them? 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Iris should have sent them. 33 

 34 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I didn’t see the minutes from the SSC. 35 

 36 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Did she send them? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have anything. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will check. 41 

 42 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I called her up and asked for them. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You called, because you had not 45 

received them. 46 

 47 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I didn’t receive them. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will send the minutes out from the 2 

last meeting.   3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does anybody want to do anything about 5 

queen conch in St. Thomas?  Hearing nothing, I would say that 6 

we’re going to go with that at this point, and it’s after five.   7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that might be it for tier 9 

assignments.  You all should have a copy of this Excel file that 10 

was sent out during the last meeting and any questions we had 11 

regarding the tier assignments.  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to open tomorrow with a 14 

question that comes out of this, which is, in the way this is 15 

done, and we’re looking at 4a and 4b, is this now matching what 16 

our Tier 4 language says, because that was very specific to 17 

thinking in terms of fishing and overfishing.  4b was saying, if 18 

you’re overfishing, you’re going to be below what you’re doing 19 

now, and this is not exactly reflecting that, and so think about 20 

that overnight. 21 

 22 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The language that we looked at at the 23 

beginning of the meeting was at the vulnerability to fishing 24 

pressure, the 4a. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but how we apply scalars and buffers 27 

is still carried over from --  28 

 29 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I’m going to ask whether that’s still 32 

relevant, as just saying, okay, we modify the scalars and 33 

buffers, but the baseline could be the same or however we want 34 

to deal with that, because, as was pointed out, we really don’t 35 

know where are relative to overfishing. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What we know from the recent data is that 38 

we’re fishing right now for those big groupers at a much lower 39 

level than the ACL. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a good example. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  What I was going to suggest is -- One of the 44 

concerns that we’ve had about using the PSA analysis in our 45 

estimation is that, even if a stock is susceptible to 46 

overfishing from its life history characteristics, you have to 47 

be certain that that susceptibility component encompasses how 48 
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much overlap you think the animal has with the fleet and whether 1 

you think those landings are significant. 2 

 3 

If you think susceptibility to fishing is quite low, then it’s 4 

possible an animal that isn’t productive is still not subject to 5 

overfishing, and so, in our initial language, we were asking for 6 

kind of a two-step process, where we considered the fishing 7 

pressure and the degree of potential exploitation in addition to 8 

the life history characteristics, and I just think the PSA does 9 

wrap some of that into it, but I would just urge you to consider 10 

what you think the current exploitation might be like, and maybe 11 

you can’t say, because you don’t have the information available, 12 

and that’s possible. 13 

 14 

If you think the current exploitation is very low, relative to 15 

the fisheries it’s very low, then it would be unlikely that that 16 

stock could be experiencing overfishing, and I hate to use that 17 

terminology, and I’m sorry, Jocelyn, but that was kind of our 18 

initial logic. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so stuff to think about, and 21 

we’ll revisit that in the morning.  We will adjourn for the day. 22 

 23 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on December 4, 2017.) 24 

 25 

- - - 26 

 27 

December 5, 2017 28 

 29 

TUESDAY MORNING SESSION 30 

 31 

- - - 32 

 33 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 34 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 35 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, December 5, 2017, and was 36 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started.  It’s day two of the SSC 39 

meeting, December 5, and we’ll do a roll call, starting with 40 

Walter. 41 

 42 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 9 

staff. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 14 

 15 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, council chair. 16 

 17 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 18 

Counsel. 19 

 20 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 21 

 22 

NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 23 

 24 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 25 

 26 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Online? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you have Sarah Stevenson from 31 

the Regional Office and Skyler Sagarese from the Southeast 32 

Fisheries Science Center.  Shannon is here, also. 33 

 34 

DISCUSSION OF LANGUAGE OF TIER 4 OF THE CONTROL RULE 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Where we left off yesterday was we 37 

had finished tier assignments for all three islands, and I had 38 

raised the question of whether we wanted to re-look at our tier 39 

designations relative to how we’ve gotten to where we are, and 40 

so, if you could, Graciela, put up our current Tier 4. 41 

 42 

There is obviously an evolution here, in the sense that we had 43 

been building off what was, I think, originally the Gulf Council 44 

language, or trying to come up with a system that was much more 45 

flexible that would allow us to expand the amount of stock 46 

resource available to the fishery for those stocks that we felt 47 

were not undergoing overfishing, but that created the language 48 
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problem, and we have reverted to looking at the fact that, in 1 

expert opinion, the stock has a relatively low vulnerability or 2 

a relatively high vulnerability to fishing pressure, which says 3 

nothing about whether we think it’s actually undergoing fishing 4 

or not, but the actions that we take under 4a and 4b were 5 

predicated on basically that decision, whether it was an 6 

overfishing or non-overfishing situation. 7 

 8 

We have now gone to a process driven more by the vulnerability 9 

issue, and I am not certain this language and this approach is 10 

consistent with that, because 4b says we’re taking too much fish 11 

and we’ve got to cut it back.  Vulnerability just says there is 12 

a probability that you could be overfishing, but we know in some 13 

cases that we’re not, and we’re going to be probably making 14 

recommendations, like goliath grouper and Nassau grouper, that 15 

we’re going to recommend an ABC of zero, and not because they 16 

are being overfished, but because they have historically been 17 

overfished, and I don’t know, but I just have a doubt in my mind 18 

about whether this is a way to go rather than a simpler system, 19 

which would say, rather than a 4a and a 4b, that we’re just 20 

actually dealing with the scalars and, for those things that are 21 

vulnerable, our scalar is going to be way down.   22 

 23 

For things that we don’t know what the stock status is, our 24 

uncertainties are going to be higher, and I just am 25 

uncomfortable that, if somebody was to challenge this, what we 26 

would say, because we’ve basically removed the argument of 27 

overfishing.  Does anybody have any thoughts on that? 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are you not then, in effect -- You would be 30 

doing the same thing, right?  If we were concerned about a 31 

particular species, we would still be scaling down, and, if we 32 

were less concerned, we would be scaling up, and so -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but what’s the basis for that?  How do 35 

we introduce that basis? 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, I guess where I was going with 38 

that was that this is just a more formal declaration of that. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Rather than -- I mean, I think it’s fair to say 43 

that the group is going to identify some species, and we already 44 

have, that we think are of concern. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of concern, that’s right. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’re effectively doing the same thing, but 1 

we’re just not stating it in quite as formal a way, if we were 2 

to go this other route, and I don’t know that there is any real 3 

difference, other than in how formally it’s stated. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 6 

 7 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I would just say that I agree with your 8 

point that you want to, given the change in the condition 9 

phrase, justify the different approach, the differences in the 10 

higher setting of the overfishing limit based on our best period 11 

of landings, and I was wondering if one justification would be 12 

just that you’re looking at risk to the species, but that you’re 13 

still considering the amount of exploitation and setting the 14 

scalar, but this group would, obviously, not be comfortable with 15 

how it’s broken out, and we would have to come up with rational 16 

ways of doing so, one that I see might just be risk, but that 17 

would be something that perhaps you could consider. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If were to put some language into this that 20 

talked about risk and perceived levels of relative exploitation, 21 

to me, that would solve that problem.  As I understand it, the 22 

PSA analysis that was looking at susceptibility took into 23 

account the degree of protection that is currently offered 24 

either through direct management action, seasonal closures and 25 

area closures and things like that, or de facto closures, 26 

particularly in St. Thomas, where certain areas are not fished 27 

because of ciguatera, and so it works both ways. 28 

 29 

You can have a species like red hind, where you might be 30 

concerned, normally, about its susceptibility, both because of 31 

its aggregating behavior and reproductive behavior and not 32 

exactly a rapidly-growing species, but you have all these 33 

protections, and so, if it was normally one that you would be 34 

concerned about, but you have all these protections that seem to 35 

be allowing the population to recover, St. Thomas as an example, 36 

you would think the susceptibility would be much less than if it 37 

was unprotected, and that seems to have been built into the PSA 38 

analysis that you all did. 39 

 40 

This kind of questioning could either allow a species to go up, 41 

like coney did, and it came out low in the PSA, but it was a 4a 42 

designation, or it would have a species go down, because, while 43 

it’s perhaps not quite as vulnerable, there is no protections 44 

for it, and it’s being heavily exploited, shall we say. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You have two ways in which you can modify -- 47 

You can modify like the status of the species, both by the 48 
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scalar and by the buffer.  You can play with those two things to 1 

actually -- The coney fell into 4a even though it has a low 2 

value in this analysis and in the graph, but still that -- You 3 

can play with the scalar and the buffer to actually separate 4 

from that group which are going to fall into the 4b. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and we have a system right now that 7 

has a lot of flexibility in it, and one of the problems we’re 8 

going to start facing, starting now, is what are the -- I think 9 

John’s terms is “principles” that we’re going to be using to 10 

start assigning scalars and buffers, but the same thing applies 11 

to putting things in tiers, and, if we used all of our 12 

information to put things in tiers, then what do we use to 13 

derive our scalars? 14 

 15 

If we’re going to continue to use a 4a and 4b, then I think we 16 

have to have something in there that says, but in the expert 17 

opinion of the SSC, the stock has a relatively low vulnerability 18 

to fishing pressure and is not at risk currently or perceived as 19 

being at risk, or something like that, to -- You can’t say 20 

overfishing, but high rates of exploitation or something like 21 

that.  If you don’t link it to exploitation, I don’t see where 22 

the basis is for a 4a or a 4b, the way we have structured what 23 

we do under 4a and 4b, but 4b is saying we need to cut it down.  24 

Graciela, after “fishing pressure” -- 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I just, before we -- 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just because I think we went around and around, 31 

and I think the shift in this is to put the pressure on the 32 

vulnerability and productivity, as opposed to the exploitation, 33 

because the first part of this says we don’t have a quantitative 34 

assessment to get exploitation and then perceived, and that’s 35 

why we went into the scalar being perceived. 36 

 37 

I think there was some, and I’m not sure, but I remember us 38 

going back and forth on that language, but I think the idea was 39 

to get the idea of a quantitative metric that is based on an 40 

assessment out of the steps. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and I’m good with that, but 4b says, 43 

de facto, we have to cut it down, and cutting it down is 44 

strictly related to a perception of overfishing.  That’s where 45 

it came from, and so, having modified to a vulnerability, should 46 

we be rethinking how we want to do 4?  Do we need a 4a and a 4b, 47 

as opposed to we now just use this information to apply the 48 
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scalars, rather than to a tier or sub-tier? 1 

 2 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Other than the fact that we’ve already spent 3 

quite a few meetings, I would actually agree with you.  The more 4 

I look at it, I don’t think we need a 4a and a 4b.  We can just 5 

re-write that saying that the scalar will be adjusted based on 6 

the vulnerability and the susceptibility of the species to 7 

overfishing. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is certainly where I was leaning, 10 

because think about the next step.  If we go with this, what’s 11 

going to be the basis for applying scalars that hasn’t already 12 

been used in the PSA analysis? 13 

 14 

Take spiny lobster, for example, and we went through this before 15 

in several meetings.  There is a lot of information that would 16 

lead us to believe that there is no reason why we can’t increase 17 

the harvest levels on spiny lobster from a biological point of 18 

view, and not an economic point of view, but, if that argument 19 

was already used to scale it in that PSA analysis, you can’t 20 

then use it again to say it should be -- You can use the PSA 21 

score to say that it should be a high scalar, but you can’t say 22 

that I used it to put it here and now I’m going to use it again 23 

to do this. 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  There are two reasons to keep the 4a and 4b.  The 26 

first is that we’ve spent a whole lot of time developing 4a and 27 

4b, and, if what you’re saying is -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we’ve also evolved it away from 30 

where we started from. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but if what you’re saying is that 4b is 33 

really redundant with 4a, then it doesn’t really cause any harm, 34 

and, rather than spending the next three meetings to decide 35 

whether or not we should go with a 4b or not, since it’s not 36 

doing any harm, we might as well keep it.  That’s my first 37 

thing, is we want to move forward and not get into long debates 38 

about things that are meaningless, and so I would have to hear 39 

an argument that 4b is actually counterproductive. 40 

 41 

The second reason for keeping 4b is that it really says these 42 

stocks are not doing well, and we have identified it as such, 43 

and so you really wouldn’t relax this designation and move it 44 

into 4a unless you had some real reason, whereas, if you get rid 45 

of 4b, and you’re just playing with the scalar, you don’t really 46 

have that protection of having flagged those stocks as needing 47 

some special concern, and it would be very easy for the 48 
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management of those stocks in trouble to drift, because nobody 1 

is really keeping an eye on them. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I fully agree, but then we need to modify 4 

our description of where one stock falls, either a or b, to 5 

reflect your thoughts, and I agree with your thoughts, but 6 

that’s why I am having the problems, is how do we get there? 7 

 8 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yesterday, it seemed to me that 4a and 4b were 9 

fairly simple and that we were not objecting to it, and so I’m 10 

sort of surprised that this morning that 4b is now a problem and 11 

should be gotten rid of.  All of this work that you’ve been 12 

doing and all of this discussion and we’re just going to toss it 13 

aside?  I think it’s not the way to move forward.   14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but I just want to have consistency 16 

between that language and what we’re actually doing.  I actually 17 

like what we’re doing.  I see an inconsistency in the language. 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  Let’s just fix the language and then move on.  The 20 

point of that is the problem that I’m not quite seeing the 21 

inconsistency.   22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, what about dumping all these 24 

species that have special management of zero capture into 4b and 25 

then use scalars and buffers to modify the ABCs of the others, 26 

like the goliath grouper and the Nassau grouper and the conch? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s clearly where we’re going 29 

with that. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which is straightforward.  It’s a 32 

straightforward cutoff.  We don’t have to discuss or to debate 33 

that.  That’s already decided upon.  These are species that have 34 

a no capture, zero capture, zero ACL, and those are 4b, and all 35 

the others we play around with the buffers and the scalars with 36 

a 4a, because we don’t even know if they are undergoing 37 

overfishing or not, because there is not enough data and this 38 

and that, and it’s not wishy-washy, and we can play around with 39 

the susceptibility and the productivity dials. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, as an example, rays are 42 

falling out into 4b, because of their life history, and we know 43 

nothing about the actual rates of exploitation relative to that, 44 

but they’re vulnerable, but we’re -- By putting them in 4b, 45 

we’re already saying the levels have to be lower than what they 46 

are now. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But we don’t have the quantitative criteria.  1 

We believe that -- That’s what I am saying.  For those species, 2 

we might go back and put all of those in 4a and leave in 4b just 3 

the Nassau grouper, the goliath grouper, the conch, the three 4 

large parrotfishes, anything that is zero capture that there is 5 

already -- Those are already no take or whatever. 6 

 7 

Then play around with the others and say we don’t have all the 8 

data needed to provide this assessment, but, based on their 9 

susceptibility and their productivity, we are assigning a low 10 

scalar of less than two, perhaps, to all of these species and 11 

then play around with that, given the fact that we have a 12 

limited data base for them.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s a possibility.  John, were you 15 

thinking of language that might help here? 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  No, I’m afraid that I don’t have language at this 18 

point. 19 

 20 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  We mentioned that you can’t use the same 21 

factors that you used to sort then to develop the OFL, and I 22 

don’t know that it creates problems for the logic perspective, I 23 

think because they’re being used in different ways.  If you’re 24 

looking at what the overfishing limit should be relative to the 25 

reference period landings, you could take into account that one 26 

of the things there is the perceived degree of exploitation as 27 

well as other factors that you consider in setting the 28 

overfishing limit, and so, even if they were sort of similar 29 

information that you used to sort, I feel that you could 30 

consider it again, unless there’s a specific reason that you 31 

don’t think you could. 32 

 33 

The other thing is, in terms of -- Along the lines of what 34 

others were saying, right now, it seems to me like this does 35 

kind of look at potential risk to species based on how 36 

vulnerable or not they are, and so, if something is vulnerable, 37 

even though you might not know, for example with the rays and 38 

the degree of exploitation, it might just be, because of its 39 

vulnerability, you might be more conservative, but that would 40 

have to be, again, the rationale that this body is comfortable 41 

with, but that might be one way to explain it. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How about, after “vulnerability” -- Just 44 

write this in, but put it in red, so we know it’s -- Has 45 

relatively low vulnerability and perceived risk.  Something like 46 

that, to me, solves it, because now we’re talking about 47 

potentially where that might fall due to fishing pressure, 48 
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without saying overfishing or underfishing. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For some species in 4a, there are some, but 3 

not all -- We don’t have the stock assessment determination 4 

criteria for all of them, because the ones that have undergone 5 

the SEDAR process supposedly have some kind of -- For those 6 

species, we do have a stock assessment status. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the most part, the best we would ever 9 

say is that there is no evidence of overfishing going on. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So that may be the status determination. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re talking -- It’s the criteria of 14 

things like MSY and the mortality rates that are associated with 15 

that and -- 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So the fact of undergoing overfishing or 18 

overfished would not fall into that? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It should be something that was used to -- 21 

Something that we can use to go 4a and 4b.  If we have something 22 

that says, hey, this is vulnerable, but we just looked at it in 23 

SEDAR and we couldn’t get the things, and we did say there is no 24 

evidence of overfishing, that would say, okay, 4a.  25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so not all species in 4a have the 27 

same kind of small data and -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so that’s where the scalars come 30 

in, because obviously, for those species where we do have a lot 31 

of information, even if we can’t do the stock determination 32 

criteria, status determination criteria, we would have more 33 

confidence, and therefore less uncertainty, about where we are, 34 

and so it can be played out in the uncertainty parameter.  35 

Certainly, when we’re talking about the scalar, the more 36 

information you have, there is a likelihood that you might have 37 

a better idea of where to set the limits.  38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, I understand. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does anybody have comments on -- Then we 42 

would put the same thing in the lower tier. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s just language, and I don’t -- 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s just language. 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  But risk, that’s what the PSA is doing.  That’s 1 

what the other terms are doing, in my mind.  I think what you’re 2 

trying to do is put exploitation back in there. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I am. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We don’t have exploitation, and so we’re using 7 

the PSA to give us indications as to whether there might be 8 

exploitation or not.  I think that’s how we got to this whole 9 

point, by going round-and-round on exploitation levels and -- 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All that is fine until you get to what are 12 

the consequences of falling into 4b, because 4b is really saying 13 

we think that, not only is it vulnerable, but the level of 14 

exploitation is such that we have to cut it back, and so there 15 

is an added part to get it into 4b. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That word “exploitation”, I really don’t 18 

like it at all, because we don’t have any inference of -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  “Exploitation” is not in there.  It’s 21 

“fishing pressure”. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Did you add “to fishing pressure”? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, what’s in red is what has been added.  26 

If you think that’s redundant to the vulnerability and that 27 

vulnerability really captures that other aspect of it, then 28 

that’s fine. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it’s redundant.  I think it kind of 31 

captures it, but I am not sure I understand -- If it goes into 32 

4b, your concern is that, for species that fall into there, 33 

we’re basically saying that the average landings -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  They’re too high. 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, it’s status quo.  You could go with status 38 

quo. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the best you could do is 10 percent 41 

below, because our uncertainty max is 0.9.   42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Which is almost what every species in the 44 

Caribbean has now, and so 4b is what we’re currently doing 45 

everything with right now. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  As we have developed this whole process, we have 2 

developed it to make sure that we had flexibility for those 3 

species that have low risk and high productivity, so we can go 4 

up from there.  I’m not sure that, through multiple iterations 5 

here, we then say that every species has the possibility of 6 

going up.  You have manta rays that -- 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I agree, and so do we want to say 9 

something about, under 4b -- We always have uncertainty, and 10 

there is no way we can get certainty up to -- But we could say 11 

the scalar could be one and not less than one. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think what Todd is saying is, the way we’re 14 

operating right now, everything is 4b.  15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not quite. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Hear me out.  We’ve got that reference period 19 

now, and I can’t remember what it is right now, but those years, 20 

and we’re taking that and scaling everything down from there, 21 

essentially what 4b does, and so we’re going to be doing the 22 

exact same thing, because you can’t get -- We’ve got a different 23 

time period, perhaps, because we’ve added some years, more 24 

recent years, but it’s effectively the same thing, and it 25 

probably won’t change things much. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It changes things a lot.  4b says you’re 28 

taking the most recent three years -- The mean of the reference 29 

period for 4b right now is those most recent three years, which 30 

we know, in some cases, is grossly under what the potential of 31 

the species might be, because of non-biological boundaries. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  With what you just said, look at that list and 34 

see if any of those are inconsistent with that.  Are you saying 35 

that we should be setting up a framework to allow manta rays to 36 

be harvested? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I’m not saying that. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Should we allow Nassau grouper to be harvested? 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think our outputs are good.  I want this 43 

language to fit the outputs.  If we go to the mean of the 44 

reference period landings and those are the same reference 45 

period as 4a, then we are close to what we’re doing now. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Why wouldn’t they be the -- I am confused. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, you lost me on that.  2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we not have consistent reference periods? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put up the flow chart?  All right.  6 

This is where we have been, and Tier 4b, we didn’t change.  The 7 

year sequence was the most recent three years of available 8 

landings, because we were saying the situation now we think was 9 

overfishing.  Not the situation ten years ago. 10 

 11 

In the case of the Virgin Islands, where their species-specific 12 

data is coming online now, that’s reflecting conditions that 13 

were not the same as what we had originally had before, and so, 14 

in looking at the species-specific data for the Virgin Islands, 15 

we really can’t go back. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, we can’t. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The key word there is the “likely” word.  20 

It’s likely, and that’s -- 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re now out of that.  We’re high 23 

vulnerability and low.   24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is better.  Likely or not likely is -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I am saying that 4b is not what 28 

we were doing before, and that’s -- If 4b was what we were doing 29 

before, end of conversation, and we would be fine.  This works 30 

with the data that we have available, but is it consistent with 31 

what we’re trying to do and actually doing?  Bill. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  If I remember correctly, and I’m pretty sure that 34 

I do, you got away from the most recent three years of available 35 

landings data at the last meeting. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we talked about that, but I don’t 38 

think we -- At least not during the two-and-a-half days that I 39 

was here did we actually change that. 40 

 41 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It’s in the strike-out version that I have, 42 

going from not the most recent one, but the one before that to 43 

the most recent one.  It changed for -- It was added in April, 44 

perhaps. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To what? 47 

 48 
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JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  To mean of reference period landings, and 1 

so both 4a and 4b refer to a reference period, but the 2 

difference is the 75
th
 percentile versus the mean.  This strike-3 

out that I have indicates that. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the case of the Virgin Islands, it would 6 

come out fairly similar, because all their data is recent, the 7 

species-specific data.  For Puerto Rico, it doesn’t.  We have 8 

all that historical stuff in the reference period, and so this 9 

is creating a problem that I don’t think we want to get into. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s shown right there. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now, granted, we’re not going to apply 4b 14 

on something that doesn’t deserve it. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  What do you mean by “deserve it”? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A species that’s doing fine, and we’re not 19 

worried about the fact that we’re using the most recent 20 

landings, because we have the scalars to be able to get them up, 21 

even though the current data for the Virgin Islands might be 22 

depressed because of economic situations and not biological 23 

situations. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think Puerto Rico will fall there, too.  26 

It’s not only the Virgin Islands. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but we have very long reference periods 29 

of species-specific data for Puerto Rico to be able to say what 30 

the potential of the stock might be and how it has responded at 31 

the time. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, that’s right. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can I ask two questions?  The 36 

perceived risk basically replaces what we had been doing before 37 

in the likely and unlikely situation. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s what I was thinking, but Todd 40 

was saying vulnerability -- The term “vulnerability” 41 

incorporates that, and, therefore, perceived risk is redundant.  42 

I am willing to accept that, and we’ll just delete this and move 43 

on. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Not really, because vulnerability means the 46 

potential of the fish to be overfished, but the risk of -- The 47 

perceived risk of fishing pressure is actual susceptibility for 48 
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whatever practices are already in place or would be in place to 1 

make it vulnerable once it’s vulnerable without the fishing 2 

pressure. 3 

 4 

Now, if you believe that there is going to be fishing pressure 5 

on it, on a vulnerable species, that is what the perceived risk 6 

adds on.  It adds on the practicality, the action, of going 7 

fishing for it.  It is vulnerable.  One thing is that it is 8 

vulnerable, and the other thing is that somebody is going 9 

fishing for it. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s not the way things were -- 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s the way I think about it. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s not the way the PSA 16 

analysis was done.  You have productivity, which was straight 17 

biological stuff, but you had susceptibility, and that looked at 18 

things that would affect levels of exploitation, in terms of 19 

were there closed areas, for example, that buffered it from 20 

exploitation?  Are there closed seasons that buffered it from -- 21 

So, if you’re taking current management practice into 22 

susceptibility, then you’ve already -- Basically, we are looking 23 

at the issue of risk of exploitation, and then vulnerability 24 

incorporates that. 25 

 26 

If you were not doing that, and you were just looking at what 27 

would it be like if there were no protections in management and 28 

its susceptibility, then your argument would be correct.  I 29 

wasn’t here, and so what were you guys doing? 30 

 31 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Just from an outsider’s perspective, and so, 32 

Richard, yes, I hear what you’re saying is vulnerability 33 

incorporates exploitation of fishing.  Just from an outsider’s 34 

perspective, the public is going to read this, someone who is a 35 

non-biologist, and it might be worthwhile to put in parentheses 36 

-- You could take out the “perceived risk”, but put, in 37 

parentheses, that vulnerability includes these other things, or 38 

maybe it’s a footnote. 39 

 40 

Maybe it’s not necessary for the SSC report, but, in the end, 41 

just from the outsider’s perspective, we always think of 42 

vulnerability as something that is biologically determined, but, 43 

really, you are considering these other things, and so, just as 44 

an outsider’s perspective, I like the “and perceived risk”, even 45 

though risk might be incorporated into the term “vulnerability”, 46 

just for the public’s understanding. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s clear that we’re talking about the 1 

expert opinion of the SSC, and so that clearly states the basis 2 

of where we’re coming from in this.  This is not a hard and fast 3 

quantitative this number you’re here and that number you’re 4 

there. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  One thing that keeps going in my mind, 7 

Richard, is the fact that, for most of the species that fall 8 

into 4b, scalars and buffers are insignificant.  They are 9 

redundant, and they do not apply, and so those set of species 10 

sort of fall into a different category and don’t even follow 11 

your flow chart, because there is no scalars or buffers to apply 12 

to them.  There is no catch, no take, zero ACL, and that’s what 13 

I -- When I look at the other extreme of the line, I see that 14 

there is a bunch of species where we don’t have to be playing 15 

around with buffers or scalars or anything. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I fully understand that. 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  I just don’t want you overlooking the Grouper Unit 20 

4 guys that are in 4b. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Not everything that’s in 4b will be a 23 

no-take. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I know, but the majority of the species that 26 

we have right now, or at least half of them, fall into the no-27 

take whatever. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and those are easy.  Those are easy. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those are easy, but, for those, scalars and 32 

buffers don’t apply, and so they kind of fall on a different 33 

tier.  That’s why my perception is that those species are on a 34 

different tier. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I hate to add another tier to this, 37 

but I think it’s fair enough that they’re simple and it’s just 38 

the answers are -- 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree.  I would just leave them apart and 41 

then play with the buffers and scalars on the others and leave 42 

them all in 4a and forget about these complicated analytical 43 

judgments of how to do things, because there is certainly a lot 44 

of subjectivity, because the unlikely and likely of overfishing 45 

and that kind of thing and the expressed lack of quantitative 46 

assessments. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, just to set something 1 

straight, in 4b, the reference period is the same reference 2 

period as in 4a.  It’s not the most recent three years.   3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s why I was confused. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re in agreement with that, because I 7 

was obviously confused, too.  All right.  So, if that’s the 8 

case, then we are closer to what we’re doing now. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Almost identical.  It’s just the reference period 11 

is different. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Following Kate’s comment, what do 14 

people think about leaving in the statement of perceived risk? 15 

 16 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think it’s what she said.  For people that are 17 

not fisheries biologists or whatever that are reading this 18 

document, I think it’s clearer if you use the extra words there, 19 

even though it may be redundant. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Would you leave it as-is, or do you make that 22 

parenthetical?  I don’t have a strong opinion either way. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I would leave it like it is. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  Just a reminder that there will be a discussion 29 

that goes along with this, and the discussion really should be 30 

the thing that goes into depth on what was done, how it was 31 

done, and what the logic is.  You guys can make this as long as 32 

you want, but you don’t have to.  You just have to make sure 33 

that you put your logic out there so it’s in writing and we can 34 

capture it in the larger document. 35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  You can do it any way you want.  You can put it in 37 

the discussion rather than here. 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  I just want to remind you that there is a 40 

discussion. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but most people are going to read 43 

that.  They are not going to read the discussion.  They are 44 

going to read that, and Kate is aware of what the public is 45 

going to be looking at.  I think that little three words there 46 

really speak to the people, because they will go to 47 

“vulnerability” and say -- 48 
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 1 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  What does that mean?  What is 2 

“vulnerability”? 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Whereas “perceived risk” is as clear as the -- 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think it is.  Perceived risk of 7 

fishing pressure is very straightforward. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me, it’s complementary to the 10 

vulnerability, because it may be vulnerable, but you have to go 11 

fishing for it to do the effect.  Vulnerability is kind of like 12 

the potential status of the thing, and then the risk of being 13 

overfished is actually if it’s vulnerable and you’re going 14 

fishing for it, and so it’s kind of like complementary to the 15 

vulnerability.  16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  “Vulnerability” has a scientific definition of 18 

what does risk mean.  You’re saying this is what this means to 19 

me and this is what this means to me and this is what this means 20 

to the public and this is what -- “Risk” doesn’t mean anything. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  “Risk” means the high probability of being 23 

affected or the high probability of something happening. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We could go around the room, and everyone 26 

could explain what risk means to them.  27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we could define “risk” explicitly, but 29 

the -- 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What are we gaining by adding the word “risk”, or 32 

what are we gaining or what are we losing if we leave it as is?  33 

I am still not sure that I understand what -- The words 34 

“perceived risk” is -- It’s just wishy-washy. 35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  You don’t think that helps clarify the issue? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think for some that it will help clarify the 39 

issue.  I think, when you get into Jocelyn reviewing it or 40 

someone else reviewing it, they’re going to say what do you mean 41 

by “risk”, or what does that word mean? 42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  Okay. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You mean for the legal connotation of the 46 

word? 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  No, just that the word itself -- If you read 1 

everything else in there, there are terms that you could Google, 2 

like “vulnerability” and “PSA”, and you could get those terms.  3 

If go with “risk”, where is risk tied to?  What is that related 4 

to and what is that -- If a different person comes in, they 5 

could look at it and read “risk” in a different way. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have a comment to that, but, Bill, you’ve 8 

had your hand up. 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  Going back to the discussion, if you are going to 11 

use “perceived risk”, and that’s totally up to you guys, you 12 

need to give us an explanation that we can put in that 13 

discussion so that we can defend the use of that term. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to go to the next sentence, 16 

which I would use to justify that maybe Todd is right and we 17 

take “perceived risk” out, because the stock’s vulnerability to 18 

fishing pressure is a combination of its productivity and its 19 

susceptibility to the fishery, and the susceptibility to the 20 

fishery includes the perceived risk. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, that’s right. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I wasn’t reading far enough, I guess, into 25 

that to -- I guess I would take it out.  Sorry for taking up an 26 

hour of your time.  It removed, to me, a lot of confusion, at 27 

least where I was. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Making sure we’re all on the same page is good. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You don’t have to leave it, but, still, 32 

because you have the susceptibility, it makes the perceived risk 33 

consistent with your next statement.  For me, it’s an additional 34 

clarification of the concept, which is a little bit hard to 35 

grasp on the first instance, but fine.  If the word “risk” gets 36 

you nervous, no problem.  Leave it out. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s just another thing that we would 39 

have to define.  Now, I will point out that we do define 40 

“vulnerability” and we define “productivity”, but we don’t 41 

define “susceptibility”.  These are all things that are coming 42 

out of National Standard 1. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about “susceptibility”?  Do we have to 45 

define that, too? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s coming out of National Standard 48 
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1, and so, presumably, “susceptibility” is also defined in 1 

National Standard 1.  I mean, we don’t have to quote all of 2 

National Standard 1 in this.  All we have to do is say this is 3 

where it’s coming from. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s fine.  If there is a standard for 6 

that, no problem.  I didn’t know that. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I withdraw my language change, and that 9 

brings us to, if we’re all happy at this point, the issues of 10 

scalars and buffers.  Jocelyn. 11 

 12 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I did just search the revised National 13 

Standard 1 Guidelines that define “vulnerability” or 14 

“susceptibility”, and it doesn’t define that term, but you had 15 

the discussion of how you looked at it was susceptible, and so 16 

that would -- Obviously, we could use that discussion to look at 17 

how that term was defined. 18 

 19 

The only thing that’s going to helpful for the record is if we 20 

could -- Given what you said your concerns are or were about how 21 

this was structured, if we could just confirm the analysis that 22 

we did took into account looking at susceptibility and that 23 

exposure concept as well.  Folks who were here could just 24 

confirm that, or we could go back and look at that briefly, but 25 

something just to make sure that this language matches the 26 

process that was done.  27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the actual rows in the 29 

susceptibility matrix have all those things in there that we 30 

were talking about. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to pull up the PSA 33 

matrix? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I want to move on at this point.  I am 36 

happy. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  While you are writing notes, I figured I would 39 

just -- I tracked down, through the transcript -- Graciela, 40 

you’re right.  The “L” should be an “H” for coney in that 41 

transcript.  It’s on page 467 of the transcript.   42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so I can go correct the 44 

mistake? 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You can change that to “high”.  We were unanimous 47 

that coney should be high. 48 



108 

 

 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was two-hundred-and-something 2 

species, and so one was pretty good. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I thought it should be, but let’s 5 

make sure that we didn’t put something on the record and then 6 

change our minds. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It stood out pretty well. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was actually interesting, reading back through 11 

the words.  We did go through it, and we did some -- 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It just came back into my mind that perhaps 14 

all those life history data for the coney would have gone back 15 

to that misty grouper type and coney that somebody used for the 16 

L infinity or whatever, and that, for coney, stuck into my head. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought it was the vulnerability side of 19 

it was clear and it was the productivity -- 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was productivity, and we have words describing 22 

how we got to moderate on the susceptible, moderate/low, I 23 

think, and then also we all agreed that it was high 24 

productivity, which means a low score. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will change that. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Very good. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One more thing is that we had 31 

forgotten to put the asterisk of not accepted for the definition 32 

that you have in the next slide. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  High productivity would be a high score.  35 

It’s the susceptibility that is reversed. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so everyone is happy with 38 

the language? 39 

 40 

DISCUSSION OF SCALARS AND BUFFERS 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Keep it up there, because this is where we 43 

are now, and we can tackle 4a or 4b first, but we’re going to go 44 

through our species, or at least our indicator species and we’re 45 

going to have to set ACLs, or not ACLs, but OFLs and ABCs, and 46 

we can slug it out group-by-group, or we could start at least 47 

having some principles that will channel that discussion, and I 48 
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don’t know if anybody has any recommendations in that, because I 1 

certainly don’t.   2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The ABCs are species-specific and not -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a couple, and there are some 6 

groups, which are going to be basically based on total landings 7 

for that group. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Of the indicator species of that group? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  If we have an indicator species, it 12 

says “indicator species”, but there are some groups where we 13 

don’t have an indicator species, and it’s going to be the sum 14 

total of, and I don’t know what the examples were, but -- 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Angelfish. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, angelfishes. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Let’s work them out. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the PSA analysis, which will help 23 

guide us.  You could say like you did before, like we did 24 

before, anything that’s on the really high end, we don’t think 25 

there is a problem with, and, therefore, the scalars might be at 26 

these kinds of levels.  Anything that is at the other end, but 27 

not in 4b, and so let’s say we’re just talking about parameters.   28 

 29 

Say, at the low end, but still in 4a, our scalars might be -- As 30 

a base and not as a hard rule, and that’s a starting point, and 31 

then we can say, okay, but wait a minute, this species is 32 

actually quite different from that one, because this one has a 33 

lot of management on it, and, in spiny lobster, we know a lot 34 

more about it than something that is scored here, and we know we 35 

can do this, because of historical landing levels, or this or 36 

that or whatever, whereas, this one, maybe not. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In terms of the indicator species, if we 39 

have the doubt, in terms of the indicator species, the criteria 40 

used in terms of assigning buffers and scalars that apply to 41 

that indicator species will be applied to the rest of the groups 42 

in that grouping from which that indicator species represents? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If that indicator species gets -- Say it 45 

gets overfished and there has to be a period of closure the 46 

following year.  That closure applies to all of the species in 47 

that group.  The same way if it’s clear.  That means there is no 48 
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problem with all the species in that group. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think what you have outlined is a rational 3 

way to go about it, because, if we go with this -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait.  What have I outlined? 6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This sort of notion that, based on the PSA, 8 

these are the high end and those are at the low end, all within 9 

-- Let’s just go with 4a for the moment, and that seems -- Then, 10 

yes, there may be some exceptions within that, based upon other 11 

information we know, because, if we just go with this thing 12 

piecemeal, we will never get through it, and it’s much less 13 

defensible.  If we’ve got some sort of general rules, I think 14 

that’s more defensible.   15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is two ways to get at general rules.  17 

One is to slug it out on a bunch of species and see how things 18 

are falling out and saying, okay, now we can see patterns 19 

forming and let’s try to develop those patterns a little bit 20 

more firmly, and the other one is to start with some kind of 21 

grouping process from the beginning. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which I think we’ve got. 24 

 25 

JOE KIMMEL:  I thought we already had that. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  With the PSA. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, if the committee is 30 

comfortable with that, we could -- 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why don’t we take one group?  Like let’s 33 

take the queen snapper group or the silk snapper group, so that 34 

we get a sample and go like that, because, for example, the 75
th
 35 

percentile of the catch is going to be species-specific, and so 36 

it’s going to be a different number for each one, but the 37 

criteria for the use of scalar and buffer that would apply to 38 

that group would be consistent, but, in the end, the actual ABCs 39 

are going to be different for each species. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We only do them for the species that is the 42 

indicator. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so, for example, black snapper 45 

will have the same -- It will end up having the same ABC as the 46 

silk snapper? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we would not apply an ABC. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We would not?  Okay.  Okay.  That would be 3 

under the responsibility of assigning an ABC to each species? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and we can do an indicator for the 6 

group. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and then when we have two indicators? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We do two indicators. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  At some point, it’s going to get 13 

complicated. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s call up a group. 16 

 17 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Would it be better to start with the 4a 18 

species rather than the 4b species and get those done? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Put up like the Puerto Rico PSA graph. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you see it?  It’s blackfin tuna 23 

and little tunny, and I am starting from the right to the left.  24 

Then tripletail, pompano dolphin, dolphin, queen angelfish, 25 

Spanish hogfish, puddingwife, doctorfish, ocean surgeon, and 26 

blue tang.  Then striped parrotfish, redband, stoplight, 27 

redtail, queen parrotfish, princess, rainbow, Caribbean spiny 28 

lobster, wahoo, cero, barracuda, French angel, African pompano, 29 

rock hind, graysby, queen snapper, cardinal, red hind, wenchman, 30 

vermilion, silk, blackfin, black, king mackerel, gray angelfish, 31 

gray triggerfish, ocean triggerfish, crevalle, white grunt, 32 

queen trigger, yellowtail snapper, lane snapper, hogfish, 33 

cubera, schoolmaster, dog, mutton, yellowedge grouper, coney 34 

will be moving out of there, urchin, rainbow, midnight, blue, 35 

misty, queen conch, spotted eagle ray, manta, yellowmouth 36 

grouper, yellowfin grouper, tiger grouper, red grouper, and 37 

black grouper.  Then cucumbers, stingray, goliath, and Nassau. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you do some kind of table magic that 40 

would just select the indicator species or the ones that we’re 41 

going to do a single species? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In this thing? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You should be able to click the source for those 48 
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headings on those bars and figure out what spreadsheet it’s 1 

coming from.  Then just put your indicator species into red 2 

there, and it should show up as red on your graph. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do the indicator species with what? 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just highlight any one of the names on the left-7 

side of your screen red right now.  Make the text red. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For all of the indicator species? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so the name would be in red, but 12 

we need a list of all the species that are being looked at 13 

individually. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So yellowfin and -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nassau is in the same group and goliath, 18 

and those are 4b, but -- 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you want the indicator for the 21 

groups and every single species you don’t? 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Before you go farther, just to make sure that I’m 24 

doing this right -- 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right-click on the graph to refresh it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Once you make the changes, it should show 29 

up. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Are we sure it’s from that? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I just want to see the color in the 34 

name. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just click on one of the bars, and it 37 

should light up the table, and so -- 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that’s not working. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s this. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I know what you’re saying.  It should 44 

show up here in red. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Look at the -- It’s says, “series PR 47 

graph”, and is this the PR graph series? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I know what you’re saying, but it’s 2 

not working the way we think it should work. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s why I said check it before we get too far. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you actually click on the name in the 7 

graph? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would, if we really want to keep pursuing this, 12 

two things.  Either cut-and-paste the whole graph or remove the 13 

axis labels and then put them back in, if you want to try it.  14 

If not, we’ll have an alternate plan. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But make a copy of it before you do it. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I’m not saving it. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Coming from the data guy, listen to him.   21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just copy that. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think I remember what it is.  We 25 

color-coded it separately, rather than -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we’re not talking about that.  28 

We’re talking about the labels, and that’s a little different 29 

thing.  Anyway, that’s fine. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have an idea, once you have it copied. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I was saying to -- If we could 34 

say which ones -- We have another column that says either you’re 35 

a single species or you’re an indicator species, and we just go 36 

with that.  Let’s take a break while we’re working on this 37 

technical -- Let’s take a fifteen-minute break.  Let’s say 38 

quarter of eleven let’s be back. 39 

 40 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The first graph that you see on the 43 

screen has all the single species, the groups that have an 44 

indicator, and the stocks that have multiple species, but don’t 45 

have an indicator species. 46 

 47 

The single and indicator species have the asterisk, and 48 
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everything else is in with one or more other stocks.  Grouper 1 

Unit 4, for example, has five species, and Grouper Unit 5 has 2 

two.  The parrotfish have three and six, et cetera, and so this 3 

is everything that has an indicator and dropping all the other 4 

species in that stock, the single species ones, and the ones 5 

that have more than one species, but don’t have an indicator 6 

species. 7 

 8 

Richard also asked me to clean up this graph a little bit, and 9 

this one here has only the single species and those species that 10 

have an indicator species, and so it gets reduced by -- We took 11 

away twenty-eight species that are in stock complexes. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That are represented by an indicator 14 

species. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is only indicator species or 17 

single-species groups. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Very good, and was there nine multi-groups? 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are nine multi-groups that have 22 

a total of twenty-eight species in them. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we need to come up with OFLs and ABCs 25 

for every one of these and nine more groups for Puerto Rico. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The values are the SPA analysis? 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The values are the SPA. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The susceptibility-productivity, yes. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The combined score. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only thing that is missing here is 38 

the color code for the groupings, if any. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we make that a little taller, please? 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Better? 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Better. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you need anything else to change?  47 

In a perfect world, these two would be color-coded one thing and 48 
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-- 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You didn’t correct coney, did you? 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You should be able to -- Well, no, because 7 

you’ve got it all sorted now. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It has the scores, and so it should be 10 

able to -- Hold on a second. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, if it’s the scores, then -- 13 

 14 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then you could change it in whatever. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For coney, that should be a 3. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then that changed, and the graph 21 

should change. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but it’s not sorted. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the only thing.  Do you want me 26 

to resort everything, or can you live with the coney? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Actually, the coney is a good dividing 29 

line, because everything to the other side of coney is going to 30 

be 4b.  I am not sure what queen conch was, but -- 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Actually, yes, everything to the left of the 33 

coney is 4b. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything to the right of it is 4a. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we’re, right now, just 38 

looking at 4a groupings, and do we want to make, as a guideline 39 

and not as a hard rule, some association between the combined 40 

score and the scalar?  I think, in some of these, we’ll still 41 

have to go in and do some modifications based on where we have a 42 

lot more information available, again spiny lobster being the 43 

classic example. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you read me the rule? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know what the rule is yet. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I thought you were giving me a rule 2 

already. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I said can we come up with a guideline 5 

and not a hard rule about a relationship between PSA scores and 6 

scalars for 4a species. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There are rankings between four, almost 9 

four, and nine? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, nine would be the highest, and so, as 12 

an example, there with spiny lobster and dolphin, and dolphin, 13 

in our example workup, I think we went with a two on the scalar.  14 

For Caribbean spiny lobster, I think we went with 1.5. 15 

 16 

JOHN HOENIG:  So you could use, as your scalar, two times the 17 

PSA score, which would give you scalars going from 0.8 to 1.8.18 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  0.2 times the score, you’re saying? 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, that’s that I meant. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, but that would say anything 24 

below a five that we’re going to drop it below the 75
th
 25 

percentile, which is still above the mean where we are now. 26 

 27 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, my intent was not to actually give you the 28 

rule, but to -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I understand, but I’m just saying let’s 31 

see how that plays out. 32 

 33 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, and that’s what I am trying to do, is to 34 

say here’s a rule and now can we modify it. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re looking for guidelines and not a 37 

rule. 38 

 39 

JOHN HOENIG:  Guidelines. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is the Caribbean. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t see the parrotfishes there. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because the parrotfishes are grouped.  46 

These are just single species or indicator species. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They’re single species or indicator 1 

species. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so there is no indicator for -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to get to that, but let’s look 6 

at the individual species first. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So red hind here would include red 9 

hind and rock hind.  Queen snapper would include queen and 10 

cardinal. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was expecting to see a parrotfish 13 

indicator in the -- 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But, for Puerto Rico, you didn’t 16 

select one. 17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  If we don’t have one, that’s okay. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You will see that for the Virgin 21 

Islands. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, and I think there is two.  For 4a, we 24 

always use the 75
th
 percentile of the reference period of annual 25 

landings?  I think that’s what I remember of the guidelines. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is Tier 4a. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the reference period landings, that’s 30 

the scalar, and so, essentially, the first thing to be 31 

determined is the scalar that we’re going to use, because the 75 32 

percent is already decided, right? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For what? 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The 75th percentile is fixed. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s fixed. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is something to start with, and so the 41 

first thing would be to define what scalars are going to be 42 

applied to the group.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So go back to the graph.  At the low end, 45 

which would be mutton snapper, it’s just like a 3.75.   46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want the exact number? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but it’s got to be something like that. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  It’s 3.75. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then 0.2 is -- My brain is not working that 6 

rapidly, but 7.5, or 0.75. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 0.75.  You said 0.2 times the 9 

PSA, right? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.   12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So 0.75. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So you multiply that then by the 75
th
 16 

percentile to get an OFL? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re getting kind of back down to where 19 

the mean would be. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And then you apply a buffer? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then you apply a buffer, and so, by 24 

guidelines I am thinking that, in the absence of any kind of 25 

other information this is kind of where things would fall out, 26 

but, if we had more information that said, okay, our highest 27 

value here is 1.8, but say, in the case of dolphin, we would say 28 

there is rationale for thinking it would actually be above that, 29 

and there’s what it is, and it’s two, whereas, for another 30 

species, you might say -- Maybe there is some information that 31 

says we should be more cautious and we knock it down a little 32 

bit or something like that, but, in the absence of information, 33 

the guidelines kind of get applied.  Is that kind of along the 34 

lines of what you were thinking, John?   35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think so.  Can you say it again one more time? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Basically, it’s a guideline, and, if you 39 

don’t really have any information, like tripletail -- How much 40 

information do we have for tripletail?  I can tell you right now 41 

that not much, and so we could say, okay, that sounds good, and 42 

we don’t really have a way of saying it should be higher than 43 

that or lower than that, but, when you get over to dolphin, we 44 

might say we think it actually could go higher than that, and we 45 

could max out at 0.2.  Spiny lobster happens to fall out right 46 

where we have it, and that would be 1.5. 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  How did it end up being 1.5? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  While you were away on sabbatical, we ran 3 

spiny lobster, and we had long discussions about where we think 4 

the scalars should be for Puerto Rico, because it’s one of the 5 

examples we used to show that we can increase that.  That just 6 

fits nicely, but, then again, I think that’s probably what you 7 

were using to come up with your 0.2 from those two examples 8 

anyway, but -- 9 

 10 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s what I was trying to do, and I still would 11 

like to see a rule-of-thumb that would give us a starting value. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what we’re talking about, a 14 

guideline or a rule-of-thumb, but then we could say that I think 15 

it should be more or I think it should be less, if there’s other 16 

information that allows that. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly, yes.  We’re on the same page there.  I 19 

would like to see the equation, though. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the equation there. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What is this solving? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The spiny lobster.  It’s the exercise 26 

that was done, and it went back to exactly the same value that 27 

you had discussed and decided on.   28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you could go back to your columns and 30 

just make a row that is the 0.2 value. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So all of them would be 0.2.  Okay.  33 

Do you want me to go ahead and do the -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, multiply it by the -- That will be 36 

exactly the same, but just -- 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So those would be -- Tripletail 39 

actually gets a 1.8. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so we can look at that anytime we 42 

want.  One of the things that we haven’t talked about in this 43 

context yet, I don’t think, and I’m not sure there’s a species 44 

that -- When we talked about parrotfishes and the angelfishes, 45 

we talked about ecological value, and that might be something 46 

that we say, okay, if we just apply the scalar here, but, 47 

because they’re of ecological value, we want to make sure that 48 
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we’re maintaining a population that fulfills those ecological 1 

roles, and the scalars might come down from that, as an example.  2 

I mean, it’s certainly why we’re thinking about cucumbers being 3 

in 4b and urchins and things like that. 4 

 5 

Let’s go with the first part.  Do we want to start working with 6 

this rule-of-thumb, which would mean we would want to -- Mutton 7 

snapper would kind of like be where it is now, and cubera and 8 

hogfish, and then, from there on up, we’re pretty much saying 9 

there’s higher levels that can be taken. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Since we spent so much time doing this SPA 12 

exercise, we might as well integrate it into the decision-making 13 

process.  I think that was the idea. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We also spent a lot of time discussing how we 16 

didn’t want to use this technique, and what we said in our last 17 

meeting is that there was concerns about using a multiplicative, 18 

and we could use susceptibility to decide the scalar, and then 19 

you could do the ABC buffering down to -- You’ve got the 20 

productivity that assigns the tier, and susceptibility assigns 21 

the scalar, and that’s the methodology that we came up with 22 

during the last meeting, and I’m not saying that -- Reni is 23 

right that we spent a fair amount of time talking about it. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, but that’s not what our control 26 

rule says.  Our control rule says vulnerability, which I think 27 

is, in fact, what you did, when you look at the species that 28 

fell into 4b. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, I mean, remember, when you put that plot 31 

up, I said please don’t take this too far and this was just our 32 

quality control check, because we didn’t want anyone to take 33 

these multiplied scores and use them to come up with a -- I am 34 

just repeating the hours of conversation that we had previously 35 

about this. 36 

 37 

In this discussion, we were talking about the mapping directly, 38 

and Shannon basically said that you don’t have to map it 39 

directly to a scalar and you can use it as a source of 40 

information that supports an SSC decision, and, if that’s what 41 

the SSC decides, then the Science Center is comfortable with 42 

that as well. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and, to me, I think that’s what 45 

we’re talking about here.  This is a rule-of-thumb starting 46 

point.  It’s not a hard number here. 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The alternative is, if we’re just looking 3 

at susceptibility, then we should just be plotting the 4 

susceptibility score and see how that looks. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, and that was the root of our discussion.  7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s where we left the discussion last time? 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I haven’t gone through the whole transcript, but 11 

I just went back through pieces and watched that build-up, and I 12 

think that’s -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you -- 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we were doing this discussion right in 17 

the morning when you had to leave.  I didn’t check, but I think 18 

that was the morning when we had that discussion. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What do you want me to do? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Plot the susceptibility scores on the same 23 

graph side-by-side. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the same graph? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It may show the same exact thing, and I’m not 30 

saying that we need to go to something totally different, but I 31 

just think consistency in our discussion. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It doesn’t have the same -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The values are so low that it’s hard to 36 

see, and so, if we multiply them by like four or something like 37 

that. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just change your scale. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you out them on a different scale? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s change the -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it’s under “select data”.  The 46 

second one that you just fit in, it should have an option there 47 

of giving you, under “edit”, but it should have an option that 48 
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is saying “second scale”. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What if you right-click on the actual series in 3 

the graph? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That could do it too, yes.  The blue one, 6 

you don’t want to change.  It’s the red one that you want to 7 

change, the secondary axis. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The bars are identical values.  What 10 

is the solution? 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Change it to -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s fine, because that’s the primary 15 

axis, and the secondary axis is also fine. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re still trying to get the red bigger, right? 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but when we figured out how to do that, 20 

it eliminates them both, for reasons that are unclear. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go back to the red again, because there is 23 

two aspects of the -- 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Then right-click on the blue series or the red 26 

series and put on secondary axis. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But change both the gap width and -- You 29 

want large gap.  That’s interesting.  It’s because they are the 30 

same values. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  You could change the range of the 33 

secondary axis, and that would make them a different --  34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, it would switch everything around. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You want to change the primary axis, 38 

because that’s one to two, and make that from like one to three 39 

or something like that.  Make the maximum three. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You want it at three? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  If they’re exactly the same, that 44 

means all the vulnerability scores would have had to have been 45 

the same. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That shouldn’t have been the case. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we go into the actual data? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and are you sure you plotted the --  6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the --  8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to know what the headings are. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So productivity and susceptibility and 14 

then combined. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So which is which? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Productivity, susceptibility, combined. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then this is the value that we just 21 

picked up from the 0.2, the scalar, and this is the 22 

multiplication of the scalar by the score. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They shouldn’t be the same value unless -- 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What is the red actually plotting now? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, which one is which?  Are you sure that 31 

you -- 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is plotting the multiplication of 34 

the score by the 0.2. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What we really want is either the red or the 37 

green, and I can’t remember which is which now. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t want “I”.  We don’t want that at 40 

all. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So that’s what is wrong.  You can just grab it 43 

and move it, and which one did we want to plot? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  “F” and “G” is what we want. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that’s more along the lines of what -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can live with that.  Now you can change 2 

the scale back to two.  Never mind.  Just leave it. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The red is on the left axis.  That’s that 5 

scale.   6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the red is on the right axis. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, because this one only gets to 12 

nine.  It doesn’t go beyond nine. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the other one should be -- 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It inverted our Y-axis when we did 17 

something. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So they go above three? 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That goes to three. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are we sure it only goes -- Or is that just 24 

where it runs out of scale? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I wondered. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so make the scale bigger. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It should go only to three. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It only goes to three, yes. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, but now we’ve lost the species. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the same problem that we were 37 

having before. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Grab one and go to “select data”.   40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think you specified it for scores. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Now go to “edit” on the right and grab your 44 

species names. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just scanning that, I have no problem going 47 

with susceptibility.  Todd. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I just got through the rest of the transcript, 2 

and, basically, we kind of went round-and-round a little bit, as 3 

we did before, but what we were proposing using as a rule-of-4 

thumb starting point was kind of where we ended the process when 5 

you were gone, and so we’ll go with using that, but using 6 

susceptibility or working the first component, and then Vance 7 

and Reni and Tyler also made sure that we wanted to take 8 

ecological considerations in that scalar component there, but, 9 

basically, if we do what we’re talking about now, it’s 10 

consistent with the discussions we had at the last meeting.   11 

 12 

When you said use the scale and come up with cutoffs or 13 

whatever, the same concerns that were raised there directly 14 

translate or were raised in the last meeting, and I think the 15 

general consensus was let’s use as that a starting point, and 16 

certain ones will fall out very easily, like lobster, and, the 17 

other ones that are in the middle, we want to look at the 18 

individual scores and any ecological considerations about the 19 

species.  We’re on a track that is consistent with what we -- 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say let’s then remove from this 22 

graph, or copy it and then remove it -- Remove the combined 23 

score and just leave the susceptibility up there. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The combined score.  Then resort it by the 28 

susceptibility. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which is? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  “F”, I believe.  “G” is combined.  You want 33 

“F” for susceptibility.  We need a new multiplier besides 0.2, 34 

which would be 0.67.  35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do you want to make those threes into twos? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, do we want to? 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If the rule is to expect where we were or -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it maxes out.  It says, okay, for 43 

those things, we can max out, as opposed to saying we should get 44 

close to that, but these are ones that I think we could actually 45 

make higher. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we just like a 0.6, I think we go to a 2 

value of 1.8 down to -- Now cubera would be the 1.2. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do our 4a and 4b still fall out? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So everything that’s a 1.5 or below is a 4b. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  Not that that makes a difference.  13 

I mean, it’s a 4b, and so we’re -- 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but I’m just curious how they fell out 16 

independently of --  17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A starting value could be something like a 19 

0.6 times the susceptibility, which would give us a range of 1.8 20 

to 1.2, which gives us flexibility around those to move things 21 

up or down, depending on the information we have.  Since none of 22 

the ecological valuable things, as I think were being used as 23 

the examples, are in this group, and they’re going to be the 24 

herbivores, basically, and the angelfishes, since we’ve already 25 

taken care of cucumbers and urchins in our 4b class. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It also puts spiny lobster exactly where we put 28 

it independently.  It’s 2.5 times 0.6. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is? 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which is 1.5. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is it really? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  What’s the 0.6? 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The 0.6 is the new 0.2. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because the values only range from zero to 43 

three, or one to three. 44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  Okay. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Perhaps I needed to elaborate. 48 
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 1 

JOHN HOENIG:  Probably not. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s a suggestion for that.  What 4 

do people think of that as a starting point? 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  I am very happy to have a starting point. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am looking at barracuda and saying the 9 

reason it has that score is because it’s protected by ciguatera 10 

concerns. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And the prohibition of the take of 13 

barracuda in state waters. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we’re saying, as a 16 

consequence, hey, you can take all you want, because you can’t 17 

do it.  That’s kind of what comes out of that. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So we’re going to have a top predator 20 

in the chain. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but it’s also going to be based on the 23 

landings, which should be low, because of the prohibitions. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s not that they cannot take it, but 26 

it’s that they cannot sell it, and so the commercial people will 27 

not report it, because they are not catching it in quantities to 28 

sell. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is a pretty good effort for the 31 

fisheries, particularly for the juvenile ones. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are harvesting the smaller-sized 34 

barracuda now. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There are so many of them that it doesn’t 37 

seem that -- My comment comes because I see all kinds of samples 38 

from the dives that I see from different parts of the island.  39 

Every time that they sample in and around the shelf, the samples 40 

come, and the larvae is very abundant.  It’s all over the place. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, it’s a weird, convoluted logic that 43 

says you can take a higher percentage of barracuda than what you 44 

were doing before, but the reason you can do that is because you 45 

can’t sell it, and the levels, of course, should be low, because 46 

they can’t sell them in the first place, when we go to the 47 

reference periods.  The outcome might still be okay, but it’s 48 
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just kind of a convoluted logic about how you get there. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and we also got there, got to those 3 

scores, because of all of that too, right.  Also recall that, in 4 

Puerto Rico, we’ve got recreational landings, recreational data, 5 

which may impact something like -- Well, all of them, but it may 6 

also add to the problem of barracuda. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At this point, I think I’m okay with 9 

looking at a 0.6, as a starting point, times the susceptibility.  10 

If you want, the next step is to move forward from that, after 11 

lunch, which would be working through each one of these then to 12 

say are we good with that level or do we want to go up or down, 13 

based on other information.  Do you all see it that way? 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I see it that way.  I think we’re going to need 16 

to some language that says here’s how we arrived at 0.6 as a 17 

guide, given that there’s flexibility in that, but, as a 18 

starting point. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So there should be language about using 21 

susceptibility from the last meeting.  Is that right, Todd? 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and let’s see. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not to be overly officious, but somebody is 26 

going to want to know how you got that number. 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  Inquiring minds will want to know. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The discussion, in the words of Bill Arnold 31 

summarizing what we were talking about, is you’ve got your 32 

productivity, which helps to assign a tier, and susceptibility 33 

assigns a scalar, and then you’ve got your OFL. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just the fact that it comes from Bill makes 36 

it authoritative. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  You guys blew it off when I said it. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We did, actually.  We totally blew it off, and 41 

that’s why I just read through it all, because we sort of 42 

ignored Bill initially, as he summarized it. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we do that frequently. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we went around and we tried to recap.  In 47 

the last day, we provided guidance, and Kevin assigned homework 48 
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to people that didn’t get done.  Not really, but -- I am looking 1 

through for barracuda, because that jumped out at me, too. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think barracuda is there, and, as Rich was 4 

saying, all of the prohibitions, like the ciguatera and like the 5 

regulations in state waters, that sort of stuff, that moved that 6 

number higher. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so I think, procedurally, and this is 9 

where we kind of came down to.  It’s exactly along what Richard 10 

has been suggested.  Use this guide and let’s get us in the 11 

right ballpark, and then we can look at, okay, we need to 12 

revisit barracuda or we need to revisit parrotfish for 13 

ecological, and so let’s put our rule-of-thumb down and then 14 

look at the spectrum across-the-board and select out the ones 15 

that fall outside, that we have to have discussion on, rather 16 

than start at the top of the list and discuss each one 17 

individually.  Then we can just see if anyone has any concerns 18 

with any of these other species as scored.  That might make us 19 

get through this quicker. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the language for the 0.6 is that 22 

the application of that to the susceptibility covers the 23 

approximate range of the Tier 4 scalar values.  That goes up to 24 

1.8, relative to two, for example, but it allows for flexibility 25 

to go either up or down from what the information available 26 

dictates. 27 

 28 

Even at the low end, you’re getting down to potentially where we 29 

are now.  I don’t think, unless you put a big buffer on it, it 30 

wouldn’t get you quite there, but the fact that it’s in 4a means 31 

that we’re talking about the 75
th
 percentile anyway, and so it’s 32 

still going to be an increase. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That seems reasonable to me, that language, but 35 

I just wanted to make sure that we thought about it. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am suggesting, it being noon by my watch 38 

and my computer, which rarely agree, that we take a lunch break 39 

and come back at 1:15. 40 

 41 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on December 5, 2017.) 42 

 43 

- - - 44 

 45 

December 5, 2017 46 

 47 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 48 
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 1 

- - - 2 

 3 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 4 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 5 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, December 5, 2017, and was 6 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are getting started again, and we’re 9 

back at our list of species here.  Remember that we’re 10 

considering basically from cubera on over to the right.  That’s 11 

the 4a group, and we have a guideline, and, maybe starting at 12 

the right and working to the left, does anybody see a situation 13 

where we would like to utilize the flexibility that we have to 14 

move things either up or down? 15 

 16 

I might start the discussion by saying I don’t think we have any 17 

information on tripletail that would give us any guidance one 18 

way or the other, whereas -- 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only information might be coming 21 

out of the FADs that have been set up in San Juan.  I think Wes 22 

was talking about seeing -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I haven’t seen anything. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That has been published? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ve seen a lot of the data, but it’s all 29 

in the -- 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The tripletail thing actually worried me a 32 

little bit, because tripletail is pretty much like -- It’s 33 

pretty much like an ocean triggerfish and things like that.  34 

It’s a fish that is not very abundant.  It’s out there, and it’s 35 

fished occasionally incidentally during the dorado fisheries, 36 

but it’s a fish that -- What is the poundage of that? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s low. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s very, very low, and I don’t think that 41 

it is such a highly-productive fish, and then it’s highly 42 

susceptible to fishing, because you see that you can -- It bites 43 

on everything, and you can easily capture it in many, many ways.  44 

My friends that fish for dorado, they all take it, because it’s 45 

excellent eating.  Every time that they see one, they even 46 

forget about the dorados and go for the tripletails.  It’s a 47 

fish that shouldn’t be out there with that type of fish, pelagic 48 
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fish, and my other concern in that table is with the crevalle.  1 

Crevalle is a pelagic fish that I don’t know -- In my opinion, 2 

it should be there with the dorado and the others.  It’s a 3 

pelagic, migratory pelagic, fish. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s just hold off on that, and we’re 6 

getting data on tripletail.   7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I see it, Graciela, in the April meeting, I 9 

think. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you have a name or part of a name? 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  “MRcat”, and it only goes through 2011.  I have 14 

got “carib00_11”, but “carib00_12” probably just has the extra 15 

year in it. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no tripletail here. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t see it. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Were you looking commercial or 22 

recreational?   23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is in recreational. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Any other --  27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I found it in a different file.  This is called 29 

“PR_rec_LVSestrec”. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will pull that one up.  It should be 32 

in this larger file.  Is this what you had?   33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What are the numbers that you’re seeing? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 37 

recording.) 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am seeing a high in 2005 of 88,000.  40 

Remember, this is the MRIP data, and so, when you expand it, it 41 

can get blown up at times, depending on the sampling.  Most of 42 

the time -- 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I guarantee you that is not real. 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Most of the time, it’s several thousand, maybe 47 

2,000 or 4,000 pounds, in the most recent years, and, prior to 48 



132 

 

that, it was 15,000 to in the 30,000 pounds.  There are a couple 1 

of years that are higher. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, way higher. 4 

 5 

WALTER KEITHLY:  We took out the 2005 anyway, because we said 6 

that it was -- 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the recreational was fine.  That was 9 

just commercial.   10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That has to be an error. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’m not saying that it’s an error, but remember 14 

the way the survey works.  If you happen to hit a boat, or a 15 

couple of boats, that caught a lot of tripletail in one of their 16 

strata that had a lot of effort, it’s going to blow up when you 17 

expand those landings, when you expand that rate. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To start with, that fish usually is only 20 

caught during the dorado season, which is also -- It’s not a 21 

year-round fish, to start with.  It comes with the incidental 22 

catch of the dorado fishermen. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and now there is -- I don’t know that we 25 

have it in this data file that I am looking at.  I don’t have 26 

it, but there is uncertainty around these estimates, and so it 27 

may be huge with those big peaks there, and so we can -- 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What do you think, Nelson? 30 

 31 

NELSON CRESPO:  I can buy the idea of 5,000 pounds, but no more 32 

than that. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t even buy the 5,000.  I would leave 35 

it at 3,000. 36 

 37 

NELSON CRESPO:  Between 2,000 to 3,000 is -- 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  3,000 to be generous. 40 

 41 

NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re saying those last couple of years 44 

are the only ones that are probably reasonable, because the 75
th
 45 

percentile is going to be somewhere in the high thirty-46 

thousands. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Eventually, it will go down, because nobody 1 

will ever report that amount of -- I mean, that’s got to be 2 

something that -- Either the species was confused or something 3 

else or -- I can’t even imagine what is the expansion factor 4 

that would have taken it to such an incredibly high catch 5 

record, because the fish is just not there to provide for those 6 

high numbers.  It’s just not there. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We’re talking about scalars right now, right?  So 11 

we’ve got the susceptibility and vulnerability question, which 12 

is what we’re basing our scalars on.  I think this discussion is 13 

part of the buffer discussion, uncertainty in the data, rather 14 

than the scalars right now, or the uncertainty we have repeated 15 

that they’re wonderful tasting and that they’re caught during 16 

dorado. 17 

 18 

The K values from up north were 0.7, which is why we got very, 19 

very high productivity, and we had some discussion regarding 20 

susceptibility, but I think the final components of that 21 

discussion was that we’re at the southern end of the range of 22 

tripletail, and so, if we’re looking at the whole range of the 23 

tripletail, we’re at the very, very lower edge, and so 24 

susceptibility as a stock was low, and that’s why we ended up 25 

with very high values for both the susceptibility and the 26 

productivity in there.   27 

 28 

Our logic, looking at the scalar, I think we’re consistent with 29 

the logic that would say that we could go up with the higher 30 

values for the scalar, and I think this comes into our buffer 31 

discussion, as we get to the next phase.   32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Whatever it is, it’s really inconsequential, 34 

because we’re going to end up with -- No matter what, we’re 35 

going to end up with numbers that are way above any real 36 

fisheries reality in Puerto Rico, at least in Puerto Rico.   37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could just say, look, this data is so 39 

highly uncertain that we’re going to put a buffer of 0.1. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That is what the buffer is for. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could do that. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I say we table buffer discussions until we get to 46 

buffers. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I agree. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the interest of informing us of that in the 3 

future, I just emailed Vivian to ask for the file that includes 4 

CVs around these estimates.  5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could say, based on the information that 7 

we have here and the expert opinion expressed by people at the 8 

table and our DAP representative, that there would be a 9 

rationale for saying that maybe our scalars should be a little 10 

bit lower. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Based on what aspect of productivity or 13 

susceptibility, because that’s all that’s going into the scalar? 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We already have values for susceptibility 16 

and productivity, low and high. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Then, for consistency in what we’re -- Given 19 

where it falls out, this would be one that we would say, yes, 20 

needs some further discussion, maybe on the scalar, and we could 21 

maybe come down with the scalar a little bit, but I think our 22 

starting point for this is up at the high values. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I wasn’t saying, okay, it’s in the 25 

1.8 -- 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I know what you’re saying. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s in the 1.8 range, and do we want to 30 

say, okay, it really should be down at like 1.6?  I am not 31 

saying have you dropped it down to some really low value, 32 

because I think, at some point, it is a scalar issue, I mean a 33 

buffer issue 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Our discussion was limited.  There’s not a lot of 36 

information about tripletail, and the growth rates that we’re 37 

using, that we had our discussion on, are based out of North 38 

Carolina, and so, if we wanted to, forget anything that looks 39 

like this and just say our uncertainty surrounding the 40 

productivity and susceptibility scoring is -- It’s on 41 

questionable, limited information and we want to come down a 42 

little bit from that.  Then, when we get into this aspect, then 43 

we come further down for buffering, but I don’t feel very 44 

strongly about it one way or another. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Neither do I, but my only strong feeling is 47 

about the disproportionate reports of annual catch, the 48 



135 

 

resulting annual catch, based on whatever interpolations or 1 

expansion factors apply to the data.  It’s completely unreal to 2 

think about 30,000 pounds and 90,000 pounds and things like 3 

that.  That’s just really, really wacko, and it’s not real 4 

whatsoever.  Either that or it’s a fish that is like a reward 5 

when you’re fishing dorado, and you’re lucky if you can get two 6 

or three of them, and, for those, you probably won’t even report 7 

it, because you don’t sell that fish.  Typically, you don’t sell 8 

it. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I hope that from the recreational 11 

catch that nothing gets sold. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How big do they get? 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They get until about this big, and they’re 16 

common.  I mean, there might be bigger ones, but they are common 17 

at about three or four pounds.  They are common at three or four 18 

pounds or five pounds.  It has a lot of meat on it, a lot of 19 

meat on it. 20 

 21 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  A more solid fish is around five to eight 22 

pounds. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They are thick, and they are big. 25 

 26 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I have never caught one.  I have seen them, but 27 

never caught them. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They are excellent.  They are one of the 30 

best-eating fish around.  It’s better than dorado, for sure. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Basically, on the table is whether we want 33 

to lower the rule-of-thumb scalar on this or just leave that 34 

issue to -- That concern about uncertainty and buffer. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  My thought is that it’s a scientific 37 

uncertainty question, and I am happy to have an extremely large 38 

buffer on something like this.  I am thinking in terms of using 39 

the tools that we have to apply them consistently, and I’m okay 40 

with a buffer being large, because I think what we’re really 41 

talking about is uncertainty in the landings and all the other 42 

things that have been discussed here recently. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re also saying, from what Todd has 45 

pointed out, this is really the southern range of our -- There 46 

is not really a lot of overlap with the fishery here on the 47 

impact on the population as a whole and that we could say, hey, 48 



136 

 

you can fish all you want and you’re not going to affect the 1 

stock, but the reality is that you’re not going to be able to 2 

catch that, because there’s just not that much down here. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In that reality, you could say, okay, let’s 7 

make the limit there, and then, of course, we can buffer it 8 

down. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I mean.  The scalar, if what we’ve 11 

done so far points to a high scalar, I don’t have a problem with 12 

that.  I think the consideration is what should the buffer be. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s the question that we’re going 15 

to be getting to. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Exactly. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am reading the discussion going that we 20 

would leave the rule-of-thumb basically as this for the species. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Nothing bad will happen. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The next one was dorado.  Dorado was one of 25 

the species we worked up as an example, and, in that, we had 26 

long discussions, and we put the scalar at two for that one. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You weren’t here, but Walter recommended a scalar 29 

of fourteen last time. 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I still do, but I know it won’t pass, and so 32 

I’m not saying a word. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would have to go back and redo our 35 

control rule. 36 

 37 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Page 127 of our minutes say that we can 38 

increase it above two. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because of your fault, I had to go to the 41 

council meeting to report that we didn’t want to deal with 42 

dorado and it was a fish that -- I got fired really, really 43 

hard, man, because of that same thought, the fourteen scalar. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On what basis did it say that we could do 46 

that? 47 

 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I would have to go back, but that question was 1 

asked, and you replied that you thought that it could be, and 2 

Graciela affirmed that.  Go back to page 127 and find it.  The 3 

question was asked of -- 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  At one point, we recommended dorado to be 6 

taken out of the list of fishes that we wanted to manage.  It 7 

was in the proposal there at the council, and I got shot there.   8 

 9 

WALTER KEITHLY:  The question was asked if it was possible to 10 

have a scale above two, and then Richard Appeldoorn said, it’s 11 

my understanding is that, yes, we can depart from the control 12 

rule if we have a valid justification for doing so. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s correct. 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  There’s lots of justification for going above 17 

two on it, on dolphin, but I’m not going to fight it.  I am 18 

going to live with two. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So two is above your rule-of-thumb. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s above the rule-of-thumb, but it’s 23 

within the control rule. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If it’s a two, it’s still going to -- You are 28 

setting the limit above any recorded catch, right? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we are. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So I think that’s fairly reasonable place to 33 

be. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would go along with that. 36 

 37 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I think it’s fair to set it above what any 38 

catch has been, but I just don’t think that we should put any 39 

limit on it at all. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In fact, I like it, because it’s a fish that 42 

there is a margin for increased effort that can be compensated 43 

from reducing effort on some of the other overexploited species 44 

like coral reef whatever, and so we are saying, well, there is 45 

margin for increased fisheries development based on pelagics.  I 46 

like that. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am seeing a consensus that we leave it at 1 

two, or move it up to two from the 1.8. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I agree. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wahoo, does anybody have an issue with 6 

wahoo? 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The same. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The same as what? 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The same as dorado. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Move it to two or leave it at 1.8? 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t see exactly the same -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So was tripletail, but we had a discussion 19 

about that one, and we left it at 1.8. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We left it at 1.8? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, for tripletail. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those are all migratory pelagic species.   26 

 27 

JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t think it’s exactly the same as dorado 28 

though.  Dorado are basically an annual species, and wahoo I 29 

think are a longer-lived species.  They’re generally nowhere 30 

near as abundant. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s taken care of whatever 33 

values -- That should reflect that, and so I’m recommending that 34 

we leave it at 1.8.  Todd. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to say the -- The recreational 37 

guys always say, when they’re discussing wahoo, that they’re not 38 

picking up small ones.  They’re only picking up large ones.  39 

They’re only picking up the thirty-pounders-plus. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The how many pounders? 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Don’t quote me. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, I’m not quoting you. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I even hesitated dropping that number, but the 48 
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big ones. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that it depends, because they 3 

hang around -- When they’re not in schools, they’re big.  Only 4 

the big fish hang around alone, but the small ones, below 5 

fifteen-pounders or twenty-pounders, those usually are 6 

associated with floating stuff or with big schools that -- They 7 

have a different behavior, and maybe Nelson wants to explain 8 

that to you, because, when you see something floating, for 9 

example, and you see that associated with that floating stuff 10 

out there in the ocean that there is no big dorados.  There is 11 

no big dorados or big wahoo, only the small ones.  Dorados below 12 

twenty pounds and --  13 

 14 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That’s not the case in -- They catch the big 15 

dolphin, thirty or forty-pounders, diving into the sargassum. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but the fish are -- 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sargassum is one thing, but I am talking 20 

about logs or about nets or about floating debris, but not 21 

sargassum.  The big dorados hang around in the sargassum 22 

currents. 23 

 24 

JOE KIMMEL:  On cruises, when the ship was laying-to at night, 25 

and I could get up in the morning, and the big dorado would be 26 

hanging around the ship. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but the dorado off the east coast is 29 

much larger than the -- 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The small ones are here, but the thing is 32 

that they have a different behavior, different feeding behavior, 33 

than the big ones.  The big ones hang out alone, like the big 34 

dorados, and the small ones hang out in schools and are 35 

typically associated with floating stuff that can produce their 36 

own food.   37 

 38 

Those floating logs, they produce the barnacles, and the 39 

barnacles are eaten by something else, and they establish a food 40 

chain from which they eat and develop when they are small.  They 41 

feed on that food chain right there.  They are not big enough to 42 

catching flyingfish, for example, or ballyhoo, and they have to 43 

depend whatever is provided by that floating stuff. 44 

 45 

NELSON CRESPO:  The small wahoo. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The small wahoo, yes.  I even fished for 48 
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small marlins with plankton nets out of those communities, 1 

floating debris communities, and so everything starts there.   2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is for wahoo. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I’m recommending that we stay with 6 

1.8. 7 

 8 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I would agree with that. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can see there’s a lot of variability, 11 

and this is driven by the recreational estimates.  All right.  12 

Back to our list.  Barracuda was the next one, and we already 13 

had some -- 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would go with 1.8, or perhaps two, because 16 

there is a part of that population that is being targeted. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You do have a number of people online, 19 

because this is directly related to the island-based FMPs, and 20 

so you have Adyan Rios from the Science Center, Julie Neer from 21 

SEDAR, Merrill Rudd, and I think she’s at the University of 22 

Washington, Sarah Stevenson from the Regional Office, and Skyler 23 

Sagarese, and so they’re asking if you have changed any of the 24 

scalars that you have done so far from deviating from the 25 

equation that -- I am answering with the dolphin. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, just dolphin.   28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so back to this one. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Barracuda, we’ve already had some 32 

discussion on that.   33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s check the recreational data. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For barracuda? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There may not be a lot of data. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the recreational would harvest it. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Todd. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I just want to restate my recommendation that, if 47 

we’re looking at scalars, we shouldn’t be looking at landings.  48 
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We shouldn’t be looking at landings if we’re using scalars and 1 

we’re using our PSA.   2 

 3 

To keep the conversation limited and us move through things -- 4 

When we get into buffers, when we’re talking about the actual 5 

data and uncertainty, that’s one thing, but the susceptibility 6 

and -- Maybe just overall magnitude or something like that as a 7 

basis, but I see us getting wrapped up in the details of landing 8 

trends and sequences, which we’re going to have redo again when 9 

we start talking about buffers.  I wouldn’t be opposed to doing 10 

that, for time’s sake. 11 

 12 

JOE KIMMEL:  I would think that great barracuda would be a 1.8 13 

species, too.  I mean, it’s got some natural protection anyway, 14 

because it’s ciguatoxic and people avoid the larger ones. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There’s a substantial amount of management 17 

because of those things. 18 

 19 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, yes.  I mean, would it be faster just 22 

to say -- Instead of going species-by-species, does anybody have 23 

any question about any particular species and we just work on 24 

those, and I know, Reni, you had talked about -- 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Crevalle. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  About what? 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My concern was with crevalle jack. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Crevalle jack.  Does anybody have an issue 33 

with anything else?  If not, we would just go to -- 34 

 35 

JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t have an issue, but I’m looking at red hind 36 

up there, and that’s a species of fish that we had some special 37 

management on, because it was being fished during the spawning 38 

aggregation. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is why it’s high now, because those 41 

management measures are in effect. 42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  Okay.  Then it’s because the seasonal closures may 44 

still exist, right? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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JOE KIMMEL:  Okay.  No problem.  I don’t have any more 1 

questions. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anybody else?  If not, we’ll go to 4 

crevalle. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is your question limited to the species that 7 

are, right now, considered 4a or everything that’s in this 8 

picture? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, just the 4a. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so not for me.  I have no issues. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To start with crevalle jack, when it’s big, 15 

it’s ciguatoxic, and so I don’t see --  16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you think this could be higher? 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that it should be to the right-side 20 

of the graph.  It’s a migratory pelagic, or it’s a fish that is 21 

mostly targeted by recreational fishermen, and it’s ciguatoxic 22 

when it’s big.  There is not much of an interest in fishing for 23 

it, rather than it’s like a sportfish.   24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re saying it’s two and it would be a 26 

