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CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 1 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 2 

CFMC Headquarters 3 

San Juan, Puerto Rico 4 

 5 

MARCH 24-26, 2015 6 

 7 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 8 

Fishery Management Council convened at the CFMC Headquarters, 9 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, March 24, 2015, and was 10 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 11 

 12 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Welcome, everybody.  Today is Tuesday, 15 

March 24, and this is the SSC meeting and let’s start off with a 16 

roll call.  I am Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC member. 19 

 20 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC member. 25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC member. 29 

 30 

TYLER SMITH:  Tyler Smith, SSC member. 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC member. 33 

 34 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC member. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 37 

staff. 38 

 39 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 40 

 41 

IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 42 

 43 

KEN STUMP:  Ken Stump, sitting in for Pew Charitable Trust. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am going to unmute everyone online. 46 

 47 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, council chair.   48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Kevin McCarthy, NOAA Fisheries, Miami. 2 

 3 

MARIA LOPEZ:  Maria Lopez, NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Regional 4 

Office. 5 

 6 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Meaghan Bryan, Southeast Fisheries Science 7 

Center, Miami. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have Miguel Lugo and Miguel Rolon.  10 

That’s it for the people online.  We have to adopt the agenda. 11 

 12 

DISCUSSION OF AGENDA 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can you put that up for some of us?  The 15 

main task for this meeting is to try to finish off -- Actually, 16 

it’s to more than try, but it is to finish off the selection 17 

criteria for the exclusion or inclusion of species into the 18 

island-based FMPs and there is a number of things under that 19 

category that we’re going to look at.   20 

 21 

We will start off with kind of a brief review of where we were 22 

in that process and maybe we might want to just stop the agenda 23 

-- Well, I guess we have to approve the whole agenda and so we 24 

will have a brief review and then we’re going to look at the 25 

selection and criteria.  We can look at the data available 26 

again, as needed, especially as we’re talking about thresholds, 27 

and the recreational landings we really haven’t looked at much 28 

at all either. 29 

 30 

Then we are going to supposedly look at a new ABC control rule 31 

dealing with data-poor stocks and can someone give the 32 

introduction on that?  We don’t know?  Okay.  There will be the 33 

report on the FMU ACL overages and I assume they are going to be 34 

about Puerto Rico, because I believe we had the Virgin Islands 35 

one last time and is that correct, Bill? 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD: Yes. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then there is some new requests coming from 40 

the council on the red hind data review and I am not sure why -- 41 

It’s to develop a separate ACL for the Virgin Islands, where 42 

they are now starting to get species-specific data.   43 

 44 

Then there will be some report on the National SSC meeting that 45 

was held at the end of February in Hawaii and then back to our 46 

five-year research plan and if there’s still any time left, 47 

federal permits.  That’s you, Bill, again, right? 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I might want to -- Well, actually I do want 4 

to start off with maybe a slight -- Is there any other business?  5 

 6 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, could you give an overview of 7 

what’s in the -- In the agenda we have district reports, 8 

District Advisory Panel Reports.  What are they and do they have 9 

to -- 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The district advisory panels are the 12 

replacement of the former advisory panels, but now there are 13 

separate ones for each island. 14 

 15 

WALTER KEITHLY:  So have they been looking at the issues we’ll 16 

be discussing this morning and, if so, would it be helpful 17 

possibly to move that up in the agenda and see what the advisory 18 

panels have to say before we try to tackle all of this? 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Basically the SSC is providing the 21 

approach for going to the selection criteria, but we can do 22 

that. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Who would be providing that?  I wasn’t --  25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no objection to moving that up.  29 

Does anybody else?  Let’s do that.  One of the things that has 30 

come up as a consequence of the -- That came up in discussions 31 

with some of the members, particularly when we were kind of 32 

around the National SSC meeting back in February, was that it 33 

wasn’t clear to any of us then, and so I will put the question 34 

out now, if anybody has an understanding of the scientific 35 

rationale for moving to the island-specific plans. 36 

 37 

It seems like, from a scientific point of view, at least as far 38 

as the SSC is concerned, I don’t and I don’t think anybody else 39 

understood what would be different, other than maybe the species 40 

mixes might be different, but in terms of separate ACLs, we 41 

already do that and so this is a lot of effort and is there is a 42 

scientific rationale for this?  If nobody knows one, then I 43 

would say that we put a request to the council requesting that. 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  We prepared and approved all the way through the 46 

