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1.  Confirm the landings year sequence to be used to calculate the sustainable yield level (SYL) 
for Puerto Rico recreational jacks. 
 

STATUS:  The SSC discussed the landings year sequence for the recreational sectors in Puerto Rico, 
but no final, clear decision was made as to the year sequence applicable to the recreational jacks 
specifically.  We need clarification as to whether the jacks complex (previously managed) or the 
individual species proposed for inclusion in the complex (all new to management) should serve as the 
guide for assigning the year sequence. 

Background/Description 

For all federally managed species in the U.S. Caribbean, annual catch limits (ACL) were first 
implemented beginning on January 1, 2012.   

At their February/March 2018 meeting, the SSC determined that landings (commercial and 
recreational) of species already being managed (meaning, species included in the existing U.S. 
Caribbean federal fishery management plans) were affected by the 2012 implementation of ACLs, 
because those ACLS placed a new upper limit on allowable harvest.  In contrast, landings of those 
being added to management via the new Puerto Rico FMP (i.e., not previously managed) were not 
affected by ACL implementation.  The SSC reasoned that, when determining the year sequence to be 
used to establish reference points for stocks already under management, landings from 2012 forward 
would not be used.  If the stock is not presently being managed, however, the SSC determined that 
landings through 2016 can be used.   

For the recreational sector, landings data are only available from Puerto Rico beginning in 2000.  
Thus, the SSC decided that for species previously under management, they would use the pre-ACL 
year sequence (2000 to 2011) to calculate reference points.  For species new to management, which 
were therefore not impacted by ACL implementation, they would use all presently available 
recreational data (2000 to 2016). 

In the currently existing Reef Fish FMP, the jacks unit includes blue runner, horse-eye jack, black 
jack, almaco jack, bar jack, greater amberjack, and yellow jack.  In the new Puerto Rico FMP (under 
development), the proposed jacks unit is composed of the crevalle jack, African pompano, and 
rainbow runner. 

It is unclear whether the SSC considers the proposed jacks unit to be “already under management” 
because the unit is pre-existing or “new to management” because none of the species in the proposed 
unit have previously been managed. 

Question 

Which recreational landings year sequence should be used for Puerto Rico recreational jacks:  2000–
2016 (new to management) or 2000-2011 (previously managed)? 

SSC Discussion (this is where staff will capture the SSC discussion on this topic): 
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Motion 1: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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2.  Clarify the process for calculating sustainable yield level (SYL) and acceptable biological 
catch (ABC) for stock complexes with two indicator species. 
 
STATUS:  The process for establishing SYL and ABC is clear for complexes with no indicator 
species and for complexes with one indicator species, but not clear for complexes with two indicator 
species.  The SSC is asked to clarify the process used to calculate SYL and ABC for those complexes 
with two indicators.  Potential options include summing the annual landings for each indicator, then 
calculating the SYL and ABC based on those landings, or calculating individual indicator species 
SYLs and ABCs, then summing those values for an aggregate indicator SYL and ABC.   
 
Background/Description 

At the February/March 2018 SSC meeting, when summarizing the December 2017 SSC meeting 
outcomes, the SSC Chair noted that the SSC had not fully described how complexes with two 
indicators would be treated (February/March 2018 SSC Meeting Transcript, page 10, lines 43-45). 
  

The discussion from the February/March 2018 SSC meeting (see below) suggested that the SSC 
decided to sum the landings for the two indicators and calculate one set of reference points under the 
ABC control rule (add, then calculate).  This would mean there would be one SYL and one ABC for 
the complex, based on the aggregate landings for the two indicators. 
 

From the SSC February/March 2018 transcripts 
 

ADYAN RIOS:  CV.  We’re going to look at CV of the landings, but the landings are summed 
by the units, which if there is one indicator, just the landings of that indicator, and, if there’s 
multiple indicators or groups, it’s those landings combined, and so there is probably going to be a 
-- You alluded to this earlier. (p. 34, lines 25-30) 
  
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, and the other thing was, if there were two indicators, it was 
essentially a group of two. (p. 40, lines 43-44) 
  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then you worked on some rules for landings for 
complexes with no indicators, or, for complexes with two indicators, it will be summed by the 
aggregate.  (p. 142, line 4-6) 

 

However, during the SSC’s presentation at the April 2018 Council meeting, the SSC Chair stated that 
“for complexes with 2 indicators, their SYLs and ABCs would be calculated separately and then 
summed to give the SYL and ABC for the complex” (calculate, then add).  

Note:  When determining SYL and ABC for a complex with no indicator, the former approach is 
used (add, then calculate). 

Question 
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Which method should be used to calculate SYL and ABC for complexes with two indicators: (a) sum 
the annual landings of the indicator species and calculate a single SYL and ABC applicable to the 
complex (aggregate approach below), or (b) calculate separate SYLs and ABCs for each indicator 
species, then sum them to get SYL and ABC for the complex (individual approach below)? 

 

Example 

Individual:          

Stock 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 75th 
Percentile 

Scalar SYL ABC 

Indicator 1 9,571 9,431 8,755 7,706 6,666 9,431 2.85 26,915 13,458 

Indicator 2 7,630 8,197 7,331 6,775 7,471 7,630 2.93 22,364 11,182 

        49,280 24,640 

Aggregate:          

Stock 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 75th 
Percentile 

Scalar SYL ABC 

Indicator Total 17,201 17,628 16,085 14,481 14,136 17,201 2.90 49,906 24,953 

Note: the scalar is the product of the susceptibility score and the VAF, which is a function of the coefficient of 
variation during the reference period (3-CV/3)  

 

Discussion 

 

 

Motion 2: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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3.  Finalize indicator species selection for (a) Snapper Unit 3 in St. Croix (STX), (b) Grouper 
Unit 5 in STX,  and (c) Grouper Unit 4 in St. Thomas/St. John (STT/STJ). 
 

STATUS:  During various SSC meetings in 2017, the SSC selected indicator species for the 
management groups under each of the three island-based FMPs, based on the criteria below.  The 
information compiled after these meetings indicates that the SSC selected an indicator for (a) 
Snapper Unit 3 in STX (lane snapper), (b) Grouper Unit 5 in STX (yellowfin grouper), and (c) 
Grouper Unit 4 in STT/STJ (yellowfin grouper).  However, we are requesting additional rationale to 
finalize and clarify that choice. 

The SSC used these criteria for establishing an indicator species: 

● Comprises a large percentage of the catch; 
● Is a targeted species; 
● Life history/vulnerability is representative of the complex or is more conservative than 

other species in the complex; 
● Habitat co-occurs with the other species in the complex; 
● Catch co-occurs with the other species in the complex (e.g., caught in traps); 
● Sufficient data available to potentially provide catch advice; and/or 
● Market value is considered to be equal to the markets of the other species in the complex. 

 
SSC discussion and decisions for these three indicator selections are summarized below. 

3a.  Snapper Unit 3 in STX 

This complex includes gray and lane snappers, with lane snapper selected as the indicator. 

Background/Description 

At the July 2017 SSC meeting, lane was suggested as the indicator species because gray snapper was 
not on the 2011 form (p.141, lines 5-24).  Then, during the productivity-susceptibility analysis (PSA) 
discussion for lane and gray snappers (p. 541-547), lane snapper was identified as the indicator (p 
541, lines 22-23). 

From the SSC July 2017 transcripts: 
 
The following excerpts provide some of the rationale that could be used to justify the choice of 
indicator species. 
 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: [For lane snapper] There is a seasonal closure and a 
recreational bag limit. The seasonal closure goes from the shoreline out to the EEZ. There are 
area closures.  
TODD GEDAMKE: So very similar type of management.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The landings are in the hundreds of pounds.  
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TODD GEDAMKE: Landings in the hundreds of pounds. All those that vote for low, but, Orian, 
have we got a depth on them, for lane snapper?  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The highest landings were 769 pounds.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: The highest?  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The highest. Then it’s down from there to 300.  
TODD GEDAMKE: From a time period where they’re on the form?  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Yes, I think so, but let me make sure.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: There is probably about three fishermen fishing for them.  
TODD GEDAMKE: I was just going to say that --  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Are lane snapper ciguatoxic?  
CARLOS FARCHETTE: No.  
ORIAN TZADIK: For reference, guys, they have a very large range, from south of Brazil to it 
looks like the Carolinas. They have a depth range supposedly up to 400 meters, but it says it’s 
usually below seventy meters. That’s what it says here.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. We’ve got four attributes here that are in the low on this already, 
and the landings of a few hundred pounds are --  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Well, they may not have been on the form.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. That’s an important piece.  
EDWARD SCHUSTER: Sometimes they’re caught when people are bottom fishing, vertical 
line fishing, for like hind and sometimes the vermilion or the blackfin, but that depends on the 
shift of the current going into the shallow.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: In Puerto Rico, the lane snappers, you have to go fishing for them. 
There is a particular type of bottom where they dwell. They do not go into open coral reef areas 
very often. They like the sandy, silt bottom with some rocks, and that is precisely where 
fishermen go to fish for them and target them.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Kevin has just verified that it was on the form. With landings of a hundred 
pounds and four attributes, all low, I think we’re at low with that. Agreed?  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: It’s just that I wanted to make clear that it is a very specific targeted 
fish. If you want to be effective in catching lane snappers, you have to go for them. They are not 
very much of an incidental catch or anything like that. (p. 546, line 12 - 547, line 28) 

 

Additional information was provided regarding indicator species at the August 2017 Council meeting 
(see below). 

From the August 2017 CFMC transcripts 
Regarding “[t]he group of the gray and the lane snapper, which is considered as one” (STX Snapper 
Unit 3), Graciela Garcia-Moliner discussed the charts indicating that lane snapper had been selected 
as the indicator and stated the following:  

 
However, based on the fact that one of them might be harvested or targeted more than the other, 
that’s one of the reasons why there is an indicator species, and so, for the lane snapper, there is a 
seasonal closure in place, both for the state and the federal waters, and there is low fishing 
pressure, and it’s not a directed fishery. 
There is limited shelf habitat. They are common, but not abundant, and the federal waters and 
recreational bag limit possessions are already in place, and they have been in place since 2010. 
Those are the gray and the lane. (p. 47, lines 5-15) 
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Question 

Fill in (using Y/N) the attribute table for lane snapper in STX. 