1.2 would be the rule-of-thumb, and you’re saying it could be 27 

higher? 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It should be higher.  It’s a fish that I 30 

don’t see -- Its susceptibility, for me, is kind of low.  It’s 31 

low susceptibility that we affect its population by fishing 32 

effort.   33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But this is its susceptibility score that 35 

we’re looking at. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That score is just susceptibility, right? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would place it on a higher level, but -- I 42 

don’t know why it ended up there.  I can’t remember. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remember that we’ll be multiplying this by 45 

the 75
th
 percentile, and so, even at this level, it’s going to -- 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s going to what? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s going to end up at a high -- 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and it’s not really going to change 4 

the history of things. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.   7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So a 1.8 or a two? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be a 1.2. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I mean a 1.2.  Then cubera, hogfish, 13 

yellowtail snapper, white grunt, and crevalle will be 1.2.   14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which would bring us to the groups. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For completion sake, coney, mutton, 18 

lane, queen trigger, silk, red hind, queen snapper, and lobster 19 

are all one-point -- Is it 1.6 or 1.8? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  1.5. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Correct. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  1.5. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So says Kevin. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  1.5. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So says my calculator and not me.  It wasn’t 32 

off the top of my head.   33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to go to the next --  35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  These are the indicators, and so we need -- 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And the stocks, and so let me get rid 39 

of everything that we’ve already done. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but these are also the -- There’s the 42 

score, but we need the -- 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so we need the “G”, right? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Well, it’s “F” in that one. 47 

 48 



144 

 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so let me get rid of 1 

everything that we’ve done.  This is just going to be the 2 

stocks, right? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you go to Sheet 1, the next sheet over.  5 

Never mind. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This one has everything, and so it’s 8 

just going to deal with the one that are the stocks.  I will get 9 

rid of everything, and so Grouper Unit 4 and Grouper Unit 5.   10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 4b for parrot should be -- 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s what I was going to, and so get 14 

rid of these also, right, or do you want to leave them there 15 

just to check? 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so mutton, cubera, hogfish, 20 

lane, angelfish.  So, you have the other species, including the 21 

parrotfish, and so this is everything that is in units that are 22 

more than one species. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  With no indicator. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  With no indicator.  27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So all of Grouper Unit 4 is down at 1.5 29 

there. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Black, red, tiger, yellowfin, and -- 32 

Yes, Grouper Unit 4 and Grouper Unit 5, right next to it, and 33 

then the angelfish.   34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everything else is the same.  The only 36 

inconsistency, Grouper Unit 5, is misty and yellowedge? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think there’s a difference there that we 41 

need to reconcile, but everything else is the same, in terms of 42 

species within a group.  Did we decide that whatever unit that 43 

is, Grouper Unit 4 -- 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The first five are Grouper Unit 4. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did we decide they were in 4a? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Grouper Unit 4, you have it in 4b. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I was asking, because -- 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Grouper Unit 5, you have that in 4a. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and that makes sense relative to the 8 

-- Well, it’s susceptibility, and so it’s productivity that 9 

should have fallen out.  Let’s leave it that way and say, for 10 

misty and yellowedge, for starters, one is at two and the other 11 

is at three, and so 2.5 would be the average, and where do we 12 

want to put the scalar for that group as a whole?  Do we want to 13 

be on the conservative side and go with the misty level, some 14 

combination of the two, or say what the heck and go with the 15 

yellowedge level? 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yellowedge and misty are Grouper Unit 18 

5.   19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My recollection is that neither one of 21 

these are targeted species and they’re being caught in 22 

conjunction with the more directed snapper fisheries. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have Nelson back there. 25 

 26 

NELSON CRESPO:  For the misty and the yellowedge, it would be 27 

the same, because the problem we have there sometimes is the 28 

misidentification, because sometimes the fishermen put the misty 29 

with the yellowedge and the yellowedge with the misty. 30 

 31 

JOE KIMMEL:  That’s right. 32 

 33 

NELSON CRESPO:  It could go up to three. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if they’re being marginally caught, 36 

then you don’t want to shut down the targeted fishery because 37 

we’ve set a level too low if something is just being caught as 38 

bycatch, which would argue that we should hedge more towards the 39 

yellowedge than the level for the misty. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The target fishery is the queen or the 42 

silk or both? 43 

 44 

NELSON CRESPO:  Both, but, more important is the queen. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say yellowedge.  The yellowedge 47 

hangs out with the queen snapper. 48 
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 1 

NELSON CRESPO:  Yes, both. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is there any ciguatera associated with 4 

the very large misty and yellowedge? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anybody have thoughts on this? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to take the average of the 9 

two or do you want to go with the yellowedge?   10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Taking these as things that are caught as 12 

bycatch to the silk snapper, having something like the average 13 

would be -- We don’t want to shut down silk snapper because of a 14 

bycatch. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s my concern, too.  That’s my concern. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say at least 2.5, which is the 19 

average, but we could go to whatever that ends up being. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s incidental.  I would even put it 22 

higher.   23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So go to the three at the 1.8 level. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would vote for that. 27 

 28 

JOE KIMMEL:  What did you say, three? 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say three, yes.  I wouldn’t risk the 31 

effort on queen snapper because of reaching a quota level on 32 

yellowmouth.   33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Wouldn’t the same logic apply to Nassau grouper 35 

though? 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just from the logic.  You’re saying you don’t 40 

want to close the fishery down due to a bycatch.   41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But Nassau is not within that -- 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Don’t get technical.  It’s another species that 45 

is clearly one that you don’t want to harvest, that we know you 46 

don’t want to harvest, and the logic here that we’re saying is 47 

that we don’t want to close another fishery down and so we’re 48 
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just going to go up on this one.  Is that what we’re saying? 1 

 2 

JOE KIMMEL:  We’re saying we want to allow harvest on this 3 

because we don’t want to close down an associated fishery that’s 4 

targeted, like the queen snapper.   5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The point is that yellowedge is never going 7 

to be targeted. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Mine doesn’t have a species name in it.  My 10 

argument has no species name in it.  It’s just simply in terms 11 

of a rationale for going above what we scored this as.  The 12 

rationale is that we don’t want to close another fishery down, 13 

and so it’s going to go up with these values.   14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are dealing with a combined two species 16 

thing here, and this is the only group where the susceptibility 17 

values are different among the species in the group, and so 18 

that’s the only reason for looking at this. 19 

 20 

In this sense, there isn’t another group to compare this to, at 21 

least so far, because the thought is, as I think our previous 22 

discussions were, that these species were not being highly 23 

exploited because it’s just a bycatch issue.  Then can they 24 

withstand a higher -- The range we’re talking about is 1.2 to 25 

1.8, and so we could just say, okay, yellowedge is 1.8, and can 26 

misty withstand a 1.8 as a level, with the understanding that 27 

we’re probably not actually impacting those species a lot, 28 

although our susceptibility score says that we would be 29 

impacting it more than yellowedge, or do we want to say, okay, 30 

the mid-value between that would be 1.5? 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The guidelines clearly state that, within groups, 33 

you have to manage for the most vulnerable species.   34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you leave that at two, that gives you a 36 

scalar of 1.2 from the 75
th
 percentile, which puts you in the 90

th
 37 

percentile of all catches for that time period. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, which puts us above where we are now. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so the reality is -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Without the buffer coming in. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Without the buffer, but you’re still at the 90th 46 

percentile of your period of catches for misty. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t really know where that percentile 1 

falls, but we know it’s going to be higher than the 75
th
. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  It’s going to be -- I mean, if you do 4 

the math, it’s the 90
th
 percentile, and so that leaves very few 5 

years with catches that were higher than where these numbers 6 

would put us, outside of the buffer, which would kick in as 7 

well. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that this species has -- This 10 

is a factor that I think that, in my opinion, has gone 11 

underrated in this committee, and it is the fact of the habitat 12 

range.  This fish has such a wide habitat range at that depth 13 

throughout the insular slopes and throughout the depth range of 14 

the ridge connecting Puerto Rico with Hispaniola and across the 15 

passage.  We don’t even -- We still don’t even know what is the 16 

entire range of the habitat of these species. 17 

 18 

It is much higher than for most of the other species, except for 19 

the migratory pelagics.  It is much higher than reef fish, and 20 

that’s what I am trying to get at.  Our aphotic reefs region are 21 

just a much larger area than our coral reefs, and people don’t 22 

realize that.   23 

 24 

Send an ROV to those depths, and you’re going to see a lot of 25 

coral.  We have coral reefs below 600 feet, and that’s where 26 

these fish hang out, and the range of that deep-reef habitat is 27 

much larger than we think.  It’s much larger than is readily 28 

recognized, and so, even though the fish may be vulnerable to 29 

the fishing effort on queen snapper, its geographic range of the 30 

habitat is huge. 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, we have taken that into account, and you 33 

made this similar argument during the last meeting, and we all 34 

agreed with you, and then we scored susceptibility accordingly. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  In other words, accordingly high? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, we went with low. 39 

 40 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I understand that it might be scored already, 41 

but this is my comment as a fisherman, because you guys are 42 

missing another big factor in this also.  It’s a weather-driven 43 

fishery, also, and so, if the weather is too bad, you can’t get 44 

out there to go fishing in those depths where they catch the 45 

deepwater snappers. 46 

 47 

We have more than enough justification for raising that from 1.2 48 
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even up to the 1.8, but I don’t think we should keep it at 1.2.  1 

At least give us 1.5, where, that by the time you kick in the 2 

buffer, at least we can be where we’re at right now.  Again, 3 

this is a fishery that, at some point down the line, and maybe 4 

not anytime soon, because of what just happened, but you’re 5 

leaving the opportunity for a fishery that might develop, and 6 

so, by putting it down below, you’re not leaving us anything.  7 

We’re actually going to drop below what we’re catching right 8 

now, and I’m speaking on behalf of the Puerto Rico fishermen.  I 9 

think it needs to be higher and it doesn’t need to be lower. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remember that this is a group thing, and so 12 

our metric, the 75
th
 percentile, is going to be the sum of these 13 

two species, right? 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Of yellowedge and misty? 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would like to see what the final number 20 

comes out to be and go from there. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Our job is not to see what the final number 23 

should be.  That’s why we’re here, and we have -- 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just going from this criteria, for me, they 26 

might have a low productivity, but it’s also a low 27 

susceptibility, because of the depth, because of the habitat, 28 

because of the distance from shore, all those good reasons.  29 

It’s low susceptibility and low productivity, and so it’s an 30 

intermediate situation. 31 

 32 

NELSON CRESPO:  Because the current is hard most of the time, 33 

this is a -- If the current is going fast, we’re never going to 34 

get one.  We will only get those groupers when -- 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I believe there is not even five fishermen 37 

in Puerto Rico that actually go out and target a yellowedge or a 38 

misty grouper. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, can you tell me whether one species 41 

or the other is -- If the catch levels are much higher?  We 42 

don’t need to know what the actual levels are, but does one of 43 

them dominate the catch? 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Remember what Nelson said that those two are 46 

confused taxonomically. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We have that on the record too, because this is -3 

- At the data improvement workshop, this was our example of 4 

species that are misidentified. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That are what? 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Misidentified.  Kevin, do you want me to read 9 

your comments from last time? 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  In any event, yellowedge does not appear in the 14 

landings until 2011.  Landings for yellowedge range from 300 to 15 

1,100 pounds in any given year.  Most of the time, it’s 300 to 16 

almost 600.  There’s one year where there was 1,100 and 3,000 17 

pounds.  Misty grouper is much more frequently landed.  It’s 18 

been landed every year since 1990.  It looks like 5,000 pounds, 19 

with a high of 8,000 pounds. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So misty is the more conservative, in terms 22 

of susceptibility, and it’s going to dominate that some.  That 23 

would argue that you don’t go higher than the average, and you 24 

might want to base it on misty, even though it’s not an 25 

indicator species, per se.  I mean, those differences are 90 26 

percent, versus 10 percent. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Whatever Todd said that I said, I’m saying it 29 

again.   30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The cardinal and the queen -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not on those. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is a species that comes up with 36 

the queen, and the -- 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That doesn’t necessarily tell you that.  You 39 

would have to look at it on a trip-specific basis. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just a trend.  We were expecting to 42 

see what percent and --  43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what would this do if we went with a 45 

conservative level based on misty?  If we hit that, it wouldn’t 46 

affect the queen snapper, because they wouldn’t land it.  They 47 

would just throw it back and it would die anyway.  They would 48 
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also have to throw back yellowedge at that point too, but it 1 

really isn’t going to affect the mortality levels, because 2 

they’re going to die anyway.  Being more conservative, from that 3 

perspective, would allow us to be a little bit more certain when 4 

we talk about buffers. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Talk about what? 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think the scalar is where you make sure that 9 

you are, as you just said, we’re sure we’re okay.  That’s where 10 

the scalar -- Not going to the end product, but going to how 11 

much do we think we can go up, and the buffer is the uncertainty 12 

of the monitoring.  The uncertainty is going to be exactly what 13 

you said, is that the unfortunate byproduct of eliminating catch 14 

on this is that they’re required to throw a fish back that’s 15 

dead, and so that’s still a mortality on the population, but 16 

it’s a going to be unrecorded, because we don’t have any 17 

information on bycatch. 18 

 19 

I think, if you want to make sure that we’re okay, that needs to 20 

be done in this step.  Then the uncertainty -- Unfortunately, 21 

with these guys, this is what we’ve got because of the 22 

misidentification.  If you want to take this all the way through 23 

the whole step, you’ve got misidentification of species known 24 

here, and that would be a strong consideration for differences 25 

in buffers bigger than the norm. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that a recommendation, Todd? 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If I had to go with something right now -- This 30 

is a tough one, and I think this is one that we’re going to get 31 

into discussion around, because it’s one that we always talk 32 

about this, and so I would put a strawman out there that says go 33 

with the middle, go with the -- I mean, just go with an average, 34 

or your middle one, which is the dominant, which is misty.  Go 35 

with misty, and put that down as a strawman, and revisit it when 36 

we get through the whole wave. 37 

 38 

All of these components should be independent of each other.  We 39 

should be able to discuss buffer without knowing what our scalar 40 

is.  We should be able to discuss scalar without knowing what 41 

our buffer is. 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s great in theory, Todd, but, in practice, 44 

all that matters is the product.  Then you can put a first and 45 

you can adjust the second. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s my point.  My point is we should be able 48 
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to do them without adjusting the second to accommodate the first 1 

or the first accommodating the second.  It should be -- I mean, 2 

as a strict step-wise process, we should be able to do this 3 

blind on each of them and then what the product is is what the 4 

product is. 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree that’s what we want to do.  We’ve 11 

had this discussion before, and I think there is a tradeoff on, 12 

if you want to push something up, but you’re not sure how far 13 

you can do it, you do it, but you’re introducing uncertainty at 14 

that point, and so you may end up in the same place, because of 15 

this tradeoff thing, and so trying to separate them as much as 16 

possible, I think, is certainly the goal we want to attain, but 17 

I’m not sure, in the end, that we’re going to be able to be 18 

doing that 100 percent.  In this particular case, 2.5 and 1.5? 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Say that again? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2.5 and 1.5 times 0.6? 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think so. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2.5 -- If you take all of that, and we’ve got 27 

2.5 times 0.6 times 0.75, you’re above the highest reported 28 

catch for the time series.  You’re at the 110 percent, pre-29 

buffer.   30 

 31 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  That sounds great. 32 

 33 

JOHN HOENIG:  To me, highest catch on record is a reference 34 

point.  It may not be recognized as one, but it is one, and so 35 

there should be some recognition of how what you’re doing 36 

relates to that reference point. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have this occurring in the Puerto 39 

Rico data, because everything else is going to be at the same 40 

level, but we don’t know how it’s going to fall out when we look 41 

at the Virgin Islands data, but, if we say the average, that’s 42 

kind of saying that’s the approach we’re looking at for 43 

reconciling species with different susceptibilities in the same 44 

group.  If we’re comfortable with that as a first approach -- 45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  We’ve got to start somewhere.  It sounds like a 47 

good approach. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Based on the statements by the imminent Dr. 2 

Kimmel and the apparent approval by Dr. Keithly, let’s say that 3 

the first approach would be to take the average of the species 4 

in the group, which in this case would be a susceptibility of 5 

2.5, which works out to a scalar of 1.5. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you repeat what you just said? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to take the average of the 10 

species. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So that would be a score of 2.5 times 13 

0.6, and that gives you a scalar of 1.5.  This is specifically 14 

for Grouper Unit 5, but the approach would be for the other 15 

groups to follow. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everything else is at three, and so I think 18 

that the issues here are no longer going to be, unless somebody 19 

has an issue with this, what the straight scalar would be, but 20 

more now are there going to be species that, because of 21 

ecological importance, we want to modify those, and so that’s, 22 

specifically, the parrotfishes, the surgeonfishes, and the 23 

angelfishes, unless someone has come up with something else.  24 

Where is Vance? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He wrote that he was on his way.  He 27 

sent me an email. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When?  Yesterday? 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yesterday. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Traffic must be worse than I thought.  If 34 

he can come later in the week, I would actually prefer him be 35 

here for that discussion, because he has been leading a lot of 36 

the discussion about the ecological values.   37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We sent him the Go to Meeting also, 39 

and he said that he would be -- Yesterday, he was supposed to be 40 

online. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But he never was.  Is there any 43 

disagreement with that statement that we’re looking at the 44 

reductions based on ecological value for those three groups? 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We’re all on the same page on that, I 47 

believe. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He is driving, and so he will be here 4 

tomorrow. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending, and I would really like 7 

to have Vance be here, and that we would postpone the discussion 8 

of those particular groups. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will send him an email so that he 11 

can be prepared. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Just to make sure that we’re crossing 14 

T’s and dotting J’s, or whatever we do with those, the rest 15 

would be all 1.8 for the scalars, and is that okay with 16 

everybody? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That would be king mackerel, African 19 

pompano, cero, rainbow runner. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Puddingwife, Spanish hogfish. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Little tunny and blackfin, right? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would finish Puerto Rico. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For the 4a. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the 4a. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So now the 4b? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the committee’s pleasure?  Do you 38 

want to go to the 4b for Puerto Rico or do we want to continue 39 

with the 4a for the Virgin Islands?  Opening the 4b is a whole 40 

other thing, whereas we’re kind of on a roll with the 4a. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think if we get into the 4b situation right now 43 

that things are liable to slow down even more than they are now, 44 

and so I say go with the 4a. 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The decision rule that we’ve come up with, we 47 

could continue using -- 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me, it’s the same.  We’re going to do 2 

both anyway. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we are, but there is a sense of 5 

progress that comes with going with what you’ve got going. 6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  To come up with the rules for the 4b, that will 8 

be a bit of a discussion there. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where do you want to go, St. Thomas or 11 

St. Croix? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Eddie is not here, and so let’s go with St. 14 

Croix. 15 

 16 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Carlos is here.  He’s right there. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s right.  I missed that one, and 19 

Carlos did offer to speak on that behalf. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So we want to start with --  22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just need susceptibility scores for 24 

those species who are going to be looked at individually.  Let’s 25 

take a fifteen-minute break. 26 

 27 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the single-species groups 30 

and indicator species. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  First question.  Have these 33 

been flipped?   34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What do you mean by flipped? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  High susceptibility gives it a low score, 38 

or is it the other way around? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Hold on a second.   41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Susceptibility is inverted. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Did I do the wrong one? 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s easy.  Just move the blue box.  Grab the 47 

blue box and move it over wherever you want it.   48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 4b are the two groupers, urchins, 2 

cucumbers, and --  3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The urchins, cucumbers, goliath, 5 

Nassau, and queen conch.  It’s up to here.  We have indicators 6 

for the -- Let me see what you gave them.  Hold on a second. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the two indicators that you 11 

have for Parrotfish Group 2.  Queen trigger is by itself, and 12 

then mutton and -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did I see two for the grouper one, or just 15 

for the parrotfish?   16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Mutton, spiny lobster, red hind. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you go back to the list of groups? 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the one that it’s only where -22 

- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the full list.  You had it there.  You 25 

just flipped through it.  The groupers are -- It was just red 26 

hind.  That’s fine. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You took away the indicator species 29 

for Grouper Unit 5. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re good. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have two indicator species for 34 

Snapper Unit 1, the blackfin and the silk.  Queen is all by 35 

itself.   36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the other one.  I am assuming people 38 

can work with reverse sorting here.  That’s just to keep you on 39 

your toes. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to flip it? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think we can do it.  There is two 44 

groups that we have two indicator species in, blackfin and silk 45 

and redtail and stoplight parrotfishes.  In both cases, they 46 

both have the same susceptibility, and so there is no question 47 

about how do we treat something apart.  In either case, each one 48 
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of these would be evaluated on their own anyway, because we are 1 

not talking about a group and we are talking about indicators. 2 

 3 

I am willing to bet we are pretty much in the same situation as 4 

we saw in Puerto Rico for most of those species.  The management 5 

regimes are different, which might affect the susceptibilities, 6 

but I don’t see a difference, other than misty grouper got a 7 

three in this one. 8 

 9 

The only thing that we did before is we moved dolphin to a two 10 

from a 1.8 in Puerto Rico, and, as I said, the misty grouper was 11 

in a complex, and so the susceptibility was lower for Puerto 12 

Rico than St. Croix, but St. Croix is a different fishery, and 13 

susceptibilities are allowed to be different, from that 14 

perspective. 15 

 16 

I would ask, across-the-board, including the dolphin that is 17 

going to a value of two, which is what we had for Puerto Rico, 18 

do we just want to go across-the-board with this for the 4a 19 

species? 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 22 

 23 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, I would say yes, too. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You don’t get to vote. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted somebody to say something. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Were there any differences?  Where did we 30 

have like lane and schoolmaster?  Schoolmaster was one, but 31 

where did we have lane before in Puerto Rico? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Lane was the indicator species for 34 

Snapper Unit 3. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and what was the susceptibility?  37 

They’re allowed to be different.  It was 2.5 versus -- You heard 38 

Bill. 39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree.  I concur with Joe. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was Joe saying?  Joe was concurring 43 

with Bill? 44 

 45 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  My opinion gets multiplied by zero.   48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is there an instance here, or was there in 2 

Puerto Rico, where we’ve got the two indicators for the single 3 

group? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Blackfin and silk snapper and redtail 6 

and stoplight. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it doesn’t really apply.  I mean, it’s 9 

nice that they’re the same, because we would like to see that, 10 

but they are indicator species, and so we’re looking at those 11 

species individually. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I’m happy to see that they’re coming 14 

up the same number.  It just cuts down on the conversation. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s look at the groups. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  All the scores by 0.6 gives me the 19 

scalar that we’re going to use for all of these. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and I would like to throw, again, an 22 

exception that we will pick up tomorrow, which is going to be, 23 

in this case, just the parrotfish.   24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The dolphin remains as is, or you’re 26 

going to also -- 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At two.  That was our recommendation.  Do 29 

we even have a multispecies complex? 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the graysby and the coney, for 32 

which there is no indicator.  There is white grunt and the 33 

bluestriped grunt and the surgeonfish and the angelfish.  The 34 

black, red, tiger, and yellowfin grouper and the -- 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re in 4b, aren’t they? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Croix?  Let me see if I have it 39 

here.  I have to go up in another file, and so give me a second.   40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have angelfish, doctorfish, and tang, 42 

and we’re really dealing with graysby, coney, and the grunts.  43 

The other ones are in the ecological group that we’re talking 44 

about. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I might have picked up the wrong 47 

column, right? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  Why? 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: These are threes. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re in the wrong -- 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That makes more sense, right? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but you already had the graph that 10 

showed it properly.  What did you do with that? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Remember that I have to do the same 13 

thing for the other one. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you make this taller?  Okay, and so, at 16 

the moment, again putting aside the question of the species that 17 

might be considered for ecological importance, we’re just 18 

looking at the first four on the left, graysby and coney, where 19 

we do have a difference, and white grunt and bluestriped, where 20 

we do not have a difference. 21 

 22 

If we’re happy with the grunts being the same and we just want 23 

to go with the value of two, which would give us a value of 1.2 24 

for the scalar, we can say the grunts are solved.   25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you repeat that?  The bluestriped 27 

and the white grunt are -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They both have a susceptibility of two, and 30 

so the scalar would be a 1.2.  Now we’re at graysby and coney, 31 

what we did before, and that is take the average.  Do you have 32 

your trusty calculator there, Kevin? 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I do.  Well, we know the average, right?  We 35 

can figure that part out. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so the -- 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graysby is a little bit smaller, and so it 40 

will be a little bit more productive, I assume.  It’s less 41 

targeted than coney.  Does anybody have problems with this?  We 42 

are just on a roll. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to do the surgeonfish or 45 

do you -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think we want to leave them -- I will 48 
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notice that everything else is the same, and so we don’t have 1 

the issue of having to average anything.  It’s just a question 2 

of -- If you want, we can agree that our starting point is two, 3 

which would be 1.2 for the scalar, but then we’re going to talk 4 

about ecological issues. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The thing with the parrotfish in St. 7 

Croix is that they have been managed through the use of nets and 8 

the scuba gear together, and the size limits have been in place 9 

since 2010.  10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, all of which is going to go into our 12 

discussion.  It should already have gone into the discussion. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In relation to the very large areas 15 

that are protected from all fishing.  I think that’s -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There aren’t parrotfish up there, because 18 

parrotfish are taken care of with the indicators. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so that’s why those two are 21 

there, but let me just take a quick look at this here.  That is 22 

it for St. Croix.   23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is weird. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m not sure that we can just let you get 27 

away with that, Bill. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the ones that have either a 30 

single-species group or an indicator species for the group or 31 

two indicator species for the group, as is the case for the 32 

redtail and stoplight parrotfish. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Where is the 4b species? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is some in here, like the 37 

Nassau, the goliath, the cucumbers, the urchins, and the queen 38 

conch. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Anything else? 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, because the other parrotfish -- 43 

Yes, these two, and so the other three are out, and so these two 44 

are part of the list of six, but you have two indicator species 45 

for that group. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But they are 4b? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, they are 4a. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They’re 4a.  Okay.  I just wanted to be clear 4 

where the 4a and the 4b are. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, there is a difference in the 7 

parrotfish between St. Thomas and Puerto Rico and St. Croix, and 8 

so they are on the 4a. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s fine.  I don’t want to revisit it, but I 11 

just want to be sure that I know which is which. 12 

 13 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Where do the red hind fall in this, Graciela? 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Excuse me? 16 

 17 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Where does the red hind fall in this? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s right there. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There it is, and so it’s a three. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it on its own? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Say what? 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it an indicator or on its own? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, it’s a -- Thank you.  It’s not an 30 

indicator, and it’s not on its own.  It’s in a group with the -- 31 

Sorry.  That’s the next group that we’re going to look at, and 32 

so red hind is with the coney in St. Thomas, and there is not an 33 

indicator species. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is not an indicator?  Okay. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Thank you. 38 

 39 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I didn’t see it, and so I was looking. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s a 4a, but it’s in the stock 42 

complex.  It’s not by itself, and so that’s the next one that 43 

you’re going to look at, but this is the one that has only 44 

single species or indicator species for the group, following 45 

what we’ve done until now. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Really, we don’t have red hind as an 48 
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indicator for that group? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, and the reason -- I think, if I 3 

remember correctly, it’s that coney and red hind are both in the 4 

forms, and they have been in the forms from 2011 to present. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then they should be as separate species.  7 

If that’s the rationale, they should be in their own separate 8 

groups. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  St. Thomas/St. John, coney and red 11 

hind are Grouper Unit 3.  We have the verbatim minutes, and so 12 

we can look that up. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Neither of them being an indicator is the same as 15 

both of them being an indicator. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and we don’t want to do that.  I can 18 

guarantee you that we don’t want to do that. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We were discussing the catch reports, 21 

and we agreed that they were set up in terms of the data for 22 

coney and red hind.  It’s coney, yellowfin, graysby, red hind, 23 

and misty.  24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which are we looking for? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We are looking for the red hind and 28 

coney in St. Thomas.  Now it’s Grouper Unit 3. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have it that, right here, that red hind 31 

is our indicator species. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s one more that -- 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He found the truth about what I had 36 

said before. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and so you’re back to only one? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Red hind is three, and it can be taken 41 

for that group, and so I’ll just put it here.  Okay.  There is 42 

the red hind. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where is it? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where it should be. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where it should be, right at the end? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Now that’s complete.  Is there 3 

anything else that you see that doesn’t quite --  4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Here, we’re going to ignore, for the 6 

moment, just doctorfish, because that will be in the ecological 7 

discussion tomorrow? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And the redtail and stoplight. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Okay.  So those three species will be 12 

discussed tomorrow, and we’re starting at -- Queen conch is 4b? 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so everything on the left-15 

hand side is -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re starting at yellowfin?  Where is 18 

yellowfin grouper, 4a or 4b? 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Thomas, it’s 4b. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re going to start at yellowtail 23 

snapper, which is the first of the 2.5. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What about the white grunt over here? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sorry.  I missed that. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The scalar for that would be 0.9.  Do 30 

you want me to delete the 4b? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we can work around them. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So yellowtail snapper is over here. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why was spiny lobster considered less 37 

susceptible here than on the other two islands, just out of 38 

curiosity?  Can anybody recall? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They had a difference in the mesh size 41 

of the traps for a longer period of time than St. Croix and 42 

Puerto Rico, and so St. Thomas went to two inches twenty years 43 

ago or something like that. 44 

 45 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  1995. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So twenty years ago, and so that’s a 48 
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big difference in the trap and -- 1 

 2 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Also sizes of the lobster is one of the things 3 

that we looked at, and it was way bigger in St. Thomas, the 4 

carapace length. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That’s a good reason. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In addition to that, because of the -- 9 

Most of the traps in St. Thomas are looked at, and you have a 10 

tag, and there is an escape vent, and so the trap fishery is the 11 

main gear used in St. Thomas for over twenty-something years. 12 

 13 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The increased mesh size and the escape vent 14 

is for the release of fishes that are caught with the spiny 15 

lobster, right?   16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s across-the-board. 18 

 19 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The two-inch mesh has been the same here for the 20 

entire fishery, and then you’ve also got the MCD, which is a 21 

fourteen-square-mile closure, and then you have the Grammanik 22 

Bank, where you can’t use any bottom gear, and so all of that is 23 

all protected, and then you have inshore and you have the East 24 

End Marine Park, the St. James Mangrove Reserve, which is all 25 

juveniles, and so there are several -- 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The National Park Service monuments 28 

south of St. John, that’s a huge area, and there is no fishing 29 

whatsoever, and it goes all the way from the shoreline to the 30 

three nautical miles.   31 

 32 

JOE KIMMEL:  That’s why it’s a higher value.  It’s the closed 33 

area.  The mesh size, I don’t think, has a whole heck of a lot 34 

to do with it, but -- Lobsters are not going to escape from a 35 

two-inch mesh size trap. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no dive fishery. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fact that the average sizes are larger 40 

means that susceptibility is obviously less. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The monument area is huge.  I mean, 43 

that has the no fishing from the shoreline to the three nautical 44 

miles out of St. John.  That there is probably about a drop of 45 

30 to 40 percent of the lobster fishery in the St. Thomas/St. 46 

John area.  That is testimony given at the council meetings. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The larval transport to the rest of the --  1 

 2 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Not only that, but the BVI has a seasonal 3 

closure, also.  They have a lobster season, and so, when they 4 

close, that helps us out.  Stuff is coming down the chain to us, 5 

also. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That plays a very important role with 8 

replenishment of larvae down-current in the Caribbean. 9 

 10 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Everything.  It affects everything. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So not only the National Park Service, 13 

but fourteen square miles of St. Thomas has been closed since 14 

1999 to all fishing.  There is no lobster fishing.  Now the 15 

dolphin. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we want to do the same thing we’ve done 18 

before, which is straight application, with the exception of 19 

dolphin, which would go to two? 20 

 21 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, to be consistent. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s very quiet today. 24 

 25 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, don’t everybody speak at once. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We lost John.  What happened to John? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When you consider that spiny lobster 30 

has had much more regulations in place and for a longer period 31 

of time in the St. Thomas area than in any one of the other 32 

areas, and, therefore, it could be treated as the dolphin and 33 

have the maximum scalar for the lobster. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I could live with that. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 38 

recording.) 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Definitely.  Also, contrary to Puerto 41 

Rico and St. Croix, there is no net fishing for lobster, and 42 

there is no dive fishery, really, for lobster. 43 

 44 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Not in St. Thomas. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My only concern, and I expressed it before, 47 

is that we come up with an ABC that, because of the actual 48 
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limitations of the demand, it couldn’t be reached, and that it 1 

not be interpreted as the fishery is depleted.   2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s a danger, but we can assure you that 4 

we’re going to consider whether the fishery could possibly meet 5 

that. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just for the record. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You cannot have, as a rationale, that you 10 

have a low susceptibility because the lobster carapace lengths 11 

in St. Thomas are larger than anyplace else and then say it’s 12 

overfished.  Those are two different statements, and one of them 13 

we have data for, the size, and so it kind of rolls out the 14 

other one. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sometimes they say that those old lobster is 17 

because of the selectivity, because nobody wants them. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fishery is still better off. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, I know.  We all know that, but, just 22 

for the record.  I want to put that in the record. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am assuming that we have accepted wahoo 25 

as a two, but the question is if spiny lobster should go to two.   26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was that a decision on wahoo before? 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Scratch that.  I meant dolphin. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Gotcha.  Yes, that seems reasonable, that it be 32 

a two. 33 

 34 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Dolphin for St. Thomas/St. John is because you 35 

don’t have any recreational data.  That was one of the 36 

discussions that we had at the last meeting, and we have since, 37 

over the last few months -- Before the disasters, we have 38 

started to collect some information on the recreational fishing 39 

side of the dolphin and the wahoo, and so those numbers are 40 

going to be higher once that information starts to come in. 41 

 42 

I have also spoken to the commercial charter guys, taking 43 

charters, and they are reporting the dolphin and the wahoo 44 

correctly, and so I know we’re going to see some changes in that 45 

information that’s been coming in, and so I think one of the 46 

things we need to -- When we’re looking at these numbers, and I 47 

know we have a clause in there because of better reporting that 48 
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we don’t get punished, but that’s not going to be there forever, 1 

and that was also explained to the fishers, that don’t expect 2 

that that’s going to be the excuse for the next twenty years. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s only an excuse until we say, okay, 5 

we have a time series now that includes the recreational and we 6 

go back and do a recalculation. 7 

 8 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, and I just want to make it clear that we 9 

also told the fishers, and so they don’t think that they can 10 

come to you over the limit or going higher and something is not 11 

going to be done.  Something has to be done.  We just need to 12 

get a true number as close as possible and move from there.  13 

Right now, the numbers are going to be low, because there is no 14 

charter fishing at all anymore, at least for right now, and so 15 

that’s going to take about a year or a year-and-a-half before 16 

that builds back. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, people, for lobster, 1.8 or two?   19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Both of those will get you well above the 21 

highest reported landings ever, and so -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So -- 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So I’m not sure that it makes a difference. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  Essentially, we attempted to design an ABC 30 

control rule that would have inherent flexibility, and we 31 

attempted to examine some stocks where it might be desirable to 32 

increase landings, but we could not predict what you might 33 

select as a reference period, and so we had no basis for 34 

deciding exactly how we might limit situations which are not 35 

defensible, and so we trust that the SSC is capable of providing 36 

that information, but my suggestion is to be cautious in those 37 

situations where the OFL, as determined from this approach, is 38 

higher than any recorded landing on record. 39 

 40 

That could be permissible with a scientific rationale, but, if 41 

you don’t feel confident that the stock can support landings in 42 

excess of anything you have seen historically -- You could 43 

reduce the scalars, or you could handle that situation through 44 

the buffer you apply between OFL and ABC, which represents your 45 

scientific uncertainty, or you could apply a higher limit that 46 

you’re not going to allow that situation to occur, and so there 47 

is a variety of ways to handle it, including allowing it, but I 48 
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think, if you do allow it, it should be with a discussion of why 1 

it’s appropriate to set OFL above any observed landings on 2 

record. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For spiny lobster, did we have a longer -- 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, for spiny lobster, we -- 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We had it further back, and so that’s why I’m 9 

asking. 10 

 11 

JOHN HOENIG:  I agree with what Shannon said, and I think that 12 

we also have to be a little bit careful.  We have reference 13 

years, and I may have missed the discussion on how they’re set 14 

and whether they remain constant or whether they are updated. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  They’re constant. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  They’re constant and they’re not updated?  You 19 

wouldn’t want to be in a situation where you set the OFL higher, 20 

so the average landings go up, so then you could set the OFL 21 

higher, because then basically it’s a one-way trip up. 22 

 23 

If they’re constant, that’s fine, although eventually you will 24 

want to revise them, because, if you now have twenty years more 25 

data that says that you can take higher, then you naturally want 26 

to say why don’t we update it. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s the same year sequence.   29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We do not have species-specific data for 31 

spiny lobster going further back that would allow us -- 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do.  It’s way back when. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When did we make this decision? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  July of 2017. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the last half year. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Spiny lobster goes back to the 1970s. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The data that I have on hand goes back to 2000, 44 

I think.  I think we can take it back in conch as well. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This only goes to 2001. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This dataset goes to 2000. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Hold on a second.  Let me see if I 5 

have the -- Okay.  Nancie says that lobster goes back in the 6 

USVI to the mid-1970s.  Let me see if I have one of the old 7 

files that would have the complete dataset. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Can she give you the peak landings during that 10 

time? 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can give you the peak landings from 2000. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You just want the peak landings?  It 15 

should be in the SEDAR data-limited -- I think we have 1975 to 16 

2016, and this is the St. Thomas spiny lobster fishery.   17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You’re way ahead of me, as usual.   19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that we had this discussion.  21 

We would be using -- 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The highest period. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Basically, yes.  It’s heading in that 26 

direction. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Even if you counted from 2000, it’s still more 29 

or less the highest period. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reference period now starts in 2010? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reference period is 2012 to 2016. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s not as high as the early 2000s.  It’s 36 

close. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reason why it’s -- The value is going 39 

to be about the same, or maybe even higher than if we use the 40 

long record. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so, during that period, the period 43 

that is now our reference period, there were -- Management was 44 

such that everything was scaled down from whatever the previous 45 

period was, the mean of the previous period, and so, given that, 46 

and everything else we’ve heard about spiny lobster, I am okay 47 

with a two, rather than a 1.8. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 75th percentile is like 110,000.  Two 2 

times that is 220,000, which is 70,000 more than the highest 3 

recorded catch ever.  Not that 1.8 is going to make it all that 4 

much different. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Exactly.  There’s a buffer for scientific 7 

uncertainty. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Lobster is one of the cases where we think 10 

we’re very safe in terms of -- 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  You’ve got the three-and-a-half.  I don’t know if 13 

anybody is monitoring the average carapace length. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, we looked at them last time. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, I think you’re -- I was just going to 18 

make the same statement.  If there’s anything that we’re going 19 

to go the highest value with, it’s going to be that.  It should 20 

probably be lobster. 21 

 22 

We talked about the carapace length, the genetic work, that the 23 

populations are Pan-Caribbean, and most of the stuff is coming 24 

from outside.  I think a lot of the discussion, even on the 25 

scalar, was derived from frustration with lobster and exceeding 26 

lobster, and so I think, just as a bookend for us, whether it’s 27 

1.8 or two, but lobster should be there.  I don’t want to say by 28 

itself, but pretty darned close to by itself. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, dolphin is -- 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Dolphin and lobster, yes. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Two. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So a two.  Okay.  Let me see where we 37 

were.  All right.  Now we need to do the groups. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are there groups? 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  We solved the coney and the red 42 

hind issue and these.  So it’s the grunts -- You have the -- You 43 

are getting that tomorrow, and we don’t have any other groups.  44 

That is it for St. Thomas. 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We don’t have any groups that were -- 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything has a -- That’s it for St. 1 

Thomas, and so I think we have a complete set of scalars, except 2 

for the ecologically-important species, and then we need to deal 3 

with the 4b, and then we need to deal with the buffers for the 4 

4a that you assigned scalars for. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And the 4b, too. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And the 4b.   9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is do we want to use our 11 

twenty-five minutes to start looking at the -- 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was going to use one of these tabs 14 

to do all that we’ve done and the scalars into an Excel file.  15 

That way, we can have it ready for the buffers. 16 

 17 

DISCUSSION OF NATIONAL SSC MEETING 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put up -- If we have just a few 20 

minutes, maybe we should go to the National SSC issue.  If you 21 

could put that email up, that short email.  I think this is 22 

fairly simple, and maybe it’s just five minutes of discussion. 23 

 24 

The National SSC Meeting is focusing on management strategy 25 

evaluations, and we as one of the SSCs are going to be 26 

presenting example applications from each regional council, and 27 

so recent past, ongoing, and foreseen in the near future and 28 

lessons learned.  Basically, what we have is our SEDAR 46 29 

experience to go on, in terms of management strategy evaluations 30 

and their application in the Caribbean. 31 

 32 

We have had a number of lengthy, and I think rather detailed, 33 

presentations by Nancie and company about what the Science 34 

Center did for us in SEDAR 46, and it’s just a question of -- We 35 

have eight minutes to do this, which isn’t very much time, and I 36 

think I could easily extract from, actually, what I presented to 37 

the council about SEDAR 46. 38 

 39 

I could say this is the approach that was done and this is kind 40 

of the experiences that we had, and here are some of the lessons 41 

learned, and I think I would want to run that by Shannon, just 42 

to make sure that it agrees with their lessons learned, because 43 

it really reflects the efforts of more themselves and less of us 44 

listening to it.  Shannon. 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  We have a prepared a manuscript describing the 47 

lessons learned. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I meant to ask you for that. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s in draft, and I was going to ask Skyler and 4 

Nancie if they would provide a draft, and it is going to be 5 

submitted for publication, but I think they would be willing to 6 

provide a draft. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think they said there were two 9 

publications.  One was the lessons learned, and I forget what 10 

you said the other one was on. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think the other is on describing the 13 

framework.  I would have to look at the titles again. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Maybe, if I had both of those, I 16 

would be less likely to make some mistakes, but I would probably 17 

want to, as I said, run the presentation past you all, assuming 18 

I don’t have this being done on the plane to San Diego. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  So you’re going to that meeting, Rich? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  Okay.  At a certain point, I was asked if I would 25 

go, and I said I would, but I haven’t made any reservations for 26 

it.  If I’m still wanted to go, I am happy to do so.  If not, 27 

that’s okay, also, as you see fit. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know if you’re still on time for 30 

reservations, but, yes, that was supposed to be the situation. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, I’m happy to do it if it’s still in the 33 

plans. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it was definitely in the plans. 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  Okay.  I will take care of that. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the issue.  Those are my thoughts on 40 

it.  Does anybody want to add anything to what Shannon’s 41 

comments were? 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  We have one paper called “Lessons Learned from 44 

Data-Limited Evaluations for Reef Fish Species in the Gulf of 45 

Mexico”, and we have one that is -- That is the same one.  46 

“Moving Towards a Framework for Advice in the Caribbean --“ is -47 

- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so that’s obviously the one that 2 

we want to deal with here.  I think we still have some lessons 3 

that we have learned here as well, and so -- If the authors 4 

would be willing to send a draft, that would be helpful for that 5 

presentation. 6 

 7 

Now, there is going to be also a presentation by NMFS, and there 8 

was a -- I don’t know who that is going to be.  The person who 9 

was going to be presenting had to pull out, for some reason, and 10 

there is going to be someone else, and I don’t know whether you 11 

all are going to be contacted about having the Southeast 12 

Center’s experiences into that, and I would imagine yes. 13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, we would like to bring representatives 15 

from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  I know we have our 16 

Gulf representative.  I haven’t spoken to Clay about attending 17 

myself, and -- Funding is limited for us, and so we’ll see what 18 

we can do. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let me see if I can find that.   21 

 22 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Where is it actually being held?  Is it in 23 

San Diego or La Jolla or what? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s in San Diego.   26 

 27 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It’s not at the lab there? 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  All right, and so Cisco Werner was 30 

going to be the person presenting, but he can’t come, and so he 31 

was asking if Rick Methot would present it. 32 

 33 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  What is he presenting? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The NOAA perspective on MSEs and lessons 36 

learned, et cetera. 37 

 38 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Cisco is the current Science Director.  He 39 

used to be the Chief Scientist, and was the previous Science 40 

Director at the Southwest Fisheries Science Center, but, as I 41 

understand -- Cisco told me in January that he was going to 42 

Miami for a -- 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That may be.  At this point, he may have to 45 

bow out of attending, and so that may be the reason behind that.  46 

In theory, you should be hearing from Rick, or go ahead and 47 

contact Rick.  All right.  That’s really all I had to say about 48 
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it, and so, not hearing any other discussion on that point, I 1 

would suggest that we adjourn until tomorrow. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so tomorrow at nine? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 6 

 7 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on December 5, 2017.) 8 

 9 

- - - 10 

 11 

December 6, 2017 12 

 13 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 14 

 15 

- - - 16 

 17 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 18 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 19 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, December 6, 2017, and was 20 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome, everybody, to day three of the 23 

SSC.  Let’s begin with a roll call and Walter. 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 26 

 27 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC. 30 

 31 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 42 

staff. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 45 

 46 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 47 

 48 
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KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 1 

 2 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 3 

 4 

NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 5 

 6 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 7 

 8 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 9 

Counsel. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, Southeast Fisheries Science 12 

Center. 13 

 14 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, Council Chair. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you have Sarah Stevenson from 17 

the Regional Office. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I believe you have an introductory 20 

slide for us. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Walter, this is your introductory 23 

slide. 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Thank you. 26 

 27 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF SCALARS 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Some things came up yesterday, 30 

after we had been looking at the scalars, and I have put 31 

together two slides that -- I am not sure that I actually have 32 

them in the right order, but let’s go with this one first. 33 

 34 

I actually apologize for using spiny lobster as this example, 35 

because it’s probably not a good example, but it’s the slide 36 

that I had to work with, and so bear with me on this, but this 37 

is the process we’re going through, and I think the first thing 38 

to recognize, in looking at 4a species, is that we’re shifting 39 

from the mean to the 75
th
 percentile.   40 

 41 

Now, for the case of spiny lobster, this means that we’re 42 

increasing the baseline by 25 percent.  That percentage will 43 

actually vary depending on the variability of the catch levels 44 

in species, but this is what it was for spiny lobster. 45 

 46 

We applied a scalar of 1.5 and a buffer of 0.9, and that got us 47 

to an ABC that is 17 percent above the highest historical 48 
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landing reported in Puerto Rico.  Now, I say spiny lobster is 1 

probably not a good example of this, because that’s something 2 

that we could probably make an argument to support, because 3 

there’s a lot of information about spiny lobster, but we have 4 

just looked at the scenario where a lot of species were getting 5 

basically a 1.8 bump-up, and we saw one example, and I forget 6 

what it was yesterday, without looking at the buffer levels yet, 7 

was way, way above the highest historical landings. 8 

 9 

If we look at the next slide, kind of what we want to do is, I 10 

think, sort of like the blue oval, and what we actually did was 11 

something like the red oval, and so, going back historically, 12 

what we’ve done in the initial setting of what became the ACLs 13 

was saying, okay, we’re going to use the mean, knowing, at that 14 

point, that, by definition, a lot of your values are going to -- 15 

A lot of these values are going to show up above the mean, which 16 

sets up for, if we just fish as we’re doing now, we’re 17 

automatically going to exceed things, although we did put the 18 

three-year running average accountability measure as a kind of 19 

buffer against that a little bit. 20 

 21 

That was done because we wanted to be conservative at that 22 

point, because we did not know where we should be at any of 23 

these species, and so, essentially, what we’re doing is kind of 24 

drawing a line in the sand saying let’s hold where we are and 25 

see how the systems behave and come back to it, and so we’re 26 

coming back to it now. 27 

 28 

We know that there are a number of species, and spiny lobster is 29 

a good example, where we can go up, but, for a lot of species, 30 

we still don’t know where we are, and you would think that we 31 

would probably look at a distribution where some of our species 32 

are going to increase, and so it’s an oval elongated out of the 33 

one-to-one line, which is the dotted line, but there would be 34 

other species that we’re still not sure about, and maybe we 35 

should hold them where they are, but what we did, because we 36 

have this two-step process, one where we’re using the 75
th
 37 

percentile, and so you’re getting a bump-up there, and then 38 

using the scalars that we were using, and we were moving 39 

everything way up, and I think that’s getting us into some areas 40 

where we don’t want to be. 41 

 42 

If we think about, in looking at the scalars, we were basing 43 

those off the susceptibility, which were ranked as one, two, or 44 

three, and there were a couple that got half-points, and that 45 

the twos are probably kind of like average situation and maybe 46 

we really don’t want to change those too much, given that we’re 47 

already giving them that bump-up to go to the 75
th
 percentile. 48 
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 1 

The ones, anything with like a one is already falling out as a 2 

4b, and so it’s really the ones that were threes that should be 3 

stretching out, and so I think we really need to get kind of 4 

back to a blue oval situation and not a red oval situation, and 5 

so that’s one concern, and this could be tweaked just by saying, 6 

okay instead of using 0.6, as we were using, use 0.5.  0.5 times 7 

a two level is one, and it gets you to that 75
th
 percentile, 8 

which would bring us back to where we are once we start applying 9 

buffers.  The things that were higher-level threes are going to 10 

be extended out into higher catches still, or further higher 11 

catches. 12 

 13 

The other thing that we need to be careful about is how far 14 

above are we going historically, above historical catches, and 15 

this is something that really comes out after -- That’s your ABC 16 

determination. 17 

 18 

What we are saying is, before we apply the buffers for the OFLs, 19 

is that, if we knew this information perfectly, this is where we 20 

think the fishery ought to be, and do we really think that we 21 

should be well above historical landings without a whole lot of 22 

information for most of these species?   23 

 24 

The other kind of control we could put is some kind of cap about 25 

how much above historical landings we would allow a fishery to 26 

go without a good, solid justification, and there are species 27 

that we do have good, solid justifications for, and so this is 28 

not going to impact everything, but it is going to probably 29 

impact those things that we don’t have a lot of information on 30 

that don’t constitute a large part of the catch, because that’s 31 

the reason that we don’t have a lot of information on them, and 32 

so I think we need to be semi-precautious about this, because is 33 

science really going to tell us that we should be going 50 34 

percent larger than the historical catch for something like 35 

that? 36 

 37 

I would argue no, and so any comments on things like that?  38 

Shannon, what would the Science Center say about if we were 39 

going well above? 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I think that, when we put together the 42 

control rule, we didn’t predict that there would be situations 43 

for stocks that the SSC -- Here’s what we expected.  We left the 44 

flexibility for the SSC to increase the landings, increase the 45 

ACL, but I think, if you were going to increase the ACL above, 46 

like for example, the highest historic catch on record, you 47 

would have to have a pretty strong justification for why you 48 
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thought that was appropriate, and, if there was one, the Science 1 

Center wouldn’t argue that there was a science justification, 2 

but it does -- When we made the system, certainly the intent was 3 

for the SSC to choose levels of catch that they thought the 4 

stock could sustain.  I think that’s what you need to be able to 5 

justify in your logic. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 8 

 9 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s the level you chose you don’t think would 10 

put the stock at any risk of overfishing, or a small risk, an 11 

acceptable risk, of overfishing.   12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of course, we haven’t talked about buffers 14 

yet.  We do have a lot of uncertainty in our data and maybe, 15 

when we talk about that, that’s going to drive everything back 16 

to where it’s acceptable in the first place, but, right now, 17 

we’re on a track that is shifting things. 18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so I did mention that there are a few 20 

different ways this could be approached, and one way is to 21 

approach it through the buffer, which certainly could be done.  22 

A more direct way might be to add some conditions for is the 23 

scientific justification warranted to raise the catch above some 24 

scalar times the historic mean or something.  You might just 25 

need to make sure that you’re adding additional justification 26 

when you’re choosing to increase it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think there is some species that we can 29 

do that for, but we still wouldn’t say, okay, we should go twice 30 

the historical peak.  That would be hard to justify, but, say in 31 

the case of the lobster for Puerto Rico that we were discussing 32 

before, that was only a 70 percent increase above, and that 33 

might be justified.   34 

 35 

As I said, lobster is not a good case, because it has enough 36 

protections from closed areas and the carapace lengths that that 37 

level of OFL at this point, or ABC, in that diagram, might never 38 

be reached, but it allows the fishing pressure to go higher and 39 

the catch to go up, but the protections are there to actually 40 

allow that level to be reached for something like spiny lobster, 41 

but, if we had that situation for another species that doesn’t 42 

have the controls on it, things could get out of hand. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I had similar concerns as we were going through 45 

this yesterday and just doing sort of the little bit of math 46 

that was required to see where we would end up.  A whole lot of 47 

species -- Well, probably the majority, were well above, as you 48 
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noted, were well above the highest landings ever reported. 1 

 2 

I would agree with some kind of -- I think that the way you’re 3 

headed, Richard, works for Puerto Rico.  I would say that, in 4 

the Virgin Islands, we also need to consider that it’s recent 5 

years that have always been under management, and so we may need 6 

to have a more liberal approach in the Virgin Islands. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s where the justifications come 9 

back. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Exactly. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You could say, okay, our policy is here, 14 

but we could say, hey, if you look at the catch of say red hind, 15 

it is now well below what the previous ACL should be.  All the 16 

data indicate that the stocks are not crashing, and, therefore, 17 

there are other causes, like the market system that we’ve talked 18 

about, involved in here, and so we could then say, okay, we’re 19 

going to take this level and move it up, because there is a 20 

scientific justification to do that. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so I was thinking something along 23 

the lines of, if we’re saying we’re going to set an OFL that’s 24 

above the highest reported landings in our year sequence, and 25 

we’ve got to have some serious justification for that, where 26 

does that kick in?  Do we say, okay, our OFL is at the highest, 27 

and so we’re okay with that, or the OFL is at the 90
th
 percentile 28 

and that seems reasonable and we don’t need extraordinary 29 

justification, and I’m just thinking of some sort of operating 30 

rule of, when we hit this level, we really need to justify it. 31 

 32 

Obviously, if it’s much higher than we’ve ever seen, that’s 33 

clear, but the 90
th
 percentile or at the highest?  Where do we 34 

want to start thinking about that? 35 

 36 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  That’s your cap, isn’t it? 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  What’s the cap? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could think about a cap.  Shannon. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  It gets back to kind of the original logic when 43 

we were putting together an a and a b tier on this and the 44 

original logic, and I think it really still -- Although we 45 

removed the words, I think the logic remains, which is that, if 46 

you’re going to raise the catches above the current recent 47 

landings, then the idea ought to be that we think the stock 48 
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could sustain additional fishing pressure, right? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  We think the stock, for reasons of productivity 5 

or economics or whatever, but you think that the stock can 6 

handle more fishing pressure, and so that should be your logic.  7 

The stocks that you think are at risk of overfishing at their 8 

current catch levels, you should be reducing catch. 9 

 10 

Kind of where I was headed with this is that -- Maybe I should 11 

let you guys do this for a while, but it doesn’t surprise me 12 

that in certain situations -- In fact, it’s a logical outcome of 13 

the control rule that you will put landings above the landings 14 

in the reference period. 15 

 16 

That does not concern me that much.  The implication is that the 17 

landings in the reference period represented a period of 18 

underexploitation of the resource and that you can actually go 19 

above that.  What starts to worry me is when it’s above any 20 

historical landing on record, unless the species hasn’t been on 21 

the form before or some technical reason like that.  I think 22 

that requires a pretty strong discussion of the scientific basis 23 

for recommending a catch level that high. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think the question of being on the form, I 26 

hope, I think, that we addressed that.  I think that we’ve 27 

picked our year sequence during a period when the species in 28 

question was on the forms, which is not an issue in Puerto Rico, 29 

but things came on forms at different times in the Virgin 30 

Islands, but I think that 2012 to 2016 was specifically chosen 31 

because things were on the form at that time.  Now, not all 32 

species may have been on all forms, because different years had 33 

different forms and different species lists, and so we might 34 

want to consider that. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, did I see your hand? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, but just, as Shannon said, maybe someone else 39 

should do the species, and I’m going to start with step one, 40 

procedurally, without getting into a lot of this, the only thing 41 

that struck me is, when we were going through it yesterday, 42 

looking at values of -- Like two was the value we were looking 43 

at, the in-between value for the susceptibility, between one and 44 

three, and we were taking that median, middle-of-the-road value, 45 

where there was nothing extraordinarily susceptible or nothing 46 

with extraordinarily low susceptibility about it and we’re 47 

multiplying by a value of 0.6, which I believe is fairly 48 
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arbitrary, and we’re coming up with a scalar of 1.2. 1 

 2 

For individuals that we’ve evaluated, there is nothing notable 3 

about them in the grand spectrum of things.  We immediately were 4 

going up by 0.2 on a 1.2, and so I think, just for logic’s sake, 5 

given the basis of this whole control rule and setup, as a 6 

starting point, that middle-of-the-road scores need to be 7 

maintained at a value of 1.0, or it should be going at a middle.  8 

If there’s nothing -- The way this was set up was, if there is 9 

risk, additional risk, or lower risk, and those middle-of-the-10 

road values are not exhibiting great risk or really low risk. 11 

 12 

I think putting that as a baseline, rather than a value of 0.6, 13 

which was come up with to get us near what the highest values 14 

were before, would be a good starting point, just in a procedure 15 

for us to work with. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remember that’s on top of the shift from 18 

the mean to the 75
th
 percentile. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Starting with the 75
th
, you’re going up on 21 

everything in there, and our logic there was to make sure that 22 

we didn’t exceed, due to noise, within the data stream, and so 23 

the value is going up there originally, and then our logic with 24 

this scalar and using the susceptibility and vulnerability 25 

scores was to look for ones where might feel that there is some 26 

reason why we could go higher with it, and lobster is a great 27 

example. 28 

 29 

I think we could set up a lot for that that we should be able to 30 

go up in lobster no problem, but, when you start talking about a 31 

species that’s scoring right in the middle of all the other 32 

values, I don’t think we have a justification to go higher or 33 

lower on one that’s falling right in the middle. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So a scalar of one, which puts you at the 75th 36 

percentile? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  The OFL still goes up. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It goes up considerably. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, how much depends on where that 45 

percentile falls, but, yes. 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  The reality is that it also depends on what 48 
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buffer you select. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  I believe, in most cases, the tendency has been 5 

to set ACL at ABC, which is actually the buffer, right? 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, the ACL has been set below the ABC.  The OFL 8 

has been set equal to the ABC, or vice versa. 9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  Which is actually fundamentally strange to me, 11 

because one thing we do know for a fact is that we have 12 

scientific uncertainty, which is the purpose of the buffer 13 

between OFL and ABC.  The buffer between ABC and ACL is intended 14 

to represent your uncertainty in your management approaches and 15 

how well you can control landings, for example. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC is the one to set the ABC equal to the 18 

OFL. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, they can do that. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  I am just saying. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Bill, remind me.  What are the management 25 

implications if you exceed ABC versus exceeding OFL? 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  There are no management implications to exceeding 28 

ABC.  We don’t manage on ABC.  We only manage on the ACL, and, 29 

if you exceed the ACL, accountability measures are applied.  30 

That’s right now, and this may change. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What has been happening is there’s a reduction.  33 

There is a closure the following year. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  The season is set to allow the fishermen, at that 36 

rate of fishing, to achieve their ACL without going over it.  37 

That’s the theory behind it. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  If they exceed OFL, then you’re overfished. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then you’re overfished, which is a whole -- 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Then the council should respond. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two questions.  First, we haven’t talked 48 
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about uncertainty, of which we have a lot, and we haven’t talked 1 

about how that -- We haven’t talked about buffers at all, and so 2 

we don’t have any guidelines, at the moment, of how we would do 3 

things, and so, on the one hand, if we follow Todd’s 4 

recommendations, where those average species would kind of fall 5 

out on that 75
th
 percentile, then we’re going to bring it down 6 

from that, because of the buffers that would be applied, but we 7 

don’t really know what those things are. 8 

 9 

It’s hard to argue that our uncertainty is low enough that our 10 

buffers are always going to be 0.9, but we don’t know -- We 11 

haven’t talked about what a low end would be.  Would a low end 12 

be 0.8?  We just haven’t had these discussions, and I don’t want 13 

to reverse-engineer these things, but obviously, if we get 14 

things that are falling out way too high, as kind of what we’re 15 

talking about now, just at the OFL levels, that we may have to 16 

think about how we adjust things. 17 

 18 

The second question I had, and I guess this is -- Maybe, Bill, 19 

this is for you, or Shannon, but we delayed discussion about 20 

parrotfishes and the herbivores, basically, and the angelfishes, 21 

because of ecological roles.  Is that really something that is 22 

the management uncertainty, or is that something that -- The way 23 

I was viewing it was we are trying to look at what might be the 24 

sustainable levels in the populations, but that’s relative to 25 

fishing production, but, if you have other ecological roles that 26 

these groups have to fulfill, we need to take care of those 27 

levels as well in the scientific deliberation, and so are we 28 

okay on that front? 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  It was handled as management uncertainty. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, before, but can it be handled as 33 

scientific uncertainty?  Can we bring in the issue of ecological 34 

roles and make sure, from a scientific point of view, that we 35 

think those are -- 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  You might want to review your definitions of 38 

scientific and management uncertainty, which wouldn’t take long, 39 

but you should keep them separate, and you should try to be 40 

consistent. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They were handled under management 43 

uncertainty before, but now we’re talking about handling it 44 

under the OFL levels, and so we’re talking about -- 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But, before, also you had recommended, 1 

for the angelfish and the surgeonfish, that they be -- That went 2 

to the council. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and the council accepted those. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  Shannon and Todd probably know this much better 7 

than I do, but the OFL has to do with the biological capacity of 8 

that population to support that harvest, it seems to me, and it 9 

has nothing to do with that ecological role or anything.  Then 10 

you come in and say, if you go over OFL and you’re overfishing 11 

this resource, you are going to interrupt their reproductive 12 

capacity, and that’s totally separate from how they’re grazing 13 

algae or anything.  Then you go in and say, okay, we could 14 

biologically allow this level of harvest, but, at some point, 15 

we’re concerned about making sure that we maintain an herbivore 16 

grazing capacity. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a system for the basis for 19 

supporting all of this food chain. 20 

 21 

JOE KIMMEL:  You could argue that this decreases the 22 

productivity of the whole system if you eliminate all the 23 

grazers. 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  Think optimum yield, because your optimum yield 26 

accounts for ecological importance and all these other things, 27 

and optimum yield has nothing to do with biology, or a little 28 

bit, but it takes into account economics and ecology and all 29 

these other things.  What is your optimum yield to -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are we doing optimum yield or is the 32 

council doing optimum yield? 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  In the past, we set up OY equal to the ACL. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think you’re actually kind of charting new 39 

territory, and I’m sure that some other councils probably have 40 

had similar discussions, but I think that, really, the Magnuson-41 

Stevens Act has envisioned it as a single-species approach, and 42 

so I think, Bill, I tend to agree with Bill’s interpretation 43 

that OFL is meant to represent the yield at which you were to 44 

accept about a 50 percent probability of overfishing that single 45 

stock. 46 

 47 

Probably the most appropriate place, and I agree with Bill, for 48 
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those considerations about its role in the ecosystem would be 1 

the buffer between OFL and ABC, if you’re going to call that 2 

scientific uncertainty about the reef fish complexes.  You could 3 

also do it at the OY level and allow it to be more of a council 4 

prerogative, but we would have to look at the way, and, right 5 

now, there is a fishery management plan that does give the 6 

council options for how to set OY, and see that that’s 7 

consistent with your concerns. 8 

 9 

Do you see what I am saying?  Basically, if you want to address 10 

it directly, what the SSC has responsibility for is essentially 11 

the ABC value that you set, and that’s what the Magnuson Act 12 

says.  The SSC sets an ABC cap that cannot be exceeded by 13 

councils.  If you accept that, it will just be less than OFL, 14 

and, if that’s acceptable, it doesn’t really matter where the 15 

council or the SSC sets it.  It will still be lower.  It can’t 16 

be any higher than the ABC you set.  Let’s put it that way. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, did you have your hand up? 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I could see us going round-and-round.  For us, we 21 

have a process that looks at a scalar and then a buffer.  We 22 

went on record, for the last meeting, discussing ecological 23 

considerations in our scalar value.  We had a good bit of 24 

discussion on that, and we kept the buffer as scientific 25 

uncertainty. 26 

 27 

Where in our process would we put in ecological considerations?  28 

I think in the PSA type work, and I believe there is one 29 

importance of the species, and I forget what the exact metric 30 

is, but, in terms of discussing the components in there, I think 31 

it probably fits in our logic best in the incorporation of the 32 

scalar, although I do agree with the clean, simple principle of 33 

OFL being 50 percent probability of overfished. 34 

 35 

I just don’t see, in the procedure that we had set up, any other 36 

place to incorporate it other than the scalar, unless we wanted 37 

to modify the definition that we have for the buffer.  I think 38 

it could go in either place, in my mind.  We would just have to 39 

be clear that the buffer represents scientific uncertainty due 40 

to the quality of the data and blank, blank, blank, which would 41 

be what we haven’t done. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Rich, can I just come back to your first 44 

question, just for a moment, and then I will stop beating this 45 

to death? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  From a stock assessment context, if we actually 2 

had a quantitative stock assessment, your OFL is the yield at 3 

essentially a 50 percent probability of overfishing.  That is 4 

the definition that we are applying, and so, in data-limited 5 

situations, other councils have chosen to set OFLs that are very 6 

unlikely to be exceeded.   7 

 8 

In the Gulf Council, they actually used a mean times two 9 

standard deviations, or not times, but deviations above the mean 10 

to set OFL.  In the South Atlantic Council, some of the stocks 11 

are set using like the third-highest catch on record or some 12 

such thing, and so there are situations where this is occurring. 13 

 14 

My advice though would be not to set an OFL that you think 15 

represents a very high risk of overfishing.  That doesn’t seem 16 

to be the spirit of the law, because, in a single-species 17 

context, it would be a 50 percent risk of overfishing, and so 18 

you wouldn’t want to set one that you think is much higher than 19 

that.  Do you see what I’m getting at? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  It can be higher than -- We’re giving you the 24 

flexibility to use the -- Obviously it’s your proposal and you 25 

can change it, and we intended to give you the flexibility to 26 

make OFL higher in the situations where you think the fishery 27 

can support that fishing pressure, but I would just caution you 28 

to think about that value of catch and what you think -- Is that 29 

a strong risk of overfishing, in your mind, or is that an 30 

acceptable risk?  The law says 50 percent is acceptable, or 31 

less, but not more than 50 percent. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, go ahead. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We don’t have any ability to know 50 percent or 36 

whatever.  We have none of that, and so all of this is wonderful 37 

in a theoretical, classroom sense, but our task is to set these 38 

values at levels that we think are going to be non-detrimental 39 

to the stock and non-detrimental to the system. 40 

 41 

In the susceptibility analysis, and in our discussion at the 42 

last meeting, the last criteria is fishery impacts to essential 43 

fish habitat.  That is what the scoring on that value -- That’s 44 

what that is for.  Those can have adverse effects on the 45 

essential fish habitat, and I think that’s exactly what we’re 46 

talking about with the parrotfish. 47 

 48 
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In that case, Vance would be the first person to jump up and go, 1 

this is extremely important.  If we were weighting this, I would 2 

take this extremely high, and I believe that this is going to 3 

have severe detrimental impacts, and the scoring of the 4 

susceptibility would end up going towards the higher 5 

susceptible, due to the impacts on essential fish habitat. 6 

 7 

The logic is already there.  We’ve got the attributes already 8 

there, and we’ve been using the tool, and so, just for 9 

simplicity, for me, it fits right in there, and that fits with 10 

our discussion at the last meeting, too. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So how did we get, if I recall correctly, 13 

all the parrotfish falling out at three if they would not score 14 

high because of their potential impact on habitat?  That would 15 

at least get them below three, depending on how many parameters 16 

you’re looking at. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We did a straight -- We did not do any sort of 19 

weighting aspect. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but even if you had weighted -- Let’s 22 

say you had three factors that you were looking at out of the 23 

whole list that you had information on and you’re going three, 24 

three, two.  You can’t come up with an average of three out of 25 

that, even with no weighting.   26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We didn’t score that one attribute, just because 28 

we knew that it was going to be incorporated into our discussion 29 

late on. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We tabled it then.  We said these are ones that 34 

we’re going to take into consideration when we get farther along 35 

in the discussion. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so we’re at that point, or 38 

we’re about to be at that point.  I don’t know what the final 39 

picture would look like, but I very much appreciate the point 40 

that Todd emphasized better than I did, was the point about 41 

these middle value species really shouldn’t be being bumped up, 42 

because that’s not a strong justification for saying that they 43 

can support that higher fishing level, and so looking at a 0.5 44 

gets us to that 75 percent level, and, if we apply that across 45 

the board, then we’ll be driving that envelope oval back towards 46 

the left and that diagram that had -- That still leaves us those 47 

important fisheries that we’ve talked about that we know, I 48 
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think from either additional information or experience during 1 

the ACL era, that these things can support higher levels of 2 

fishing pressure and we just need to justify those separately. 3 

 4 

Having said that, we haven’t addressed the issue of buffer, and 5 

so if we say, for instance, those species that -- We might say, 6 

okay, those species we really don’t know that much about, and 7 

we’re going to use a 0.5, and that gets us to the 75
th
 8 

percentile. 9 

 10 

Then we’re going to apply a buffer, and that might get us back 11 

down to the mean.  I don’t know what that would do, and so they 12 

may end up being exactly where they are now, but it still is 13 

giving us the flexibility, for those species that we do know, or 14 

at least we have some confidence that we can go substantially 15 

higher -- Or higher, and perhaps substantially higher, than what 16 

we have now, and we have the mechanism to do that. 17 

 18 

I am thinking that, yes, maybe we should look at something more 19 

like a 0.5 scalar rather than 0.6, realizing that we still have 20 

the flexibility to go even all the way to two, should -- We’ve 21 

talked about like dorado as a good example of that, where that 22 

level could probably be applied, and so it’s not closing any 23 

doors, but, for -- As an average process, because we don’t know 24 

a lot about a lot of the species, I think it puts us on better 25 

scientific ground, but what do you all think?  We haven’t even 26 

addressed the ecological importance aspect yet. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What species would that apply to when you’re 29 

talking about the middle fish, but what is -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say this applies to every species 32 

we have looked, but it would not change those that we departed 33 

from the rule-of-thumb, and so our rule-of-thumb was 34 

susceptibility times 0.6, but, for some species, we bumped it up 35 

higher. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Like dorado. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Like dorado, and I think spiny lobster in 40 

all cases, but the values were different, perhaps, but, for 41 

others -- Again, this is a starting point, because we’re going 42 

to be looking at buffers as well, and, as Kevin pointed out, 43 

there are different baselines for Puerto Rico versus 44 

particularly St. Thomas, where those levels have dropped 45 

precipitously in a lot of their fisheries.  Not necessarily 46 

lobster, which we saw yesterday, but, for red hind, we know that 47 

it has gone way down, yet we know the population is doing pretty 48 
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good.  Shannon first and then Church. 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think there were a couple of concerns that we 3 

had about the way that the previous control rule was -- One was 4 

the application.  Essentially, you had a reference period, and 5 

you were buffering down somewhat from that reference period, and 6 

so the implication was that you felt that the landings during 7 

the reference period needed to be reduced, that we needed to 8 

reduce the landings, and it applied to every stock, pretty much, 9 

I believe every stock. 10 

 11 

The implication was that you felt that fishing effort had to be 12 

reduced, and so we wanted to allow more flexibility in this 13 

control rule for you to make different assumptions about the 14 

stock, so that you could say this stock, we think, is 15 

underexploited and could fish more.  That was the one thing. 16 

 17 

The second thing that we had some concerns about is, by using 18 

the 50
th
 percentile and then buffering down, you’re actually 19 

setting up a situation where more than half the time, if catch 20 

is reported accurately, more than half the time you would 21 

actually exceed that level, just by probability, unless you 22 

actually have a functional control rule about fishing effort, 23 

and so it sets up a difficult management situation where you’re 24 

constantly triggering accountability measures. 25 

 26 

That’s why we kind of -- That’s why we put in the 75
th
 27 

percentile, to avoid that happening so often by chance alone, 28 

and so what I’m kind of getting at is this was intended to be 29 

flexible.  This was intended to allow you to increase when you 30 

thought it was appropriate, and it was also, hopefully, intended 31 

to trigger fewer accountability measures unnecessarily, and so 32 

that was the logic we wanted to give you.  That’s why we wanted 33 

to give you a tool that does that, but we have to be a little 34 

cautious in how it’s applied, to make sure that you’re still 35 

getting the benefits, but you’re justifying them scientifically.   36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  The problem is that average catch, or catch in the 38 

reference period, has no meaning.   39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  We know. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  So, if the region is in bad shape, if the 43 

fisheries are in bad shape, then everything should be reduced, 44 

and, if everything is fine, then could you increase everything, 45 

and it’s got nothing to do with what the reference levels are, 46 

and so, if you adopt a standard operating procedure is a scalar 47 

of 1.5 and a buffer of 0.9, that could work tremendously well 48 
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for years and years and years, if we happen to be at about the 1 

right place, and it could be a disaster if things are 2 

overfished, or it could be terribly harmful to the fishery if 3 

things are underexploited, and it’s got nothing to do with the 4 

catches. 5 

 6 

As long as we can change the scalars and buffers as we see fit, 7 

we can basically use our intuition and then cover by saying 8 

we’re following a procedure, but, really, it’s the intuition and 9 

not the procedure that is working. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Really, what the Science Center’s position is, 12 

actually, is that using catch-only is not very rational.  It 13 

hasn’t performed very well in our simulations, and so what we’re 14 

trying to do is better, and so that’s why we’re actually trying 15 

to provide data-limited stock assessments or some other tool 16 

that actually takes into account things like indicators of 17 

abundance rather than this catch-only, but we’re not there yet, 18 

and so we have to have a functioning Tier 4 for the time being. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’re still using that kind of 21 

information, and so, again, going back to spiny lobster, you can 22 

look at the length frequencies and say we have large lobsters 23 

out there, because you can’t have that if you’re fishing at such 24 

a high level, and so there is -- We have whatever it is, five or 25 

six years or seven years, of experience of applying the ACLs, 26 

and you can say there is no evidence, for those species where we 27 

do have some information, like lobster length frequency 28 

distributions, for example, that say there is no evidence here 29 

that we’re impacting that fishery in a harmful way, and the 30 

suggestion is clearly that we could go higher. 31 

 32 

I don’t think we have that information for most of the species, 33 

and that’s where the concern is about moving everything kind of 34 

a little bit too far, but there are species that are doing that.  35 

Red hind are -- There are larger and more red hind out there, 36 

and that doesn’t happen if you’re overfishing the species, and 37 

so that suggests that levels can go, perhaps, higher without 38 

going over that 50 percent risk of overfishing. 39 

 40 

I think we need the flexibility to be able to do that, but we 41 

don’t want to shove everything, as a matter of course, in that 42 

direction where we don’t have those specifications.  Churchill, 43 

you had your hand up at one point.  Did that -- 44 

 45 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I forgot what I was going to say, but I had 46 

the same concern about what we were doing yesterday, is that we 47 

were going to set levels too high.  Your ideas about setting 48 
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some kind of cap or reducing in some way is a good idea, and I, 1 

at least, support that.  I was curious about the buffer.  Do you 2 

want to approach that the same way and have some sort of 3 

standard buffer for most things and then, in situations, like 4 

lobster, where you know more about it, you could stand more -- 5 

You could be less conservative. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that would be desirable.  I don’t 8 

know what that would be at the moment, but it’s going to be an 9 

interesting discussion.  Julian and then Todd. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to follow-up.  12 

 13 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Go ahead, Todd.  Go first. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  All I was going to say is that I think that, 16 

Church, you’re -- I agree.  In the buffer, you’re basically 17 

looking at scientific uncertainty, which is data quality, and so 18 

you’re looking at islands, and it’s going to be looking at 19 

Puerto Rico, and it’s going to be looking at St. Thomas and St. 20 

Croix.  What is the data collection and what uncertainties do we 21 

have about the data collection there, and so I think you could 22 

start with a baseline for all of them, for each island platform, 23 

and then we can discuss other aspects that might fall out 24 

different for individual species, for example one that was on 25 

the form and one that wasn’t on the form.   26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, or ones where there is a lot of 28 

catch, and so there is a fair amount of information that’s 29 

coming besides catch, like length frequency information. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and one example that that will come up is 32 

the 75
th
 percentile is, in some way, a weird, perverse metric, 33 

because, if you have no information and you have huge noise in 34 

it, you’re going to end up raising it way higher, and so, for a 35 

species that’s rare or has been wiped out -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Think recreational species. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If it’s been rare and wiped out, you’re basically 40 

going to jack that number up, way up, because you have lots of 41 

noise in your data, and that would be one that we would want to 42 

look at the time series and go, you know what, this is really an 43 

artifact of having no information, or crappy information, and we 44 

might want to go higher with the buffer, but, overall, I think 45 

your strategy is the way we should go and it will simplify the 46 

whole process. 47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So the scientific error, are we thinking 1 

about that to include just bias and error, or are we considering 2 

it --  3 

 4 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s an error of nothing.  You don’t have an 5 

assessment, and so how could you -- 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re talking about bias in the landings. 8 

 9 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes.  You have this set of landings, and 10 

everything I hear people say is they’re concerned that the 11 

reported landings might be underreported, and so we might be 12 

dealing with biased numbers. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I absolutely agree, and I think that that’s a 15 

longer discussion that we’re going to have to have when we get 16 

into buffers, and I think it’s an important discussion for us to 17 

have. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Julian. 20 

 21 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just a comment.  I was listening to everything, 22 

from the fishermen’s side of it, and listening to what Shannon 23 

said earlier, and that was, where we leave this section of it 24 

here, be the higher part of it, and, when you come back to your 25 

buffers, you use your buffers for uncertainty, but, if you put 26 

the OFL to the ABC or you come to do your ABC and your buffers 27 

and everything, you’re going to drive that number and cause us 28 

to have more accountability measures. 29 

 30 

If we stay above here, and, in St. Thomas landings, the year 31 

sequence that we’re using, our numbers are way down, way down, 32 

and the same for St. Croix, and so, if we are using those years 33 

and we get the higher number, by the time you buffer down 34 

everything, we’re still going to be below, in some cases, our 35 

historical landings, because, if we were using an average of all 36 

the years of the historical landings, then our numbers could 37 

really be high. 38 

 39 

We’re not asking for those high numbers.  What we’re asking for 40 

is not for us to drive some of these species that we already 41 

have accountability measures for to kick in more often now 42 

because we have set the numbers too low, and so I am not worried 43 

about the lobster.  Right now, I’m not worried about anything, 44 

because it’s going to be a long recovery road for us, and that’s 45 

one of the things that this group is going to have to look at on 46 

a yearly basis, to see actually what’s going on in the 47 

fisheries, and it’s not going to be because of overfishing.  48 



193 

 

It’s going to be because of what is taking place right now. 1 

 2 

We had that problem already that caused us to have lower 3 

numbers, and we were getting ready to do a study to justify what 4 

we’ve been saying at these meetings about a market-driven 5 

fishery and the low income and stuff.  We were getting ready to 6 

start that with Dr. Quigley here, but what happened was that we 7 

were impacted by the storms, and so now that study is on hold 8 

until we can actually do that again. 9 

 10 

I am just throwing some stuff out here, and I don’t want to see 11 

the numbers go too low and then they cause us to have more 12 

overruns, which that is not going to happen anytime soon, but, 13 

from the fishermen’s perspective, that is what I am putting out 14 

to you. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I think we are all acutely aware 17 

of that, and, as I said before, I think everybody here 18 

recognizes that we are in a delicate balance between scalars and 19 

buffers, and, if you drive your scalars up, you’re sort of 20 

introducing more uncertainty about whether that’s a good place 21 

to be or not, and, therefore, your buffers might end up being 22 

larger, whereas, if you come down, you’re more comfortable that 23 

this position can be supported by the uncertainty in the data, 24 

and your buffers are going to be smaller. 25 

 26 

We’re well aware, particularly in -- I think it’s probably more 27 

acute for St. Thomas than St. Croix, but, for a lot of your 28 

species, your numbers are down, because your markets are down, 29 

and so I don’t -- I can’t promise you that -- Well, I can 30 

promise you that we’re not going to reverse-engineer these 31 

things, but I am going to promise that we are aware of that 32 

situation and we’ll try to ensure that those concerns are fully 33 

met, so that we are not hurting a fishery that doesn’t warrant 34 

it.  Your arguments in that regard, I think, are -- This is a 35 

process that we’re all working through, and so I appreciate 36 

that. 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  If the buffer is based on the catch history, then 39 

you essentially set it to zero, because the catch history is not 40 

informative, and the only way it makes any sense at all is if 41 

you look at the catch history and then you interpret it in the 42 

context of do you think that fishing pressure is way too high in 43 

the region or these are newly-discovered resources, like a 44 

market just developed for slime eels, and so we’re presuming 45 

that they haven’t been exploited before or something like that.  46 

As long as the buffer is not based on the catch history, then 47 

you might actually be able to put some kind of common sense -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the only way a buffer -- Catch 2 

history, particularly in the Puerto Rico recreational data, 3 

fluctuates widely, except for those species that are caught 4 

frequently, because of the correction factors that they use.  If 5 

you get like two fish instead of one fish, all of a sudden, 6 

boom.   7 

 8 

You see this widely-swinging thing, and you’re saying this is an 9 

artifact of how those numbers are calculated, and we actually 10 

have a lot of uncertainty about where that level is, whereas 11 

some species, and, again, dorado is the poster-child there, it’s 12 

the dominant species in the recreational catch, and they 13 

probably are going to get a pretty handle on what those catch 14 

levels are in the recreational fishery, but those -- As you get 15 

down to the minor species, it’s basically random hits. 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  Even with dorado, if the abundance was going down, 18 

down, down, but people were just getting better and better and 19 

better at catching them, or fishing harder or whatever, you 20 

don’t have any guarantee. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we don’t have any guarantee. 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  Uncertainty, well, I don’t really -- I can’t 25 

really state that, yes, this is safe, because catch history is 26 

really not very informative, and so, as long as your buffer is 27 

based on a wider context -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I was saying is that, for dorado, I 30 

think I’m agreeing with you.  It doesn’t inform you about the 31 

level of uncertainty, but, for those smaller species, it does 32 

tell you that uncertainty is very high. 33 

 34 

SHANNON CALAY:  We have not linked the buffer to any statistical 35 

error at all.  The buffer is just an expert opinion on the 36 

scientific uncertainty.   37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 39 