Secretary of Commerce an environmental assessment describing why 47 

we were going from species-based to island-based management.  If 48 



4 

 

 

you want an explanation of why we’re doing this, a complete, 1 

thorough explanation, you should read that EA.  That would be my 2 

recommendation.  This has already been established through a 3 

process. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not trying to stop the process.  I 6 

would just like to know how is this affecting the SSC and what 7 

advice we’re supposed to be giving. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s a good point and what advice you’re 10 

supposed to be giving is on the development of these new fishery 11 

management plans and not on the why of going from species-based 12 

to island-based. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So who has a copy of that? 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In terms of the -- I have it in my 17 

computer. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t want to spend a lot of time on 20 

this. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The actual bottom line is that the 23 

commercial fishers had requested that the fisheries of each 24 

island be considered separate, because it seemed to them, 25 

especially looking at the annual catch limits, that they were 26 

being burdened with information and with management measures 27 

that really didn’t apply to them.  That’s the background of why 28 

this came up. 29 

 30 

In terms of the fisheries per se, the main reason is that they 31 

are sought after in a different way and the species mix is not 32 

the same and they were not sure if all management measures that 33 

were in place would apply to all of them and they don’t, because 34 

we already do that management separately and not only the ACLs, 35 

but in terms of seasonal closures in 2005, they are being done 36 

on an island base.   37 

 38 

Red hind, for example, has a seasonal closure only west of 39 

Puerto Rico and it doesn’t have a closure for St. Thomas and St. 40 

John and St. Croix and so that’s already been taken care of, 41 

but, again, the way that it’s perceived by the public is that 42 

things are done in the same bag and everything is mixed 43 

together.  In terms of that, they need to be separate. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a perception problem? 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s one of the problems that we have, 48 
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yes.  The thing that we won’t be able to do is to separate 1 

stocks and that is something that -- 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Can I make a suggestion?  Because we had a side 4 

discussion about this last night, Richard and I, and we haven’t 5 

spoken about this -- I was a little surprised to hear you bring 6 

this up, but maybe you could just give us a five-minute or a 7 

ten-minute background on this, because I have struggled with 8 

this myself. 9 

 10 

The words I used last night in discussing this is almost exactly 11 

what is being brought up here and so just give us a ten-minute 12 

background on why this came about, because I was doing the same 13 

thing.  Is this just a perception issue?  Is this just because 14 

the commercial fishermen have asked for this or is there -- What 15 

do you see as the benefits of this?  What is the origins of this 16 

and then we can maybe have a little context for it?  Richard, is 17 

that all right? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, please. 20 

 21 

BACKGROUND OF ISLAND-BASED FMPS 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  I will do the best I can.  This has been a long-24 

term development and it’s not something that just happened over 25 

the course of the development of this environmental assessment.  26 

This has been going on for years and it was first expressed in 27 

the establishment of annual catch limits that were separate for 28 

each island and maybe that’s not even first expressed, because, 29 

as Graciela said, many of the previous closures and many of the 30 

previous management actions were really island-based. 31 

 32 

I would say that there’s three reasons, three general reasons.  33 

One is a constituent reason and one is a management reason and 34 

one is a science reason and not to put him on the spot, but Dr. 35 

Kimmel was heavily involved in this too in his stellar 36 

performance as the Caribbean Branch Chief until he retired, but 37 

you don’t have to speak, John.  I can take care of this, but you 38 

know some of this that I don’t know, because you were there and 39 

I wasn’t, but okay. 40 

 41 

From the constituent point of view, I think Graciela laid that 42 

out.  They felt like their issues were theirs and they shouldn’t 43 

be interacting with the other islands when it came to management 44 

and they have -- This overlaps a lot with our point of view from 45 

the management perspective. 46 

 47 

There are differences in the way they fish and there are 48 
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differences in the gears they use and there are differences in 1 