% Catch Targeted LH/ Vuln Habitat Co-
Occur 

Catch Co-
Occur Data Market 

       

 
Discussion 
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3b.  Grouper Unit 5 in STX 

This complex includes black, red, tiger, and yellowfin groupers, with yellowfin grouper selected as 
the indicator.  

Background/Description 

At the July 2017 SSC meeting, the SSC discussed the indicator for Grouper Unit 5 in STX, with 
members alternating between selecting yellowfin as the indicator or not selecting an indicator and 
instead using the group aggregate (p. 141 - 152).  Ultimately, yellowfin was selected as the indicator, 
but the indicator criteria were not recorded. 

From the SSC July 2017 transcripts: 
 
The following excerpts provide some of the rationale that could be used to justify the choice of 
indicator species. 
 

KEVIN MCCARTHY: So what little catch there is, it seems to be all yellowfin, except for the 
occasional tiger, and then now, in 2016, at least the second half of the new forms, did you say 
there was red behind that?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: You have to go to the table.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: There is eighty pounds.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: So there’s eighty pounds. What is that one with 240, the next one over? 
That is the sum?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: That’s tiger.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: That’s tiger, and so --  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: There is also the seasonality. For the groupers, I think it 
also includes the Virgin Islands in 2006. For red grouper, tiger grouper, yellowedge, black 
grouper, and yellowfin, February through April, if you’re in the whole territory, and so, as of 
2006, the federal water is closed in that period.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: A seasonal closure.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: That would be the spawning period, and the spawning 
period was most likely the time of higher landings.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: This is very similar to what we saw for Puerto Rico, without the 
variation induced by the recreational.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: For the Grouper Unit 5, the fish that are there are there 
because they share -- They aggregate for spawning, and they are long-lived and vulnerable.  (p. 
143, lines 8-43) 
 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: But the main thing here is the closure, because of the higher 
vulnerability of most of these species, but during the spawning aggregations. I think that Julian 
made that point very clear yesterday, that, right now, those catches are, from what I understood 
from him, almost incidental.  
JULIAN MAGRAS: They are not a targeted species anymore. (p. 144, lines 25-31) 
 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I am looking at this, and the only one that has consistent landings, albeit 
low, and all of them are low, is yellowfin, and then you’ve got a couple of years that we’ve got 
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landings of something else in this group, and so it seems to me that you either combine them, 
which has some disadvantages, or you use yellowfin as an indicator. Either way, the ACL is 
going to be real close.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: To what?  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: To one or the other, because the majority of the landings are -- You’re 
going to be using yellowfin, and so I don’t think it’s going to make a whole bunch of difference 
where the ACL necessarily ends up, whether you lump them or whether you use the indicator. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: You’re saying it would be more or less the same.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: It would be more or less the same, and we’ve just heard the advantage to 
having an indicator and that, going forward in the future, we might, although maybe not with this 
group, but we might get management advice out of a data-limited assessment that could guide us 
further in reconsidering all the management alphabet soup that we have to come up with. I would 
recommend using yellowfin as an indicator species for this group.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: For the whole group?  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: For the whole group, because we’ve only got a scattering of landings for 
many of the other species. We’ve only got three years of data for any other -- Only two from any 
individual species, but only three other -- Right? We’ve got red hind sort of thrown in there, but 
that’s, obviously, a different group (p. 150, lines 10-36) 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes, and, from what I’m hearing, I would actually like to go with 
a recommendation that would say that yellowfin is the indicator for the group as a whole. Even 
though we do have data for tiger, it was like one year that they actually reported something.  
JOE KIMMEL: I would agree with that.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I was typing away. Was there something different than I proposed?  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Can I lock it in?   
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: So are we indicator or no?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes. (p. 152, lines 20-35) 

 

Additional information was provided regarding indicator species at the August 2017 Council meeting 
(see below). 

From the August 2017 CFMC transcripts 
Regarding Grouper Unit 5 in St. Croix, Graciela Garcia-Moliner stated the following:   

 
The black, red, tiger, and yellowfin grouper, yellowfin being considered the indicator species, 
and there is a question mark about the 10 percent reduction [from ABC to ACL], and their 
occurrence in the fishery is rare. They don’t think they have sufficient habitat or that the habitat is 
suitable for these species. They occur in the shallow shelf and the steep slope, and they are 
known to form spawning aggregations with other grouper species. They are sex-changing 
individuals, and they are believed to be misidentified on the commercial catch reports. There is a 
federal and territorial seasonal closure in place already, and there are federal recreational bag and 
possession limits. They are also slow-growing groupers. This is the information from the DAPs 
to the council.  
(p. 48, lines 6-19) 
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Question 

Fill in (using Y/N) the attribute table for yellowfin grouper in STX.  

% Catch Targeted LH/ Vuln Habitat Co-
Occur 

Catch Co-
Occur Data Market 

       

 

Discussion 
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3c.  Grouper Unit 4 in STT/STJ 

This complex includes black, red, tiger, and yellowfin groupers, with yellowfin grouper selected as 
the indicator.  

Background/Description 

At the July 2017 SSC meeting, Grouper Unit 4 was discussed, and the SSC selected yellowfin 
grouper as the indicator, but the transcripts are not clear on the rationale (see below).  Earlier, at the 
February 2017 SSC meeting (see below), the SSC discussed what species landings information was 
available for the complex, but did not focus on the vulnerability factors that the SSC had been using 
to select an indicator.   

From the SSC July 2017 transcripts 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: . . . but none of Grouper Unit 4 were on [the forms]. The only data 
for any of the Grouper Unit 4 would be prior to -- The data would all be limited to just grouper, 
right?   
KEVIN MCCARTHY: They would all be grouper.   
RICHARD APPELDOORN: There were no grouper units earlier. We just had grouper 
unspecified.   
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: This is St. Thomas groupers.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: There is yellowfin. This is because they were write-ins?   
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Let’s look at the table of data to the left. We have yellowfin groupers, 
hook-and-line, on there.   
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: I must have missed the other. This is tiger, red, black.   
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I was just checking what was on the trap. We’ve got coney, yellowfin, 
graysby, red hind, and misty.   
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: So yellowfin.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Yes, and so we’ve got yellowfin.   
RICHARD APPELDOORN: That makes it easy then.   
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Yes, it solved a dilemma. (p. 159, line 23 - p. 160, line 5) 

 

From the SSC Feb 2017 transcripts: 
 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: Then on to Unit 4. That is black, red, tiger, and yellowfin. We 
have had trouble indicating an indicator species for this grouping for any of the other platforms. 
Kevin, again, I’m assuming that the landings are going to be scattered for these?   
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: The only one that was in the form was the yellowfin.   
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yellowfin was the only one on the form prior to --  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: 2016.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Right.  
CHURCHILL GRIMES: So we don’t have a record of landings for the other three?   
RICHARD APPELDOORN: That would be correct. Yellowfin should be on there.   
JOE KIMMEL: The black, red, and tiger groupers, are they caught in the --   
JULIAN MAGRAS: The yellowfin, I am getting it from Daryl, and he’s saying that the two that 
we need to be looking at is the red grouper and the yellowfin grouper. We see a lot more -- Over 
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the last few years, we’ve seen a lot more of the red grouper coming into the fishery.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: The habitat is quite different for yellowfin and red 
grouper.  
. . .  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: Are those fished by spearfishing or hook-and-line?   
JULIAN MAGRAS: Traps. (p. 442, lines 5-44) 
 
JULIAN MAGRAS: We used to fish in -- I used to be one of the fishermen that used to fish for 
the yellowfin grouper before the seasonal closure and the closure that went into effect. We used 
to catch all of them by hand, 1,500 or 2,500 pounds a day, during the season, one fish at a time, 
because they fight you from the time that you hook them to the time that they reach the boat.  

. . .  

KEVIN MCCARTHY: Red grouper show up in the landings from 2011 forward, but they may 
have been -- If they weren’t on the forms, they were obviously written in, but, in 2015 and 2016, 
there is 1,600 pounds. The total for that five-year period is 4,000.   
Tiger grouper was under 200 pounds for the five years. Yellowfin grouper was 7,500 pounds, 
anywhere from 700 pounds a year to 1,500 pounds a year. Red grouper is definitely showing up 
more in the landings in the last couple of years, but it’s kind of hard to know what that means if 
most of this was a write-in. I mean, it’s on the forms now.  

. . .  

JOE KIMMEL: Maybe it’s not a coherent group then and maybe we should just separate 
yellowfin from the rest, and maybe even red from the rest. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Red would be the one that you would separate, because its habitat 
is different. The way it’s exploited is different. If you wanted to do -- The other thing is we just 
don’t have an indicator species and we’re going to go with the group (p. 442, line 48 - p. 444, 
line 1) 
 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: All right. We are getting off topic here, but I think that we had a 
consensus of there was not a particular indicator of the group, at least at this time, for the 
Grouper Unit 4, but that, with the advent of the new form, this could all change in the future. (p. 
446, lines 34-38) 

 
 

Question 

Fill in (using Y/N) the attribute table for yellowfin grouper in STT/STJ. 

% Catch Targeted LH/ Vuln Habitat Co-
Occur 

Catch Co-
Occur Data Market 
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Discussion 

 

 

Motion 3: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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4.  Determine whether to use the alternative year sequences for St. Croix (STX) and St. 
Thomas/St. John (STT/STJ) proposed by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 
 
STATUS:  The SSC chose the period from 2012-2016 to calculate average landings for USVI 
stocks/complexes.  This is a period of low landings relative to previous modern reporting years, 
reflecting a variety of factors, including economic downturn.  The result is ABCs that commonly fall 
below the ACLs set under the existing FMPs (or even below the average landings), thus failing to 
achieve the stated SSC goal of providing opportunity for landings growth of Tier 4a complexes.  A 
lower ABC may be appropriate in some cases, reflecting perceived condition of the stock. 
 