 40 

JOHN HOENIG:  You could call it scientific uncertainty. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s the way it’s mapped in the National 43 

Standard Guidelines. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there uncertainty in the data at catch 46 

levels, because that’s what we’re using to set our 75
th
 47 

percentile, and -- 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There are CVs associated with the MRFSS 2 

estimates of landings, with the recreational landings. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and you can do that for the commercial 5 

stuff too, but that variability is basically saying that I’m 6 

assuming that the population levels are stable and then the 7 

variability that we’re seeing is our data collection.  I don’t 8 

think anybody thinks that’s correct. 9 

 10 

JOHN HOENIG:  If your landings were off by a factor of ten, but 11 

consistently so, and so you set your ACL based on what you think 12 

the landings are, and then you measure those landings, again, 13 

with the consistent bias of a factor of ten, it will work just 14 

fine.  It’s just that you think you’re taking a million pounds, 15 

but you’re taking ten-million pounds, but everything is fine, in 16 

terms of conservation.  It’s only if you have reporting 17 

practices or the methodology for tallying catch changes, and 18 

then you could have a huge problem.   19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We actually hope to have that, because it’s 21 

the case of trying to get recreational data now from St. Thomas, 22 

but we have a method for handling that. 23 

 24 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  John, we don’t live in the states, and so we 25 

don’t take ten-million pounds, because we don’t export anything.  26 

Everything that’s caught is sold local.  It’s a market-driven 27 

fishery. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, but the point is that, if the landings have 30 

always been twice what was reported, then, as long as it’s 31 

stable -- You don’t know what your landings are, but it’s 32 

stable. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Your point is actually accurate.  If 35 

everything is consistent, the system works. 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  It breaks down if things change. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we are actually trying to 40 

drive that change by getting better data reporting, most of 41 

which is in place, but, as I said, the recreational fisheries in 42 

the Virgin Islands have not been assessed, and so that’s a 43 

system -- But we can treat those separately when doing the ACL 44 

levels as those things come up, and so there’s a way to treat 45 

something like that. 46 

 47 

If there’s some other fundamental change going on that is not 48 
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captured in the data, and I will make a hypothetical situation.  1 

If people are reporting at 50 percent and, all of sudden, start 2 

reporting at 80 percent of their landings, and we don’t know 3 

that, that’s where the thing breaks down, or the other way 4 

around, if they’re reporting at 80 percent and go to 50 percent. 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly.  That’s kind of the uncertainty, and how 7 

do you capture that with a buffer?  It’s something you don’t 8 

know about, usually, and so your uncertainty buffer is -- It’s 9 

like, well, I didn’t know about it, and so I guess it’s certain, 10 

and it’s not certain.  There is that possibility that reporting 11 

will change. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it’s a very imperfect system, which is why 14 

basically the Science Center has been silent on the buffer, 15 

except that we don’t think it should be one, because then you’re 16 

explicitly saying you think there is no scientific uncertainty, 17 

which is ludicrous, and so there is no good way to quantify that 18 

buffer statistically that we have time to -- I mean, there is no 19 

good way at all, to be honest, right now, with the information 20 

that we have, or that’s my opinion.  The buffer, at the moment, 21 

just has to be some recognition that there is scientific 22 

uncertainty, which cannot be quantified, but it exists. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, to start with, every stock in Puerto 25 

Rico that has an expansion factor, that, by definition, has a 26 

lot of uncertainty on it, and I guess that we all know that. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there are two levels of uncertainty 29 

in the Puerto Rico data.  There is what was reported and then 30 

there is the expansion that is to account for what was not 31 

reported, and so, in my own mind, I -- Don’t ask for the 32 

scientific basis for this, but I’m sure that those reporting -- 33 

We know that those reporting values have varied historically, 34 

and so like when there is the whole -- When the new regulations 35 

came in in Puerto Rico, which was in 1998, and there was the 36 

outcry, particularly in the Parguera area, and they were 37 

withholding data, and so you were coming up with some sector of 38 

the fishery was clearly not reporting at the same level that the 39 

rest of the island was reporting on. 40 

 41 

We have something like the deep snapper fishery, which is now 42 

under a limited entry system, where the incentives to be part of 43 

that and report your data accurately are higher than for a lot 44 

of the other aspects of the fishery, and they may be reporting 45 

better, and then we’re blowing that up more than it should be, 46 

and so there are sectors of the fisheries that are not all 47 

acting the same, and so, when you look at this applied to where 48 
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are we in the gross sense of catch, it may be okay, but, the 1 

further you break it down to species and coasts and things like 2 

that, the more that starts breaking down as uncertainty, but we 3 

don’t know, for the most part, which way it goes. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, does the control rule allow us to 6 

adjust to certain levels of buffer, or we can play around with 7 

the buffer as much as we can? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can play around with the buffer, but 10 

what we’ve talked about is saying, okay, as a baseline, just as 11 

we took susceptibility as a starting baseline for looking at the 12 

scalar, we would say, okay, each island has its own data 13 

collection framework, shall we say, and not statistical 14 

framework, but just the way it happens. 15 

 16 

It has its own behaviors and things like that, and, therefore, 17 

we would say a starting point is we would try to get a buffer 18 

for each island system that is consistent with our understanding 19 

of how those things work and what the meanings of the levels of 20 

uncertainty might be and then we can go on a species basis and 21 

say, okay, which ones did we think we actually have more 22 

information to say we’re a little bit more secure about what’s 23 

going on here and our uncertainty is less and our buffer will be 24 

less. 25 

 26 

We might go and say this other species is a recreational 27 

species, and stuff is really all over the place, and our 28 

uncertainty is actually a lot more, because it’s rare or 29 

whatever, and we buffer it more, and so, yes, we have that 30 

flexibility, but what we’re trying to do is come up with a 31 

starting place.  We’re actually shifting into a buffer that -- 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am trying to see if we could just keep the 34 

process going from here, or do we need to go back and review 35 

what did yesterday? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I have put on the table the idea of 38 

going to a 0.5 instead of a 0.6, but leaving intact those 39 

species that we departed from that rule-of-thumb.  That was my 40 

suggestion. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  I thought that was a good idea. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So where does that put us with -- Are we now -- 45 

Is that sufficiently reeled-in from being above the highest ever 46 

landings for the majority of those species?  Is that enough to 47 

right what I think most of us are saying is being a little too 48 
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liberal? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to say that I wanted to 5 

interrupt you at the beginning and go, once again, the end 6 

product -- If the logic is that 0.5 for the middle and we don’t 7 

have anything -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the logic. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the logic, and that takes us right at that 12 

75
th
 percentile for those, and then we can go above and below 13 

that, and so I think, from the logic end, take the 75
th
 14 

percentile, and we’re going to be at that 75
th
 percentile 15 

generally across-the-board.  For lobster, we go above.  For 16 

mahi, we go above, and so it’s going to be -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Put up any of the susceptibility histograms 19 

that we worked on. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What I’m not clear on is how many of them were 22 

twos versus how many of them were threes. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what we’re going to get. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I was trying to get at. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so here is St. Thomas just for 29 

the single species, which I think in St. Thomas we didn’t have 30 

any groups, right? 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s correct. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So all of those that are twos, which is two 35 

species, are going to be at the 75
th
.  The next group is going to 36 

be at 2.5, and we will apply a buffer to that. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then the threes are still, at this point, 41 

1.5, if we could apply the 0.5 thing, except for -- I forget 42 

which of -- 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s dolphin and spiny lobster. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But spiny lobster took us well above 47 

historic landings?   48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Thomas.  That’s the one that 2 

you had discussed as a two. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We may want to come back and look at that.  5 

We may still be above historic landings, as we were in Puerto 6 

Rico, but we’re not so far above that we can’t justify it. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  All those threes are going to end up at 9 

112 percent of the landings series, and so you’re twelve-and-a-10 

half percent above the highest one ever. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, above the 75th percentile.  That’s what 13 

I thought you were saying. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you’re at three, and you multiply that by 16 

0.5, that puts you at 1.5 times the 75
th
 percentile, which puts 17 

you at 112.5 percent, and so 12.5 percent. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of what? 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Of the landings series, and so you’re 12 22 

percent above the high. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of the highest high? 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The highest high. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s in the ballpark of where we were 29 

with spiny lobster in Puerto Rico, and that was after we applied 30 

the buffer.  That is the 1.5, and we had talked about saying 1.5 31 

for spiny lobster might be something that probably we would go 32 

above. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, and I agree for spiny lobster, but it will 35 

also put you there for everything that was a three, all those 36 

species that were a three on the previous histogram. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That depends on the variability of the data 39 

relative to where the 75
th
 percentile is, and so it’s not same 40 

for every species. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s not the -- Well, I mean, the numbers are 43 

the same, right?  You’ve got the three times 0.5 times 0.75.   44 

 45 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, but you’re looking at the historic 46 

landings. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s on to the 75th percentile, 1 

and that’s what is varying, relative to the actual distribution 2 

of -- 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, the actual landings themselves, but it’s 5 

going to put you at that percentage, right?  Am I doing the math 6 

wrong? 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think your multiplier is you’re doing a 9 

multiplier off of the highest value rather than the 75
th
. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I’m going on the 75th percentile. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He’s doing it for every score. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you take three and you multiply it by 0.5, 16 

you’re at 1.5, right? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you multiply 1.5 times 0.75, you’re at 21 

1.125, or 112.5 percent. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think your math is wrong. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Am I doing that wrong?  Is that not how the 26 

math works? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s not how the math works.   29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How does the math work? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because you’re multiplying a hard number by 33 

a percentile and not by a hard number. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Walk me through it. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have to specify what the 75th percentile 38 

is for each species and then do that multiplication and then 39 

compare it to the maximum value.  Even Julian gets it, and 40 

you’re supposed to be the math guy. 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let him explain what a percentile is then. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So you end up with the same number. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter is saying yes. 47 

 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I say yes. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you want to run a couple of examples and 3 

we’ll see? 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think we need to. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Before you get too far along in this, Kevin, I 8 

understand your concern there, and I’m the logic check guy on 9 

here.  Once again, we’re going from the two, and the two is the 10 

middle-of-the-road of our scoring, and, at the last meeting, 11 

when we started talking about directly translating these scores, 12 

I said we don’t want to do it and it’s just dangerous, but it 13 

seems like a good rule-of-thumb. 14 

 15 

So, the rule-of-thumb is two is your middle.  Kevin is looking 16 

at this and going, well, are all those threes that are up there, 17 

are those going to end up with values that are too high, and so 18 

I think just pick off -- We’ve got dolphin, wahoo, and lobster.  19 

I think, generally, we’re all in agreement on those, no problem. 20 

 21 

Now we’re looking at red hind, stoplight, redtail, misty, 22 

mutton, and those other ones.  I think that, if we do get to 23 

that point, once we figure out what our procedure is and we look 24 

at some of these other ones, when we start getting into the 25 

buffer, we could re-adjust that scaling factor if you are 26 

looking at -- Because, once again, the value, that 75
th
 27 

percentile, is going to be determined by the variability of the 28 

data. 29 

 30 

If you have extreme variability, you’re going to just end up -- 31 

The highest value in there, how long is our discussion on the 32 

2005 data and certain time series going to take, because the 33 

highest value is ten times what’s been seen in any other place, 34 

and so the variability of the data is going to really determine 35 

where that 75
th
 percentile falls in. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We threw out 2005. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, and I’m just saying forget 2005.  That was 40 

just an exaggerated example of an obvious one in there.  For 41 

those, if you’re looking at doing the multiplication in there, 42 

and you do come up with a value that is much, much higher, than 43 

we could revisit it. 44 

 45 

I was thinking about is there a way of putting a rule or 46 

something in there for us that says we can’t exceed the maximum 47 

value by this amount, and, given the high variability in some of 48 
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these data, I’m not sure we want to put a hard rule in there, 1 

and I would use our language a little stronger than -- It is 2 

that we’re using our intuition and our expert opinion, in a lot 3 

of cases, and so we’re looking at here are our rules, here is 4 

what we’ve come up with, and does this pass the red-faced test?  5 

Does this make sense? 6 

 7 

I think, out of the ones that you’re looking at now, we’ve got 8 

40 percent of them that we’re not going to worry about, just 9 

because we already know those values are going to be higher.  10 

Our intuition, our expert judgment, says for those two we’re 11 

going to be higher. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t disagree with what you’re saying, 14 

but remember, yesterday, you were saying that we shouldn’t look 15 

at the landings data at all when talking about the scalars in 16 

the process and we just have to look at the productivity and 17 

susceptibility, and, now, we say, wait, it’s going to take us 18 

way above our maximum landings and then say, okay, no, we need 19 

to look at the landings to adjust the scalars in the process, 20 

and I don’t have a problem with that, because, for me, what we 21 

are trying to do is trying to put a mathematical reference point 22 

to a biological problem, which, for me, is really not the 23 

appropriate way of doing things, and the whole thing is more 24 

complicated than it needs to be.   25 

 26 

The thing about the scalar and to then adjust with a buffer from 27 

a 75
th
 percentile starting point, the whole thing is 28 

arithmetically confusing, and it doesn’t have any biological 29 

basis for being done that way. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to disagree.  I mean, you guys 32 

went through this whole PSA analysis, and the susceptibility 33 

scores are the basis of what we’ve been talking about.  The 0.6 34 

value that I threw out yesterday was strictly based on the idea 35 

that that spreads the range, but Todd introduced a second rule-36 

of-thumb logic point that says, for those species that we were 37 

scaling one, two, and three, for those species that are ones, 38 

basically they’re all in 4b.   39 

 40 

Those things that are falling out around two should be about 41 

where they -- Should this be kind of the 75
th
 percentile, because 42 

there is nothing extraordinary about bumping it up beyond that, 43 

and those things that are above two are going to get bumped up. 44 

 45 

To me, that is a biological basis for saying, okay, we need to 46 

ground our multiplier of the susceptibility as a second part of 47 

the rule-of-thumb, to the point where those species that we are 48 
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considering to be neither really bad nor really good fall out as 1 

being neither not bad or not good.  In other words, we’re saying 2 

where our control rule says they should be. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that is -- By doing that, we did the 5 

right thing in providing this analysis of susceptibility and 6 

productivity, and certainly that should be a basis for any kind 7 

of management criteria that we follow, and I fully support that.  8 

I think that the problem is, in terms of assigning a multiplier 9 

to those characteristics, it’s kind of a tricky game. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s why, in the beginning, Todd kind of 14 

shocked me to say that we shouldn’t look at the landings data 15 

along this process, and I said, well, I mean, that is kind of 16 

like a risky situation, because we’re here and we’re talking 17 

about multipliers without having the landings as a reference 18 

point, and it might take us to an unchartered territory, and it 19 

did. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Now, my question was, okay, that was the way 24 

that we wanted for it to happen, because we were working just on 25 

theoretical grounds, in terms of the characteristics of those 26 

stocks, and then we will probably need to come to reality, in 27 

terms of our uncertainty, because of the data-limited situation 28 

and all the things that have been going on for the last thirty 29 

years of multipliers and expansion factors and that kind of 30 

thing, but we can adjust that by the buffering factors, applying 31 

buffers. 32 

 33 

That’s why I said, okay, do we have a rule-of-thumb of 0.9 or 34 

0.8 or 0.7, in terms of our uncertainty, or we can just adjust 35 

our certainty, our buffer factor, to what is the reality of the 36 

landings data record that we have or that the fishery is doing -37 

- If we think it’s doing better, we can adjust to a higher ABC, 38 

or, if it’s going wrong, just leave it the way it is or even cut 39 

it down. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The answer to that was both.  We have the 42 

rule-of-thumb for the buffer, but we also have the flexibility. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It shocked me a little bit to say now, okay, 45 

wait, what we are doing is going to take us to landings that 46 

we’ve never historically -- They’re higher than the historical 47 

record, and we’re going back. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It wasn’t that it was taking us there, but 2 

it was taking us there for almost everything, and so the idea 3 

was, wait a minute, those species that were not flagged as 4 

having the characteristics that would make them less susceptible 5 

to fishing, and, therefore, we could feel comfortable about 6 

expanding those, we shouldn’t be expanding those.   7 

 8 

They should be probably targeted to hit that 75
th
 percentile 9 

right away, and so that was re-grounding, if you will, our 10 

discussion of what that multiplier might be.  It doesn’t change 11 

the fact that we can move anything, as long as we can justify 12 

it, and so, for those species that can go higher, we can go 13 

higher. 14 

 15 

That was my recommendation at the moment, that we not change 16 

those species that we didn’t put higher.  As far as looking at 17 

the landings, I think, at some point, we do have to look at the 18 

landings, because, just as you guys did the 4b determinations 19 

and then used the productivity stuff as a check to see if you’re 20 

in the right area, I think, at some point, we have to come back 21 

and say we’ve developed a logic system that we think is 22 

appropriate, but we don’t know what the outcome is going to be, 23 

and, if you find out that you’re in the netherlands of 24 

possibilities, then there’s an error in how we were applying the 25 

system, but then we have to come back and reinvent the system.   26 

 27 

We can’t go ad hoc and say bring this one down or whatever.  28 

We’re supposed to have the basis for saying, which we do, 29 

lobster should be higher than it is now, because of the data we 30 

have available says that it’s what it can do, but we don’t have 31 

that for lots of species, and so we do have to have some kind of 32 

rule-of-thumb where we’re handling the bulk of the species. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that length frequency data and the 35 

SP assessment that we’ve done on species, that’s probably our 36 

best criteria. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For managing all of this. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But remember that most of the length 43 

frequency information that we have looked at in the past in 44 

SEDAR has not been able to give us status determination 45 

criteria.  It has been able to say you’re not overfishing, or 46 

there is no evidence of overfishing.  We have been able to get 47 

that for some of the species, and lobster was one of them, but 48 
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we don’t have that for the vast majority of our species, and so 1 

we’re going to have to rely on rules-of-thumb, and we have to 2 

make sure that those are eventually scaling with the data we’re 3 

looking at.  John mentioned that, as long as systems are 4 

reporting consistently, we’re on safe ground in doing that-ish. 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  I agree with what you’ve been saying.  I did hear 7 

Reni say, at the beginning of his monologue, something about not 8 

looking at the landings and using the productivity-9 

susceptibility analysis, but I think you looked at everything, 10 

including the landings.  In particular, if landings show a 11 

strong trend, either up or down, I would want to know why.  A 12 

strong trend going up could be good news, or it could be bad 13 

news. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When we looked at the reference periods, 16 

that’s exactly what we did.  There were periods where the 17 

fishery was obviously growing.  Dorado and wahoo showed trends 18 

where there was basically nothing and then it came up. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  What we also said was the reference period then 21 

becomes fixed, and so, three years from now, if we’re looking at 22 

reference periods as fixed, but, since the reference period, 23 

things have changed in a dramatic way -- Say, despite higher 24 

ACLs, the landings have gone down, down, down, then we would 25 

want to know if that changes our opinion, and we would at least 26 

want to talk about it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 29 

 30 

JOHN HOENIG:  I agree with you, Rich, that, yes, we would look 31 

at landings always, and we don’t ignore information. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, even if it’s uncertain. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In my monologue, what I was saying is not 36 

referring to the relevance of the landings data, but to the 37 

concept of introducing our knowledge of landings for the 38 

assignment of the SPA characteristics on each stock, which is 39 

what we were doing yesterday and characterizing or setting of 40 

the species in terms of their susceptibility and productivity 41 

characteristics.   42 

 43 

For that, as Todd was saying, we don’t need to look at the 44 

landings data for that, and I agree with that.  I am not saying 45 

that we should adjust that one, two, three or whatever scalar 46 

denomination without looking at the fisheries landings.  That is 47 

where my whole -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is where we’ve come back to, because, 2 

when we did that, it was like, wait a minute, everything is 3 

moving over, and there isn’t a biological basis for that.   4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have to groundtruth everything, in 8 

terms of the data you have and the data you’re going to be 9 

using, which is still landings, to assess whether you eventually 10 

are exceeding your ACLs. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So the relatively scaling of things is good.  13 

What is kind of offset is the magnitude of the scalar factor 14 

that we have placed, and you suggest lowering it down, because 15 

of the impact that it has, and so I’m okay with that. 16 

 17 

JOE KIMMEL:  I am okay with that. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so I am seeing consensus on 20 

that, and so the rule-of-thumb then is the multiplier of 21 

susceptibility is going to be 0.5, except for those species 22 

where we have already moved it, based on the discussions we had 23 

yesterday for justifying those. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just food-for-thought, but I would like to show 26 

some folks, or the entire SSC at the same time, something that 27 

is actually relatively complicated about the buffer 28 

interpretation, and I would rather -- It’s tedious and 29 

complicated, and so I would rather show it to you, but there is 30 

a difference, and I just want to make it clear that when you’re 31 

doing it in a stock assessment that you can actually estimate 32 

the uncertainty for these parameters, and so the result is you 33 

get a PDF of your OFL, essentially. 34 

 35 

Then, if you’re essentially interested in reducing the 36 

probability of overfishing to say 40 probability, that amounts 37 

to about a buffer of 0.9.  It’s kind of hard to explain without 38 

visuals. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Could you send me the slides? 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  If you were to reduce -- Because you’re applying 43 

your buffer directly to the landings themselves, and that’s a 44 

different process. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  If you use a buffer of about 0.9, that’s going 1 

to -- This is where it becomes complicated, because you can’t 2 

produce a similar PDF using just a few years of landings, but my 3 

point is the intention of the 0.9 is that, in our experience 4 

with single-species stock assessment, where we could produce a 5 

PDF, that 0.9 buffer reduces the probability of overfishing by 6 

about 10 percent, and so from 50 to about 40 percent. 7 

 8 

My fear is, if you use a very low buffer, because you think 9 

you’re quite uncertain about the landings, that may lead to a 10 

very low probability of overfishing, and I can’t give you 11 

scientific proof, because we don’t have a stock assessment here, 12 

but I’m just giving you some food-for-thought about what the 13 

basis for that 0.9 was. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and that was clear in our 16 

discussion, and I think there was actually two bases.  One you 17 

pointed out, and then there was an empirical study, I think, 18 

that the Pacific Council maybe had -- Some council had done an 19 

empirical study of a bunch of stocks, and it worked out about 20 

the same way. 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly, and so even actually mathematically -- 23 

Basically, if the council had told us what their risk of 24 

overfishing was, what their acceptable risk of overfishing was, 25 

we could have mapped that directly to a buffer.  They did not 26 

make that decision.  27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But, there, you’re talking about management 29 

uncertainty. 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, not really. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because you’re looking at the OFL levels, 34 

right? 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  The way -- It’s been difficult.  That has not 37 

been well explained to me in the law, because, although I agree 38 

with you, it doesn’t seem that that’s the way the law has been 39 

interpreted.  It seems like the risk of overfishing has remained 40 

a council decision, even though, in most of the ABC control 41 

rules in the nation, they’re using a P* approach, or something 42 

similar, for the risk of overfishing.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So why aren’t we -- In that scenario, you 45 

are generating uncertainty in the model.  Not generating, but 46 

you’re incorporating the uncertainty in the model, and so that’s 47 

-- Are you really looking at OFL at that point, or are you 48 
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really looking at ABC at that point? 1 

 2 

If we say this is the level of uncertainty we would like to have 3 

the model parameters reflect, then basically you’re expanding 4 

that probability density function by incorporating that 5 

uncertainty, and that’s really going from OFL to ABC. 6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  It is, and so OFL, in a single-species context, 8 

is 50 percent probability of overfishing, and then ABC is 9 

buffered in some fashion, and the way most control rules work is 10 

that that buffer is actually -- The conversations that occur 11 

about the probability of overfishing, and, unfortunately, that’s 12 

also designed as a council prerogative, and so it’s a little bit 13 

muddy. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you were to have very narrow ranges on 16 

your parameters, and so you’re thinking your uncertainty in 17 

those is very -- Your PDFs are going to tighten up. 18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, absolutely, and so what we find in the 20 

single-species assessments -- 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But would the means be the same?  I suspect 23 

that they probably would not be. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it depends. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just because some of the parameters -- Like 28 

K to L infinity is not linearly related.  They are log-linearly 29 

related, and so, if you start messing with those a little bit, 30 

you’re going to shift things back and forth, and maybe that’s 31 

where you’re accounting for the difference between OFL and ABC. 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so I guess I was just basically 34 

trying to explain, poorly, that, in our single-species stock 35 

assessment experience, the PDFs are estimated by the stock 36 

assessment by assigning uncertainty to the various parameters.    37 

 38 

They typically are relatively narrow, because we fix the number 39 

of parameters, and so they are probably are an underestimate of 40 

the true scientific uncertainty, but even when we say, okay, 41 

we’re particularly concerned about this stock, and so we’re 42 

going to assign a P* of 0.3, the actual reduction between OFL 43 

and ABC is not very large, because the PDFs are quite narrow. 44 

 45 

If you were to apply say a 50 percent reduction directly to your 46 

landings, my concern is that’s going to map to essentially like 47 

a P* of -- I know this is full of jargon and terminology, but, 48 
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essentially, you would then be inherently -- If it were a 1 

single-species stock, you could be using a very low risk of 2 

overfishing, and so I’m just kind of giving you some cautionary 3 

notes about the buffer applied directly to landings, which is 4 

different from a buffer applied to a PDF. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we’re aware of that. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  I’m not sure everyone in the room was. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that issue really doesn’t come up 11 

until we have a Level 3 assessment that the council is facing, 12 

and, as you remember from a year ago or more, we had that 13 

conversation, and it was basically that we don’t want to assign 14 

the P* until we have an example of what we’re looking at, 15 

basically. 16 

 17 

I mean, it could be that you get this thing you’re calling an 18 

OFL and we’ll say, okay, a 0.9 buffer, and they will go, okay, 19 

ACL equals ABC, because it’s already been reduced by 10 percent.  20 

There is a lot of ways that it can be handled, but we haven’t 21 

gotten to that space yet, and so I think we’re all, right now, 22 

just living in the world of Tier 4 and realizing that there 23 

might be a lot of uncertainty in a lot of our information, but 24 

that’s not going to track down to something like we really don’t 25 

know what it is and so our buffer is going to be 50 percent. 26 

 27 

I am not sure what the lower end of the buffer is going to be, 28 

but it’s not going to be like that, but we are going to feel our 29 

way through it.  I am suggesting, it being 10:40, that we take a 30 

break at this point.  Try and be back around 11:00. 31 

 32 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s get started again.  Do we 35 

have more people online? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and we have Nancie Cummings from 38 

the Science Center, and Orian is back, and Sarah from the 39 

Regional Office and Skyler Sagarese.  We have a request.  Staff 40 

has a request regarding the rule-of-thumb. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Who has a request? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Staff, Sarah and myself.  That is to 45 

see it in writing for all of you to agree on and the exceptions 46 

and the rules, and this is for Tier 4a.  These are the 47 

exceptions to the rule and if you want to add anything else, to 48 
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make our lives easier. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say it’s more complicated than 3 

that, and I suggest that we not do this now, but we can draft 4 

something during like the lunch break or something like that. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  7 

 8 

DISCUSSION OF ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is as good a place as any to start.  11 

We have the slide up there, and the issue that we postponed from 12 

yesterday was the issue about ecological species, or species 13 

whose ecological roles we are concerned about beyond just their 14 

potential for fisheries harvest. 15 

 16 

We had some discussion about that earlier, in terms of where is 17 

the best place to kind of bring this up, but I think, for me, 18 

we’re talking about the application of the scalar.  Jocelyn, is 19 

there language that indicates any kind of either areas where we 20 

have flexibility or areas that we don’t have flexibility in 21 

looking at something like this in either the scalar or the 22 

buffer? 23 

 24 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The scalar language did talk about taking 25 

into account the potential for exploitation and life history, 26 

and I think it said something like ecosystem concerns, and so 27 

you could use that language, and, if there are other things that 28 

you want to take into account, you could add that to the 29 

definition or explicit note it in the considerations for the 30 

scalar. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In our definition of Tier 4, it does talk 33 

about that. 34 

 35 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  In the application of 4a and 4b, the 36 

scalar, it says it’s set depending upon the perceived degree of 37 

exploitation, life history, and ecological function, and so you 38 

look at that language and add anything, should you need to, to 39 

address the ecological function further. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, only because you probably have this 42 

easily accessible in your memory, what were the reductions that 43 

were used last time? 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  For the ecologically-important ones? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  0.75.  There was a 25 percent reduction. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the parrotfish, it was -- 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  Parrotfish is different. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, it’s different.  That was for 8 

angelfish. 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  What was it for angelfish? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A 25 percent reduction. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  And surgeonfish. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and surgeonfish. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was parrotfish?  Do we know? 19 

 20 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think 20. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  Parrotfish is more complicated. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, because there was a big reduction 25 

from three-hundred-and-something to 240,000 pounds and then an 26 

additional reduction. 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  And acanthurids?   29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  25 percent. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that was placed from ABC to ACL and 33 

that’s where that was placed? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, ABC to ACL.  36 

 37 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The ecological effect of all these species is 38 

their grazing activities or feeding behaviors? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the surgeonfishes and parrotfishes, 41 

yes.  For the angelfishes, their function was -- You’re the 42 

expert on this. 43 

 44 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s not just grazing, but it’s providing 45 

adequate substrate for recruitment of corals and sponges and the 46 

rest of the wildlife that makes up the reef, and so it’s not 47 

just that they eat grass, but it’s modifying the habitat for 48 
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other species to recruit. 1 

 2 

JOE KIMMEL:  One other fact to note is angelfishes -- Many of 3 

them form pairs early on in life, and they are thought to stay 4 

with the same individual throughout their lifespan.  If you are 5 

out there catching angelfish and you take one, then you’re 6 

reducing the reproductive capacity by more than what you would 7 

in a normal fish population. 8 

 9 

VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, the function of the angelfishes has been 10 

published, which I gave a copy to -- I think all of you have it, 11 

and I don’t know whether you distributed it, but the same thing 12 

for parrotfish.  How about the aesthetic value of these fish?  13 

Angelfish are a touristic attraction and targeted activities by 14 

the diving industry, and I think they should get a little -- 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So are big parrotfish and big groupers. 17 

 18 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s also a delicacy to the local people that 19 

love to eat them, and they are well protected in the Virgin 20 

Islands, because of all the large area closures that we have.  21 

All of that needs to be weighed into account here, especially in 22 

St. Thomas, where we have the fourteen-square-mile closure and 23 

we have the monument south of St. John, and we have the lagoon 24 

area, everything that is closed off, and so every species is 25 

being protected on a daily basis, every one of them. 26 

 27 

VANCE VICENTE:  Still, the ACL was extremely exceeded in 2014. 28 

 29 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  In which one? 30 

 31 

VANCE VICENTE:  In the angelfish. 32 

 33 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It was exceeded for St. Thomas because there was 34 

no method for collecting. 35 

 36 

VANCE VICENTE:  It was over 300 percent. 37 

 38 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  There was no information ever collected. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that was the data reported, and also 41 

they were on the forms. 42 

 43 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  They just started to collect information over 44 

the last couple of years on angelfish. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the ACL for angelfish? 47 

 48 
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VANCE VICENTE:  305 pounds. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I thought you were going to say something 3 

like that. 4 

 5 

VANCE VICENTE:  This is for St. Croix. 6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But that was developed by write-ins.  The years 8 

that were the reference period, back when this was originally 9 

done, the only angelfish that were ever reported were write-ins, 10 

and so you’re always going to have low reporting, right, because 11 

it’s not on the form.   12 

 13 

Since that time, beginning in the middle of 2011, they have been 14 

on the forms, and that’s why they’ve exceeded, and the Science 15 

Center has always come back with it’s better reporting and it’s 16 

not -- It’s an overage because of better reporting, and so the 17 

fishermen have not been penalized for that, because we don’t 18 

want to discourage better reporting.  That’s what is going on 19 

with a number of these species, and so keep that in mind. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is the rock beauty included as an angelfish? 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am not sure. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rock beauty is not a managed species. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but, when it is captured, is it 28 

reported as an angelfish? 29 

 30 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  What’s a rock beauty? 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A rock beauty is a yellow and black 33 

angelfish. 34 

 35 

VANCE VICENTE:  By the way, it’s a spongivore, 100 percent. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That thing gets into the traps all the time, 38 

and it’s an incidental capture.  It’s a bycatch, and, if it’s 39 

reported as an angelfish, it is not -- What I am fearing is -- 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not going to be reported at all unless 42 

it gets landed, and so someone has got to -- 43 

 44 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We don’t bring that in. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s big enough to be retained in traps.  My 47 

point is that it might not be captured on the big angels, on the 48 



214 

 

pomacanthus type of angelfish.  My point is the queen and the 1 

gray and the French angelfish, and that capture might be -- A 2 

lot of them might be just rock beauties that go into the traps 3 

and get reported as a generalized angelfish. 4 

 5 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If I catch one of those a year, I catch a lot of 6 

them.  I don’t catch that. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If they’re not landed, they’re not 9 

reported. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would think it’s not very easy for a big 12 

angelfish to get into a fish trap. 13 

 14 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  A big angelfish? 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A big angelfish this big, that -- 17 

 18 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We catch them up to eight pounds.  It depends on 19 

the size funnel that you’re using. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 22 

 23 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The bigger funnels that we use for the lobster 24 

traps, you catch the bigger angelfish.  The fishermen will 25 

target the plate-sized fish, and they’re up to two or three 26 

pounds, in a regular drop.  It all depends on the shape and the 27 

size of the trap and what you will be catching.   28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I didn’t know what species level most of 30 

these reporting were being produced, and I thought for some time 31 

that most of those angelfish are just bycatch of rock beauty 32 

that were being included as angelfish. 33 

 34 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We don’t use the rock beauty, and that would 35 

show up on the port sampling form.  They’ve been doing a lot of 36 

port sampling, and so you would see the different sizes and 37 

different types of angelfish. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 40 

 41 

VANCE VICENTE:  Unfortunately, we don’t have life history data 42 

for the angelfish. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have particularly good life 45 

history for the surgeon or the parrotfish either. 46 

 47 

VANCE VICENTE:  For the surgeon, yes, for the acanthurids.  It 48 
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has a high K value. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then they live a long time, and you have no 3 

information on that age structure. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The larvae is very, very rare.  It’s one in 6 

a million, and so I don’t know much about where they are hanging 7 

out.  I know nothing about them.  Maybe it’s so fine that it 8 

retains in the net, in the mesh, and we don’t actually collect 9 

it to be able to see it.  I have never seen one.  I have never 10 

seen an angelfish larvae. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question really comes down to we’re 13 

using -- Can you put up the susceptibility frequency 14 

distribution? 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From your presentation? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The one that we were just looking at? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Again, as an example here, St. 23 

Thomas, we have, toward the right side, we have yellowtail and 24 

stoplight together, and they’re all scored from susceptibility 25 

as a 0.3.  They would now get a 1.5 multiplier if we just use 26 

that, but we’re here discussing an ecological role that we’ve 27 

recognized in the past and reduced what our recommended levels 28 

of catch would be because of that, and the question is where do 29 

we go in this particular case, a 1.5 or wherever they fall out, 30 

and I think there were also threes in there as well. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to switch over to that 33 

one? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is the doctorfish, which is the 36 

indicator species there, which is at a two, and so we could view 37 

this as ecological species should be at this level or we would 38 

take the output of the first rule of thumb and say, on top of 39 

that, there will be X amount of reduction on that or we could 40 

just say, if everybody is happy where we were, we will go back 41 

to the level we were at before. 42 

 43 

VANCE VICENTE:  I think we discussed this for a long time. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but now we’re applying -- The 46 

rationale is not the question, but it’s how are we translating 47 

that into a scalar? 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are having to put a mathematical number 2 

into a biological --  3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could take the same percentages we have 5 

now and say, okay, that’s an output and we’re now going to 6 

reduce that level by 25 percent for angelfish and 20 percent for 7 

surgeonfish and parrotfish, as the starting position, since we 8 

have to start somewhere.   9 

 10 

VANCE VICENTE:  This topic came up in the Chesapeake Bay 11 

Conservation Committee, where they wanted to ban completely the 12 

fishery of menhaden, and they finally got to an agreement, 13 

because of the ecological role, as a food source for -- 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everything. 16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  They agreed to cut, to reduce, the pressure by 18 

20 percent, and the fishers agreed.  That’s just to give you a 19 

recent example of how they handled ecologically-important fish 20 

species. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was their role as prey. 23 

 24 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  But how much protection did they have to make 25 

that decision?  Did they have large area closures and everything 26 

for them to reproduce? 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, and it was a conservation group from the 29 

Chesapeake Bay, and they wanted to totally ban the menhaden 30 

fishery, I mean zero, because of its importance in maintaining 31 

the wildlife diversity, but they finally came to an agreement 32 

with the Chesapeake Bay fisheries, and it’s not a council, but 33 

it’s a committee of some sort, but they regulate the fisheries, 34 

and they agreed to cut it down by 20 percent, because the 35 

fishers agreed that this species has other additional importance 36 

rather than filling up your belly. 37 

 38 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  But that’s what I’m saying.  It didn’t have 39 

protection before and it needed protection. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fishery used to operate totally across 42 

the shelf, and there were schools of hundreds of thousands or 43 

millions of fish, and now the thing operates in the lower 44 

Chesapeake Bay, because they come there to spawn. 45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  Does Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 47 

manage this, because I read a thing the other day actually 48 
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complaining that their ecological role wasn’t taken into 1 

consideration sufficiently, and so was that who it was?   2 

 3 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes, the ASMFC, yes. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anyway, we’re not here to discuss menhaden. 6 

 7 

JOE KIMMEL:  I know that’s not relevant to what -- 8 

 9 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s just an example. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a fairly active movement that is 12 

having success, particularly across the Pacific, saying no 13 

fisheries for herbivores.  I don’t think we’re in a position to 14 

do that, especially in St. Croix, but there is the recognition 15 

that these things are really, really important for their 16 

ecological role, and they’re taking that to the extreme level of 17 

saying no fisheries for them. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are saying no fisheries for sea urchins, 20 

and that’s a starting point. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we have different places.  You have, 23 

in Puerto Rico, based on reported landings anyway, there isn’t a 24 

high percentage of any of these groups being harvested now 25 

relative to their abundance, and we could say let’s just hold it 26 

where it is.  In fact, we could do that for all of the islands.  27 

St. Croix has a level that they’ve been living with for quite 28 

some time now. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is no fishing and the ACL is zero for 31 

midnight and blue and rainbow, and so those are three of the 32 

main parrotfish species that are now zero, and so it’s not that 33 

we haven’t done anything. 34 

 35 

VANCE VICENTE:  You don’t see them around that much. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I know. 38 

 39 

VANCE VICENTE:  That’s why they’re zero, because you don’t see 40 

them, period. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why they’re zero. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They’re still around, but they are rare.  45 

They used to be very abundant, and now they are rare. 46 

 47 

VANCE VICENTE:  In the 1970s. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you talking about the years or your 2 

age? 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We did have one ecological group in 5 

St. Thomas, and that’s the angelfish, but if they were going to 6 

be -- I don’t think we have an indicator species for those, 7 

because they’re all in the form, and so, given that, I think 8 

that would be the only one, but they would be falling into the 9 

2.5 score of susceptibility, and so they would be around here.  10 

Does that make sense?  You have a group of angelfish, three of 11 

them, and they are all on the forms. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we do have groups? 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One, yes, that one.  Sorry.  I kept 16 

looking for the indicator species, and we didn’t -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We didn’t specify one. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but Bill is checking, because we 21 

want to make sure that that’s correct. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am sure that’s correct. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They would be along the same lines of 26 

the yellowtail snapper and the queen trigger.  I am sure that an 27 

indicator was not selected, because they are all on the form.  I 28 

just wanted to make sure, and so there is one ecological group. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was looking at some numbers here, and I 31 

was using the parrots, because they were three.  If we stay with 32 

that, you’re looking at a scalar of 1.5, and so you’re bumping 33 

them up substantially above the 75
th
 percentile. 34 

 35 

If you use the 33 percent reduction, that would get it back to 36 

one, which means you’re at the 75
th
 percentile.  Buffer 37 

notwithstanding, that’s still an increase above the mean, and, 38 

if you use the 50 percent reduction, you’re at a scalar of about 39 

0.75, which gets you back to about the mean, and that’s the 40 

point where we were reducing from in the old system. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  For those ecologically-important species groups 43 

that we’ve been talking about, that’s not a bad approach.   44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To get to where we were before, you’re 46 

almost talking about a two-thirds percent reduction, in this 47 

particular case.  For other species, it might not be that, but 48 
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this has the maximum susceptibility score.  We don’t have to -- 1 

We could just say, based on past arguments, that we want to keep 2 

the levels at about current levels and we specify what that 3 

number is.  Then the council would just set ACL equal to ABC. 4 

 5 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think that’s appropriate for those ecologically-6 

important groups. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is this to generate discussion or is 9 

this specifically for St. Thomas? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s just for discussion.  That’s just the 12 

figure that was up there.  Essentially, this was what we have 13 

done, as someone mentioned, for urchins and cucumbers.  We said 14 

the ecological role is such that we’re going with zero. 15 

 16 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If I understand you right, what’s the discussion 17 

on the table right now, from what you just said, it’s to make a 18 

statement that would leave the levels at where they’re at for 19 

now for those species, the parrotfish, the doctorfish, and the 20 

angelfish, leave the levels set at where they’re at? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  More or less.   23 

 24 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  My only concern that I have with that is the 25 

angelfish, because of the new data that’s being collected, and I 26 

don’t have a problem with the parrotfish and the doctorfish 27 

staying at the levels where they’re at, that will keep them at 28 

the same protection where they’re at, but I have a problem with 29 

the angelfish, where we have overrun that ACL for two 30 

consecutive years, because of the new data that’s being 31 

collected. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Excellent point.  Thank you.  We would have 34 

to make adjustments for that.  Shannon. 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  I did want to point out that, at least in the 37 

Gulf control rule, there is also a statement in the control rule 38 

that says the SSC can also use an ad hoc -- They can develop the 39 

ACL using an ad hoc approach with accompanying justification, 40 

and I’m a little bit concerned that we’re really targeting an 41 

actual number versus the process, and it might be simpler then 42 

just to say that we chose this number and here’s why, rather 43 

than trying to get the scalar and the buffer that -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where I was going with that.  We 46 

already had a discussion that led to reductions that got us to 47 

certain levels, and we would maintain those levels subject to 48 
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the very good point that Julian pointed out that, since the data 1 

is coming in for angelfish, that we have to adjust that level 2 

for that reality. 3 

 4 

My understanding was that that ad hoc approach transcends the 5 

tier level definitions, and so it’s always there, and that 6 

doesn’t have to be written in, but we do have to do the 7 

justifications for that. 8 

 9 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am not certain how it’s written in your ABC 10 

control rule, or whether it appears at all, but I know it’s an 11 

alternative in the FMP, but, of course, the alternatives in the 12 

FMP are set by the council, and so I don’t know whether or not 13 

you have the ability right now to do the ad hoc approach.  I 14 

would have to ask Bill and Jocelyn, who are raising their hands. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Jocelyn. 17 

 18 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was just going to point out that the NS 1 19 

Guidelines say an SSC may recommend an ABC that differs from the 20 

results of the ABC control rule calculation, and so sort of 21 

outside of the control rule calculation.  Then it says, based on 22 

factors, a list of factors, that data uncertainty, variability, 23 

defining trends in population variables, but obviously, as you 24 

noted, it says that you must provide an explanation for the 25 

deviation. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  We have everything we need for you guys, just for 28 

parrotfish, to set an ABC, which I would suggest you set exactly 29 

the same as you did in the 2010 Caribbean ACL Amendment.  That’s 30 

not the case for the surgeonfish, but just for the parrotfish 31 

and queen conch in St. Croix. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why not for the others? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  You treated surgeonfish differently in the 2010 36 

ACL Amendment, or it might have been the 2011.  You used average 37 

catch, and you reduced it by 25 percent.   38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Whereas the other two, or the other one -- 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  For parrotfish, you set ABCs.  It was 300,000 in 42 

St. Croix for all parrotfish and 80,000 in Puerto Rico and 43 

50,000 in St. Thomas.  The council reduced from that, due to 44 

their ecological concerns. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In some sense, we can’t do that exactly, 47 

because we now have indicator species for parrotfishes and 48 
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surgeonfishes, and so we can’t use the -- Or we get rid of the 1 

indicator and we go with the bulk.   2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would suggest you get rid of the indicator, 4 

because what you want to end up with, given the legal 5 

ramifications, and Jocelyn is welcome to comment, is what the 6 

council wants to end up with is 240,000 pounds for St. Croix, 7 

and so that’s what was ruled on.  As long as that’s in place and 8 

as long as these visual census survey data continue to show that 9 

parrotfish is stable or increasing, then the courts, I think, 10 

are going to be happy.  I am pretty sure, if you increase that, 11 

ultimately, the ACL for parrotfish, on any of these islands, 12 

there will be a lawsuit. 13 

 14 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We would be satisfied with our same number for 15 

St. Thomas. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think St. Croix would be too. 18 

 19 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Especially with the different situation. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There have been no overages in St. 22 

Croix. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Pardon me? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There have been no overages in St. 27 

Croix. 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  No. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For surgeons and angels, they used the mean 32 

just at the ABC and then it was the council that reduced it? 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So the mean was used and then it was reduced 37 

and then the council reduced it further? 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  For the parrotfish? 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, there was no mean.  There was an ABC set -- 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What were you just saying?  What species were 46 

you just referring to? 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Surgeonfish. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Surgeonfish and angels. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Surgeon and angels, and so they were 5 

effectively treated, under our new terminology, as 4b.  There 6 

was the mean and then a reduction from there. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was? 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The surgeon and angels. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  The only thing I don’t remember, and I could 15 

check, is did you use -- In Puerto Rico, you used the median for 16 

a lot of these species, and that would certainly be angelfish, 17 

and I think surgeonfish.  I think they were treated in the 2011 18 

amendment too, but that’s just Puerto Rico.  The mean was used 19 

in -- 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, mean or median or whatever.  There was a 22 

reduction from there. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, there was a reduction, and that was it. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which is how we’re treating for 4b, and so 27 

we’re effectively -- 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the case for everything in the 2010 and 30 

2011. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It was back then, but I’m just referring to the 33 

species at hand right now. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kind of, Kevin, but you could say the same thing 36 

for 4a.  You just use a scalar of one. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  4a suggests that it has the possibility of 39 

going up, but 4b does not.  It’s a reduction. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  You could have a scalar of one in 4a, or you could 42 

have a scalar of zero.  It doesn’t have to be a reassignment of 43 

tiers.  It just has to be a choice of scalar. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we wanted to go with a straight 48 
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application of the previous levels, we would have to first not 1 

use indicator species, because the metric would be the total 2 

landings of whatever group we’re talking about, and we would 3 

have to come up with a justification for surgeonfish and 4 

angelfish, which I think we can do, because it was parrotfishes 5 

that were set and justified before, and angelfishes, at least in 6 

the Virgin Islands, are now on the forms.  Is that just St. 7 

Thomas, or is that St. Croix as well that they’re on the forms? 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They’re on all the forms. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so, for both of those islands, we 12 

would need to adjust whatever the past levels are to somehow 13 

what the new data is. 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t have to do this for angelfish.  You can 16 

do whatever you want for angelfish. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That you can do new, because it’s on 19 

the form and, for the years that you have selected already, you 20 

will have dramatically different information than what you had 21 

before. 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Parrotfish specifically and herbivore grazers in 24 

general, including surgeonfish, are the focus of concern for the 25 

environmental organizations.  Nobody has filed a lawsuit on 26 

angelfish. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we’re concerned. 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  Sure, but all I’m saying is you don’t have to 31 

follow that procedure.  You can set your angelfish up anyway you 32 

want and come up with any numbers you want.  You can use the 33 

same process, but, if you use this process for parrotfish, you 34 

will end up with a different ABC, and that could be problematic. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reasons include the number of 37 

regulations that have come into place for the parrotfish over 38 

the past few years and the ACL that has been in place since 39 

2012, and so that’s been capped. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Fortunately, at this point, since we’re all 42 

thinking about this, we can break for lunch. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Just one comment, Richard.  You don’t have to 45 

change anything you’ve done.  You can just say, in spite of 46 

everything we’ve done, we have the authority, as the SSC, to set 47 

that ABC and do it, and here is why.  You don’t have to go back 48 
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and undo anything.  You can just drive right over it, and you 1 

have that authority. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we haven’t undone -- We haven’t set 4 

anything for those species. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  You have set your indicators.  You don’t have to 7 

go back and undo your indicators.  You can, obviously, but you 8 

don’t have to. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we need some consistency.  We don’t 11 

want to have indicators and then say this other thing.  We need 12 

to pick a method to do it. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Selection of years, et cetera, for 15 

these two groups of species, yes.  Otherwise, in one section it 16 

will be all of this, a table with the selection of the years and 17 

the things that they’ve done so far, and then a discussion of 18 

something completely different.   19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s why I think we need consistency and keep 21 

it straightforward. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s break for lunch and come back at 24 

1:15. 25 

 26 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on December 6, 2017.) 27 

 28 

- - - 29 

 30 

December 6, 2017 31 

 32 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 33 

 34 

- - - 35 

 36 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 37 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 38 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, December 6, 2017, and 39 

was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome back from lunch, a bit late, again.  42 

Where we were is I think there was some consensus to say that, 43 

for these species, we would be comfortable at the levels that 44 

they were at before, and, by these species, the ones that are 45 

considered of ecological importance and warrant a reduction to 46 

make sure that those functions are met. 47 

 48 
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The problem is that we need to have these translated into new 1 

metrics, because we have either indicator species or, as 2 

indicated with angelfish, new data.  I do not see any way, 3 

conveniently, that we would do that as a committee function in a 4 

short period of time, and so my recommendation, and excuse me, 5 

Shannon, would be to kick this back to the Science Center and 6 

say can they break out the indicator species in the parrotfish 7 

and the surgeonfish from the overall lumped thing using either 8 

the sampling that Todd was able to do or the bycatch study that 9 

was done some years ago, and we know there’s going to be a lot 10 

of uncertainty with that, but is that something that can be 11 

done?  Then angelfish would also have to be translated into the 12 

new data.  Before you answer, Jocelyn. 13 

 14 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I was just thinking, over the break, just 15 

about the process, and you may still want to ask for assistance, 16 

in terms of coming up with something that deviates from the 17 

control rule, but, looking at the guidelines again, where it 18 

talks about the SSC having the option to recommend an ABC that 19 

differs from the results of application of the control rule 20 

calculation, I think you could leave the species groups and the 21 

indicators alone. 22 

 23 

If one of them, for example, was in a group that had an 24 

indicator and you were developing an overfishing limit and an 25 

ABC for that indicator, then you would do that process, but say, 26 

for these species, we’re not going to go with that result, but, 27 

instead, we’ll come up with something different, because of 28 

these specific reasons, and so it still would involve the 29 

process of coming up with that result, but I think you might be 30 

able to leave some of that work that you did intact, in terms of 31 

coming with the complexes and the indicators. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and I don’t want to throw that away. 34 

 35 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  The easiest way to ask the Science Center to 40 

conduct an analysis is to go ahead and make it a formal council 41 

request. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and we understand that. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  I wouldn’t, in this case, identify -- I would 46 

just send it to the Science Center, because I’m not entirely 47 

certain who at the Science Center would be best able to answer 48 
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such a request or whether there is information available. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  Certainly my staff most typically responds to 5 

councils, but, in this case, other than looking at life history 6 

studies, which we did provide everything we know in that 7 

document by Adyan and Molly, I don’t know exactly what we could 8 

deviate. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This kind of request, these sort of data 11 

requests, typically go to Steve’s group, which would have been 12 

Dave’s group, which is then me.  If it’s coming from the 13 

council, it will go to Bonnie or the interim director. 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s always helpful to, if you know what data 16 

you’re actually looking for or what you’re hoping to receive 17 

from the Science Center, it’s best to be explicit about that and 18 

not leave it too open to interpretation. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am happy to help, or I don’t know if we want 23 

to, as a group, draft something, but, if not, I am happy to help 24 

with that. 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  There was the parrotfish bi-op, which certainly 27 

contained a lot of information about parrotfish, and so that 28 

might be a place to start to find out what has been compiled to 29 

date. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and I would suggest that we not -- If 32 

there are datasets that the committee is aware of, that the SSC 33 

is aware of, that may be useful, then certainly mention them by 34 

name, but word it in such a way as to not constrain the request 35 

to those datasets alone. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For Puerto Rico, we do not have indicators 38 

for either parrots or surgeonfishes, and is that correct? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Not for the parrotfish and not for the 41 

acanthurids and not for the angelfish. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   44 

 45 

JOE KIMMEL:  How come the angelfish are not included in here? 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am just starting to type to see if 48 
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that’s going to become what you have consensus on, and so I 1 

wasn’t quite sure about the angelfish, because there was 2 

discussion about being able to do something new. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t want to maintain the ABC for the -- 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, it’s just that it was for the 7 

angelfish, right, and so that’s why it’s -- 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  You can, but if you do, we would -- 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s only parrotfish and surgeonfish. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we want to have that translated into 14 

the new catch levels that now is on the form.  This would be a 15 

recommendation to the council that they seek the Science Center 16 

aid. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to type that up for 19 

everyone to see? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no idea.  It would be a 22 

recommendation to the council that we request the Science Center 23 

aid in -- I guess I would preface this, before we make the 24 

request, that the goal of the SSC is to retain the recommended 25 

harvest levels for angelfishes, surgeonfishes, and parrotfishes.  26 

Harvest limits, because we’re actually going to shift that from 27 

an ACL to an ABC, I think, but the numbers are going to be the 28 

same.  That’s our goal. 29 

 30 

To be able to do this, we need to be able to translate basically 31 

old data into new data and so, specifically, for St. Thomas and 32 

St. Croix, because none of this applies to Puerto Rico, for St. 33 

Thomas and St. Croix, for the parrotfishes and surgeonfishes, we 34 

would like to have the past species groups split into species 35 

with a focus on the indicator species.  For the angelfishes, we 36 

need to convert the past catch under the old forms to the new 37 

catch levels that result from better reporting because of their 38 

inclusion on the new forms.  The parrotfish and surgeonfish 39 

groups need to be separated. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the parrotfishes and the 42 

surgeonfishes, the past species  43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The past species groups need to be split 45 

into specific species with emphasis on the indicator species.  46 

For the angelfishes, we need to convert catch levels from the 47 

old forms.  If that can be done, we can move forward with what 48 
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our goal is.  You don’t have to state that. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we’re asking for an estimate of what the -- 3 

I am speaking of the last line there, and an estimate of what 4 

the angelfish landings might have been had they been reported at 5 

the level they are now. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  We’ve done analyses like this in the past, 12 

breaking it out using TIP species groups, and there are some 13 

serious caveats with those approaches.  What you’re likely to 14 

get is here’s a plausible way of doing it, but we would caution 15 

you that, unless -- We have to first presume that TIP is 16 

representative, and then you have to presume that those species 17 

-- That the fractions of the species within the species groups 18 

that we’re seeing now can be applied back through time. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s an approximation, but it may not be -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have TIP, and you have, potentially, 25 

the landings study, and there is, potentially, the bycatch 26 

study.  There is -- Whatever data you think you can provide, and 27 

it may be that you come back and say, look, this can’t be done, 28 

in which case we’ll have to do something else. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Most of the catch is with one standard gear 31 

collection method and the probability is increased, but, if it’s 32 

mixed up with different type of gears and stuff, it’s going to 33 

be more complicated. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  There is uncertainty.   36 

 37 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I just have a question about just the 38 

framing of the first sentence there that the goal being to 39 

retain the harvest limits.  Perhaps we could explain that we’re 40 

looking at trying to derive the ABC and to come up with an 41 

overfishing limit that it will be based on in some way, some of 42 

the harvest limit, something like that, so that it -- That’s say 43 

that the SSC is setting something that looks like ACL, but 44 

rather just kind of come up with the overfishing limit and the 45 

ABC based on some of the past information, and so, on that point 46 

too, just talking about consensus on maintaining the ABC for a 47 

species of ecological importance, and not referencing ACL, which 48 



229 

 

might change based on the management uncertainty that the 1 

council would -- 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  Why do you want to do this, just out of 4 

curiosity? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because we have to set a limit.  My feeling 7 

is that, if we’re now getting species-specific data, especially 8 

for the indicator species for surgeonfish and parrotfish, 9 

aggregating it back is really not the direction that we want to 10 

go. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  What we can do is essentially tell you what’s 13 

possible and whether it’s reliable. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s all we want.  It might be that, hey, 16 

we can’t do this, and then we go back to the aggregate.   17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  It might not have sufficient accuracy to be the 19 

basis of a science determination. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 22 

 23 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We are collecting information for all of those 24 

species now, but it’s just started. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but we don’t want to go backwards 27 

from that effort.  So much has been put into that, and obviously 28 

we want to start moving toward Tier 3 stuff, but -- 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just remember that we attempted an analysis like 31 

this during SEDAR 46, and the results were not used, because we 32 

didn’t think they were reliable, and then -- I just don’t think 33 

we’re going to find a way to do this very effectively, but we 34 

can certainly tell you what the assumptions we made were and 35 

what results and tell you whether we think it’s reliable.  I 36 

have a feeling that this is fruitless. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have a question.  The bycatch report 39 

that we have is from 2006, and it’s already been used previously 40 

for the ACL efforts, in trying to see what we had.  Has there 41 

been any recent -- Todd, specifically, I am asking you, but 42 

about the length and the biostatistical data and species 43 

identification from the landings, anything that would really 44 

contribute to this effort in recent years? 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You just said length, and how would length be 47 

involved in this issue? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am just saying for the 2 

identification purposes and any additional information. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  She’s really just talking TIP data. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, TIP data. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, TIP data, I have not looked at the numbers 9 

for recent years, but I know there was a very low sampling in 10 

the USVI for a number of years, up until recently.  It was close 11 

to zero, if I remember correctly. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it’s a handful of samples over the years. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so we have the pilot study, which we 16 

have a design survey on that one, and so we have six weeks, but, 17 

once again, that is -- Every caveat there was that’s the lowest 18 

fishing time period in the USVI, and so that would have a caveat 19 

there, but we do have information from that, to look at that. 20 

 21 

What the caveat there would be, it would be, given the species 22 

composition captured during a six-week period in September and 23 

October of this year, this would be the breakdown on it.  24 

Whether this group feels that that’s representative of a year as 25 

a whole or representative of that in the past, that’s to be -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We certainly could get input, both from 28 

Julian and Ed, on what their perceptions are on what percentage 29 

of the species in say parrotfishes are the indicators. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This request is done almost religiously every two 32 

years, for one thing or another.  Every time a SEDAR comes up, 33 

this request gets done, and it’s never produced results before, 34 

given the available information, and so Shannon just sounded 35 

like me.  I know where this is going to go, and what you’re 36 

going to get is here it is.  However, TIP sampling is -- Five 37 

years ago, it was less than 2 percent.  When you start doing an 38 

average over a three of four-year period, given that there was 39 

no effort of doing any decent sampling, it’s going to be less 40 

than that for total landings, and so it’s going to be highly, 41 

highly uncertain. 42 

 43 

Then the problem also is breaking the species apart using 44 

multiple different studies and multiple different approaches to 45 

potential species identification, for the parrotfish in 46 

particular. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I haven’t got my head wrapped around, but is 3 

there an option of doing the aggregate?  Can we do the aggregate 4 

in there and not get into this and then look ahead?  I mean, we 5 

make this recommendation for ten to twelve years, and then you 6 

need the species-specific information done in a designed way so 7 

that we can start breaking some of these things apart. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  An alternative, and certainly if this 10 

effort fails, is to just go with the aggregate, and those 11 

species will still be on the forms.  We will still collect data, 12 

and we will try to get out of that at some point.  Presumably, 13 

if we get enough information, we might do a Tier 3 analysis, and 14 

then we can flip to the indicator species.  Is that how you 15 

would see it? 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and I would hate to see a request like this 18 

go to the Center and the Center -- I mean, it’s not simply 19 

calculating percentages.  It’s characterizing the caveats, which 20 

ends up taking more time than simply calculating percentages by 21 

species.  When they get into it, they’re going to have to do a 22 

whole lot of looking at spatial information and depth 23 

information, and it ends up being an analysis to see if your 24 

percentages are calculated out, but I see this -- It would 25 

probably stop the process for these for a three-month period. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it would. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  More than that.  More than that.  Given where 30 

this request would end up, either with Shannon’s group or in my 31 

group, and given the upcoming SEDAR workload which is coming 32 

that will be quite high, this is a long-term project that may 33 

come to nothing. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s where it’s gone in the past. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you suggesting that the committee 38 

withdraw this sort of recommendation and just go with aggregates 39 

right from the beginning, because that will move things forward, 40 

as opposed to holding them up. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that’s much more straightforward and 43 

much more likely to produce a way forward.  I think that sort of 44 

on the books for us to do is this kind of analysis, the kinds of 45 

stuff that Todd has been talking about, looking into the 46 

caveats, just to answer, once and for all, can we use, for 47 

example, the TIP data to get at these sorts of questions, but 48 
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when that may actually happen, when there is time and people to 1 

do it, that’s sort of an open question. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, in your defense, what you just said is can 4 

you use the TIP data to do this, and that has been asked and 5 

answered half-a-dozen times, at least, and it’s not that -- From 6 

the last time we did it until now, you’re just dealing with 7 

little to no samples. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Agreed. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So there’s no chance that what has happened in 12 

the last few years is going to benefit the questions that have 13 

been asked in the past. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, from the point of view of the data. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that, if you wanted to say the TIP data 18 

is one source of information and the pilot study is another 19 

source of information on there, then you can -- Because if 20 

they’re consistent with each other, all the caveats for TIP, 21 

maybe it’s actually consistent and you could potentially sift 22 

out September and October, the same time period, in the TIP data 23 

and compare that to what came out of the pilot study.  That 24 

would give you something, but what this is -- I don’t think 25 

anyone has started flipping around the pilot study data at all, 26 

and so we would be starting something -- 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and, again, that is sort of on the books 29 

to do, but it’s just a matter of when staff time is available. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Shifting gears slightly, the 32 

other issue is the angelfish.  We have old data forms that do 33 

not have angelfish, and so the write-ins were used to get that 34 

ridiculously low ACL that we now have.  Now it’s being reported, 35 

and so we want to have something that kind of reflects our 36 

concern but is relative to the actual numbers being harvested. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  Angelfish has been being reported. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we’ve got angelfish during our 41 

reference period in every year.  In 2012 forward, we’ve got 42 

French, gray, and queen reported consistently every year during 43 

that time. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  With gray providing 80 percent of the 46 

total catch. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then it’s pretty even between the other two. 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t understand why they can’t be treated like 3 

everybody else. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and that would be my recommendation, is to 6 

just -- They are consistently reported during our reference 7 

period, and let’s proceed accordingly. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we can do that with everybody else, 10 

too.  We can do those with the indicator species.  The question 11 

is how do we -- Then we have to say, okay, what’s our ecological 12 

additional scalar adjustment going to be?  We are going from 13 

we’re happy where we are and we would like to do that, and 14 

here’s what they are, but we’ve got to put these in different 15 

terms.  Angelfish would still have that problem.  We could still 16 

aggregate the surgeons and parrots and go with that approach. 17 

 18 

If we go with the other approach, if we’ve got the system, then 19 

we need to come up with a new scalar adjustment for ecological 20 

species, and, whatever that plays out to be, that’s what it 21 

plays out to be.  22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Taking them one at a time, I would continue to 24 

urge that you set the parrotfish up the same way that you set 25 

them up before.  You don’t have to change anything.  You don’t 26 

even have to do anything with parrotfish, because, if you don’t, 27 

they will fall back on Alternative 2 or Alternative 1, and they 28 

will be exactly what they are now, which is where they should 29 

be.  Angelfish, I think you can do the same thing, and, 30 

surgeonfish, I guess we may want -- 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Angelfish, if we do that, they’re going to 33 

run over every year, because now they’re on the forms.  We can’t 34 

say whatever we did last time. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  They were on the forms.  We were getting -- We had 37 

an ACL of three-hundred-and-something pounds. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we can’t say let’s do what we 40 

did before with that. 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  I’m not saying angelfish.  I am saying parrotfish.  43 

For angelfish, if you follow the same process, you will end up 44 

with an ABC that’s somewhere around 8,000 pounds, which where it 45 

used to be 300 pounds, because now you’ve got 2012 to 2016 46 

landings. 47 

 48 
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You don’t really need to go bend over backwards for angelfish.  1 

Your point about how are you going to reduce them ecologically 2 

is a valid point that’s worth discussing, but you’re getting to 3 

OFL, and that’s the same as for everybody else, unless you are 4 

determined that you’re going to take ecological considerations 5 

into account with your scalar, and that’s up to you guys.  6 

Regardless, you’ve got the same sequence of landings for 7 

angelfish that you have for a lot of these -- For all of these 8 

species that are going to use 2012 to 2016. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know why you’re making an exception for 13 

them. 14 

 15 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Then what’s the difference with surgeonfish? 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  There is no difference with surgeonfish, really.  18 

You’ve got 2012 to 2016 landings for surgeonfish. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had them for parrotfish, too. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, I agree with that, but where parrotfish is, 23 

you’ve got this -- 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What’s our indicator species for parrotfish? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The redtail and the -- 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  The other thing about parrotfish is we have a 30 

judge telling us what to do, and all I’m doing is asking you to 31 

be sensitive to that.   32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a what? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  A judge telling us what to do.  They have pretty 36 

much said this is what you need to do with parrotfish.   37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s redtail and stoplight. 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  You need to leave them alone, and you need to 41 

watch them, and you need to make sure that the fishery-42 

independent data is flat or going up.  If it starts going down, 43 

you’ve got do something with parrotfish.  If you go in there and 44 

set an ACL that is -- I mean, you can set an ACL that’s below 45 

that, or an ABC, and so we can do whatever we want, or at least 46 

the council can, but you have to be more careful with parrotfish 47 

because of the legal ramifications, and that’s all. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So the judgment was the catch limits are X? 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  The judgment was the catch limits you set are 4 

fine, and I’m not going to make you do something different, but 5 

you’re going to watch the fishery-independent data, and you’re 6 

going to show me, the judge, that those fishery-independent data 7 

are showing flat or increasing biomass.  If they’re flat or 8 

increasing, I am happy. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That applies to all of the Virgin Islands? 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  It applies -- The real focus is St. Croix. 13 

 14 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, the real focus, but was it also the case 15 

in St. Thomas that there was a -- 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  Do you remember that, Jocelyn? 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There was a legal ruling that said that you 20 

shall do it this way?  If there’s a legal ruling out there, 21 

we’re done.  We have to follow that, right? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, you don’t have to follow that, but, if you 24 

don’t, then -- 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could be more restrictive. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We could be more restrictive, but -- 29 

 30 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It can’t go above where it’s at right now. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But we’ve just -- I thought we just agreed that 33 

-- As you say, the SSC is okay with the limits as they exist.  34 

If we could say that and say we’re there because of this legal 35 

ruling, I think we’re done with parrotfish. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  You wouldn’t have to say because of the legal 38 

ruling.  You could mention that, but this is the important part.  39 

The important part is you set these harvest limits, and your 40 

data is showing that parrotfish are actually increasing in 41 

abundance, and so that is a darned good justification for 42 

maintaining things the way they are, because the biomass is 43 

increasing.   44 

 45 

Now, you don’t have to do that, but that’s a very good 46 

justification.  We have stabilized these parrotfish populations, 47 

and, in fact, they’re getting better, and that’s a victory.  48 
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That’s a victory for fishery management. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have no problem with that as a justification. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s the best thing you guys have got going.  It’s 5 

the best thing we’ve got going in the Caribbean, is the 6 

parrotfish.   7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is the same true of the surgeonfish, or that 9 

was just the parrotfish? 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  The overall herbivore biomass is going up, based 12 

on VCS data, and that’s combined parrotfish and surgeonfish.  13 

They’re all going up. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I get that, but this -- Coming from the 16 

judge, was that strictly -- That was for both species groups, 17 

parrotfish and surgeonfish? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  My feeble memory would say that the lawsuit 20 

focused on parrotfish, but I can pull up the bi-op and double-21 

check. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just trying to think of ways to justify -- 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  The terms and conditions is what it’s all about. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and then I agree, if angelfish are not 28 

part of that -- 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  They’re not. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then we can handle them separately. 33 

 34 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Bill, I got lost somewhere.  What study are you 35 

referring to?  What study are you referring to that was -- 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  The fishery-independent monitoring visual census 38 

survey.   39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s showing an increase? 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s showing increased biomass over the last two 43 

or three surveys. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we only have three surveys. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and so the judge asked for exactly that, that 48 
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I want to see stable or increasing biomass, and, if that’s the 1 

case, I, the judge, am happy.  If those biomasses are going 2 

down, I, the judge, have a problem, and I will insist that you 3 

guys address my concerns. 4 

 5 

WALTER KEITHLY:  How long has the study been conducted for now? 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  I’m not the expert, but it’s been going on a long 8 

time, but they’ve jacked up the sample sizes in the last -- 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, no, no.  It’s 2011 or 2012, somewhere 11 

in there. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it an every-other-year thing? 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is additional data, but that was very 16 

local.  The bio-geo people were in St. Thomas, and they did 17 

stuff for the monuments, and they did stuff for Buck Island, and 18 

so it wasn’t a comprehensive -- 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Adam from the Science Center, he 21 

worked on the parrotfish issue for a while.   22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know Ben was working on it. 24 

 25 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We give our parrotfish information every month 26 

for the last couple of years. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You do what? 29 

 30 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The group with John and Fish and Wildlife have 31 

been collecting parrotfish for the last couple of years and 32 

looking at the otoliths and everything, and so they have all 33 

kinds of information for those fish. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the ageing and reproductive 36 

things, SEAMAP was also collecting that. 37 

 38 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I have been supplying a lot of the fish. 39 

 40 

JOHN HOENIG:  We’re collecting it, and we’re processing it, but 41 

we’re not done. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What were the susceptibility levels on the 44 

surgeon? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Two.  This is with the 0.6, and so 47 

doctorfish being the indicator species. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Those numbers would be the same, right? 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The twos, yes. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s just the multiplier after that. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Croix -- 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  The lawsuit is basically parrotfish and not 10 

herbivores. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s also two.  St. Thomas has an 13 

indicator, but St. Croix doesn’t for the surgeon.  It’s doctor, 14 

ocean, and blue tang.  This is St. Croix.   15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re all two. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They’re all the same.  In St. Thomas, 19 

because it has an indicator, doctorfish, and that’s also a value 20 

of two.  So, Bill, it’s only the parrotfish, but it’s the 21 

parrotfish from the U.S. Caribbean, right? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  It kind of says -- We’re talking St. Croix, but we 24 

feel like this should be region-wide, and it says parrotfish, 25 

but it also says herbivores.  I mean, if you really want to be 26 

conservative on this, and I would recommend it, that you say 27 

that we’re going to maintain parrotfish where they are and we’re 28 

going to maintain surgeonfish where they are and we’re not going 29 

to mess with them.  It’s not a good time to be messing with 30 

them.   31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we only do that for surgeonfish by 33 

keeping the aggregate. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the most straightforward way to do it, for 36 

both of them.  There is a total ABC for surgeonfish, and there 37 

is a total ABC for parrotfish. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the reference years, if you look 40 

at the information, it’s still two or three species for 41 

parrotfish, and it’s mostly one of the surgeonfish, right, the 42 

one that has the most landings. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am just bringing up the same numbers for St. 45 

Croix. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  There’s what you’re trying to avoid.  This is 48 
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right in the terms and conditions, “in order to be exempt from 1 

liability for take prohibited by Section 9 of the ESA”, and so 2 

that’s what you’re trying to do, be exempt from liability, and, 3 

to be exempt from liability, you want to be careful how you’re 4 

handling parrotfish and surgeonfish.  Lawsuits are very 5 

expensive and very time consuming. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand how that works for parrotfish.  8 

Are we okay with surgeonfish?  Can we say, given similar 9 

ecological importance of surgeonfishes and parrotfishes, we also 10 

want to keep surgeonfishes at the same level?  Can we just have 11 

a simple statement like that? 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we’re being consistent that way. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is really a question for Bill, since 16 

he’s been arguing the point, because surgeonfishes and 17 

parrotfishes were not done the same way before. 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, they weren’t, but that doesn’t preclude you 20 

from using your SSC authority to ad hoc set ABCs for these 21 

groups, regardless of how it was done before.  My suggestion is 22 

do that and do it setting them exactly the same as you did 23 

before, or you can set them at the ACLs that we have now and 24 

then simply ask the council to not apply an additional 25 

reduction, and so you say our ABC, for whatever your OFL may be, 26 

our ABC for parrotfish is going to be -- Previously, it was 27 

300,000 pounds.  That was what you set your ABC at for 28 

parrotfish in St. Croix, and that ABC equaled the OFL, and so 29 

your OFL was 300,000 pounds. 30 

 31 

Then, through a two-step process, we got that down to an ACL 32 

that was 240,000 pounds.  You can set it at 300,000, and the 33 

council can use that same two-step process to get it down to 34 

240,000, only for St. Croix.  It was a one-step process for St. 35 

Thomas and Puerto Rico, taking the 80,000 and knocking it down 36 

by 15 percent, I think, and taking the 50,000 in St. Thomas and 37 

knocking it down by 15 percent, or whatever the exact numbers 38 

were, but that’s the process. 39 

 40 

I don’t think the council will have a problem with following 41 

that process if you set your exact same ABCs.  You can then turn 42 

around, for surgeonfish, and say we’re going to set our ad hoc 43 

ABC, which we equate to OFL, as what the ABC/OFL is now, and the 44 

council can follow the same 25 percent reduction process, which 45 

is what they put on the surgeonfish, and end up with the same 46 

ACL we’ve got now.  I don’t think anybody would complain about 47 

that approach. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What is that ACL now for surgeonfish? 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would have to pull up the table. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where is that little booklet? 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think that Vance has that booklet. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What is the ACL for surgeonfish in St. 10 

Thomas and St. Croix? 11 

 12 

VANCE VICENTE:  St. Thomas surgeonfish is -- In St. Thomas/St. 13 

John, it’s 29,249.  In St. Croix, surgeonfish is 33,603.   14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  These are ACLs? 16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  ACLs for species not overfished.   18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What was the number for St. Thomas? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  29,249.  While we’re at it, let’s look at 24 

Puerto Rico. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What is it for Puerto Rico? 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  Puerto Rico surgeonfish? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 31 

 32 

VANCE VICENTE:  Commercial, it’s 7,179.  Recreational, it’s 33 

3,590.   34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was the recreational? 36 

 37 

VANCE VICENTE:  3,590.  The allocation is 67 and 33, commercial 38 

and recreational.  39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  While you’re there, Vance, can you give us 41 

the parrotfish numbers? 42 

 43 

VANCE VICENTE:  For where? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All three of them. 46 

 47 

VANCE VICENTE:  For parrotfish, annual catch limit values for 48 



241 

 

overfished species, for Puerto Rico, parrotfish commercial is 1 

52,737.  Recreational is 15,263.  The annual catch limit value 2 

for overfished species in St. Thomas/St. John, parrotfish, 3 

42,500.  St. Croix, annual catch limit values for overfished 4 

species, parrotfish, 240,000. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to complete, can you give us the 7 

angelfish for all three? 8 

 9 

VANCE VICENTE:  Angelfish is nothing for Puerto Rico.  I don’t 10 

see the angelfish listed. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That’s because they weren’t 13 

overfished. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  St. Croix, ACL values for species not 16 

overfished, angelfish, 305.  St. Thomas/St. John, for species 17 

not overfished, angelfish is 7,897. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What are the angelfish landings recently, 20 

now that they’re on the form? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Croix or for -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, for St. Thomas.  St. Croix is a joke at 25 

the 305, and we know that. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the complete period of time or 28 

just the last few years? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just a ballpark.  Where are we relative to 31 

this almost 8,000?   32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Angelfish in St. Thomas is 16,000 to 21,000 34 

pounds for all three species, queen, gray, and French. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have no ACL for angelfish in Puerto 37 

Rico? 38 

 39 

VANCE VICENTE:  I don’t see it here.   40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one are you asking about? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Puerto Rico angelfish.   44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 8,984 and 4,492 for the 46 

recreational.  47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Like I said, this is not an angelfish issue.  This 1 

is a parrotfish/surgeonfish grazing herbivores issue, as far as 2 

the court is concerned.  You can do your angelfish, like I said, 3 

the same way you do everything else. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Given all the discussion that we’ve had, I 6 

think I would withdraw the recommendation language we were 7 

working on trying to split the groups and instead go with, for 8 

surgeonfishes and parrotfishes, that we’re going to retain the 9 

current levels.   10 

 11 

The question is then how we want to do that, and I think my 12 

preference would be that we would say that we are explicitly 13 

incorporating the ecological function considerations and we 14 

would set the OFL equal to ABC equal to the current ACL and 15 

recommend that the council do not reduce that. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Set the ABC? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, equal to OFL equal to the current ACL.   20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s tricky, because now you’re going to be 22 

exceeding the OFL, and that causes problems.  You want that 23 

buffer between OFL and ACL. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The issue is that it’s -- It’s not the 26 

ACL. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I see what he’s saying. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  One other component that I’m -- Setting to the 31 

current value, and I know this is something that outside the 32 

room that I mentioned the possibility of, but is there a 33 

disconnect between us having reviewed the year sequences, using 34 

new year sequences for baselines, but then taking an old 35 

baseline set of information and carrying that number forward? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just had a whole discussion that said 38 

that we have a problem doing this going forward with indicator 39 

species, because of the problems with splitting things up. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I’ve got it, but I’m just -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Unless we want to go and say, okay, let’s 44 

come up with a reduction factor for ecological species and we 45 

throw out the goal of trying to just retain what we have, and 46 

maybe we end up getting close, but we’re talking about 47 

reductions, in this process, of I would guess anywhere between 48 
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50 and 67 percent, now that we’re talking about susceptibility 1 

of two or three. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am just doing the target of the existing.  Do 4 

you know what I’m saying with that?  It’s like we’re basically 5 

taking a value that was done from previous math. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we have a whole new way of doing things, 10 

but, in this case, we’re using an entirely different year 11 

sequence and setup calculation, and so we’ve got a baseline. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and this is not based -- My comments 14 

were not based on whatever the current baselines are.  They’re 15 

based on the past baselines. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, in the case of the Virgin Islands, our 20 

baseline is already a lower. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What I am saying is that the -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So maybe the reductions, obviously, aren’t 25 

that low, because you’re -- 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If I was filing a lawsuit on this, I would say 28 

there is obviously either a crash in the population or a total 29 

change in reporting behavior.  Looking back at that previous 30 

value, it’s way inflating the landings that should be -- To 31 

maintain the current or the level of exploitation, and forget 32 

your number of pounds, but, to maintain the current level of 33 

exploitation, we would have to know what was happening with that 34 

data stream from the previous baseline information to the 35 

current.  We have differences in reporting and different forms. 36 

 37 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The economy and everything is a factor. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter pulled up data at the last meeting 40 

showing the Virgin Islands economy is going way down. 41 

 42 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The reports are saying so. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean, we can try and reverse-engineer 45 

this and see if it’s a consistent pattern that comes out that 46 

makes sense, and it makes sense because we have a pattern in the 47 

first place, and here’s what those values would be that get you 48 



244 

 

there, but the rationale for doing that would be the level that 1 

we were at before. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Does everyone else understand what I’m trying to 4 

say? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Probably not. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  I get it, Todd, but keep in mind the visual census 9 

survey data, which is showing an increase in biomass.  That’s 10 

the anchor to this thing.  We have set these things, and we’ve 11 

had this management plan in place, and we’re seeing positive 12 

results. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am just talking about what does a five mean?  15 