the species they target and, from that perspective, it makes all 2 

the sense in the world to manage them separately, because they 3 

require different types of management to most effectively and 4 

efficiently achieve our goals in these fisheries and in the 5 

context of these ecosystems, which are absolutely essential. 6 

 7 

You can’t really consider these fisheries outside of the 8 

ecosystem, because the ecosystem is the coral reef ecosystem and 9 

it’s definitely one of the most productive and probably one of 10 

the most precious ecosystems on Earth and so how are we going to 11 

manage within that context? 12 

 13 

To deal with a wrasse fishery that is 30,000 or 40,000 pounds a 14 

year in Puerto Rico and seven pounds a year in St. Croix and to 15 

deal with that evenly across these islands is not the most 16 

efficient way to address these issues. 17 

 18 

If you’re going to focus your research efforts, your management 19 

efforts and your research efforts, as we certainly hope to do, 20 

according to the species most appropriate to be managed in 21 

federal waters, you are not going to have the same list of 22 

species in each of these island groups, which is the core of 23 

what we’re trying to get done today. 24 

 25 

If you’re not going to be managing the same species to achieve 26 

economic and social efficiency, then you’re going to have to set 27 

up different management plans for these islands and as long as 28 

you have a Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan that is shared 29 

among the islands, you pretty much have to have the same list of 30 

species covering all three of those islands, even though that is 31 

clearly inappropriate.  That’s a management point of view. 32 

 33 

From the science point of view, the most recent information, 34 

peer-reviewed, published information, available, even for 35 

lobsters, Butler et al., indicates that these species are not 36 

homogeneous across the U.S. Caribbean by any means and there are 37 

all kinds of genetic bottlenecks that indicate larval flow 38 

bottlenecks and there are levels of retention that are beyond 39 

what had been originally predicted with this pan-Caribbean 40 

movement of larvae. 41 

 42 

All of the data, from Cowen through Butler, including a lot of 43 

other people and a lot of other publications, clearly indicate 44 

that there are high, at least under certain circumstances, high 45 

levels of retention, which results in low levels of connectivity 46 

among these populations. 47 

 48 
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The example Todd used was do you really think, and correct me if 1 

I misquote you, is do you really think there’s much difference 2 

between east coast Puerto Rico and west coast St. Thomas 3 

populations?  My rebuttal was I would say probably not, but 4 

there is a big difference, as Gell and Roberts showed, between 5 

west coast Puerto Rico populations and east coast St. Thomas 6 

populations, to say nothing of St. Croix. 7 

 8 

The example I like to use is if you overfish your west coast 9 

Puerto Rico queen snapper population, that hole is not going to 10 

be filled in by west coast, much less east coast, queen snappers 11 

from St. Thomas and certainly not from St. Croix, because you 12 

have got locally-anchored populations. 13 

 14 

These reef fish populations aren’t like dolphins moving from 15 

area to area.  They are very location-specific and so even from 16 

a scientific point of view, you don’t have that connectivity and 17 

you don’t have that rescue effect and you don’t have the things 18 

that would suggest that a homogeneous population can be managed 19 

in a homogeneous manner and that, to me, is probably one of the 20 

most important reasons why we should be moving to island-based 21 

management, because we have island-based resources and we should 22 

manage them accordingly. 23 

 24 

That, I think, is a reasonable explanation, in ten minutes or 25 

less, of why we should be doing this.  People may not agree, but 26 

I am very comfortable with it myself. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One of the main issues is that there 29 

has been a big complaint that statistics for commercial data is 30 

looked at in the sense that everyone is equal and the economics 31 

and market behind every one of these fisheries is different for 32 

each island and that’s one of the main concerns or it’s the 33 

three of them, perception, management, and science. 34 

 35 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Does the island-based really capture the 36 

spatial variability in stock dynamics or is it more that that’s 37 

the best you can do and it’s more spatially-reliable that that? 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would suggest -- My opinion would be that it’s 40 

more spatially subdivided than even that. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but -- 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  But how far down can we resolve this in a 45 

practical --  46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think that was a very clear explanation which 48 
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helped me tremendously.  My only comment is that when you’re 1 