Background/Description 

At the July 2017 SSC meeting, there was much discussion regarding the year sequence to be used for 
the USVI (see highlights below).  The 2012-2016 year sequence was selected for all species in 
STT/STJ and STX with the rationale that those years had the most reliable species-specific 
information, and that consistency was key (i.e., the SSC wanted to use the same time period for all 
species, even when longer year sequences were available). 

From the SSC July 2017 transcripts 
STT Year Sequence 

 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: I’m not sure that we need to see any more. Do we want to just 
make a blanket statement that says, for those species for which there are data in that middle form, 
which would continue into 2017, obviously, that we want to use those data as our year 
sequences? Of that, which one do we want to start -- The first full year is 2012? 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The first full year is 2012. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: So we have available for us now 2012 to 2016. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Yes, and we’ve got a five-year period. 
JOE KIMMEL: Sounds good to me. (p. 86, lines 34-48) 
  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Actually, this is for St. Thomas/St. John, because that’s the only 
data we have looked at, but the same issue is going to apply to St. Croix. . . . 

. . . 

WALTER KEITHLY: Does this include lobster into the other species that go back many, many 
years? 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: That’s a good point. No. That was only for those species that were 
covered in -- 
WALTER KEITHLY: Okay, well then -- 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We have species-specific data for conch and lobster. Anything 
else? 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I don’t think so. Let me look at that. 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: We have wahoo and dolphin. We have triggerfish. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Triggerfish? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: It’s triggerfish, lobster, conch, and then, for pelagic, it 
says, “DTW”, and so it must be dolphin, tuna, and wahoo. 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY: Yes, it’s dolphin, tuna, and wahoo. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Well, that’s not one species, but show us conch and lobster, 
because we have the option there of expanding the year sequence. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Conch and lobster can go back prior even to this 2000, I think, but I’m 
not sure that you have the data prior to 2000. 

. . . 

KEVIN MCCARTHY: But is it [conch] not closed in the EEZ in St. Thomas? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Yes. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: So we need a year sequence then? 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: No. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The assumption is that whatever little landings are reported are coming 
from territorial waters, I think. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Right, but even Puerto Rico -- What did we do for Puerto Rico for 
conch? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: You actually started looking at the year sequence and 
started looking at 1988, but then, because the EEZ is closed west of 64/34, and so the only place 
that it’s open for conch is Lang Bank, and that’s it, but there is going to be a request to the 
council coming up. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: So what did we do then? We didn’t worry about a year sequence for 
conch, because it’s zero? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: The ACL is zero. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: So lobster is the only thing at play here then for a longer time series. 
CARLOS FARCHETTE: That’s because conch was a quota and not an ACL. It started as a 
quota. That was an emergency deal.   
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Yes, they started with a quota, but then the ACL for St. 
Croix is 50,000. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We’re just dealing with St. Thomas. 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: The ACL for conch in St. Thomas is -- 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Presumably it’s -- 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: It’s zero, but it’s 50,000 for St. Croix, and that’s it. Then 
this is lobster, and that’s the ACL. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: But there is data going back prior to 2000? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Yes. It goes way back, like to the 1970s. In fact, there 
should be no correction factor. They reported whatever the landings were. 

. . . 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: Okay, and so we’ll defer spiny lobster until we get that older data 
to also look at, and so we have thirty-five minutes left, and we can go to St. Croix. 
 (p. 87, line 25 - p. 90, line 19) 
  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Okay. Yesterday, we had concluded by recommending that, for 
those species in St. Thomas/St. John that have been on the forms since 2012, that 2012 to 2016 
would constitute the reference period, and we had started looking at St. Croix in that regard, and 
we had not gotten too far (p. 104, lines 24-28) 
  

STX Year Sequence 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN: I think, from our discussions, and given the choices we have, the 
best choice is going to be the same thing we did for St. Thomas. It’s going to be the 2012 to 
2016. 
JOE KIMMEL: I would agree with that. (p. 121, line 46 - p. 122, line 2) 
  
EDWARD SCHUSTER: The reason we’re using these numbers, Rich, is because it’s species-
specific? 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: It’s species-specific and they’re not as affected by all the other 
changes that you have told us about that happened in the period where -- How we interpret those 
is another story. That’s why we want this kind of history that you’re giving us, and so it’s one 
thing to take the baseline and say this is the best data we have, but there are still issues with that, 
and we have to keep that in mind as we then say, okay, this is our baseline and data and how are 
we going to use it? That gets into our scalar issues and our buffer issues. 
EDWARD SCHUSTER: Between those years, considering the National Standard 7, which 
would be economic impact, the closing of Hovensa and restaurants closing and people leaving the 
island -- Hovensa alone, you have lost 2,500 positions. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: As I said, that goes into our interpretation of what we do with the 
data. Now that we say, okay, this is the year sequence we have, we’re going to go through a tier 
argument, and then we’re going to go through the scalar considerations, and all of that plays into 
that, and so, if we accept that, okay, there has been a big decline in St. Croix, for example, driven 
by largely economic issues and it’s not because the fishery has collapsed, then it would go into a 
Tier 4a situation, and then we would be scaling up. Then the question is how far up do we scale, 
given the situation -- Given the problems with the data and the problems with the fishery, what 
are we really looking at? (p. 126, line 46 - p. 127, line 27) 
  
WALTER KEITHLY: Mr. Chairman, while we’re looking at that, I was the one that brought up 
the longer data series for some species, but, given what we’ve heard about some of the potential 
problems with the older data, do we need it for anything? I think conch could be a problem, 
because -- But I am willing to go with 2012 through 2016 for everything. (p. 133, line 44 - p. 134, 
line 1) 
  
WALTER KEITHLY: I am talking about data from the early 2000s. We have several things on 
the record regarding some of the problems with the older data. Julian has stated that, at least with 
his group, they’re reporting pretty accurately, and he says they -- I forget the exact -- We can go 
over the tapes and get it, but 90 percent of the larger boats are reporting accurately for his group, 
whatever it was, his organization.  
I guess I hate to throw away older data, but, the more I hear, the more problems I have with it, the 
more concerns I have with using the older data. I would rather just go with 2012 through 2016 for 
everything, and I guess we could use the older data for -- I am concerned with even using the 
older data for bringing it in for the scalars and so forth if there are significant problems with that 
data. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: So looking at things like the offshore dolphin, tuna, and wahoo in St. 
Croix, that takes you back to the last four years is 1996, and so we’re not gaining a great number 
of years, but you would go back to 1996, when it’s on the forms.  
The same is true with -- Now, it’s just called triggerfish, but, if you to make the assumption that 
all those triggerfish were queen triggerfish, you’ve got data back to -- The last full year would be 
1996 as well, and so you pick up three years in St. Croix with those couple of species. 
In St. Thomas, it takes you -- It’s the same thing. With dolphin, tuna, wahoo, triggerfish, you go 



 

18 
 

back to 1998, and so you pick up two years for those species, two additional years. If you want to 
make the same assumption about triggerfish, that they’re all queen, then you go back to 1998 is 
the first full year. Conch goes back to 1982, and lobster goes back to 1975. 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: For both? 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: That is St. Thomas. Let me check St. Croix. Conch is 1983, and lobster 
is 1975. (p. 134, line 20 - p.135, line 9) 
  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The concern that I would have, specifically for dolphin wahoo, going 
back in time, when you get to prior to -- This is only 2000. Prior to 2011, when you have -- On 
the form, there is a -- You’ve got to select the letter. If it’s dolphin, you circle the “D”, and you 
put the landings, but let’s say you caught dolphin and wahoo. Now, maybe they circle them both 
and they write in two different numbers, but it becomes more -- It becomes a reporting issue for 
the fishermen of how do I best report this, and, if you caught dolphin, tuna, and wahoo, because 
you’re out trolling for the day, now you’ve got three numbers to report.  
The later years, there might be some reporting issues, just because of the nature of the form, and 
so it’s something to keep in mind. I am a little disinclined, because of those potential reporting 
issues, to want to extend the time series, in this case, and I would stick with the recent years.  
Conch and lobster are a different matter, and I just got an email. We are making progress on this 
data extraction, and so hopefully we’ll see it this afternoon, and, like I said, that will take us back 
to the 1980s for conch and the mid-1970s for lobster, and it might be nice to see what’s going on 
there, because there certainly shouldn’t be reporting issues there, because they were always on 
the form, at least as far back as those years, 1983 or 1975. (p. 135, lines 23-48) 
  
JOE KIMMEL: The more I hear the discussion about the data, and data quality is the real issue 
here, it sounds like in the old days, before 2010 or so, or 2011 or so, that the data quality then was 
a lot less than it is now.  
The data quality now is better, meaning since the new forms were created, and so I have a real 
problem with relying on the data that we know is not good data, back in the old days, and I would 
prefer to rely on the more recent information, where everybody has said that the fishermen are 
reporting better now with the new forms and the data quality is improving. I understand that the 
catches have been real low, and so that may cause a problem, but we do have the scalars and the 
buffers to deal with, and we might be able to -- 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We can go outside that if there is the justification to do so. (p. 
139, lines 32-48) 
  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: For your recommendations, for St. Thomas/St. John and 
St. Croix, all the species with specific data would be 2012 to 2016, and we are waiting on the 
lobster and queen conch, and you will have the cucumbers and sea urchins. 