Taking a five from the past and comparing a five to now is two 16 

different things. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A five meaning like -- 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Pounds or whatever.  It’s just that the numbers 21 

themselves have changed. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, for one, they have been capped 26 

since 2012 to the new allowable annual catch limit.  The changes 27 

in the form have been documented, and that’s what on the screen, 28 

and so these are the species that are on the forms now that were 29 

not there before, and that’s what you are trying to --  30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  The big difference being that angelfish weren’t in 32 

there at all.  Parrotfish were in there, but they just weren’t 33 

in there by species. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly, and so parrotfish was the 36 

group that was there before, since 2011, and now there are 37 

species and there is no actual parrotfish denomination in the 38 

forms anymore, and so -- 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There isn’t?  So we are potentially -- 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Regardless of whatever the reason is, we’ve got 43 

values now that are extremely different than in the past.  For 44 

us to carry over a parrotfish value that -- Because we have 45 

extra concern about -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can’t.  She raised an interesting point.  48 
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There isn’t a lumped parrotfish category.  There are only the 1 

indicator species on the form, and so we cannot go back to that, 2 

because we don’t have that metric to compare. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s a different than what I was getting at, 5 

because you have different data. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So, in this case, especially for parrotfish, the 10 

reason we’re having this discussion is the concern is, going 11 

backwards to higher levels, you’re going to end up -- If someone 12 

did the old and the new comparison, the only one that would be 13 

raising up massively would be the one we have the most concern 14 

about. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re back to Option a, that we want an 17 

attempt to split the species, or, Option b, we are going to go 18 

through a process and come up with what we think is an 19 

appropriate factor to multiply against the susceptibility to 20 

come up with the scalar. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the simplest. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is the simplest, but I don’t know a 25 

basis from where we even start, and we have to start from 26 

someplace, and so, if we’re starting from Joe, I would go to him 27 

and say what’s your recommendation. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no category for parrotfish. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going to be -- As Bill as mentioned, 32 

we have new data, which means we’re translating a concept from 33 

old data into new data, and we are going to have to worry about 34 

whether that level is sufficient to meet the criteria that we 35 

are being evaluated on by the judge. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How many years of the new data do you think 38 

that we need to make the evaluation? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it’s irrelevant, because it’s 41 

different data. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but how many more years of this new 44 

data, I mean, the species-specific data for other groups and -- 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have -- We have species-specific 47 

data, but we don’t have it for all the species, and so, if we 48 



246 

 

had it for all the species, yes, we could do these splits that 1 

we’re talking about, but we don’t.  We don’t have data for all 2 

the parrotfishes.  We only have data for two of the 3 

parrotfishes.  We only have it for one surgeonfish, I think. 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  Historically? 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The new forms. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Historically, we didn’t have species-10 

specific data on anything except lobster and conch. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right, but we did have parrotfish landings as a 13 

group. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but now we don’t have parrotfish 16 

landings as a group. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now you have species-specific -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have those two species, but we don’t 21 

have all the rest of them. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have six, but you don’t have 24 

something called “parrotfish”, which you had before. 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, yes, and you add them up. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, because there is the other 29 

species. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so, if this is all the 32 

parrotfishes, besides the three big ones, then, yes, we could 33 

add those up and call it a group.   34 

 35 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s the six. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Before, in Puerto Rico, they were supposed to 38 

report parrotfish by species, way back all along, and they did.  39 

The problem was they only reported about 5 to 10 percent of them 40 

-- No, 1 or 2 percent of them, to the species that they -- They 41 

just reported them as parrotfish, and I don’t think they could 42 

identify them.  They just said this is a parrotfish. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Why are we going to Puerto Rico? 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  But it’s however many pounds of whatever it is. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that we don’t have here a total 1 

for the group. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we can total the group.  I was 4 

mistaken. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go back to Todd’s point.  Under that 9 

scenario, are we still dealing with different data? 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely.  Why didn’t we -- If you’re talking 12 

about baseline information, years of information and years that 13 

we chose to select for our baseline, our reference period -- We 14 

chose those because that’s data that’s consistent, and it’s not 15 

the same was what was previous to that, and so we have a new 16 

baseline of information, and, prior to that, you have all sorts 17 

of things that could be involved. 18 

 19 

All of this logic is trying to reverse-engineer to a number.  I 20 

mean, you’re going to some previous value and going, well, it 21 

should be 100,000 pounds, and I don’t like it that it’s coming 22 

out lower, and so let’s figure out a way of making it 100,000 23 

pounds.  That’s all this conversation is.  That’s what the 24 

people fighting for the industry do and not what the SSC is 25 

supposed to do.  The SSC is supposed to come up with a procedure 26 

that doesn’t look at that final number and that comes up -- In 27 

this case, we are going to have to use that final number, no 28 

matter what, as a check on our procedure, but we shouldn’t be 29 

doing that until we get through a logical scientific process. 30 

 31 

JOE KIMMEL:  But we do have a procedure for all the other 32 

species, including, right now, including for parrotfish and 33 

surgeonfish.  I think, because of the ecological importance and 34 

some of the concerns that Bill has, why can’t we make an 35 

exception, just for the parrotfish and surgeonfish, but keep our 36 

procedure for everything else as we go down the line? 37 

 38 

We’re going around in circles here, and we’re not really 39 

achieving anything.  I think Rich’s idea of making a 40 

recommendation to the council that they maintain their ABCs and 41 

OFLs at the same levels that they had been is probably a pretty 42 

good idea. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean, we have discussed this.  When we did the 45 

baseline, we discussed it, and here is Richard, where we’re 46 

talking about the base period:  You take your reference period, 47 

and that is then multiplied by the scalar, and that scalar 48 
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cannot be greater than two.  It should be less than two, and 1 

that’s based on what the perceived degree of exploitation is, 2 

life history and its ecological function.   3 

 4 

I mean, we’ve discussed that we were going to take ecological 5 

function into the scalar, and that was the method we came up 6 

with in developing all of this, and why is that not working now?  7 

That’s why I am confused on this. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We have the species-specific information to 10 

start with.  The species-specific information is lacking. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are the surgeonfishes all being reported as 13 

well? 14 

 15 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes.  A perfect example, Rich, if I may, is I 16 

was just port sampled on November 24, and I have it here in 17 

front of me.  I had nineteen different species that day, 18 

nineteen species in one fishing trip, and I have each one of 19 

them by their weights, and I don’t need to read out their 20 

weights, but a perfect example of the information that’s being 21 

collected right now.  It’s angelfish, queen trigger, white 22 

spotted filefish, margate, gray angel, French angel, hogfish, 23 

yellowtail, coney, redeye, saucereye porgy, bluestriped grunt, 24 

white grunt, stoplight parrotfish, redtail, blue tang, 25 

doctorfish, and squirrelfish. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’ve got to make up your mind. 28 

 29 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  You see what I’m saying?  All of this 30 

information now is being collected.  It wasn’t being collected 31 

before, and that’s why I agree with what Bill is saying that we 32 

should hold the parrotfish and hold the surgeonfish where we 33 

are, but, if we go off of what’s there right not, you’re going 34 

to reduce our numbers significantly and cause us to go into an 35 

overfishing state, and we’re not weighing in the part from any 36 

discussion here of the economy and all the stuff we’ve been 37 

saying, because that paperwork was never produced, and so I have 38 

a problem with that.  I don’t know why we’re trying to make the 39 

problem more difficult for us. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Before I call on Jocelyn, since Graciela is 42 

showing me the data here, it is only for 2016 on that we have 43 

all those species of parrotfishes and surgeonfish on the list, 44 

and so we are getting them, but, for the full suite, it just 45 

started, but that is a basis, be it one year, of splitting, 46 

should we -- 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I fought long and hard at the early part of this 1 

process to say improved reporting and fishermen should not be 2 

punished for improved reporting. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  As much as we want to hear repeated over and over 7 

and over that you’re going to reduce us levels and you’re going 8 

to end up with -- I spent years of my life making sure that that 9 

wasn’t the case and what wasn’t going to happen.  If we put this 10 

value in there now, based on 2015 and 2016, the Science Center 11 

can review that information when it comes up next year and we 12 

don’t end up in that situation, right? 13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There were two changes, two significant 17 

changes, to the forms in the Virgin Islands, and one happened in 18 

July of 2011, and this is where you start to see here all the 19 

angelfish and that sort of thing, and then there was another 20 

dramatic change in 2016 that expanded the number of species, and 21 

that’s why you’re starting to see the various other 22 

surgeonfishes and some of the other parrotfishes. 23 

 24 

Again, with Todd, we’re continuously, over these years, 25 

improving the kinds of data that can be collected and expanding 26 

it, and so that makes the job that we’re at right now a little 27 

more difficult, but, as you said, that’s not lost on the people 28 

doing this work.  We have taken that into account every time.  29 

When things have not been on the forms, but now they are, 30 

improved reporting has always been accounted for. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As a hypothetical exercise, and I’m not 33 

sure whether you’re looking at St. Croix or St. Thomas here, 34 

Graciela, but it doesn’t make a difference. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is St. Thomas. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the sum of parrotfish for that one 39 

year that we have all the data? 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  15,014. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have a 75th percentile.  We have a 44 

number, right? 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a value of three for -- 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What are you looking at?  For the two 3 

indicator species, it’s a three for parrotfish. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the indicator species of the 8 

surgeon, it’s a two.  That would be a 1.8 for the -- That was 9 

using the 0.6, but now we’ve changed to 0.5.   10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you want, you can do the reverse-engineering 12 

thing, which I oppose entirely, and just look at 2011 and 2016.  13 

It’s all the same.  This is not -- No one is going to argue on 14 

that number.  The numbers are all exactly the same. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Well, I agree with you, and 2011 is a 17 

half-year, and so ignore that. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2012 forward -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which group are you looking at? 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Unit 2, I think, Parrotfish Unit 2. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s 15,000, 14,000, 16,000, 17,000.  The last 30 

five years, they have all the same exact levels. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because the top three species are hardly 33 

being reported, and 2016 is also a half-year for those species, 34 

yes? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  2016 is a half-year of the new form and a half-37 

year of the older form. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So those top three are only a half-year.  40 

Even so, they are very low. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Correct 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you could take, in theory, with a little 45 

bit off, because of those top three species, you could take the 46 

-- The 75
th
 percentile would be the 2

nd
 largest value.   47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 1 

recording.) 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because it would be the -- 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re looking at 17,000 even is about where 6 

you’re going to be.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so we’re going to multiply that 9 

be 1.5, which is -- 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re using a straight scalar and not 12 

incorporating ecological function. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and that’s a starting point.  That’s 15 

a starting point.  What did you come up with? 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  10,500.  You said 7,000 times 1.5? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, 17,000. 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The 1.5 is -- I understand that you want to 22 

figure out what the number is and then compare it to this, but 23 

1.5 is the method that we came up with without including 24 

ecological function. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So we’re going to down lower than -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I just want to say here’s where 31 

we would be without incorporating ecological role.  What did you 32 

come up with? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  25,500. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is parrotfish? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s Parrotfish Unit 2.   39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s for that whole unit.  That 43 

doesn’t include the two indicator species. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Here, Parrotfish Unit 2 is all the 46 

parrotfish except those that are unspecified, everyone except 47 

the ones unspecified, because you have the -- 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the parrotfish that are in 2 

the list and in the form. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but there is also one which is 5 

parrotfishes unspecified. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That doesn’t go -- 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is a legacy thing. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What? 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is a legacy. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s twenty-one pounds.  I think we can 16 

ignore it relative to 17,000 pounds.  I think that’s what we’re 17 

talking about here. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, we’re talking about 11,900. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s when the form changed, and so 22 

that disappeared from the forms. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re talking 2012 on.  You apply the 25 

straight scalar, and you’re at 25,500, and the current ACL that 26 

we’re looking at is 42,500? 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Which are two numbers that are not comparable. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That may be. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You’re talking about the buffer, right? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That doesn’t have the buffer.  This is 37 

just a scalar. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is no buffer on that? 40 

 41 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Do you see how much you’re going to drive us by 42 

the time you add in the buffer?  You’re already at 17,000 pounds 43 

different right there, and you’ve still got to add in a buffer 44 

to that. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, exactly.  That’s science. 47 

 48 
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JULIAN MAGRAS:  Okay, but that’s not fair to the fishermen.  I 1 

don’t understand why we can’t go with Dr. Arnold’s approach.  2 

You are going to drive St. Croix’s 240,000 pounds down to 3 

100,000 pounds, and that’s a problem. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the issue with St. Croix was quite 6 

different, because, in the ruling, part of the things that 7 

happened between that lawsuit and the ACL had to do with the 8 

buyback of nets and the changes in the type of fishing that was 9 

being done, and you can see it in the landings.   10 

 11 

That dropped in the landings because of the changes in gear that 12 

had taken place, and part of the discussions that the SSC had, 13 

way back when, was that St. Croix seemed to be a little bit 14 

different from everyone else, because there is so much 15 

parrotfish, and all the information that came to the table kept 16 

pointing to the fact that parrotfish -- You could fish them to 17 

no end, quote, unquote, in St. Croix, and so that was part of 18 

the discussion.   19 

 20 

After the ACLs, we also implemented size limits that were also 21 

picked up by the states, and so, basically, the size limit has 22 

become part of the regulations, even though they are not signed 23 

into law, but for which people complying with that regulation 24 

also they became -- In addition to that, there were changes to 25 

the mesh size that finally have come into compliance with the 26 

USVI two-inch requirement, and there might be some stray mesh 27 

sizes, but St. Croix was treated as being something dramatically 28 

different from the other two islands. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s not even deal with St. Croix.  The 31 

issue, or the problem, if you will, for the numbers we’re 32 

looking at here with St. Thomas is that that baseline that we’re 33 

looking at from the current catch is much, much lower than the 34 

baseline that was used before, and that’s where that drop has 35 

come. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The difference is gigantic.  It’s abysmal. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian and then Todd. 40 

 41 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If I remember clearly, at the last SSC meeting, 42 

and you can pull the minutes, where Tyler Smith, representative 43 

for the Virgin Islands, made it very clear that the sizes of the 44 

parrotfish and the quantity of parrotfish in our ways was in way 45 

abundance, and there is a report that was printed by the 46 

University of the Virgin Islands saying how healthy the habitats 47 

are and how healthy the parrotfish are and everything, and you 48 
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can go back to the minutes, and I have it right here on my 1 

phone, and I can pull the paper that was written. 2 

 3 

Just like St. Croix might have all of the net bans and all of 4 

that, we’ve still got to take into account all the different 5 

closures that we have in the Virgin Islands, which are 6 

humungous.  They are not small, and then we still are forgetting 7 

the big factor of the economy and the restaurants and 8 

everything, and, unless there is a paper that’s written -- Like 9 

I continue saying so, you guys don’t want to weigh that in, and 10 

that needs to be in why you see significant drops in our 11 

catches, because we don’t export.   12 

 13 

It’s a market-driven fishery, and I have a problem with us being 14 

punished here to drop our numbers and we are closing that window 15 

where we have not overrun that ACL.  We can say, oh yeah, we’re 16 

not going to punish you, but, you know something, at some point 17 

down the line, if those numbers are not reached, we’re going to 18 

be punished.   19 

 20 

I still go back, and I agree with Dr. Arnold, and those two 21 

species, the parrotfish and the surgeonfish, we should leave 22 

them as the rulings that were set from before. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I just want to make the point that we’re not 25 

talking about landings.  We’re talking about reported landings, 26 

and so that previous value before is a different reporting rate, 27 

and we’ve got no information on how that has changed, which is 28 

why we chose -- We’ve got a 78 percent drop in overall landings 29 

in St. Croix and a 53 or 54 percent drop in St. Thomas.  If we 30 

want to equate those and say they are comparable, everything is 31 

overfished, because we have a 50 to 78 percent drop in landings, 32 

given similar amounts of effort.   33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that’s why we’re looking at 35 

landings.  We have economic information that I said that Walter 36 

had pulled up last time that said there is a full justification 37 

for thinking that this is an economic situation and not a 38 

landings or biological one. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We’ve got no data to support it.   41 

 42 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We have written testimony, and our testimony 43 

doesn’t go anywhere, and that’s what you’re trying to say.  You 44 

don’t have a paper that’s been done by a scientist, and that’s 45 

the only way that you accept it.  Us, who have been in the 46 

economy for all of our lives, and you’re trying to say that our 47 

word means nothing, and I have a problem with that, Todd, and 48 
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you know better than that.   1 

 2 

You know better what’s going on.  You have lived in the Virgin 3 

Islands long enough over the last month, and you well know that 4 

we have economic issues over there, but you sit here at this 5 

table and you’re trying to tell me that what we’re saying is you 6 

have no proof of it, and you have the proof.  You’ve been there.  7 

You’ve been there, but you just haven’t wrote a paper. 8 

 9 

If the storms didn’t come, Dr. Quigley here would have had a 10 

paper to prove exactly what we are saying, but we haven’t 11 

written it, and we gave testimony, and it was presented to this 12 

same committee in writing from St. Croix and St. Thomas/St. John 13 

of what our concerns was, from the FACs and not only the -- It 14 

was the Fishery Advisory Committees for the Virgin Islands, and 15 

so that has to have some power behind it, because the 16 

Commissioner of the Virgin Islands, the DPNR, oversees the FAC. 17 

 18 

I don’t understand what’s going on here.  Something is wrong if 19 

that’s not going to be taken into account.  Then, at the council 20 

meeting next week, we will have to have some serious discussions 21 

about it, and the Commissioner will be there. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have data for any of the indicator 24 

parrotfishes? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Very little. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Very little?  How many years? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What I was going to ask is, Bill, if 31 

you can share the survey information, the surveys for the 32 

increase in biomass over the three surveys that they’ve had, 33 

and, Julian, if you can send us a copy of Tyler’s -- 34 

 35 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I am looking for it right now. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Thanks. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That information, the health, the size, you’re 40 

getting into assessment issues and not what we’re doing here 41 

today.   42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Everything else we’re talking about, the market 46 

and the this and the that, yes, all of those factors and all of 47 

those stores, all my word and all this, yes, it may be true, and 48 
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it may not be true.  There’s a super-simple way of doing it, and 1 

what is it?  You’re talking about a reduction of effort, due to 2 

a market.  There is not one bit of information that supports a 3 

reduction of effort.  You can tell me about the restaurants and 4 

-- 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Only because no one has looked. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No one is collecting it. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The money was raised ten years ago to do it, and 13 

it was on the ground, and it was ready to be done, and it has 14 

not been done, and so now we have the arguments of, well, my 15 

word is not being taken, or my story is not being listened to or 16 

my this.  The answer to this is super simple, but it just needs 17 

to be looked at in terms of what we need, which is landings 18 

data. 19 

 20 

We have serious questions now about the landings data.  I mean, 21 

you just looked at the plots, and it’s something went on.  The 22 

stocks collapsed or effort and landings has -- 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  The reported landings. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Thank you, John.  The reported landings have 27 

dramatically -- That’s the point I’m trying to make, and he got 28 

me on that one.  That has changed, but we don’t have any 29 

information to support that, and we have lots of testimony, from 30 

St. Thomas in particular, that says that our data is being 31 

reported perfectly, and so, if it is being reported perfectly, 32 

and we’ve got these large drops in landings, we have two 33 

choices.   34 

 35 

We can look at these large drops in the species and say this is 36 

perfect and this represents real landings, and then we have the 37 

obligation to do something for a stock that is collapsing or 38 

there has to be something else going on where the reporting has 39 

changed. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or effort has gone down.  I will throw that 42 

out. 43 

 44 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  We haven’t taken the money and gone to see what 45 

the effort reductions are.  Give us the money, and we’ll do the 46 

report for you guys.  Instead of you guys getting the money, 47 

give me the money.  I will do a report for you.  I know you 48 
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think it’s funny, but that’s where it goes.  Give the scientists 1 

the money, and they’re going to come in and tell you guys the 2 

same thing that we’re telling you.   3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This came up before.  If you have -- Where do you 5 

get your effort from?  You could get your effort information 6 

from what?  What is your source of effort information?  It’s the 7 

reported landings.  The landings behavior reporting has changed.  8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we have trip levels -- 10 

 11 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Graciela, you should have an email from July 12 12 

that was sent to you and me. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re saying the number of trips -- There 15 

were fishermen that were no longer fishing. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, if you remember, at the council meeting, 18 

this came up, and the discussion came up, and reporting doesn’t 19 

mean that the same people -- If what you’re saying is true, and 20 

that data was valid for looking at reductions in effort, the 21 

only way reporting could change and result in that being the 22 

case is if every fisherman just reported less on all of their 23 

trips, as opposed to reporting less trips. 24 

 25 

The behavior has changed, and the options could be that someone 26 

just said, screw it, and I’m just going to put in two forms this 27 

month rather than six.  Someone else could have just said that 28 

I’m just going to put it lower, and someone else may have said, 29 

you know what, I’m going to put more, and we don’t know what it 30 

is.  We don’t know, but there is clearly a reduction in the 31 

trips and the -- 32 

 33 

WALTER KEITHLY:  A reduction in what? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Landings. 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reported landings. 38 

 39 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Reported landings.  We have looked at the 40 

number of trips, and Kevin, I believe, gave us those numbers at 41 

one meeting, and I can’t remember, off the top of my head, what 42 

has happened to the number of trips. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reported trips and landings are combined.  If 45 

less reports come in, you’re going to end up with less trips. 46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Are you saying these are not all single-trip 48 
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reports? 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  They are single-trip reports. 3 

 4 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Not for Puerto Rico.  I’m almost positive, if 5 

you look at the minutes of the last meeting, it said they were 6 

all single trips.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  They’re single trips.   11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Mostly, yes. 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  For Puerto Rico, they combined a bunch of 17 

trips. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Back in the old days. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  More recently, it’s just trip data.  I have 22 

seen it, historical. 23 

 24 

WALTER KEITHLY:  The more you break out the species, you have to 25 

be a little bit careful to make sure that that’s not being 26 

counted as two trips, but certainly getting an accurate count of 27 

the reported number of trips for parrotfish should not be that 28 

difficult. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You said the word “accurate”.  If you’re saying 31 

the trips are the same, if you’re saying the reporting is the 32 

same, what you’re saying then is that people are all doing one 33 

thing, if that number is in a stock collapse.  That means that 34 

the people are still reporting the exact accurate number of 35 

trips, but the uncertainty, or the changes in reporting 36 

behavior, is solely due to everyone having the same exact 37 

behavior and reporting less counts on individual trips. 38 

 39 

We showed no reduction, I believe, in the CPUE during those 40 

trips.  If that was the case, you would have a massive drop in 41 

CPUE, and then we would be in even a worse situation, because we 42 

would have a secondary piece of evidence that would say the 43 

stock is collapsing, and I don’t believe any of that is true.  44 

This is a reporting behavior change, in my mind, and the trips 45 

is confounded into the same thing as the absolute amount of 46 

pounds. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we have this level of uncertainty, why 1 

then don’t we just try to clarify the reporting problem, given a 2 

space of time, for this problem to be evaluated by the SSC?  3 

Right now, it seems that we don’t have information to make a 4 

decision in one direction or the other. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The data improvement project came out of that 7 

exact comment when we first started discussing ACLs, and the 8 

number one thing that everyone, including the representatives 9 

from the islands, said was that we need to clarify this thing, 10 

and it took up until three years ago for the Center to actually 11 

get that money, and that process has been ongoing to clarify 12 

that.  It has been stopped dead in the Virgin Islands, and so we 13 

don’t have any of that information forthcoming in the near 14 

future.   15 

 16 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Let me stop you there.  We collect information 17 

every week.  It’s just not going into your pocket.  That’s the 18 

difference.  Your project isn’t happening in the Virgin Islands, 19 

but the Virgin Islands is still collecting information. 20 

 21 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to go back to what Todd is 22 

bringing up.  The landings for the last four years, it’s on the 23 

record by Julian that at least all of the larger boats are 24 

accurately reporting, and you’re saying that CPUE has remained 25 

constant? 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we looked at that at one of the last 28 

ones. 29 

 30 

WALTER KEITHLY:  The CPUE has remained constant, and, if we have 31 

a sharp decline in landings, then it must be due to a reduction 32 

in the number of trips, if the numbers in earlier years are 33 

accurate. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Your logic is infallible.  I cannot argue you 36 

with that if all of those other pieces are true, and we don’t 37 

know if any of those pieces are true.  Regardless of what -- I 38 

mean the TIP data, yes, that’s also been ongoing, and that has 39 

also been increased in numbers, but we’re going to have the same 40 

exact questions there.  The ongoing port sampling is not 41 

designed in a way where this expansion factor can be done, and 42 

so that information is not -- We’re not going to get it unless 43 

it’s done in a different way. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But if the length data doesn’t suggest a 46 

drastic drop in size, for example, or something like that, we 47 

shouldn’t be thinking that the fishery is collapsing, as you are 48 
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saying. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Don’t put those words into my mouth. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what you were saying. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, what I’m saying is that science -- 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You’re saying that it could be collapsing. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What I am saying is that, if someone from the -- 11 

If you had someone from the outside look at the landings trends, 12 

and they’re going to look at that and there is no evidence to 13 

say -- There is no data or no report that says the number of 14 

trips has been reduced by 50 percent in there, yet you have a 50 15 

percent reduction in the landings in there.  You now have 16 

populations that are going down, and someone can look at that 17 

and say the population is crashing. 18 

 19 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Unless fishermen are fishing based on the 20 

orders that they have received and the number of orders that 21 

they have received has declined and so they catch less on that 22 

trip.  If they’re only filling a certain amount, they could have 23 

a reduction in catch for the same number of trips. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I could throw out twists in this, and I know you 26 

know this stuff well enough to give me another scenario to 27 

explain it.  My point is that we don’t have the answers. 28 

 29 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree there.   30 

 31 

JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the bottom line. 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  We’ve spent forty-five minutes and we’ve come to 36 

that conclusion, that summation, there. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are all in agreement with that.  That’s 39 

clear.  It’s clear that we don’t have the information, but we 40 

have real uncertainty, and that’s what my proposal is.  Why 41 

don’t we give -- What else can we do if not to make a decision 42 

in one direction or the other that it’s going to be based on 43 

uncertainty, on a gigantic pool of uncertainty, and I would 44 

rather don’t make it, you know? 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If we have levels that were here in the past and 47 

levels that are here now, something has changed between these 48 
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two time periods, and we could come with lots of different 1 

scenarios.  If we’re coming up with a way of managing, do we 2 

manage the way things were done in the past that we know that’s 3 

not occurring now, or do we manage on the way things are 4 

occurring now? 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The way I see it, we have a 42,000 ACL, 7 

right, and in the capture is in the 17,000, and so what is 8 

changing?  Nothing is going to change, because, apparently, they 9 

are either -- One way or another, and either they are not 10 

putting the effort in reaching the 42,000 pounds, or the 11 

fishery, as you said, has collapsed, what difference is it going 12 

to make if you put an ACL higher or lower?  If you leave it like 13 

that and the fishery keeps going at 17,000, it’s not going to 14 

matter.  What are you going to do, put them below 17,000?  I 15 

don’t think so. 16 

 17 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I think what this discussion has told us is 18 

that there is an incredible amount of uncertainty in what is 19 

happening.  With that uncertainty, the increasing uncertainty, 20 

one should be reducing the buffer.  I am all for that.  If we 21 

can’t come to any resolution on why we’re seeing these changes, 22 

it mandates, almost, that you take that into account on the 23 

buffer. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where is our ACL? 26 

 27 

KATE QUIGLEY:  I would just ask you to remember -- I know this 28 

might not be relevant for some of the species, but it might not 29 

be a reduction in effort.  It might be a reduction in the size 30 

of the fish that’s being taken, because the market is dictating 31 

a plate-sized fish, and so you see a reduction in the poundage 32 

of landings, but it might not be a reduction in the number of 33 

active fishermen or in the amount of gear that’s in the water. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That makes it even more specific. 36 

 37 

KATE QUIGLEY:  There might be things that we don’t even know 38 

about. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But we don’t have that information. 41 

 42 

KATE QUIGLEY:  We do if we talk to the fishermen and get 43 

anecdotal information, just to get a heads-up.  We may not have 44 

the data, but at least you’ve got -- 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We have the uncertainty. 47 

 48 
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KATE QUIGLEY:  You’ve got an alerting to an issue, possibly. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Shannon. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  I just wanted to remind the group too that, in 5 

the case of where you do trigger an accountability measure, we 6 

are always required to review whether we think it might be 7 

improved reporting, and so the foregone conclusion wouldn’t be 8 

that you had exceeded it and that would stand and that would 9 

reduce your effort.  It could well be that we agree that 10 

reporting has improved.  11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  For clarification, for the concerns of an 13 

environmentalist that’s looking at this, for the concerns of the 14 

SSC, the concerns of the industry, this is not -- 17,000 and 15 

100,000 can mean the exact same thing.  It doesn’t make -- This 16 

is how bookkeeping and accounting is done in fisheries data. 17 

 18 

It depends on the reporting, and it depends on the form 19 

structure, and it depends on -- The data stream has been 20 

changing over and over and over, which we tried to stop, so that 21 

we didn’t end up with these problems, but it’s been changing, 22 

and so, each time there’s a form change, you’re going to have a 23 

change in behavior. 24 

 25 

Each time you end up with a group like us coming in and saying, 26 

oh, there is going to be ACLs and we can’t exceed the ACLs, 27 

someone is going to recognize in there that, you know what, if I 28 

report less, maybe we won’t exceed the ACL.  We’ve said this 29 

from the beginning.  Without any sort of ability to validate the 30 

information, it’s obvious what is going to happen, and guess 31 

what has happened?  Exactly what we said was going to happen ten 32 

years ago, which is why we put the data improvement project in, 33 

to avoid this sort of problem. 34 

 35 

All I’m trying to say is the fear that these numbers are lower, 36 

that is how the fishery is currently operating, for better or 37 

for worse or for all of the potential reasons and all of the 38 

stories, but those are the numbers that we currently have, and 39 

trying to equate bookkeeping and behaviors which are currently 40 

ongoing to behaviors and bookkeeping and techniques that were in 41 

the past is just -- It just doesn’t work. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s something that the fishermen have to 44 

decide, if they believe it is a reporting problem or not.  I 45 

mean, how can we tell? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fishermen are on record as saying this 48 
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is an economic market problem and not a reporting problem. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I remember Eddie Schuster saying something 3 

about decreased reporting and that was a trend happening, and I 4 

remember that.  That was an issue the last meeting. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was an issue the last meeting, and, after the 7 

last meeting, when the most recent values were low, it was a lot 8 

of chatter about people going back and saying, oh, we’re going 9 

to increase our reporting because we’re lower.  If that’s the 10 

case, you’re going to end up with a change in reporting, because 11 

the numbers are looking low, and we’re going to set it based on 12 

-- The next year, the reporting is going to get improved, and 13 

everything is going to be exceeded, but there is going to be no 14 

evidence to show that reporting has changed.  It’s just I don’t 15 

think we want to get wrapped -- 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, we all know that. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think the most important thing for everyone in 20 

the process to realize is that we put that improved reporting 21 

caveat in the FMP so that it can be looked at with whatever 22 

information is available.   23 

 24 

In this case, the improved reporting -- For the Center, it’s 25 

been very easy to look at things that went from not on the form 26 

write-ins to on the form.  That’s very easy for them to do 27 

improved reporting, but a behavior change is -- There’s nothing 28 

being done to protect the fishermen in the case of reporting 29 

changes. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and let’s think about this for a 32 

moment.  If there would be a problem with the fishery, there 33 

would be some kind of signal, in terms of the length frequency 34 

data.  You say that we may not have a lot of years of length 35 

frequency data for the Virgin Islands fishery, but, if we have 36 

at least one year, or at least one recent set of data, we could 37 

compare those length frequency data with the length frequency 38 

data of the TIP data from Puerto Rico, because the populations 39 

are the same.  At least you will have some kind of an inference 40 

from there. 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We almost got shot trying to use Puerto Rico data 43 

to look at the Virgin Islands. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s same species, man.  It’s the same 46 

species. 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  We were told very clearly that it’s a different 1 

place and you can’t use it, and we backed out of that entirely. 2 

 3 

JOHN HOENIG:  The whole concept of island management is 4 

predicated on you have to do separate assessments for Puerto 5 

Rico and the Virgin Islands. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We can’t start writing a book here.  You 8 

can’t just rely on what’s been done before.   9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t think we should speculate.  I think what 13 

we should do is understand that, if you do trigger an 14 

accountability measure, that the Science Center will look into 15 

whether there is an indication that the stock is -- We would 16 

look into the lengths, and we would look into what we could find 17 

out about the effort.   18 

 19 

I think we have done this a number of times and sometimes 20 

concluded that it’s a reporting change, and so that would 21 

continue to happen, but I don’t think we can start deciding how 22 

or what -- I don’t think you should make conclusions based on 23 

here without the data as part of it, and let’s put it that way, 24 

because you would ask for the information and wait until you see 25 

it to make the conclusions about the data. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Before we go on break, would you put the 28 

red hind data back up?  We’re arguing about parrotfishes, but 29 

this trend about are we looking at collapsing fisheries and are 30 

we looking at reductions in effort because of market, and it 31 

should be applying largely across-the-board. 32 

 33 

Now, we have seen some differences.  We have seen spiny lobster 34 

yesterday was actually going up toward record levels, and so we 35 

weren’t seeing the drop here, but I am trying in red hind here 36 

because we actually have some other information about red hind.  37 

Those are the numbers there. 38 

 39 

The 75 percent value is about 34,000, just to round it off, and 40 

it had a susceptibility of three, which would be our 1.5 41 

multiplier for the scalar. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Rich, just to make sure, what are we trying to 44 

illustrate here, just overall, the bigger picture? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That parrotfish -- By focusing on 47 

parrotfish, you’re missing the fact that not everything is 48 
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falling out badly, and things fall out where they do, and so 1 

let’s look at something that falls out where it does, and, if 2 

you multiply that scalar, you get 51,000 pounds.  I don’t know 3 

if that’s good or bad, but our previous ACL was 51,849, of which 4 

somewhere between 80 to 85 percent was red hind, because there 5 

was a study on that, and so that says -- Just taking the 40 6 

percent, what it would be, our previous ACL would have been 7 

about 40,000 pounds of red hind, or 11,000 pounds above that, 8 

just applying our straight stuff. 9 

 10 

The fact that parrotfish might come down low, I don’t know what 11 

to make of that, other than that the change in reporting for 12 

parrotfish I think has been more -- 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Dramatic. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, dramatic than the reporting for 17 

groupers, because we did have information about the groupers 18 

were largely dominated by red hind.  We also have information 19 

that the grouper populations are doing fairly well at these 20 

levels, and so there would be even a basis for saying maybe we 21 

want to go higher than 51,000 for red hind, and so, by focusing 22 

just on parrotfish and this is going to happen to all the 23 

species, that’s not what is happening, just as an example. 24 

 25 

Then we get into uncertainty after that, and, to me, the problem 26 

that we’re facing is what Bill was pointing out, is that we’re 27 

going to have some application to parrotfish, at some level, 28 

but, somehow, we are already under a judicial review, based on 29 

another level, and we don’t have a basis for saying where we are 30 

with that.  Jocelyn. 31 

 32 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  On that point, when we were starting the 33 

discussion about the case, I wasn’t as familiar with it, and so 34 

I tried to do a little bit of research into it, and so it looks 35 

like it was a challenge to the biological opinion on the effects 36 

of the fishery management plan, and so any fishery management 37 

plan that we develop at this time, as a result of the SSC 38 

recommending this ABC and the council adopting it and 39 

establishing ACLs, there will be another environmental review on 40 

that. 41 

 42 

What the court was taking issue with was that biological opinion 43 

and how it looked at monitoring in the future and whether 44 

impacts to these grazing fish -- How that would translate into 45 

impacts to the listed endangered species and their critical 46 

habitat in the corals, and so it was just saying that the agency 47 

didn’t really have a strong enough surrogate, or justification 48 
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for that surrogate, to look at the take of corals, and so they 1 

were separate questions.   2 

 3 

It wasn’t saying that you needed to maintain a certain amount of 4 

fish for the agency’s conclusion that there wouldn’t be impacts 5 

to corals to be reasonable, but it was just looking at how you 6 

evaluate that.  If there are different levels of fishing allowed 7 

of these grazing fishes, the agency will have to consider what 8 

that means for corals, but we don’t have that analysis right 9 

now. 10 

 11 

That might be a way to challenge it, if the levels were to go 12 

down, perhaps, but there is also, potentially, new information 13 

on the amount of algae cover, and so, even if you maintain 14 

grazing fishes at the same amount, that might not be sufficient 15 

to deal with the algae coverage, and it’s something that we 16 

don’t really know how the agency is going to conclude on this 17 

question of how the grazing fish relate to corals and coral 18 

habitat. 19 

 20 

I don’t know that we would want to base, or try preemptively, to 21 

base the opinion on that, but just know that there is, 22 

obviously, a relationship between the species and the 23 

environment. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Let’s take a break. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We will send around the two last USVI 28 

fishing censuses, and there was a change in the number of 29 

fishers not fishing in the Virgin Islands from 10 percent not 30 

fishing in 2010 to 20 percent of the fishers not fishing in 31 

2015.  I will send those two documents out.   32 

 33 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again.  I will tell you 36 

the way I’m leaning, given our past discussion.  I appreciate 37 

the point that Todd was making that we had completely different 38 

reporting systems, and, as a consequence, I think we ought to be 39 

going with the process as we have been doing it and looking at 40 

the application of reductions to the ecological function. 41 

 42 

My preference, I guess, at this point, would be to use the same 43 

ones that were used last time, and so that was the 20 percent 44 

reductions for surgeonfish and parrotfish and the 25 percent 45 

reduction for angelfish, but, otherwise, we would be going 46 

through our same process, and so that’s where my thoughts are. 47 

 48 
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Comparing that example -- We were stuck on -- I don’t know if we 1 

were looking at surgeons or parrotfish, but, when you look at 2 

another group, and I showed red hind, where you’re actually 3 

getting a big increase in your stuff under the same kinds of 4 

constraints in the economy and the market, and so it’s playing 5 

out differently, and it’s going to play out differently as the 6 

reporting goes. 7 

 8 

If the lower numbers that somebody is having are actually 9 

reflecting the current behavior in reporting, then that’s going 10 

to be an honest reflection of where we should be, the point that 11 

John had made earlier.  If it subsequently changes, we could 12 

have a problem, but we have methods of evaluating whether those 13 

are changes due to reporting or a problem with the population, a 14 

problem with the fishery. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So we have a 20 percent reduction from the 17 

existing ACL or from the reference -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, from the -- We’ll take our stuff, and 20 

we’ll take our susceptibility, and we multiply it up, and then 21 

we apply the reduction, and then tomorrow we’ll have our 22 

discussions on buffers. 23 

 24 

JOE KIMMEL:  That’s what we’ve been talking about for the last 25 

couple of days, and I like your approach to keeping the 26 

parrotfishes and the surgeonfishes the way they have been in the 27 

past.  The way they are now.  I’m sorry.   28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The way they are now. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So you want to make the ABC for the 32 

parrots and the surgeonfish the way they are now, or you’re 33 

going to go through the process that you developed here? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going through the process we 36 

developed here, and so we would have a -- For the reference 37 

period that we specified. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2012 to 2016. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would apply the --  42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now it’s a 0.5. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 0.5 to the susceptibility scale, and 46 

then there would be a reduction in ecological function, and that 47 

reduction would be a multiplier, and so it’s 20 percent for 48 
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parrotfish and surgeonfish, and the multiplier is 0.8, and it’s 1 

25 percent for angelfish, and the multiplier is 0.75.   2 

 3 

If you want to look at what those factors are, depending on 4 

whether you’re a three or a two in your susceptibility -- If 5 

you’re a three, and you’re surgeonfish or parrotfish, your 6 

multiplier is now by 1.2.  It’s still going up.  If you’re at a 7 

two, it’s 0.8, and it’s coming slightly down from that 75 8 

percent percentile value. 9 

 10 

For the angelfish, if it’s a 0.75 reduction, if you’re a three, 11 

and I’m not sure where the angelfishes were, your value ends up 12 

being 1.15, and, obviously, if it’s a two, then that ends up 13 

being the 0.75. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can we run through that again, because there 16 

were a couple of bits of the equation that I didn’t understand 17 

exactly how we got there. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re doing this exactly like we did 20 

before, like we did yesterday. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that part I’ve got. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But there is now going to be a further 25 

reduction to account for -- That gets us to what might be an 26 

OFL. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s -- You’re applying the, using 29 

the rationale from before, that same kind of reduction, the 20 30 

percent or whatever those reductions before, but then I heard 20 31 

percent, and that equates to some other percentage? 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m just saying if you wanted to know how 34 

that affects the scalar.  If you were at a 1.5 and you’re 35 

applying a reduction, it would get you down to either 0.8 or 36 

1.2. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  That was the connection that I missed. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That was the connection that I 41 

missed.  That depends on what your susceptibility score was to 42 

begin with as to what your final number is going to be. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Those ecological reductions, you’re not trying to 45 

repeat the ones you’ve done in the 2010 and 2011, but you’re 46 

setting up different ones? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am repeating the process, in terms of the 1 

reduction levels were the same, but that part is a repeat, but 2 

the actual numbers will fall out as whatever they fall out to 3 

be. 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and those weren’t the percent reductions.  6 

That’s okay.  You can still --  7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What were the percent reductions? 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would have to look them up, but it was 25 11 

percent for angelfish, and it wasn’t 20 percent for -- 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s what I have written down, and 14 

I would assume that came from you, and so let’s correct that 15 

right now.  What were they before? 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  Like I said, I would have to look them up. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so let’s do that, because that’s 20 

my premise, is that they -- Let Bill look it up. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So we’ll deal with the buffers 23 

tomorrow, because this is just a reduction, but that’s not the 24 

actual buffer. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we haven’t talked about buffers yet. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 15 percent for the parrotfish, 29 

except for St. Croix, and that had a two-step that ended up 30 

being higher.  St. Thomas and Puerto Rico, it was a 15 percent 31 

for the parrotfish and the surgeonfish.  That’s off my notes, 32 

but I do have the documents here, and we can just look it up. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I would like to see that in the 35 

document. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  I’m not going to look it up, Graciela, if you’re 38 

going to find it. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Tell me about St. Croix again.  There’s a 41 

two-part thing, and I know you explained this before, but now 42 

I’m looking at it from another context. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  We worked with the St. Croix fishermen and came to 45 

an agreement that they would be willing to accept of a 240,000-46 

pound ACL.  We took the 300,000 pounds you guys set and applied 47 

the 15 percent reduction, and that got down to 255,000.  Then we 48 
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had to get from 255,000 to the 240,000, and that’s where the 1 

5.2277 or whatever it is came in.  That’s the additional 2 

reduction that you had to apply to get to 240,000.  It seemed to 3 

make sense at the time. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it was because you picked a number. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  Pardon me? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You picked a number and that’s what you 10 

needed to do to get down to that number. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  The percentage reduction at that time to get from 13 

255,000 to 240,000. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because you knew you wanted to get to 16 

240,000. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I’m saying.  You picked a 19 

number of 240,000. 20 

 21 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Then we went from 240,000 to 80,000.  From what 22 

I am understanding, if we’re going to be using the existing year 23 

numbers, even if you multiply -- By the time you add in those 24 

same percentages, you are driving that fishery down from 240,000 25 

pounds all the way down under 100,000 pounds. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know.  I haven’t seen the numbers. 28 

 29 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s what I am telling you.  That’s a problem. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so it was 15 percent for the 32 

parrotfish.  33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you look at that table, Graciela, it’s got the 35 

preferreds in it.  36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  At the beginning?   38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  That one right there has the species-specific 40 

parrotfish, and that has the additional reduction on it. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’re looking for the surgeonfish. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  The surgeonfish, I’m pretty sure, is in 2011 and 45 

not 2010. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You might be right. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  So is the angelfish.   2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The angelfish are the 25 percent. 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  25, yes. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Puerto Rico and St. Thomas, it’s 8 

15 percent for the -- 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and, in St. Croix, it’s got that extra. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was that number, five-point-what? 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t remember it well enough to --  15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was that added to -- That was a two-part 17 

process.  You did the 15 percent reduction first, and then you 18 

did a five-point something to -- 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  That got you to 255,000. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Here we go.  The ACL is 240,000. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  5.822. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Croix, it was an additional 27 

5.8822 percent beyond the preferred alternative, which is the 15 28 

percent reduction.  Parrotfish is 15 percent, and so, from the 29 

ABC that was specified by the SSC, which was 300,000 pounds for 30 

parrotfish in St. Croix, you decreased 15 percent, and, in 31 

addition to that, the 5.8822, and that should give you 240,000 32 

pounds.  33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To the third decimal place, it comes out to 35 

a 20 percent reduction.  That is to say it’s 80.003 percent.    36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Surgeon and angelfish are in this 38 

other one.  It’s a 25 percent reduction for surgeonfish and 39 

angelfish for all three islands.   40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  25 percent for angelfish.   42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Surgeon and angel. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Surgeon and angel? 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it was 25 percent for angel.  Sorry.  2 

What are you reading? 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The preferred for surgeonfish and 5 

angelfish FMUs.  The ABC is times 0.75.   6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so it was 25. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but now we have the actual 10 

document in front of us.  No guessing.  It’s a 20 percent 11 

reduction for parrotfish, approximately.  Do you want me to keep 12 

that like that? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but what was -- 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reduction applied before for the 17 

parrotfish and -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was for St. Croix only though. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s true.  Was it 5.8822? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, 5.8822. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you want the exact number? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s 80.00013 percent. 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  Of course it is. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I say it’s 20 percent. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Since you’re doing it differently, you don’t have 38 

to use those exact -- 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and that’s why I said 20 percent.  If 41 

you’re going to quibble over 0.00013 percent, we are never 42 

getting out of this room. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Sometimes it feels like that anyway, Richard. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no consensus on retaining the 47 

current level of harvest, right?  Can I write that? 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we are retaining is the current level 1 

of reductions that we are incorporating at this step, following 2 

our ABC control rule. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s a reduction from your, quote, unquote, OFL 5 

to get to your ABC, right? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, this does not include buffers. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, and so keep in mind that what that’s going 10 

to do is that’s going to mean that you’ve got to reduce further 11 

from whatever that is, which is technically, your, quote, 12 

unquote, OFL. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we understand that. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  You’ve got to farther down, because you don’t want 17 

your OFL to equal your ACL.  We really want that to be applied 18 

after you establish your OFL.  Then you’re not constantly going 19 

over the OFL. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the ecologically important species -- 22 

Put that first, all the way first. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  All the way here? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.   27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The SSC will follow the process 29 

developed under the ABC control rule, period. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you would have a comma, and then with 32 

an additional reduction to account for ecological function.  33 

This reduction retains -- Applying the buffer should be giving 34 

us that separation between ACL and OFL. 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am a little -- I don’t quite understand what 37 

you’re proposing to do.  I don’t know whether this is the ABC 38 

you’re calculating or the OFL. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s the OFL.  That was Bill’s concern, 41 

should this actually be a reduction from OFL to ABC.  I am open 42 

to that, but I just -- 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  That was my comment earlier today, that the OFL is 45 

a biological thing, and it’s just a matter of -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no problems with we would apply this 48 
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to get to the OFL and then we say the ABC will have an 1 

additional reduction for ecological -- 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think it would be cleaner to use this for ABC. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s how that’s written now. 6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  Well, rather than OFL, because OFL is 8 

typically defined using kind of single-species terms.  You’re 9 

talking about overfishing of parrotfishes, but your concern is 10 

their role in the ecosystem, and I don’t know that we’ve really 11 

got very good guidance about how to apply OFLs in an ecosystem 12 

context. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, after “ABC control 15 

rule”, before the comma, “for establishing OFL”.  Then “for 16 

ecological function to be applied for ABC”.  You apply it to the 17 

OFL to get to the ABC.  It’s for establishing ABC, or to be 18 

applied toward ABC. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That may probably make some change.  We 21 

think this reduction -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Maybe “this reduction is equal to that 24 

applied before”?  Are people good with that wording?   25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Graciela, the reduction for the 27 

surgeonfishes and the angelfishes are all three islands. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 30 

 31 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I’ve got a question. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Carlos. 34 

 35 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Are you saying that -- Particularly for St. 36 

Croix, since you did that 15 percent plus, what we did with that 37 

5.8822 percent is for ecological importance, and now you’re 38 

going to apply another ecological reduction on that, on top of 39 

the 20 percent? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the total is the 20 percent. 42 

 43 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay, and so you’re not going to apply 44 

another reduction for ecological importance again? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is a buffer that’s going to be 47 

applied to the scalar that they are developing. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What this does is relieve the council of 2 

having to apply the buffer, or having to apply that reduction, 3 

because it’s built into the control rule. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We’re talking about this 5.8822 percent, and 6 

what was it that -- Was it for -- 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They were engineering it to get to an exact 9 

number that had been agreed upon before, but, if what people 10 

have said about the visual census data is true, that number was 11 

well chosen, in defense of the council.   12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is an unusual situation, and, in this 14 

situation, how you actually specify the buffer that we’re using 15 

-- Essentially, you have already created a buffer here.  You 16 

essentially are trying to protect the ecosystem, and so you 17 

wouldn’t have to, necessarily, apply a second buffer in this 18 

case, since you have here a buffer. 19 

 20 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Except for we haven’t taken into account 21 

uncertainty at all. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s true. 24 

 25 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That’s what your 15 percent was, for 26 

uncertainty, wasn’t it? 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The way we’ve been using the term “buffer” is 29 

scientific uncertainty.  This is a special case of an additional 30 

buffer, because of ecological importance, and that’s how I’m 31 

understanding it. 32 

 33 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, that’s how I’m understanding it, too. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 36 

 37 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I know that the ecological function is 38 

written into this control rule, in terms of scalar, and this is 39 

considering going from OFL to ABC based on ecological function, 40 

but I do think this discussion raises the point of how to 41 

consider ecological function and if it’s appropriate in the 42 

context of setting either the overfishing limit or the ABC from 43 

the overfishing limit.   44 

 45 

 46 

 47 

In this case, where you’re reducing it in this way for 48 
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ecological concerns, I think folks have raised valid points 1 

about whether that’s appropriate when trying to set the 2 

acceptable biological catch for the species itself and is it 3 

more of a management concern that they might want to account for 4 

in setting the ACL based on an ABC. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  I have to agree that, in this particular case, 7 

one way of looking at it might be -- Really, you’re trying to 8 

prevent more fishing on parrotfishes. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s not what -- Well, but ecological 11 

overfishing on parrotfishes. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, where I was going with that is that one 14 

way to do it is to continue the way we’ve applied the control 15 

rule for other species and allow this buffer to be at the 16 

discretion of -- I mean, this buffer could be a management 17 

concern and come into the buffer between ABC and ACL, which is 18 

specified by the council.   19 

 20 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  You could recommend, when they’re setting 21 

their ACL, to take this into consideration and note that you 22 

considered this reduction, but it didn’t reflect, necessarily, 23 

scientific uncertainty in the data to come up with the buffer to 24 

ABC, but it might be appropriate to consider it one setting, the 25 

ACL, for the previous reasons stated. 26 

 27 

SHANNON CALAY:  Technically, it doesn’t -- It’s going to have 28 

the same effect, because the council, if we do this here, or if 29 

you guys do this here, the council will not use a traditional 30 

buffer, necessarily, for the same thing. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  What you will end up with, I think, is they won’t 35 

further reduce from the ABC to the ACL, which is okay, because, 36 

really, your ecological concerns should be accounted for in your 37 

optimum yield, and what you’ll end up with is ABC equals OY 38 

equals ACL, and so that will be okay.  Last time, we just said 39 

we’re going to reduce from ABC to get to ACL, and we made the OY 40 

equal to the ACL, because we were accounting for those 41 

ecological impacts and that’s how we got to optimum yield.   42 

 43 

We’re basically doing the same thing, but we’re just moving that 44 

buffer to a different point, but, as Shannon says, and I agree 45 

with her, it doesn’t make any functional difference.  It’s just 46 

a theoretical if you want to look at it that way difference, but 47 

the bottom line is the same.  You come up with the same number, 48 
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and the OY ends up equaling the ACL, and that OY reflects 1 

accounting for ecological importance of the parrotfish, 2 

surgeonfish, and angelfish. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if you want to get to the one sticky 5 

point of it, if you will, if the SSC has a responsibility for 6 

ABC, accounting for ecological function in that takes the 7 

discretion away from the council.  If we said -- 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, no, it doesn’t.  They can still reduce.  10 

They still have their management uncertainty. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They can reduce, but they couldn’t not 13 

account for it, whereas, if we don’t put it in there and then 14 

say, we highly recommend, for these reasons, that these groups 15 

actually have an additional buffer developed at these points, 16 

and they choose not to do that, they have that discretion to do 17 

that.  I’m sure there would be fallout, from the strength of the 18 

biological arguments relative to interested parties who don’t 19 

agree with it, and so maybe -- But they would have the 20 

discretion to not buffer it, if they wanted to, whereas, if we 21 

put it in -- 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right, that’s your ABC. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s your ABC. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Another thing, and it’s just wording here, but I 28 

wouldn’t put the “approximately” there, because you’re talking 29 

about approximately a 20 percent, and we don’t want 30 

approximately a 20 percent reduction.  You want a 20 percent 31 

reduction. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Make that “equal 20 percent”. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  You could say approximately 5.8822 or 36 

approximately 6. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re going to -- 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  Fine, but you don’t want to say 41 

approximately 20 percent. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you want to say -- We can put the “20 44 

percent” in front of the “15 percent”.  Get rid of the 45 

“approximately”.  So it would be “and a 20 percent reduction”.  46 

Then a comma after “Puerto Rico”, and then get rid of the “and”.   47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Another suggestion is, where say “applied toward 1 

ABC”, just to be super clear, you could say “applied to the OFL 2 

to determine or establish or set ABC”.  I don’t mean to be too 3 

picky, but I know how, days and weeks later, it -- What do you 4 

mean by “applied toward ABC”? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  So “applied to the OFL toward the 7 

calculation of ABC”. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Going to the next sentence, this reduction 12 

is equal to that applied before and is equal to, and so after 13 

the parentheses, and is equal to a 15 percent reduction.  The 15 14 

percent reduction applies to who?  The surgeonfishes? 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  To parrotfish. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, parrotfish is the -- 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Thomas and Puerto Rico, it’s 21 

15. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so the 15 percent reduction -- 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Reduction for parrotfish. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then get rid of the comma and then “and a 28 

20 percent reduction”, because that’s referring to parrotfish.  29 

After “15 percent”, get rid of “reduction”, because we’re 30 

already talking about reductions.  This reduction is equal to 31 

that applied -- Then is equal to 15 percent for St. Thomas and 32 

Puerto Rico. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For parrotfish. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  20 percent in St. Croix for parrotfish.  37 

Get rid of “reduction”.  This reduction, and we’re still talking 38 

about this reduction, and 25 percent for surgeonfishes and 39 

angelfishes.  In the line right above, by the “15 percent”, get 40 

rid of the “a”.  Then we’re good.  Any other wordsmithing? 41 

 42 

All right.  It’s 4:40.  Can we go to 4b species, because, a lot 43 

of those, we’re just going to set to zero, with the exception of 44 

the groupers. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to begin with Puerto Rico? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Grouper Unit 1, Nassau grouper. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re recommending an ABC of zero, correct?   5 

 6 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Goliath grouper. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Same. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Grouper Unit 4, the black, red, 13 

tiger, yellowfin, and yellowmouth. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go down the list.  We’ll come back to that, 16 

because that’s the one that needs discussion, and so let’s look 17 

at some other ones. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  The three large parrotfish. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Zero. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then I think you’re down at the 24 

invertebrates. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The manta. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All the rays. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Spotted eagle ray.  Stingray.  Queen 31 

conch in Puerto Rico. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s EEZ only, and I would say keep it 34 

zero. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Keep it what? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Keep it zero. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Cucumbers. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Zero. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Urchins. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Zero. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so those, except for the 1 

groupers, and do you want to go to the other ones and come back 2 

to the groupers?  You also have 4b in St. Thomas. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we do.   5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have fifteen minutes.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just remembered that we have an issue of 9 

queen conch in St. Croix. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 50,000 pounds, yes.  That’s the 12 

ACL as it stands right now, and it has the same regulations of a 13 

seasonal closure, et cetera, from the shoreline to the EEZ. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  We’re on the 4b, and so let’s 16 

come back to that, but just remember that needs to be done. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We need to do the groupers and the 19 

queen conch. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where are you going to go? 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am waiting for you to tell me.  St. 24 

Thomas? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.   27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Nassau. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The same.  Zero. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Goliath.  Then Grouper Unit 4 of 33 

black, red, and tiger.   34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am group punting at the moment. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Then the parrots. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Zero. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s St. Thomas.  Then queen conch. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, this is EEZ only. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The EEZ is closed from 64/34 west is 46 

closed, and so St. Thomas is closed in the EEZ. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rays are not on the list, right, for -- 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s correct.  Cucumbers. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Zero and urchins. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have corals here, but the ABC 7 

for corals is zero. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just for completion’s sake.  Okay.  12 

Then St. Croix.  Nassau grouper.  We will leave the groupers for 13 

later on.  Then parrotfish.   14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The rays, I don’t think, are there.   16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the one that we have the queen 18 

conch for, St. Croix.  Then urchins.  Okay.   19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Conch is an issue, right? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Conch for St. Croix is an issue and 23 

Grouper Unit 4, the one that includes yellowfin, and those are 24 

4b also for the three islands.  Where do you want to begin? 25 

 26 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Did the discussion for the 4a for St. Croix 27 

already take place? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, yesterday.  Groupers for Puerto 30 

Rico is black, red, tiger, yellowfin, and yellowmouth, and they 31 

are all under 4b.  We would have to go to your -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the current policy for queen conch 34 

in St. Croix? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The regulations are the same, and so 37 

there is a seasonal closure, and there is a -- 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I meant the ACL. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  50,000 pounds.  It’s 50,000 pounds 42 

from the shoreline to the EEZ.  It’s not 50,000 and 50,000, but 43 

it’s 50,000 pounds, and that applies to everything. 44 

 45 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That quota is not based on data. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we understand that, but that’s just 48 
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for us. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So you are here.  The queen conch, the 3 

50,000 pounds has an overage how many times?  There are 4 

additional regulations that went into place, and so it’s a 200-5 

conch limit, and it’s a limit on the number of trips to -- How 6 

many is it? 7 

 8 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It’s 200 per boat and a six-month closed 9 

season. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A six-month closed season.   12 

 13 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  And a size. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so nine inches or three-16 

eighths of an inch lip thickness, a six-month closure, and 17 

50,000 pounds. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And closed areas. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And closed areas that include a 22 

seasonally-closed Lang Bank, a seasonally-closed mutton snapper 23 

area -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The MCD. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The no-fishing monument area of 18,000 28 

acres and the East End Marine Park that has different fishing 29 

regulations, depending on what they have, and also no-take 30 

zones.  There is the safety zone of Hovensa, which is 31 

approximately four-square miles of area that is closed to all 32 

fishing, and I don’t know if Charlotte Amalie and Frederiksted, 33 

because of receiving cruise ships, are also part of the safety 34 

zones of the U.S. Coast Guard. 35 

 36 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  No, just Hovensa.  37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So you can fish? 39 

 40 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so that was my only -- 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So East End, Hovensa, Buck Island -- 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Buck Island 18,000 acres and the 47 

Lang Bank and approximately four-square miles that is seasonally 48 
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closed for three months out of the year.  1 

 2 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  The East End Marine Park is a seventeen -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I got the East End.  There is a seasonal 5 

closure also for mutton snapper. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The mutton snapper, yes.  The Hovensa 8 

is the -- 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I got that. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s four-square miles, and I think 13 

we calculated that the last time. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think also -- What’s the -- Is the river 16 

closed? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How does that extend away from -- 19 

 20 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It doesn’t extend outside of the reef, but 21 

inside is a no-take. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The back reef is all -- That was in my 24 

list. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought there was something there. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  None of the National Park Service 29 

turtle areas extend offshore and it’s only the shoreline, right?  30 

It’s only where the turtles nest? 31 

 32 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What did we say for a reference period for 35 

conch in St. Croix? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Give me a second.   38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I assume it’s the same as everything else, 40 

but -- 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s 2012 to 2016. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and, during that time, it’s been on 45 

that 50,000-pound ACL limit?   46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Since 2008.  I think the first time 48 
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that they came up with the 50,000 pounds in the state waters was 1 

-- That was before the amendments to the FMP going to compatible 2 

regulations.  That happened in 2010, but the fact that it was 3 

only 50,000, because they couldn’t land any more. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the catch level is basically 50,000 6 

every year? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I can show you in two seconds.  This 9 

is from 2000, and I don’t --  10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I wanted from 2012. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I do have the earlier years too, and 14 

so 2012 only? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, 2012 on.  Just move the table over.  17 

So it’s not even close?  We’re basically fishing, recently, 18 

half?   19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is when it came into being, in 21 

2008, the 50,000 pounds in the state waters.  Then, after that, 22 

it’s -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, because it was 161,000, 147,000, and 25 

then 123,000.  Then it was 71,000, 81,000, 53,000.  In 2012, 26 

when it goes into the federal level, is when it starts to go 27 

below that. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only other information that is 30 

available is the SEAMAP fishery-independent conch surveys.  31 

That’s available for St. Croix.  Wasn’t Ron Hill doing some work 32 

in St. Croix also? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not much.  It was mostly in St. John.  I 35 

think he may have done some over there, but -- 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Graciela, you said there’s a trip limit? 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and it’s -- Carlos, it’s 200 40 

conch per trip? 41 

 42 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Per boat. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Per boat per trip, and that began when? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, compatibility was in 2010, but 47 

the trip limit was in place in 2008 in the state waters.   48 
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 1 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It went from 150 to 200, and we did that for 2 

-- There was a reason for that. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So it went up in 2008? 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  It went up from 150 per fisher to 200 per boat. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well that’s different.   11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It went from 150 per fisher to 200 per 13 

boat. 14 

 15 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Per licensed fisher. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So that may not have actually have -- 18 

 19 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  There were four licensed fishers on the boat. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So, effectively, the number that you could keep 22 

went down. 23 

 24 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right.  25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In 2008. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  4b, remember, we have a scalar times the 29 

mean of the reference landings.   30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There you go. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That scalar must be less than one.  By 34 

being in 4b, we are saying this needs to be lower, by 35 

definition. 36 

 37 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, that is the intention of 4b, and so, if 38 

you don’t believe that the effort should be reduced, then that 39 

species should not be in 4b. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I’m asking the question. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  That was the intention of 4b, was to include 44 

those stocks there that you thought there were indications that 45 

the effort should be reduced.  That’s why, when we talked about 46 

vulnerability, you also have to consider what the -- You have to 47 

consider something about the current fishing pressure. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is why were just talking about all 2 

the measures that have been placed on conch. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so that is included in your 5 

susceptibility component, to some extent.  If you think the 6 

fishing pressure currently could not -- Well, this is the 7 

trouble with catch only, always, is that you would only reduce 8 

fishing on a stock if you thought the current level of fishing 9 

was too high. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  You’ve got to come up with expert judgment 14 

there. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I mean, what we do have, or what we have 17 

at hand, is, in addition to the landings, we have the number of 18 

trips that are reported.  What we have is reported landings, and 19 

so we have reported landings and we have reported trips.  We 20 

don’t have that series of reported trips, but I could put them 21 

together. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the SEAMAP data, which would report 24 

both densities and size structure, or age structure, as well.  25 

I’m not familiar with that data for the Virgin Islands, and so I 26 

don’t know what it says. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know.  Do we have it?  I know it 29 

exists, but do we have it? 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We should have the -- Does Shenell’s 32 

information include St. Croix also? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, they’ve been doing St. Croix.  The 35 

numbers, of course, aren’t huge, but it is data. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do we have it here, and that would be 38 

the question. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we want to talk about homework or do we want 41 

to talk about -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I assume the reason it went into -- 44 

Again, I don’t think I was here for that, but the reason it was 45 

in 4b was because of conch across-the-board was being closed in 46 

the EEZ, except in St. Croix, and that was having a particular 47 

cap on it.  Therefore, it being under strong management, it was 48 
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kind of put there, but maybe this is a case where that should 1 

not be the case. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe the current management wasn’t -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if has been, that would show up.  It 6 

should show up in those surveys. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’re only talking about -- Given the 11 

timeframe we are talking about, we would have a survey that was 12 

done in -- I am guessing, but I think about 2013. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I could tell you.  It was 2010. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There should be one after that, but that 17 

should have just happened, because it’s every five years, and 18 

the report was 2010, but the analysis was --  19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is 2010. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It may be too soon to see a response from 23 

those management measures in the SEAMAP data, because of the 24 

five-year spacing.  25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And the fact that conch would be at least 29 

three years old before they are really showing up in the data 30 

and be useful to evaluate whether densities and sizes are going 31 

up, and, in fact, for the age structures of the older ones, 32 

you’re talking probably ten years before you could see that 33 

impact. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you have seventy-five conch fishers 36 

in the Virgin Islands? 37 

 38 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We have seventy-five licensed divers, but 39 

they’re not all conch fishermen. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s five o’clock, and I think we’re 42 

looking at numbers here, but we’re not going to make any final 43 

decisions on this.   44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t have anything later than 2010, 46 

and so do you want me to send an email and find out? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and I can’t recall reading one 1 

recently, though.  I can look at my files, too. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I know I don’t have anything more 4 

recent than 2010. 5 

 6 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on December 6, 2017.) 7 

 8 

- - - 9 

 10 

December 7, 2017 11 

 12 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 13 

 14 

- - - 15 

 16 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 17 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 18 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Thursday morning, December 6, 2017, and was 19 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started.  This is day four of the 22 

SSC, and let’s start off with a roll call again with Walter. 23 

 24 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 29 

 30 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 39 

staff. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 42 

 43 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, Scientific Committee. 44 

 45 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 46 

 47 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 48 
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 1 

NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 2 

 3 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 4 

 5 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 6 

Counsel. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, Southeast Fisheries Science 9 

Center. 10 

 11 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, Council Chair. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you have Sarah Stevenson from 14 

the Regional Office.   15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Yesterday, we were looking at 4b 17 

species, and we had pretty much finished those, with the 18 

exception of queen conch for St. Croix, and we were starting to 19 

look at some information associated with that, and I think I had 20 

raised the issue of whether that should really be in 4a. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The queen conch for St. Croix? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the queen conch for St. Croix.   25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  While Graciela is looking for whatever she is 27 

looking for, Bill, can you remind me how did we get to the 28 

number of 50,000 pounds? 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  That was before my time, but apparently because 31 

David Olsen said it should be 50,000 pounds. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was a production model from David Olsen, and I 34 

believe the Science Center has reviewed that numerous times and 35 

had some questions about it, but that’s the number that was 36 

carried forward. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  I guess that was a while ago, right, Todd? 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, I believe that was the late 1970s.  41 

 42 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  There was an emergency that David Olsen 43 

proposed to Commissioner Mathis, who was commissioner at the 44 

time, because he felt that St. Croix was overfishing conch, and 45 

so he put a 50,000-pound emergency rule forward. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So that actually reduced whatever the catch was 48 
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at that time down to 50,000? 1 

 2 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What year was that, roughly? 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2008? 7 

 8 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That was 2012 or so, maybe. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it was in that ballpark.  It was 11 

basically when we were doing the ACLs.   12 

 13 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It had to have been before 2008, because I 14 

retired in 2008. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly, and so I asked Iris to look 17 

for the exact date. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we need the exact date. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I don’t care about the exact date, but 22 

what I’m getting at is it was ten years ago, based on work that 23 

was done in -- 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was 1983. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  1983?  Okay.  I’m just trying to get some 28 

perspective. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In terms of the information that was 31 

available at the time, the queen conch landings actually were in 32 

increasing over in St. Croix during that period of time, and 33 

2006 reflected a very high peak in the data. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have that landings data?  We can 36 

look at the reduction in landings that occurred when that rule 37 

went into place.   38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I stand corrected.  It was 1978. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was 1978 and 1979, and so it was conducted in 44 

1979 or 1980. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By definition, the analysis would be 47 

flawed, because it was before the papers were published that 48 
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showed that the approach for production models was formed. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have the 2000 to -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of course, the flaw would be to 5 

overestimate what we could take. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to see it in a graph or 8 

just the numbers? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The graph.  We just want to show the 11 

magnitude, and it’s easier to see on the graph. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is 2000 to 2016.  That is part of 14 

the issue that was discussed at the SSC meeting, and David Olsen 15 

brought it to the table, in fact, the 2005 peak in the Puerto 16 

Rico landings, but it was never -- It’s still in the data. 17 

 18 

There was some anecdotal information brought to the SSC and to 19 

the council regarding the amount of conch that was being sold to 20 

Puerto Rico at the time, and so there was trafficking between 21 

St. Croix and the east coast of Puerto Rico, specifically, for 22 

conch for the local restaurants.  Then the 50,000 pounds are 23 

reflected in this change, but I’m pretty sure that it was 2008 24 

when the emergency rule in the Virgin Islands was signed, and we 25 

will get confirmation on that, and then, after that, there was 26 

discussion whether the ACL was 50,000 and 50,000 for the state 27 

and the EEZ, and it turned out that it was 50,000 from the 28 

shoreline to the 200 nautical miles. 29 

 30 

Then the reflection of the ACL on the queen conch landings in 31 

St. Croix in addition to the 2008 recession in Puerto Rico 32 

started then and the changes in the trafficking between St. 33 

Croix and Puerto Rico.  I asked for the update on the queen 34 

conch fishery-independent surveys from SEAMAP for St. Croix. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have the SEDAR 14 --  37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We can bring that up. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The assessment report, and it would be the 41 

last page. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to review, and remind those that we talked 44 

about at the last meeting, Richard, you’re questioning or 45 

wondering where 4a and 4b came from.  We were under discussion, 46 

and my statement was that stepping in for him, meaning you, 47 

Richard, in a time of need is one thing, but making comments 48 
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regarding conch for a Chair who is one of the experts might not 1 

seem appropriate, and so let’s put down 4b and put, Richard, in 2 

the miscellaneous column.  This is one that we had a discussion 3 

with, and we put this down as a strawman, and I felt extremely 4 

uncomfortable making comments for you on this one. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is one that we specifically asked you to 9 

review and to put this back on the table if we had questions 10 

about it. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What year was SEDAR 14? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A while ago. 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  2007. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So I don’t know exactly what you’re looking at in 19 

here, but this was the first paper and the first analysis that I 20 

watched Clay Porch review when I got to the Center.  A lot of 21 

this was based on CPUE from diving, and the metric for effort, I 22 

believe, was maybe a trip and no counting of tanks, and I 23 

remember, the main part of the analysis, Clay really --  24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, we didn’t like it either. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This was just the first review I was involved in, 28 

and I just remember, following the meeting, there was an 29 

additional review that was done, and the Center came in again 30 

and said that the CPUE analysis was not acceptable.   31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  There is a Section 5 that says “Post-Review 33 

Updates and Agenda”, and I’m not sure if any of that is covered 34 

there.  I am trying to read it, but it’s slow to download.  If 35 

you look at it, the review panel consensus describes the 36 

concerns, and it’s on Section 2.1, and it’s on page 6, I 37 

believe, or at least page number 6.   38 

 39 

It’s page 161 of the PDF, but it basically says to evaluate the 40 

adequacy, appropriateness, and application of data used in the 41 

assessment, and the data were inadequate to provide information 42 

on queen conch status.  This was because landings data were 43 

incomplete, missing the recreational component in most years.  44 

Trends in CPUE were not informative of stock abundance, and the 45 

expansion of habitat-specific survey densities that may provide 46 

abundance estimates were based on low survey coverage and small 47 

sample sizes, and so there you go. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  That’s the one that I want you 2 

to show.  This is something that I brought up at that SEDAR, and 3 

I’m just illustrating it.  It just shows conch densities from 4 

around the Caribbean and what might be considered an unfished 5 

biomass density, based on density, without really worrying about 6 

whether you’re looking at juveniles or adults or whatever, but 7 

just whatever was reported in the surveys. 8 

 9 

I will tell you, for example, that, in Jamaica, we used 200 10 

conch per hectare as an unexploited density that was therefore 11 

reflecting biomass, and, therefore, MSY is about 100.  This is 12 

just showing how you could talk about some of these things and 13 

where Puerto Rico was at the time. 14 

 15 

Puerto Rico’s current population, from the last SEAMAP, is 16 

running, for total juveniles and adults -- Actually, it was only 17 

about fourteen conch per hectare, down from twenty-two in the 18 

previous survey, and so we’ve made some progress there, but not 19 

a lot. 20 

 21 

St. Croix, in the last survey, was -- They had reported twice, 22 

and one is with the traditional sites that they use, and so they 23 

do repetitive sites, but they added a bunch of new sites.  With 24 

just their regular sites, it was 135 conch per hectare.  If you 25 

added all the new sites in, and I don’t know how those were 26 

chosen, but it’s 159 conch per hectare, with 22 percent being 27 

adults.   28 

 29 

I will tell you right now that the way they did their survey 30 

biases their estimates high, and I don’t know how high, but, 31 

relative to that thing, it’s still high, and so I don’t see a 32 

basis for saying this would be in 4b with those kinds of 33 

densities being evident. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the allee effect limit? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a paper that Stoner and Ray did for 38 

the Bahamas, and, in their situation -- Remember that densities 39 

are a function of your shelf life habitat that supports conch, 40 

and so, in the Bahamas, they have a narrow shelf, and it all 41 

supports conch, whereas Puerto Rico has a very broad shelf and 42 

there’s a lot areas that don’t support conch, and so your 43 

densities get lowered because of those effects, and so it’s not 44 

a one-to-one conversion here between areas, but anyway, at about 45 

fifty conch per hectare, they started noticing a reduction in 46 

the rate of population and their egg laying, and so that’s 47 

saying that the densities were getting low enough that this was 48 



294 

 

affecting reproduction.  That’s the allee effect. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Thank you. 3 

 4 

VANCE VICENTE:  Richard, how different were the sampling 5 

periods?  I am concerned whether some locations were sampled 6 

during the peak of the reproduction, where they aggregate and 7 

become more abundant and the population density would be 8 

different in areas that were sampled outside of the reproductive 9 

season.   10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would have to go to their report to find 12 

out when they did the sampling.  We actually try to do it during 13 

the closed season, but it almost never works out that way, and 14 

so there is temporal variations, but we’re talking about orders 15 

of magnitude scales here.  16 

 17 

The bias they had was that -- The way the survey is supposed to 18 

run is, as you go through an area with conch, you’re supposed to 19 

maintain your speed as best as possible, estimating the size of 20 

the conch in your transect and what their age category might be, 21 

based on a ratio of lip thickness, as you’re going through. 22 

 23 

Functionally, you do slow down.  What they did is they stopped 24 

and actually measured everything, and that kept them from 25 

getting beyond the patch that they were in to accumulate more 26 

area where there wouldn’t be conch, and therefore their area of 27 

which that path was in was decreased and their density goes up, 28 

but that only happens if you have a huge patch, which happens 29 

once in a while. 30 

 31 

VANCE VICENTE:  In general, how is the population distributed?  32 

Is it aggregated or -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, aggregated.  Todd. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to repeat the final statement of the review 37 

panel that Shannon just read to us that the expansion of the 38 

densities from habitat-specific surveys is unreliable, and you 39 

said they’re biased, and I think using these densities, from the 40 

conclusions of the review panel, and, the times we’ve looked at 41 

this, we’ve decided they’re not reliable to use.  I am just 42 

throwing out the conclusions of the review panel. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you want to estimate where an MSY is, 45 

you’re absolutely right.  If you want to say where are we in 46 

kind of the scheme of things, as an order of magnitude, I don’t 47 

think there is evidence here to say it’s a 4b situation.   48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I have a more general question, just based on 2 

what Graciela sent out this morning, the discussion of 4a and 3 

4b.  It says that General Counsel and the Southeast Fisheries 4 

Science Center will work up some new language.  Again, that’s 5 

over the concern of the overfishing phrase and leaning toward NS 6 

1 wording of vulnerable to fishing pressure.  Is that vulnerable 7 

to fishing pressure in lieu of regulations or even given the 8 

regulations on the fishery?  Where I’m going toward is certainly 9 

conch is vulnerable to fishing pressure. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  With the current regulations in place, with a 14 

quota of 50,000 pounds, it may not be as vulnerable, and this 15 

comes to what is meant by “vulnerable”. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It also comes back to all of those closed 18 

areas, too. 19 

 20 

WALTER KEITHLY:  But what is meant by “vulnerable to fishing 21 

pressure”?  Does that say in lieu of regulations or given the 22 

current regulations? 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t know what the law intends, and I’m sure 25 

that Jocelyn is going to be happy to search for that in the law. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My understanding was, when you guys were 28 

doing the susceptibility, you were including current 29 

regulations. 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s what I was going to say, is that we 32 

absolutely -- Susceptibility included regulations, and so the 33 

susceptibility component that you scored includes current 34 

regulations, and so you would have said a stock is less 35 

susceptible if you think there are effective regulations in 36 

place. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The key word is “effective”. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  That is the key word. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a lot of closed area out there, 43 

but, if people are just going in there and taking it anyway, 44 

then it’s not effectively closed.  I can’t comment on that.  I 45 

don’t know. 46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am hesitant to put it in 4a, because, over 48 
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many, many years, it seems like some of the larger problems that 1 

I’ve heard about, in many meetings, is that of queen conch, and 2 

I just don’t know how effective the regulations are.  It does 3 

sound, based on what you’re saying, that the density is much 4 

higher in St. Croix than in Puerto Rico. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Much higher. 7 

 8 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Yet, you also hear that the review committee on 9 

SEDAR said that we really don’t know what’s happening, because 10 

of some problems, that we don’t have recreational data and so 11 

forth.  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes, all we’re looking at is the amount of 14 

conch out on the -- 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand. 17 

 18 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Was it proposed for ESA listing somewhere? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it was. 21 

 22 

VANCE VICENTE:  But it was rejected. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes, I knew it was rejected. 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  So far.  They’re coming back. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That played into our discussion last time, is 29 

that there’s a proposal or concern about it.  I mean, 30 

internationally right now, conch has been on people’s radar for 31 

CITES and everything else, and so that fed very much into -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The CITES is -- 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The question of likely to be overfished was 36 

originally our language, and we’ve gone to at risk of 37 

overfishing or highly susceptible, and that’s the language we’re 38 

using for 4a and 4b, and, in looking at the species, and not 39 

looking at densities, which have been viewed to be unreliable, 40 

but just, with that alone, that put us in the 4b, because we’re 41 

looking at -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon and then Julian. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just in response to Walter, although I didn’t 46 

look up the specific language, it has to be that you’re 47 

considering the regulatory framework that’s in place, because we 48 
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would be doing a status determination criteria of the current 1 

stock status and comparing it to the most recent year’s 2 

landings, for example, and so, if you think about red snapper as 3 

an example, we have a number of management regulations, and so 4 

we would be saying what is the current pressure, given all these 5 

management regulations, and how does it compare to our estimate 6 

of the current stock status.  Otherwise, it wouldn’t make any 7 

sense, what we’re doing. 8 

 9 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 12 

 13 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just, in general, I don’t know what it is with 14 