picking management limits, there are pros and cons and so you 2 

can ask what would happen if there were sub-stocks and each 3 

island is different, but we’re treating them as one complex, but 4 

you also have to ask the other question of what if some of the 5 

species are homogeneous and wider spread and connected and you 6 

break it down into what you think are sub-stocks, or island-7 

based, and the down side of having too many management units is 8 

you create a lot more information needs, data needs, enforcement 9 

problems, and so on, and you could wind up with sort of this 10 

paradoxical thing that the stocks aren’t responding to our 11 

management measures. 12 

 13 

For example, you could decide we’re going to fish like heck over 14 

here and find out this resource can take it and so then you say, 15 

well, I guess we can fish that hard everywhere and it collapses 16 

and that would happen if you had movement and so you’re fishing 17 

hard here and the fishery is just filling the vacuum and moving 18 

in.  It’s really the hardest thing to figure out what is the 19 

appropriate management scale. 20 

 21 

I think, from what you’re saying, is it can then make sense.  I 22 

don’t see any alarm bells, other than the fact that you have to 23 

always keep in mind what if we’re wrong and what if things are 24 

more mixed and we’re separating it down and so we’re spending an 25 

awful lot of time collecting data on a fine scale, which is 26 

costly, and when we try to evaluate how well it’s working, we 27 

might want to -- If it doesn’t seem to respond the way it’s 28 

supposed to, it’s because it’s not a separate stock and it’s 29 

just part of the bigger stock. 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  As you point out, that could go either way. 32 

 33 

JOHN HOENIG:  That can go either way. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  So I would argue that perhaps is it was any one of 36 

these three things on their own that this may not be an 37 

appropriate approach to take or the argument against it would be 38 

stronger, but when you put the three of them together, I think 39 

that the constituents, management, and science together argue 40 

that the island-based approach is the best and we may be proven 41 

wrong down the road and if we sat on species-based, we may be 42 

proven wrong down the line and I would say that decades of 43 

species-based management have not necessarily translated into 44 

success. 45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  But that doesn’t necessarily follow, because that 47 

would presume that there was decades of un-species management. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  That’s fair.  That’s all fair. 2 

 3 

JOHN HOENIG:  If we have good data and good management -- 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  I mean we have a hope, and it may be a forlorn 6 

hope, that we will reduce the number of species we’re managing 7 

and be able to better manage them with more focused resources 8 

and so there’s a tradeoff. 9 

 10 

You have, quote, unquote, more management units, from the 11 

perspective of spreading them out over three islands, and you 12 

balance that by reducing the number of total managed species, 13 

management units, so that you may have more grouper management 14 

units, but you don’t have -- This is an example and so I have to 15 

be really careful here, but you no longer have squirrelfish and 16 

filefish and some of these other things and so you expand a 17 

little here and you reduce a little here and in balance, you end 18 

up perhaps in the same place or perhaps with a total number of 19 

units that you’re trying to manage that’s actually less and 20 

we’ll see how that goes.  That’s what the species selection 21 

criteria process is all about.  Sorry, Graciela. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that’s okay.  A couple of things.  24 

One, a management scale, remember that what we’re developing is 25 

looking at what species are going to be managed in the EEZ and 26 

that doesn’t do away with recommendations for species that need 27 

to be included in state waters and also the breakdown -- One of 28 

the issues that people have been requesting that we do is to 29 

look at the coastal distribution of certain species, because, 30 

again, people get left out or get burdened by management that 31 

really doesn’t apply to them, but every time they receive a 32 

quota that has to do with lane snapper in the EEZ and there is 33 

no management in the state waters, it creates a lot of confusion 34 

and a lot of problems for enforcement and for data collection. 35 

 36 

All of these issues together, especially because economics is 37 

part of science and that’s one of the things that they are 38 

really after, that we include an economic aspect of their 39 

fisheries in the management plan. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you go to any region boundary, you are going to 42 

find, South Atlantic versus Mid-Atlantic, you are going to find 43 

across that boundary management plan transitions.  If you find a 44 

species -- The Florida Keys and the Gulf and South Atlantic and 45 

you can find numerous examples, but if you find a species that 46 

is blended across that line and for which the concept of the 47 

Mid-Atlantic and the South Atlantic managing them separately is 48 
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not functional, then you develop a co-management plan. 1 