. . . 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: So we have done year sequences, except for lobster, conch, 
wahoo, and dolphin, and we’re waiting on that data. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: We’re waiting on that data, yes. She did give me an update, and things 
are progressing. (p. 171, lines 8-26) 
  

CONCH and LOBSTER 
STT/STJ 
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WALTER KEITHLY: I would argue, again, that we be consistent and use the same years that 
we are using for the other species, which I believe was 2012 to 2016. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Yes, and the other species were driven entirely by that’s when we 
had species-specific data. We have more species-specific data here. 
WALTER KEITHLY: I understand that, but the issue still comes in that, prior to whatever year, 
as we heard yesterday, fishermen on the same boat would often report more than once, and so 
you would have double-counting. 
JULIAN MAGRAS: That’s in St. Croix and not in St. Thomas. Nobody in St. Thomas double-
reports. Let’s get that straight.  
WALTER KEITHLY: It was monthly reporting still, and why would it differ from St. Thomas 
and St. Croix? 
JULIAN MAGRAS: Because it’s two different set of people that live there. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: The double-reporting was not the issue. I think your issue about 
the monthly versus trip reporting is valid.  
WALTER KEITHLY: This is the first -- I would argue for 2012 to 2016, like the other species. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We were using 2012 to 2016 before? 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Yes. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Right, because that’s the first full year of species-specific information 
for finfish. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: The 75th percentile is going to be that second-to-last point, yes? 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Probably. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: So every sequence we’ve talked about comes up with about that 
level. It’s just happenchance, but -- The options on the table are the last sequence, which is 2000 
to 2009, all of it, starting in 2000, or the third option is what we’ve done with the other species, 
2012 to 2016, the reason being the shift to trip tickets rather than monthly reporting.  
(p. 231, line 44 - p. 232, line 42) 
  
TODD GEDAMKE: When Walter said he thinks consistent, that’s where my gut goes with this, 
is consistency in our year sequence. I think the rationale that we were just discussing, looking at 
the values and picking out values based on what’s high and what’s low, is not a defensible 
argument for choosing a year sequence, and so I think that -- I agree with you also that we do 
have species-specific for before that, but, if there’s a breakpoint in this whole thing, we’ve got to 
be looking maybe at where there’s that 100 percent, the last information I’ve seen on this, and so 
I think the only thing we should really be considering is the 2006 on. (p. 234, lines 38-48) 
  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: In terms of stable fishery and the options we were looking at, if 
you start at 2000, then all the values are in the 90,000 to 130,000-and-something range, and so 
nothing looks necessarily out of whack there.  
If you start at -- If you just use the period from the last time, you still have that rise in the 
beginning, which covers the same kind of variability we see in the much more recent years, and 
so, if we just use the recent years, we’re also seeing that same range of movement, and so, in 
terms of what is stable in that longer context, all these scenarios fit the same range  
(p. 235, lines 21-32) 
  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I would go back to what Richard just said. Almost any combination of 
these years is going to give you about the same answer. 
TODD GEDAMKE: So let’s just come up with a solid logic. 
WALTER KEITHLY: Consistency. 
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JOE KIMMEL: That’s what I was going to say, too. If it’s going to line up at the same point, 
then let’s – 
TODD GEDAMKE: That makes sense to me. We’ve got enough on the record as to why we’re 
choosing those years, and let’s go with consistency. (p. 236, lines 24-37) 
  

STX 
WALTER KEITHLY: I do agree. I don’t think it’s overfished or that overfishing is occurring. I 
just don’t -- I am arguing for using consistent data throughout this analysis and then we can 
approach the scalar as need be to adjust it. To cherry-pick numbers on each species is not a valid 
method.(p. 251, lines 31-35) 
  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I agree with consistency, with the expectation that we will address the 
issue about suspected underreporting in the scalars. 
JOE KIMMEL: Exactly. So moved. (p. 252, lines 16-20) 
  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Which is my point, and so I think where we were heading, before 
we got into more of a scalar issue, was looking at the same data that we had used for the other 
species, for consistency sake. The question there is that we were locked into that for the other 
species, because that was the only data. 
That’s not the case for lobster, and we did have different things in Puerto Rico, where we had 
different lengths of datasets and whatnot, because we were looking for the maximum amount of 
data that we could use, for the consistency of how it was done.  
Now, Walter has pointed out that, yes, we had changes in the forms, and that might have 
alleviated some potential biases that might lead to overreporting in the earlier years. The issues 
that we’re talking about in the later years, with the economy and the underreporting, are things 
that we can deal with in the scalar discussions. Is there a consensus to go with the same data we 
have for the other species? 
JOE KIMMEL: I vote yes.   
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: For which island is this one? 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: St. Croix. We already made that decision for St. Thomas. 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: What is the year, 2012?   
RICHARD APPELDOORN: 2012 to 2016. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: With the expectation that we will revisit the scalar. Well, we’re 
obviously going to revisit the scalar issue. Considering everything that we’ve heard, I am for 
consistency. (p. 261, line 44 - p. 262, line 29) 
  
TODD GEDAMKE: So, in going forward from here, there is Option A, I believe, would be to 
just go with the 50,000 that’s on the books, for the same logic that was done before. Option B 
would be to look at the same consistency year sequence that we were looking at here, just like we 
did for lobster. Then, if there is -- I see those as kind of the two current options. Would anyone 
like to discuss or go with looking at more years or a different year sequence or something in that 
realm? Mull that question over. (p. 267, lines 22-30) 
  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: I have to interrupt, because there is an additional issue 
with St. Croix. St. Croix has been under a seasonal closure of five months since 2008, and so, 
with the annual landings that you are looking at here, it’s just the rest of the year, and so they 
haven’t reached the 50,000 pounds, because they are restricted in the amount of months that they 
can actually fish for it, and they will be fishing during the December season, because that’s when 
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they fought to have the season open, for the Christmas holidays, because this is part of their 
cultural events during the holidays. So you have gone from a three-month reduction, in the 1990s 
and early 2000s, to a 11 five-month closure beginning in 2010 or 2011. (p. 283, lines 1-12) 
  
TODD GEDAMKE: Julian, hold off. We’re discussing whether we want to use 2012 to 2016. 
JULIAN MAGRAS: I don’t think we should use those years. I think we should use the years 
where the landings were higher. 
TODD GEDAMKE: I need rationale from you. 
JULIAN MAGRAS: The rationale is you’re seeing a true number of when the economy was 
better before 2007, because this report is showing from 2007 to 2013, and so that’s the period of 
this report, where you have the closing of the refinery and you have all of these different factors 
playing into this official report. 
Those landings before could have been because you had a better economy, and you could have 
harvested more to put that into the economy. It clearly states it. They have all the islands in this, 
and even the United States is on this report, and so, using the lower years, I think it’s due to the 
big economic problems. After reading this, I was surprised. This clearly opens up a -- Thank you 
for sending it, Walter. It really opens up the eyes of a lot of stuff that’s going on, and I think 
some of these landings -- It’s very interesting. 
TODD GEDAMKE: Once again, year sequence. Does anyone -- The economics may be driving 
some of the reduced landings. We have heard that before, but I’m not sure how that ties into that 
directly there. 
Kevin, I think your last statement suggested that we go with consistency for the last ones, the 
2012 to 2016 on that, and does anyone want to discuss alternative views or positions? Joe, you 
look like you’re onboard with that. 
JOE KIMMEL: Yes. 
TODD GEDAMKE: Walter? 
WALTER KEITHLY: Yes, I’m onboard. The more I think it through, and based on what 
Shannon said, we don’t have to designate it as overfishing occurring, and, given that there has 
been an apparent reduction in effort, through management measures and the closure, I feel safe 
going with the 2012 to 2016. (p. 286, line 11 - 287, line 6) 

 

Once the SSC determined the scalar and scientific uncertainty buffer for Tier 4a stocks/complexes (at 
their December 2017 and February/March 2018 meetings), ABCs for most of the USVI species could 
be calculated using the ABC control rule.  However, many of the calculated ABCs for the Tier 4a 
stocks and complexes for both USVI island groups were lower than expected, especially since the 
intent of the ABC control rule was to allow for expansion of the fishery for stocks with relatively low 
vulnerability to fishing pressure, where such expansion is supported by the record.  In contrast, the 
ABCs for Puerto Rico stocks/complexes were more faithful to the intent of the control rule, allowing 
for expansion of stocks with relatively low vulnerability to fishing pressure, resulting from the longer 
year sequences used to set the sustainable yield level (SYL) (see Figure 1).  
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Figure 1.  Annual commercial landings, totaled for all managed species, in Puerto Rico, STT/STJ, 
and STX.  The blue shaded boxes represent the year sequences selected by the SSC for setting the 
sustainable yield level for most of those species already under management in Puerto Rico and for 
most complexes proposed for management in the USVI.  Note that for Puerto Rico, the chosen year 
sequence extends to 2015 for those species new to management. 
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At the 162nd Council meeting (April 2018), SEFSC staff presented an alternate approach for year 
sequences for the USVI that accommodates all landings available during the modern reporting 
period.  The SSC did not previously consider this approach, but it is consistent with the SSC’s 
decision at their February/March 2018 meeting to allocate unspecified landings in units selected for 
management during the selected year sequences.  To allocate unspecified landings, the SEFSC 
distributes landings reported as a general type of fish, such as groupers, proportionally among 
individual grouper stocks within the unit based on their proportional representation in the landings or 
as discerned from trip intercept data.  After completing this process, the SEFSC determined that it 
could explore a similar and consistent approach for assigning species-specific landings in the USVI 
from what in essence are “unspecified” landings by unit/species group over the historic landings 
period.   

● WHAT:  This approach only modifies the reference years for the USVI and supports the 
work the SSC has developed so far (ABC control rule tier determinations, scalars and 
buffers). 

● WHY:  For a variety of reasons that may not reflect stock conditions, landings in the USVI 
are on average lower during the 2012-2016 reference period than during previous years, 
leading to ABCs that are lower than expected and that do not achieve the SSC’s stated goal 
of setting ABCs that allow for some expansion of Tier 4a fisheries, where such expansion is 
supported by the record. 

● HOW:  Following a similar approach developed to account for unspecified landings as 
described above, the SEFSC will calculate the ratio of species-specific landings to the total 
group landings, and then apply those ratios to each year of the modern landings period. 

 

Note:  This approach assumes the species composition within a complex that was reported in 2012 – 
2016 is similar to the species composition that was reported beginning in 1999 (STX) or 2000 
(STT/STJ).  Reporting forms changed in 2011, so 2010 would be the terminal year for back 
calculating landings. 