St. Croix and the conch stocks, but, for some reason, they have 15 

a heavy stock of conch over there, and I know that for sure, and 16 

I think a lot of the regulations that were put in place, 17 

especially the one where it went from 150 per person on the boat 18 

to 200 per boat, and you have to land the conch in the shell, 19 

and the conch have to be a certain size.   20 

 21 

Out of the shell, the enforcement has to weigh them, to check to 22 

make sure they are legal size, and so all of those rules that 23 

were put in place for the fishermen, and then, with all of the 24 

area closures that are in place, and then the fishermen agreed 25 

to a four-month closure instead of a three-month closure, and I 26 

think that really created a lot of positive effects on the 27 

fishery. 28 

 29 

It would be nice to give St. Croix, because that’s one of their 30 

main fisheries, a little bit more than the 50,000 pounds, 31 

because they depend heavily on that market, and they don’t want 32 

to export to Puerto Rico.  We would buy it in St. Thomas from 33 

them, but, otherwise than that, it’s a market-driven fishery, 34 

and then we have -- Also, another thing to take into 35 

consideration is these guys dive with tanks. 36 

 37 

There is only so much diving you can do in a day, and some kind 38 

of consideration.  I think, if anything at all, they should keep 39 

at the 50,000 pounds and not less.  If you go below that, I 40 

think you will create a big problem for those fishers in St. 41 

Croix, and so that’s just my opinion.  I spoke to a lot of the 42 

guys last night, and they are very concerned.  We spoke about 43 

parrotfish, and we spoke about the conch, and so please take 44 

that into some type of consideration.  45 

 46 

WALTER KEITHLY:  From what I’m hearing around the table, I guess 47 

I’m leaning toward 4a, too.  It does sound as though the species 48 
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is being protected relatively well in St. Croix, and so I’m 1 

going to recommend 4a on it. 2 

 3 

VANCE VICENTE:  I disagree, simply because the shallow queen 4 

conch population is gone.  Before the fishers -- I mean, you 5 

could get conch in five feet of water or three feet of water, 6 

and now you really have to go out deep and make deep dives, 7 

sixty or eighty feet, to get them, and so that makes them very 8 

vulnerable.  Take that spatial issue into account.  Look at 9 

Florida.  In Florida, it’s been banned since 1980, and the 10 

population has never come back to a commercial level.  It’s 11 

still banned.   12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s a different system. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is a whole different -- 16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s a different system, but it’s an example. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t get your point about the shallow 20 

areas being gone.  They are all over, and I’m not sure that’s a 21 

function of fishing. 22 

 23 

VANCE VICENTE:  There has been a significant reduction. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If there’s a reduction, it could be the 26 

capacity of the system, because largely of terrestrial inputs 27 

into the shallow areas. 28 

 29 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The grass beds are gone because of the big 30 

yachts anchoring with moorings.  Moorings do more damage than 31 

anything else. 32 

 33 

VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but that’s very small. 34 

 35 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s very big in St. Thomas.  90 percent of the 36 

inshore grass beds for the conch are gone.  They are gone, and 37 

so you don’t see the conch inside.  Why?  Because the grass beds 38 

are gone where they hang out, and the boating activity and 39 

everything. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The recreational guys clear out the shallow 42 

ones. 43 

 44 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s not because of fishing pressure.  It’s 45 

because of other things. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  However, that reduces the production 48 
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potential.   1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re arguing against yourself. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is not a recent phenomenon.  This 5 

didn’t happen last year.  This has been going on for a while, 6 

and so the system and the catch levels that we’re talking about 7 

now are reflecting that level of productivity of the system, and 8 

so I don’t think he is arguing against himself in that 9 

situation.   10 

 11 

Was productivity much higher in the past?  Sure, but we’re not 12 

talking about the way past.  We’re talking about conch are 13 

probably productive up to about twelve years, even though they 14 

could live a lot longer.  Because of the rate of fishing, that’s 15 

probably -- Or about fifteen years, something like that. 16 

 17 

That state of fishing has been going on for a very long time, 18 

and so it seems to be withstanding that, and it seems to have 19 

withstood those very high levels.  Whether it would have 20 

withstood those continuing, I would doubt that, but the fact is 21 

that it didn’t collapse in that response, and, when things were 22 

brought down, it achieved some level of stability. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you put the graphic back up of the 25 

annual landings? 26 

 27 

VANCE VICENTE:  I see both arguments, your argument that 28 

anchoring, buoy anchors, are disturbing the habitat, and there 29 

may be the sedimentation that is decreasing the photosynthetic 30 

regulation and affecting the production of the seagrass, and 31 

it’s vulnerable.  If their habitat is vulnerable, the species is 32 

-- It’s still vulnerable. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that has already happened.  It’s 35 

not like this is something that could happen in the future. 36 

 37 

JOE KIMMEL:  On top of that, the queen conch aggregate, and the 38 

divers go down, and you find one queen conch, and you’re pretty 39 

much right there with the rest of them are, and they’re snails.  40 

They don’t go too fast. 41 

 42 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, they can hide, but they don’t go fast. 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  You can get your 200 per boat pretty quickly, and, 45 

when I look at this, the 50,000 pounds hasn’t been reached in 46 

the last six years, or five years, and why not?  If they can 47 

take 50,000 pounds, why didn’t they take 50,000 pounds? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This gets back to the arguments about 2 

markets. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reporting it gets back to that. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  And reporting.  It gets back to the fact 7 

that we don’t know the behavior of the -- 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We don’t know what those numbers mean. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have a reporting problem here, in your 12 

opinion? 13 

 14 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  In my opinion? 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s on the record. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It is on the record. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s on the record in numerous cases, and you 21 

look at the parrotfish, and you look at this, and the St. Croix 22 

representatives have gone on the record and said they had bad 23 

advice from people, and they reduced their reporting to stay 24 

underneath the ACLs.  It’s on the record.  These values don’t -- 25 

We don’t know what they mean. 26 

 27 

WALTER KEITHLY:  How certain are we then that they are remaining 28 

within the hard quota of 50,000 pounds? 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You know the answer to that.  Don’t put me on the 31 

spot on going on the record saying that. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s just say there’s some uncertainty 34 

here.   35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How about this reporting problem?  Can that 37 

be twice that amount? 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It could be forty times that amount, or it could 40 

be ten, or it could be -- 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, let’s be real. 43 

 44 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If they’re that uncertain, we need to go to 4b. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The recent years. 47 

 48 
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VANCE VICENTE:  The number of vessels and the fishing pressure 1 

can account for twenty times the -- 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Carlos. 4 

 5 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  For what it’s worth, the conservation-minded 6 

divers on St. Croix would like the quota to stay at 50,000 and 7 

not go higher.  There is poaching going on during the closed 8 

season.  Now, there is no harvesting of 200 per boat, because of 9 

the market.  They just can’t be sold.   10 

 11 

Conch is something that they can freeze, and so some divers, 12 

just before the season closes, they will harvest and freeze it, 13 

so that, when the season is closed, they can sell frozen conch, 14 

which is allowed, because a senator decided to amend the law. 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Graciela mentioned, a few minutes ago, that, 17 

back in the earlier years, a lot of that was being sold to 18 

Puerto Rico.  Were Puerto Rican fishermen going over there to 19 

fish it? 20 

 21 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  No. 22 

 23 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay, and so it was strictly -- 24 

 25 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It’s a cargo boat that was carrying 10,000 26 

pounds at a time to Puerto Rico. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Or even the fishing boats would come 29 

all the way to the east coast. 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Do any sales continue to Puerto Rico? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Right now?  I’m sure that most of the 34 

restaurants here are on gone on the east coast. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  He meant pre-storm. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Pre-storm?  (The remainder of the 39 

comment is not audible on the recording.) 40 

 41 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am trying to figure out why it shows so much 42 

less than 50,000 pounds if there is -- You hear about the local 43 

demand on the island, but certainly I would have thought that 44 

they would still be selling some to Puerto Rico. 45 

 46 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s not allowed unless they have a license to 47 

buy it in Puerto Rico.  They can bring it to St. Thomas, which 48 
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they do.  I buy it from them. 1 

 2 

WALTER KEITHLY:  So it comes down to why are they catching less 3 

than 50,000 pounds in recent years? 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Underreporting. 6 

 7 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If it’s a reporting issue -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Carlos did say the market did not support 10 

200 conch per boat per day, in addition to that.  There is 11 

multiple factors here, and we have no way of knowing what the 12 

magnitude of each of these relative to the catch levels relative 13 

to what the ACL is. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, maybe we should -- I think that we 16 

should go to 4a and try to -- Because, if we go to 4b, that 17 

50,000 pounds is probably going to decrease.  It’s going to go 18 

below. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put the catch levels back up? 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we put it in 4a and leave it at 50,000, 23 

we may have a special request for the fishermen to improve their 24 

reporting so that the true catch per unit effort can be 25 

established. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you look at our reference period, and we 28 

were to go with the 75
th
 percentile and you’re in 4a, you’re 29 

still not going to get anywhere near -- Your 75
th
 percentile is 30 

probably about 30,000.  You’re not even getting to the 50,000 by 31 

multiplying the scalar, because conch came in at 0.25 or 32 

something like that for susceptibility. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  1.5. 35 

 36 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Can the recommendation, like what Bill made 37 

yesterday for the parrotfish, be made for the conch, to leave it 38 

as is? 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think the most important issue regarding 41 

this is to fix the reporting problem.  That’s the most important 42 

issue about this fishery. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We decided that ten years ago, and we got the 45 

money to do it ten years ago, and the fishermen all agreed that 46 

we needed to do it ten years ago, but it just -- We haven’t 47 

gotten it, and so, yes, everything you’re saying -- 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So it does not have a solution. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Everything that you’re saying was done, and 4 

people spent years writing proposals to get the money, and we’ve 5 

got the money, and we’re ready to address that problem, and it’s 6 

not happening. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have a suggestion. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s the choice of people on the council. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have a suggestion.  We’re waiting to see some 13 

data from the most recent fishery-independent diver survey, 14 

right?  We’re hoping to get that back.  We have some densities 15 

from past years, and let’s see what that most recent stuff is, 16 

and that will help inform us of 4a or 4b, I think, and, once we 17 

can look at some data, some actual data, to inform that 18 

decision, we can proceed, and I would suggest that we table this 19 

until we see that most recent data, whenever we may get it. 20 

 21 

Hopefully we’ll get it before the end of the week.  Graciela has 22 

requested it, and I think either first thing this morning or 23 

yesterday afternoon, and that is real data.  We may have some 24 

questions about how they did their survey, and that’s fair 25 

enough, but that’s -- Right now, we’re looking at data that has 26 

been acknowledged to be incomplete, and so I suggest we table 27 

this and, when we get to the data, which hopefully we will, we 28 

can bring this conversation back around. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to bring this back to 4a or 4b, 31 

which is what I think is on the table right now. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I think those new data will inform 34 

that. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you read the language in there, we’re talking 37 

about the properties of the species that are likely to be, given 38 

the PSA, and so I’m not sure that there is existing information 39 

in the language.  We don’t have the assessment, and the expert 40 

opinion is the stock has relatively high vulnerability to 41 

fishing pressure, and that’s 4b. 42 

 43 

Productivity and vulnerability, we scored all of those, and so, 44 

if we are going to use other information that’s outside of the 45 

procedure that we used for everything else, we’re going to have 46 

to just come up with a rationale for it. 47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It seems like everything you’ve heard said 1 

around here says risk aversion.  2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but the only hard data we have, and 4 

as flawed as it might be, are the estimates of density, and 5 

those estimates of density say there’s not a problem. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The reviewers said the estimates of density are 8 

not worth considering, that we can’t consider them.  That’s what 9 

a full review panel did.  That’s what the Science Center review 10 

panel did, and that’s why I struggle with it.   11 

 12 

I mean, the discussion of the shallow water being different, and 13 

you know what -- As you said, it happened a very, very long time 14 

ago, and so we don’t like the density, and we’re now going to 15 

remove those shallow waters for habitat, and our densities now 16 

go up.  If you conclude that original density -- That has been 17 

extirpated, those shallow waters, and so, therefore, that’s a 18 

reduction from virgin biomass, and so we’ve now got a reduced 19 

amount of area where the conch live.  That doesn’t mean that, 20 

for another species that’s been overfished fifty years ago, that 21 

you’re now using the baseline as what the complete population 22 

is. 23 

 24 

For those that don’t remember, I am the one that -- I mean, I 25 

was one of the biggest advocates for not listing.  I mean, this 26 

has been a fight, and I think this has been a hard one for us, 27 

because there’s been a lot of international pressure on it, and 28 

this situation of the conch fishery in St. Croix has persisted 29 

for a very long time, and I think the numbers that we’re looking 30 

at, originally at 59,000 and coming up with 50,000, there is not 31 

a lot of science that is accepted to come up with those numbers. 32 

 33 

VANCE VICENTE:  Do we have data on the changes in the size 34 

distribution between years? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Probably.   37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  Are they getting smaller or are they getting 39 

bigger or -- 40 

 41 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  The conch that I’m getting right now are big, 42 

big conch.  I got three shipments in the regular season, and, 43 

out of the three, every one of them are big conch.  I have never 44 

seen conch that big. 45 

 46 

VANCE VICENTE:  Do we have length frequency data between years 47 

so that we can maybe say -- 48 



305 

 

 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are trying to call up the previous 2 

reports so that we can see trend over time. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can try to look, because we did provide some 5 

plots for the SEDAR 46 assessment for a variety of species, and 6 

I don’t know -- It will take me a while to look, but I did want 7 

to mention that, when you start -- This is exactly why we’re 8 

trying to move forward to data-limited assessments, because they 9 

specifically examine these sorts of issues. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but length frequency isn’t used for 12 

conch. 13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  It probably isn’t, because you can’t track that 15 

to age. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s been very plastic. 18 

 19 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The size is fixed at the age of maturity, 22 

and so size beyond that tells you nothing about age, and the 23 

size that they do reach at maturity is heavily dependent on 24 

where they grew up. 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  So there is no point in my looking up -- 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly.  Now, what we do try to do in the 31 

surveys is estimate, quote, unquote, age that’s based on lip 32 

thickness and erosion of the shell, and so things that are 33 

highly-eroded and really thick-lipped are older than something 34 

that is not.  How much older, I don’t know, but you can use -- 35 

Putting something into those classes is not perfect.  It’s a 36 

judgment call, but it’s what we have. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  If we have stratified sampling by location, 39 

where you know that they’re normally smaller, when we think that 40 

-- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have that.  43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is density of queen conch from 45 

2009/2010 at twenty-two historical sites. 46 

 47 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What year is this? 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It looks like 2009 and 2010. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s what the current report is, and 6 

so hopefully you’re looking at an earlier report. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This one is 2010. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what we were looking at before. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have an older one? 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will look for an older one. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They have not been randomly choosing sites.  19 

They took the original Olsen sites -- Well, I should -- They do 20 

repeated transects, and so they don’t randomly sample, and so 21 

what we’re seeing is the same sites over and over again. 22 

 23 

Now, they have added new sites, more sites over the years.  24 

That’s why I gave you those two figures, because, in St. Croix, 25 

there was the original St. Croix site and then there was -- Now, 26 

the St. Croix sites were added after the Olsen study, because he 27 

just did St. Thomas and St. John, and I don’t know how those 28 

were selected. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is an older study from 2002. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so that would be during the 33 

heavily-exploited time.   34 

 35 

VANCE VICENTE:  Richard, how long is their larval stage? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The response is not audible on the 38 

recording.) 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There were four surveys prior to -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They can be a lot longer, but -- 43 

 44 

VANCE VICENTE:  A couple of weeks? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two or three. 47 

 48 
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VANCE VICENTE:  There might be a lot of recruitment.  That’s why 1 

I think that the length frequency --  2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If bluehead wrasse can self-recruit onto 4 

St. Croix, and they’re out there forty to sixty days, some 5 

probably are on the same currents. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am trying to find a comparison with 8 

all the other transects.  Let me see if we have that. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be nice, but you want something 11 

like that. 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Vance, to your comment, there is actually studies 14 

that show significant retention, in St. Croix in particular, 15 

which is kind of interesting.  Just as an aside, I just looked 16 

at the time series of landings, and, if you lopped out the 17 

years, the last five years, where values are down 19,000 to 18 

30,000 pounds, the average prior to that is almost 120,000 19 

pounds, and so what was reported prior to this drop in the last 20 

four years is five times higher than what is currently being 21 

reported. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was that? 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The previous values -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of? 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Of conch landings, reported landings -- 30 

 31 

VANCE VICENTE:  In St. Croix. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Is five times higher in St. Croix prior to this 34 

last four-year drop than it was in the most recent four years, 35 

and so we’re just asking like what is probably the hard value, 36 

if we had any insights into what that was, and it appears that, 37 

for twelve years, the average reported landings was around 38 

120,000 pounds, 117,000 pounds.  That’s almost four-and-a-half, 39 

4.6, times higher than the last four years.   40 

 41 

Probably the take is -- I am not saying that that’s what we 42 

should equate the most recent years to or what’s been coming 43 

out, but St. Croix sustained harvest levels, or reported harvest 44 

levels, almost five times higher than what is currently 45 

reported. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are the trends at sixteen sites that 48 
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were sampled in all of those surveys.  It’s hard to argue that 1 

things aren’t getting better, even if the numbers themselves are 2 

flawed. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We think that the methods were essentially the 5 

same? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The methods were exactly the same, to my 8 

knowledge. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The methodology has not changed.  The 11 

way that -- What you said earlier about finding a patch and 12 

staying there, versus completing the transect, that was part of 13 

the issues that we had later, but that was the same --  14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That was something that had always been done 16 

though?  They would get into a group of conch and then they 17 

would slow down? 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I only remember the discussion from 20 

this last -- 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I looked at those densities, and I said, 23 

what?  Then I started looking into how they did it, and I said, 24 

okay, they’re inflated, but --  25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But they always did it that way?  That’s less 27 

of a -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would need to go back to the earlier 30 

graph to see it. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was it 2009 that they added additional sites? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are common sites. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  These are the common sites, and so they’re 37 

not the -- 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This increases with the new. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the new sites amount to 150 or 42 

something, 159. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, if I read the --  45 

 46 

VANCE VICENTE:  Can we look at St. John, please?  Can you just 47 

move that graph down?  Thank you. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no fishing for conch in St. 2 

John, and there hasn’t been since I don’t know when. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is reportedly no fishing going on.  5 

Ron certainly documented that people are going in there and 6 

fishing.   7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think, for recreational, you can take it 9 

anywhere, other than the monument, if I’m right. 10 

 11 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes.   12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  For recreational, you can take six conch and two 14 

lobster.  I will tell you that I’ve seen a lot of sailboats in 15 

there pulling out conch and lobster. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think, if I recall correctly, he had 18 

boats coming over from St. Croix that actually harvested in 19 

there. 20 

 21 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I’ve seen boats from Puerto Rico and St. Thomas. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I would imagine that you would. 24 

 25 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Every time we have, we have reported it to DPNR. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That common site plot that’s below the one we’re 28 

looking at, for me, that’s a piece of data that I think we can 29 

hang our hat on.  30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If there’s something from more recent.  That 32 

would be nice to see. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t recall them reporting a new study, 35 

although they should have had one. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It should have happened already, yes. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It should have happened. 40 

 41 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I think there was a report that was just 42 

finished. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That could be. 45 

 46 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Before J.B. left Fish and Wildlife. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Our next meeting is next Friday, and maybe 1 

that’s when it’s going to be reported. 2 

 3 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I am trying to get it.  I thought I would have 4 

it by this morning, but I haven’t received it. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I can look and see whether I have 7 

something. 8 

 9 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  But I know that report was finished.  Maybe it 10 

just hasn’t been published yet. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It is sixteen sites though. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s not a lot, but it’s not two 15 

sites, and remember the numbers go higher if you add the --  16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, I was just looking at the VCS data real 18 

quick for 2015 for St. Croix, and it’s forty-four per hectare. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where are we getting this from? 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  The visual census data for 2015.  It’s forty-four 23 

per hectare, and that’s a much more general survey. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have the previous? 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  I asked.  I don’t know.  I’m waiting, and I don’t 28 

know how many stations, but it’s like 150 or 160 or 180, 29 

something like that.  It’s not common sites.  It’s a much more 30 

broad-based survey. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s not designed for conch, and so you would 35 

expect that to be low. 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For that sort of general survey, that’s -- 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s pretty high. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I meant -- It’s biased low, but that’s a 42 

fairly high number. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.   45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do you happen to know what depth these 47 

transects are in? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know exactly, but they will go 2 

eighty feet, maybe. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  And they’re quite shallow as well? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  Aren’t they randomly scattered within that zone? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re targeting -- It’s stratified by 13 

habitats, and so I don’t know if that estimate is built around 14 

the strata or the raw number, but the emphasis is on reef fish, 15 

and so they’re targeting more reef habitat than they would 16 

seagrass or sand. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, that would be a downward bias, right? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know, because there is a lot of 23 

sand and stuff, but they don’t occupy a whole lot of -- You 24 

might find a more constant level associated with some of the 25 

hard bottom reef-type area, but sand and seagrass is where 26 

you’re going to get like zero or lots, and so I don’t know that 27 

plays out in total landings. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so we have a 2012. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a 2012? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, and so let me see what years that 34 

includes. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a 2012 what?  SEAMAP? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is Lang Bank specifically.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know what historical commercial 45 

harvest would -- What were the densities in that?  The 135 46 

historical, is that the previous survey? 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is 450 sites, or 450 conch. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The 135, that total, that’s what they found 3 

in 2010.  If you go back, that’s the habitat. 4 

 5 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I thought you said they didn’t like seagrass. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they do like seagrass, but I’m saying 8 

the variance would have been pretty high, and so I don’t know 9 

whether the numbers would follow, and so you can see coral reef 10 

is really low, but then pavement and rubble, which they might be 11 

looking at. 12 

 13 

VANCE VICENTE:  Do they have any preference, regarding habitat, 14 

as to where they spawn, Richard? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They spawn in sand. 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  I know in sand, because it’s obvious to see 19 

them, but do they also do it in the rubble and in the -- 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think so.  I haven’t recalled 22 

anybody really reporting that. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They do in the regolith reef, and that’s 25 

kind of like a rubble.  That’s a rubble habitat.   26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have seen them in sand patches and in 28 

seagrass in the Keys.  They would be laying eggs, and it didn’t 29 

have to be a huge patch of sand. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the 2012 data, and that’s the same 32 

figure as before, right, but it’s gone up. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In 2007, the regulations came into 35 

place with the 50,000 pounds.   36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Rich, may I throw a thought exercise out for us 38 

to consider? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  My thought is, with reviewing data and densities 43 

and so on and so forth, we’re doing a flash assessment on 44 

things, and so let’s just assume that we all agree, based on all 45 

of the data, that it looks like things are improving.  That’s 46 

one thing that we could conclude by looking at this.  We could 47 

also conclude that we’re not really sure it’s stable. 48 
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 1 

How would that take us to our decision, which is 4a and 4b, on 2 

this?  Would that inform our decision in 4a and 4b?  Are we 3 

saying that, by reviewing data in this room, that we’re doing an 4 

assessment that would change the view or -- I’m just trying to 5 

figure out -- We’ve got 4a and 4b on the table that we’re 6 

looking at, and, if we assume that stuff looks good, then what 7 

do we do with it? 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Move to 4a. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We would have to come up with new language 12 

though, because it says the species is at risk of overfishing, 13 

which everything up until now, including the 50,000 pounds being 14 

put in place, and everything else that has happened up until 15 

today, says they’re at risk. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem is that, if we don’t move it to 18 

4a, the end result is going to be lower than 50,000. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We never want to discuss the end product in a 21 

scientific process, and so let’s discuss step one and go from 22 

there.  If we want to do a caveat, let’s see where we go with 23 

it.  I am just trying to figure out -- If we wanted to go to 4a, 24 

I think we would be kind of stepping a little bit outside of the 25 

language, given a flash assessment here, because the other 26 

criteria that we had -- 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, okay.  Shannon, and then I will make 29 

a comment. 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think, on the information that’s been 32 

presented, the current fishing level, whatever it is, is 33 

actually allowing the stock to rebuild to some level, which may 34 

or may not be anywhere near MSY.  It’s hard to know, and so 35 

that’s what you know, is that the stock is rebuilding, over some 36 

spatial scale, and that would suggest -- You really can’t make 37 

inference from that, except to say that there are probably 38 

effective management measures in place. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You said two things.  One is the level, 41 

and, if you want to say that last figure, which I think was 42 

Figure 9, conch per hectare, is off by a factor of two, you are 43 

still at a really high level of conch. 44 

 45 

We don’t know where it is, but this is the kind of magnitude 46 

change that you can accomplish, look at, and still be in really 47 

good shape, and so that is one part of it, and the second part 48 
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is that -- Since I wasn’t here for the discussion, perhaps, 1 

having listened to all the measures that were in place, in terms 2 

of all those closed areas and the closed seasons, the seasonal 3 

closures, the size limits, et cetera, et cetera, that perhaps, 4 

in discussion at the last meeting, the susceptibility of the 5 

current management was -- Susceptibility would have been 6 

overestimated, and therefore the score underestimated. 7 

 8 

You guys were here.  If you knew about all these closures and 9 

this is what you came up with, then that’s what you came up 10 

with, but this is at least something where we have some level of 11 

data on the ground, and while we can say the data is flawed, it 12 

is showing clear trends that would be hard to argue are due to 13 

methodological differences, because we’re looking at the same 14 

place and supposedly the same methodology. 15 

 16 

If there is a flaw, as I pointed out, that elevates the 17 

densities, you are talking about a huge adjustment to get those 18 

down to a dangerous level, and I don’t think they’re that 19 

biased.  If you’re asking for certainty, no, I don’t have that, 20 

but I’m pretty comfortable. 21 

 22 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you’re concerned about MSY, which the law says 23 

we should be concerned about, how would you find out what MSY 24 

is?  One way is to leave things the way they are and monitor the 25 

stock back in the surveys, and, at some point, the rate of 26 

growth will level off, and then you know a lot about the stock. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if we knew the effort and the true 29 

landings, yes.  We have the surveys. 30 

 31 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, we see the stock going up, right? 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  The question is it going to plateau, like it’s 36 

reached as high as it’s going to go? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which seems to be what happened in Puerto 39 

Rico. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  Or is it going to keep going, and, in terms of 42 

what can the stock produce, you won’t find out unless you give 43 

it a chance to show you, and so the danger of saying, gee, the 44 

stock is going up and so that’s good news and we can take more, 45 

it’s that you can basically consign yourself to, okay, for the 46 

rest of time, we’re going to be harvesting 10 percent of MSY, 47 

because we couldn’t bring ourselves to let it show us what it’s 48 
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really capable of producing, and that’s -- I mean, I agree with 1 

you that you could take more now without the stock going 2 

extinct, but you might be settling for 10 percent of what you 3 

could have, because you won’t give it a chance to show you what 4 

it can do. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is kind of a conversation we’ve had about 9 

data-limited assessments in general, because you don’t produce 10 

really an estimate of MSY, and so what John is saying is true, 11 

but you have to reevaluate that frequently, right?  Because, if 12 

it continues to go up more, you want to adjust that -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  SEAMAP is supposed to be every five years. 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so you wouldn’t want to put something 17 

in place and keep it forever in place.  You would be constantly 18 

having to monitor the response of the stock to the management, 19 

which is why, in a data-limited context, you’re still having to 20 

update stock assessments every three years or so, or more 21 

frequently, if you can. 22 

 23 

I think that my advice then is, no matter what ABC you put in 24 

place, that you plan to reevaluate it frequently with new 25 

information, because, if the stock continues to increase, you 26 

might ratchet up that ABC.  Once it plateaus, you probably -- 27 

That’s about the best you’re going to be able to do with catch, 28 

at that point.  That might be an approximation of MSY. 29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  This might help.  Again, we’re doing it the same 31 

way to all the criteria, and maybe they should be weighted 32 

independently, for example, to determine whether they’re 33 

vulnerable or not, 4a or 4b.   34 

 35 

How much weight are we going to give to the recent landings, 36 

let’s say from zero to five?  How much weight would that give to 37 

the population density that we show for St. Croix is very high?  38 

How much weight are we going to give for their behavior, which 39 

makes it very vulnerable if they just sit there waiting to be 40 

grabbed and boiled and eaten?  How much weight are we going to 41 

give to the life history?  How fast are they recruiting?  Is 42 

there a retention of the population within a given area, but 43 

that makes it very vulnerable, because we’re not getting an 44 

outside source. 45 

 46 

Maybe, if we put this numbers and then add them up, that would 47 

establish a level, a given level.  Like, if it goes beyond ten, 48 



316 

 

it’s vulnerable, or below ten, and I don’t know, but we need to 1 

discuss it, and maybe that might help.  I don’t know. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is what you guys did last time. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was going to make the point that, in the five 6 

criteria that you listed, the first three are data, which aren’t 7 

included in any of our assessment of any species, and so the 8 

last two, which is the behavior and the life history, are 9 

exactly what we included in our PSA exercise.  The landings and 10 

density and all this other stuff we’re looking at now, and 11 

that’s why I said let’s do a thought exercise. 12 

 13 

If that number says that we think we’re a little bit better, how 14 

does that affect the procedure that we have in place, which is 15 

to look at the vulnerability based on life history 16 

characteristics and behavior and the -- 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  I thought that, after this, any discussion, that 19 

we might want to revisit our evaluation, now that we have much 20 

more information than what we used to establish their 21 

vulnerability before.  That’s just -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  Queen conch are in a rebuilding plan right now, 26 

and they are rebuilding, and so, even more so than the 27 

parrotfish, and, as I explained before, I would be -- I would 28 

suggest, for whatever it’s worth, that you just leave them where 29 

they are.  They were in the same rebuilding plan in 2010 when 30 

you instituted your SSC-based approach to managing queen conch, 31 

which was to set a 50,000-pound ABC and equate optimum yield and 32 

ACL to that. 33 

 34 

You’re still in exactly the same place for queen conch, except 35 

for one difference.  You’re seeing numbers going up, which is 36 

exactly what the goal of the rebuilding plan is, and so, if 37 

you’re in a good place for management -- If it ain’t broke, why 38 

do you want to fix it?  Why don’t you just roll with this? 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  That seems like to me, too.  We’re trying to get to 41 

a 4a or 4b situation, but, if you just somehow justify keeping 42 

it just the way it is, because all the indications are that 43 

things are getting better for queen conch. 44 

 45 

The only thing that’s not getting better is they remain very 46 

vulnerable, because, as he says, the behavior and that kind of 47 

stuff is -- If there’s a way to keep them at the level that we 48 
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have right now, that’s what I would go with. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I sort of agree with Joe on that. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni, I have Todd. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Our discussion last time involved a lot of, as 7 

Bill said, the rebuilding plan, if there is a rebuilding, and 8 

those extra measures that are in place.  There is concern, there 9 

is risk.  There’s a reason that they’re in a rebuilding plan, 10 

and that was the rationale that we used to tentatively strawman 11 

put 4b down there. 12 

 13 

In terms of keeping it the same, we had this discussion 14 

yesterday, that you’re now looking at where did 50,000 pounds 15 

come from?  It was data from 1977 and 1978, which had reporting 16 

of certain levels, which is questionable, borderline, and the 17 

methodology has been reviewed and decided that it wasn’t fully 18 

valid, the methodology, and so you have data that is extremely 19 

different than currently, and the reporting, and so, once again, 20 

what is happening today is what we are going to be looking at 21 

for next year. 22 

 23 

By using looking forty years back and saying, yes, the 50,000, 24 

which was derived from a reporting behavior of a fishery that is 25 

forty-years ago until now, I struggle with that.  I am not 26 

saying that I wouldn’t vote for a 50,000, but I think using the 27 

logic of that is problematic, and we put that all on the record 28 

yesterday, too.  I am getting a couple of blank stares.  Did 29 

that make sense? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have already documented the issues about 32 

the levels of reporting and also market and all that, and 33 

there’s a lot of things going on here that may be different in 34 

the behavior.  I don’t think that I can disagree with any of 35 

that. 36 

 37 

Even though the fact that we’re dealing with a species that 38 

there is no problems with identification and people have been 39 

doing it for years, the ACL itself has introduced changes in 40 

behavior as well as what the recent market structures might be.  41 

I guess I’m agreeing with you, but that does put us in a 42 

conundrum about where levels should be. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s I said this is one that, one, I was 45 

deferring to your expertise on the conch.  The other one is that 46 

this is where we may have to go outside of our structure and 47 

justify why we’re looking at something different.   48 
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 1 

I think, if we look at what we’ve done procedurally before -- 2 

Vance’s idea to put these criteria in with the data and the 3 

density and this and that, it’s not what we did for anything 4 

else, but we could do that for conch, and say, given this 5 

information -- We just write a statement up that says that 6 

densities have been improving, and the common sites, and we have 7 

questions about the density, but the existing information that 8 

we reviewed would suggest blah, blah, and, therefore, we 9 

recommend blah, blah.  10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That may be possible to do within the 4a 12 

tier by trying to -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be possible to do that within 15 

either one, but, basically, if you kept it in 4b, you either 16 

have to say, because it’s in a rebuilding plan, we are going to 17 

keep the level where it is, or you’re going to drastically cut 18 

it, using our methodology.  Even if we put in that there is 19 

evidence that this is going -- That the population is 20 

increasing, 4b has absolute limits on it.   21 

 22 

If you put it in 4a, you can improve the picture, but, if you 23 

follow the methodology we used, and we still say, hey, we can go 24 

up a little higher, because there is evidence that it’s 25 

rebuilding, you are still going to drastically cut.  It’s really 26 

just a change in behavior that’s driving how we want to deal 27 

with this.  I think Todd has hit it, and I don’t know what to do 28 

about it, but that’s the conundrum we’re at. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I’ve got a suggestion.  We are already handcuffed 31 

by biomass metrics in Magnuson.  Let’s not handcuff ourselves by 32 

our own control rule.  Do we have to put this in 4a or 4b or 33 

start the sentence with conch represents a unique situation, 34 

with concerns both from an environmentalist and the fishery 35 

standpoint.  Conch is an extremely valuable fishery to St. 36 

Croix.  We take extra considerations in play, and the density, 37 

the landings, and the life history, but the criteria that Vance 38 

listed, and we don’t need to -- Let’s get it out of this and not 39 

box ourselves in with it, but someone has got to write up a few 40 

paragraphs on a rationale.  Jocelyn, Shannon, am I out of line 41 

on that? 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, you can go with an ad hoc approach, and we 44 

confirmed it yesterday, but it has to be with a scientific 45 

justification. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.   48 
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 1 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, I certainly would rather see us settle 2 

something and move on than just spend the rest of this meeting 3 

arguing in circles about it. 4 

 5 

JOE KIMMEL:  I agree with Todd.  It’s a market-driven fishery, 6 

and that’s justification, and the market is lower than the 7 

50,000 pounds, and so that’s justification for not taking that 8 

number lower.  The population seems to be consistent, or getting 9 

better, but the negative thing is the vulnerability is very 10 

high, and the habitat seems to be degrading a little bit.  The 11 

grass beds are going away and the sediment is affecting the 12 

habitat, but the fishery has been under local regulations and 13 

federal regulations for a long time.   14 

 15 

The EEZ is closed except for that one area in St. Croix, and 16 

there is seasonal closures, trip limits, bag limits, and you 17 

can’t take juveniles.  I mean, there is lots of positive things 18 

on queen conch right now, and they’re not decreasing.  If 19 

anything, they’re increasing, and so I think we have 20 

justification for using a special case to keep it where it is. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, may I follow on that? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that what you just said, keep it where 27 

it, is anyone at this table thinking that we need to do a 28 

drastic reduction or a drastic increase?  We’re basically right 29 

at the let’s do no harm.  We’re seeing signs of improvement, and 30 

so we could very easily go with the last -- The number is not 31 

going to be liked, because the number is going to be lower in 32 

there, but that’s the existing reporting behavior. 33 

 34 

If we are tracking reporting, we could use the last five years 35 

and do the same exact procedure that we’ve done, look at the 75
th
 36 

percentile of that, and come up there, and you go into our same 37 

method, but saying that we would like to maintain existing 38 

harvest levels.  Then we’re using a very parallel procedure to 39 

the way we’re doing it, but we’re not starting with the 4a or 4b 40 

process. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  I agree. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m not sure that I understood that last 45 

part. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t understand that either.  Are you saying 48 
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existing harvest levels being what we’ve seen in this figure or 1 

the 50,000? 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right now, what is the only piece of information 4 

we have to determine what the existing harvest levels are? 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The annual landings. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The reported landings. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The reported annual landings, yes. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The reported landings are 20,000 to 37,000 pounds 13 

right now.  That number is scary, because it’s not 50,000, but 14 

we’re not talking about comparable numbers.  Prior to -- You can 15 

talk to people on St. Croix, and, if you got the fishermen’s 16 

expert opinion, they’re going to tell you that the landings over 17 

the last fifteen years have not been reduced by fivefold 18 

figures.   19 

 20 

They have been maintaining some level of landings.  They’ve gone 21 

up and down, depending on the market and Hovensa leaving and 22 

blah, blah, blah, but, all in all, it’s maintained consistently, 23 

and probably has for a long period of time.  The big drop we’re 24 

seeing there, look at the time period.  It’s consistent with 25 

everything else.  The last four years represent -- Keeping it 26 

the same means keeping it along that same trajectory of what is 27 

currently being reported. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but, if we use the 50,000, just use 30 

that magic number of 50,000, that’s not going to be too far away 31 

from the real number that Carlos believes it is, which is twice 32 

what is being reported.  I don’t know.  The thing is that the 33 

only information that we have we know is wrong. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But that’s all we have, and so how are you going 36 

to monitor this next year? 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We’re in the situation of the only thing you 39 

know is that that is wrong. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If this is what people are reporting now, what is 42 

going to happen next year?  If the reporting behavior stays the 43 

same for next year, there is no harm at all to the fishery of 44 

St. Croix, the fishermen of St. Croix.  We are saying do no harm 45 

and maintain existing levels.  The number is scary to people, 46 

because it’s different. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How are you getting at existing levels?  1 

That’s what I lost. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reported landings.  We only have one -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are we going to apply the 75th percentile 6 

and that kind of stuff, which is basically a 4a or whatever, but 7 

we’re not going to call it that, or are we just going to pick 8 

the highest number in the time series and say don’t go over 9 

that? 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Actually, does it fit in? 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What you’ve described as the 4a process -- 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we follow the 4a process, the ABC that’s 16 

going to come out is going to be higher than what they are 17 

harvesting at this time, and so I believe that -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know about that.   20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, that’s -- 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am just trying to provide for the 24 

fishermen to come up with the real data.  For me, it’s the most 25 

important thing, is to stimulate the process in which fishermen 26 

abandon the reporting bias and tell us what the real data is, 27 

what the real landings are. 28 

 29 

If we allow for a higher capture than the present levels, we may 30 

stimulate that process.  If we don’t, we will end up in the same 31 

-- Kind of in the same biased situation, where we’ll never know 32 

what the real catch landings are, and so that is kind of -- I 33 

don’t know how we’re going to do it, but I believe that, if we 34 

follow the 4a process and use a higher scalar -- Once it’s 35 

justified by the increased densities or whatever, when we do 36 

that, we may allow fishermen to show us, or to show themselves, 37 

or to provide the data, that allows for a process in which 38 

higher landings may be granted in the future. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we all would like to stimulate 41 

better reporting.  We do have a mechanism to be able to review 42 

that and ignore an overage if we think it is due to that.  43 

Shannon. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  There is actually guidance that, when you’re 46 

creating a control rule, it ought to reward improvements to 47 

reporting, and so, actually, you should get a benefit from 48 
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moving towards Tier 4 and then towards Tier 3 and then 2 and 1 

then 1.  Actually, you should be using the most precaution in 2 

situations where you lack the data, and so that is exactly 3 

contrary to guidance from NOAA. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you include 2012, it’s 26,000 pounds. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  How did you do that? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What years did you do? 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  2012 through 2016.  In 2011, it was 53,000 12 

pounds.  2012 was down to 37,000.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s do 2012 to 2016, and so call it 15 

26,000. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  While you’re working on the graph, Reni, with 18 

your comment too about rewarding behavior, I think there’s a 19 

really important aspect now with the outreach and explanation on 20 

some of this, because we have changes in reporting.   21 

 22 

If these numbers, if you keep it as it was before -- The data 23 

are not the same before as before, and so the numbers change, 24 

but it’s just bookkeeping.  There needs to be some sort of 25 

outreach to the fishermen to explain that this is just 26 

bookkeeping, and it’s not going to change your life if you keep 27 

reporting the same.  On St. Croix and St. Thomas, you have such 28 

a small number of fisherman that one good meeting and you’ve got 29 

people changing behavior. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am saying with the intent that the people 32 

that are here representing fishermen will be in charge of that 33 

outreach. 34 

 35 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I can’t change St. Croix’s behavior. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Carlos is the person to -- I mean, do you 38 

think there’s any chance of arriving at that goal? 39 

 40 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think that this is a problem in all species 41 

of fish that are underreported.  They are not reporting 42 

accurately, because of the fear of going over the ACL will stop 43 

them fishing.  That’s the problem. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And the result is the contrary. 46 

 47 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right, and that’s why they’re being replaced 48 
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now, because your recent landings are showing numbers, but the 1 

right numbers are --   2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do they keep a second set of books? 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But can the problem be solved? 8 

 9 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  You can go fishing and then one week later 10 

turn in the -- 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then they’re just going to keep making that 13 

lower and lower as they underreport. 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  I want to make the point too that, even if we 16 

are able to use more sophisticated stock assessment procedures, 17 

this problem is not going to change, because, in all stock 18 

assessments, the current removals are what scales the MSY 19 

estimates, and so this problem doesn’t go away as we move 20 

towards better stock assessment methodologies.  We need to know 21 

that the landings are reported accurately.  That’s the 22 

assumption of stock assessments, and we can model our 23 

uncertainty, but it’s hard to model a bias, unless you’re really 24 

confident that you can estimate that bias. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which requires a separate study. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.   29 

 30 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think one solution could be a massive port 31 

sampling regime that Fish and Wildlife would have the right 32 

numbers of everybody coming in for however many months it’s 33 

going to take to do that. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We did try that, didn’t we?  Vance and then 36 

Todd. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  Understanding this uncertainty with the landings 39 

data, how useful would it be to look at the catch per unit 40 

effort?  Would that be helpful at all, because we haven’t 41 

discussed that, this morning at least. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  The problem is that Magnuson has required us to 44 

put annual catch limits in place using some mechanism, in pounds 45 

or in weight, either way, or in numbers, I suppose.  It doesn’t 46 

matter, but they want a catch limit for every stock in your FMP.  47 

That is the basically problem we’re after. 48 
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 1 

Now, we are exploring what flexibility may exist in that system, 2 

and, for years, we were told there is no flexibility in that 3 

system and you will provide a catch limit for every stock in 4 

your FMP.  What we’re hearing now is that maybe we could create 5 

an aggregate OFL for an ecosystem even, and then we could put 6 

alternative fishery management measures in place that can 7 

actually be monitored, right? 8 

 9 

That is the direction that the Science Center would love to go 10 

in, but we’re still exploring whether we can create that 11 

structure within the Magnuson Act, which is what we’re bound by 12 

at the moment.  We are bound by the legal -- What Congress put 13 

down as a law. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the case of conch, because there is a 16 

catch limit per day, your catch per effort is basically flat-17 

lined, or it certainly was in Puerto Rico.   18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  Bill and I and others are strong proponents of 20 

alternative management practices for the Caribbean, and Todd was 21 

for years. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So am I. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  We’ve got limited traction, but we feel that the 26 

traction -- We feel we might be gaining some ground, and so it’s 27 

a great topic for the National SSC Meeting. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Rich, I’m just going to follow up on Shannon’s 32 

statement and make sure that everyone recognizes kind of what 33 

she was saying.  With the data-limited methods, let’s say we 34 

come up with the absolute perfect data-limited equation, method, 35 

program, everything else, but what are we feeding into it?  36 

We’re feeding that into it.   37 

 38 

If we can’t come up -- We’re discussing what the current 39 

landings are, and we have uncertainty surrounding all those 40 

current landings, and I want everybody to be absolutely clear 41 

that, unless this data stream changes, there will never be an 42 

assessment in the Caribbean, period. 43 

 44 

That’s why we had the data improvement, and that’s why -- Let me 45 

rephrase that.  There would not be an assessment to give you a 46 

biological biomass-based metric.  You could do an assessment of 47 

length-based and track length, or you could do a few other 48 
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things, but this problem we’re having, discussing this number 1 

here, it should be -- This not only affects our ability to do an 2 

average landings, but it negates the ability to do any 3 

assessment, because the data review workshop of any SEDAR is 4 

going to do the same exact thing, and they’re going to say there 5 

are questions with the data and what do we do with it. 6 

 7 

This is not something that is just a problem right here.  This 8 

is a problem across-the-board, with every possible approach that 9 

is currently allowed.  I am optimistic that the Center -- That 10 

the guidance will come and allow alternative methods, but, given 11 

the current structure, this problem right here takes out the 12 

ability of doing anything. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, if there is underreporting 15 

going on, you don’t know how they do it.  Do they just report 16 

half of what they caught that day, or do they report half the 17 

trips?  You don’t even know whether your catch and effort data 18 

is being affected by this. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and we talked about our uncertainty.  If it 21 

was just uncertainty and it’s unbiased, but this is biased, and 22 

this has been getting worse through time, and it’s the absolute 23 

worse situation we could be in.  It erodes our ability to 24 

conduct defensible research here, defensible stock assessments 25 

here. 26 

 27 

I see Kate, and I will just say one more sentence, and then I 28 

will stop talking, but Bill and I and others, I’m sure, have 29 

explored doing something very different in the Caribbean, and 30 

what we’re trying to explore is the idea of what do you have 31 

that you could actually monitor and how would you act if what 32 

you’re monitoring shows a problem.   33 

 34 

You then would take some kind of an overall aggregate OFL that 35 

is unlikely to be exceeded, and that would change things.  If 36 

that were exceeded, things would happen, but you would basically 37 

have to come up with measurable metrics that can be actually 38 

monitored, and you would have to come up with actions you intend 39 

to take should those metrics show you there is a problem.  If we 40 

create a framework like that, and we’re trying to, we would get 41 

some more traction with General Counsel to allow it under 42 

Magnuson, but, right now, Magnuson is not written that way.  It 43 

does not allow that sort of approach, is what we’re told. 44 

 45 

KATE QUIGLEY:  There is strong recognition at this very moment 46 

that getting unbiased data from the fishermen is the issue that 47 

needs to happen in order for everything else to fall into place, 48 
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and is it worthwhile for the SSC to recommend to the council a 1 

brainstorming session between social scientists and industry and 2 

others to figure out an appropriate outreach solution? 3 

 4 

I know this is talked about all the time, but I mean a focused -5 

- From a social scientist perspective, it seems like an 6 

appropriate recommendation from the SSC, but maybe not, but it 7 

seems like that’s what needs to happen, and I don’t think that 8 

has happened. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the exact process that was done ten years 11 

ago with the data improvement project.  That is exactly the 12 

report that we came up with, and that’s exactly what was put 13 

forward and initiated in places. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then we have to do it again and do it every 16 

ten years until something happens.  You can’t just throw in the 17 

towel and say forget it and do nothing, because we’ll always be 18 

working with biased data, and there is nothing worse than that, 19 

because it really doesn’t justify our existence here, to start 20 

with. 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just so we’re clear, if tomorrow morning we 23 

could have better reporting that we were more confident was 24 

accurate -- To use some of our data-limited approaches, you’re 25 

talking about three to five years of unbiased reporting.  The 26 

faster we start the clock on getting accurate, or at least 27 

close, better reporting, the better, but there is going to be a 28 

lag, because we don’t know what to do with this, at the moment. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, to try to get us back on 31 

track, Kate has suggested a recommendation that we might want to 32 

make.  Do we want to go ahead and make something like that, so 33 

that we can get back on talking about conch, or should we just -34 

- What is the sense of the committee here? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am happy to talk about that, but how about we 37 

finish what we’ve been working on? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why I want to get rid of this, and 40 

so I don’t want to talk about it, but I want to know if we think 41 

this is a good idea and we can work it up for tomorrow. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we can talk about it tomorrow. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  You can talk about it tomorrow if you like, but 46 

maybe someone could draft some language. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was actually going to ask Kate to put her 1 

thoughts into language and we can work on that. 2 

 3 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Sure. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then let’s get back to conch.  I think we 6 

have some consensus about we want to keep it as it is, or where 7 

it is, but we have no consensus about where it is, what it is.   8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a good way of putting it. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is the current 50,000 pounds, and 12 

there is applying our 4a methodology as a special case, without 13 

giving it a tier, which would get us somewhere I would guess 14 

about 24,000.  I think that the mean was 26,000, and our peak 15 

was almost 37,000.  It’s a special case, and we can do what we 16 

want. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We could say the highest value.   19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Keep it below the highest?  Set the OFL at 21 

the highest value and then we’re going to buffer from there? 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we just say 37,000, because it was 26 

thirty-six-thousand-eight-hundred-and-ninety-something, or do we 27 

want to actually have that? 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would be fine with 37,000.  Kevin, what are you 30 

thinking?  You’re starting at the ceiling, obviously in deep 31 

thought. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here’s what I am thinking.  I am thinking, 34 

first, we need to go with special case, because, if we strictly 35 

followed our rules, they’re always going to be vulnerable, and 36 

that’s the nature of the beast.   37 

 38 

However, apparently, from the data that we’ve seen from these 39 

surveys, the management measures that are in place appear to be 40 

working, and so all of them in total, in spite of all the 41 

negative things we heard about habitat degradation and all of 42 

that stuff, and so what is happening right now appears to be 43 

working, from the data that we have at hand. 44 

 45 

If that is true, and it’s at 50,000, why are we thinking about 46 

knocking it down?  If this is a special case, why can’t our 47 

special case be that we’ve had this measure in place for X 48 
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number of years and all of the measures that we’ve seen -- 1 

Unless there has been another survey that came out this year 2 

that says, hold on, everything has changed and we’re plummeting, 3 

which is why I suggested that we see those data before we 4 

finalize anything, but, if things appear to be improving, and 5 

we’re already calling this a special case, let’s make this 6 

special case status quo, which is 50,000. 7 

 8 

JOE KIMMEL:  I agree. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Because I don’t see -- I have yet to hear the 11 

reason for knocking it back from that, if indeed we’re a special 12 

case.  If we’re in 4a and we’re following everything as we have 13 

done before, then our procedure would say that, yes, we need to 14 

do that.  If we’re allowed the flexibility of stepping outside 15 

of 4a and 4b, in this particular case, I suggest we do that and 16 

maintain the status quo, which, in my mind, is 50,000. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that was your point. 19 

 20 

JOE KIMMEL:  That was my point as well. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  You said it better, because you 23 

included more information, but I agree with you.   24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn. 26 

 27 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I just have one question, for 28 

clarification, on the status quo.  Obviously, this body 29 

recommends the ABC, and is the ABC also 50,000, or is it just 30 

the ACL that’s -- 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, we don’t set the ACL, right? 33 

 34 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Yes, and so that’s why I wanted to make 35 

sure that we’re looking at the status quo of the ABC.   36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, because then it’s up to the council to 38 

do whatever they want to do. 39 

 40 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Right. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is no OFL set currently for conch in 43 

St. Croix? 44 

 45 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I am not sure what the OFL and the ABC 46 

currently are, but I just wanted to clarify that we’re talking 47 

about the ABC and to look it up, so that we are all on the same 48 
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page as to what the status quo is. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Good point, and so -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be ABC. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we need to get those numbers.  I 7 

don’t think we should, at the end of the day, go above that, but 8 

I have not yet heard the argument to reduce it, based on the 9 

data that we have. 10 

 11 

VANCE VICENTE:  What I have been thinking -- It triggered my 12 

mind when you mentioned the word “biomass”, and this is a 13 

suggestion.  I have seen some of the data that Richard has 14 

presented regarding the biomass, the number of conch per 15 

hectare, by habitat.  One question is we have relatively good 16 

biogeography maps for St. Croix, because the water is clear, and 17 

there is very few undetermined areas.  We have estimate of the 18 

coral reef areas and the seagrass beds and sand and special 19 

aquatic vegetation. 20 

 21 

Maybe can we extrapolate, by habitat, to say we -- Conchs prefer 22 

seagrass, and how much seagrass is there, and can we extrapolate 23 

and maybe say, well, maybe that may apply to that whole habitat 24 

region?  Then we’ll get an area.   25 

 26 

We’ll get an estimate of biomass for the whole seagrass area and 27 

then try to use the numbers of the landings data that we have, 28 

and we can arrange -- Maybe we have to make it twice, but 29 

determine what percent of the biomass is being extracted by the 30 

fishers, just using the numbers that we have, because, otherwise 31 

-- At least we can come up with some overall preference, and 32 

does that make sense or not?  If we have the numbers to play 33 

with, and there are limitations, but the landings data has 34 

limitations, but, if we are not using that number in a more 35 

wider range, then maybe we should. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My comment to this is, yes, that’s nice, 38 

but that is a fair amount of work.  It’s really trying to do an 39 

assessment, and it would be something that, and sorry, Shannon, 40 

but I would ask the Science Center to do.  It’s not something 41 

that we’re going to do here, and there are questions about what 42 

those density values actually are, and so the same biases that 43 

we’re looking at in those numbers are going to map out into 44 

whatever numbers come out in your approach. 45 

 46 

I think it would be valuable to do, but I would like to -- It 47 

would be worth SEAMAP to say, okay, run some parallel studies 48 
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using your method and one where you don’t slow down and let’s 1 

see how those densities compare, and that would be the basis for 2 

adjusting things, but that’s something for the SEAMAP Committee 3 

to discuss next Friday.  Shannon. 4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  My point was not to try to constrain your 6 

decisions about ABC, because it is your prerogative, but my 7 

recommendation is, if you say it’s status quo and you’re saying 8 

basically you’re going to retain the logic of the 1978 or 1979 9 

data product, that’s pretty questionable at this point. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re not saying that. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  So justify it using the more recent information. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  It’s just that was when it was set, 16 

and it seems to be working, regardless of how it was set.  Todd 17 

and then Reni. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow up on that, and I feel like I’m 20 

repeating myself in some way, but, status quo, we all want to 21 

keep it at the same levels, and what are the current levels?  22 

What are we going to look at next year? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When you’re saying current levels, you’re 25 

talking about current levels of harvest.  When he says current 26 

levels, he was talking about the current ACL, and that’s why 27 

we’re getting this -- 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But that’s my point.  Next year, what are you 30 

going to use as your metric to monitor it?  Now, Carlos, are 31 

they landing 50,000 pounds of conch in St. Croix? 32 

 33 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Not now. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Are they landing what they’re reporting? 36 

 37 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  They are not reporting 50,000. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But they are landing 50,000, and I won’t say 40 

they’re landing more than 50,000.  They are landing one pound 41 

less than the current ACL, but what they’re reporting is a 42 

reporting rate of approximately 50 percent, 53 percent, of that 43 

value.  For us to monitor next year and maintain what is the 44 

50,000-pound, if reporting was good before, your value, without 45 

having a study looking at reporting, is going to be, to maintain 46 

status quo, is going to be that last four-year average.   47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say we don’t know that, because 1 

there could be a response that they have lowered the ACL and we 2 

need to lower our rate of reporting. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely.  Absolutely, but that’s not -- That 5 

is a behavioral change in reporting, and so you’re now 6 

predicting what they’re going to do. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but I’m just saying it’s a possibility. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would bet a lot of money that that’s exactly 11 

what’s going to happen, and this is the perverse feedback 12 

initially that -- What we’re doing now is, initially, we said we 13 

set an ACL, and fishermen are smart, and they’re going to turn 14 

around and they’re going to report a little bit less, and so 15 

we’re going to have this perverse feedback, which we discussed, 16 

with this dropping. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What we’re doing now is there’s this dropping, 21 

and it hasn’t been quantified at all, and so now you’re down at 22 

these levels, but, next year -- In a way, if you go up with that 23 

value from here, we’ve got a reported rate of 26,000 pounds, and 24 

what you’re saying is they can catch double what they are 25 

currently catching.  For next year, if they’re reporting -- They 26 

would have to report 51,000 pounds for accountability measures, 27 

which is double what they are landing this year, with the 28 

reported landings this year. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the record, I want to oppose the status 33 

quo thing.   34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What do you mean by status quo? 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The 50,000-pound status quo until whatever.  38 

I think what that will do is it will enforce or it will support 39 

the fisheries notion of not reporting, and it will say, well, if 40 

we keep doing what we are doing, nothing is going to change, and 41 

everything is going to be fine, and we’ll keep fishing at the 42 

level that we believe is right for us, and nothing will change. 43 

 44 

I recommend, and I am in favor of, based on the density of the 45 

fishery-independent surveys on density increments, I would favor 46 

placement of the queen conch in 4a and going towards our process 47 

of determining the ABC based on the 4a classification and 48 
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perhaps then setting up an ABC based on that process and 1 

allowing fishermen --  2 

 3 

Give the fishermen a wake-up call and let them know that, unless 4 

they start reporting their actual landings, they are going to be 5 

hit by their own decisions and by their own behavior, and their 6 

own behavior can change if they report what is the real 7 

fisheries landings, so that a trend will be increased towards 8 

abandoning of that behavior instead of supporting it. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Carlos. 11 

 12 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  If you do that, and let’s say, 13 

hypothetically, your ACL now goes to 30,000 pounds, they will 14 

report 22,000 pounds.  That’s what is going to happen. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  Well, then it’s a game that we’ll 17 

never win.  Nobody will win.  At some point, enforcement will be 18 

established, and their families are going to be affected. 19 

 20 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  One solution is, which I don’t see happening 21 

in the near future, is in-season reporting as soon as they come 22 

in. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  According to Ruth, that’s what they do. 25 

 26 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  They don’t do that. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Aren’t we working on electronic reporting? 29 

 30 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That is not going to work. 31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  I honestly think we’re not going to be able to 33 

solve this problem, and, no matter what number you put for ABC, 34 

probably the fishermen still will continue to report as they 35 

have been, and so it will probably -- I honestly think there is 36 

no solution to the problem.   37 

 38 

You can put a number in place, and we’re going to get whatever 39 

we get, and, if it exceeds it somehow, we’re going to have to 40 

look into it and make a determination about whether it’s better 41 

reporting or whether it’s overfishing, and I don’t see that it’s 42 

going to change no matter what number you put there. 43 

 44 

I think you could pretty much put whatever you want, and we will 45 

have to address it if it’s exceeded, and, meanwhile, we’re going 46 

to have to continue to do these surveys, and, if they continue 47 

to go up, I think we’re okay, but, as soon as they level off or 48 
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go down, we’re going to have to decide what to do. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin and then Todd. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree with the direction I think Shannon is 5 

suggesting, which is -- She talked earlier about the Science 6 

Center exploring new ways, along with SERO, exploring new ways 7 

of doing business in the U.S. Caribbean.   8 

 9 

We have, specifically for conch -- Specifically for conch, we 10 

have a fishery-independent survey that we’ve been looking at all 11 

morning, and, just as Shannon was alluding to at the end here, 12 

or everything that she said, but we set it at 50,000, and there 13 

is going to be reporting at -- It’s been 50,000 for ten years, 14 

or whatever it’s been, 50,000.   15 

 16 

The reporting is whatever it is, but we do have this completely 17 

independent means of looking at trends in the population, and 18 

let’s use that.  Let’s use that information that is unique to 19 

this fishery.  Do we have other fishery-independent data that 20 

are of much value in the U.S. Caribbean?  I’m not sure we do, 21 

but we certainly have it here. 22 

 23 

Maybe we have it for other things, but we definitely have it 24 

here, and I haven’t fully thought this through, but we have this 25 

information which is informing our discussion today, and let’s 26 

think of creative ways of using that and monitor this fishery in 27 

this place, and we can think of our management in those terms. 28 

 29 

The fishermen are going to report as they’ve been, and there’s 30 

nothing that we can do, as an SSC, to change their reporting.  31 

We’ve got other programs in place that are successful in some 32 

places, but not successful in others, that could independently 33 

monitor landings and corroborate landings.  In some places, it’s 34 

working, and in some places it’s not. 35 

 36 

Here, we’ve got a completely outside the fishery way of looking 37 

at this population, and let’s use that information, and, again, 38 

I haven’t fully wrapped my head around the best way to do that, 39 

but let’s not ignore that. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that we’re not ignoring it if we use 42 

it to set the queen conch on 4a.  That’s the best, and perhaps 43 

only, justification that we would have to take it out of 4b and 44 

put it in 4a.   45 

 46 

That’s an acknowledgement of this committee that the population 47 

is not in such a bad status as the data suggests, the landings 48 
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data suggests, and so, for me, that’s a really full appreciation 1 

of that piece of information in the process, but why should we 2 

get out of the process because we have a reporting problem?   3 

 4 

The only thing that it stimulates is the continuation of the 5 

problem, whereas, if we do something about it, we give the 6 

fishermen a wake-up call and say, look, we’re willing to set -- 7 

I mean, we believe that the population is doing okay, but your 8 

reporting problem is dragging you back. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to, if I could, sort of agree 11 

with you, but back off a little.  The end result doesn’t change, 12 

but I kind of like the idea of saying this is a special case and 13 

we don’t know whether it should be in 4b or 4a, but, given the 14 

trends that we’ve seen in the densities, we will treat it as if 15 

it was, because I don’t want to acknowledge that, hey, this can 16 

support higher landings, but I just want to use that methodology 17 

to get to what the OFL would be. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But let me finish the sentence.  This would 20 

be in 4a? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would treat it as if it was 4a.  We’re 23 

not actually calling it 4a, because 4a is sort of saying that we 24 

can increase -- We can maintain or increase the level of harvest 25 

and we don’t have to drop it. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  During that reference period. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because we’re in a rebuilding program, we 30 

don’t in fact want to increase. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which is going to be below 50,000, but 33 

higher than what they are reporting, and that is a good way to 34 

put it, for me.  That’s a good point to be. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just saying the rationale is slightly 37 

different.  The rationale says we don’t know where it should be, 38 

but we’re in a rebuilding program and we see some improvements, 39 

and we want to maintain that, and we’re going to use the 4b 40 

approach. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The 4b or 4a? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  4a, I’m sorry.  To come up with what the 45 

OFL would be. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree with that.  That’s where I am.  No 48 
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special considerations. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now, having said that, that’s the approach 3 

we’ve been doing, but this is OFL.  Do we want to actually say 4 

we’re going to actually do an ABC, because we now have that -- 5 

If we say this is the OFL, we’re going to have to buffer it down 6 

to make sure that they don’t hit the -- We’re in a rebuilding 7 

program, and what happens if you go over at that point, Bill? 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  The OFL for queen conch is 513,000 pounds.  I 10 

tried to tell you that fifteen minutes ago. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s why I tried to tell you this morning when 13 

people were making fun of twenty times.  Guess what, people?  14 

Twenty times 25,000 is what -- 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not 513,000. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I’m sorry that we’re 0.04 off, but this is -- 19 

What Shannon said and what we’re discussing, I think this SSC -- 20 

It’s time that this SSC really made some sort of statement that 21 

is much bigger than this, because we’re discussing this right 22 

now, and it does not matter what this number is.  We don’t know 23 

what the number means.  We’re going to set that level, and 24 

they’re going to change reporting. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But what we’re changing is ABC.  We’re not 27 

changing OFL, because our applied methodology is we’re setting 28 

OFL with that and then we’re scaling down. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I haven’t looked at the numbers, but, if you’re 31 

doing the 4a on that, and we’re using -- You’re going to be down 32 

to -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s around 24,000. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So 24,000, and let’s say we go times two.  Then 37 

we’re going to be down at the current values anyway. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is the point.  You have to go down.  If 40 

you leave it the way it is, the fishermen are going to behave 41 

exactly the same next year.  You have to change it. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My concern was, if we did that and we said, 44 

okay, 24,000 is our OFL, and we’re going to come down from that, 45 

we’re now below what even the current landings are. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a scalar of two. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that resets where the OFL is, and I 2 

don’t know what happens if you have those really close together.  3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Bad things. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bad things, but we’re already in a 7 

rebuilding period, and so that would just continue the 8 

rebuilding period?  That’s why I wanted to know if we can just 9 

not set an OFL and just set an ABC. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  Under guidance that we have received from 12 

Rick Methot, who is the -- He is the Chief Stock Assessment Lead 13 

for NOAA, and he is not necessarily a lawyer, and I don’t 14 

believe he is.  He’s a scientist.  If a stock has not been 15 

defined as overfished, or overfishing, he says that OFL can be 16 

skipped and you can proceed to ABC.  This one has been defined 17 

as overfished or overfishing. 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Overfished. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Or overfishing?  Let me read what Rick said.  I 22 

think he was talking about -- 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Overfished is what gets you into a rebuilding plan 25 

and not overfishing. 26 

 27 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  Then you would have to define OFL in this 28 

particular case, but, in cases where -- The only argument you 29 

could make is if you were basically saying -- I don’t know if we 30 

could get away with an argument that we’re essentially redoing 31 

the fishery management plans and no previous stock determination 32 

criteria -- That’s a question for the committee, but whether any 33 

of this is turned into criteria that is calculated from previous 34 

FMPs are still on the books or whether we’re in a clean 35 

situation, and I don’t know the answer to that. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill. 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  We don’t need a 513,000-pound OFL. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not worried about that. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, and so you can -- I am just putting this out 44 

there, because, again, as everybody knows, I’m not a member, but 45 

you could set your OFL at 50,000 pounds, because everything says 46 

you don’t want to be going over 50,000 pounds, or at least the 47 

rebuilding plan is operating under that assumption.  Then, if 48 



337 

 

you want to set your actual ABC lower than that, that reflects 1 

what Todd is talking about, then that’s fine.  That will be 2 

plenty of separation between the OFL and the present reporting 3 

characteristics of this fishery.   4 

 5 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If you set the OFL at 50,000 -- 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you go over 50,000, you’re overfishing the 8 

resource. 9 

 10 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s what I am saying, and so that’s a problem 11 

if it’s already set at 513,000 pounds. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  It isn’t a problem unless you actually have 14 

caught that much. 15 

 16 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, but, if your quota is 50,000, and your 17 

chance of going over 50,000 is great, because you have already 18 

went over 50,000 over the past years, why put the fishermen in 19 

that predicament to close the fishery down totally?  That’s the 20 

problem. 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  As I have said repeatedly, right now, the 23 

current landings are less than that, and we don’t expect that 24 

reporting will change at all, and so that’s the presumption. 25 

 26 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  That’s up for decision, because it can change, 27 

and so that’s what you’re predicting, but that doesn’t mean that 28 

it can’t change. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  Please don’t talk over me, but what I am saying 31 

is that, if in fact you did exceed that number, the Science 32 

Center would be asked to determine whether there was evidence 33 

that reporting had changed, and, if there was, there would be no 34 

closure.  That is where we need good-faith efforts from the 35 

fishing community to demonstrate improved data reporting. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Just to remind you, Julian, going over OFL doesn’t 38 

shut the fishery down.  It requires the council to reassess what 39 

is going on. 40 

 41 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Do what you’ve got to do. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to make a recommendation, and 44 

let’s see how you all feel about this.  I think we’ve made the 45 

case that this is going to be a special deal, and we have 46 

documented the reasons why, and I am in agreement with what Reni 47 

was saying, in terms of there is a cost to not reporting, and we 48 
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should deal with that. 1 

 2 

I don’t see, actually, the way I’m looking at this, a way to 3 

actually implement the procedures that we are doing, because the 4 

way that we were doing that was an OFL and then we were going to 5 

knock it down to get to an ABC and then we’re at some 6 

ridiculously low level that’s way below what they’re even 7 

reporting now.  My recommendation is, because of these problems 8 

with the data, we set it at the peak value during that reference 9 

period, and we’ll just call it 37,000.   10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Set what at peak value? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  ABC.  Jocelyn. 14 

 15 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Are you proposing not to set an OFL? 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s exactly what I am saying. 18 

 19 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The Act is structured around that the 20 

conservation and management measures need to prevent 21 

overfishing, and so there has to be some concept of when 22 

overfishing would occur. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we’re already in an overfished 25 

situation and in a rebuilding plan. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  For simplicity’s sake, just leave it as is, the 28 

OFL.  Carry the existing OFL at 513,000 pounds, and, rather than 29 

us get involved -- I mean, if we want to make a statement that 30 

we can’t set it, that it’s unreliable, that it’s this and that 31 

and the other thing, we could do it, but, just for simplicity’s 32 

sake, leave it as is. 33 

 34 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  It would need to be based on the best 35 

science, and there is flexibility in the guidelines about how 36 

you determine the status determination criteria, whether based 37 

on MSY or MSY proxies, but they allow for alternatives, such as 38 

saying a species could be based on recent catch, fish densities, 39 

visual census surveys, length and weight frequencies, or other 40 

methods.  I think you would to explain how you’re coming up with 41 

a measure of when overfishing would be occurring. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What if we just carried over the existing 44 

OFL? 45 

 46 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I think you could do that, but you would 47 

want to make sure you have a reason for doing it that’s 48 
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explained. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The reason would be we have no basis for 3 

coming up with another value. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The same rationale as why it was originally set. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Retain the existing OFL -- Can you 8 

give me that number again? 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  513,000. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  Do you want the exact number? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  512,718 pounds. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you.  On the one hand, we haven’t had 19 

a break.  On the other hand, it will be lunch in a half-hour. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  That makes sense.  Let’s have a break for a half-22 

hour and then go directly into lunch. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  We could go to lunch fifteen minutes early. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where I got the half-hour.  27 

Otherwise, it would be forty-five minutes.  I would like to 28 

spend this period -- We have two things that we need to do.  We 29 

need to address Grouper Unit 4, and we haven’t really talked 30 

about red hind in St. Thomas, and I want to come back to that, 31 

because I think that’s also an area where we have some 32 

information that would allow us to go a little bit above the 33 

standard application of our OFL methodology.  I guess what I 34 

would like to do first is the groupers, so we can just get all 35 

the 4b out of the way. 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So we’ve made a decision on conch? 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  I don’t --  42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re going to keep the OFL, the existing 44 

OFL, because we don’t have a basis for calculating another one, 45 

and we’re going to set ABC as the peak value of the reference 46 

period. 47 

 48 



340 

 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I just wanted to make sure that we had 1 

consensus, I guess, before we moved on, because you were putting 2 

together some language. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everybody was kind of nodding. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s fine.  I just wanted to be sure and 7 

clear on that. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  The only thing that makes me uncomfortable about 12 

what you said is that you’re saying that we don’t have a basis 13 

to calculate OF, and, specifically, we are required to state the 14 

basis for these determinations, and so you can say you’re 15 

retaining the previous --  16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are retaining the previous one because -18 

- 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Then it has to be -- We do have to describe that 21 

basis for that number.  There has to be a basis to describe it. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The brilliant people before us. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Just before we completely move on, just to be 26 

clear, part of the rationale for this is to encourage better 27 

reporting, and I’m not quite sure how we’re going to decide, at 28 

the Science Center, what was better reporting and what was just 29 

an overage.  That is very tough.  I don’t know how we’re going 30 

to do that, and so keep that in mind. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Wait and see what happens.  33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but how do I measure it?  In the past, 35 

it’s been very easy to say, for better reporting, it wasn’t on 36 

the form and now it is, and that’s straightforward, but, if 37 

you’re getting at percentages of people reporting versus what 38 

they were doing before versus -- That’s a very tough question, 39 

and I don’t know that we’re -- At the moment, I can’t think of a 40 

single answer, and so keep that in mind. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What really is in the mind of everyone here, 43 

probably, is that we cannot manage the queen conch in St. Croix.  44 

It’s unmanageable, because we don’t have the reality. 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s true of many species. 47 

 48 



341 

 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The only way out of this would be what 1 

Carlos suggested, that we increase the surveys in the ports. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Absolutely.  We have the money to do it, and we 4 

have the personnel to do it. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  This process -- It will be supportive of us 7 

looking deeper into this problem.  Otherwise, we’re saying we 8 

can’t manage the queen conch. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’ve been having these conversations at the 11 

Miami Center for years, and we’ve got the money, and we have 12 

funded people, and we would love to have the cooperation of the 13 

fishing community.  In some places we don’t and some places we 14 

don’t.  Maybe this will spur additional cooperation, and I would 15 

love to have it. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I think is that, if we leave it at 18 

status quo, the behavior is not going to change.  Something has 19 

to happen.  Something has to break. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, my point was, short of the additional 22 

information on reporting patterns, it’s going to be very hard to 23 

determine -- If the ACL is exceeded, it will be very hard for me 24 

to determine if all of these things were on the form, and if 25 

we’re over the limit, why are we over the limit?   26 

 27 

It’s going to be tough to determine if it’s just increased catch 28 

or is it better reporting, and, given the information that will 29 

be at hand, and that has been at hand in the past, since I’ve 30 

been doing this, that’s going to be a tough thing to determine, 31 

maybe impossible. 32 

 33 

I agree the way to do this is to have some other way, some other 34 

independent way, of looking at the landings.  Then we look for 35 

corroboration of what’s going on.  Maybe they match up.  Maybe 36 

one is higher than the other, but let’s figure out why they’re 37 

different.  38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just to follow-up, Kevin said another approach, 40 

and it makes me a little uncomfortable using words describing -- 41 

There is a cost, and we need to teach the fishermen to report 42 

better, and there is variability in reporting in every fishery 43 

in the world. 44 

 45 

There is not 100 percent everything perfect anywhere, period, 46 

and I think it’s the responsibility of the scientific community, 47 

both the feds and the territorial fisheries and departments, to 48 
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make sure that we have these numbers in place.  Looking at a 1 

fisherman and going, if you don’t report better, you’re going to 2 

get punished, that’s not fair to the fishermen.  Their job is to 3 

fish and report their information. 4 

 5 

The -- is to review those reports and do some sort of approach 6 

on their own, but, in this forum, we need that number that says, 7 

from the reported landings, what equals the actual landings, and 8 

I just think that putting the onus off of the fishermen onto 9 

developing this parallel process or this parallel procedure, 10 

that’s really where the pressure needs to be. 11 

 12 

The fishermen are going to say, come on, I’m out there fishing, 13 

and you want me to do what?  It’s the job of us being able to 14 

quantify a parallel data stream to validate the reported 15 

landings. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem is that the fishermen have been 18 

misguided towards the belief that, if they underreport their 19 

catches, that it’s going to be good, because they won’t override 20 

the ACLs, and that’s going to be good for them, and it’s 21 

contrary to what the reality is, and they are in the process of 22 

hurting themselves by not reporting what they are fishing. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The worst thing that the fishermen of the Virgin 25 

Islands can do right now is improve their reporting, the 26 

absolute worst thing.  As much as the representatives and the 27 

people in the department want to tell their fishermen to report 28 

better, the absolute worst thing, which is going to shoot them 29 

in the head, is to report better now.  Why?  We have determined 30 

that the reporting rates that exist now are our baseline values. 31 

 32 

If you change those reporting rates, those numbers are going to 33 

go up and be compared to our existing baseline values, and 34 

you’re going to be exceeding across-the-board. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Unless there’s a documented -- 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Correct.   39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Process to show that the reporting -- 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely.  You have to have a documented 43 

process, and so, if that process doesn’t start now, like 44 

immediately, then, next year, when we compare to our baseline 45 

and they have reported -- They say we’re reporting better, and 46 

then the fishermen will look and say I’m reporting better and 47 

why am I getting punished, and that’s because -- 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They probably won’t go punished until the 2 

analysis goes -- 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  There’s no way that an analysis can be conducted, 5 

and that’s the point. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 8 

 9 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I completely disagree with what Todd just said, 10 

that we shouldn’t report better, because that’s all that has 11 

been said all meeting long, is you want accurate information, 12 

and guess what?  Over the next three years, your numbers are 13 

going to be down.  We just went through two Category 5 14 

hurricanes, and so I don’t expect the numbers to go up, even 15 

though you have better reporting.  The numbers are going to go 16 

down. 17 

 18 

The fishermen of the USVI lost more than 85 percent of their 19 

businesses, and I lost 95.  I am one of them, and some of them 20 

lost 100 percent, and so those numbers are going to be way down, 21 

even though we might have better reporting, and I’m glad that 22 

Kate is putting something together for you guys to look at, but 23 

we the fishermen are not going to do any reporting unless it’s 24 

done through the Department of Fish and Wildlife. 25 

 26 

What needs to happen is that money needs to be funneled into 27 

that department and hire more port samplers and we will give 28 

them every sample that they want, because that’s the only way 29 

you’re going to get accurate information, and we just had, two 30 

guys, nineteen species that were sampled on November 24, and I 31 

just got my report this morning for my sample on November 30, 32 

and I had twenty-four species in one trip. 33 

 34 

You’re not going to capture that but by doing port sampling, and 35 

you have to increase that department’s ability, which the 36 

fishermen trust, and you have to have staff to get out there and 37 

interview the fishermen as we come in.  You have them there, and 38 

the fishermen are more than willing to work with that staff, but 39 

saying here that better reporting is the worst thing for the 40 

fishermen to do, I totally disagree, because that’s what we’ve 41 

been pushing for through this process, the council process, is 42 

better reporting. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am surprised to hear Todd saying that. 45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think you’re missing the point. 47 

 48 



344 

 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re missing the absolute point, and could we 1 

please -- I mean, we’re talking about a scientific correction 2 

factor here, and hearing about an individual catch report form 3 

and stories doesn’t do us any good.  I mean, basically, for the 4 

people that are looking -- I saw Walter say that I disagree 5 

also, and I just want to make sure that everyone is absolutely 6 

clear with this and the representatives are clear, so they can 7 

take this back to people. 8 

 9 

What is being reported right now -- At the end of the year, we 10 

end up with a value.  We just looked at conch, and those values 11 

are -- Let’s call it 25,000 pounds right now, and everything 12 

we’re doing is based on those values.  What’s going to happen 13 

next year if the reporting changes, if the fishermen get 14 

together and say that we need to improve our reporting next 15 

year? 16 

 17 

That value that is coming in might be 100,000 pounds, because 18 

they have improved their reporting to accurately report the 19 

exact amount of landings coming in, and so what is going to be 20 

reported next year is going to be 100,000 pounds. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The caveat is we do actually want to 23 

encourage them to do that, but there has to be documentation 24 

that that is what they are doing. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Exactly. 27 

 28 

JOHN HOENIG:  Exactly. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a key point.  There has to be the 31 

documentation, or we will not be able to tell the difference. 32 

 33 

JOHN HOENIG:  Todd’s dramatic statement was that, if you don’t 34 

get that documentation, the fishermen will get screwed, and that 35 

is true.  If you don’t document that reporting is improved and 36 

you assume that it’s the same as before, then the only 37 

conclusion you can make is they’re taking way too much, and that 38 

is not fair.  We need to put into place some way to get the 39 

calibration. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so I think I would like to leave 42 

this subject, because the point has been made, I think, of where 43 

everybody is really standing on this, and we need to get back to 44 

our groupers. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Todd, look at this.  Even if you say 100,000 47 

pounds, you can still see that 100,000 pounds is pretty much an 48 
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average of what used to be the historical average since 2000, 1 

and that is a reporting problem, and so it’s not out of the 2 

question.  It’s not out of the reality. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We’re moving on. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is just what they used to catch before.  7 

You can say that it’s below the maximum whatever, and it’s more 8 

or less the average, historical average, for St. Croix, and the 9 

density estimates of the independent surveys show that the 10 

population is still there and perhaps doing a little better than 11 

before, and so I would just like for you to realize that the 12 

most important thing for us right now is to drive fishermen to 13 

do the accurate reporting, to engage in an accurate reporting 14 

process, for their own good of their fisheries and for the 15 

scientific -- The health of the scientific evaluation process 16 

and everything else.  It’s a loose equation, the reporting bias 17 

problem.  It is the worst that could happen for everyone.  If we 18 

keep them at the status quo thing, we will just reinforce to 19 

leave things as they are.  Anyway, it’s grouper time. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is the example that we worked up for a 22 

4b thing, and it’s Grouper Unit 4 for Puerto Rico, and so you 23 

can see the sequence and how we got to that.  We have a current 24 

OFL of what, or current ABC?  What do we have? 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  For Puerto Rico? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, for Grouper Unit 4.   29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  We don’t have it be -- It’s groupers as a whole. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 33 

 34 

VANCE VICENTE:  Commercial landings is 177,513. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The groupers are not divided. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, they’re not divided. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They weren’t divided before? 41 

 42 

VANCE VICENTE:  No. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If it’s not been split into different 45 

groups, that’s not going to be valid.  You would be giving us a 46 

number that would be meaningless.  Our control rule says that we 47 

start at the mean and we come down from that to get an OFL, and 48 
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we come down from that to get an ABC. 1 