 2 

That same option is available in the Caribbean.  If you find 3 

that St. Thomas and Puerto Rico have a species that’s 4 

functioning as an integrated unit, then down the road we could 5 

develop a co-management plan for that species.  That’s just one 6 

thing to be kept in mind in the future.  We are going to develop 7 

these fishery management plans, but they won’t be static and 8 

they won’t be anchored in cement. 9 

 10 

We will amend these things as we learn to better own them to 11 

what is needed to maximize our management success in the U.S. 12 

Caribbean, I would hope, and so what we’re doing here is hardly 13 

unique. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Any other comments or questions on that 16 

issue?   17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Are we done with it?  As has been pointed out, 19 

this is a done deal and we have no ability to weigh in on this 20 

and so this is only for our context.  As much as I would like to 21 

make multiple comments, it’s not going to serve any good and so 22 

we can move on. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  I do think it was a worthwhile discussion. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Thank you, Bill.  It was important, because I 27 

didn’t have the context on the origins of this. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  I found it very helpful. 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  Thanks, John. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Where did you put -- Is this the first 34 

thing?  As we amended the agenda, we have recommendations coming 35 

from the district advisory panels. 36 

 37 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM DISTRICT ADVISORY PANELS 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have on the screen the 40 

recommendations and -- Actually, everything is a recommendation, 41 

because when it got transferred to the council as motions 42 

instead of recommendations. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, we might want to provide a little context 45 

on this too. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Feel free.  So you are doing the first 48 
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part?  You’re doing Puerto Rico and you’re doing the Virgin 1 

Islands and is that -- 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay and so who wants to give the context? 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would like to give the context and, Graciela, I 8 

sent you an email with an attachment, which is Action 1. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just now? 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  A few minutes ago.  I’ve got it here, if you want 13 

me to plug it into the screen. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Go to Go to Meeting and I will make 16 

you the presenter. 17 

 18 

DISCUSSION OF ISLAND-BASED FMP AMENDMENT 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  Now we’re developing the fishery management plans.  21 

To develop these FMPs, we have to meet -- I mean we’re 22 

developing separate fishery management plans and separate 23 

environmental impact statements, which is not the way we’ve been 24 

doing it in the Southeast Regional Office.  In general, we have 25 

blended the fishery management plans and the EIS and for this, 26 

we’re keeping them separate, but, regardless, we have to meet 27 

NEPA requirements for developing these FMPs and there is NEPA 28 

requirements required for developing alternatives. 29 

 30 

They can be just presented to the public and discussed and then 31 

the best possible choice -- On my screen, it’s the document and 32 

so I don’t know why it’s not showing up. 33 

 34 

At any rate, we will develop a series of actions with these EIS 35 

and the first action we’re developing is to choose the species 36 

to be included for management and there are three alternatives 37 

within that action. 38 

 39 

We are going to develop alternatives and I know you guys are all 40 

familiar with this process, but I’m just giving a brief 41 

background.   42 

 43 

For Action 1, which is the only action we are focused on now, we 44 

have developed three alternatives.  The first one, Alternative 45 

1, is no action and what that means is we just bring all the 46 

species we’ve presently got under management right into these 47 

new fishery management plans, every unit, every species, the 48 
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aquarium trade, all the prohibited corals, Nassau grouper, queen 1 