Example:  

Step 1:  Calculate the ratios for the species to the group total. 

Stock Parrotfish Groupers Snappers 

Species A 0.15 0.25 0.10 

Species B 0.20 0.20 0.50 

Species C 0.25 0.15 0.20 

Species D 0.40 0.15 0.10 

Species E - 0.25 0.10 

Total 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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Step 2:  Apply those ratios to the annual landings for the group. 

Parrotfish	  
	  

Groupers	  

Year Group 
Landing A B C D 

	  

Year Group 
Landing A B C D E 

2000 250,000 37,500 50,000 62,500 100,000 

	  
2000 200,000 50,000 40,000 30,000 30,000 50,000 

2001 300,000 45,000 60,000 75,000 120,000 

	  
2001 400,000 100,000 80,000 60,000 60,000 100,000 

2002 310,000 46,500 62,000 77,500 124,000 

	  
2002 300,000 75,000 60,000 45,000 45,000 75,000 

2003 260,000 39,000 52,000 65,000 104,000 

	  
2003 250,000 62,500 50,000 37,500 37,500 62,500 

2004 320,000 48,000 64,000 80,000 128,000 

	  
2004 350,000 87,500 70,000 52,500 52,500 87,500 

2005 380,000 57,000 76,000 95,000 152,000 

	  
2005 150,000 37,500 30,000 22,500 22,500 37,500 

2006 425,000 63,750 85,000 106,250 170,000 

	  
2006 200,000 50,000 40,000 30,000 30,000 50,000 

2007 415,000 62,250 83,000 103,750 166,000 

	  
2007 500,000 125,000 100,000 75,000 75,000 125,000 

2008 350,000 52,500 70,000 87,500 140,000 

	  
2008 450,000 112,500 90,000 67,500 67,500 112,500 

2009 310,000 46,500 62,000 77,500 124,000 

	  
2009 320,000 80,000 64,000 48,000 48,000 80,000 

2010 150,000 22,500 30,000 37,500 60,000 

	  
2010 175,000 43,750 35,000 26,250 26,250 43,750 

 

Snappers	  

Year Group 
Landing A B C D E 

2000 250,000 25,000 125,000 50,000 25,000 25,000 

2001 325,000 32,500 162,500 65,000 32,500 32,500 

2002 310,000 31,000 155,000 62,000 31,000 31,000 

2003 275,000 27,500 137,500 55,000 27,500 27,500 

2004 300,000 30,000 150,000 60,000 30,000 30,000 

2005 400,000 40,000 200,000 80,000 40,000 40,000 

2006 425,000 42,500 212,500 85,000 42,500 42,500 

2007 415,000 41,500 207,500 83,000 41,500 41,500 

2008 375,000 37,500 187,500 75,000 37,500 37,500 

2009 350,000 35,000 175,000 70,000 35,000 35,000 

2010 275,000 27,500 137,500 55,000 27,500 27,500 

 

Step 3:  Use the adjusted landings from Step 2 to calculate SYL and ABC. 

Question 

Does the SSC want to use alternative year sequence landings for USVI stocks/complexes, as 
prepared by the SEFSC, to calculate the SYL? 
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Discussion 

 

 

Motion 4: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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5.  For each stock/complex included in Tier 4b, (a) establish scalar for determining sustainable 
yield level (SYL), and (b) finalize scientific uncertainty buffer from SYL to ABC. 
 
STATUS:  The SSC did not determine how the SYL for Tier 4b species would be calculated.  
Additionally, the SSC did not finalize the process for setting ABC for groupers assigned to this tier, 
namely Grouper Unit 4 in Puerto Rico (PR); Grouper Unit 4 in St. Thomas/St. John (STT/STJ; and 
Grouper Unit 5 in St. Croix (STX).  All other Tier 4b stocks were assigned an ABC = 0. 
 
Background/Description 

5a.  Establish Scalar for Determining SYL 

At their December 2017 and February/March 2018 meetings, the SSC did not discuss establishing 
SYLs for the species in Tier 4b, or the process that would apply. 

At the April 2018 Council meeting, the Council voted to allow the SSC to increase the scalar to < 2 
(from <1) for Tier 4b, pending SSC determination for calculating the SYL.  If the same process is 
used for selecting a scalar and calculating SYL for Tier 4b as for Tier 4a, then the scalar may fall 
between 1 and 2.  

5b.  Finalize Scientific Uncertainty Buffer from SYL to ABC 

At their December 2017 meeting, the SSC set ABC = 0 for the Tier 4b species listed below (per 
island; discussion begins on p. 271 of the transcript from the December 2017 SSC meeting).

Queen conch (PR, STT/STJ) 
Nassau grouper (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Goliath grouper (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Midnight parrotfish (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Rainbow parrotfish (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Blue parrotfish (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 

Sea cucumbers (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Sea urchins (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Corals (PR, STT/STJ, STX) 
Manta ray (PR) 
Spotted eagle ray (PR) 
Southern stingray (PR)

 

For the remaining Tier 4b complexes (Grouper Unit 4 in PR; Grouper Unit 4 in STT/STJ; and 
Grouper Unit 5 in STX), the SSC again did not discuss the process for calculating SYL, but 
established a placeholder buffer of 0.9, to reduce the SYL (then OFL) to ABC (see below).  This 
assumes that these grouper units stay in Tier 4b (see Issue 7, below). 
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From the SSC December 2017 transcripts 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We have 4b OFLs, and we could just say, okay, 0.9 of that 
is the ABC. 
SHANNON CALAY: Exactly right. We could just do something very simple for the 
time being. 
JOHN HOENIG: So why don’t we do that for the time being and say we’re going to 
revisit this? 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am in favor of that. 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Me too. (p. 484, lines 14-25) 

  

For reference, the SSC considered the following factors when setting the buffer, which accounts for 
scientific uncertainty in the SYL: 

● Reporting, which included potential biases (over reporting, underreporting, trends), changes 
in forms, changes in behavior, and unspecified landings; 

● Expansion factors and validation capacity; 
● Availability of recreational landings (quantity and quality); 
● Availability of ancillary data (e.g., SEAMAP surveys for queen conch USVI; comparative 

study of red hind); 
● Life history parameters (included in productivity-susceptibility analysis). 

 
Question 

1) For Tier 4b species, does the SSC want to use the same scalar process that was used for Tier 4a 
(susceptibility score * VAF) to determine the SYL?   
 If so, the scalar may be greater than 1.  Is this consistent with the intent of the ABC  control 
rule? 

2) For Tier 4b species, what baseline buffer should be used?   
 For those species where ABC=0, would the buffer = 0? 

Discussion 

 

 

Motion 5: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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6.  Clarify whether to include an additional buffer reduction to account for scientific 
uncertainty resulting from the reallocation of unspecified landings. 
 
STATUS:  The SSC discussed but did not finalize whether an additional buffer reduction would be 
applied to account for the scientific uncertainty associated with proportionally allocating unspecified 
landings. 
 
Background/Description 

At their February/March 2018 meeting, the SSC discussed adding additional reductions to the 
scientific uncertainty buffer to account for allocation of unspecified landings, applied as follows: 

If unspecified landings are <10% of reference period total, then do not adjust baseline buffer; 
If unspecified landings are 10-35% of reference period total, then reduce baseline buffer by 0.05  
If unspecified landings are >35% of reference period total, then reduce baseline buffer by 0.1. 

So a baseline buffer of 0.5 could be reduced to 0.45 or 0.40 for a stock/complex depending on the 
amount of unspecified landings.   

This was a discussion, with no formal vote/motion (see below). 

From the SSC Feb/Mar 2018 transcripts 
Following a discussion of the reductions noted above, the following was indicated: 
  
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am fine with that.   
TODD GEDAMKE:  I believe, and, Kevin, correct me if I’m wrong, but that applies 
everywhere. 
KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s what I think we ought to do. 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Then we’re done. 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re done. (p. 265, lines 12-21) 

  

Following the meeting, some participants questioned whether this had been decided. 

Question 

Does the SSC wish to apply the additional reductions discussed above to the buffer to account for 
scientific uncertainty when allocating unspecified landings? 

NOTE:  If the alternative method/year sequence is applied in the USVI (Issue 4, above), then the 
majority of the landings would be considered to be unspecified (not species-specific).  As a result, 
USVI stocks for which that alternative approach is used would have an additional buffer reduction 
applied.  For applicable Tier 4a stocks, the scientific uncertainty buffer reduction would be 0.4 rather 
than 0.5, because the baseline was reduced by an additional 0.1 (unspecified landings >35% of 
reference period total).  For Tier 4b stocks, an additional 0.1 reduction would be applied to the 
baseline buffer chosen by the SSC for those stocks. 
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Discussion 

 

 

Motion 6: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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7.  Reconsider tier assignment for Grouper Unit 4 in Puerto Rico (PR) and St. Thomas/St. John 
(STT/STJ) and for Grouper Unit 5 in St. Croix (STX) presently assigned to Tier 4b. 
 
STATUS:  Tier determinations were based on the productivity and susceptibility of the species, 
which factored into an overall assessment of the species’ vulnerability to fishing pressure.  At their 
July 2017 meeting, the SSC assigned Grouper Unit 4 in PR (black, red, tiger, yellowfin, and 
yellowmouth groupers) and Grouper Unit 5 in STX (black, red, tiger, and yellowfin groupers) a low 
productivity and a moderate to high susceptibility, and assigned Grouper Unit 4 in STT/STJ (black, 
red, tiger, and yellowfin groupers) a low productivity and a moderate susceptibility (see below).  
Following those productivity/susceptibility assignments, all three units were placed in Tier 4b.   
 