 2 

I actually don’t remember what these are.  I think this was a 3 

point -- It looks like a 0.9 reduction, or I don’t know what 4 

that was.  We would have to go back to the spreadsheet to find 5 

out what reductions.  I think it’s a 0.9 drop from OFL to ABC, 6 

but I don’t know what the factor was for -- Are you looking for 7 

the spreadsheet that generated that? 8 

 9 

Basically, that’s what the data looks like for Puerto Rico, and 10 

we worked through this example, and I’m pretty sure that we’re 11 

talking a 0.95 application to average landings to get OFL and a 12 

0.9 uncertainty buffer to get to ABC, just as an example, but we 13 

did talk about this a lot, but it was to constrain Tier 4b, 14 

because our year sequence is prior to 2012, and we have both 15 

recreational and commercial data, and so it’s recreational data 16 

is making it bounce way up and down.  17 

 18 

There’s a lot of variability there, and the closures went in on 19 

the spawning seasons, subsequently, and so catches have been way 20 

down since those closures.  It’s a 4b, and we started average 21 

landings, and they’re obviously high because of that 43,000 22 

value. 23 

 24 

We buffered the ABC at 0.9, just for the sake of argument, but 25 

here’s a situation where we don’t really know, and less so for 26 

the recreational data than the commercial data, where things 27 

are, because it bounces. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do you know what species is that 43,000? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yellowfin.  Well, it’s mostly yellowfin.  32 

This is all Grouper Unit 4, but it’s mostly yellowfin. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Wow, that’s a lot of yellowfin. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, remember you’re taking a correction 37 

factor derived from a full thing and applying it a few fish. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It blows up, yes. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One less fish might put it back down to 42 

15,000.  I don’t know.   43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I remember now. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This same unit is there is for all -- It’s 47 

in 4b in all islands, and I put this up more to show that the 48 
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recreational data is very variable, and that’s one of the issues 1 

that we’re going to be dealing with.  I am not putting it up 2 

there to show you the actual values or that these should be our 3 

OFLs and ABCs, but that was the quickest way to get to data to 4 

show the variability introduced by the recreational data.  5 

Remember there is no recreational data for the Virgin Islands, 6 

and so presumably we don’t have that level of uncertainty being 7 

introduced.  8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the year sequence we are using for 10 

Puerto Rico? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The red line. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The red line? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.   17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Without the 2005. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  In the Virgin Islands, it will be 21 

the 2012 line.  Right from the top, we’ll be treating, probably, 22 

those data differently, because we have different year sequences 23 

and we have recreational data in Puerto Rico.   24 

 25 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s 2006 right, where we did the -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we only deleted in 2005, and so it 28 

begins in 2003, it looks like, 2004, and then 2006 to 2011. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  2005 is kind of like a weird year, and then 31 

from 2006 to 2011? 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2011, yes.  Do people want to think about 34 

that over lunch?  I have no problem breaking at this point.  35 

It’s ten of.   36 

 37 

VANCE VICENTE:  We discussed life history and ecological 38 

function? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and do we have -- 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s probably what made it fall into 4b, 43 

low productivity and high susceptibility. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  Low K. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Very low K. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Puerto Rico, 1.5.   2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so they were all -- The 4 

productivities were all one, and the susceptibility were 1.5.   5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we breaking for lunch? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we’re breaking for lunch.   9 

 10 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on December 7, 2017.) 11 

 12 

- - - 13 

 14 

December 7, 2017 15 

 16 

THURSDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 17 

 18 

- - - 19 

 20 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 21 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 22 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Thursday afternoon, December 7, 2017, and was 23 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  We’re back to Grouper Unit 4.  26 

Welcome back from lunch.  We’re on Grouper Unit 4 for Puerto 27 

Rico at this point, and, at the moment, we have a control rule 28 

that says you need to drop the -- You need to start at a base of 29 

average landings and that your scalar must be less than one and 30 

the buffer must be equal to or greater to 0.9.  We have no 31 

process or procedure established for a 4b species that is not 32 

set to zero for other reasons.  33 

 34 

The figure that is up there was just one that we worked up for 35 

an example of what one might look like, and so, the actual OFL 36 

and ABC stuff, you should not pay attention to.  The average 37 

landings is the baseline from where we are, and, as I pointed 38 

out, the real reason that I wanted to show that was the 39 

variability in the recreational data that contributes to that, 40 

but there is also a question about the year sequence. 41 

 42 

VANCE VICENTE:  Richard, how do you distinguish the commercial 43 

and the recreational? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t.  I mean, we can show you that 46 

figure, because we went through those, but we are supposed to be 47 

setting up a single value that’s based on the sum of those, and 48 
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we did have a conversation, and I don’t know if it was last time 1 

or the time before, where, if we don’t recreational data going 2 

past 2000, or earlier than 2000, that would it be possible to 3 

calculate some kind of recreational component back to 1988, to 4 

be compatible with what the reference year sequence is supposed 5 

to be for Puerto Rico.   6 

 7 

That was something that we discussed, and it was not something 8 

that we formally requested at that time, and so you may want to 9 

have discussions about year sequences for things that have large 10 

recreational catches, but, right now, we’re dealing with trying 11 

to get a system in place, and that system, at least from 2000 12 

on, is going to deal with recreational data for those species 13 

where there is a large recreational component. 14 

 15 

I would suggest that that’s going to be -- That kind of 16 

variability is going to draw more into the buffer conversation, 17 

which we haven’t had yet, and so, right now, we’re trying to 18 

deal with how do we get to an OFL, what kind of scalar are we 19 

going to use and what’s the basis for deriving that scalar. 20 

 21 

For the record, the productivities for all the species in 22 

Grouper Unit 4 was equal to one, and the susceptibility scores 23 

were 1.5, but then, for all the species, they were the same.  24 

Before, we were using susceptibility to multiply up.  Now we’re 25 

talking about a scalar that’s going to reduce. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The range of those susceptibility scores for 4b 28 

are much less than they were for the 4a species, correct? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is no -- They’re all the same. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They’re all one?  Okay. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the susceptibilities were 1.5. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay, and they’re all 1.5? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For each species.   39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s perhaps something that we don’t want 43 

to spend a whole lot of time, given that current landings are so 44 

far below what the average is, but it is going to be the basis 45 

that we would come back to for any other species that gets into 46 

a 4b context. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remember that average landings is where we 3 

were, was our starting place before.  It was Grouper Unit 4 that 4 

was coming out of a rebuilding program, yes? 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So why don’t we have an ACL for them? 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They were all groupers. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  You do have an ACL, except they’re all piled 13 

together. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For all groupers? 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There was an attempt to look at each 18 

group separately, but it went back to -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But was it all groupers that were under the 21 

rebuilding program? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  No.   24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So there was no basis for looking at 26 

rebuilding? 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  The rebuilding plan expired, and it just expired. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Was there a plan? 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The seasonal closure that went into 35 

place at the time, in 2005. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  This was like the 2005 SFA Amendment.  I still had 38 

a life back then. 39 

 40 

VANCE VICENTE:  Can I make a comment? 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sure. 43 

 44 

VANCE VICENTE:  Almost by accident, I came to this paper, and 45 

it’s called “The Effect of Habitat Manipulation by the Red 46 

Grouper”.  It’s interesting, because, for me, it’s the first 47 

case that I read about with grouper acting like the keystone 48 
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species.  What they found is that the presence of red grouper 1 

resulted in deeper -- They increased the habitat complexity and 2 

increased abundance and richness of the associated -- Especially 3 

among juvenile coral reef fishes and invertebrates and 4 

significant differences in the structure of communities over 5 

time.  In other words, red grouper shape unique communities, 6 

very distinct from those of the surrounding areas.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re nest builders. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t know of anybody catching the red 11 

grouper in Puerto Rico.  I know that, in St. Thomas, I have seen 12 

them.  People bring frozen red groupers, and it’s the first time 13 

I have seen one. 14 

 15 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Tony had one on Saturday of last week that he 16 

caught, and it was sixteen pounds.  We have seen a lot of the 17 

groupers more now, and I guess it has to do because of the 18 

seasonal closure being in effect for more than twelve years, and 19 

so we’re seeing a lot of juveniles of all the different types of 20 

groupers, and we’ve also seen a lot of bigger ones, also. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not talking about specifically red 23 

grouper, Vance, but I think your point is to say that there’s an 24 

ecological function here. 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  Yes. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There have also been similar findings 29 

for Nassau grouper.  The presence of Nassau enhances the 30 

community by scaring off the predators, namely the coney and 31 

graysby, and Goliath grouper also increases biodiversity and 32 

abundance of prey species, presumably due to their presence, 33 

which deters other predators. 34 

 35 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  In the Caribbean, do you catch red grouper on 36 

coral reefs? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re in -- 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  They’re in the soft bottom right off the reefs. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They catch them in the nets. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In Puerto Rico, there are two places that -45 

- One, I have seen them, and the other I’ve heard, and one is 46 

between Vieques and the mainland, near the shelf edge, and the 47 

other is in the deep areas off of Tourmaline, off the west 48 
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coast.  I saw one there on an ROV dive.  1 

 2 

For all of these, because they are big groupers, big predators, 3 

they have important ecological roles.  They are also, obviously, 4 

not blessed with a lifestyle that’s going to make them very 5 

productive or highly resistant to fishing pressure, and that’s 6 

why they’re in 4b, in addition to coming out of a rebuilding 7 

plan that seems to have come to an end without much said, other 8 

than catches clearly have dropped since 2010, when the seasonal 9 

closures in Puerto Rico went in, the closed season for the 10 

reproductive season. 11 

 12 

That is mostly yellowfin.  Yellowfin is the one that is really 13 

dominating the catch here, and that dominance was not very much, 14 

in terms of total landings.  We’re well below a thousand pounds. 15 

 16 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Are they ciguatoxic? 17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In Puerto Rico, they are not known to be 19 

ciguatoxic, but, in Cuba, they are.   20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It depends on where they come from, because 22 

ciguatera is so spatially explicit.  Does anybody have any 23 

thoughts on what a scalar might be and how we get there? 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The reduction, because everything was a 26 

reduction under what we’re currently operating, from when the 27 

ACLs were set, was 15 percent, but that was a slightly different 28 

thing, because that’s getting you to an ACL.  It’s all groupers, 29 

number one, and it’s getting you to the ACL rather than to these 30 

other measures, ABC and OFL. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could use the same rationale as before, 33 

except our baseline is now the average landings.  The 34 

susceptibility is 1.5, and we multiply that by 0.5, and that’s 35 

0.75, and we’re going to come down from average landings by 25 36 

percent, and this is before a buffer. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so that gets us to OFL.  The 39 

addition of the buffer would get us to ABC.  Lacking other 40 

information, that seems like a reasonable approach, provided we 41 

allow ourselves the same flexibility for particular species.  In 42 

other words, as sort of a general rule, much like we did in the 43 

4a, as a general rule, it seems like a reasonable approach.  It 44 

certainly fits in with what we did for 4a. 45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  If we don’t use that general approach, what 47 

approach do you suggest we use, or are you suggesting? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was suggesting that you would suggest 2 

that for me.  I mean, there isn’t really a great rationale for 3 

going with that approach other than it is one that would give 4 

you a number that reduces. 5 

 6 

If you look at this, which we’re not supposed to, you’re 7 

comfortable with it, because landings are going to be so low who 8 

cares, but I don’t know what the situation is in the Virgin 9 

Islands. 10 

 11 

JOE KIMMEL:  I am kind of like Kevin.  We spent all that time 12 

developing this guidance and approach to develop scalars and 13 

stuff, and we ought to use that, but I cringe at the results 14 

that we might get.   15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think we’re in kind of like an 17 

intermediate situation regarding at least susceptibility, 18 

because most of these species are deep-dwelling animals, and 19 

then they also benefit from the protection of spawning 20 

aggregations and closures.  In Puerto Rico, not so much from 21 

fishing area closures, but, in the USVI, they do.  Some of them 22 

-- I am pretty sure that the black grouper is included in this 23 

group, right? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The black grouper is a fish that is present 28 

in the slope, where it’s not easily fished, and so there are 29 

fishes that -- I am not really worried too much about the 30 

population situation of black grouper, for example, because it’s 31 

a slope fish, and, for what we have seen, it has very wide, 32 

large home ranges.  You see one here, and then you see one way 33 

out there, and then, when you see one, they’re usually big 34 

animals, eighty pounds or fifty pounders or thirty pounders.  35 

That’s the way we are seeing them. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Except when they aggregate. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When they aggregate, then they are 40 

vulnerable, and then the aggregations are banned. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, yellowfin is closed.  Is black also? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The season includes all of them in the 45 

EEZ.  In the state waters, it only includes one or two species 46 

of the group in Puerto Rico.  In the Virgin Islands, it’s not 47 

only the area closure where the yellowfin aggregate for 48 
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spawning, but it’s also the seasonal closure for St. Thomas. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have never seen one black grouper in a 3 

fish market in Puerto Rico.  I have never seen one, and I know 4 

somebody that fishes for them, selectively for them, which is 5 

this guy that goes to Bajo de Sico and takes people 6 

spearfishing, and they spear black groupers.  They get one, and 7 

that’s it, but they go many times. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The aggregation is about ten fish there.  10 

Julian. 11 

 12 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I think one of the biggest things here that you 13 

see -- We know that we see the decline because of the seasonal 14 

closures, and what happened is because they were targeted during 15 

the spawning season, and so you’re going to see the same thing 16 

when you look at the St. Thomas numbers. 17 

 18 

You don’t have that high number no more, because it’s not 19 

targeted anymore, because, once they finish the spawning, they 20 

spread back out throughout the different parts of the shelf.  If 21 

you catch one, it’s more of an accidental catch than anything 22 

else. 23 

 24 

What we see more now is the younger juveniles inshore, which is 25 

telling us that outside is really producing well, and I think, 26 

from the last report that came out of the university, they said 27 

that they have seen large numbers of the yellowfin grouper, and 28 

there was another grouper that -- They saw the biggest numbers 29 

of the Nassau last year. 30 

 31 

We know that the seasonal closure is really working, and also, 32 

in that area of the Grammanik Bank, it’s closed to bottom gear 33 

after the seasonal closure is over, and so no traps can be set 34 

in that area, and so that habitat is also still being protected 35 

for those groupers, but they’re no longer targeted, and so you 36 

catch them in the incidental catches after the season or before 37 

the season.  You will catch a few, but no great numbers. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The point is their sensitivity has changed 40 

over the years, particularly recently, in relation to the 41 

seasonal spawning aggregation closures.  Thereby, the scalar 42 

that we may use may be something intermediate and not in any of 43 

the extremes, and that was my point. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  I don’t see a closed season for the black 46 

grouper for Puerto Rico.  It’s not here.  We’ve got the red hind 47 

and the yellowfin, but not the black.  48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing, Vance, is also that these fish 2 

are large, and they go out on predation activity on spawning 3 

aggregations of other smaller groupers, such as red hind.  For 4 

example, when we went to the tiger grouper spawning aggregation 5 

in Vieques, we saw there a bunch of yellowfin, large yellowfin, 6 

groupers, because they are not there to spawn, but probably they 7 

are going there for the predation activity. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this getting us anywhere toward -- As 10 

interesting as it is, but anywhere toward how we’re going to 11 

deal with something like this? 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Reni suggested an intermediate 14 

approach. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you will, our approach to looking at 17 

this multiplier for the scalar, if you go back to our baseline 18 

argument, which was something that’s two, which would be no 19 

strong support for being able to be increased in this catch, or 20 

perhaps doesn’t need to be decreased, but it’s just -- It’s not 21 

like your susceptibility is a three and you can really go do 22 

something. 23 

 24 

If a species was a two, that means, if we multiply it by 0.5, 25 

it’s a one.  We have to below one, and so we could go 0.99, and 26 

your OFL is going to be basically the average catch, under that 27 

scenario. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the period.  Average catch for the 30 

period in question, the reference period. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the reference period, and so that 33 

logic still holds, if you will.   34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that, if we were -- At least I think 36 

it’s okay, because, for the most recent catch, the reference 37 

period, as you say, it’s very variable, but the most recent five 38 

years, the spawning aggregation being closed to fishing 39 

seasonally, the catches are way, way below, ten times probably, 40 

lower than what that reference period average is.  If you look 41 

at the graph, you will see what I mean.   42 

 43 

Actually, right now, what it looks like from that graph, it’s 44 

that what is being caught is actually accidental captures.  45 

There is no actual fishing for them, but Julian was trying to 46 

explain that for the USVI, and probably the same applies to 47 

Puerto Rico, except for what I mentioned about the few fishermen 48 
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that target, sort of like a -- It’s more for sportfishing.   1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s trophy hunting. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, trophy fishes.  That’s exactly it, yes. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At the moment, that’s what is on the table.  7 

Does anybody want to -- Church, you’ve been quiet. 8 

 9 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I don’t have anything constructive to add to 10 

this, specifically. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I throw out that we could use the same 13 

approach that we were using before, where you multiply the 14 

susceptibility by 0.5, and this is going to lead to reductions, 15 

unless for some reason we ever get something with a 16 

susceptibility of three as a 4b species. 17 

 18 

If you’re a two and you’re still 4b, you’re going to be 19 

basically thrown right back onto your average as your OFL, which 20 

is saying a species that doesn’t have a strong rationale for 21 

going this way or that way relative to susceptibility, you kind 22 

of keep it where the baseline is. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I think that’s a logical approach.   25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’m in agreement. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd. 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter is very quiet. 35 

 36 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That just seems, with very high variability -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s going to come into play in 39 

the buffer, because -- 40 

 41 

WALTER KEITHLY:  The uncertainty that we’ve talked about for the 42 

last three days now, it suggests at least a lower buffer, for 43 

the example that you gave. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would agree with you.  Right now, we’re 46 

just dealing with OFLs. 47 

 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  For the Virgin Islands, it could be 3 

the same way, but we have a very different year sequence for 4 

them, and I don’t know how this would play out, whether this 5 

would -- 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want this to apply to any other 8 

4b in Puerto Rico?  I don’t think we have any more. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t have any more. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  This is St. Thomas.  St. Thomas 13 

has, in this group, black, red, tiger, and yellowfin, and you 14 

had selected yellowfin as the indicator species.  It has a 15 

susceptibility score of two.  I can show you that in a second.  16 

There is your yellowfin, and it has a susceptibility score of 17 

two.   18 

 19 

The sum of the landings for the reference period, which is 2012 20 

to 2016, the sum of all of those is 10,477 pounds.  It’s a 21 

little bit over 6,000 for yellowfin, but, as Julian said, the 22 

aggregation site, the main aggregation site, is closed, not only 23 

to fishing during the months of February, March, and April, but 24 

also all bottom-tending gear is prohibited in that area, and the 25 

seasonal closure extends from the shoreline to the 200 nautical 26 

miles. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was the -- Did we get an average for 29 

the reference period? 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For 2012 through 2016, that’s your 32 

total, and so for red, tiger, and yellowfin. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yellowfin is our indicator. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yellowfin is 6,364. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is St. Thomas? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we apply the same rule with a 43 

susceptibility score of two, that’s coming back to an OFL of 44 

6,364 pounds.  It comes back to the average.  Well, it can’t be 45 

one, and so it would be 0.99, and so it would be slightly less. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  There is no limit on the number of nines you can 48 
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put after that decimal point. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So the mean landings only for the 3 

yellowfin? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s our indicator species.  Excuse me.  6 

That’s the total.  What is the average?  Is that it, the 1,273?  7 

If it keeps that degree of variability, our running average 8 

takes care of that. 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  Is that the average for the most recent three 11 

years? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s the average for the total sequence 14 

of 2012 to 2016.   15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That 2015 700 pounds knocks the average down. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, so does the 1,447, and so -- 19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is variability in the landings. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, it doesn’t bother me that that’s the 25 

average. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go to St. Croix. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Was there only one in St. Thomas that we 30 

haven’t already dealt with for 4b? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Croix, the group is black, 35 

red, tiger, and yellowfin, and the susceptibility score was 1.5.  36 

There is no indicator, and it’s red, tiger, and yellowfin, and 37 

red and tiger only appear in the last year, and so it’s 2,300 38 

pounds, the total of 2012 to 2016. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And the mean is? 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The name of the unit varies depending 43 

on the -- The average is 532 pounds.   44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would be cutting it down by 25 by 46 

applying the procedure that we applied, because the 47 

susceptibility is back to 1.5.  That’s going to bring it down to 48 
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around 400 pounds, which is still -- For some reason, 2012 is so 1 

much higher. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s what? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2012 is so much higher.  Did some 6 

management measure go in? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have changes in the reporting 9 

forms and things like that. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but that should be enhancing the 12 

reporting. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Not necessarily, because, if you’re 15 

not sure what it is, then it goes into Other, and then you just 16 

put poundage in Other, and so -- 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The one thing that is a form change, or appears 19 

to be in this case, is that red grouper may not have been on the 20 

forms, and I will have to go back and look, but, again, recall, 21 

in the second half of 2016, there was a fairly significant form 22 

change.  It appears that tiger was already on the form, since 23 

it’s reported in 2012, and I don’t know if the same is true for 24 

red. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It could be a write-in too, though. 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  Should we use the median as a central value?  29 

Just look at the variability, seventy-seven versus 1,672.  I 30 

think it would be more representative of a central value.  I 31 

don’t know, but I’m just throwing it on the table. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you want to convince the rest of the 34 

committee to change the control rule. 35 

 36 

VANCE VICENTE:  Well, it’s a central value.  Let’s do both and 37 

see how they compare. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, unless you’re raising -- I mean, you 40 

can’t raise this as an issue with this group.  You would have to 41 

raise it as an issue across-the-board.  For example, if you were 42 

to go back to Puerto Rico and use the 75
th
 percentile, I think 43 

you actually end up with a lower value, because that one really 44 

high value bumps up the mean a lot, but it would not bump up the 45 

50
th
 percentile, for example, and so your baseline actually drops 46 

a lot.  That would happen here too if you throw out that high 47 

value.  Then your baseline is going to drop a lot. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Virgin Islands, since the seasonal 2 

closures were established, had also followed suit, and so they 3 

do have the seasonal closure in St. Croix also for the Grouper 4 

Unit 4.   5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Go ahead, Jocelyn. 7 

 8 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I just wanted to state again that, with 9 

justifiable scientific reason, you can deviate from application 10 

of the control rule, and so, when you said earlier that if you 11 

wanted to use the median that you had to change the control 12 

rule, if there is a reason why in this case that scientifically 13 

it doesn’t make sense to use the mean and it would be better to 14 

use the median, you can justify that and recommend ABC 15 

separately from applying the control rule without changing the 16 

whole control rule and just changing this instance. 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 19 

 20 

JOE KIMMEL:  You’re not supposed to be looking at the number. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can’t say that I want to use the 23 

median, but now I have to drop this other value to use the 24 

median.  This is getting really convoluted. 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  I was saying to use the mean.  Drop the extreme 27 

value, and then you can use the mean. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s the mean without the first value? 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The mean without 2012. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you should set a rule that you will not 34 

have an ABC less than 10,000 pounds for any species.  That 35 

leaves us right back where we were.  We will be exceeding that 36 

OFL all the time. 37 

 38 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  No stock assessments have been done on any of 39 

these species since these seasonal closures have went into 40 

effect, and we have been begging for stock assessments to be 41 

done to see what these stocks have done over the last twelve 42 

years now. 43 

 44 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Why would you take out the 2012 number? 45 

 46 

VANCE VICENTE:  It doesn’t seem to be representative of the 47 

catch in comparing it with the other years. 48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  But it seems to me that, unless you can 2 

identify some error, unless you think that that high number 3 

reflects an error in the data -- Landings, by definition, are 4 

likely to be variable. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we -- 7 

 8 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Unless you can identify a problem -- 9 

 10 

VANCE VICENTE:  The purpose is to find out which is the best 11 

central value where you have a lot of spread. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But we already decided on the reference 14 

period. 15 

 16 

VANCE VICENTE:  Maybe that’s not the best reference period.   17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but you’re basing that on -- 19 

 20 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I mean, I could make the same argument that I 21 

don’t like the seventy-seven and it’s unrepresentatively low.  22 

We can’t pick and choose.  We can’t cherry-pick the numbers. 23 

 24 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Somebody caught a bunch of fish that year and 27 

reported them, and, the next year, they didn’t catch very many.  28 

They caught a handful, and then the next year -- All these 29 

numbers are very, very low, and they’re bouncing all around.  I 30 

can’t say one is more representative than the other.  I agree 31 

that we’ve picked our years, because we were sort of driven to 32 

them, because of the way the forms were, and this is what we’ve 33 

got. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Considering the previous history, this 36 

variability is relatively low.  If you go to the earlier years, 37 

even though the species didn’t have a -- The data is not 38 

recorded by species, but the grouper landings were much higher. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but grouper landings were 85 percent 41 

red hind, and that’s not a really good indicator of what 42 

everything else is. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you take 25 percent out of 100,000, it’s 45 

still much higher than this by -- My point is that I think that, 46 

even the variability that we are seeing there, it’s even small 47 

compared to the variability that we would have to work with if 48 
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we would be including a longer time series when those groupers 1 

were being fished in high amounts. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Now, you are talking about not even an order 6 

of magnitude there, where we could be looking at two or three. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s about thirty pounds per fish, and 9 

so that’s twelve fish that you’re going to be allowing. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the amount that’s being caught. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, I think that’s what it is. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what is being reported. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s what is being reported, but I 18 

think that part of the conversations that we’ve had is it might 19 

not be as sought after in St. Croix or are as present as they 20 

are in St. Thomas.  Carlos, are any of these ciguatoxic? 21 

 22 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  No, nobody is ciguatoxic in St. Croix, except 23 

amberjack. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 26 

 27 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If these landings are really going to be 500 28 

pounds, then we don’t need to manage them at all.  That’s a 29 

waste of time for this group to be managing 500 pounds.  I think 30 

we should look at what Dr. Arnold was saying earlier and set an 31 

OFL at 10,000 pounds and go from there, but, to reduce it by so 32 

much, it’s ridiculous. 33 

 34 

You know, I listened earlier, when we said the fishermen need to 35 

be punished for underreporting, and when does the scientists get 36 

punished for not doing the stock assessments for this group 37 

that’s been closed for over twelve years and all the other 38 

groups? 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is not related to any of -- 41 

 42 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  No, it is related. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Mr. Chair, could we please stop this? 45 

 46 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I know you want to stop it, because you guys 47 

don’t like to hear it. 48 
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 1 

JOHN HOENIG:  No, this is offensive. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is offensive and insulting. 4 

 5 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  It’s not insulting.  The fishermen are being 6 

punished, but you guys are not being punished for not doing your 7 

job. 8 

 9 

JOHN HOENIG:  Mr. Chairman, this is not acceptable. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is not acceptable.  I’ve had enough, and we 12 

are getting -- It’s insults over and over. 13 

 14 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I am going to come next week also. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you can come next week.  That’s the 17 

appropriate forum for it. 18 

 19 

VANCE VICENTE:  Not a constructive comment at all. 20 

 21 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Okay. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The process for these will be the 24 

same, and so the 522, which is the average landings for the 25 

reference period, times the scalar of 0.75, and that’s 392 26 

pounds.  The buffer is -- 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We haven’t talked about buffers yet.  The 29 

thing that’s multiplied in here is 0.75.  The 0.99 comes from 30 

the fact that it has to be less than one. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The form change actually began back in 33 

mid-2016. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In July of 2016, there was an expansion of the 36 

number of species, which is why you see red grouper in 2016 and 37 

not before.  Tiger was on the form, and obviously yellowfin, 38 

beginning in the middle of 2011. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So red is only a half-a-year worth of red? 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Half a year, and we’ll have to see how 43 

reporting continues with that from here on out.  It could go up. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd, we needed your port sampling, and 46 

what time of year was that? 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  In the Virgin Islands, it’s September and 1 

October. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it’s not the spawning season. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It was not the ideal time to be running a pilot 6 

study. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When you said -- Like you had three of 9 

these species show up over a six-week period, was it? 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other thing would be to look -- 14 

Since the regulations are the same from the shoreline to the 15 

EEZ, to see when these fish show up, because it might be a 16 

problem of enforcement, which it’s being harvested during that 17 

time of the year when they are reproducing. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, not relative to what Todd was talking 24 

about. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, but in terms of when they show up, 27 

to see if it’s better reporting or if it’s an issue of 28 

enforcement that they are still harvesting the fish during the 29 

reproductive season. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  I’ve got to head out, but, before I go, I would 34 

personally recommend to the council, or I will recommend to the 35 

council, that you take this group and assign them to ecosystem 36 

component species.  We can still do some management, and we can 37 

track.  We won’t have ACLs, and we won’t have ABCs, and we won’t 38 

OFLs, because we cannot manage at 500 pounds.   39 

 40 

We’ll be messing with OFL exceedances all the time, which 41 

requires us to go back to the council and do something we can’t 42 

do, and so this is an ideal opportunity to apply the new 43 

definition of ecosystem component species.  You can apply 44 

management measures now for ecosystem component species.   45 

 46 

Now, whether that will happen or not, and I’m sure Jocelyn will 47 

point out that supposedly they’re not retained for sale, but I 48 
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just don’t see how we can manage 500 pounds.  One fish, and 1 

you’re over the OFL.  This is what we were trying to get away 2 

from by revising these FMPs, and I heard, over and over again, 3 

about a seven-pound wrasse in St. Croix, and this isn’t a lot 4 

different.   5 

 6 

I said, and I was serious when I said -- I wasn’t serious about 7 

the 10,000 pounds, but I am serious about you might want to put 8 

a bottom on these things, because, if you get below a certain 9 

level, there’s just too much noise, and you guys know how much 10 

noise there is in this data, and so, when you’re talking about 11 

500 pounds, you’re talking about a mess, a management mess. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Refresh me on ecosystem species.  What are 14 

we allowed or not allowed to do? 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Supposedly they’re not retained for sale, but they 17 

have expanded the definition so that you can apply management 18 

measures.  It used to be kind of useless, because you just 19 

tracked the landings.  We track everything’s landings.  If we 20 

have any suspicion of anything, we look at the landings, and 21 

it’s all in there.  Otherwise, it wouldn’t be in the fishery, 22 

and we wouldn’t be dealing with it all, but now they say you can 23 

have -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have closed seasons, for example, 26 

without having -- 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, and thank you.  You guys have at it. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Who wants to go first? 31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  I was just going to talk about the experience in 33 

the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, where they have, 34 

in fact, taken certain species out of their FMPs that had what 35 

they considered to be insignificant landings, even though that 36 

was inconsistent, at the time, with the written language, but 37 

they did do that, and so I guess it was ruled acceptable. 38 

 39 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  The definition in the National Standard 40 

Guidelines says that councils may choose to identify stocks 41 

within their FMPs as ecosystem component species if the council 42 

determines the stocks do not require conservation and 43 

management, based on the considerations of when a stock would 44 

require conservation and management. 45 

 46 

If these are in 4b and there was overfishing pressure and 47 

they’ve been included in the FMP because of considerations that 48 
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they need conservation and management, I’m not sure that that 1 

will be an option. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why they were included, because they 4 

were under management already. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  Ultimately, that’s a council decision and not an 7 

SSC decision. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but, as I understood Jocelyn’s words 10 

there, which she was reading, there would not be the option for 11 

management on these species. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Nevertheless, it has occurred in the Southeast 14 

Region.  15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  This discussion is leading us nowhere at this 17 

point.  Where we are now is we have to specify an ABC and an OFL 18 

for these species.  If the council wants to come back and take 19 

them out -- 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can make that recommendation. 22 

 23 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s fine.  We can do that, but we still, at 24 

this point, have to specify something until the council takes 25 

some action, or if the council takes some action. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s true, because they are under 28 

management. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You just asked about numbers.  St. Thomas, in the 31 

six-week period of sub-sampling, it was close to a hundred 32 

pounds yellowfin grouper, thirty-six pounds of red grouper, and 33 

yellowfin grouper was the sixth-highest species landed in the 34 

high-use stratum in St. Thomas, and so, during the pilot 35 

independent study, we’ve got nothing to say these numbers are 36 

crazy low and it’s a reporting issue. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  St. Thomas or St. Croix? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Were you quoting St. Thomas or St. Croix? 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was doing St. Thomas.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nevertheless, if that’s six weeks, that’s 45 

still coming out to less than a thousand pounds of yellowfin. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It would be less than a thousand pounds if you 48 
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did a full census and counted every single fish landed during 1 

that six-week period.  You’re sub-sampling, and so you’re 2 

expanding it out. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sorry. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Probably tenfold.  We’ve got those calculations. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  I am leaving.  Fellow NMFS employees, I hope we’re 9 

employed on Monday.  Bye, everybody. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thanks, Bill.  Bill is gone, and I can’t 12 

ask him if these are now out of the rebuilding period, and so it 13 

would be a necessary rationale to have them in because they’re 14 

still under management. 15 

 16 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  If they’re in need of conservation and 17 

management, then they can’t be ecosystem component species. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  But, Shannon, you said that was done 20 

anyway? 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  In the Gulf Council, the SSC went through the 23 

same conversations and had the same advice.  Nevertheless, 24 

certain species were removed from the FMPs on the basis that the 25 

council no longer felt that they required conservation and 26 

management. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These were groupers? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then did they have management measures on 31 

them anyway, like closed seasons? 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, they were removed from the FMPs. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I misunderstood you and the point 36 

you were making.  Thank you. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you remember the species that were 39 

removed? 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can look it up, but I don’t remember offhand.   42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, can we establish a minimum landings 44 

from which we cannot -- Say, well, that’s the minimum and 45 

establish a minimum, and I don’t know if it’s 5,000 pounds or 46 

10,000 pounds, but assigned for groups that are under 47 

management, just assign a minimum landings from which we can 48 
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manage.  Set up a minimum quota. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would be really concerned about trying to 3 

do that, because all of these things are exceedingly vulnerable, 4 

and there is a closed area south of St. Thomas that has 5 

aggregations of specifically yellowfin and tiger and Nassau, but 6 

that’s not in the group here, and I would feel uncomfortable if 7 

we said these things are no longer in need of management and all 8 

of a sudden the area gets removed.   9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I’m not saying to take them out of 11 

management, but I’m saying to establish a minimum, just a 12 

baseline quota, which is kind of like our detection limit.   13 

 14 

WALTER KEITHLY:  We have control rules that will not allow us to 15 

specify an OFL above, in this case, the --  16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Unless we want to make a special case 18 

because of whatever reasons, but we have to specify those 19 

reasons. 20 

 21 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s in 4b, which makes it more difficult to 22 

just say -- I agree with Bill, in principle.  Having said that, 23 

we have certain legislation that we have to follow, and we’ve 24 

already gone through the process and decided these species are 25 

going to be in 4b. 26 

 27 

If the council wishes to take them out, that’s fine.  It solves 28 

a lot of problems for a lot of us.  Now, if you go back six 29 

meetings, I was arguing for a significant reduction in the 30 

number of species to be managed, but I lost that battle, and so 31 

now we’re in this box, and we have to simply go with what we 32 

have, the rules we have already imposed on ourselves. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then you have to redo your actions on 35 

how you came to select the species.  By selecting and including 36 

species, one, they are under management already, and, two, they 37 

occur or not occur in the EEZ versus state.  Three, they are 38 

ecologically significant, et cetera, and so the process is -- 39 

You can revert it, but you came to this group because they 40 

already went through the selection process.  Actually, those 41 

were included at the top.  They already have management, and 42 

they are species of concern, and they occur in the EEZ. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This gets back to the problem that Shannon 45 

made, that we’re locked into a landings quota approach that we 46 

have to specify when probably, in this case, closed seasons 47 

would be sufficient for the management of several species, but -48 
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- 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The question then is, is there a way 3 

of not specifying an ABC and ACL, but maintaining the 4 

regulations that we have in place? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, essentially.  I wouldn’t phrase it 7 

that way, but --  8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Keep it simple. 10 

 11 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  ACLs are a statutory requirement, and so 12 

there is no getting around those.   13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think we just need to plow through here. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In this case, it would be basically 17 

the same thing that happened to the angelfish, et cetera, 18 

because they had never been on the form.  They are not on the 19 

form until 2016, and so the Science Center would be looking at 20 

this and saying, well, you know, it has to be better reporting, 21 

because they just began in 2016. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, the red. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So your argument is to -- Take us back to 26 

4a, I think. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Take what? 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Take us back to 4a, I think.  If you feel 31 

strongly about the protection from those seasonal and area 32 

closures, susceptibility might be very low. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you guys already scored that. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what happens when you go step-by-step 37 

without knowing the end result.  It has shot us in the foot a 38 

couple of times already.  The process is not bad, and we have 39 

accomplished quite a bit, but, in this case, that is one option, 40 

to go up by placing them in 4a.  Then you have some margin, 41 

probably, to use a scalar and get them back to where the real 42 

reporting values are seen now and closer to the ACL, things like 43 

that, in that ballpark. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was trying to think of something where we 46 

could say, if we can make an argument that the landings are such 47 

that we’re actually just talking about not very many fish here, 48 
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that, on that basis, it’s difficult to --  1 

 2 

You’re going to be in a very variable situation, just because of 3 

numbers there, and, if you’re below some kind of threshold on 4 

this, that we are going to use a different method for setting 5 

things, like maybe as we did with the conch, maybe the peak 6 

landings in that period or something like that.  We could set a 7 

cap, but we don’t want the thing just tripping over it because 8 

of -- Like they just caught two extra fish this year and we’re 9 

all of a sudden over an ACL. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When you apply the buffers, they’re going to 12 

go below that. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be the same thing we did before we 15 

decided an ABC. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but one thing is to establish it and 18 

put things in the 20,000 or more as something that -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I wouldn’t say 20,000. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s saying this number is so small that, if 23 

you go below it, below that 1,600 pounds, it goes into an arena 24 

where anything can blow the overage. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could say this is representing not that 27 

many fish, and, based on that, there’s not a strong rationale 28 

for setting some biologically-based reference point and we want 29 

to keep the numbers -- We want to keep things low without just 30 

randomly triggering accountability, and so we say, okay, let’s 31 

go with the peak value during that period, which would work 32 

here, but it would not work in Puerto Rico, because of that 33 

recreational thing, but those numbers in our reference period 34 

are much higher as well, and so I’m not sure it would fit into 35 

the category of the numbers are too low to do something, but we 36 

still see the need for management.  Any thoughts on any of this? 37 

 38 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I have a thought.  If landings are low and the 39 

fishery is closed down, then fishermen are not going to be 40 

significantly impacted anyway, and, again, it’s not our job to 41 

make things easier for the managers, which is what Bill was 42 

bringing up, and I agree with Bill on what he said, but that’s 43 

not our job. 44 

 45 

Our job is to work with what’s in front of us and to follow what 46 

is mandated by the Magnuson Act, and doing so requires us to 47 

work with these numbers.  We have already established that it 48 
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should be in 4b, and we have everything set up on the scalars 1 

and buffers for 4b, and I think we all just follow through. 2 

 3 

If the council can take these species out of the FMP, that’s 4 

fine with me, and I hope they do, and I argued at the beginning 5 

that we should not be putting some of these incidental species 6 

in, but we decided to do it, and, as I say, we just follow it 7 

through.   8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  I’m in agreement with that. 10 

 11 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I agree. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Me too. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  We’re done with scalars. 16 

 17 

JOE KIMMEL:  I mean, if we try to set some sort of a minimal 18 

cutoff thing, all we’re doing is inspiring the fishermen to give 19 

us less information than we’re getting from them now, and so I 20 

think Walter is exactly right.  We’ve got the process laid out, 21 

and we’ve talked about it for a couple of days, and let’s go 22 

ahead and use it. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela.  25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then again, it worked for the 27 

angelfish.  They had never been on the form before, and you had 28 

half-a-year of these, and the black have not shown up yet, and 29 

maybe outreach and education, so that the forms will be filled 30 

out as they should, and all these species will have their own 31 

landings rather than other or not being reported, but we have 32 

half-a-year. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So what is it that you are proposing?  Is it 35 

in the line of what Bill was saying or -- Walter, what is it 36 

exactly that you were proposing?  Is it in the line of what Bill 37 

was saying? 38 

 39 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I was just saying that I hope the council 40 

listens to Bill and figures out a way to take these species out 41 

of the management plan that’s consistent with requirements by 42 

the Magnuson Act, whether it’s allowed to be taken out, but, 43 

until that’s done, we have set up a framework that we have 44 

agreed to use to determine OFLs and ABCs, and I’m just saying 45 

that I think we ought to follow that through. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two issues still, and we’re going back, and 2 

these are 4a issues.  One is I think we had a couple of species, 3 

dorado being one of them, where we said we’re using the value of 4 

two, and our control rule says less than two, and so it’s got to 5 

be 1.99. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It says less or equal to. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think it’s less than. 10 

 11 

VANCE VICENTE:  There is an equals sign up there. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sorry.  In mine, I also had a line through 14 

it, and that’s why I didn’t see it, and so I take that back.   15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sorry to interrupt, but I have one 17 

more thing.  In St. Croix, in the NCRIP, one tiger grouper in 18 

2015 from two years’ worth of sampling, but the depth is only to 19 

200 foot.   20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They don’t go very deep at all. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We looked at the methodology, and so 24 

it’s to ninety-six feet, and so let me finish this St. Croix and 25 

Grouper Unit 4.  The guidance is -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The same as above.  It’s the same as -- 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is marginal distribution of most of 30 

these species, particularly black grouper, and tiger grouper as 31 

well, and yellowfin is more plastic, but they go much deeper 32 

than that.  It’s just right at the edge of their shallow margin. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where we see black is starting at 140.  35 

With juveniles, you occasionally see -- 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We see adults too at that 115 or 120 in 38 

Abrir la Sierra, because we drop down to the reef top, and 39 

sometimes they are there.  When we land, then they go down the 40 

slope.  They are right up there at 115 or 120. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The average landings S equals 0.5, and 43 

we haven’t talked about buffers, right? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We were going to bring that issue to their 46 

attention.  By definition, you can’t manage them in the --  47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those are my notes.  Then you want red 1 

hind in St. Thomas.   2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just want to see what we did with the 4 

scalars. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For all groups in St. Thomas, it was 7 

use the 0.5 times the sustainability.   8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only exceptions we had were lobster and 10 

dorado, correct? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, things that were -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I want to raise the question of whether 15 

we want to up red hind a little bit in -- Let me send you 16 

something, Graciela, that you need for this argument.  Red hind 17 

is one of the species where we do have more information, and I 18 

think, for St. Thomas and St. Thomas only, that data looks 19 

really good and would open to the committee the possibility of -20 

- What was the susceptibility that we multiplied by? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Three. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was three, and so we’re at 1.5.  I am 25 

not suggesting two, but there’s a possibility of going to 1.6 or 26 

1.7, something like that.  As soon as you get that thing up 27 

there, you can see the -- Go to the first graph. 28 

 29 

This is comparing St. Thomas and St. Croix and western Puerto 30 

Rico.  This is the length frequency structures based on visual 31 

census, I believe, for red hind.  The top one is St. Thomas. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It would be helpful for me, since this was the 34 

last thing that was assessed, was there a summary conclusion 35 

from the full assessment on red hind? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, this is new data since then. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What’s on the left?  Is that frequency?   42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  Do we have the length at maturity in that graph? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There was a statement about no evidence of 48 



374 

 

overfishing, but I don’t know whether that was just Puerto Rico 1 

or everybody or -- 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You just said 1.5 and the possibility of -- Let’s 4 

get the justification of whatever is on the books already. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I do remember that it says specifically 7 

that, but I don’t know which island group, whether it was all or 8 

-- Let me present this like she’s looking at it.  This is the 9 

length frequency distribution.  St. Thomas, out at the MCD, is a 10 

complete closure all year round, and St. Croix is under -- This 11 

is Lang Bank.  Then Puerto Rico has three closed areas, and I 12 

think this was targeting Abrir la Sierra, in particular.   13 

 14 

There is reports that -- There are studies that are showing that 15 

the fishing intensity is so great off of western Puerto Rico 16 

that the closed areas are not having the impact that they were 17 

hoped to have, because, basically, they just shifted the -- In 18 

addition to some poaching going on, they were shifting effort to 19 

right before and right after, when they could still be on the 20 

site, and so there was still a lot of pressure on them there.  21 

The hypothesis, going into this study, was that St. Thomas would 22 

be better than St. Croix, which would be better than Puerto 23 

Rico. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is this during the spawning aggregation? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is during the spawning aggregation, 28 

yes.  There is also a component that looked at them outside.  29 

Actually, let me take that back.  I don’t really know whether 30 

this is the aggregation. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I will tell you -- You know where my 33 

question comes, because I have done this in Abrir la Sierra, not 34 

too long ago, and the numbers are even much higher than what I 35 

remember for red hind.  Those numbers suggest that -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but the thing that is coming into 38 

Puerto Rico is the closure on the sale of red hind in Puerto 39 

Rico, and so that has basically shut down everything.  That 40 

change isn’t fully represented here, because we’re looking at 41 

overfished, but that will show up soon. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I still believe that this study -- It’s fine 44 

for comparative purposes, but related to the spawning 45 

aggregation, because look at St. Thomas.  There is no fish 46 

smaller than twenty-four centimeters. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where all the targeting is done.  1 

All the management targeting is on the -- 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, I think it’s perfectly fine, but just 4 

to make sure. 5 

 6 

VANCE VICENTE:  Richard, if this is data from a spawning 7 

aggregation, the length at maturity for Puerto Rico is 34.1, and 8 

how come these other immature individuals are there in the 9 

spawning aggregation?  10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  First of all, western Puerto Rico is Buoy 12 

4.  We had to take fish out to do the otolith work, and that’s 13 

the one that’s not under a seasonal closure, but it is a 14 

spawning aggregation.  All fish show up at these things when -- 15 

Vance, there is probably plasticity going on, in the sense that 16 

the age of maturity is going to respond to the abundance of 17 

fish, sex-changing fish, and, when you don’t have fish surviving 18 

to the older ages and larger sizes, they are maturing at an 19 

earlier size and coming in as small females, and so that would 20 

be my guess, but we do have sex ratio data, and so that’s going 21 

to be one of the slides.  There is a clear distinction about 22 

what’s going on in St. Thomas and a much larger size structure 23 

there.  This slide is basically the same data. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s just comparing the three sites. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is giving you the number of males and 28 

females and the ratios, and so you can see that, in St. Thomas, 29 

it’s three-to-one, which is fairly healthy for a sex-changing 30 

fish.  In Lang Bank, you’re at nine-to-one.  Buoy 4 is totally 31 

unprotected, other than the closure, is seventeen-to-one, and 32 

so, again, St. Thomas is -- 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It doesn’t have any protection except 35 

for the -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Except for the seasonal closure, which has 38 

just gone in, and so you’re not going to see the big, adult fish 39 

benefiting from that yet.   40 

 41 

VANCE VICENTE:  They are mature at 33.2. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The mean lengths associated with those, but 44 

the sex ratios there, again show that St. Thomas is a fairly 45 

healthy sex ratio for a sex-changing fish, especially compared 46 

to the other two sites, but I think that was the last data 47 

slide, other than the analysis. 48 
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 1 

The St. Thomas mean and max age is eleven and twenty-two.  In 2 

Puerto Rico, those are five and nine.  Again, St. Croix is 3 

falling in between at seven and twelve, again suggesting that 4 

the management going on in St. Thomas is working really well, 5 

and this is in addition to what I believe is information coming 6 

from the fishery that they larger and more abundant outside the 7 

aggregations. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That closure has been there for how many 10 

years?  More than ten years, right? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was 1999.  In 1999, it became a no-13 

take. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so it’s seventeen years, eighteen 16 

years. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On top of the benefits that came from the 19 

seasonal closure, and the seasonal closure has very marked 20 

benefits for St. Thomas, and so I would argue that, on the basis 21 

of this information, we could up that 1.5 a little bit.  Like I 22 

said, I am not suggesting two, but I wouldn’t have a problem 23 

with something like 1.7. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The compliance in the MCD has been 26 

really high, to the extent of removing gear, bottom-tending 27 

gear, and the seasonal closure and the no-take.   28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is poaching going on.  When the side-30 

scan survey went through there, they hit a fair number of traps, 31 

but, whatever is going on there, this data is responding to that 32 

level of poaching, and so it’s still very effective. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But we know for a fact that the Coast 35 

Guard gets called in when there is a visual determination that 36 

there are buoys, et cetera, within the MCD, and so there is 37 

active enforcement.  38 

 39 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Do they put markings on the --  40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, there are no markings on the area. 42 

 43 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  No, I mean on the traps. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  On the traps, they did.  I mean, we, 46 

in fact, at some point, actually helped in removing many of 47 

them, and so they get destroyed.  Once they get removed, they 48 
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are destroyed. 1 

 2 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  With GPS, you don’t need a buoy anymore. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When people become aware that there is 5 

someone poaching in the area, there are calls, and there is -- 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, there is some degree of -- I mean, 8 

there would have to be, or you wouldn’t get these results. 9 

 10 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I would argue that there was. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  In 2011, there were eleven species removed from 13 

the Gulf Council FMPs. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In what year? 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  2011, and I can send you the list and the 18 

document that describes the rationale for that removal, which is 19 

what they recommended, and you can distribute it to the list of 20 

participants, if you feel it’s relevant.  21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In 2011, that’s the date of the ACL 23 

amendments, right, 2010 and 2011. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the Gulf?  26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think so.  It all happened at the 28 

same time. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In 2010, a bunch of them came in, and red 31 

snapper already had it. 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  It was 2010 for those who were overfished and 34 

2011 for all species in FMPs.  We had to have ACLs in place, 35 

and, at that point, they did remove eleven species from the Gulf 36 

FMPs for reasons listed in the document. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is the distribution of ages, and you 39 

can see males are older than females, and you can see that the 40 

St. Thomas fish are the oldest of those old.   41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  What was the date on that study? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This was data collected, I think, through 45 

2013.  It’s a 2014 grant, and I think it was the season of 2015.   46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s October of 2015 through --  48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If it’s Fiscal Year 2015, that means 2014. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I had a question regarding the Lang 4 

Bank, because I thought that the site that they were surveying 5 

was outside the actual Lang Bank seasonally-closed area.  For 6 

some reason, I am looking at a map and thinking that they had 7 

placed the data loggers and everything else and that they had 8 

been surveying a site just outside the boundaries of the Lang 9 

Bank. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the reason for that is because they 12 

had to take fish for the ageing and they couldn’t take them 13 

inside, and so they went right outside, but there was a question 14 

about whether the boundaries had been placed -- 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In fact, there was a St. Croix working 17 

group who wanted to actually move the boundary so that it would 18 

cover the active spawning sites. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am making a suggestion that the scalar 21 

should be up to 1.7.   22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  From 1.5? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From 1.5. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can even go 1.8, for all purposes, because 28 

the management, the protection, is so significant.  It’s such a 29 

big area protected. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, yes, and there are other areas, like 32 

the coral monuments in St. Thomas and -- It’s not just that. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The entire protection package is so high 35 

that we -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Now, we don’t know whether this is -- I 38 

mean, I presume that there are other aggregations somewhere out 39 

there, but this seems to be having such an incredible impact, 40 

and I think we’ve discussed in this committee before that we’re 41 

seeing larger and more red hind showing up on the east coast of 42 

Puerto Rico as well, which is in the draw area, if you will, to 43 

that aggregation site, and so there seems to be a big potential 44 

for spillover. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Furthermore, there are also area 47 

protections for the juveniles, because St. Thomas and St. John 48 
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both have large areas. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what I am saying.  There is lots of 3 

spatial closures, and not just for the aggregations, but the 4 

species as a whole. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Have we made a decision? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need a decision here.  I was 9 

recommending 1.7, and Reni is saying even higher, but what do 10 

people feel? 11 

 12 

JOE KIMMEL:  Either one is fine with me.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you have to tell me a or b.   15 

 16 

JOHN HOENIG:  What are the two choices? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  1.7 or 1.8, if we’re moving it up from 1.5. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think 1.75 is perfect.   21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  1.75 is fine. 23 

 24 

UNIDENTIFIED:  1.7. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have an average, and we have a 1.7.  27 

Todd, I know we’re splitting hairs here. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just make your call.   30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s split it at 1.75.  All 32 

right.  Let’s take a break. 33 

 34 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 35 

 36 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF BUFFERS 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, the topic is buffers, buffers based on 39 

scientific uncertainty.  The maximum value is 0.9, and we are -- 40 

We have been, obviously, talking about a lot of uncertainty, and 41 

we have had clear cases where we have had variability in that 42 

degree of uncertainty, due to -- We have talked about some of 43 

the issues with St. Croix and underreporting, and we have looked 44 

at some of the issues in Puerto Rico with recreational fishing 45 

on not abundant species tends to have big spikes in those, 46 

depending on random hits for those years. 47 

 48 
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On the other hand, the data collection systems are fairly 1 

similar between islands, and so there ought to be some kind of 2 

starting point where we can say, for Puerto Rico, for example, a 3 

starting point of uncertainty in our information on Species X is 4 

basically the same as Species Y and Species Z, because they were 5 

all collected the same way. 6 

 7 

Now, there will be variations of this, say probably in the 8 

recreational stuff, but there is just a few species, conch, 9 

lobster, red hind, where there is information that would say 10 

that we can go pretty high and have some degree of confidence, 11 

and so there is going to be some cases, I assume, that will 12 

depart from the norm, either up or down, depending on what we’re 13 

looking at, but, overall, there should be some kind of baseline 14 

that we can agree on.  I’m not sure where that would be, but I 15 

would guess that our best cases are going to fit our maximum, 16 

which is 0.9, and we’re down from there. 17 

 18 

I don’t really have a good strawman to even throw out to even 19 

say, okay, what would be a standard degree of uncertainty that 20 

we would like to deal with.  On the one hand, we haven’t done a 21 

check against this issue of -- I lost my thought. 22 

 23 

On the one hand, we haven’t done a check on any of our values 24 

relative to this issue that was raised yesterday or the day 25 

before about are we going to end up with some value that is 26 

three times higher than the catch has ever been reported 27 

historically, and we don’t know that yet, because we have been 28 

working on process, and so there hasn’t been that kind of check 29 

to see if we’ve really screwed up. 30 

 31 

On the other hand, we do want to have some separation between 32 

OFL and, eventually, ACL, because what you really don’t want to 33 

do is exceed the OFL, and so, in some sense, perhaps having a 34 

too-high OFL is okay if it’s buffered appropriately.  Those are 35 

the issues. 36 

 37 

We could probably start out by saying -- Well, I don’t know what 38 

I want to say, other than reiterate that the ones that we’ve 39 

bumped up, because we felt confident there was more information 40 

available, are going to have a higher level of confidence, and 41 

therefore a lower reduction for uncertainty. 42 

 43 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Just a question.  This scientific 44 

uncertainty, we think about this as being just like an issue of 45 

precision, random error, or is it both bias and -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s everything. 48 
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 1 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It’s everything, and so we could just sit 2 

around here and talk about all the numbers are really biased too 3 

low. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I think, if things remain consistent, 6 

then, if there is some kind of systematic bias in the numbers, 7 

then that’s reflected in whatever values come out of process 8 

will reflect that, and they will be consistent with the landings 9 

being reported, and there is perhaps not a problem, but I think 10 

the question is how far up above where we have been do we think 11 

the data will support -- Is that how you’re looking at it? 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I just wanted to restate what you just said, 14 

because we’ve had a lot of discussions about it.  When you talk 15 

about bias in there, it’s directional.  It’s going in one 16 

direction or the other. 17 

 18 

What we have here is a case where the numbers are reduced from 19 

what they were previously, and, given the process that we’ve 20 

done -- What I really want to make the statement here is that we 21 

-- Even in talking about conch and everything else we’ve talked 22 

about, unless we have the exceptions we’re looking at -- The 23 

SSC’s intent is to maintain the current harvest levels.  I mean, 24 

that’s really what we’re doing. 25 

 26 

Anyone that is interpreting these numbers any different and 27 

making the statements that we’re going to get screwed by the SSC 28 

and we’re going to have these massive reductions, it’s not the 29 

case.  The numbers are different, but what we have in there is 30 

to maintain -- Our intent in what we’re doing is to maintain the 31 

current harvest levels, even though those numbers are slightly 32 

different, and I just thought that I would restate that, because 33 

some of the conversations that I’m hearing are people talking 34 

about these numbers dropping and they’re going to be in real 35 

trouble or punishing, and that’s not what anyone at this table 36 

has said, and it’s not what we’re intending to do. 37 

 38 

To bring it back to your question, which I think is a very good 39 

question, I haven’t thought of a clean way of saying this, but 40 

you’re really looking at the uncertainty in the information at 41 

that level.  I don’t think we need to be -- We definitely don’t 42 

want to be correcting for going back up to the different numbers 43 

previously, but we need to be looking at how reliable is that 44 

information. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re dealing with a data-poor situation, 47 

and that would argue that our uncertainty is not low, but we’re 48 
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dealing with an aggregate uncertainty here, and, for something -1 

- Let’s take spiny lobster as a best-case situation.  We argued 2 

this, I think extensively, two meetings ago or three meetings 3 

ago, but the rationale for increasing the catch of lobster, or 4 

allowing the catch of lobsters to increase, because of the 5 

management protections that were already in place that supports 6 

that.  As a consequence, the effort can go up towards that. 7 

 8 

Do we have enough certainty in the data, and so this is not just 9 

landings, but this is looking at the management measures and 10 

it’s looking at the carapace length and frequency distributions 11 

relative to the size limits, et cetera.  Would that be a case 12 

where our uncertainty is at a minimum and would actually be then 13 

a 0.9 factor?  In this case, I think it establishes an upper 14 

level of where we’re willing to go. 15 

 16 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think spiny lobster is a case where 0.9 would be 17 

the appropriate buffer, because that’s the best we can do. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know it’s the best we can do, but there 20 

is the case of is the best we can do 0.8 or -- We could be 21 

ridiculous and say go to 0.3 or something like that, but is our 22 

best case actually a case where we could say 0.9?  I see three 23 

nodding heads there. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think I am looking at this a little 26 

differently.  In the case of Puerto Rico, let’s say, where 27 

you’ve got -- It doesn’t apply to spiny lobster, because -- I am 28 

thinking of it in maybe a slightly bigger picture. 29 

 30 

To limit it to spiny lobster, we’ve got expansion factors, or 31 

corrector factors, on the landings, and so there is that 32 

inherent uncertainty, and that applies across-the-board, and it 33 

doesn’t matter what species it is.  Every commercial species has 34 

got this applied to them. 35 

 36 

I can see where there would be instances where -- There is some 37 

amount of uncertainty that is like baseline, and whether that’s 38 

10 percent, and so making it 90, or 0.9, in the case of spiny 39 

lobsters -- I do agree that some species that are say rare are 40 

going to be more problematic than something that shows up all 41 

the time, where maybe the only uncertainty, or the main source 42 

of uncertainty, will be this expansion factor, or correction 43 

factor, situation.  I don’t know that that’s helped the problem 44 

at all, but that’s sort of where I am coming from. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you made a couple of good points 47 

there, and so let me stand on them.  One is that we are dealing 48 
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with expansion factors in Puerto Rico, both for commercial and 1 

for recreational.   2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On the one hand, you have an established 6 

process for doing that, and so, unless there is a bias that is 7 

leading one way or the other, you are getting a lot of -- Let’s 8 

call it random variation being put in.   9 

 10 

Hopefully those corrections are getting us closer to what the 11 

real landings are, but there is variability that is being 12 

introduced, both in the amount being reported, but the expansion 13 

factors, to me, are more of a random variability type of thing, 14 

which, across the years, should just kind of play out, and so 15 

our calculations of what is happening year-to-year just 16 

incorporate that kind of variability.   17 

 18 

I’m not sure that’s really driving a difference the way a change 19 

in reporting behavior would do, because whatever we’re setting 20 

our ACL at that we’re going to buffer down from is driven by 21 

those same expansion factors, and so everything goes up and down 22 

together, if you will. 23 

 24 

The question would be perhaps the degree of variability around 25 

that and do we need a bigger buffer to make sure that we don’t 26 

randomly trip over the OFL?  Todd. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I guess the assumption without the expansion is 29 

that the current -- This year of data, or this three or four 30 

years of data, that we’re using as our baseline time series 31 

we’re assuming has some level of reporting behavior in there.   32 

 33 

If, next year, that reporting behavior changes, then you end up 34 

with uncertainty in your ability to manage that given level, and 35 

so that’s something that is of concern, because, as you 36 

mentioned before -- Right now, at the level that they’re 37 

reporting for conch, and let me just use that as the example, 38 

we’re looking at a starting point at the highest reported level, 39 

but, if the interpretation in the minds of some is that that is 40 

a reduction in their current harvest levels, which, once again, 41 

it’s not, the response may be to drop their reporting rates down 42 

again. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That is uncertainty.   47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because that’s the change in behavior. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, and so, without the ability to monitor 3 

that over time, there is significant uncertainty in the results 4 

in that change in reporting behavior. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  A couple more things about these correction 7 

factors in Puerto Rico.  I believe, not across-the-board, but, 8 

pretty much, we began -- Our time series begins in 1988 and goes 9 

through 2011, or sometimes 2015. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the new species, it’s 2015. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so the methods for calculating these 14 

expansion factors changed right in the middle of that, and so, 15 

from 1988 to 2002, there was a single island-wide expansion 16 

factor that was calculated, and that was based upon the number 17 

of vessels that were known and the number of vessels that 18 

reported, and I’m not going to remember all the details. 19 

 20 

Now, beginning in 2003, there is an expansion factor for each 21 

coast, north, south, east, and west, and the way it works is, 22 

for those of you unfamiliar, there will be a team that goes out 23 

of port samplers, and they go out and they will pick a fishing 24 

center, or a landings site, and a date, and they sample 25 

everybody that comes in.  They weigh all the fish, and they get 26 

the information about the vessel or the fishermen, and they do 27 

this species-specific. 28 

 29 

Then they look to see that, well, on that date and from that 30 

place, how many logbook reports did we get and what’s the ratio 31 

there, but that is not looked at on a species-specific basis.  32 

Then all of this is sort of collapsed, and you get an expansion 33 

factor, or a correction factor, as they call it, for the coast 34 

for the year.  For all species, there is one number. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When did that change? 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That changed in 2003.  They went to coast-wide 39 

and a different -- 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Pretty much exactly halfway through. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Exactly. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the late 1990s, there was a boycott of 46 

reporting by certain areas of the fishery in the southwest. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and, as Todd was saying, if one segment 1 

of the fishery improves its reporting, those landings are still 2 

affected by the expansion factors, and we’ve been told that, in 3 

recent years, there’s been an increase, or better reporting, 4 

among the lobster fishermen, for example, but that one expansion 5 

factor, or those four expansion factors, depending on where they 6 

are, are still applied, and so you have something for the 7 

fishing community overall, but, if sectors within that are 8 

reporting at a higher or less rate, that expansion factor may or 9 

may not truly reflect what’s going on in their sector.  That’s 10 

just something to keep in mind, and I don’t know how we deal 11 

with that exactly, but it does, in my mind, enter some 12 

uncertainty. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nelson.  15 

 16 

NELSON CRESPO:  The problem with the correction factor is we 17 

don’t have enough port samplers for sampling, in our case.  I 18 

see a port sampler once a month, and that is not going to 19 

provide a stable correction factor.  There’s no way. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, there are some questions that -- I mean, 22 

we haven’t -- We have reviewed the methods a little bit in 23 

recent years at the Miami Lab, but not a thorough review.  That 24 

was done back in the early 2000s, which led to that new method 25 

of getting those correction factors, but it may well be time for 26 

another review, but this is the information we have right now.  27 

That’s just some background of where those numbers are coming 28 

from. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  I just wanted to hearken back say to our initial 31 

discussions of the way we intended the control rule to function, 32 

and it’s gone through a number of iterations, but, the way we 33 

initially intended the control rule to function is something 34 

like that the adaptive management methodology, where, if you 35 

have expert opinion that the stock can handle additional fishing 36 

pressure, you would allow expansion of the fishery.  If you 37 

think the stock can’t handle that current level or is in fact 38 

experiencing overfishing, you would reduce fishing pressure.   39 

 40 

I think, with the interaction of the scalars and buffers, we 41 

need to be aware that we’re still preserving the intent of the 42 

control rule, if you see what I mean, because I can envision 43 

certain situations where using a high buffer -- Even though you 44 

thought the fishery could expand, you’re still going to 45 

recommend an ACL that might actually reduce effort and trigger 46 

accountability measures, and that wasn’t really the intention.   47 

 48 
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Just keep that all in mind when we’re actually doing these 1 

calculations.  It should work as intended, and it can still be 2 

modified, if need be, if it doesn’t produce the results that you 3 

intended.  The reality is that our uncertainty is high, but you 4 

still -- There was still an intent to this control rule that I 5 

feel that you should preserve. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would say -- Let me just play with 8 

numbers.  Going back to our medium species, where the 9 

application of the scalar goes to that 75
th
 percentile, which 10 

should be kind of average above the mean, although we saw a case 11 

where it didn’t, that would mean the difference between that 75
th
 12 

percentile and the current ACL, for the species that’s kind of 13 

middle-of-the-road and we don’t have much information about it 14 

or whatever, the buffer is almost going to get us back to where 15 

we were.   16 

 17 

That’s kind of the scale of buffering that we’re talking about, 18 

and I’m not sure what that is, because one is a mean and one is 19 

a percentile, but it depends on how variable the data is as to 20 

what the differences are there, but, if it was normally 21 

distributed, we’re talking -- 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  That particular response wouldn’t concern me if 24 

we are talking about our moderate susceptibility and moderate 25 

productivity stocks. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s what we’re talking about. 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  Then you might say the current landings are -- 30 

That we’re going to say that they’re appropriate.  That might be 31 

a rational thing.  I am more concerned about if we say they’re 32 

high productivity and low susceptibility.  We don’t want to -- 33 

Then you might think the stock could withstand more 34 

exploitation. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  We wouldn’t want to use a buffer that actually 39 

ratchets it down below the current landings.  That would be 40 

counter to the intent of the control rule when we put it 41 

together. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For something that was normally 44 

distributed, the 75
th
 percentile would fall how much above the 45 

mean?  Then that’s kind of the basic buffer we’re looking for 46 

that would get a moderately-susceptible species more or less 47 

back to where it is now. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you guys good with normal distribution?   4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can do it. 6 

 7 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Are you, within this meeting, going to throw 8 

a species out there with numbers on it, to see what it looks 9 

like, or are we going to wait for the council to do that?  When 10 

you get all your buffers and numbers and everything, are you 11 

going to throw a species in there and see what comes out of it? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was hoping to be maybe in Argentina when 14 

we do that.  We’ll see where we are tomorrow. 15 

 16 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we need to -- There is a check we 19 

would like to do about are there any outliers that we went too -20 

- That we obviously went way too high on or we obviously went 21 

way too low on, given what we know, but the too high one is 22 

obviously looking at here is the highest historical catch, or 23 

maybe that’s not a good idea, but that would be a check that we 24 

might want to make. 25 

 26 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Another question is pertaining to -- I 27 

remember at a council meeting that I mentioned, and I believe 28 

Tony Blanchard also talked about it, but separating -- Since 29 

we’re starting these new IBFMPs, separating red hind from St. 30 

Thomas. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s all island-based. 33 

 34 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  No, but, for St. Thomas, separating the red 35 

hind from the other groupers. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, red hind, we have -- I don’t remember 38 

how many grouper groups we have, but red hind is -- 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Coney and graysby and -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Red hind is with rock hind, I believe. 43 

 44 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  Cool. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is what 99 percent of your catch is 47 

going to be, or even higher, is red hind. 48 
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 1 

VANCE VICENTE:  That’s the indicator species? 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s the indicator species. 4 

 5 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That’s almost like lobster.  They’re really 6 

healthy.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which is why we had that discussion before 9 

the break of bumping it up even higher. 10 

 11 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The short answer would be a 25th percentile, 14 

right, in a normal distribution, but that’s not -- In terms of 15 

standard deviation. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think the problem with trying to get a general 18 

rule is that it’s going to depend on the actual mean and 19 

standard deviation on each of your species. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  The problem would be different for each species, 24 

and that’s not really -- 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it shouldn’t. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  The catch series and the different 75
th
 29 

percentile and the standard deviation of each series is 30 

different, and so there can’t be a general rule describing the 31 

buffer you would need.  There’s a general mathematical rule, but 32 

it will produce a different result in each case. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’re talking about a percent 35 

reduction, and so is there a general -- I mean, if it was 36 

normally distributed, are we talking about a 25
th
 percentile 37 

reduction to get from 75 to 50, which would be the median in a 38 

normal distribution?  That wouldn’t be a 25 percent reduction in 39 

the actual value of the landings.  Whatever that OFL is, that’s 40 

not equal to a 25 percent reduction.  It’s something obviously 41 

much less than that, because it’s normally distributed.  I guess 42 

it’s kind of what percentage of -- 43 

 44 

SHANNON CALAY:  If you do it that way, I suppose you could do 45 

that scalar -- The 0.9, for example, you can do it on the 46 

percentile.  That’s not really the way we’ve thought about it, 47 

and I don’t know what the implications would be, right off the 48 
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top of my head.  For example, if you were saying the OFL is two 1 

times the 75
th
 percentile --  2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would work, because it’s multiplication 4 

straight across. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  You could do a 10 percent reduction to the 7 

percentile, but -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s doing a total 10 percent to the 10 

whole thing, but we could multiply it straight across.  The 75
th
 11 

percentile -- You have to go back and see what that percentile 12 

is.  You can’t do it on the actual number, the pounds number.  13 

You have to go back and say, okay, if we’re reducing by 10 14 

percent, we have to go back and calculate what the sixty-eight-15 

and-a-half percentile is, and that would be the number, or 16 

something like that, which is inconvenient, although 17 

straightforward.  Did you follow that? 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think I followed the intent, if not all of it 20 

entirely. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, that is an excellent way of understanding 23 

where I’m at, too.  I know what you want to do, but I didn’t 24 

understand the steps. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s say we wanted to have a 10 percent 27 

reduction, but we’re applying the -- Since you’re multiplying 28 

this by this by this, it doesn’t make a difference where you put 29 

that 10 percent reduction.  If you say you’re at the 75
th
 30 

percentile, and you want to reduce that down 10 percent, that’s 31 

7.5 from 75, which is 67.5, I guess, and so that’s the 32 

percentile that we would actually multiply the scalar by to get 33 

the final ABC. 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  You want to reduce from the OFL by 10 percent?  36 

That’s what you’re looking at? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I was looking -- Because the actual 39 

number is going to vary for every species. 40 

 41 

WALTER KEITHLY:  What actual number? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The pounds. 44 

 45 

WALTER KEITHLY:  The pounds.  Okay. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so there is no -- I am trying to 48 
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get to the question of how do we get -- If the goal is to say 1 

your ordinary and not too susceptible and not very resistant and 2 

not highly productive and not low productive species -- If the 3 

intent is to make sure that we’re not knocking that down and 4 

more or less where it is now, then we’re already raising that to 5 

the 75
th
 percentile, and the standard reduction would get that 6 

basically back down to the mean, which is where we are now, 7 

which is, in a normal distribution, the 50
th
 percentile. 8 

 9 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I see what you’re trying to do. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If there is a way to say, okay -- The only 12 

way that I can think of to do that would be to say it’s a 13 

reduction down to the 50
th
 percentile, and then we have to 14 

calculate that for every species, where it’s much more 15 

understandable for everybody if you’re actually doing the pound 16 

approach and saying this is what it is and now it’s coming down 17 

to that, but I am trying to come up with what level are we 18 

really talking about, on average, that would get us there.  Of 19 

course, a lot of these fisheries are not normally distributed.   20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say, as an exercise, do one.  We’ve 22 

got to start somewhere. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have a good group two susceptibility 25 

species? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do we have a what? 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s look at Puerto Rico and group two 30 

species.  There is only one that’s a two, and that’s misty 31 

grouper.  We don’t even have an example of -- Misty grouper 32 

landings are not going to be high, and so that’s probably not 33 

going to be a -- 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about yellowtail snapper and that 36 

group, the yellowtail snapper and the white grunt? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the single species or 39 

indicator species for a group. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s fine.  Are we looking at 42 

susceptibility or total score?  We’re looking at susceptibility, 43 

and so yellowtail snapper is perfect.  Let’s go look at 44 

yellowtail snapper.  45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What do you want to look at the 47 

landings of yellowtail snapper for? 48 



391 

 

 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I want to look at the landings of 2 

yellowtail snapper during the reference period and calculate the 3 

75
th
 percentile. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is that all of Snapper Unit 5, or is that just 6 

yellowtail? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get rid of 1983 through 1987 and 2005 9 

and the recent years as well. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Through 2011? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s correct, yes.  Then we want the 75th 14 

percentile. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The 75th percentile, and so if you copy that and 17 

then rank them, right?  That’s what we’re really talking about.  18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So it’s 353,223. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need a rule on this.  Are we going to 22 

interpolate the percentile or take the one that’s the next 23 

highest? 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is it a strict percentile or is it the rank, 26 

whichever one comes out as the 75
th
? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s whatever is above the 75th, unless it 29 

hits it exactly. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So that would be the -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You math people, is that how you do it, or 34 

do you interpolate? 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  Are we going to make a hard rule? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We want to make sure that, whatever we’re 39 

doing, we use the same thing here. 40 

 41 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I would use the interpolation. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Because you’re going to get fewer numbers once 48 
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you get to the Virgin Islands.  You have fewer years. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That would be multiplied by A1, and 3 

that would be our OFL.  What is the mean for that same period? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  303,833. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  What’s the difference between 8 

those two?   9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  49,390. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then you want to divide that by the 75th 13 

percentile.   14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  14. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So that’s a 14 percent reduction.  That 18 

gets it right back to -- As an example.  This is a species that 19 

we have a lot of data on, and so there is probably going to be 20 

less variability relative to the species that is infrequently 21 

caught and might be multiplied up and down a little bit more, 22 

higher in terms of the percentage.  Jocelyn first and then 23 

Nelson. 24 

 25 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just one other thing I would note is, when 26 

you’re recommending the ABC, obviously, to the council, and then 27 

they have a further buffer that they can apply for management 28 

uncertainty. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 31 

 32 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  So we shouldn’t try to back-calculate what 33 

we would want the ACL to be, because there are additional 34 

buffers that could be applied. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a good point. 37 

 38 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Then we’re also wondering about -- We have 39 

the control rule set up in a way, obviously, where you’re 40 

setting up the overfishing limit and then buffering down to ABC, 41 

but, if you’re just trying to come up with having the mean of 42 

the landings be the ABC, then you might be able to have a 43 

simpler control rule. 44 

 45 

I am just wondering what the reasoning would be, if it’s just 46 

sort of back-calculation, for what the buffer might be or just 47 

how we’re going to be looking at the way this is set up and 48 
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apply this in a way that is consistent with this or if the 1 

intent would be to try to change the control rule to something 2 

simpler. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I think we’re not trying to use this 5 

to say what our buffers should be.  I think we’re trying to get 6 

an idea of where the range of values that we should be thinking 7 

about fall to scale how we’re thinking about buffers in terms of 8 

high variability versus low variability, and so I think your 9 

point about getting it back is getting it back past ACL, and so 10 

we need to be ready for that as well.  Nelson. 11 

 12 

NELSON CRESPO:  That is a 14 percent reduction from the ACL? 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.   17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why didn’t we multiply by the scalar, the 19 

75
th
 percentile?  The 75

th
 percentile of the reference period, why 20 

didn’t we multiply it by the scalar? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The scalar is 0.5 times two, which is one.  23 

That gets you right back to -- 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In this example. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, in this example. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I thought that the scalar was 30 

something higher than that. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is if you’re at a three or a 2.5. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  What is it then for yellowtail 35 

snapper?  What is the scalar?  Is it one? 36 

 37 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, one. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re automatically moving up from your 40 

baseline from a mean to that 75
th
 percentile. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, and I see why now. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but the question is how far are we 45 

moving down to allow for uncertainty without -- This is a case 46 

where I think the resilience of the species is such that the 47 

current level of fishing is not -- I don’t think there’s any 48 
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evidence that it’s damaging the stock, and so you don’t want to 1 

end up getting it lower than we already are, because that 2 

doesn’t fit what we know. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  Frankly, this is an unexpected complication. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think that we’re at the point now where, to 9 

preserve the intended function of the control rule, we may 10 

actually have to suggest some simplifications or revisions to 11 

it, because I don’t think that this buffer functions the way we 12 

had really -- Well, it doesn’t function, in all cases, the way 13 

we had intended it to. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it could be that the buffer functions 16 

specifically in a different way in Tier 4 than it does for the 17 

other tiers. 18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  Correct.  Exactly right.  That’s exactly right, 20 

and so one way to handle it is -- There are a variety of ways.  21 

If this group wants to preserve definitions of both OFL and ABC, 22 

then one way to handle it would be to say that the ABC is equal 23 

to the 75
th
 percentile times the scalar and then say the OFL is 24 

10 percent higher or some such value, and that preserves some 25 

sort of buffer between OFL and ABC that’s not really based on 26 

scientific uncertainty, but the reality is that we can’t 27 

quantify scientific uncertainty in this case. 28 

 29 

Another way to handle it would be to rewrite it as like a three-30 

tiered control rule, where you have cases where you think the 31 

fishery can sustain additional fishing, and I’m not -- We would 32 

use similar language to what we have here, in which case you 33 

would maybe just multiply the mean times the scalar, or the 75
th
 34 

percentile times the scalar.   35 

 36 

Then we would have to have essentially a -- If you think the 37 

stock can sustain additional fishing pressure, you would make 38 

sure that you’re allowing additional landings, a higher ABC, 39 

and, for a moderate, you would make sure that it was essentially 40 

equal to the recent landings period, but no multiplier.  Then, a 41 

case where you think the stock needs to be a reduced, or not the 42 

stock, but the landings.  43 

 44 

We can talk about this as homework, and I don’t know that I can 45 

come up with a rational solution right now, but, currently, my 46 

fear is that, given the many different features of this control 47 

rule that were not necessarily predictable when we wrote it, and 48 
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there are values of the buffer that don’t -- It seems 1 

inconsistent with our intention.   2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I think what we’re facing is the 4 

situation where either we don’t have enough separation between 5 

OFL and ABC and that we’ll be bumping up against OFLs, which is 6 

not the intent, or that our ACLs go below where they are now for 7 

species where that clearly should not happen. 8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  So something is wrong, maybe. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The gap between units in the scalar system 12 

is too high.  It’s too large.  It’s too big.  The difference 13 

between three and two is just gigantic, and that’s how I see it. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Jocelyn, did you have your hand up? 16 

 17 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  I did, but -- 18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  I mean, you could write it -- I think you could 20 

justify it pretty simple by an ABC control rule, given that the 21 

state of information is poor, and it could be something more 22 

like a harvest policy, where you say, if you think the stock can 23 

handle more fishing pressure, we allow a 20 percent increase and 24 

making that in the rule.   25 

 26 

We were willing to allow a more substantial increase, in certain 27 

situations, the Science Center was.  You could write something 28 

simpler like that, but maybe we need to regroup and propose 29 

language tomorrow morning. 30 

 31 

Another way to do it is, as Bill said, just set the buffer to 32 

one, but then you’ve got no buffer between OFL and ABC, and that 33 

may not be an outcome that produces desirable results.  I don’t 34 

know, but then it triggers accountability measures and a 35 

recovery plan at the same time, a rebuilding plan. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We don’t want to do that. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We do not want to do that. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  We could do something more simplifying, where 44 

the ABC is, for example, the 65
th
 percentile times the scalar, 45 

and that’s really simplistic, and it won’t necessarily produce a 46 

wide-enough buffer.  Honestly, I don’t know what to recommend at 47 

this time that’s going to be robust to all of the complications 48 
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that we have discovered.  Is it possible that 0.9 is robust and 1 

can -- Certainly some values will not produce -- 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But, at that point, we’re just tinkering with 4 

the numbers so that it gets us a result that we think we can 5 

live with as opposed to what we said here, which is scientific 6 

uncertainty.  Now, is that always going to be 10 percent?  I 7 

don’t know. 8 

 9 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, of course it won’t be. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Exactly, and so I think you’re right.  I think 12 

we’re not going to necessarily solve this on the fly.  13 

Unfortunately, we’ve gotten this far and now we’re discovering 14 

the consequences, because I do want to -- I mean, we want to 15 

have a -- If we’re going to call the buffer scientific 16 

uncertainty, then we want to come up with a reasonable estimate 17 

of that, and I don’t know that we can even do that, but I don’t 18 

think we want to engineer it so that the buffer is something 19 

that we can live with, so that the ABC is something we can live 20 

with. 21 

 22 

I mean, we want an ABC that we think is appropriate, that 23 

incorporates scientific uncertainty and that incorporates the 24 

scalar, if we’re sticking with this language.  If we think that 25 

-- We could get there, because we could make the OFL a lot 26 

higher, but do we believe that the OFL ought to be, for example, 27 

higher than any of the reported landings? 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  The Gulf Council tried this too, and the Gulf 30 

Council ended up with OFL is two standard deviations above the 31 

mean and ABC is one standard deviation above the mean for those 32 

stocks that they felt could handle additional fishing pressure. 33 

 34 

There, in situations where the landings series is highly 35 

variable, that can also produce ABC estimates even that are 36 

substantially higher than any observed historical catch, and so 37 

that was not a solution either. 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But that’s the way they went. 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s the way they went, but that’s still not -42 