snapper, the whole package.  They all come over.  That’s 2 

Alternative 1. 3 

 4 

Alternative 2 is we have four different criteria that we apply 5 

and it doesn’t have to be all four.  It can be any combination 6 

of those four for Alternative 2 and these are the criteria the 7 

SSC has discussed and approved. 8 

 9 

The first one would be species occurrence in state waters.  Are 10 

they primarily in state waters or not?  One of the decisions, 11 

one of the inputs, we would like -- Because we’re going to 12 

develop a preferred alternative and what we’re looking for from 13 

the SSC is their guidance as to what they think would be the 14 

best choice alternative for each of these different criteria. 15 

 16 

Species occurrence in state waters, how much are they caught or 17 

this depends on the Science Center’s data.  Can the data the 18 

Science Center has available to them be used to characterize the 19 

relative occurrence of these species in state versus federal 20 

waters? 21 

 22 

The coarsest cut of that, the most straightforward cut of that, 23 

is are they landed a certain percentage -- We can determine the 24 

percentage they’re landed in state versus federal waters and how 25 

much of a percentage in state waters is enough for them to not 26 

be included for management in federal waters? 27 

 28 

This is an exclusion step.  If they meet this level of 29 

occurrence in state waters or they’re above that level, then 30 

they are set aside into a bin of we’re not going to manage them 31 

because they are or could be effectively managed by the state.  32 

That’s the first cut. 33 

 34 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Bill, can I ask a question?  Where would the 35 

data come from to determine the percentage of the landings in 36 

state waters? 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  They would come from the states and that’s the 39 

data that the Science Center will present to us.  It is our 40 

landings data. 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Bill, is that -- That was attempted a number of 43 

times and has that been shown to be possible? 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think the most recent data they are giving there 46 

is spatial information and so Mike Larkin prepared some data 47 

files for each of the three islands where he was able to 48 
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allocate, to a greater or lesser level of success, between state 1 

and federal landings, but that was really preliminary and a 2 

really first-cut thing that he just did on the fly, because I 3 

asked him last week during the DAP meetings. 4 

 5 

What we’re going to learn today from Keven and Meaghan is a 6 

full-blown analysis of the data they have and this was part of 7 

the data request and how well they feel they can allocate or how 8 

confidently they can allocate, but I don’t think, as with 9 

everything, there is going to be any perfect solution to this.  10 

I do think it will provide good guidance. 11 

 12 

Then what I’ve got down here and what we’ve got in these 13 

subalternatives are really placeholders and so we use as our 14 

placeholders if the harvest is greater than -- If the state 15 

harvest is greater or equal to 75 percent of the total, 50 16 

percent of the total, or Alternative 3 is based on expert 17 

analysis. 18 

 19 

If the SSC feels that these state/federal percentages are not 20 

reliable enough to use and instead they want to do whatever 21 

approach they want to take to do an expert analysis, you know 22 

biology or depth distributions or whatever we have, I think it’s 23 

-- What we’re looking for from the SSC is what is an appropriate 24 

percentage to use as their input?   25 

 26 

That would be we would recommend this and it could be 80 percent 27 

or it could be 95 percent or it could be whatever recommendation 28 

you guys want to provide to the council.  These are placeholders 29 

and so don’t dig into 75 and 50 too much, because we just put 30 

those out there for conversational purposes. 31 

 32 

That’s Criterion A, how much in state versus how much in 33 

federal?  Criterion B is the status of the stock.  All of these 34 

things are linked, to a greater or lesser degree, to basically 35 

National Standard 7, the guidelines for determining whether a 36 

species should or should not be included for federal management.  37 

 38 

Criterion B is status of the stock and this would really be 39 

capturing those species that are classified as overfished and so 40 

that’s Nassau grouper, goliath grouper, queen conch, and, 41 

presently and confusingly, Grouper Unit 4.  Keep in mind that 42 

Grouper Unit 4, since it was classified as being overfished, has 43 

been broken into two units and its rebuilding timeframe ends in 44 

2015.  That’s the ten-year timeframe termination year. 45 

 46 

As Richard knows, we have brought forward to the council the 47 

fact that this rebuilding plan is ending in 2015 and NMFS is 48 
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saying to the council we will have to decide whether they want 1 