Background/Description 

At their 162nd meeting (April 2018), the Council requested the SSC revisit the tier assignment for the 
grouper units in the USVI that are presently assigned to Tier 4b.  The Council’s rationale for this 
request was that the February 1 - April 30 seasonal closure for these species, instituted in 2005, 
provides these species with protection during their spawning periods.  The Council is seeking the 
SSC’s opinion as to whether these units meet the Tier 4a criterion of relatively low susceptibility to 
fishing pressure.  USVI Department of Planning and Natural Resources staff added that, in 2017, 
outside of the closed season, only 39 pounds (lbs) of yellowfin grouper were landed in STX and only 
1,180 lbs of yellowfin grouper were landed in STT/STJ.  The Council noted that those low landings 
suggest these are not targeted species.  The verbatim text below provides information on the decision 
about the unit in Puerto Rico, given the similarity of the units across the islands. 

From the SSC July 2017 transcripts 
Tier and productivity-susceptibility analysis (PSA) discussion 
 
Puerto Rico 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: That is your Grouper Unit 4 for the recreational and the 
commercial. There is a seasonal closure in place since 2005, and then additional protection for 
the state waters, at least for one or two of the species. (p. 331, lines 39-42) 
 
TODD GEDAMKE: I don’t have -- I mean, other than spearfishing for some of these, I don’t 
have a good handle on any differences between productivity for this group, and I don’t have any 
real knowledge that would be a difference in susceptibility. Does anyone have comments or 
discussion on this range of groupers and how either productivity or susceptibility differs between 
these five?  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: They all aggregate for spawning. They are very vulnerable 
at the time of aggregation, because that’s when they will be harvested by the tons.  
TODD GEDAMKE: But differences. Is there a difference or is there a range or is there anything 
-- You can put, like for miscellaneous, you’ve got the spawning aggregations in there, and that’s 
good, and we’ve got seasonal closures in there. For the groupers, they’re going to be moderate to 
high, obviously, and productivity is going to be low to moderate, but I don’t have enough scaling 
on differences between these two or these five to distinguish.  
JOE KIMMEL: I don’t have any either. 
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VANCE VICENTE: We have the life history characteristics for those species, and why don’t we 
use these numbers and compare? 
TODD GEDAMKE: Go for it. Give us some -- Grouper Unit 4.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: The only reason why these numbers may not be high is because they 
occur in deep waters and in faraway places. Otherwise, they are very susceptible. They are not 
highly susceptible right now, because there are so few of them, and the ones that are maybe 
associated with deep, faraway habitats, that is essentially what is keeping them still around. If 
not, they would have been wiped out. 
(p. 332, line 26 to page 333, line 12) 
 
BILL ARNOLD: For this Grouper Unit 4, and maybe not this exact composition, but darned 
similar, in the 2005 SFA, they were identified as overfished, and they were placed into a ten-year 
rebuilding program that ended in, depending upon how you want to do the math, 2015 or 2016.  
TODD GEDAMKE: I think, based on that and everything else we’ve looked at, we’re 
appropriate in Tier 4b. I think that, as we start looking at the next steps in this process, we can 
consider the fact that they have been removed from the rebuilding, and we will look at in the next 
steps. (p. 334, line 40 – p. 335, line 2) 
 

St. Thomas/St. John 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Grouper Unit 4, in this case, includes the black, the red, 
the tiger, and the yellowfin. The Grammanik Bank has been closed since 2004 during the 
spawning --  
JULIAN MAGRAS: Before the SFA.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Before the SFA, and so that is seasonally closed. That was 
basically the largest source of yellowfin in the landings. There is a bag limit for the recreational 
in the EEZ.  
JULIAN MAGRAS: It’s compatible regulations from state to federal, also.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Then there is the seasonal closure from the shoreline to the 
EEZ.  
TYLER SMITH: I would also say that there is a large resident population in the MCD as well 
for those, for their protection.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. Tyler, yellowfin or all four of them?  
TYLER SMITH: Yellowfin.  
TODD GEDAMKE: We carried scores for yellowfin over to the other three, and so I am just -- I 
am asking the question now, so that, when we’re done with this, if we want to make sure that we 
highlight any, and so do you see black, red, or tiger?  
TYLER SMITH: I have seen one red grouper that was like four inches long, and it’s highly 
susceptible.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: But the red grouper would be more –  
TYLER SMITH: Unless they’re farther east, they’re found, but they’re not very common in the 
Virgin Islands. I mean, I have heard of an aggregation in the British Virgin Islands. 
JULIAN MAGRAS: On the north of the island.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: But they are also more south of St. John, in the sandy 
areas.  
TYLER SMITH: Yes, that’s what I thinking, and that seems like more of the habitat for them, 
but I don’t spend much time there looking at that habitat, and so just from my --  
TODD GEDAMKE: In terms of extra protection, based on what we were talking about before, 
we definitely see a little bit extra, at least a little bit extra, for the yellowfin, and so we have that 
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scored as moderate/high. Do we want consider going down to moderate? Do you think 
Grammanik is affording enough extra protection to go down to a moderate on that, Tyler?  
JOE KIMMEL: And the fact that there is compatible regulations.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Yes, compatible regulations.  
TYLER SMITH: I think under the current management structure, yes. I would say they are 
moderately susceptible.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. Now, I asked about the other three.  
TYLER SMITH: Tigers are very common deep.  
TODD GEDAMKE: That’s that deeper shelf. They go down below trap fishing.  
JULIAN MAGRAS: They are poisonous, also.  
TYLER SMITH: The University of the Virgin Islands trap fishermen cannot catch them. Maybe 
the professional fishermen can.  
TODD GEDAMKE: They are better at it.  
TYLER SMITH: We had to gillnet them at forty meters, which was a lot of fun.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. For susceptibility for black, red, and tiger, are we -- Are they similar 
enough? Are we comfortable with carrying susceptibility as moderate to the other three?  
TYLER SMITH: I would be.  
JOE KIMMEL: Me, too. 
TODD GEDAMKE: I have Vance nodding. We’re good.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: Do you have a tier?  
TODD GEDAMKE: All right. These are -- I mean, you’ve got low productivity on all of these, 
and we’ve got moderate susceptibility on these, and so the scoring on that is going to come out 
with 4b.   
JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, I think you’re right.  (p. 502, line 10 – p. 504, line 10)  
 

St. Croix 
TODD GEDAMKE: . . . Let’s move on to the Grouper Unit 5.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: This one, again, is the black, the red, the tiger, and the 
yellowfin. You have the yellowfin as the indicator species, and so these are the scores brought 
over from Puerto Rico. As you have said, productivity will remain the same, unless questioned, 
and then medium to high for the susceptibility. They do have the seasonal closures from the 
shoreline to the EEZ. There are no specific areas closed for any of these groupers, but, if they 
occur in any of the areas that are closed, they will be protected, and the bag limit for the 
recreational. (p. 568, lines 6-19) 
 
TODD GEDAMKE: For me, moving to St. Croix, I would look at the dive fishery and say they 
may be more vulnerable in that fishery, but, considering the closed areas that they’re going to  
end up in that are not specifically for it, they have a little extra protection, due to those closed 
areas, and so I don’t see a reason to modify these scores. Any other thoughts for this unit? 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: That’s fine.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: The only thing would be how common they are in St. 
Croix compared to the other two areas, and so most of the comments that we have received is that 
they are not very common at all.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Yes.  
TYLER SMITH: I think that is a fisheries effect and not a -- They’re probably not very 
common.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Tyler, I know exactly what you’re -- You can broaden your comment out 
to the other species in Grouper Unit 5, and so continue that thought, because I know where 
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you’re going with it.  
TYLER SMITH: I don’t know about black grouper, and so black and red may be ones that are 
just not as common in this part of the Caribbean, for whatever reason, but tiger and yellowfin are 
recorded even in shallow water in St. Croix in the old data. They were present on those barrier 
reefs in shallow water, and they are -- We have seen, I think, one yellowfin grouper in the eleven 
years that I’ve been diving around St. Croix, and so they’re not totally gone. There may be some 
in Buck Island, but they are pretty low in abundance.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Yes, and we picked up --  
TYLER SMITH: That changes that they are susceptible.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Yes, and we picked up a couple there in the pilot survey, but I agree with 
you.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: The landings of all of these are really low. The most was 1,500 pounds 
of yellowfin one year. Most of the time, it’s 300 pounds or less. Tiger, it only shows up in two 
years. Both of those were on the forms during this period.  
TODD GEDAMKE: I think Tyler’s comment I would agree with. I think that the black and -- 
Tiger and yellowfin, they are susceptible to spearfishing pretty good, and so I would say you 
probably have a fisheries effect for at least the level of rarity that we’re seeing now, and so I 
think scoring it at moderate/high here is appropriate, if not -- Let me look around. Reni, does that 
make sense?  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: Yes, moderate/high. That’s okay.  
TODD GEDAMKE: Okay. Then we’re good with that.  
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER: So 4a or 4b?  
TODD GEDAMKE: That’s a 4b. 
JOE KIMMEL: Yes.   
CARLOS FARCHETTE: I’ve got a question. You’re saying moderate/high for those groupers 
because they are not that abundant and not because they’re not being landed?  
TODD GEDAMKE: Just to make sure that we are clean with our logic on this, we are scoring 
susceptibility based on the management strategy, and that would be the closed areas would have 
a benefit in protecting the species, and so that would be maybe a moderate in this case. The 
overlap for where the stock occurs and the area fished, they are found in those shallow waters, 
and they are found on the shelf, and so you have spearfishing occurring in virtually -- I won’t say 
all, but 90-plus percent of the area they’re found, and so that would be a high vulnerability.  
The concentration is one that, once again, as with any of the USVI, in terms of the stock 
distribution, it’s going to be moderate or low, from the small area to the stock as a whole. The 
overlap is going to be a high vulnerability, because the divers are fishing in the primary core of 
their vertical overlap in there.  
You do have aggregation behavior for these guys, which makes them highly vulnerable. I wish 
they had behavior effect in capture, because a few of these spear fishermen -- They’re not exactly 
the most elusive animals.  
Desirability of these is very high, and so we have a number of high scores in there, based on 
those attributes, and the ones that are moderate end up being the area fished to the overall extent 
of the area, but, as has been suggested before, St. Croix is an isolated seamount in there, and I’m 
not sure where you get recruitment coming in from there, and so the protection of that smaller 
stock in there is going to be -- I think we’ve got the components here to easily justify that. Does 
that make sense?  
CARLOS FARCHETTE: Yes, but Toby said he doesn’t see them in the port samples for thirty 
years, and so I just was wondering.  
TODD GEDAMKE: This is -- Some of these, and I think Tyler touched on it with the black and 
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the red in particular, we imagined -- I mean, tiger and yellowfin, you would expect to see them 
here. I mean, it’s well within their core. Black and red may be slightly skewed to different 
regions, and so maybe not as much, but the rarity of all of these, given the last thirty years, is 
probably a fishing effect in there that is due to a moderate/high susceptibility or high 
susceptibility.  
Once again, just to be clear, these are highly-susceptible animals. The closures in St. Croix, in 
those areas where, if they were spawning in those areas, they would have the ability to at least 
recover, but they’re also slow-growing animals, and so that signal is going to take a long time to 
start showing back up.  
This is the type of thing that enforcement is key for these guys, because it’s going to take a long 
time for those animals to -- The generation times, you’re looking at these guys probably have 
max ages that are in the fifteen-year range. You multiply that by three generations, and you’re at 
forty-five years from protecting them until you start getting those signals back up to that range.  
JOE KIMMEL: You know, I have seen too that the larger groupers are very curious fishes, and 
that’s a detriment to them when it comes to being spear fished.  
TODD GEDAMKE: This is one that I would love to just chat about, because these are one of 
my favorites for spear fishing in other places, and, yes, they’re very curious and very vulnerable. 
Black groupers, actually I have watched black groupers get smart, black groupers in the Dry 
Tortugas and other places. They hear a spear, just like the sharks, and they go hide, and the 
sharks come out. The black grouper I have seen have changed behavior, but I don’t think that’s a 
-- Black grouper is getting smart, I don’t think that’s one of their attributes, as opposed to the 
dumb hogfish. I am totally comfortable with the way that one is scored.  
JOE KIMMEL: Yes, I am, too.  
TODD GEDAMKE: I am looking around the table, and everyone else is -- Okay. 
(p. 568, line 46 – p. 572, line 1) 