-  43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is quite likely the case when you look at 45 

the recreational landings in Puerto Rico.  It could easily 46 

happen that way, because of the high variability in that.  It 47 

might be less likely so in the Virgin Islands. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  A possible way is to say OFL is essentially the 2 

highest catch during the reference period or during the 3 

historical period and say that ABC is the 75
th
 percentile. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That works for Puerto Rico, but it wouldn’t 6 

work for the Virgin Islands, because we don’t have the species-7 

specific data going back far enough to say here’s what really 8 

historical catches for those indicator species, or single 9 

species, would look like. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  All right.  Then I think we need to put our 12 

heads together and propose an alternative.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, right now -- 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’ve got ten minutes to sort this out. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or we say we break, but there is homework 19 

assignments to actually think about this.   20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I was joking. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So was I. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I think is that the jumps are huge in 26 

the scalar setup that we have right now.  I mean, for example, 27 

for the dorado, they are going to be gigantically over 28 

historical catches, or in the case of lobster.   29 

 30 

Then, when you go back just one dial before, that is way down.  31 

It’s like the steps are just too drastic.  We need more fine-32 

tuning in this application of scalars, which I don’t know what 33 

the real biological meaning of them are, but we are artificially 34 

assigning these mathematical things to our biological signals, 35 

and it’s difficult.  In fact, in my opinion, it’s almost 36 

arbitrary.  We are trying to --  37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay, and so maybe we need homework assignments 39 

then. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I just want to have some idea of what we 42 

have to work with tomorrow, and who is leaving early besides 43 

Joe? 44 

 45 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I am leaving at 11:00. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so we can continue.  You 48 
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will be the first ones that we’ll be asking about the results of 1 

your homework assignments.  Jocelyn. 2 

 3 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just for the record, what is the concern 4 

with changing the process and trying to come up with an 5 

alternative?  What are we looking to solve with new language or 6 

what’s the problem that --  7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I will second the question.  I am a little 9 

confused. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, speaking from the perspective of the 12 

Science Center, we drafted the initial proposal of this control 13 

rule.  It was then reviewed by the SSC, and it is your control 14 

rule now to do with as you like. 15 

 16 

However, when we initially drafted the control rule, the 17 

intention of Tier 4a was to represent those stocks that we had 18 

expert judgment that overfishing was unlikely, and that language 19 

has since been modified.  The intention was that, in those cases 20 

where overfishing was unlikely, you would allow the fisheries to 21 

expand, with some reasonable limit, and that the buffer would 22 

just be essentially -- Allow some buffer between ABC and OFL to 23 

prevent that overfishing designation due to random variations, 24 

et cetera. 25 

 26 

Then, in 4b, the intention was to include those stocks that you 27 

thought overfishing was likely, let’s say, and we have changed 28 

that language, and, for those stocks, the intention was to 29 

decrease the ACL, to reduce effort. 30 

 31 

The concern is not that we have modified the language such that 32 

likelihood to overfishing is no longer being directly 33 

considered, but now what we’re left with is a system where, in 34 

Tier 4a, with certain reasonable mathematical assignments to 35 

scalar and buffers, we could end up in a situation where you’re 36 

applying a reduction, and that was really not the intention. 37 

 38 

The intention was for 4a to actually increase ACL and not to 39 

decrease it, and so it isn’t functioning the way now that we 40 

envisioned it.  It is your ABC control rule, however, and so I 41 

guess my recommendation would be -- If you’re going to leave it 42 

in this configuration, maybe you just get rid of 4b entirely. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So the problem is the scalar, period. 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  The problem is either the scalar or the buffer.  47 

Either the buffer needs to be eliminated or the scalar needs to 48 
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be reconsidered, most likely. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s happening, basically, is, if we just 3 

take this example, is that we have a cap at 0.9, and that 14 4 

percent, which would be an 86 percent, 0.86, application, gets 5 

you back down to the mean without applying the management 6 

uncertainty, which means, if you do that, you’re already below 7 

for a species that shouldn’t be there, and so you have a 0.04 8 

range between high certainty and a middle-of-the-road thing, and 9 

that’s not enough room to make sure that you’re treating the 10 

stocks to be where they should be or that you have sufficient 11 

room between your OFL and ABC that you’re not smacking against 12 

the OFL every time you hit the ACL. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  At one point, I remember that you said, 15 

instead of using 0.5, we could use 0.6.  Do you remember?  I 16 

think it was for the spiny lobster, and I think that’s probably 17 

a good way of dealing with the scalar effect for 4a species. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if you blow them up higher, it gives 20 

you more range to bring them back down. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, that’s exactly what we need here. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Once again, we can -- It’s really easy to play 25 

with numbers and get them wherever we want.   26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what we’re doing, Todd. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, it’s not.  That’s why I am wondering why -- 30 

The scalar, in this case -- We’re separating OFL from ABC, and 31 

does anyone disagree that we have to do that?  Is there any 32 

argument for setting them -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we have to do it. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We have to have a buffer, and so that component 37 

in there is critical, due to we don’t want to exceed and go into 38 

an overfishing, and so we need that buffer in there for 39 

scientific uncertainty and to protect the fisheries from getting 40 

in both of those cases. 41 

 42 

Our starting point for that OFL then needs to be at a level that 43 

is reasonable, given the existing time series of data, and so 44 

Reni said we’ve got to jump from three to two, and he thought 45 

the scalar was different, and the way that scalar was derived 46 

was from using the direct scores from the PSA. 47 

 48 
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It’s very easy to translate that PSA into a different scoring 1 

system, but, by going to 0.6, you’re taking a median animal and 2 

you are bumping them all up in some way, and so I’m just saying 3 

that I think the answer in this, the simplest answer in this, 4 

would be to revisit just the scalar in some way. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the first -- I think so, but, going 7 

back to the point that you just made, the initial rationale for 8 

going back to the 0.5 was looking at that middle group and 9 

saying we don’t want to extend that beyond kind of where it is, 10 

because there was no real good justification for saying they 11 

could really handle more fishing, but there is no justification 12 

for saying it should be cut back down. 13 

 14 

When we’re talking about 0.5 gets us to a value of one for those 15 

middle species, and that gets us to the 75
th
 percentile, we were 16 

thinking the buffers eventually would bring the ACL back down to 17 

about where it is now, or maybe a little higher, but certainly 18 

hopefully not lower. 19 

 20 

Now we’re finding that perhaps our room to put the buffer in to 21 

make that happen is too narrow, and then we’re going to hit the 22 

OFL.  We’re going to hit the OFL, and, if we do go up to a 0.6, 23 

it moves everything up, but it allows us a range of buffer to 24 

bring things back down again, but we’ve got that separation.  It 25 

is getting back to the question of the easiest thing to do is to 26 

just deal with the scalar, but how is another story. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s one of the two.  It’s the scalar or the 75th 29 

percentile. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, yes.   32 

 33 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  We do just want to make sure that, when we 34 

look at the scalars and we look at the overfishing limit, we’re 35 

thinking about can it handle -- When do we think that it will be 36 

experiencing overfishing, and, in terms of additional catch and 37 

ACLs, is there a management measure that the OFL really should 38 

be -- At least we need to think about it, when we think 39 

overfishing will be occurring, and that’s why you want a buffer 40 

for it if you are uncertain about that, but that might argue in 41 

favor of, well, given the state of the data, you could 42 

potentially increase it for all, so that you could account for 43 

the uncertainty in the data in a different way.   44 

 45 

Perhaps, if you were accounting for the uncertainty already, you 46 

would just -- It may make more sense to account for it in 47 

setting the buffer in that way.  You could just say, well, we 48 
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may just make it a little bit higher, but we can now adjust for 1 

that uncertainty in the buffer. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  In the U.S. Caribbean at least, the action is 4 

mostly in your ACL designation, because that’s what triggers the 5 

accountability measures, and that’s what triggers fishery 6 

management, and that’s what triggers closures, et cetera.   7 

 8 

The overfishing limit, yes, it triggers an overfishing 9 

designation, but then you’re in a rebuilding plan, where I don’t 10 

know -- I don’t know how severe the initial measures are, and 11 

maybe someone can answer that for me, how severe -- If you do 12 

trigger that OFL, how much more severe is that than triggering 13 

the accountability measures?  That would help us understand what 14 

kind of a buffer might be desirable. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, administratively, it’s a pain, 17 

because you’re going to have to come up with an approved 18 

recovery plan. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We don’t want that designation on the fishery 21 

too, just even from the administrative aspect, but the 22 

repercussions of that moving forward, and I don’t know what they 23 

are, but it’s going to get labeled as on a rebuilding plan.  24 

Once it’s in a rebuilding plan, there is not anyone in the world 25 

who could look at that and say the fisheries are healthy. 26 

 27 

I am sorry, but I tuned out when you were doing your derivation, 28 

and that’s really where I should have been paying attention.  29 

You used the yellowtail example, and you calculated from there. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yellowtail was a two susceptibility score, 32 

and so it’s one of those middle things that should kind of come 33 

back to where it was. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Did another one get done? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and so the 75
th
 percentile of the species 40 

that we have the largest amount of data from is going to be 41 

closer to the mean than any other species that has more 42 

variability in the data. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Probably. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So you’re looking at the one where this is going 47 

to be most problematic for what we’ve set up.  I am sorry that I 48 
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tuned out, but I just thought this was really simple and you 1 

were going through an explanation. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  Do you want to look at this with different 4 

scalars and see if it performs -- 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, I mean, how many species and how many time 7 

series are we responsible for, 300? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Hold on.  We’ve done indicators, and so the 10 

number is way down. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You know what I’m saying though.  It’s a lot.  As 13 

you said, this is the one that has the most information, and so 14 

your curve is going to be pretty tight on that. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’re forgetting something here.  This may be a 19 

problem for other species, but one thing we’re forgetting here 20 

is how much yellowtail snapper is caught in the recreational 21 

fishery?  This is commercial, right?  This is all commercial 22 

data, and so we’re not even done with this one yet.  I don’t 23 

know how that will change things, if at all, but -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought that yellowtail was actually 26 

fairly abundant. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would think so. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the variability probably isn’t as great, 31 

but -- 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Anyway, we’re only halfway through even this 34 

first example, which doesn’t mean that it won’t be a problem for 35 

other species, and so I’m not saying that we don’t have 36 

something to think about here, but we’re not quite done with the 37 

first example. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  You can’t just use a case study. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, you can’t do that either.  You need a rule. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  You need something that you’ve actually examined 44 

the variability, and so you have to look at -- You have to 45 

basically look at the mean and variance and then look at what 46 

scalar actually achieves what we were intending to achieve.   47 

 48 
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We could make an assumption that the buffer can’t be less than 1 

0.5, and I might be able to figure out tonight how the scalar 2 

would operate, so that it doesn’t reduce the effort of fisheries 3 

that we intended to increase. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Someone that is not as rusty at coding as me 6 

could look at distributions and look at the 75
th
 percentile given 7 

different standard deviations for those distributions. 8 

 9 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Look at a buffer of 0.9, 0.8, and 0.7 and the 12 

mean, and just do a quick simulation that says, given a normal 13 

distribution at these variability levels, multiplied by these 14 

different buffers, how many times are we ending up at or near 15 

the mean?   16 

 17 

That way, you would at least theoretically get a sense of a 18 

procedure.  I am just surprised.  I tuned out, because -- I am 19 

surprised that this -- When I think of the science here, I think 20 

we’re going up here, and then we’re buffering down a little bit, 21 

and it shouldn’t be a problem. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, which is the cause of consternation 24 

right now. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, and it’s what everyone thought. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  That is what everyone thought.   29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That was the intent. 31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, that was the intent. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am not sure why we’ve got diverted from this, 35 

other than what potential on-the-fly in front of everyone that -36 

- 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think we did it.  We worked through an 39 

example, and that’s where we ended up, with not the expectation.   40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  It’s after five.   42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  Well, this will be fun for me, but I will 44 

try. 45 

 46 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on December 7, 2017.) 47 

 48 
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 2 

December 8, 2017 3 

 4 

FRIDAY 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, Friday morning, December 8, 2017, and was 11 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started.  Welcome, everybody, to 14 

day five, the last day, of our December SSC meeting.  I know 15 

we’re all anxious to finish up and get out of here, and so we’ll 16 

do the roll call.  Walter. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 19 

 20 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, SSC. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC. 27 

 28 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, SSC. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 33 

staff. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 36 

 37 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC. 38 

 39 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Julian Magras, DAP Chair, St. Thomas/St. John. 40 

 41 

NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, DAP Chair, Puerto Rico. 42 

 43 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 44 

 45 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Jocelyn D’Ambrosio, NOAA Office of General 46 

Counsel. 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Shannon Calay, Southeast Fisheries Science 1 

Center. 2 

 3 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, Council Chair. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Online, you have Bill Arnold, who sent 6 

an email yesterday that he forgot to say Happy Holidays to 7 

everyone when he left. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, Bill. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And you have Sarah from the Regional 12 

Office also. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yesterday, I opened up the discussion on 15 

buffers to account for scientific uncertainty, and we found that 16 

we had kind of boxed ourselves in, in terms of not really having 17 

a range of values to put that uncertainty in and still meet what 18 

our objectives were in developing these.  Then we had sort of 19 

homework assignments to go think about how we get out of that, 20 

and Shannon informed me that she has worked up something to 21 

illustrate some points on this. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  What I did is really just a tool that’s going to 24 

show us the current behavior of the Tier 4a and also allow us 25 

maybe to attack some solutions to the issue.  Basically, if you 26 

look at this data table, I have got the catch, which is just, in 27 

this case, 100,000 pounds. 28 

 29 

It turns out that the way -- Well, let me just go on.  I have a 30 

CV, which I allowed to range from 0.5 to one.  I am calculating 31 

a standard deviation, and I have the catch at a specified 32 

percentile.  In this case, it’s the 75
th
 percentile, assuming a 33 

normal distribution with the CV with a standard deviation, as 34 

expressed here. 35 

 36 

I’ve got scalars, in this case ranging from two to one, because 37 

this is Tier 4a that I am exploring, and buffers from 0.9 to 0.5 38 

in the table.  The computed OFL, which in this case is -- It’s 39 

the catch at the 75
th
 percentile times the scalar, and then our 40 

ABC is times the buffer, and so it’s the OFL times the buffer. 41 

 42 

Basically, in this column, what I’ve got is just a zero or a one 43 

to indicate whether the ABC is above or below the mean of the 44 

reference period.  If it’s a zero, that means it’s above.  If 45 

it’s a one, it’s below, and so I’m just trying to see when it 46 

happens that our ABC is actually below the mean of the reference 47 

period, given our current specification, and this percent change 48 
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column is just -- This 86, for example, means it’s 86 percent 1 

above the mean catch during the reference period.  Your ABC is 2 

86 percent above the average of the reference period. 3 

 4 

Now, I can prove it to you if you want, or you can just take my 5 

word for it and play with it later, but, because I have set this 6 

up on a CV, the results are not sensitive to what you put in for 7 

mean catch, and so the behavior of the ABC control rule is not 8 

sensitive to the mean catch.  It is sensitive to the standard 9 

deviation of the mean, the standard deviation of the 10 

distribution. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  How is the CV, or the standard deviation, entering 13 

into this? 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it’s both in the calculation of the 75th 16 

percentile -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How far above the mean would the 75
th
 19 

percentile -- 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Because we are calculating OFL on the basis of 22 

the 75
th
 percentile, it enters into it. 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  You’re just talking the distribution of the 75th 25 

percentile. 26 

 27 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly.  All right.  So it does behave the way 32 

that Rich was alluding to yesterday, where if you -- 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, a quick question.  An hour or two from 35 

now, I might be able to answer this in my brain, but, if you 36 

change that mean value for catch, does the behavior change? 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, the behavior doesn’t change, and I can show 39 

you that once I walk you through it. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I’m sure you played with it, but I just wanted to 42 

make sure that I could scratch that out of my brain.  Thank you. 43 

 44 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  All right.  This is just a pivot table of 45 

that information that I just walked through, and so now I’ve got 46 

-- This is the scalar you’re applying from one to two, and this 47 

is the buffer you might apply from 0.5 to 0.9.  Add a CV of 0.1, 48 
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and this is how this behaves, and so you would -- Wherever there 1 

is a one here, that means that your ABC is going to be lower 2 

than the mean of the reference period, and so it occurs a great 3 

deal of the time when you apply a scalar as low as 0.5.  Does 4 

everybody understand that plot? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and, before we go further, where are 7 

the ACLs currently set?  Is the ABCs that were set at the mean, 8 

and the ACLs were slightly below that? 9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  Right, and so, if everybody understands 11 

this, I will just move down and show you that, as your CV gets 12 

larger, you actually have a fuller range of buffers you can use, 13 

and so, like if your CV is as high as 0.5, you see this happens 14 

less often that your ABC is lower than the mean.  That’s because 15 

the CV shows you how much distance there is between the mean and 16 

the 75
th
 percentile. 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  Shannon, I have a question.  That’s the 19 

coefficient of variation of what, between what parameters? 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it’s just computed as standard deviation 22 

over the mean, and so I could have expressed it as a standard 23 

deviation. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Analytically, what she’s doing is, instead of 26 

putting a time series of data and calculating how variable it is 27 

from year to year to year, she’s using a single value of 100,000 28 

pounds and sets the mean.  Then, by specifying the standard 29 

deviation, it’s saying if this is highly variable or not so 30 

variable. 31 

 32 

VANCE VICENTE:  Okay. 33 

 34 

Todd GEDAMKE:  Yesterday, when we were looking at those two 35 

species, they were ones that we had lots of data with, and so 36 

the standard deviation would be expected to be much lower than 37 

some of the other species, which puts you in the upper plot 38 

there, which is a low standard deviation, which means that 39 

you’re going to be below your mean in more cases, given the 40 

better information you have, which is weirdly perverse, in some 41 

way, because you end up with the crappiest information and 42 

you’re going to end up with more ability to stay above your 43 

mean.  I will let you finish the logic, before I take this to -- 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am almost done.  This second set of plots is 46 

just that percent change, and so it will show you that, in fact 47 

-- Let’s say you have a CV of 0.1 and you want to apply a scalar 48 
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of 1.5, for example, and a buffer of 0.5, and so you’re actually 1 

going to be using an ABC in that case that would be 20 percent 2 

below your mean, which is not really what we were intending to 3 

do for a Tier 4a stock. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I somehow tuned out.  What are we 6 

looking at again? 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is just the percent change relative to the 9 

mean of the reference period, and so it’s ABC compared to the 10 

mean. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so, the negative one, the 13 

values are pink in one, and it’s positive when -- 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  Bad things happen when it’s red, and desirable 16 

behavior happens when it’s yellow and green, essentially, or 17 

green in this case.  Unintended things happen, things we didn’t 18 

expect to see happen, and I think really the reason is Clay and 19 

I didn’t really get past -- We thought you all would use a 20 

buffer of 0.9, to be honest, and we didn’t really maybe -- We 21 

didn’t do this spreadsheet, certainly, when we provided the 22 

control rule. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Shannon, this is in reference to the mean of 25 

the reference period and it doesn’t have anything to do with the 26 

existing ACL? 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  No. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I believe that the ACL is not exactly set at the 31 

mean, currently.   32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  It’s set a bit below. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So what you’re looking at here is biased a little 36 

bit.  Is it conservative or the other way? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  ABCs were set at the mean, were they not? 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  At the mean?  Okay.  Then our -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, at the ACL for some of them and at 43 

the median for others. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is just looking at our own -- This control 46 

rule we’re proposing in isolation, and so I’m not looking at all 47 

at what the ACL was in the past.  I am just pointing out that, 48 
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in Tier 4a, our intention was that we thought those stocks were 1 

not particularly susceptible to fishing pressure and that they 2 

were productive and we had intended to actually allow some 3 

increased fishing on those stocks.   4 

 5 

What I’m pointing out is there are some situations where 6 

whatever buffer and scalar combination you apply actually does 7 

not achieve that behavior.  It actually results in a reduction, 8 

which is not what we intended to do when we initially proposed 9 

this control rule. 10 

 11 

I don’t want to tell you guys what you should do.  I mean, you 12 

can see the behavior, and I can give you guys a few suggestions, 13 

I suppose, that would work.  I mean, one of them is you could 14 

link the buffer directly to the variance of the catch series. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, I’m just going to interrupt, but does 17 

everyone -- This is really critical, and so I just wanted to 18 

slow us all down for one second.  Does everyone understand what 19 

she has done, and, Shannon, thank you very much. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  You’re welcome. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This really lays out exactly what we need to be 24 

looking at, and does everyone understand what she’s done and 25 

what we’re looking at right now?  I think it’s really important. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and no.  I understand what she has 28 

done, but I am still absorbing it.   29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can demonstrate to you, if you want, that it’s 31 

-- When it’s expressed as a CV like this, it’s not -- It doesn’t 32 

matter what I put in as the mean of the catch.  I can change it 33 

right now if you want to see it. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s fine, but can you go down to see 36 

what happens at larger CVs? 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so I did it all the way out to CVs of 39 

one.  I haven’t shown all of the results, but I can if you are 40 

interested, but at a CV of 0.5, for example, which is 41 

essentially a 50 percent variation -- You see here that, 42 

essentially, if your scalar -- Let’s say you’re using a buffer 43 

above 0.75.  You’re always going to be applying an increased -- 44 

You’re always going to be allowing the ABC to be above the mean, 45 

because they’re all zeroes. 46 

 47 

Essentially, if you look over here, you’re going to be 48 
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essentially allowing -- This one is very close, and this one is 1 

basically zero, but most of them range much higher than that, 2 

and so, for example, a buffer of 0.9 and a scalar of two 3 

produces a 141 percent increase. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, follow that through.  That’s a CV of 6 

0.5, and it gives a hundred-and-forty-what? 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  141. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and now go up one box and go to a CV of 11 

0.3.  What’s the bottom right? 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  116. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  116.  Then go up again to the next one. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  Ninety-two. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That gives you ninety-two, and so there is the 20 

pattern of what happens if you’re looking at higher-variable 21 

data in this case. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you’re looking at the top there, you’ve got 26 

the basically really good information, and so, given a straight, 27 

direct, one-to-one rule in this, you’re going to be giving less 28 

of an increase on the better information that you have, which is 29 

exactly what the scientific uncertainty -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you say that again? 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The bottom-right cell, what I’m looking at there 34 

is comparing -- The ones she’s got highlighted right now, let’s 35 

say those would be comparable to the yellowtail and the hogfish 36 

yesterday, because you chose ones that there’s lots of 37 

information. 38 

 39 

If we went down to the angelfish, where we had a lot less 40 

information, the CV is going to be higher, and, therefore, if 41 

you do the same exact procedure for it, instead of going with 42 

the 90 percent increase, you would get a 140 percent increase. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It works in the opposite direction.  45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Exactly.  It works in the -- I can hear Mike 47 

Sissenwine in my head right now, because, when we started 48 
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talking originally about the lobster and how we could do it, it 1 

was proposed that we use one standard deviation above the mean, 2 

and he, back-of-the-envelope, did some calculations, and this is 3 

what we found, and so this is really important. 4 

 5 

I think it’s solvable, and that’s why I interrupted Shannon 6 

right there.  I think we can propose ways of solving it, and I 7 

haven’t worked it all out, but that’s just really important to 8 

understand here. 9 

 10 

JOHN HOENIG:  To sort of explore further what Todd is saying, to 11 

me, the CV is not really a biological parameter.  It’s not very 12 

informative, and there are lots of things controlling it, and so 13 

one possibility, which I think is in everybody’s mind, is we 14 

have a minor species that’s caught occasionally and it’s 15 

probably not being hammered very hard, because nobody is trying 16 

to catch it, and so why do we have to put on needless 17 

restrictions, and that’s a possibility. 18 

 19 

Another possibility is you have a heavily-fished stock that has 20 

a compressed age structure, and so basically you’re fishing 21 

heavily on recruits, and, since recruitment is variable, you see 22 

a lot of variability in your catches, and that’s not the time to 23 

be saying, well, because it’s so variable, we can have higher 24 

catches.   25 

 26 

I am not really -- I mean, I like what Shannon has done to 27 

explain how things work, and I understand that stable systems 28 

maybe we don’t have to be particularly cautious on, but I’m not 29 

quite happy with the way this is unfolding, because I don’t 30 

think it’s really getting at a logical protection. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s taking us in the opposite direction 33 

that we want to go. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  So we have to fix it, and so are there 36 

proposals? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we have some susceptibility of two 39 

species from Puerto Rico.  Cubera snapper, which had maybe, I 40 

don’t know, seven years’ worth of data during the time series, 41 

and this is just the commercial data, its CV was 0.46, because 42 

there wasn’t much there, and, of course, as you had a lot of 43 

data, those numbers came way down.  In fact, that was the only 44 

one that was whacko, but we do have a lot of species that we 45 

don’t have a lot of data for, and that was the point in the 46 

first case that John was talking about. 47 

 48 
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When we get to recreational data, and I will use the example of 1 

Grouper 4, the mean was actually higher than the 75
th
 percentile, 2 

because of that one value that got thrown out of the percentile, 3 

but got kept in the mean, and I don’t think that kind of 4 

situation is generally captured here. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  No. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you can even get more bizarre than this. 9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, because these are all assuming -- This 11 

all assumes you have a normal distribution, and that’s probably 12 

not the case, especially for those short time periods.   13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would say we don’t get too wrapped up in that 15 

assumption.  Let’s assume it’s normal, just for our discussions, 16 

or we’re never going to get anywhere.  Seriously.  If we start 17 

getting into assuming different distributions -- So, I haven’t 18 

fully thought it out, but our intent in these is what Shannon 19 

has expressed. 20 

 21 

It was, in 4a, to not go below the mean, to set an OFL that 22 

wasn’t going to be exceeded all the time in there, and so, if we 23 

want to think about how to solve this formulation, we need to 24 

somehow, and, John, chime in where I’m missing the logical next 25 

one, but what we have to do is we would have to incorporate the 26 

actual CV of the time series into it to get a direct 27 

formulation, given what we’ve got.   28 

 29 

John’s point is very well taken, when you get into very rare 30 

species -- For example, he mentioned a species that’s -- Think 31 

about Nassau grouper.  The four or five that are showing up 32 

every once in a while, here and there, are going to give you 33 

high variability, and you’re going to have CVs that are as high 34 

as anything in the time series, and, therefore, you’re going to 35 

end up with projected increases, high increases. 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you’ve got high increases, you might not -- 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right, and, with a species that is rare, but 40 

common, and I forgot how you described the first scenario, from 41 

one that is suppressed, but what is the opposite? 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s not targeted. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So not targeted in there, and so improved 46 

information there isn’t going to really help you.  If it’s not 47 

targeted, it’s still going to be a rarely-captured species, but 48 



413 

 

it’s also not critically important to the fishery then. 1 

 2 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but there is no reason to box in the 3 

fishers.  Why we caught more cowfish than -- So what? 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, did you have thoughts? 6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I have some thoughts, but I haven’t tested 8 

them, and I think that I would be more comfortable if people 9 

threw out some ideas, and then we could test them in the same 10 

kind of simulation to see if they actually perform properly.  It 11 

would be easy enough.   12 

 13 

This spreadsheet can be pretty easily adapted with different 14 

versions of what OFL and ABC equal, and so one thing I thought 15 

of, but haven’t tested yet, is you could basically -- You might 16 

be able to base this on just the percentiles.  You might be able 17 

to say that OFL is the 75
th
 percentile, and it doesn’t capture -- 18 

We are still running larger catches then, but not as large, 19 

because we had that scalar in there before to double, up to two 20 

times, the 75
th
 percentile. 21 

 22 

If you did like, for example, OFL is the 90
th
 percentile and ABC 23 

is the 75
th
, or something like that, it might work, and it would 24 

give you a buffer, but I haven’t actually tested it to see how 25 

it performs.  Again, in that case -- 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  In that case, that’s the top row, right?  That’s 28 

one, and so what you’re describing is take the 75
th
 percentile 29 

and have the scalar basically removed from the equation, which 30 

puts it into one, and so, without getting into major details, 31 

we’re looking at that same -- So go to the upper-right corner, 32 

and that would be take the 75
th
 percentile, and then you get 33 

negative 4 percent with a 0.9 and 8 percent and then whatever 34 

the bottom one is.  It’s going to go up to 20 percent or 35 

something. 36 

 37 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so the -- I can actually modify the 38 

spreadsheet so we can see it more easily, because this is the 39 

75
th
 percentile, and so that might be, for example, an ABC on a 40 

Tier 4 stock, but, in this situation, I think you’re correct 41 

that, if you buffer it with a 0.9, you’re still reducing the 42 

catch, right?  You’re still reducing it. 43 

 44 

Now you’re saying, if the scalar is one, you’ve just got the 75
th
 45 

percentile with a buffer of 0.9 still reduces, and so it’s still 46 

not -- The 75
th
 isn’t high enough, apparently, to prevent that.   47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, the other way is to tighten the 1 

scalar, and we took 0.5, and you could just 0.6, and that’s a 20 2 

percent increase, which gives you plenty of room to buffer down. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I haven’t fooled with this in my head, and I know 5 

what you’re getting at, and I think you’re still going to have 6 

the same pattern. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We will still have to deal with this, but 9 

it gives us room to deal with that, and it should get rid of the 10 

negative. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  My idea, and it may go absolutely nowhere, is 13 

that you would take your 75
th
 percentile, and you would have the 14 

scalar that is based on the PSA scoring that we did, and then 15 

you have a standard deviation component of that equation. 16 

 17 

I don’t know whether we’re dividing by it or if there’s a way of 18 

incorporating that that’s logical, but that would allow that 19 

scalar to be adjusted based on the variability of the time 20 

series that we’re looking at. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  For Puerto Rico, and, of course, 23 

this is a much longer time series than the Virgin Islands, and I 24 

don’t have the yellowtail number, but I think it was about the 25 

same as hogfish.  Hogfish was 0.29.  White grunt, which is 26 

caught in tens-of-thousands, if not more, is 0.42, and the 27 

cubera was 1.29, and so we’re not going to be in that top 28 

bracket of CV equals 0.1 to begin with. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  Give me one you would like to look at, a CV, 31 

like 0.4. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, or 0.3.  Well, you have 0.3 below. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  We have 0.3 below, and so we can just look at 36 

it. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is probably a good starting point.  39 

Yellowtail was 0.36, and that’s in the hundreds-of-thousands of 40 

pounds a year.   41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  All right, and so Bill Arnold says, can’t you 43 

just categorize the CVs with higher CVs equating to a lower 44 

scaler and/or buffer?  The buffer should be most closely related 45 

to the CV, because you have to have a larger gap between OFL and 46 

ABC to minimize OFL overages.  I think what Bill is saying is, 47 

if you say basically a high CV -- 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  May I, Shannon? 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, you absolutely may. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I will help you walk through this, because I 6 

think he’s on the same track as my brain is going.  I know 7 

that’s scary.  What Bill is saying -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill can talk.  He’s unmuted. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Bill, can you talk? 12 

 13 

BILL ARNOLD:  Usually you won’t let me. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We didn’t ask you to talk.  We asked if you 16 

could talk. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  Raise your hand if you can talk, Bill. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd is going to -- 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Bill, I’m pointing to the board right now, and 23 

so, if you hear what I’m saying and if it’s different than what 24 

you’re thinking, please chime in, but I think what Bill is 25 

saying that, instead of working on what I was just looking at, 26 

which is the scalar in here for the 75
th
, he is saying that the 27 

uncertainty or the standard deviation component should be 28 

accounted for in this, and so, as I just was pointing out, with 29 

a scalar of one and a buffer of 0.9, you go, in this case, from 30 

negative 4 percent at a 0.1 to 8 percent to 20 percent. 31 

 32 

If we wanted them to be the same, given the different standard 33 

deviations, which is exactly what we’re looking at, 0.4 -- In 34 

this scenario with a 0.1, it’s negative 0.4, and so forget the 35 

fact that it’s negative, but how do we equate that down to make 36 

it stable across-the-board, and so a buffer of 0.9 would give 37 

you negative four. 38 

 39 

When we go to a CV of 0.3, we would want a buffer of 0.8.  If 40 

you go to the next one, then we go down to a buffer of 0.72 to 41 

get us into this 0.5, and so, if I was sitting in Shannon’s seat 42 

with the Science Center, I would go, okay, can I put a 43 

relationship between this drop and the buffer that’s chosen, 44 

given the different CVs, to give me that one-to-one across the 45 

board.  Bill, is that what you’re saying?  46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes.  This is the most brilliant thing you guys 48 
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have ever done, and, Shannon, unbelievable job.  Unbelievable. 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  Thank you, Bill. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re very complimentary when you’re not here. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t have to look at the landings or 7 

anything, which is the way you wanted this.  You just say here 8 

is our CV and then we can do all the calculations based upon 9 

your new separate control rule for this.  I wouldn’t put it 10 

inside your old control rule.  I would just come up with a new 11 

guidance, whatever you want to call it, that says this is how we 12 

want you guys to do things, based upon these CVs in this table 13 

that Shannon has prepared, and it’s all right here. 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  We still want to prevent situations where we’re 16 

reducing the fishery in a Tier 4a situation, because that wasn’t 17 

our intention.  Our intention was to allow an increase. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The other aspect to this, which is the only 20 

complication that I see in my head, is, if we do this, what 21 

we’re doing is we’re setting that value based on the CV, and so, 22 

once again, I haven’t thought it all the way through, but I 23 

think you’re going to end up in situations where, the higher CV, 24 

you’re going to end up with a higher probability of going over 25 

that OFL, unless we put it into the buffer. 26 

 27 

Your OFL is still going to -- If we put it just into the buffer, 28 

that first component, multiply it 75
th
 by the scalar, is still 29 

going to be way high, and so your chances of reaching that 30 

overfished with the OFL is going to be much less with species 31 

that have higher standard deviation. 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  I understand what you’re saying. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s the only thing -- I like Bill’s argument, 36 

but, if we don’t put it into the scalar component, then our OFL 37 

is almost operating or behaving in a way that’s slightly 38 

different than what we would want. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re saying that we should account for 41 

the CV in the scalar and not the buffer? 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am still spit-balling, and so I’m not saying 44 

that, but that’s -- I’m just like right now -- I mean, what 45 

we’ve -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that what came out of your mouth? 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and you just got it.  All I was clarifying 2 

is that not what I’m -- I am -- This is a group effort here. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I understand that, but I just want 5 

to make sure that we’re on the same page here. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely, and so the same problem.  Your CV is 8 

going to be greater with rarer, less-documented species.  9 

Multiplying that 75
th
 percentile is going to be farther from your 10 

mean, given that variability.  Therefore, multiplying that by 11 

the scalar is going to put your OFL at values that are much 12 

higher for species you have less information on. 13 

 14 

That’s the only problem with doing it the way Bill suggested, 15 

and, until I talked this out -- Other than that, I think we’re 16 

on the right track, but it’s just a question of whether we tie 17 

it directly into the buffer, which, logically, and the way we’ve 18 

written it, the buffer is what accounts for that uncertainty, 19 

which is directly related to the standard deviation and the data 20 

quality on the form, and so --  21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What if we modify the scalar, the scale of 23 

the scalar? 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Our options, in my mind, here are to do it in the 26 

scalar, and so 75
th
 percentile times scalar times some function 27 

of standard deviation. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, but modify the scalar.  It doesn’t have 30 

to be from one to two, but it can be -- It can include another 31 

range, from one to three or from two to three or something like 32 

that, such a way that it allows more space for the reduction to 33 

take place, in terms of the buffer. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s more or less what I am saying.  However, 36 

changing the scalar, to me, is not what we want to do, as the 37 

word “scalar” or how we calculated it, because we’ve got a 38 

procedure to set that up, but the effect of it is going to be 39 

the same if you take the scalar times the function of standard 40 

deviation somewhere in there, and so the scalar will be derived 41 

directly from the scoring of the susceptibility, and then we 42 

take that to account for the variability within the data.  It 43 

ends up being a compound multiplier. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We can say that, for 4a species, it’s the 46 

scalar plus one or something like that. 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Let’s put a few ideas on the table, and then I 1 

can test them in the spreadsheet and see how they actually work.  2 

Then we can come back.  You guys can move on to something else. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you look at the control rule -- Sorry.  I will 5 

let Walter talk before I babble. 6 

 7 

WALTER KEITHLY:  My concern with all of this is that we’re 8 

associating a higher CV with greater uncertainty, correct? 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 11 

 12 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Is that necessarily the case?  I can think of 13 

short-lived species, which will have a fairly large CV.  With 14 

longer-lived species probably it would not, and I am concerned 15 

with just tying ourselves to saying, hey, if we have a large CV, 16 

we have greater uncertainty, and I don’t think that’s the case 17 

all the time. 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  All this is saying is that the CV arises through 20 

different kinds of processes, and so now we have a list of 21 

three, and three is it’s a short-lived species, the second is 22 

it’s an overfished species, so that you’re basically fishing 23 

just on recruitment, and the third is that it’s a rare species, 24 

and so sometimes you catch a whole lot, and sometimes you catch 25 

nothing, and that gives you a huge CV.  You could make a rule 26 

based on the CV value is basically saying, I think almost 27 

always, a high CV is going to reflect X, and I’m not sure what 28 

it is that we think a high CV reflects. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Excellent point, and, John, you summarized that 31 

well.  There are multiple components.  What I’m doing in my head 32 

now is does it matter, in the end, with what we’re trying to 33 

accomplish? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you think about uncertainty and what the 36 

CV is explaining, it’s still accounting for the fact that there 37 

is biological variability from year-to-year, but we’re talking 38 

about a mean, and so the uncertainty is where is that mean, and, 39 

the more you have variability, the more uncertainty you are 40 

about where that mean is. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  Okay.  I thought we were talking about CV 43 

representing stability, and so the idea being that, if a fishery 44 

is pretty stable in its landings, it’s probably okay, and so we 45 

don’t have to be so precautious.  If it’s less stable, then 46 

maybe, and I’m not sure what that means. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In some cases, but take, for example, the 1 

tripletail.  Maybe the variance is very high, but that doesn’t 2 

mean that the fishery is in one state or another.  It’s just a 3 

rare fish.  It’s a bycatch. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, let’s go with variable recruitment.  6 

A short-lived species or -- Well, let’s go with a short-lived 7 

species with variable recruitment.  We know that the thing is 8 

flopping down not because of data collection stuff, but because 9 

that’s the biological nature of it, but we’re stuck setting 10 

something on a mean catch. 11 

 12 

Where are you going to set that level?  At the lowest level, so 13 

you don’t overfish those recruitment-poor years, or the high 14 

levels, so you can take advantage of -- There is some number 15 

that’s got to come in there, and we’re not sure what that number 16 

should be.  If it’s based on the mean, it’s based on the mean. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  The uncertainty in the mean is a function of -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The uncertainty in the -- 21 

 22 

JOHN HOENIG:  Of N.  The bigger the N, the standard deviation 23 

goes down as the square root of -- 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but you don’t know what next year’s 26 

recruitment is going to be, unless you’ve got some good 27 

ecological environmental model to model it. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  But, basically, if you want to know how well you 30 

can characterize the mean, it’s how many years have you put into 31 

your reference years. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  Because, if you average over more years, and you 36 

don’t have a trend, then you get your mean specified quite 37 

precisely.  That doesn’t mean that next year’s catch is well 38 

predicted, because there is the variability. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  But the issue about, well, we don’t know where the 43 

mean is, that we do know.  If that’s the issue, that we don’t 44 

know what the mean is, that we can quantify.  That’s about the 45 

one thing that we can quantify. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the CV will be low for that, but, for 48 
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things that are bobbing up and down, we’re not going to, and so 1 

the uncertainty of where the mean is -- Well, yes, okay, if you 2 

have a long time series, you will have a mean, but how useful is 3 

that going to be on a year-to-year basis? 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s what I’m saying, is we will know the mean, 6 

but that’s not really the issue. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly.  It’s still the variability, and 9 

you’re still dealing with a situation where you need to account 10 

for that through some examination of standard deviation or a 11 

coefficient of variation or something.   12 

 13 

I appreciate your statement about, yes, if you’re overfished 14 

that you’re bobbing up and down, because you basically have a 15 

variable recruitment situation, and that is fundamentally 16 

different from being rare. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, and you can’t tell just from looking at 19 

catch levels. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we don’t necessarily have to treat 22 

those separately, if we’re comfortable about where the line is 23 

being drawn.  Todd. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Given some of the points that are being brought 26 

up, maybe let’s break this up.  We’ve got a two-step process.  27 

What we’re looking at here is a compound -- It’s a product of 28 

the scalar and the buffer in the end. 29 

 30 

At the first level, Bill’s suggestion, where my brain was going, 31 

is let’s not incorporate it into the scalar and let’s 32 

incorporate it into the buffer.  Some of the points that are 33 

being raised are also, well, we want to have that OFL value 34 

somehow related to this, and so the first component is do we 35 

want to -- Would we want to put it into the scalar that comes up 36 

with the OFL? 37 

 38 

If so, given the tripletail example, where would we want -- For 39 

a species that is highly variable, due to recruitment, due to 40 

low numbers, due to whatever it may be, where would we want that 41 

OFL to be in relation to those, versus where we would want it to 42 

be for species that has a much, much lower CV and stable time 43 

series? 44 

 45 

I think, if we can hit that question, or we can figure out 46 

whether we want to come up with some function in the scalar 47 

component or we then can go into the buffer, or is there some 48 
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way -- Is there some way of incorporating it into both, or do we 1 

need to incorporate it into both?   2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Todd, I think you need to incorporate it into 4 

both. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Is that a yes or a no, Bill? 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you need to incorporate your CV 9 

considerations into both the scalar and the buffer. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was afraid someone would say that.   12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I disagree. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I disagree too. 16 

 17 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I disagree.  The buffer is taking scientific 18 

uncertainty.  You can know every single thing about a species, 19 

landings, and the reported landings may be perfectly 20 

representative of the actual landings, and you have no 21 

scientific uncertainty, yet you could have a very high CV for 22 

that species, and so I do not think that the CV should come into 23 

the buffer unless you believe that part of the reason for that 24 

CV is some amount of scientific information, such as the 25 

reporting being inaccurate. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Let me explain myself real well, because you guys 28 

are probably right.  Somewhere, you’ve got to account for that 29 

variability, and we could do it in the management uncertainty 30 

reduction, but you’ve got to get that ACL far enough below that 31 

OFL so you’re not constantly exceeding the OFL.  That’s all, and 32 

that CV informs you as to that decision. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we don’t modify the scalar, we won’t be 35 

able to do that. 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The example that I just looked at before was 38 

looking at going across here and modifying this.  What we’re 39 

talking about now is the other direction. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is the direction that you have to go.   42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s keep working through this in our brains, 44 

and, just because I’m on the left, we’ll use 0.5 here.  Let’s 45 

say we’re going to stick just with this 0.5 column, and so 46 

there’s a negative 50 percent drop here at a CV of 0.1.  We go 47 

to a negative forty here, and then negative thirty-three here, 48 
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and so, if we were to go back to -- I’m going to have to do this 1 

differently, because it’s going in the wrong direction. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Find the thirty.  It’s 1.3. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s start at twenty, and so we’ll start at 1.5.  6 

Let’s go down to the next one, and twenty is 1.32 or something 7 

like that. 8 

 9 

SHANNON CALAY:  I see what you’re doing. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Then down to the next one, it’s 1.2, and so, in 12 

this case, we’re simply talking -- From this range of CVs, we’re 13 

talking about changing our scalar by a value of 0.1 to come up 14 

with the same exact values.  Does that make sense? 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  So we have to adjust the scalar in some way to 17 

achieve the behavior we’re looking for. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and I think what you’ve done here and the 20 

way we’ve got that scalar being calculated is -- It makes sense 21 

at this point. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  So we have to fix how we’re doing the scalar, 24 

and so I can play a little with it while you guys think of 25 

ideas, and then I can test your ideas as well. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What we would be looking for here would be a one-28 

to-one given different scalar values, and then we would -- You 29 

could do it in the spreadsheet to come up with that plot, and 30 

then, as I always do when I need an equation, I look at John 31 

Hoenig, and we could try to come up with an equation that 32 

describes that and make sure we’re not just making up an 33 

equation, if that makes logical sense. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  So what’s the range -- 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the control rule, what’s being forward?  38 

Why was the scalar of equal or less than two was decided upon, 39 

on what basis? 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  There was basically -- What we wanted to do, 42 

when we put in the two, was allow enough flexibility for a 43 

fishery to be increased without allowing a value that is far 44 

above any observed value, and even the two sometimes does 45 

produce that result. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have seen that. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so my issue is, if we start adjusting 2 

it to four or five, you’re going to see, for example, values of 3 

OFL that are vastly exceeding any -- 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about the -- 6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t know that we have to go there yet. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think we do. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t think we do.  I think what we’ve got to 12 

do is create the control rule and say, if CV between X and Y, 13 

then we’ve got to basically -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think, initially, if you punch numbers out, 16 

that’s what we’re going to come up with.  If it’s a CV between 17 

this and this, then this is kind of how it’s scaled.  That’s why 18 

I said we can see if we can formulate that into some direct 19 

relationship, instead of binning it.   20 

 21 

That, I think, would be the cleanest, but, once again, I haven’t 22 

thought out just the logic, because some of the issues about 23 

life history and the N values, and I just want to make sure that 24 

we’re not, once again, waving our hands and coming up with an 25 

equation to get what we want to get without being in the right 26 

logic on it. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  The intention next week, during the council 29 

meeting, is to determine -- My understanding, and, Bill, please 30 

do correct me if I am overstating, but the hope, at least, was 31 

that they would put together preferred alternatives for the 32 

fishery management plans. 33 

 34 

One of those preferred alternatives is -- One of those 35 

alternatives they can consider is the tiered control rule, and, 36 

initially, they had put a provisional approval of the tiered 37 

control rule, but that does actually contain, in that FMP, the 38 

text that we’ve got right now.  In the text we’ve got right now, 39 

we have concerns over how it behaves, because it doesn’t behave 40 

the way we intended it to under all circumstances. 41 

 42 

I think the options at this point are that I will continue to 43 

work on this, and maybe we can actually solve this problem, but, 44 

if we run out of time and we can’t solve this problem today, I 45 

think maybe we just need to describe the issue and our intent 46 

for what the control rule should do, and that would basically 47 

say this is what we think the control rule should do, and we 48 
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will ensure it does this, but we’re not exactly sure how to get 1 

there yet.  Then maybe they will still consider it as a 2 

possibility, but, right now, it’s not working the way we thought 3 

it would, unfortunately. 4 

 5 

I will go back to my computer and, if you have any ideas that 6 

you want me to test, I will test them, and I will also start to 7 

formulate my own, and I could use any help that I could get. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We’re throwing some things around here. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  All right. 12 

 13 

JOHN HOENIG:  Perhaps you could look at one idea. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and, I mean, John threw one out, and, 16 

basically, you would modify the 75
th
 percentile times the scalar 17 

times a modification to the scalar that’s based on the CV, and 18 

that would be times two minus the CV over two. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Have you got that written out someplace? 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  All right.  I will try that and see how that 25 

works. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The one way to treat that is we blow the 30 

scalar up a little bit, and that gives us room to apply a larger 31 

buffer.  We could go with a 0.6 instead of a 0.5, for example, 32 

just to create room, knowing that your other adjustments are 33 

going to account for that. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so this is still 75th percentile times 36 

scalar times that? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes. 39 

 40 

JOHN HOENIG:  Actually, the two, you could replace that with a -41 

- You could try values. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  I do so love a good spreadsheet. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Shannon, is it okay if we send this to 46 

everybody? 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, I sent it to Graciela to be distributed, 1 

and, after I update it, I can send it out again. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Nice work, Shannon.  You saved us about eight 4 

days. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  I wish we had found it sooner, but thank you. 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, just a suggestion, because my head is 9 

spinning a little bit with how this is going to behave.  If we 10 

look at modifying the scalar, I want to make sure that we’re not 11 

going to go through all of this and then put some of these plots 12 

up and go, that’s not what I was thinking, and I thought, if it 13 

was a highly-variable CV, we wouldn’t have to have the OFL at a 14 

different level than where we’re going with this. 15 

 16 

Let’s just look at either end of the spectrum.  For a species 17 

that has a high variability in the reference period, would we 18 

want our mean to be -- Our OFL to be higher or lower relative to 19 

the mean than we would for a species that has a lot lower CV? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you would want to have it higher, 22 

so you’re not -- 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  For the higher variability? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because you don’t want to trip an OFL 27 

because of variability that’s inherent in the data and not 28 

representing a true -- 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is why I asked this question, because -- 31 

Stop, Shannon.  What we’re doing is we’re doing the exact 32 

opposite with this, because, if you look here, the rows that we 33 

just were looking at, the twenty, you’re going from -- Take the 34 

same scalar, and you go to higher CVs on here, and you’re doing 35 

exactly that, I think, and so, yes.  This is a scalar of one, at 36 

a very low CV, and -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You should probably just get out of that 39 

top row, because you’re not going to be in 0.1 ever. 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It doesn’t matter.  The point here is not this 42 

number or this number or this number, but it’s this cell 43 

compared to this cell compared to this cell.  What I’m asking 44 

is, for the scalar component along, we’re going from, in this 45 

cell, forty, and we go to higher CVs, and we are now reducing by 46 

thirty-three, and then we’re reducing less, and so we would be 47 

reducing less the higher CV that we have, which is what you’re 48 
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saying, right? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What we’re kind of working on now is the exact 5 

opposite of that, and that’s why I said that I -- Can you give 6 

me something to draw pictures on? 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You can see very clearly that, as the 9 

coefficient of variation increases -- As it decreases, you 10 

increase the percentage. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  In this case, this is our lowest CV, and so I’m 13 

drawing these pictures kind of related to the way it’s 14 

structured there.  We have our scalar.  In this case, we would 15 

have the 75
th
 percentile is going to be the mean plus a little 16 

amount, and, here, the 75
th
 percentile is going to be the mean 17 

plus a larger amount in there. 18 

 19 

When we multiply it out, as we’ve done here with the one, we’re 20 

going to end up with this mean times the scalar, which takes us 21 

farther from the mean.  Here, you’re taking 75 times the same 22 

scalar, and you’re ending up less far from the mean, and so the 23 

way we’ve got it set up is this OFL, from our procedure, is 24 

going to end up here.  This one is going to end up here, and I’m 25 

not sure that I am drawing it directly related in there, but the 26 

concept makes a lot of sense.  The question for us is there an 27 

intent to -- 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Have you applied CVs to that? 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  No. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, I -- 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re just saying that the 75th percentile 36 

is going to be higher, and therefore the bump-up is going to be 37 

higher. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Exactly.   40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Exactly.  Before we get into CVs, if we look at 44 

the -- The question here is we might have values -- I just did 45 

this as a nice sine wave, but the reality of this is we might 46 

have one point here and another one here, and then all your 47 

other ones down within this cluster. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  In this case, because it’s so variable, we have 4 

the possibility of going into a rebuilding, or OFL, in this case 5 

in two, during the time series, versus, here, where we know it’s 6 

pretty stable, your values are going to be pretty tight in here, 7 

and the chances of having two or three outliers that actually 8 

exceed this is less than in this case. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The way things were handled for 11 

ACLs for that possibility was to run a three-year average, and 12 

so, if you got one that flipped up just because of freak 13 

whatever, unless it’s absolutely huge, it shouldn’t trigger 14 

accountability, and can we do the same thing with OFL? 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, you may. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t think it solves -- I could be wrong, but 19 

I’m not sure that it solves the -- 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it may not, but it depends on how big 22 

that -- But, if you have something that is really doing that, 23 

then your -- Well, your variability is much higher, but your 75
th
 24 

percentile probably won’t be.  You’re right. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so, the little equation that we just 27 

threw at Shannon, what we were kind of doing was this is your 28 

multiplier here, and so this is the 75
th
 times the scalar.  Here 29 

is 75
th
 times scalar, and what we are looking at here is saying, 30 

because this CV is so high, we want to reduce this scalar, and 31 

so what we’re looking at in the first step, this multiplier, is 32 

in this component here, from the 75
th
 to here. 33 

 34 

What we’re doing is trying to figure out how to modify this 35 

related to this variability in some way, and so, in this case, 36 

with what we just gave Shannon, we would basically take this and 37 

say, because there is a high CV, this scalar comes down, and so, 38 

with the modification, we now end up with a reduced scalar, and 39 

we set our OFL in here, which increases the probability of going 40 

over it. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  John, you have a furled brow.  Am I making sense, 45 

or are you not paying attention to me?  Should I use a red pen?  46 

I just want you to double-check me, because I think this is -- 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  I was just trying to follow it. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This modification right now, what we’re looking 3 

at is, because this number -- Let me go back one.  We’re trying 4 

to modify this by the CV, but remember that we’re also coming 5 

back farther down, but, because of this 75
th
, we’ve already gone 6 

farther up. 7 

 8 

The 75
th
 is going to be farther from the mean, in this case, and 9 

you’re going to go farther up, and so I’m not exactly sure what 10 

we want to do, but I think that this is -- The first component 11 

is this, and then we’ve got the buffer down from there, and so 12 

we need to make sure that we’re all on the same page as to, with 13 

a highly variable time series, and forget all the equations, 14 

but, if you were to all come up here and draw a line on these 15 

sketches, where would we want this to be? 16 

 17 

I mean, we could set something -- If we wanted to avoid hitting 18 

these values, and someone had suggested using a maximum value in 19 

the reference period or something like that.  If we have a 20 

maximum value, then we would be saying can we somehow ground it 21 

based on this.   22 

 23 

If we do the three-year average on it, then it becomes what is 24 

the highest value based on the three-year average within the 25 

reference period, and you can then say, well, the highest 26 

average on a three-year reference period is actually right down 27 

here, and then we could continue to set it at this level, but I 28 

think this is important, because, the way this math is coming 29 

up, we’re going to end up with a value that’s going to be pretty 30 

tight to this. 31 

 32 

I mean, something like this year, and we’re going to have a 33 

reduction, but some perturbation of the system.  These linemen 34 

that are all down working decide to all buy condos, and, the 35 

next thing you know, you’ve got 20,000 more people next year, 36 

and the fishermen are going to go make a whole lot more money, 37 

and they’re going to jack this up next year.  You’re going to 38 

have higher variability, potentially, based on what’s going on 39 

with the system down here right now.  Does everyone understand?  40 

This, I think, we just -- Without the numbers -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the downside of saying that we are 43 

going to bump up 75 percent, the 75
th
 percentile, by even more, 44 

so that we can put that correction in and not panic about it?  I 45 

am sure there is a downside. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Can you say that again? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Instead of using a 0.5, use a 0.6 or 0.7 or 2 

something like that, so you’re jacking that level higher, and 3 

then you’re going to use your CVs to come back down.  Is the CV 4 

still just bringing it all down to the same point? 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, you’re just scaling the whole thing up a 7 

tiny bit, and so you would be changing this component here, and 8 

so the difference would be this value ends up being a little bit 9 

higher here and a little bit higher here, but you still have the 10 

same problem with the variability resulting at the greater 11 

probability of exceeding it. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 14 

 15 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think what we need to do is go through all the 16 

datasets and make a compilation of the CVs.  Then you can run 17 

those CVs and -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have those. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  Okay, and then run them through that little 22 

equation there, that modifier, and see, on average, what is it 23 

doing, because what it was doing was saying, well, the maximum 24 

you would want to increase things is by a factor of two, and so 25 

let’s downweight it by the CV, and I have no idea what the 26 

magnitudes of the CVs are, and so I don’t know if that’s a big 27 

adjustment or a small adjustment. 28 

 29 

We could easily modify that equation by saying it’s two minus 30 

some rescale of the CV over two, and that would bring it up if 31 

you thought that just using the CV was having too much of an 32 

effect or not enough effect. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Walter, I’m really glad you brought the 35 

biological component of the long-lived and short-lived species.  36 

Given the fact that we could up with that high variability due 37 

to biological or due to data issues or due to various other 38 

things, do we want data that has higher variability to have the 39 

same probability of exceeding the OFL than we would for the data 40 

with the lower standard deviation, or do we have some -- Do we 41 

want that value to be set differently, given the variability of 42 

the data? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  First of all, I don’t think we have a 45 

situation where we have something that is highly variable that 46 

is short-lived.  I don’t think we have too many short-lived 47 

species in our -- 48 
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 1 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Dolphin wahoo. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, yes, but shrimp and things like that, 4 

we don’t have. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Graciela, what is that, the top, what is the 7 

range? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sarah sent us this yesterday. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What’s the scale on the top for CVs? 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is nineteen, and that’s 227.   14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Aren’t there decimal points in there? 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s a long scale. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am doing the CV on the top, and I just wanted 20 

to know if -- 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It runs from nineteen to 227, and so it’s 23 

probably multiplied by -- 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s 0.19 times 2.27, or however you want to 26 

present it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I think that’s probably correct. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What is the species? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The first one is spiny lobster. 33 

 34 

SARAH STEVENSON:  To preface it, this is just data that I had 35 

on-hand, and so you can kind of ignore the landings, but you can 36 

see the coefficient of variation across the top ranges from 37 

nineteen all the way up to 227, and so I just kind of graphed 38 

them as the coefficient of variation increased, and so you can 39 

kind of get a cluster of ones where those numbers are a little 40 

bit lower, and then you’ve got the ones in the middle that are 41 

kind of up and down, and then the ones kind of on the farther 42 

right have the higher variation.  43 

 44 

I did it for the three islands, and so lobster is the first one 45 

here on this graph, but, for St. Croix, it’s more in the middle, 46 

and so we just wanted to look at, if you used that coefficient 47 

of variation as maybe a buffer, where certain stuff would fall 48 
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out, and so that’s what this graph is.  Did you guys hear that, 1 

or did I just say that to myself? 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, we heard it, and we’re processing. 4 

 5 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Okay.  It was like crickets, and so I was -- 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  As you get to the right, the error bars, are 8 

those CVs? 9 

 10 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Yes. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  One tail on the right, is that just a plotting 13 

thing or -- 14 

 15 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Because the scale is -- It’s too big, and they 16 

go off the bottom of the scale, and so it just doesn’t plot 17 

them, but that’s why. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, that makes sense.  Thank you.  That’s a nice 20 

plot.  Sarah, the CVs, the coefficient of variation, the labels 21 

up top, are those -- What are the labels up top? 22 

 23 

SARAH STEVENSON:  That is the actual number, the coefficient of 24 

variation.  Like, for spiny lobster, it was nineteen. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Times a hundred. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  What is the range there? 29 

 30 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Nineteen to 227. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it’s just plotted as a series and it’s 33 

not X-Y. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  I understand, and so it’s like a table, but is 36 

that a 200 percent -- 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and that’s why, if you look at the piece of 39 

paper, we said for situations where it’s less than two.  The 75
th
 40 

percentile, I think it’s getting us -- The original reason 41 

that’s in there is that’s putting us a point where your 42 

probability of exceeding that OFL is sort of standardized across 43 

the board.  The scalar then changes that. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you say that again? 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am trying to figure out how we can end up with 48 
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comparable probability of exceeding that OFL without getting too 1 

risky with the lower species.  The 75
th
 percentile selection as 2 

the starting point gives us that comparable probability across 3 

the board, and then the scalar is modifying that, and that’s 4 

where we’re going to start running into the problem of the 5 

probability of exceeding that OFL, once we modify that 75
th
 6 

percentile.  Like I said, I’m babbling, and I’m just talking out 7 

loud. 8 

 9 

The minute we modify it, we go up with it from the 75
th
 10 

percentile, and we’re going to decrease the probability of 11 

exceeding it, and it will go down from there to --  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One way would be to not multiply by the 14 

actual poundage at the 75
th
 percentile, but would be to multiply 15 

the percentile up.  You would go from the 75
th
 percentile maybe 16 

to the 85
th
 percentile to set your OFL. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re saying to use the CV to -- 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would never get above -- Well, I’m not 21 

sure, but just whatever multiplier we’re using, but you would 22 

then never get above your highest value, obviously, unless your 23 

-- Then you’re not dealing with the pounds level, but you’re 24 

dealing with where you are in the distribution, which is what 25 

our problem is, is where are we in the distribution. 26 

 27 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Rich, I was thinking back on something you 28 

said earlier about not using a situation where we were reverse-29 

engineering this thing to get to a preconceived -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not a preconceived number, but we’re 32 

trying to keep it with intent, and that is very different. 33 

 34 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Okay. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The system should behave something like 37 

this. 38 

 39 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I am not necessarily finding fault or 40 

disagreeing, but I am just reflecting. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you look at most of the species that 43 

have the really high CVs, they’re all things that are not landed 44 

very much, and most of them are all very long-lived and slow-45 

growing, or they are not particularly targeted, like bluestriped 46 

grunt, but it looks like grunt are recruiting all over the 47 

place. 48 
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 1 

If you look at dolphinfish as somewhat of an annual species, 2 

that’s way at the high end, or the good end, because the 3 

landings are huge, always.   4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, that may change when you look at the 6 

recreational data. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The recreational data is going to support 9 

the rare things being -- 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but it may also with dolphin. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dolphin might move a little bit to the 14 

right, but it’s not going to be at that right end. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Hopefully not. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because it’s not rare.  As John says, 19 

you’re going to get an estimate of the mean. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and where you get into -- I can see, and 22 

I don’t know, because I haven’t plotted it, but I can see some 23 

of these things that aren’t particularly rare, but still within 24 

the recreational data, may just skyrocket, just due to the 25 

nature of the sampling. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They are already skyrocketing, and they 28 

will skyrocket even more. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but, if that doesn’t happen -- I mean, 31 

we’ll just have to see where it comes out.  We’re just talking 32 

hypothetically without looking at it.  Hopefully the behavior 33 

will hold up in the recreational data. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The shorter the time series, the more 36 

you’re going to have problems.  If people are still thinking on 37 

this, we can do one of two things.  We could take a break, or we 38 

could review this language that Kate had talked about yesterday, 39 

for those who are not trying to calculate something. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It looks like we’re going to lose some people, 42 

and so maybe we should -- 43 

 44 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You mean Kate’s language about the workshops 45 

or whatever? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Church, what time are you leaving? 2 

 3 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Eleven o’clock. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do we want to talk about that while we’ve got -6 

- 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, do you have a feel -- With Church and 9 

Joe leaving, I just want to -- Do you have a feel for where we 10 

stand on our philosophy on where that OFL should be, given 11 

higher variability species, because that’s what we’re going to 12 

hone in on.  I am still not clear kind of where we want to be 13 

with the more highly-variable species. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where we want to be.   16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, that bottom swivel that I wrote there, are 18 

we looking at a three-year average and trying to get towards the 19 

second-highest value in that time series, or are we trying to 20 

stay in the -- Do we want the probability of exceeding to be the 21 

same?  If we want the probability of exceeding to be the same, 22 

then we’re going to end up with much higher values in the 23 

higher-variability species to accommodate that.   24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Somebody, and I think it was Walter, 26 

yesterday said, well, if you’re only catching a couple hundred 27 

pounds of fish, which is where most of those things are on the 28 

right side, if you go over your OFL, so what?  The effect on the 29 

fishery and the fishermen is almost negligible, because it’s 30 

just a couple hundred pounds, and Spanish hogfish is one thing 31 

that the mean is quite high, but the error in the coefficient of 32 

variation is huge. 33 

 34 

As a system, our OFL is supposed to be set someplace where we 35 

are not likely to exceed it, because we don’t want to go into 36 

rebuilding, and we certainly don’t want to go through the effort 37 

of going through the rebuilding of something that is actually 38 

pretty rare. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What I am hearing is then kind of the procedure 41 

we’ve got, which is you’re going to inflate -- You’re going to 42 

end up much higher from your mean for the more variable species.   43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For OFL, but your ABC is going to have to 45 

come down. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree, and I’m just making sure we’ve got our 48 
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logic for the two of them in there.  For OFL, I think that -- 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Maybe Bill is right that we need to have 3 

variability accounted for in both uncertainty and ABC. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think if someone -- Just as a devil’s advocate, 6 

if someone was already against it, and they said, well, you’re 7 

now jacking your OFL up to inflated levels on a highly-variable 8 

time series, that’s not being precautionary, but your point is -9 

- 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Precautionary is bringing things down from 12 

the OFL.  That’s where the precaution comes in.  OFL is supposed 13 

to be -- Well, we have actually no idea what it really is, but 14 

it’s supposed to be what the thing can actually withstand. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am fine, but I’m just giving the Nassau grouper 17 

next on my picture right there.  If we go for an OFL that is too 18 

high for a rare species, we could get some pushback for it, and 19 

so I think that, in a little sidebar, as long as we’ve the ones 20 

we have our concern about in 4b, we might be all right with 21 

that, applying that to all the species in 4a. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and that’s what I was thinking all 24 

along.  I think let’s see if we can -- We’re having a hard 25 

enough time working through this with stuff that we think is 26 

okay and should go up, and so let’s get that fixed first, and 27 

that may provide us with some clues as to how to proceed with 28 

the 4b. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That takes into account Walter’s concern about 31 

variability due to different life history strategies, too. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  If we’re focusing first on those that 34 

we think are okay, in good shape, or at least of not concern at 35 

the moment, then maybe that solves some of our problem as to how 36 

to proceed. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  While people are plugging at things, Richard, if 39 

that’s the case, do we want to look at -- In the spreadsheet 40 

with the actual data, it would be pretty easy to just come up 41 

with CVs off the end of that for our time period. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  Then we could look at -- The other thing 46 

we’ve raised is maximum values.  Are we above the maximum values 47 

in there?  You could look at that CV in there and use our 48 
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formulation and look, in the end, at one or zero as to whether 1 

we’re above any of the maximum value in that reference period, 2 

and that would highlight any -- I’m not sure it’s worth doing 3 

yet, but we could -- 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I think we ought to -- For me to work 6 

through all of this, once we’ve got some logic that we think is 7 

reasonable, it would be nice to have a few examples.  We don’t 8 

need to go through all however many species we’ve got, but we 9 

could go through a handful of what might be a range of 10 

scenarios. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I still don’t understand how you’re 13 

implementing what you’re talking about, Kevin. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t fully understand it yet myself.  I am 16 

still thinking my way through it. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Are you talking about working through the data to 19 

give examples, implementing that, or --  20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re looking at -- 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The actual calculation of the -- I’m putting 24 

together some CVs around the time series of landings and 25 

selecting the high ones that we have a table of these things, 26 

and that isn’t a big deal, and then I’m plugging it into the 27 

spreadsheet containing our logic for how we’re setting OFL and 28 

then a buffer for ABC. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We’ve got the range, and I really like Sarah’s 31 

plot.  When I look at that -- 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sure, and we could just take that and -- 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I see the old hockey stick.  I see a decline up 36 

until three-quarters of the way to the right and then kind of a 37 

highly-variable plateau on the right-side of that thing, and so 38 

there may be some level in there, which looks like about a CV of 39 

one, or a hundred on that plot, where you end up with stability 40 

to it, and so we could potentially come up with a breakpoint 41 

rule or something that says above a CV of one that we do 42 

something different than we do for CVs below that. 43 

 44 

I am less concerned that we have the 4a and 4b discussion, 45 

somewhat, because we should have identified those that we have 46 

these concerns about just being a problem and the ones that are 47 

in 4b. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are we on break or -- 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am hoping to get something done before 4 

Joe and Churchill are leaving, which is ten minutes.   5 

 6 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  All right, and so, just so everyone knows what 9 

was done here -- It’s really too small, isn’t it? 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We can put it on the board over here. 12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay, and so this is the recommendation that 14 

John Hoenig made, and I’m doing it from memory, and so, if I 15 

screw it up, let me know.  Now the OFL is the 75
th
 percentile 16 

times the scalar times the value, which is the maximum scalar, 17 

minus the CV over the maximum scalar.  That’s what he 18 

recommended, and that’s what I am about to show you in this 19 

spreadsheet, and then the ABC is still just multiplied by the 20 

buffer.  This is a strawman proposed by John. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just make sure we’ve got the blame on John. 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  I will show you a couple of things, one of which 25 

is that, if we leave the maximum scalar where we had it, at two, 26 

then we still don’t get the performance that we’re looking for, 27 

and so what you see here still is that these ones all indicate 28 

combinations that reduce the ABC below the mean of the reference 29 

period, and the reductions on the order of -- Depending on the 30 

CV, you’re looking at reductions as high as 50 percent 31 

reductions, and so that doesn’t work exactly the way we hoped. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, can you just go to the right and show 34 

you the ones and zeroes? 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just show you the ones and zeroes? 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  For those that are looking at this, she 39 

didn’t color-code it, and so the one and the zero, or that break 40 

line, is the red and the green.  The upper-right there is good, 41 

and the lower-left is bad. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The order of the scalar is reversed from 44 

the previous graph, because you went from one to two, and here 45 

you’re going from two down to one. 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t know why that happened, but it’s true. 48 



438 

 

 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s okay, as long as people know it. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and so we looked at adjusting the scalar, 4 

and so now let’s say it’s three, the maximum scalar value, and 5 

so now this is -- I don’t know why it went red.  Sorry, but now 6 

all of these are above the mean of the reference period, and so 7 

that’s the behavior that we were looking for. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, you’re shaking your head no.  Can you get 10 

rid of the red? 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and I didn’t mean it to be red.  Sorry. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s just get rid of the red, just to make sure 15 

that people aren’t confused by that.  Shannon, the max scalar is 16 

three, and we went from two to three, and do we need to go, in 17 

that scalar value, from like three to one instead of two to 18 

three now? 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, we might have to. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  Never mind.  Keep going. 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  I haven’t adjusted my spreadsheet to accomplish 25 

that yet.   26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  As long as the break point is -- 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is for 4b species, yes? 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  What I can show you for sure, using this 32 

spreadsheet, is that, if you put in 2.5, just to -- Then 33 

refresh.  Then what you can see is that break point occurs -- If 34 

you set the maximum scalar above two, then all of these are 35 

having an increase over the reference period, and so clearly the 36 

maximum scalar value seems to need to be above two.  I don’t 37 

know how much above two. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am very happy with that.  I am very happy 40 

with that. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  So you were right.  Anyway, we’re refreshing 43 

again.  If we make it three, and this may not be the final 44 

value, but, if we make it three, this is a CV of 0.2, and 45 

they’re all above the mean of the reference period.  At 0.4, 46 

they’re all above.  At 0.6, they’re all above.  I believe, all 47 

the way out to one, they’re all above. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  In some way, what is happening here is the 0.5 2 

and the 0.6 that we were taking out to susceptibility scores, 3 

we’re now removing that and we’re using the straight scalar, and 4 

so we’re not even adjusting that susceptibility score, because 5 

the highest susceptibility scores were threes, because it’s now 6 

a direct translation from what we had before. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, maybe, but I haven’t tried that. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which is actually somewhat appealing. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Absolutely. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Say what? 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The 0.5 and the 0.6 that we were multiplying -- 17 

We had a susceptibility score of three. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We were multiplying that by 0.5 to get 1.5 to the 22 

scalar. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What we’re saying now is that we’re just keeping 27 

it at three. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You take out that multiplier. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You take out that 0.5 and 0.6 multiplier, and we 32 

simplified it down to using our scores direct, and so that -- 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s cleaner. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s much cleaner. 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  True, but it doesn’t allow you to adjust 41 

off of that. 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  It relies entirely on the CV. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You can adjust with the buffer. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that buffer is going down.  We had 48 
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moved dorado up, for example. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, and I believe that’s going to happen 3 

here.  It’s going to go up, and then you can adjust down, due to 4 

uncertainty, with the buffer. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ve got it. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  What you see here is the percent change, and 9 

this is the percent change in ABC relative to the mean of the 10 

reference period, and so you’re getting on the order of 6 to 186 11 

percent increase in the ABC relative to the mean, and so they’re 12 

all positive, which is good, and, if you want to look down and 13 

see how it behaves with the CV -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes.  Let’s focus on one cell. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  What do you want to focus on? 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I don’t care.  Go upper-left or upper-right. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Let’s do this one.  That’s 186 percent increase 22 

at a CV of 0.2, and it’s a 197 percent increase at a CV of 0.4, 23 

and a 203 percent increase at a CV of 0.6. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s reasonable.  To put us in a range of more 26 

reasonable values, set the top one to 0.6 to 1.0. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  You mean the bottom one? 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so put us in a range that we’ve just 31 

been discussing.  Then refresh. 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  It refreshed when I did that, and so now it’s 34 

201. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What was it before? 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think it was 203.  There is something 39 

mathematical that goes on here that I haven’t completely -- 40 

 41 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s stable, and so that’s good. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it’s pretty stable. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, and so the range that we’re looking at is 46 

between 0.2 and 1.0 is what, 187?  So we’re looking at a 20 47 

percent difference.  48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  You wanted to go back to 1.0?  It’s 201 versus 2 

186.  Then this, in case anyone else wants to know, this is the 3 

OFL relative to the mean, just so -- I wanted to see if there 4 

was anything really extreme happening, and obviously the -- At 5 

buffers of 0.9, you’re looking at -- 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Shannon, just -- What she’s showing now is the 8 

OFL compared to -- Everything on the right, the buffer, the 0.5 9 

to 0.9, is no longer part of this equation.  All of those are 10 

identical. 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  Exactly. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It doesn’t matter what buffer you’re looking at, 15 

and so pick any value out in there, and it’s going to be the 16 

same at any buffer, because you’re just looking at the OFL.  17 

From there, you’re going from 218 to what? 18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is compared to the mean of the -- It’s 200 20 

percent higher, roughly, than the mean of the reference period. 21 

 22 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What is the CV on that one we’re looking at? 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  0.2. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay, and then so the bottom is 0.6. 27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  235 percent, and so it’s a big number. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait.  Somehow, I’m lost there.  This box 31 

is giving us -- 32 

 33 

SHANNON CALAY:  This one is the computation of OFL of the 34 

percent above the mean of the reference period. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the other one? 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  ABC. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If you were looking at this one here, this is the 41 

first component, which is the 75
th
 percentile, times the scalar.  42 

This is not multiplied into any of these, which is why the -- 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Now I get it.  I was looking down 45 

and saying they’re all the same and --  Now I get it.  Okay. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We have a two-step control rule.  This is the 48 
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first step of the control rule, which, if we had the time, she 1 

would eliminate all of those buffers at the top and give you 2 

just the relationship between here and there, but she just 3 

skipped that, and so this is that part. 4 

 5 

Then this shows you what happens to these if you multiply by 6 

these and how that changes when you go to the next one of ABC, 7 

and so this question that we were showing before, where are our 8 

OFLs, OFL is going to be in relation to the mean here.  That’s 9 

what this first one is showing.  When you multiply this times 10 

this, where is this in relation, and, on the right, given a 11 

multiplier of three, or a scalar of three, and the different 12 

CVs, you are looking at basically doubling the value of the 13 

mean, 200 percent, and so you’re up in here. 14 

 15 

Then we get into the logical -- That’s going to be higher, most 16 

likely, in most cases.  Well, I don’t know.  I don’t want to 17 

finish that sentence, because I was going to say you’re going to 18 

be higher than anything we’ve seen, and that’s going to be very 19 

possible in some of these. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  So that’s that. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The CV of one, if you had a CV of one, our 24 

intent would be a species that is a two would come back to kind 25 

of where it is, and so that would be a 0.9 buffer, but that 26 

doesn’t mean that a species of three should go to twice its -- 27 

We would be looking for a much larger buffer. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the case, for example, of some things 30 

like dolphinfish, for example, we don’t care if it’s two times, 31 

because, actually, we are fishing such a small portion of the 32 

population that we can have the luxury of having an ABC which is 33 

200 percent higher than our mean of the reference period in that 34 

case. 35 

 36 

In other cases, for example a species where we know we are 37 

marginal, at high susceptibility, for example, and intermediate 38 

productivity, such as hogfish, for example, we might just 39 

propose to leave it at two with the 0.9 and leave it just like 40 

they are right now. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we have a lot of threes that 43 

aren’t dorado. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  If it’s in 4a. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is something that we may want to buffer 48 
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down by uncertainty of the data, depending on what the CV is.  1 

In most cases, probably it will be pretty high, given the small 2 

sample size of the reference period and the low amount of years.  3 

In cases where it’s very stable, where we don’t have much 4 

justification to use a low buffer -- The lower the CV, the 5 

higher the buffer, in my opinion, because the uncertainty of the 6 

data declines, and so the buffer has to be added to it, in terms 7 

of the 0.8 or 0.9 and going towards the right.  For 4b species, 8 

we probably want to go below two in the scalar. 9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  For 4b, it would be. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are below two. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They are below two?  That is exactly what we 15 

should -- 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  I actually think it works, logically.  I mean, 18 

whether it’s ideal, I couldn’t tell you, but probably not, but 19 

at least it’s not illogical. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that where we have that in our 22 

criteria here, the majority of the species in 4b, the ABC is 23 

zero, and so they fall out of this group. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly.  This is only 4a, and things with a 26 

susceptibility score below two, we’re going to call not very 27 

productive and pretty susceptible to fishing pressure, and so 28 

they are more appropriate, really, for 4b. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For 4b.  Yes, I agree with that, but I think 31 

we are in agreement with that here, that there’s a consensus 32 

agreement with that. 33 

 34 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so there you go then.  That at least 35 

is not illogical. 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is always -- These comparisons here are 38 

from the mean? 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, they’re always the mean of the reference 41 

period. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The mean of the reference period.  I think this 44 

is much closer to the intent. 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I still think we have a problem. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  What do you see? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we’re basically saying, if you’re a 7 

three, if we go with a 0.9, because we’re saying a two, we’re 8 

back to -- 9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  If you assume this is now essentially your 11 

susceptibility score -- 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A two should get you back to kind of where 14 

you are, which it does. 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, although it could, in certain 17 

circumstances, be a pretty big increase, if you assume that the 18 

scientific uncertainty is low. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is a 100 percent increase or it’s -- 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s a 100 percent increase over the mean. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we should actually be at the 0.5 level. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I think our scientific uncertainty is 27 

more towards the 0.5 than it is to the 0.9. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so what happens when you get to 30 

a three?  You’re 67 percent above? 31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, because this is your high productivity 33 

and low susceptibility stock. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Depending on the variation of the 36 

coefficient of variation in the data, I believe.   37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and that’s the -- 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you scroll up, it would be different. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  It different if you come up here. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but we’re kind of saying that, not 45 

knowing anything else, we’re kind of saying 0.5.   46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I mean, we could -- 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  0.55.  We’re down at that end, and then to 2 

bump it way up -- Well, obviously, it’s probably not something 3 

we want to do. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I was never entirely comfortable with the 6 

assumption that we were going to go with 0.9, but, the way the 7 

math is working out prior to this approach, to go much below 8 

that would have been a problem, with the intent of 4a allowing 9 

for higher catch. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I wouldn’t go below 0.5. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Depending on the CV, we could go from 0.5 to 16 

0.9, which is what the control rule sort of like suggests. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The only thing to consider with that is that 21 

there is a scientific uncertainty in there, which is what we’re 22 

defining that buffer as.  Is there room for that buffer, or that 23 

uncertainty, to be decreased over time, where that buffer could 24 

be changed? 25 

 26 

Even though it’s in 4a, and I’m not proposing -- If you’re in 27 

4a, the intent is to be able to go at least above where you’re 28 

at.  So, if we come out at 0.5 and you’re slightly below it, 29 

that may be a result of data quality problems or something like 30 

that. 31 

 32 

If we decided that there was actually data quality problems, 33 

where that number is really that uncertain, and we know it’s not 34 

biased in one direction or the other, there could be some 35 

rationale to say we could actually be below the mean, for ones 36 

that are really highly uncertain, and that’s why we would go 37 

down to a lower buffer, but I’m not saying we do that.  I’m just 38 

saying that would be the logic. 39 

 40 

Then, if you look -- For example, if it was one that was not on 41 

the form during this and could be added to the form, that would 42 

be one that we could have a higher buffer on.  Then, as it’s 43 

added to the form, we could reduce that buffer, but I think 44 

we’re probably going to be -- We’re going to have to look at 45 

that 0.9 and then just maybe look at some of the other 46 

rationales. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think the other hope is that, as data 1 

improve, you move out of this tier, if and when the time comes 2 

that an assessment is possible.  3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  To be realistic, we need to say that we are not 5 

going to move directly out of this tier. 6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not for the foreseeable future. 8 