to end the -- Take them off the list or whatever, keeping in 2 

mind that these are now two units instead of one and so Grouper 3 

Unit 4 is a little confusing, but those are the units that are 4 

considered to be overfished and would be captured here.  That is 5 

pretty straightforward and there’s not any real decisions to 6 

make on Criterion B. 7 

 8 

Criterion C is another area where the SSC -- We would be looking 9 

for input.  This is component of the catch.  Is there a level of 10 

catch or do they fit into the catch component at some level that 11 

would dictate that they be included for management under any 12 

condition? 13 

 14 

This is not an exclusion criteria.  This is an inclusion 15 

criteria.  I had a hard time getting this through to the DAPs.  16 

You set a level, and let’s just say 50,000 pounds as an example. 17 

 18 

If that species, on average, is caught at 50,000 pounds or 19 

greater, depending upon the time sequence chosen really, with 20 

input from the SSC, then it will be included for management.  So 21 

lobster.  Lobster on any one of these items is caught at greater 22 

than 50,000 pounds and so it’s put over and then we are going to 23 

include it for federal management. 24 

 25 

That assumes that it’s not caught primarily in state waters, 26 

because if it’s a species that was caught in state waters, it 27 

has already been put in the we’re not going to manage it bin and 28 

it’s not considered anymore, even if it’s caught at 80,000 29 

pounds a year.  Use snook as an example and I am making this up 30 

and I’m just using a species as an example. 31 

 32 

Snook may be caught in Puerto Rico at 80,000 pounds a year, 33 

which is well above the threshold, but we’ve already cut it out, 34 

because all those landings are coming from state waters and so 35 

it doesn’t need to be managed.  This will all be revealed when 36 

the Science Center brings up their relative state and federal 37 

landings percentages. 38 

 39 

If it is caught primarily in federal waters and if it is above 40 

that landings threshold, it will be included for management and 41 

no other considerations.  The idea behind this one is to get the 42 

big boys, the ones that really are -- As NS 7 would say, these 43 

are essential and these are the fisheries that are an important 44 

fishery to the nation and the regional economy and so that’s 45 

what catches this. 46 

 47 

Again, what we’ll be looking for from you guys is what level 48 
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should that be set at above which a species is included?  Now, 1 

if a species falls below that level, it’s not excluded, but it’s 2 

just included if it’s above that level. 3 

 4 

Then Criterion D is ecologically-essential species.  These would 5 

be, right off the time of my head, herbivores and spongivores.  6 

You guys did this for surgeonfish herbivores and angelfish 7 

spongivores in the 2011 ACL Amendment, ensuring that they were 8 

included and you assigned a 25 percent reduction to them because 9 

of their ecological importance, but you may -- As we said in the 10 

DAP meetings and as everybody would agree, in a tightly-bound 11 

coral reef ecosystem, pretty much every species is important. 12 

 13 

They are all ecologically important and they are all interacting 14 

and so what is a key species?  We put down here a couple of 15 

examples in probably the explanation up above, but it could be 16 

apex predators and just as some examples, it could be -- The DAP 17 

guys brought up cleaner fish, and that would be a tough one, and 18 

it could be -- Where do you want to take this and how far?   19 

 20 

Do you want to consider every species out there to be 21 

ecologically important and there are 350 species under 22 

management, most of which we don’t have data for, or do you want 23 

to focus on parrotfish and surgeonfish and angelfish and maybe a 24 

couple of apex predators?  Whatever and I don’t know.  I don’t 25 

want to lead the conversation too much, but that’s what we’re 26 

looking for with this one. 27 

 28 

Those are the four criteria under Alternative 2.  You can 29 

recommend to the council that they choose all four of these or 30 

any combination of these four.  You may say we don’t really want 31 

to do the threshold thing and so we’re going to throw that out 32 

and use the other three, but that’s Alternative 2. 33 

 34 

Alternative 3 really reflects what the SSC has discussed over 35 

the past two-and-a-half meetings and Alternative 3 is a much 36 

more structured approach.  It is a stepwise approach. 37 

 38 

Unlike Alternative 2, which I guess I sort of misrepresented a 39 

little, because the fact is in Alternative 2, just because one 40 

criteria puts them in or out, it doesn’t mean that they wouldn’t 41 

be considered by the other criteria and Alternative 3 is the 42 

stepwise and what we originally described as the dichotomous key 43 

approach.  You’re either in or you’re out, based upon this. 44 

 45 

Criterion A is species occurrence in state waters.  As we 46 

discussed before, because the first three of these criteria are 47 

exactly the same as in Alternative 2.  Do they occur in a 48 
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certain percentage?  If they do, they’re out.  A state waters 1 