 

Question 

Per the Council’s request, please reconsider the tier recommendation for Grouper Unit 4 in STT/STJ 
and Grouper Unit 5 in STX. Please also discuss the recommendation for Grouper Unit 4 in PR. 

Discussion 

 

 

Motion 7: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):   
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8.  Reconsider ad hoc ABC for St. Croix (STX) queen conch. 
 

STATUS: The Council requested the SSC reconsider their ad hoc ABC for queen conch, and use the 
Tier 4b approach and a longer time series.  

Background/Description 

At their February/March 2018 meeting, the SSC set an ad hoc (outside the ABC control rule) SYL of 
107,720 pounds and an ABC of 37,000 pounds for queen conch harvest from St. Croix (STX) EEZ 
waters.  The SYL was set equal to the average landings of conch from STX state and federal waters 
combined during 1999-2005.  The ABC was set by rounding the highest landings of conch from any 
one year during the 2012-2016 reference period (Figure 2; Year 2012 landings = 36,895 pounds) to 
the next thousand.  

 

Figure 2.  Commercial landings of queen conch in STX.  Shaded area represents the reference period 
from which the sustainable yield level (SYL) was selected. 

At their April 2018 meeting, the Council asked why the SSC was not using a longer year sequence 
for queen conch in STX and applying the Tier 4b ABC control rule formula for calculating SYL.  
The Council suggested that the period 1999-2010 (or 2011; see below), representing the modern 
reporting period (1999 start year for STX, 2000 start year for St. Thomas/St. John [STT/STJ]) but not 
including post-ACL landings, is a more appropriate year sequence.  Note that revised USVI landings 
reporting forms were implemented on July 1, 2011, changing the composition of species included on 
the form.  This likely had little if any effect on queen conch reporting but substantial effects on 
reporting of most other species.  In most cases, 2011 is therefore not included in most USVI year 
sequences although it likely could be for queen conch.  
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For Tier 4b species, the ABC control rule defines the SYL as the product of the mean landings during 
the reference period and the scalar.  Mean landings for queen conch in STX vary greatly depending 
on the reference period selected, and are lowest during the post ACL-year sequence (2012-2016; 
Figure 2).  The 1999-2010 queen conch annual landings range from a high of 230,091 lbs in 2006 to 
52,226 lbs in 1999, and the average landings during this period was 117,421 pounds. 

The SSC discussed available data on densities, including a recent fishery-independent diver survey, 
and noted the potential for that to influence the tier designation, and any ad hoc OFL, as noted below.  

From the SSC December 2017 transcripts 
 

RICHARD APPELDOORN: All right. That’s the one that I want you to show. This is 
something that I brought up at that SEDAR, and I’m just illustrating it. It just shows conch 
densities from around the Caribbean and what might be considered an unfished biomass density, 
based on density, without really worrying about whether you’re looking at juveniles or adults or 
whatever, but just whatever was reported in the surveys.  
I will tell you, for example, that, in Jamaica, we used 200 conch per hectare as an unexploited 
density that was therefore reflecting biomass, and, therefore, MSY is about 100. This is just 
showing how you could talk about some of these things and where Puerto Rico was at the time.  
Puerto Rico’s current population, from the last SEAMAP, is running, for total juveniles and 
adults -- Actually, it was only about fourteen conch per hectare, down from twenty-two in the 
previous survey, and so we’ve made some progress there, but not a lot.  
St. Croix, in the last survey, was -- They had reported twice, and one is with the traditional sites 
that they use, and so they do repetitive sites, but they added a bunch of new sites. With just their 
regular sites, it was 135 conch per hectare. If you added all the new sites in, and I don’t know 
how those were chosen, but it’s 159 conch per hectare, with 22 percent being adults.  
I will tell you right now that the way they did their survey biases their estimates high, and I don’t 
know how high, but, relative to that thing, it’s still high, and so I don’t see a basis for saying this 
would be in 4b with those kinds of densities being evident.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: What is the allee effect limit?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: That’s a paper that Stoner and Ray did for the Bahamas, and, in 
their situation -- Remember that densities are a function of your shelf life habitat that supports 
conch, and so, in the Bahamas, they have a narrow shelf, and it all supports conch, whereas 
Puerto Rico has a very broad shelf and there’s a lot areas that don’t support conch, and so your 
densities get lowered because of those effects, and so it’s not a one-to-one conversion here 
between areas, but anyway, at about fifty conch per hectare, they started noticing a reduction in 
the rate of population and their egg laying, and so that’s saying that the densities were getting 
low enough that this was affecting reproduction. That’s the allee effect.  
(p. 293, line 2 – p. 294, line 1) 
 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: I have a suggestion. We’re waiting to see some data from the most 
recent fishery-independent diver survey, right? We’re hoping to get that back. We have some 
densities from past years, and let’s see what that most recent stuff is, and that will help inform us 
of 4a or 4b, I think, and, once we can look at some data, some actual data, to inform that 
decision, we can proceed, and I would suggest that we table this until we see that most recent 
data, whenever we may get it. (p.303, lines 13-20) 
 
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Here’s what I am thinking. I am thinking, first, we need to go with 
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special case, because, if we strictly followed our rules, they’re always going to be vulnerable, and 
that’s the nature of the beast.  
However, apparently, from the data that we’ve seen from these surveys, the management 
measures that are in place appear to be working, and so all of them in total, in spite of all the 
negative things we heard about habitat degradation and all of that stuff, and so what is happening 
right now appears to be working, from the data that we have at hand.  
If that is true, and it’s at 50,000, why are we thinking about knocking it down? If this is a special 
case, why can’t our special case be that we’ve had this measure in place for X number of years 
and all of the measures that we’ve seen -- Unless there has been another survey that came out this 
year that says, hold on, everything has changed and we’re plummeting, which is why I suggested 
that we see those data before we finalize anything, but, if things appear to be improving, and 
we’re already calling this a special case, let’s make this special case status quo, which is 50,000. 
(p. 327, line 34 - p. 328, line 7) 
 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: I recommend, and I am in favor of, based on the density of the 
fishery-independent surveys on density increments, I would favor placement of the queen conch 
in 4a and going towards our process of determining the ABC based on the 4a classification and 
perhaps then setting up an ABC based on that process . . . . (p. 331, line 45 - p. 332, line 2) 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: I would like to, if I could, sort of agree with you, but back off a 
little. The end result doesn’t change, but I kind of like the idea of saying this is a special case and 
we don’t know whether it should be in 4b or 4a, but, given the trends that we’ve seen in the 
densities, we will treat it as if it was, because I don’t want to acknowledge that, hey, this can 
support higher landings, but I just want to use that methodology to get to what the OFL would be. 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: But let me finish the sentence. This would be in 4a?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We would treat it as if it was 4a. We’re not actually calling it 4a, 
because 4a is sort of saying that we can increase -- We can maintain or increase the level of 
harvest and we don’t have to drop it.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: During that reference period.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: Because we’re in a rebuilding program, we don’t in fact want to 
increase.  
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: Which is going to be below 50,000, but higher than what they are 
reporting, and that is a good way to it, for me. That’s a good point to be.  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: I am just saying the rationale is slightly different. The rationale 
says we don’t know where it should be, but we’re in a rebuilding program and we see some 
improvements, and we want to maintain that, and we’re going to use the 4b approach. 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS: The 4b or 4a?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: 4a, I’m sorry. To come up with what the OFL would be. (p. 334, 
lines 11-18) 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: I am going to make a recommendation, and let’s see how you all 
feel about this. I think we’ve made the case that this is going to be a special deal, and we have  
documented the reasons why, and I am in agreement with what Reni was saying, in terms of there 
is a cost to not reporting, and we should deal with that.  
I don’t see, actually, the way I’m looking at this, a way to actually implement the procedures that 
we are doing, because the way that we were doing that was an OFL and then we were going to 
knock it down to get to an ABC and then we’re at some ridiculously low level that’s way below 
what they’re even reporting now. My recommendation is, because of these problems with the 
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data, we set it at the peak value during that reference period, and we’ll just call it 37,000.  
KEVIN MCCARTHY: Set what at peak value?  
RICHARD APPELDOORN: ABC. (p. 337, line 44 - p. 338, line 14). 
 