 9 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Not for the foreseeable future. 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, agreed. 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We should have improved -- I mean, we would hope 14 

to have a reliable time series of landings and not just reported 15 

landings, and so, if we get that time series and we can improve 16 

that information, we’re still going to be in this same tier. 17 

 18 

Then, once we get that improved to a level of 0.9 on all of 19 

them, or decent, then we have the potential possibility of going 20 

up to the other tiers, and so there’s going to be improvement 21 

within this tier. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  Agreed. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s where -- The argument is made, at times, 26 

that we want the opportunity for stuff to grow, and this is 27 

where, from a scientific data collection standpoint, this is the 28 

growth.  This is the improvement component in here.  I don’t 29 

know how we tie it in, because we don’t want to end up with 30 

values that are much lower than our means. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Again, looking at intent to say that the 35 

susceptibility to species should be getting back toward the 36 

mean, and so that would be looking at a buffer of 0.5 or 0.55, 37 

somewhere in that ballpark, as a default thing, do we have a 38 

rationale for how far we want to go and how we would choose to 39 

go to higher buffers, where species can support that? 40 

 41 

Right there, you’re saying, if you just go with 0.5, for those 42 

species who are generically three, we’re setting a level of 60 43 

percent above the mean, whatever that CV is in that case, but 44 

they’re fairly stable, as we said.  That’s above the mean, and I 45 

have no idea where that is relative to the 75
th
 percentile, for 46 

example. 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  If you want that, I can compute it.   1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There should be a relationship, because 3 

it’s based on the CVs. 4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 6 

 7 

JOHN HOENIG:  There is only a relationship if it’s normally 8 

distributed. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.   That’s what we’re looking at. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  But I don’t know that we necessarily care.  The 13 

75
th
 percentile was sort of arbitrary.  If this is showing 14 

percentage above the mean and we’re happy with it -- 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  The OFL is still computed on the basis of the 17 

75
th
 percentile, but the references that I’m showing you are 18 

relative to the mean, just so that we can test whether we’re 19 

achieving our intention, which is, for stocks in 4a, our 20 

intention was to allow a little bit more fishing pressure.  The 21 

amount would be relative to our perception of their 22 

vulnerability. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Wait.  Where is the 75th percentile in this? 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s still in the OFL calculation? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  OFL is equal to scalar times max scale 29 

minus CV over max scale, and where is the 75? 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s the first thing.  OFL equals 75th percentile 32 

times the scalar times the max.   33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I missed that.   35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  The 75th percentile is still in here, but the 37 

only thing we’ve changed is adding that term at the end.  38 

Frankly, I am satisfied with the way it’s behaving. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I’m satisfied with the way it’s 41 

behaving. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s little sketchy, to me, to say that a 44 

moderate score -- That we would allow a 100 percent increase in 45 

ABC -- I am not sure that I love the way it’s behaving relative 46 

to the buffer, but, if our presumption is that the buffer is 47 

large, say the 0.5, then I am pretty happy with how it’s 48 
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behaving here. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s consistent with intent. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly, and I think the reason you’re getting 5 

this 91 percent increase here has to do with the fact that OFL 6 

still contains the 75
th
 percentile, and then you’re just using a 7 

buffer.  If your OFL had actually been computed on the mean, I 8 

don’t know that we would see this.   9 

 10 

This is probably the 75
th
 percentile causing that increase.  It’s 11 

an interaction with the scalar and the 75
th
 percentile, but I 12 

think, as long as the control rule was written with a realistic 13 

description of what you are going to assume the scientific 14 

uncertainty is, then we don’t have to really consider these 15 

values yet, until there is evidence that the scientific 16 

uncertainty has improved, and so we would be really functioning 17 

at this end of -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Those are OFLs or ABCs? 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  This is ABC, and so the OFL is actually 22 

considerably larger than the mean, which is not a bad idea, 23 

because it prevents an overfishing designation, but it may be a 24 

bad idea if you think that it’s going to cause overfishing, but 25 

what do we really know about a catch level on the stock? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, if we behave our ACLs, we shouldn’t 28 

ever worry about that, if we’ve got it up there. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, if you have the stocks -- Especially if 31 

you have the vulnerability scores about right, and you have your 32 

stocks in Tier 4a and Tier 4b about correctly assigned, then I 33 

don’t see anything that concerns me terribly. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For that to happen, two important things 36 

have to occur.  One that the reporting dilemma gets solved one 37 

way or another, because either the fishermen solve it or we have 38 

to solve it here by using expansion factors.   39 

 40 

The other thing is for the socioeconomic situation to change, 41 

because, right now, the current catch levels are way below that 42 

mean of the reference period, in general.  That’s what I have 43 

seen, and so there is going to be a lot of time for one thing to 44 

reach the other, for current fishing levels to actually reach 45 

the ABC values that we are going to propose, in most cases. 46 

 47 

SHANNON CALAY:  One thing that could very well still occur, 48 
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using this approach, is you could still see OFL, and even 1 

potentially ABC values, that are higher than any observed value 2 

in the time series, and I think, if that occurs, you might have 3 

to consider using an ad hoc approach. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s ten after, and do we want to think 6 

about this over lunch?  I see nodding heads, and so let’s break 7 

for lunch. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What time do you want to come back? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  1:30. 12 

 13 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on December 8, 2017.) 14 

 15 

- - - 16 

 17 

December 8, 2017 18 

 19 

FRIDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 20 

 21 

- - - 22 

 23 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 24 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Office, San 25 

Juan, Puerto Rico, Friday afternoon, December 8, 2017, and was 26 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again.  Up on the screen 29 

is Shannon’s spreadsheet that she presented for us right before 30 

the break, and we were looking at scenarios where, if we follow 31 

the formula that’s up on the wall there to standardize things by 32 

the coefficient of variations, we were looking at situations 33 

where our ABCs for a species with a susceptibility of two was 34 

getting back to a little bit above what the mean values were 35 

for, in this case, of course, a hypothetical time series. 36 

 37 

For a susceptibility of three species, that value was going 38 

anywhere between 60 and 70 percent, depending on what the 39 

coefficient of variation was, if we were using a buffer of 0.5.   40 

 41 

This all sounds good in theory, I think.  There is no particular 42 

way, in terms of process, to relate say that 60 percent level 43 

for a susceptibility of three species to what it would be under 44 

the previous -- You actually have to go in and do in the 45 

calculations for any species, to show what that is, but it is 46 

saying that we would be allowing an increase in the ABC of up to 47 

60 or 70 percent for those species. 48 
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 1 

There are two questions here, and that’s for -- We’re looking at 2 

-- Can you go down to the higher CV, and so, as the CVs 3 

increase, you’re getting up towards the 70 percent.  Let’s go 4 

not so far down to one.  0.4 is certainly in an area where we 5 

have a lot of species.  It’s still behaving pretty well.   6 

 7 

Are we comfortable with using something like 0.5 for a generic 8 

situation which would say, for those few instances, again dorado 9 

and lobster, where we bumped things up, and red hind in St. 10 

Thomas, did we want to do the same thing and use a higher 11 

factor, and that is to say a lower level of uncertainty, to 12 

increase even more?  You would probably be getting at somewhere 13 

like 82 percent above the mean increase, and where would that 14 

level be?  I just threw that out, but you can see, like 0.6, 15 

you’re doubling the mean. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s hard to say what kind of buffer in that 18 

regard -- I mean, it’s hard to tell how to measure our 19 

uncertainty.  The way that I would think that, logically, that 20 

it would work is to use our range in some way and calibrate it 21 

by or relate it to the range of coefficients of variation that 22 

we have on the data, the spread of the data, from the less 23 

variable to the most variable.  I still don’t know what kind of 24 

spread that is, but it seems to be from 200 percent to -- I 25 

can’t remember the lower end of the scale. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of 0.9? 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, the scale that, when somebody prepared a 30 

graph with the spread of the coefficients of variation, that it 31 

would go from something to 200 percent. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and that’s the second question.  34 

Maybe I should have put that question first.  Do we want to 35 

apply this across-the-board, or do we want to say, at some 36 

point, the coefficient of variation gets blown out and we want 37 

to use a different approach? 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  (The comment is not audible on the 40 

recording.) 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so we’ve got a bunch that are above 43 

one, and so it would be nice to see what the behavior of this 44 

approach is.  We’ve only looked up to one, and so it would be 45 

interesting to see what happens when it’s much higher. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we just plug in, Shannon, a value of 48 
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two and see what happens? 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the spreadsheet here, and we can do 5 

it.   6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s not set up to do it. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s right, because you have to pick from 10 

the table, don’t you? 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can do it for you.  Just give me a moment. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If things start to break down, then we need to 17 

consider alternatives, but it seems to behave quite well in the 18 

range that we looked at, and it is getting us to the intent of 19 

the tiered control rule. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It would just be good to see what happens 24 

beyond what we’ve seen, the CVs beyond what we’ve looked at. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re in that -- Remember, this is just 27 

commercial data, and it’s not limited to the -- This is just all 28 

the data.  For Puerto Rico, it does not include the recreational 29 

data. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 32 

 33 

NELSON CRESPO:  Just a reminder, with the deepwater snapper, the 34 

permit that the fishers have on the high level of reporting. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Good point, but we’re not there yet. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It is a good point. 39 

 40 

SHANNON CALAY:  The trouble is you’ve got that scaling factor 41 

that we’ve included, which is max scalar minus CV on the max 42 

scalar. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 45 

 46 

SHANNON CALAY:  When you have a CV as high as two, then your max 47 

scalar would have to be higher than three.  Do you see what I 48 
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mean?  That max scalar we set up with a maximum value of three. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  Because it becomes less than the 3 

max scalar, and, therefore, it becomes less than one.  Is that 4 

what you’re saying? 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, it just becomes too small of a value to 7 

ensure that you’re never going to do a reduction in Tier 4a. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it’s actually decreasing your scalar. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  If you want -- I mean, there is two ways to go.  12 

I’ve got the results that I can show you, but there is two ways 13 

to go.  You could either cap your CV at one in your 14 

calculations, or you can -- We would have to think of a clever 15 

way to adjust that max scalar so that it’s an even higher value 16 

than three. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or, if the CV is greater than one, we use a 19 

different approach. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  I can show you what it looks like, but, 22 

essentially, at CV as high as two, then a 50 percent buffer 23 

would cause a reduction if the scalar was less than 2.5.  At a 24 

scalar value of two, it would cause a 22 percent reduction in 25 

ABC relative to the mean.  The OFL would still be higher. 26 

 27 

In effect, what we’re doing here is applying two scalars, and so 28 

your 75
th
 percentile times a scalar, and then this essentially is 29 

another scalar, which happens to have the CVs thrown in it.  30 

What I’m getting at is, if your maximum scalar value is three, 31 

but your CV is two, then this is less than one, and so it’s a 32 

reduction.   33 

 34 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s a reduction but it’s not a scalar.  It’s a 35 

variable.  It depends on the CV. 36 

 37 

SHANNON CALAY:  This whole quantity though acts like another 38 

scalar. 39 

 40 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s a variable. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  Okay.  Whatever you want to call it.  What I’m 43 

getting at is we haven’t found the elegant solution that works 44 

in all cases, and so we either have to say that we’re going to 45 

do something different for a CV over one, are you satisfied with 46 

what we have, or do we have to fuss with this more? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My inclination is to say that we do 1 

something else, just because, when you’re getting CVs that 2 

large, and you’re looking at the species that are causing it, 3 

we’re getting down to catch levels that are really low. 4 

 5 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s if what we have in the recreational -- 6 

That could have large CVs. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that’s going to be for the rarer 9 

species. 10 

 11 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I suspect it’s going to be for quite a few of 12 

them and not just the rarer species.  As I recall, having not 13 

looked at the -- 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am going to send it to you. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have the recreational data available?   18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we put up dorado, and what would be 22 

another good one, yellowtail? 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The variability in the recreational 25 

landings for dorado, it’s all recreational. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the CV.   28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These data get reported with a PSE, 30 

right, that is extremely variable. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but now we’re working on those values, 33 

and so let’s -- That still puts that in the okay range. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is it? 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  0.6, basically, 0.588. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For dolphin? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that would be your best-case scenario, 42 

but that’s because there is a trend in the landings. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why is this? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are recreational landings from 47 

2000 to 2015.  This is the mean. 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, and so that’s the CV?  That’s the 2 

coefficient of variation, right? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So that’s really good, and so that would be 7 

a good one to perhaps a 0.9 buffer. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.   10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why not?  I don’t know, but maybe -- I mean, 12 

I can see there is a lot of variability there.  I mean, we’re 13 

talking about almost 60 percent variation, and so it’s not that 14 

great.  I mean, it’s not in the 200 level, but that’s probably 15 

in the first half of the variation scale, and so, if we consider 16 

variability, the coefficient of variation between 20 and 200, 17 

and that’s 60, it’s before the middle of the scale.   18 

 19 

What I am saying is that we need to have the coefficient of 20 

variation of all the species, of all the groups, and then relate 21 

the range that we want to use on the buffers relative to the 22 

coefficient of variation. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so we -- When we played around 25 

with dolphin in Puerto Rico before, we were coming up at the 26 

application of a 0.9 buffer in that scenario of the ABC being 27 

essentially twice the mean. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But it doesn’t have to be that way if we 30 

don’t have a really good reason to do that, because, I mean, if 31 

the scientific uncertainty is what’s driving our buffer, and we 32 

need some way of measuring our scientific uncertainty, and we 33 

are using the coefficient of variation for that, then 34 

dolphinfish may not be our less uncertainty fish. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re not using the CV to do scientific 37 

uncertainty. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are using that to scale OFL, such that 42 

we can buffer down to an ABC.  That’s the OFL that that 43 

information is being used for, to make sure that we’re not in a 44 

situation where random hits are going to cause an overfished 45 

determination. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For certain, that spread on the data during 48 
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the reference period is a source of uncertainty. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, if you look at that figure 3 

there, that’s for 0.2, but you’re up at -- You are doubling the 4 

mean at about a buffer of 0.65 or more.  Now, that -- I wouldn’t 5 

go 0.9 on that one, because then you’re tripling it, and so 6 

there is a question of how far to go. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How to provide a guideline for establishing 9 

an application of the buffer, and that’s what I am really 10 

pursuing here and not to have to go species-by-species, but 11 

actually follow a guideline and say, okay, if the coefficient of 12 

variation is this, then we apply this buffer.  I am telling you 13 

that I’ve been willing to put both the weight of the 14 

uncertainty, unless we have some other criteria that we want to 15 

factor in, on the coefficient of variation.   16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’ve already calculated the 18 

coefficient of variation in the scalar calculation, and that 19 

allows us to apply a straight buffer, regardless of what the CVs 20 

are, because we have already accounted for that, and so the 21 

question is -- 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Based on what?  I mean, what are we going to 24 

base the application of the buffer on?  What’s the criteria? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  On the intent of the control rule, which 27 

is, for species that are 4a, we should be allowing some increase 28 

in where the ACLs are, but, those species that are not strongly 29 

impacted, not strongly -- Neither indicating they can take a lot 30 

of pressure nor indicating that they are suffering, that is to 31 

say the susceptibility of two species, it should come back 32 

somewhere in the vicinity of where they are, although a little 33 

bit higher, because they are 4a. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I agree with that. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s kind of the intent of the control 38 

rule 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We’re in agreement with that.  The thing is 41 

that if you -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you do that, then you’re looking at 44 

something like a 0.5 buffer across-the-board for all species, 45 

and, if you’re a three species, you’re going to get a much 46 

higher bump, because you’re a three species and not a two 47 

species, and I don’t think anyone has a problem with that.  For 48 
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those species we think can go higher, where do we go from that?  1 

Jocelyn. 2 

 3 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  Just in terms of the intent of the rule, 4 

obviously 4a allows you to go higher, but you don’t have to.  5 

We’re just saying that you can come back around the same point.  6 

I do think you would want to still be making that determination 7 

as to whether you should go up from where you were, but it gives 8 

the possibility to do that, as opposed to 4b, which doesn’t. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and where we are now, given that 11 

while there is stability in these numbers, they are not exactly 12 

the same, and so one might be 9 percent and one might be 6 13 

percent, but it could be 15 percent, but there is a cap on that 14 

kind of variability there that we can’t predict for how a 15 

particular species will fall out. 16 

 17 

I think that’s okay.  We’re trying to develop a system, and a 18 

little bit of variability in how that plays for individual 19 

species is certainly tolerable in that, as long as general 20 

behaviors are playing out as intended. 21 

 22 

I would think we would want to be slightly above, because there 23 

is going to be another management uncertainty buffer that the 24 

council could apply, and we don’t want to use that to drive it 25 

back down to below where it was. 26 

 27 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  As long as, to the extent you can, you’re 28 

thinking about what amount of a fishing pressure leads to 29 

overfishing and what you think, given the fluctuations in data, 30 

the acceptable biological catch is. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, how I see it, and I’m sorry to 35 

delay this further, but how I see it is that we’re saying -- By 36 

doing that, we’re saying that, essentially, we believe that, for 37 

most groups within 4a, we have the same level of scientific 38 

uncertainty, which is going to be around 0.5, which, for me, is 39 

a very high uncertainty.  Then we’re saying we want to raise up 40 

the ABC over the -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re not saying --] 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We believe that this stock that we should be 45 

fishing more, but our uncertainty is great, and that is what I 46 

can’t grasp it. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Our uncertainty is great, but don’t equate 1 

the 0.5 meaning we only have 50 percent certainty in the -- 2 

That’s not how it works out. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s how it sounds. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It may sound that way, but that’s not how 7 

it actually functions. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  On a performance scale, that’s an F.   10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  It is an F, actually.  It is actually an F, 12 

because you don’t have most of the information you need to 13 

conduct a quantitative approach.  You don’t even really have a 14 

true understanding of the uncertainty of information. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So where do you want to -- Why do you want 17 

to allow a raise of the harvest?  18 

 19 

SHANNON CALAY:  Because our intent was that, because of expert 20 

opinion amongst your SSC members, that the stock could tolerate 21 

more harvest and you would allow it. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Great.  That is a very nice explanation.  24 

Then why are we going through all of this math? 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  To quantify our control rule, as our obligation 27 

under the MSA. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We should just go ahead and do it on expert 30 

opinion and that’s it. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could have, been then we would have 33 

slugged our way through every single stock, and that would be 34 

probably ravaged by somebody. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This way, you have rules, and you can 37 

just let the staff run all of them. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I understand that, and that’s the way I 40 

would like to go, and that’s the way it sounds to me, that, in 41 

one way, we’re saying we know these stocks, and we know the 42 

stocks that are a problem, and we want them to go high, but our 43 

uncertainty is very high and so it’s like, well, we want them to 44 

-- In our expert opinion, we want them to catch more, but we 45 

don’t really know what’s going on. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but you’re equating a number with a 48 
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level of uncertainty that we have, and that’s not how it works.  1 

We have, using this approach, driven OFLs higher for variable 2 

stocks, so that we don’t trigger unnecessary overfishing 3 

determinations. 4 

 5 

The fact that we’ve bumped them way up means that we also have 6 

to buffer them down, and that’s why it’s 0.5.  We could start 7 

equating things to the way that we really think our uncertainty 8 

is, but, as Shannon said, yes, it is an F, but, if we did that, 9 

we’re going to start triggering overfishing things all the time, 10 

just because of the amount of fluctuations in correction factors 11 

and whatever, and that’s not a way to manage a fishery. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I just wanted to express my feelings 14 

on this.   15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  Just for clarification, I am not suggesting 17 

that, in isolation, the catch data is an F.  I am saying that 18 

the data we have available to us to actually make a better 19 

determination, using a stock assessment, for example, we don’t 20 

have that available to us.  We don’t have the ability right now 21 

to conduct a stock assessment, and so that’s why we’re in the 22 

Tier 4 situation. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, this is worst-case scenario.  25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  The fact that we’re using catch alone at all is 27 

because we lack available information to something better, and 28 

so it certainly is not a good data quality score.  Now, I may 29 

have been a little bit hyperbolic by calling it an F, but it’s 30 

certainly not a good one. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I am okay.  Fine.   33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the case of dorado, and, of course, we 35 

just ran the recreational numbers, but a 0.6 coefficient of 36 

variation, the susceptibility score is three.  At a value of 37 

0.6, you are doubling the mean. 38 

 39 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Graciela, the only lobster that you increased 40 

was St. Thomas. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 43 

 44 

SARAH STEVENSON:  All the rest were at -- They all had the same 45 

susceptibility score, which would have put them at a scalar of 46 

1.5, but then, in St. Thomas, you increased to a two, but the 47 

rest stayed at 1.5. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so the rationale that we had for 2 

doing that in St. Thomas were not any different than St. Croix 3 

or Puerto Rico. 4 

 5 

SARAH STEVENSON:  They were because the fishery operates 6 

slightly different in St. Thomas, and so like the trap mesh size 7 

-- You went through a whole list of reasons why, for St. Thomas, 8 

the lobster had a little bit more -- 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  More than anything else because of all 11 

the regulations, the no-take MCD, the monuments, and all the 12 

areas. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but we didn’t discuss these at all 15 

with respect to Puerto Rico, for example, where we don’t have a 16 

lot of no-take, for example, but we do have the same mesh sizes, 17 

I believe. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have the same carapace lengths.  22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the carapace length is the same 24 

across-the-board.  The one that is significantly different, in 25 

terms of the -- Well, it’s only a trap fishery.  St. Croix and 26 

Puerto Rico both have trap and dive fisheries.  The amount of 27 

area that has no take, no fishing whatsoever, in St. Thomas and 28 

St. John probably doubles that of St. Croix and four times that 29 

of Puerto Rico, including juvenile habitat and deepwater. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  I just want to make sure that we’re 32 

all in agreement on this that St. Croix and Puerto Rico lobster 33 

are staying at the standard 1.5 and that increase in St. Thomas, 34 

with the additional protections, is going to two, which is 35 

apparently what we said. 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and we’re not changing anything, I don’t 38 

think. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, because now we’re going to get back 41 

to our table there and say, okay, we have -- If our standard is 42 

going to be a 0.5 buffer, we’re saying, in these cases, we have 43 

a little bit more certainty of what is going to be our 44 

comparable bump-up.     45 

 46 

I would say a two value would correspond nicely with a doubling 47 

of the mean, or a 0.6 buffer, just because we have one that fits 48 
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in between, and so we could go to 0.55 for the red hind in St. 1 

Thomas, which was slightly lower.  What do people feel about 2 

this, because I am not here dictating stuff, and I would like to 3 

have consensus. 4 

 5 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  If I may, just a little comment on Puerto Rico.  6 

They’ve been doing this lobster study also, and it’s been 7 

showing the size of the lobsters have been increasing also, and 8 

you have overran that ACL already, and so I don’t know what the 9 

numbers are going to be, but, if they’re a little bit higher, 10 

that would be great for Puerto Rico. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The numbers are going to be higher already.  13 

It’s just a function of how much higher. 14 

 15 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Yes, and so I’m going to just put that on the 16 

table, because I didn’t know how high it was going to be, but I 17 

was just saying, because they overran it already, and I was just 18 

wondering if you guys had looked at that to see, and I don’t 19 

know what the numbers were, but I know that they’re doing a lot 20 

to show the production of that fishery.   21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am also willing to entertain any other 23 

thoughts on how to do stuff, and I don’t know what the -- Do we 24 

have a -- Yes, we do have an idea of what the lobster -- Well, 25 

it’s the highest one, and so it’s the lowest -- It won’t be 26 

exactly 0.19, because this is the whole dataset, but it’s 27 

probably not going to depart much from that, and there is no 28 

recreational data for invertebrates.  29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to see that? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, because we’re not really talking about 33 

lobster so much now, but we’re just talking about how much do we 34 

go up from a 0.5 to handle those cases where we said additional 35 

fishing should be allowed. 36 

 37 

The proposal I put out was, for red hind in St. Thomas, where, 38 

before, we were talking a factor of 1.75, up from 0.5, that I 39 

would look at a -- I am recommending a buffer of 0.55.  For the 40 

species that go to two, I would set a buffer of 0.6, and that’s 41 

doubling the mean for your ABC.  That’s a pretty hefty increase.  42 

Maybe that’s too high, and I don’t know.  That’s why I’m asking 43 

for opinions here of folks. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  How are we getting those numbers? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just looking at that chart and going 48 
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over -- We’re at 0.5, and we have one situation that goes a 1 

little bit, and we have a situation that goes a little bit more.  2 

It’s goes from 0.5 to 0.55 to 0.6. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t have an issue with -- 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There was no magic here.  We could make 7 

them 0.5, 0.52, and 0.55, and I don’t know. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I don’t know either, but I think that’s 10 

within a reasonable range of possibilities.  0.5 to 0.6, 11 

depending upon -- I think maybe the default ought to be the 0.5, 12 

and so I think you’re suggesting -- There are some cases that 13 

should be bumped up to a 0.6. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I take that back.  Aren’t we already 16 

accounting for the scalar there, and so, the fact that we make 17 

it a two, is that --  18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’ve got the scalar. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, what we -- Correct me if I’m wrong, 22 

Shannon, and you were running the numbers, or Todd, but we said 23 

that this basically comes back to our scalar is our 24 

susceptibility. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to get it to three. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right.  It’s a direct translation now rather than 31 

a reduction. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, if we said -- If we think something can 36 

go up even more, it means we’re a little more -- We have a 37 

little bit more certainty, and we can alter the buffer, is how 38 

we would handle that. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If we have more certainty, altering the buffer, 41 

yes. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, how far would we alter the buffer?  44 

That gets back to where we are.  It’s basically do you feel 45 

comfortable saying, for a case of two, and so that’s dorado, we 46 

could double the mean catch, and I think that’s okay.  For 47 

lobster, could we do that in St. Thomas, with all those 48 
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protections? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Dorado, all across-the-board, right? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dorado across-the-board.  Do we have 5 

consensus that it sounds good to me or -- I’ve got to hear from 6 

somebody.   7 

 8 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Have we already defined consensus as 60 percent 9 

of the vote or something? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, there is no one talking.   12 

 13 

SHANNON CALAY:  What we do when we’re on the SEDAR calls is say 14 

this is the decision, unless I hear otherwise.   15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I have no opposition. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but that’s making it kind of like my 19 

decision, and I’m uncomfortable with that. 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Richard, I have no opposition at all to where 22 

you’re going with things.  The reason I’m kind of hesitant is 23 

just I do think that playing it out to see how it plays out. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, the how does it play out, we have to 26 

start someplace. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think your starting point is good. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So what are we doing for spiny lobster 33 

in St. Thomas? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That hasn’t changed.   36 

 37 

JOCELYN D’AMBROSIO:  On consensus, the only thing I would note 38 

is that you defined it for the tier designations, and it’s 39 

obviously a good idea to make sure that there is agreement, but 40 

that was specifically defined for the Tier 4a. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, and so, as a starting point, a 43 

species that would have a factor of -- I don’t have a phrase 44 

yet, because we’re not using the same.  Basically, we’re saying, 45 

for dorado across-the-board and lobster in St. Thomas, we think 46 

that there is a degree of uncertainty that would allow us to use 47 

a buffer of 0.6 and that, in St. Thomas for red hind, there is a 48 
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reduction in the uncertainty that would allow us to use a buffer 1 

of 0.55.  Everything else is at a buffer of 0.5. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have to repeat the second one.  4 

That allows for a buffer of 0.6 for dorado for all islands and 5 

for lobster in St. Thomas. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For red hind -- 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In St. Thomas, it’s 0.55.  Everything else 12 

is getting the standard buffer of 0.5. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For all islands. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Julian. 17 

 18 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just a quick question for you, Rich.  I thought 19 

I heard you say earlier a degree of certainty and not 20 

uncertainty. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was trying to put them so that -- 23 

 24 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I just want to make sure that we’ve got the 25 

language right.  I am listening to what you’re saying. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and so, as your certainty increases, 28 

so does your factor, but, as your uncertainty increases, it goes 29 

down.   30 

 31 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Okay.  It’s just a question.  32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am trying to say we have more certainty. 34 

 35 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In this line, “everything else” here means 36 

those species with a CV of, because we’re having a math problem, 37 

of less than one and 4a. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, this is for 4a less than one. 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and I think this is a reasonable approach. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Me too. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which means we have to come up with a CV 46 

greater than one.  Currently, for St. Thomas/St. John, there are 47 

only two species that have a coefficient of variation greater 48 
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than one, queen snapper and red grouper, and they are barely 1 

over one. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are what? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One is 1.04 and the other one is 1.11, but 6 

they are important species being landed. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Thomas or St. Croix? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  St. Thomas/St. John.   I am assuming this 11 

was just from the recent period, which would correspond to our 12 

reference period, because it’s species-specific, although the 13 

highest species landed in that is queen conch, and so figure 14 

that one out.  Maybe that is really St. Croix?  Whereas, the one 15 

that’s listed as St. Croix, spiny lobster has the highest landed 16 

value, landed species, and dolphinfish is second. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So that’s St. Croix? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where did all this queen conch come into 21 

St. Thomas?   22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He is looking at the plots. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the species in St. Thomas that has 26 

the highest landings, the top three or something like that? 27 

 28 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Queen triggerfish, hind, and the yellowtail, 29 

maybe.   30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Queen is high, yes.  Queen 32 

angelfish is way up there, and conch, as I said, is the highest. 33 

 34 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I don’t know where conch is coming in from, 35 

because I don’t see anybody catching any conch in St. Thomas/St. 36 

John.  I don’t. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Mutton snapper.   39 

 40 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Mutton snapper shouldn’t be a high one either. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  I have seen very little mutton snapper on St. 43 

Thomas. 44 

 45 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Something seems mixed up there. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sarah, can you hear us? 2 

 3 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  In the top ten, it should be queen, trigger, 4 

yellowtail, and hind and doctorfish. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Don’t forget that conch would be 7 

limited in St. Croix.  I mean, why it would be high in St. 8 

Thomas, I don’t know. 9 

 10 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Yes, I can hear you. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Why is queen conch so high in St. 13 

Thomas? 14 

 15 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Hold on.  Let me go look at the -- That data 16 

that is plotted is queen conch from 2000 to 2016. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s 2000? 19 

 20 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Yes, and these maps that I made don’t 21 

correspond to the actual reference periods that you selected, 22 

and so it looks like -- What is the reference period for queen 23 

conch for St. Thomas? 24 

 25 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  2012 to 2016. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everything is 2012 to 2016. 28 

 29 

SARAH STEVENSON:  Those are going to be a lot lower.  That 30 

average is like 500 pounds instead of, if you took what was in 31 

this graph, it was like 1,420. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Croix it should be 50,000 34 

pounds. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The landings that I see for St. Thomas queen 37 

conch is 400 pounds to -- This is across all years.  It’s 400 38 

pounds to 3,900 pounds one year, but, most of the time, there is 39 

eighty-eight pounds, and there is 820 pounds.  It’s low.  It’s 40 

23,000 pounds total from 2000 to 2017, and so we need to sort 41 

that out.  42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think the average landings are -- I 44 

am not sure what that be.  The CVs would go up for something 45 

like conch, because the record is longer, but most of these are 46 

species that had to be from 2012, because this is the only 47 

species-specific data available, which these are neither here 48 
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nor there at the moment.  The question is what do we do for 1 

species that are over one, whose CVs are over one? 2 

 3 

What had been thrown out before for consideration, or maybe not 4 

for consideration, but just as an idea, was that we could just 5 

use some highest historical value, or second-highest historical 6 

value, or something like that, just to get us to OFL, correct? 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  What?  I’m looking at another thing. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For species where the coefficient of 11 

variation was greater than one, maybe a way to cap the OFL 12 

someplace would just be to take the highest historical landings. 13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  Certainly other councils have done so, although 15 

I think the South Atlantic might use the third-highest. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, there is some variations on that.  It 18 

works fine for Puerto Rico -- 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  I’m not sure you would have the third-highest. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It works fine for Puerto Rico.  In the 23 

Virgin Islands, where the time series is less, that could -- 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Except we had some long discussion at the last 26 

meeting of the earlier years in St. Croix that the landings 27 

would likely be artificially high, because of double reporting. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  So I would hate to go back and use numbers that 32 

we have on the record as the probability that they are highly 33 

inflated. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could limit it to the reference period, 36 

where we shouldn’t have that problem, or some factor of -- 1.2 37 

times the highest point in the reference period or something 38 

like that, or 1.5, or ten. 39 

 40 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  Just a question.  Can we use, for that that OFL,  41 

our OFL that came out of the last process, as your OFL number?  42 

I am throwing this out there.  If we look at what’s there, the 43 

four years that we achieved it, or five years that we achieved 44 

it, even if we put that multiplier in, it would still -- The 45 

number of what was harvested originally, and so I don’t know if 46 

I’m making any sense. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, you’re making sense. 1 

 2 

JULIAN MAGRAS:  I am not saying you go with the highest 3 

historical landing, but at least, even if we look at the 4 

original OFL that was there and then use that, but then you 5 

still come back in and put in your scalars and buffers, giving 6 

you that flexibility there to still manage what you guys are 7 

trying to manage, but it stops the fishermen from going over 8 

that OFL.  It might trigger accountability measures, but it’s 9 

not that important to our rebuilding process, especially in the 10 

St. Croix case. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not sure what we had for OFLs back 13 

then.  Did we have OFL equal ABC and that was buffered down by 14 

the council? 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Once again, back then is not the same data.  It’s 17 

not landings.  It’s reported landings, and so you can’t go back 18 

anywhere past -- We can’t use any of those numbers, because the 19 

reporting patterns have changed dramatically. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  By law, OFL can equal ABC, but the intention is 22 

to buffer it with some measure of scientific uncertainty. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.   25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  But, by law, they can all be equal. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then the council can take the 29 

reduction from there. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could say, okay, it’s the historical 32 

record for Puerto Rico and it’s the X highest value, whatever 33 

that is, and we could have something different for the Virgin 34 

Islands, because that record is shorter, and we might say the 35 

highest value multiplied by some factor, to recognize that there 36 

were catches higher in the past. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Rich, if you’re feeding into it though -- Because 39 

you can’t say the catches were higher in the past. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the numbers were higher. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But you’re translating it again, and this is so 44 

critical that Julian understands this and others understand it.  45 

It’s not changing what is the harvest levels at all.  The 46 

number, which is not landings -- The number is reported 47 

landings, and that is higher than the number of reported 48 



468 

 

landings here, if we have the expansion factors for that thing 1 

to be the same number, and that is so critical. 2 

 3 

WALTER KEITHLY:  You have lost me.  Expansion number for what? 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What I’m saying is that we’ve got numbers that 6 

are previous that are reported landings that are up here. 7 

 8 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That are what I would say likely, at least for 9 

St. Croix, to be artificially high. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s not -- There is so many other details to 12 

this that -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, artificially high is exactly the point 15 

you’re making, and so go with that. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  I just didn’t want to get wrapped up in 18 

all the -- So artificially high meaning what’s the expansion, 19 

and, in the case, you would actually have a negative expansion, 20 

and you would come down from that, if we knew what the true 21 

expansion was. 22 

 23 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Now we have a behavioral response which has 26 

resulted, as everyone knew it would, where you have a reduction 27 

in that as being reported, and let’s go to St. Croix, so we 28 

don’t open up a can of worms.  You’ve got a number there, and 29 

you have a number here, and it’s just -- 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay, and so you’re saying you would need an 32 

expansion factor, possibly, for the current reported landings. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If we had those expansion factors, we could talk 35 

about landings.  Therefore, we wouldn’t have this conflict 36 

between people looking at -- 37 

 38 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  50,000 for conch and 37,000 and going these were 41 

different and we’re getting a reduction.   You’re not getting 42 

any reduction at all.  It’s the same thing if we could expand 43 

that to actual landings.  44 

 45 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Well, you don’t know that, but it could be. 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it would be close, but -- I just think 48 
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this is so important. 1 

 2 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree with you that they’re two totally 3 

different datasets and you cannot compare them.  4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is so important, because the reaction that 6 

everyone has is -- Explaining it here even, but the reaction 7 

that everyone is going to have is they’re going to look at the 8 

50,000 and the 37,000 and go, man, we’re getting screwed. 9 

 10 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I’m not. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re not, because you understand this. 13 

 14 

WALTER KEITHLY:  At least everybody here. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, I think that it’s just important to know 17 

that this room has to -- When we revisit this.  In the fishing 18 

community, it’s not something, dealing with those numbers, that 19 

is common, and that number is going to be taken on the face 20 

value, and they’re going to go, man, we don’t get it, and that’s 21 

why I said yesterday that we need to somehow make sure that 22 

people understand this, because the number-one thing we have 23 

done, and I hope you convey this to people, every time we’ve 24 

been looking at this is we’re going, well, we don’t want to 25 

reduce below what the values are. 26 

 27 

I mean, we’re trying to maintain.  There is no cutting, and 28 

there is nothing -- We’re trying to maintain what’s being 29 

reported now, and in the case of species where we have no 30 

concern, trying to go up with it, and so there’s a benefit.  In 31 

the intent of this, there is nothing but a benefit and 32 

translating the old numbers to the new numbers.  That’s all 33 

we’re doing, I mean, if you really break this down, and I did 34 

want to make sure that it was absolutely clear. 35 

 36 

If Nelson goes back and tells people, you know, we’re looking at 37 

this and these numbers are slightly different, and it’s a 38 

slightly different situation in Puerto Rico, but making sure 39 

that we have liaisons to go to the community and explain to them 40 

how that works, and we need to make sure that we use the right 41 

language in doing that and describing that. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what we’re left is, for each island, is 44 

reference period.   45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you repeat that? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we’re left with is the basis of -- If 1 

we want to come up with a number for OFL, we have to -- We are 2 

limited to the reference period for those, and how do we want to 3 

do that?  I don’t know how the numbers are going to play out, 4 

but, if the CVs hold kind of the way they were with the data 5 

that Sarah provided, almost no species in St. Thomas or St. 6 

Croix are going to fit into -- 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is St. Thomas. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The new one? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The new one, the real thing, and so 13 

that’s lobster right there. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The CVs haven’t changed, and so there’s 16 

only two species, and they’re only slightly higher than one.  17 

One is red grouper and the other is queen snapper, and their 18 

catches are relatively low relative to everything else on the 19 

right end.  Do we even deal with red grouper?  That’s in the 20 

grouper unit, right? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes.  Queen conch is down here now, 23 

and so yellowfin. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Queen snapper is an indicator or a species 26 

that -- 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s a species that -- Yellowfin, 29 

which is right here, is an indicator for St. Thomas for Grouper 30 

Unit 4. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it’s fine.  Queen snapper would be 1.04, 33 

which is probably not significantly different from one. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s not a very large fishery. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it’s not a very large fishery.  We 38 

could say, based on the available information, the situation for 39 

CVs greater than one would only apply to Puerto Rico.  We 40 

haven’t said that yet, but I’m putting it out.  Then we still 41 

have to come up with a buffering system, because this is a whole 42 

different basis. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For the couple of species that are above one, 45 

we are identifying that they’re part of a large group or 46 

something like that? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is only two, and one is barely -- 1 

It’s 1.04, and the other one is part of a group, of which the 2 

indicator species is well below one. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  That’s what I thought I was hearing.   5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What was the other group? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What? 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was queen snapper, right? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, queen snapper.   13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is St. Thomas. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is St. Thomas, and what is St. Croix? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to move to St. Croix?  Are 19 

we done with these two? 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, if we’re going to limit the concern to 22 

Puerto Rico, let’s just make sure that that’s -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s why I want to see St. Thomas, 25 

to make sure that we are correct.  Is this revised? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let me see.  Did we have to revise the 28 

-- The issue was St. Thomas, and so that’s lobster up here for 29 

St. Croix, and where is queen conch?  That is dolphin over here 30 

and the parrotfish.   31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Spiny lobster is the highest, and 33 

dolphinfish is second.  Queen conch is third, but these are for 34 

the reference period? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, it’s starting from the 2000 to the 37 

present. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but there isn’t species-specific data 40 

from 2000, except for conch and lobster.  41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have it for conch and lobster, and 43 

would show -- Everything else is new, either from 2011 or from 44 

2016. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right, and so the only one is yellowfin 47 

grouper, and do we have an indicator in St. Croix? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that’s just a group. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we’re still covered.  Everything is 4 

below one. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was part of the big discussion 7 

yesterday of that unit in St. Croix and moving them to the 8 

ecosystem component and being told that they need management 9 

because they form aggregations, et cetera, and they cannot be 10 

moved to ecosystem component. 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In Puerto Rico, which ones are over one? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Half of them. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes.   17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But most of them are not -- Because they’re 19 

in the lower part of that graph, they’re not big players in the 20 

fishery. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The rock hind would probably move out 25 

of here to where red hind is. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then this one also includes Nassau 30 

grouper, and so this is probably very old data.  When was the 31 

take prohibited, 2010, for the prohibition of the take on 32 

Nassau? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The data goes back to 1988.  When we throw 35 

in the recreational, the CVs are going to bump up even more for 36 

some of these species. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s another issue that we need to deal with, 39 

because our reference period is not fully covered by the 40 

recreational fishery.  The reference period begins in 1988, and 41 

the recreational data begins in 2000. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but we had put on the table, for 44 

Shannon, whether it could be -- Whether a back-calculation could 45 

be made. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  I forgot. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It kind of was yes, that a bunch of 2 

assumptions could be made, and, if you like those assumptions, 3 

some number could come out of it. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So there will still be some more to do for 6 

that. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Regardless, we still have the issue of these 11 

CVs greater than one. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right.  Where did everybody go?  It’s 14 

certainly not time for a break yet.  There’s another half-hour 15 

or twenty minutes.  The point-one-ish, Shannon, since she 16 

mentioned this, said that other councils have chosen OFL levels 17 

based on that, but then how did they buffer? 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  She is dealing with a Gulf assessment 20 

at the moment that is requiring her attention.  Let me see if 21 

she’s out there, and I will find out if she can re-focus on the 22 

group at hand. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t have a problem with going with this 25 

approach for defining OFL, but then I don’t know how we get to 26 

ABC. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and particularly if this is a method 29 

that’s been used in other regions.  Then we’ve got some 30 

precedent, and I guess we can do whatever we want now that the 31 

lawyer is gone.  I’m pretty sure that I didn’t say that on the 32 

record. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay, and so we are covered with that, 35 

and we have the language from that.  Anything that needs to 36 

change from what you sent me? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, a lot of that changes.  We’re changing 39 

how we do the scalar in the control rule, and so a lot of that 40 

changes. 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Shannon will be available in a few minutes. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we could do a break.  It’s a little 45 

early, but we may as well. 46 

 47 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Let’s get back to it.  Where we are 2 

at the moment, I believe, is, after looking at the data, we’re 3 

looking at species that have a coefficient of variation greater 4 

than one, and these are all going to be in Puerto Rico, having 5 

looked at the data. 6 

 7 

Shannon, you had mentioned that one of the other councils had 8 

chosen a highest landings or third-highest landings, something 9 

based on highest landings, as an OFL level.  How did they deal 10 

with then getting to ABC?  That’s kind of we are at the moment, 11 

and, if there’s some guidance on how someone else did it, that 12 

would help. 13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  Let me see what the South Atlantic control rule 15 

looks like.  On one of the presentations that Clay had put 16 

together, and I think we saw in this forum at one time or 17 

another, had a variety of the control rules -- Okay, proposed 18 

South Atlantic control rule, and this their original one, and 19 

here is a modified one. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is this the one? 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  That’s the Western Pacific Fishery Management 24 

Council, and they also have -- I mean, that control rule is 25 

described here, and so we would have a Tier 5 stock where OFL 26 

and uncertainty in OFL are unknown and MSY is unknown, but catch 27 

data are available.  28 

 29 

You see, in their case, they are always -- You can’t set -- Do 30 

you see what they have done here?  They have actually made an 31 

assumption about whether they are overfished or not, and, based 32 

on that assumption, they have either set ABC equal to the median 33 

or below it, and that’s a very different -- That’s a much more 34 

conservative control rule than what we’re putting together.  35 

That one will reduce catch. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that doesn’t say anything about OFL. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  No, that’s the Western Pacific.  I am looking 40 

for the South Atlantic.  It looks like they have just recently 41 

modified their control rule in the South Atlantic.  What Clay 42 

was just talking to me about, and that’s not why I called him, 43 

was basically that this is really getting towards our most 44 

uncertain stocks. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 47 

 48 



475 

 

SHANNON CALAY:  In this case, it really is going to be a matter 1 

of expert judgment, and there really is no quantitative approach 2 

that’s going to be very satisfying. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  One thing that Clay was mentioning, and this has 7 

not been -- I haven’t seen an example of it, but you could just 8 

use something like the mean times some scalar if it’s Tier 4a, 9 

and then the mean times a buffer for Tier 4b, since you really 10 

are at the bottom of the barrel of information here.  If you 11 

want some options, I will continue to look for the South 12 

Atlantic.  13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The problem we were dealing with was 15 

tripping over the OFL for things that have a lot of random 16 

variability in them.  Setting the OFL at the highest catch 17 

seemed to be okay, but then -- Do we even need to -- Do we even 18 

need to deal with OFL? 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, I mean, it’s a question that -- Jocelyn 21 

isn’t in the room anymore. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, you showed the Western Pacific, which 24 

didn’t. 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  Well, and the advice that we received from 27 

Headquarters and from Rick Methot is that, unless you have 28 

already status determination criteria that say you are 29 

overfishing or in a rebuilding plan, that you don’t need -- You 30 

can skip to ABC or ACL and you don’t need to apply an OFL. 31 

 32 

Now, it becomes an interesting question of how do you actually 33 

monitor those fisheries.  You’re just triggering accountability 34 

measures if you exceed ACL, but you’re not ever going to trigger 35 

the overfishing limit.  You’re just going to call it unknown.  36 

You’re just going to say it’s unknown, and you will never 37 

trigger an overfishing condition, because it’s not known what 38 

that level is. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but the all the species we’re looking 41 

at here are species that are not abundant in the catch. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and so you could skip.  I mean, according 44 

to Rick Methot, you can skip.  Now, probably at some point, you 45 

would have to -- Obviously these FMPs are examined, and there 46 

are obviously examples where OFL is unspecified.  They are using 47 

them right now, and so clearly the General Counsel Office hasn’t 48 
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prevented it from happening unless there has been status 1 

determination criteria.  It looks like what they’ve done -- I’ve 2 

got a presentation, and I can send it to Graciela.  It’s coming 3 

your way, Graciela, and then I will try to explain it. 4 

 5 

This is different.  This is their 2013 control rule, and so it’s 6 

been updated since their first approach, but maybe it has useful 7 

information.  I don’t have experience with the South Atlantic 8 

Fishery Management Council, and so, if you wanted someone to 9 

tell you how this has functioned, you would have to talk to Luiz 10 

Barbieri, who I think is the Chair of the SSC.  ORCS means only 11 

reliable catch series, and I guess you guys all know that.  OFL 12 

times scalar -- 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is déjà vu, serious déjà vu. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  These are ABC options, and so, in these cases, 19 

they are just using Option A through D to buffer down to the ABC 20 

from OFL, and, on the next slide down, it’s actually how they’re 21 

computing -- This is how they’re actually computing, I think, 22 

the OFL.   23 

 24 

They’ve got some risk of overexploitation defined for each 25 

species, and this looks like -- This says maximum catch, but I’m 26 

not sure exactly what this is, to be honest.  Then they’ve got a 27 

scalar times the catch statistics, and so we could put this in 28 

Excel and see how it’s working, but -- 29 

 30 

Then they’ve got the ORCS to ABC defined there.  How it’s 31 

working, I’m not sure.  I am not sure that I am understanding -- 32 

Well, this could be -- This 1.66 is probably the OFL, and it’s 33 

probably 1.25 times 1.32.  I would have to check the math to see 34 

if I know what this table is saying, but it looks like they’re 35 

using a maximum catch, in some fashion. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  Now, why exactly they’re doing this and how it 40 

functions for them, I don’t know, but that seems to be their 41 

approach.  Why they’re multiplying maximum catch for a -- I 42 

don’t know why not just use the maximum catch. 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s obviously not max catch.  It’s something 45 

that is derived from max catch. 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  You would hope. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  You would hope, because it doesn’t seem very 2 

precautionary. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So they’re not doing OFLs.  That’s just 5 

getting to ABC, or are they using the max catch as the OFL? 6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  It looks like it, and then they’re using some 8 

buffer option to get back down to ABC, and it says their intent, 9 

in one of these slides at the beginning -- It said, if a stock 10 

is lightly exploited, that they are maintaining current catch 11 

levels or allowing a limited increase in catch.  Moderately 12 

exploited, their idea is to maintain current catch levels, and 13 

heavily is to reduce catch.  It’s the same logic that we’re 14 

trying to apply.  It’s just a matter of what are they calling 15 

max catch. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand the scalar times the catch 18 

stat, but how does that get you an ABC?   19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  If you go up, I think it’s that Option A, B, C, 21 

D, maybe.  That is ABC options. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, and so it’s a fraction times the OFL. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t know why Option A is highlighted here. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Probably in that presentation as an 28 

example. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and then you’ve got a scalar scheme.  Here 31 

we go.  On Slide 7, catch statistics, chose the maximum catch 32 

during the period 1999 through 2007, and so maximum catch during 33 

some reference period.  Then risk of overexploitation times the 34 

scalar value.  They are doing literally max catch times two, or 35 

OFL, in some cases, of low exploitation, probably multiplied by 36 

one of those options under the list. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That makes sense, and the only thing that I don’t 39 

understand is how max catch is 2.1. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it would be whatever units they’re 42 

using, maybe thousands of pounds, millions of pounds, I don’t 43 

know.  That’s how I assumed they were doing that. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  They have much higher landings, probably.  They 46 

probably eliminated a lot of these nuisance stocks from their 47 

FMPs. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s just a weird number. 2 

 3 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, it is a weird number. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  My fear is that it’s a standardized number of 6 

some sort. 7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  It does look weird, because, if you look at -- I 9 

see white grunt north and south are the same number. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s exactly the same number, and that’s a 12 

lot of decimal places. 13 

 14 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So, what are they doing in Step 1 and Step 2 15 

from here?  This is Step 3, and so they’re making that -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is susceptibility. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, and so what’s next after this?  We just 20 

don’t know what they did to get those landings. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have their reference period. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We would have to track down their data. 25 

 26 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think they’re just using a 0.75 to get ABC, 27 

regardless of vulnerability. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What? 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  I can download these into Excel, but -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you talking about the ORCS ABC versus 34 

the current ABC? 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  The ORCS ABC, I think, is just their scalar 37 

times max catch, which is what’s actually in that column times 38 

0.75, is I think what’s in their ORCS ABC column. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I think so. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For the one that was highlighted, yes. 43 

 44 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think that must be the one they’re using 45 

across.  I will check a couple of them. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not quite. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not quite.  There is some sort of rounding 2 

thing.  They’re close.  It could be just a -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It could be a rounding thing. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You had used ORCS way back when for 7 

the ACLs for the species that were not in danger, like lobster 8 

and everything else that was on the form, and you ranked them 9 

low, medium, and high, and you used that for -- 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think it’s just a rounding thing, but it’s 12 

curious as to what that max catch is.  It goes out to eight 13 

digits. 14 

 15 

SHANNON CALAY:  I always chastise people for that, because we 16 

can’t manage in pound units of that fish. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  They also don’t look that different from each 19 

other. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That is my fear.  Like I can totally see it -- 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It may be because these are the -- 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 28 

recording.) 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are all between --  31 

 32 

SHANNON CALAY:  It is just a maximum number and a range of 33 

years.  It’s not a mean, and I’m not sure if you would expect 34 

that to be more similar then if it’s a mean. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do they talk about max catch anywhere else in 37 

the document? 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s on page 7, where it says, “catch 40 

statistic”.   41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If you go back down one, where can we find what 43 

the current ABCs are? 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think that’s ORCS ABC. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I know, but, to translate that number that 48 
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we’re not sure what that means -- 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  You want me to actually look to -- 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  To see what the ABC is.  Is that on the council 5 

website or something?  6 

 7 

SHANNON CALAY:  I have no idea, but I will look. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, I’m happy to look, too.  Who is this, the 10 

South Atlantic? 11 

 12 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes.  All right.  I found Snapper Grouper 13 

Amendment 29.  That might have it.  I am looking.  It doesn’t 14 

match up, exactly.  We are seeing that their ACL for gray 15 

triggerfish, at least as of June of 2015, was set at 141,668 16 

kilograms, which doesn’t match that ORCS ABC. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  For what species again? 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s close, but it doesn’t match it exactly. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What are they saying it is? 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  141,668 kilograms.  It seems like they would 25 

have all their ACLs up on their website somewhere.   26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I did a quick calculation.  If we 28 

were to follow something like that with our susceptibilities, 29 

and we took a two-thirds of our susceptibilities, which puts 30 

them more or less on the same scale that they have there, and 31 

that is to say they have a two for their scalar for the low 32 

risk, and we have a three, and, when you multiply it by two-33 

thirds, you get to two.   34 

 35 

Our 2.5, which would be our moderate, which would be 1.67, which 36 

is in between the 1.75 and 1.5, and our low, that otherwise 37 

aren’t in 4b, which are two, are 1.34, and that’s a little bit 38 

higher than their 1.25.  If you multiply that by 0.75, you would 39 

get your ABC.  For a stock that’s two, that puts you back 40 

exactly at your maximum catch as your ABC, which is not the 41 

intent here. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  At your maximum catch, it puts you back at ABC 44 

equals the mean? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that a mean?  Because it says max catch, 47 

and so that’s what I am -- 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Max catch, yes. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  You could do an aggregate for the indicators for 4 

these rare groups. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  It really just depends on what your philosophy 9 

is for these rare-event species.  I mean, if you feel that our 10 

assessment of their vulnerability is useful, then we can 11 

certainly multiply that -- Use a scalar times here at the 12 

maximum catch or the median catch, whatever.  We do want the 13 

catch to go up on these rare-even species. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If there was a three, and I’m not sure 16 

there is, but there are 2.5.  I checked, and most of them are 17 

two, or they’re in 4b already, but I don’t know what will happen 18 

when we throw in recreational variability, because the CVs will 19 

go up, and so there may be some threes that trip into that. 20 

 21 

SHANNON CALAY:  It occurs me that we could just -- 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know that that helps, but the advantage is 24 

that each of these individually is probably going to be pretty 25 

variable. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have to do some kind of 28 

standardization, so your largest species isn’t driving 29 

everything.   30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  You could just use this approach exactly as it’s 32 

outlined and just say, for our low stocks, we’re going to use 33 

that scalar of two.  For our moderate stocks, we’re going to use 34 

1.5, and, for the moderate/high, 1.25.  You could use it exactly 35 

the way it’s envisioned here. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s essentially what we do.  We just 38 

scale ours to that thing, and it works out exactly what we’re 39 

talking about, but it gets back to use something close to max 40 

catch and not average catch. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  It basically sets the ABC about the maximum 43 

catch. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For a susceptibility of two species, yes.  46 

For a susceptibility of three species, where we would allow -- 47 

 48 
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SHANNON CALAY:  That’s what this one does, too. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what is max catch here, really? 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think it is literally the maximum catch of 5 

that time series.  That’s what it says it is, and I imagine that 6 

it really is.  Whether that’s a rational thing to do, I don’t 7 

know.   8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the maximum catch for each one 10 

of these species that came out of that history. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So that’s the max for dolphin, and 15 

what is the first one in the list?  That is bar jack and 16 

dolphin. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  The ORCS ABC is higher than the max catch. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and this would be, I assume for -- 21 

 22 

SHANNON CALAY:  Except for a few at the end. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, because the scalars are smaller and 25 

smaller. 26 

 27 

SHANNON CALAY:  The ones that are moderately high susceptibility 28 

to overfishing, or overexploitation, then the ORCS ABC is a 29 

little bit lower than the max catch.  In every case, it’s higher 30 

than whatever was on their books before. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Since these are the things that are clearly 33 

variable, you want to have your OFL set high or not at all. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  Well, presumably, because of high 36 

variability, and I suppose you don’t want to trigger 37 

overfishing. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Exactly. 40 

 41 

SHANNON CALAY:  The difficulty of trying to do the aggregate 42 

sort of approach that Bill was recommending is what it means in 43 

terms of management to exceed an ACL for a disjointed group of 44 

species that don’t have much in common and what fishery you shut 45 

down.  Do you know what I mean?  If your complex members are 46 

just a hodge-podge of things that -- 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be driven by the species that is 1 

abundant and variable, and everything would be shut down, 2 

depending on what that does.  That’s a worst-case scenario. 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  But they’re not necessarily then -- I mean, 5 

usually, a species complex is meant to be similar life 6 

histories. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know. 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  I am not really recommending the aggregate.  I 11 

just thought I would bring it up to think about it, but the idea 12 

behind it is to capture -- I mean, if you do an aggregate 13 

biomass, which is an option in the MSA, it does group together 14 

all kinds of species, but I thought the idea behind it was 15 

they’re all at such a low level that you can’t really make much 16 

sense of them anyway. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  Kevin found another document from the South 19 

Atlantic Council which showed a different methodology, which is 20 

earlier than what you’re seeing here, and so they’ve used a 21 

variety of approaches, apparently, over the years, or they have 22 

at least examined a variety of approaches. 23 

 24 

This one has a whole bunch of options, I guess, maybe, but one 25 

of them that they applied to thirty-two species was a third-26 

highest landing during 1999 to 2008.  That is the approach that 27 

probably pre-dated this. 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I imagine.  This is dated like -- 30 

 31 

SHANNON CALAY:  It’s 2012, right? 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I think so, and so it doesn’t pre-date 34 

this by much. 35 

 36 

SHANNON CALAY:  No. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  So maybe they worked through this and didn’t 39 

like it and went to this ORCS thing.  This one is dated October 40 

of 2012.  There are various methods for computing ABC were 41 

median landings for infrequent species, third-highest landings 42 

for a group of thirty-two species, and two times the max landing 43 

for a single species, and ABC is calculated for each stock 44 

individually using combined commercial and recreational annual 45 

landings, which is a little different than what they’re doing 46 

there. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know how it would play out, but we 1 

could do something like take the 90
th
 percentile, and I am 2 

thinking of this case of yellowfin, which had this one value 3 

that was -- Just throw that out, and even multiply it by 1.2, 4 

for example, to get you a little above the max value -- Not the 5 

max-max value, but that next level is, and that’s going to be 6 

your OFL. 7 

 8 

Then you basically divide that by the susceptibility score, and 9 

that’s how much you’re going to bring it down, and so you bring 10 

it down a third for your productive species, or your not so 11 

susceptible, and you bring it down by a half for your normal, 12 

neither here nor there, species.  We have a bunch of 2.5, and so 13 

that would be brought back down by 0.4. 14 

 15 

I don’t know how that plays out for -- It works for -- Just 16 

looking at the Tier 4 thing that we’ve worked up, it kind of 17 

works, but you would have to assume that that’s a two.  You 18 

would eliminate that 45,000, because that’s beyond the -- You 19 

could just say use the second-highest value or something like 20 

that. 21 

 22 

Take your 20,000, and you would multiply that up by something 23 

like, like I said, 1.2, just to get it up a little bit higher 24 

than that, and then you’re taking that level and dividing it by 25 

your susceptibility score, and that’s how much you bring it 26 

down. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In that scenario, are we calling anything -- 29 

Are we calling that 20,000 times 1.2 an OFL? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then whatever the -- The next reduction is the 34 

ABC? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ABC, but I don’t know how that actually 37 

plays out, whether that puts you -- These are still 4a species.  38 

Does it actually put you below the mean?  I don’t know.  It gets 39 

you in the ballpark.  That I can tell you, from based on just 40 

looking at the -- 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  These are 4b, the groupers? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just looking at that as variable data, 45 

because I had that on the screen.  I was not trying to look at 46 

this for 4b or for 4a, and we haven’t dealt with 4b yet.  Maybe, 47 

refining this, it would be something like you would take the 48 
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second-maximum value and multiply it by something like 1.2 to 1 

get your OFL, and your OFL is then divided by the susceptibility 2 

score to get some Factor Z, and the ABC is the OFL minus Z. 3 

 4 

VANCE VICENTE:  For this particular group? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I actually threw these numbers up 7 

because of the figure, but it seemed to --  8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where does the 1.2 come from? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I made it up.  I just wanted to get a 12 

little bit above the value.   13 

 14 

SHANNON CALAY:  Do we actually know that it’s most of the 15 

species in Puerto Rico are going to have the CV above 0.1?  Do 16 

we already know this? 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We know that a lot of them are. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  From what calculation? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  From that figure. 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  We need to recalculate that. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know we need to recalculate it, but it’s 27 

clear that -- 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  I don’t know that that figure is accurate.  I 30 

mean, I imagine it’s accurate over some timeframe, but I’m not 31 

sure what timeframe, what period of years. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, our period of years is 1988 through 34 

2011.  It doesn’t have the recreational data in it.  This is 35 

just commercial. 36 

 37 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, and we’re going to have to get the 38 

recreational data in it. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but it’s clear that, when you have 41 

lots of stuff being harvested, you’re still going to be fairly 42 

near it.  I don’t think we’re in a position where we can 43 

finalize anything. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  No. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, because we don’t even have our time series 48 
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to look back and -- We’ve got to see what we can do with the 1 

recreational landings. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The other approach is we don’t deal with 4 

OFL and we just set ABC as equal to some factor times -- That’s 5 

going to integrate somehow the susceptibility score, and that’s 6 

going to allow for a little bit of increase for type two 7 

susceptibility and more of an increase for anything above that, 8 

which to me is actually a lot more palatable. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So it would be ABC is some --  11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In the South Atlantic, when they were just 13 

concerned with ABC, for most species, they went with the third-14 

highest landings.  They equated the ABC with the third-highest 15 

landings during their reference period. 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  In their 2012 approach, at least. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In their 2012 approach.  It’s unclear that -- 20 

We don’t know where they ultimately settled.  They have that 21 

ORCS approach, and maybe that supersedes this. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  The file I was showing you was dated April of 24 

2013. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but who knows if there is something 27 

after that. 28 

 29 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think they’re just options we could consider, 30 

and I’m not sure which one is best. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  In that Option 2 -- 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s not exactly what he said.  35 

That’s my take on what he was saying, the second option. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was your first one? 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The first one, I just copied what you 40 

had there.  I mean, that’s what you said, and so I just put it 41 

in the -- If we don’t see it, we’re not going to make a -- 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Currently, our ABCs were set at mean 44 

values, or median values? 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It depended on the year. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It depended on the years.  I mean, we could 1 

do something as the ABC is equal to the mean or median plus the 2 

susceptibility score times 0.05, the mean, which means you would 3 

increase anywhere between 10 percent above the mean to 15 4 

percent above the mean.   5 

 6 

If we don’t specify an OFL, we don’t have to worry about going 7 

over.  If the intent of 4a is to allow potential increases, and 8 

those increases are scored by the susceptibilities, that’s kind 9 

of a recognition that we don’t really know what’s going on and 10 

so we’re going to hold the line.  That, you can write down. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 13 

 14 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I am a little concerned if it’s say 15 percent 15 

above the mean, given the fact that these are all over. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we’re not worrying about OFL anymore. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  If they exceed ABC, there are accountability 20 

measures, right? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, if they exceed ACL, which is even 23 

lower. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and so, given what we know from the CV, 26 

that these landings are bouncing around a lot --  27 

 28 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am not quite sure what the logic is of that 29 

ABC.  Can you explain it to me again? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If the intent for a 4a species is that we 32 

don’t want to knock it below where it currently is, and we 33 

should allow perhaps an increase, and that increase should be 34 

scaled to its susceptibility, we need a baseline, and it can be 35 

the mean or the median, and I don’t care, and it works the same 36 

way.   37 

 38 

In fact, the more the CV is whacked out, the more the mean is 39 

going to be higher than the median, or the higher probability 40 

the mean is going to be higher, and so you have this level, and 41 

you’re allowed to come up a little bit, depending on where you 42 

are, but, since these are species that are kind of all over the 43 

place, we don’t really know what’s going to happen. 44 

 45 

The point that Kevin was making is that, by only increasing it a 46 

little bit, and they are variable, that you are likely to trip 47 

over an ACL, but, if that variability is such that it’s not -- 48 
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Then our running average takes care of that, hopefully, unless 1 

it’s so sky-rocketed that this value is going to dominate, which 2 

is probably the case in the -- If we had something like the 3 

grouper case, where it did go up to 45,000 and everything else 4 

is down at a mean of around 10,000, when that goes in, you’ve 5 

got three years of closure, because it doesn’t make a difference 6 

what you --  7 

 8 

SHANNON CALAY:  But why are you adding the susceptibility score 9 

and then multiplying it by 0.5? 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You’re adding that and -- 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am adding this times that times that, and 14 

so I’m adding some factor of the mean, 5 percent of the mean, 15 

and it could be 5 or 10 increments, depending on the -- 16 

 17 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  You better get the math right in the 18 

notes then, because that’s not what it currently says.  Don’t 19 

trust the reader of the document to understand your intent.  20 

You’ve got to make it crystal clear.  We have had enough trouble 21 

trying to guess. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The average is really whatever is in 24 

here, right? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, and it’s really, again, mean or 27 

median.  You could say baseline.  Then 0.5 times the baseline.  28 

It does introduce -- There is no way that I see that you can get 29 

out of the kind of variability that we saw with yellowfin 30 

grouper, or it was actually total Grouper Unit 4, but it was 31 

dominated by yellowfin. 32 

 33 

If we really had something that spiked four times anywhere close 34 

to the median or average in any scenario, you either have to 35 

allow a really large ABC, which is what the ORCS thing is doing, 36 

because they were setting it above the highest catch. 37 

 38 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and I think my concern here is that -- 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that technically allows someone to go 41 

after this stuff. 42 

 43 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, and it appears to be technically allowed, 44 

but I think my concern here is that, if this were just applying 45 

to a handful of species, I don’t know that it would matter that 46 

much, because we could always -- But, if we’re in a situation 47 

where this rule is actually going to be used for most of Puerto 48 
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Rico, and I really haven’t studied it very well. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I’m not ready to adopt anything here.  3 

I am just trying to visualize approaches. 4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  Yes, that’s fine.  Visualizing approaches is 6 

always good, but this one seems -- This seems a little overly 7 

complicated to me, and I don’t know why.  I feel like it’s just 8 

going through gyrations to get at our intent, when we could just 9 

clearly -- We could just apply our intent, if you know what I 10 

mean.  If our intent is to let it increase by 30 percent, why 11 

don’t we just multiply by 1.3 and be done with it? 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was trying to use a susceptibility to say 14 

that some can be more than others, and your approach is fine, 15 

but it still doesn’t get us out of the fact that we could have a 16 

situation where, with a really high CV, you’re going to blow it 17 

up anyway.  Just by getting rid of OFL, you don’t kill yourself 18 

in the process.  You just wound yourself in the process. 19 

 20 

SHANNON CALAY:  So you have a few different options here, and 21 

this is one of them. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is just me writing whatever 24 

Richard is saying, and so this is the only one that he let me 25 

show you. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, there is two there.  One is basically a 28 

variation on the ORCS that allows us to use our -- Do we have 29 

that one? 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The 90 percent second-highest 32 

landings, that one? 33 

 34 

SHANNON CALAY:  Three times 0.05, I’m still not sure how that 35 

works, to be honest.  I would have to do the math. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  We can use the straight ORCS approach 38 

that they had, and so this would be another one.  It’s based on 39 

max catch.  This is a straight ORCS approach based on max catch, 40 

but the scalar -- Instead of their scalars to get OFL -- They 41 

had max catch times the scalar, right?  That scalar, in our 42 

case, would be our susceptibility score times 0.67.  We are 43 

scaling our three down to their two.  That gets you OFL. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  Through some miracle, it seems to actually work. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  ABC is OFL times 0.75.  Which council was 48 
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that from? 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  The South Atlantic. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So that’s basically application of the 5 

South Atlantic ORCS model.   6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s only a 15 percent increase if your 8 

susceptibility score is three.  It’s less if it’s --  9 

 10 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  It’s a 10 percent increase with a 11 

susceptibility score of two and a 5 percent increase with a 12 

susceptibility score of one. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But there are no ones.  They would all be 15 

in 4b. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To that you would apply the buffer or your 18 

buffer is already into it? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s ABC, and we don’t do a buffer, 21 

because we don’t define OFL. 22 

 23 

SHANNON CALAY:  I know you will have to define OFL and there is 24 

then the status determination criteria, and so, if you’ve 25 

already said the stock is overfished or overfishing is occurring 26 

-- 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, we’re in 4a.  This is all 4a. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  I know you’re in 4a.  31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Are you changing the subject then?  33 

Because we haven’t done 4b, and we have twenty minutes left. 34 

 35 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think this is valid. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which? 38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  I mean, I think you can skip OFL.  I know 40 

Jocelyn and Bill did not, and so I guess we can find out.  We 41 

can always come up with an OFL definition if we have to. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is what I would say about the OFL.  We set an 44 

OFL for everything previously, but, for queen conch, when you’ve 45 

got a 50,000-pound ACL and a 513,000-pound OFL, you basically do 46 

not have an OFL, because you will never achieve that level.  If 47 

that’s the case, then I don’t see any -- I don’t see why we 48 
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can’t avoid setting OFL for some of these species. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could just say OFL is equal to two times 3 

the maximum catch or three times. 4 

 5 

SHANNON CALAY:  We would have to.  I mean, I would prefer to try 6 

not to -- 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But then we’re not applying a buffer.  9 

We’re using a separate calculation to come up with ABC. 10 

 11 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right, but, if we have to, we can do it. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Again, in the case of this Grouper 14 

Unit 4 dataset, if we had a species that mimicked this, or a 15 

group that mimicked this, that -- We could just make it the 16 

highest catch and above and then you’re covered. 17 

 18 

SHANNON CALAY:  It will beg the question of why are we bothering 19 

to set an OFL for any of the other stocks with a CV of less than 20 

one. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because we have to. 23 

 24 

SHANNON CALAY:  We could always make what we have now as ABC -- 25 

We could always put the total calculation there and -- I think 26 

it’s the same result, but you just wouldn’t have an OFL 27 

definition.  Then ABC would be -- The equation is for OFL times 28 

the buffer, and OFL is undefined. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We will leave out OFL. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That works as far as the point where I 35 

present that to the council and Jocelyn says you have to define 36 

an OFL, and the council will come back and tell us to define an 37 

OFL.  38 

 39 

SHANNON CALAY:  Then OFL is the -- 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  She will be at the meeting next week.  42 

Jocelyn will be at the meeting next week. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know, unless something happened, and I am 45 

not saying that it should. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then OFL is set at something significantly 48 
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higher than this ABC calculation. 1 

 2 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t want to make a habit of not setting an 5 

OFL, but you could make a logical argument that there are 6 

species for which fishing pressure is so low relative to the 7 

abundance of the species, or any reasonable expectation of 8 

abundance, that the likelihood of overfishing that species is 9 

just practically non-existent. 10 

 11 

Now, certainly that’s not the case for spiny lobster, but, for 12 

some of these species like the yellowmouth grouper or something, 13 

that are rarely caught, and it’s hard for me to keep up with 14 

which species or complexes you’re dealing with, but, for 15 

something like that, the likelihood of overfishing that species 16 

is extremely small to non-existent.   17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, only because management is in place, 19 

which was there because we were overfishing those species. 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  Not necessarily because we were overfishing them.  22 

Why would that be the case? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because they were really abundant and the 25 

aggregations were hammered.   26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s true for some, but pick a species that’s 28 

rarely caught. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For others, you are correct, Bill. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe not for the yellowmouth, but maybe for 33 

the yellowfin. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  That would be a good example.  Also 36 

cardinal in Puerto Rico. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  Guys and gals, I want you to be aware of 39 

something.  If you don’t set an ABC, the council could use your 40 

already established year sequence and Alternative 2 and use that 41 

process to set -- Alternative 2 is what we did before, but using 42 

updated year sequences.  If you are hung up on these rare, 43 

infrequently-caught species, you might want to shift your 44 

emphasis to more important species, like the Tier 4b, and let 45 

that process take care of these ones that you just don’t seem to 46 

be able to come up with anything on. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’m not sure that we haven’t come up with 1 

anything, but we’re just not quite ready to make a decision. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need some analysis on these options. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  We’ve got some homework to do on these.  6 

With that in mind, are we clear on what we’re asking people for 7 

homework? 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would be curious as to when you intend to turn 10 

in this homework. 11 

 12 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I would, too. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the homework is a request to the 15 

Center again, or a request to the council to have an analysis of 16 

these options. 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s kind of the point that I am making.  I am 19 

not sure that the council is going to be willing to wait again 20 

for another delay.  They have options that will allow them to 21 

move forward with the ones that you do not complete, as I 22 

alerted you at the previous SSC meeting, and the council is 23 

aware of that.  I don’t think that these FMPs are going to wait 24 

forever for the SSC. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, and, if we hadn’t had a hurricane, we 27 

would have had time to have this meeting and the other one to 28 

finish that off, but here we are.   29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t mean to be critical, but you’ve had 31 

twenty-six work days to get this done, at a minimum, and there 32 

comes a time when it’s time to get it done.  It’s getting too 33 

expensive and too drawn-out. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I thought we were almost done. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We were, but we are not. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We’re really close, but we understand there is a 40 

timeline. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  I think all we can basically do is put what -- 43 

State our intentions for what we think the control rule should 44 

do, and write that this is our draft control rule, and, if it 45 

doesn’t do what we intend for it to do, we will adjust it, but, 46 

frankly, all we can really say right now is that we think that 47 

this achieves our intent.  I’m not sure we’ve gone through every 48 



494 

 

condition yet that might exist. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the highest CV that we have? 3 

 4 

SHANNON CALAY:  We don’t know. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We don’t know? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, because the analysis that was used 9 

was different from what you had selected. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, let me just -- Bill, you said they can do 12 

what we’ve done before.  You think the council will do what 13 

they’ve done before, which has resulted in closures and overages 14 

and everything else, rather than us, who has been spending a lot 15 

of time trying to come up with a way of making a more reasonable 16 

management system, and I understand you’ve got a timeline, but 17 

the decision was made to do this, and you put us in this 18 

situation to redo this with new time series. 19 

 20 

I think that you’ve got it on your shoulder, because you’re 21 

driving this, but, at the same time, I think what we’re 22 

developing is a much more reasonable, fair approach than what 23 

has been driven through in the past because of the same exact 24 

thing. 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  Todd, I don’t disagree, and I think you’re doing a 27 

really, really good job.  All I was saying is, if you have some 28 

of these lesser species, by your own description these things 29 

that there’s just a scattering of species with very low landings 30 

and inconsistent landings, then maybe it’s better to let the old 31 

process do that, because it’s just not -- They’re just 32 

inconsequential, basically, and focus on the ones that are more 33 

consequential. 34 

 35 

I mean, I think that Nassau and goliath and getting them settled 36 

is much more important than yellowmouth grouper or whatever, and 37 

that’s why I mentioned the aggregate.   38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Bill, they’re the simplest ones of all.  We can 40 

do those in zero minutes.  I mean, it would take nothing, and 41 

the problem -- You talk about being expensive, but, if we don’t 42 

deal with the rare ones carefully, and you did the same thing 43 

that you did last time, administratively, the council and SERO 44 

is going to spend a huge amount of time dealing with all of the 45 

responses to overages. 46 

 47 

We’re trying to avoid the fishermen having to hear that you and 48 



495 

 

you guys having to deal with that and come up with something 1 

that is fitting of the information that we have.  I mean, you’re 2 

directing us to finish -- I am not sure what we can do right now 3 

in eight minutes to satisfy what you need. 4 

 5 

Now, if we can come up with our intent and where we’re going, 6 

and people have survived sitting through this whole meeting here 7 

can convey to people in that room what we’re trying to do, then 8 

I think that the council is going to look at it and go, yes, 9 

this is actually going to end up with something that results in 10 

less randomly-generated management measures. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  I support that, Todd, and I think that you 13 

won’t get done in eight minutes, and I do think that it would be 14 

reasonable to say to the council that, look, we won’t get it 15 

done, but we have so little left that perhaps a one-day by 16 

telephone SSC meeting in January can finish this thing up and 17 

give the composers of these FMPs the time they need to get these 18 

public hearing drafts prepared. 19 

 20 

The timeline now, you’re at a transition between getting these 21 

things in place for the 2019 fishing year and not being able to 22 

get them in place until the 2020 fishing year, and I think that 23 

all of us should shoot for getting these things in place and 24 

doing what’s necessary to get these FMPs in place for the 2019 25 

fishing year, and you’re doing a great job of heading that way, 26 

and I think we can do it.  I was just suggesting that, if you’re 27 

concerned, this might be an alternative approach.  I don’t think 28 

it’s a good one.  I am totally into Alternative 3. 29 

 30 

SHANNON CALAY:  You are using up our eight minutes, Bill. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I understand what you’re saying, Bill, but 33 

we’re going to ask that the Science Center do some work, and 34 

it’s unclear how long that’s going to take, and so I don’t know 35 

that we want to -- I mean, I think what we want to hear back 36 

from the Science Center is when can they have this done before 37 

we start adopting deadlines. 38 

 39 

To say, at this point, let’s have a one-day meeting in January, 40 

that’s a little premature, it seems to me.  Now, maybe that can 41 

happen, and I don’t know.  We’ve got to hear back from the 42 

Science Center on when they think they can have their homework 43 

done. 44 

 45 

SHANNON CALAY:  We’re in the middle of a red snapper and a gray 46 

snapper assessment, and so January is not a great timeframe for 47 

us, to be honest.  I don’t know what Steve’s commitments are. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know either.  I think we need to make 2 

the request and ask for a project completion date from the 3 

Science Center, and the folks at the Science Center can then 4 

sort out their staff time commitments and go from there, but I 5 

think it’s reasonable to ask for -- We need this sooner rather 6 

than later, but I don’t know that we can say drop everything and 7 

do this by January, because I don’t know what kind of response -8 

- I don’t think that would be met with a positive response from 9 

the Science Center.  It’s not a trivial task, Bill. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  I know.   12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s not a handful of species in Puerto Rico.  14 

It may be half of them. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Guys, it may not be well accepted that you’re 17 

going to delay these FMPs another year either.  You have to look 18 

at the other side of the coin.  I get that the Science Center is 19 

busy, but I think the council has goals as well, and I think 20 

they’re legitimate goals. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t disagree.  I am just saying that we all 23 

need to come to a calendar we can agree on. 24 

 25 

SHANNON CALAY:  I am just trying to understand something while 26 

we’re still all together.  We are not -- You don’t put values, 27 

necessarily, in the FMP.  You put the basis for the values in 28 

the FMP, and you calculate them later.   29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, that’s not -- You do put values in the FMP, 31 

and you put the basis in the environmental impact statement.  32 

That is where you consider your alternative approaches. 33 

 34 

SHANNON CALAY:  Those values, tomorrow, at the SSC meeting, 35 

you’re accepting the preferred alternative, which is the ABC 36 

control rule. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s in the environmental impact statement, 39 

Shannon.  That’s not in the FMP.  The alternatives do not go in 40 

the FMP. 41 

 42 

SHANNON CALAY:  You don’t even have the catches to be able to 43 

calculate these numbers yet, and so how can we possibly have 44 

that done for Monday morning?  You don’t have recreational 45 

landings. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t need to.  We need the process. 48 
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 1 

SHANNON CALAY:  Right.  That’s what I am saying, and I think 2 

we’re pretty close to the process. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  That’s what we need. 5 

 6 

SHANNON CALAY:  4b is much easier, because you are not trying to 7 

allow an increase in 4b.  4b is those stocks that we think are 8 

overexploited.  We are basically going to reduce, and we don’t 9 

have to go through these perturbations to -- We can just say we 10 

want to reduce by some amount, which could be based on our 11 

susceptibility score.  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have 4b OFLs, and we could just say, 14 

okay, 0.9 of that is the ABC. 15 

 16 

SHANNON CALAY:  Exactly right.  We could just do something very 17 

simple for the time being. 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  So why don’t we do that for the time being and say 20 

we’re going to revisit this? 21 

 22 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am in favor of that. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Me too. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  4b is done. 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind, you guys, that most of the 4b are 29 

prohibited-harvest species.  Only that one group of groupers is 30 

going to have any kind of harvest. 31 

 32 

WALTER KEITHLY:  0.9 of zero is still zero. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  ABC for Nassau grouper is zero. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s prohibited, and there is no problem here. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  ABC equals zero. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly, and so you already did that.  43 

You already have your ABCs equal zero for Nassau, goliath, 44 

cucumbers, and -- 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Urchins and the whole bit. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Urchins, yes. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s only Grouper Unit 4 or 5, depending on 3 

the -- 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that, for the species with a CV less 6 

than one, we have the process in place or not?   7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We have some options.  We have some options 9 

that are going to require some additional exploration. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  That’s what I asked, if we had the 12 

range of values of CVs. 13 

 14 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, and that’s part of what we need to do. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is limiting, because, if we are using 17 

CVs as part of our criteria, and we don’t have the CV values, 18 

then we are lacking. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are you ready to adjourn? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  There is a consensus that we are 23 

adjourning. 24 

 25 

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on December 8, 2017.) 26 

 27 

- - - 28 

 29 