RICHARD APPELDOORN: We’re going to keep the OFL, the existing OFL, because we 
don’t have a basis for calculating another one, and we’re going to set ABC as the peak value of 
the reference period. (p. 339, lines 44-47) 

 

Additional References  

The 2014 - 2015 Annual Report of the Southeast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program 
(SEAMAP) (included as a reference) included a summary of the queen conch visual surveys (via 4-m 
wide scooter transects) in the USVI.  A total of 56 sites (24 sites for STT/STJ and 32 sites for STX) 
were surveyed from September 2014 to October 2014, and over 90% of the surveyed sites contained 
conch.  A total of 883 queen conch was observed and, based on shell measurements, more than 75% 
of those were adults.  Mean conch density for the territory was 169.46 conch per hectare (ha).  Mean 
conch density was higher around STX (248.09 conch/ha) compared to St. Thomas (216.6 conch/ha) 
and St. John (43.7 conch/ha).  Based on these results, the study concluded that the queen conch 
population is increasing in the U.S. Virgin Islands and that the high densities observed around the 
territory remain capable of supporting viable conch fisheries and current fishing activities. 

The recent Doerr and Hill1 publication (included as a reference) also is applicable to this discussion.  
Doerr and Hill examined queen conch populations on the northeastern coast of STX (via 10-m radial 
surveys) and observed 4,773 queen conch on 503 surveys, for an overall density of 302 conch/ha.  
Juvenile and adult densities were higher within Buck Island Reef National Monument (BIRNM) 
compared to open areas and length data suggest that seagrass beds south of Buck Island are 
functioning as valuable nursery habitat.  The presence of multiple juvenile cohorts indicates that 
larval recruitment in the area has been successful in recent years.  The authors concluded that data 
comparisons from this and previous studies indicate that the queen conch population in STX is 
potentially stable under the current management approach and that BIRNM is providing the spatial 
protection required for the population to continue to recover. 

Question 

Does the SSC want to continue to use the ad hoc SYL and ABC, or use the Tier 4b ABC control rule 
to establish the SYL and ABC for queen conch? 

Discussion 

 

 
                                                
1 Doerr, J.C., and R.L. Hill. 2018. Spatial distribution, density, and habitat associations of queen conch Strombus 
gigas in St. Croix, US Virgin Islands. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. Vol. 594: 119–133.  https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12547 
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Motion 8: The SSC moves to  

Motion by: 
Seconded by: 
Vote: 
Motion carries (Y/N):  
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9.  Acknowledge the Council’s directive to remove additional reductions proposed by the SSC 
to be applied to the SYL for ecologically important species. 
 
STATUS:  The Council moved at their April 2018 meeting to not include ecological reductions in the 
ABC Control Rule but to instead consider those as management uncertainty and apply any such 
reductions in the process of establishing the ACL.  This is an information topic and requires no 
decision from the SSC. 
 
Background/Description 

At their December 2017 meeting, the SSC discussed adding additional reductions (see below) to the 
SYL to account for ecologically important species (parrotfish, angelfish and surgeonfish), reflecting 
the reductions from ABC to ACL that were included for the species in the 2010 and 2011 Caribbean 
ACL amendments .  This was a discussion, and the SSC recommended the following reductions from 
SYL (previously OFL). 

From the SSC December 2017 transcripts 
Parrotfish in St. Thomas and Puerto Rico would have a 15% reduction applied to the OFL. 
Parrotfish in St. Croix would have a 20% reduction applied to the OFL. 
Angelfish in all three islands would have a 25% reduction applied to the OFL. 
Surgeonfish in all three islands would have a 25% reduction applied to the OFL. (p. 271) 

 

At the April 2018 Council meeting, the Council discussed where to apply reductions for the 
ecologically important species: (1) within the ABC Control Rule with further SSC rationale, or (2) 
outside the ABC Control Rule, as a reduction from ABC to ACL.  The Council moved that the SSC 
not include those additional reductions, as they are more appropriately considered by the Council in 
their process of establishing the ACL. 

Discussion 
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10.  Address the summary report from the February/March 2018 SSC meeting. 
 

STATUS:  Confirm the status of the February/March 2018 SSC meeting summary report. 
 
Background/Description 

A summary report of the February/March SSC meeting was prepared by the SSC chair and discussed 
at the 162nd Council meeting (April 2018).  There were places where the report may not reflect the 
discussion in the transcripts—for example in Issue 2 above (reference points for complexes with 2 
indicators) and in Issue 6 (buffer reductions for unspecified landings), above.   

Please discuss edits required, or any caveats to be addressed, before adopting and finalizing the 
report. 

Discussion 
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References and Ancillary Information Provided 
 

Caribbean Fishery Management Council (Council) verbatim minutes 

August 2017:  Council meeting during which the District Advisory Panel recommendations 
regarding indicator species. 

Statistical and Scientific Committee (SSC) verbatim minutes 

The description includes information pertinent to the questions above. 

February 2017:  SSC meeting at which indicator species for the USVI complexes were 
initially discussed.   

July 2017:  SSC meeting at which indicator species for the USVI were selected; the year 
sequence for USVI stocks/complexes was selected; and productivity-susceptibility scores were 
assigned and control rule tiers were selected.  

December 2017:  SSC meeting at which the process for establishing the scalar and scientific 
uncertainty buffer for Tier 4a stocks/complexes was determined; the allowable biological catch 
(ABC) was set equal to zero for select species in Tier 4b; a placeholder buffer for Tier 4b 
stocks/complexes was selected; and additional reductions to the SYL to account for ecologically 
important species was discussed. 

February/March 2018:  SSC meeting at which the Puerto Rico recreational year sequences 
were selected; the process for calculating SYL and ABC for complexes with two indicators 
was discussed; the process for allocating unspecified landings was established as well as the 
level of additional buffer reductions to be applied to account for those unspecified landing; and 
an ad hoc SYL and ABC for queen conch in St. Croix (STX) was set.  

St. Croix Fishery Advisory Committee (FAC) verbatim minutes  

March 2018:  FAC meeting during which Dr. Virginia Shervette from the University of 
South Carolina gave a summary of preliminary results from a NOAA funded research project 
to study life history of several reef fish species across the three main management island 
areas. 

Annual Report of the Southeast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program (SEAMAP) 

November 2016:  The annual report summarizing the SEAMAP activities conducted from 
October 1, 2014 - September 30, 2015 including results from the queen conch visual surveys.  
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Papers 
 

Kadison E, Brandt M, Nemeth R, Martens J, Blondeau J, Smith T (2017) Abundance of 
commercially important reef fish indicates different levels of over-exploitation across 
shelves of the U.S. Virgin Islands. PLoS ONE 12(7): e0180063.  

 
ABSTRACT:  The United States Virgin Islands are comprised of two separate insular 
platforms separated by the deep water Anegada Passage. Although managed by the same 
regulations, as one fishery, several physical and spatial differences exist between the two 
northern shelf islands, St. Thomas and St. John, and isolated St. Croix. Based on two long-
term fisheries independent datasets, collected by the U.S. Virgin Islands Territorial Coral 
Reef Monitoring Program and the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration Center for Coastal Monitoring and Assessment, there were significant 
differences between the northern USVI and St. Croix in both the occurrence and size of 
several species of large and commercially important reef fishes. These fishes are primarily 
apex piscivores and generally the first species over-exploited in small-scale fisheries. The 
disparities between the fish communities on the two island shelves cannot be explained 
solely by differences in habitat (coral cover, rugosity) or fisheries management, such as 
relative amount of marine protected area in local waters. They are instead probably caused 
by a combination of several other interrelated factors including water depth, fishing 
methodology, fishable area, and the presence or absence of viable fish spawning areas. 
This study considers those aspects, and illustrates the need for management of island 
artisanal fisheries that is tailored to the physical and spatial constraints imposed by insular 
platforms. 

 
Doerr, J.C., and R.L. Hill (2018) Spatial distribution, density, and habitat associations of 

queen conch Strombus gigas in St. Croix, US Virgin Islands. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. Vol. 
594: 119–133. 

 
ABSTRACT: Conventional stock assessment methods have been ineffective for 
determining the status of queen conch throughout the Caribbean, mainly due to a lack of 
available fishery-independent data. We examined queen conch populations on the 
northeastern coast of St. Croix, US Virgin Islands, using a 10 m radial survey sampling 
technique with sample sites stratified by water depth, habitat type, and management 
regime, encompassing both open and closed fishing areas. We completed 503 radial 
surveys and located 4773 queen conch, representing an overall density of 302 conch ha−1. 
Densities of juvenile and adult queen conch were higher within Buck Island Reef National 
Monument (BIRNM) boundaries compared to open fishing areas. Densities of juvenile and 
adult queen conch were highest in habitats characterized as 50−90 and 10−50% patchy 
seagrass, respectively. Shell length data suggest that the seagrass beds south of Buck Island 
are functioning as valuable nursery habitat for juvenile conch, and the presence of multiple 
juvenile cohorts indicates that larval recruitment in the area has been successful in recent 
years. Comparisons of data from this and previous studies indicate that the queen conch 
population in St. Croix is potentially stable under the current management approach and 
that BIRNM is providing the spatial protection required for the population to continue to 
recover. Given the spatial and temporal patchiness of queen conch distributions, 
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standardized fishery-independent monitoring surveys should be repeated regularly to 
provide data sufficient to assess stock conditions and the efficacy of management 
measures.  

 

At the 162nd Council meeting (April 2018), SERO staff presented spiny lobster as an example of 
population health, in that reported average carapace lengths (from TIP data) are consistently above 
the 3.5 inch minimum size limit, regardless of the fluctuation in spiny lobster total landings (below).   
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