high percentage of landings, they’re not going to be considered 2 

and the state does or could effectively manage them. 3 

 4 

Criterion B is status of the stock and either they are in or out 5 

if the species was not already excluded from management by 6 

application of Criterion A. 7 

 8 

Criterion C is component of the catch and if the species was not 9 

already excluded due to Criterion A or included due to Criterion 10 

B, then what’s the component of the catch and should that 11 

capture them? 12 

 13 

The big difference, besides the stepwise component of this, is 14 

Criterion D, which is what we’re calling the integrated 15 

attributes analysis and that’s the table.  That table has six 16 

attributes in it and one of those is ecological importance. 17 

 18 

In Alternative 2, we had ecological importance as a freestanding 19 

criterion and in Alternative 3, it’s just one of the six 20 

attributes of the table and so that’s a big difference, because 21 

now, instead of being able to really capture ecologically-22 

important species on its own, it only captures them if the five 23 

other attributes also bring that up to a level at which it’s 24 

determined to be suitable for inclusion for management. 25 

 26 

Another thing we want the SSC to do is review the table and 27 

review the six attributes and consider input from the DAPs as to 28 

what those attributes are and whether -- One of their input was 29 

to take ecological importance out of the table and establish it 30 

as Criterion D and then the table would be Criterion E with five 31 

attributes, if you follow what I’m saying. 32 

 33 

That’s that and the other thing we need input on, or some of the 34 

other things, is do you want to weight these attributes and 35 

also, when you’re done with scoring the attributes and you get a 36 

final score, where is your cutoff point below which they are not 37 

included for management and above which they are included for 38 

management, keeping in mind that the way we will structure our 39 

EIS document is to have a range of alternatives that pretty much 40 

covers the range of possibilities. 41 

 42 

We are looking to the SSC to make recommendations as to what the 43 

best alternative is, what the best point is, but we will still 44 

have other alternatives that span the range and those 45 

alternatives spanning the range for all of these things will be 46 

taken out to public hearings and we will gather further input 47 

from everybody before the council, who is ultimately the 48 
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decision maker on this, makes their final decisions and 1 

identifies their preferred alternatives as to what is going to 2 

be chosen, what approach is going to be chosen. 3 

 4 

There is the table and you see you’ve got six attributes for 5 

each individual species and you get a final score and then you 6 

compare that score to something.  That score could be, as you’ve 7 

done before, very high, high, medium, low, and very low.  It 8 

could be a scale of zero to 100 or whatever you want.  Then you 9 

have something to compare it against. 10 

 11 

I think that there is value in doing a numerical scoring, 12 

because then you can set a level and really you could say we 13 

want it to be 80 out of 100, 80 percent, something like that, or 14 

it has to be high or very high as the final score or whatever, 15 

but, as I told the DAP, you should really be thinking along the 16 

lines of do you want to set a high threshold that’s going to 17 

only capture the high-scoring species, so you have a smaller 18 

list of species coming out of this, or do you want to set a low 19 

threshold so you’re going to capture a lot of species with this 20 

process and you’re going to have a lot of species under federal 21 

management or do you want to do something in between? 22 

 23 

This is tricky, because you’re not going to be able to set this 24 

after you score all the species, because the whole idea behind 25 

this is objectivity.  Otherwise, we might as well put the list 26 

of species up there and everybody go through and pick their 27 

species and that’s not what we’re doing. 28 

 29 

Just quickly, ultimately what we will do is we will take 30 

whatever comes out of this as the criteria and apply them to all 31 

the species for which we have management, for species that are 32 

in the fishery, and prepare a draft list of species to be 33 

managed and that will be brought back to the DAPs for their 34 

review and to the SSC if they want to review it and to the 35 

council for their review and possibly honing. 36 

 37 

As I said to the DAPs, you could suggest a species to be 38 

removed, but you have to provide the rationale.  You could 39 

suggest a species to be added, but you have to provide the 40 

rationale.  You don’t get to just pick species arbitrarily and 41 

say I want this one in or I want this one out. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You said that the key reason or rationale for 44 

structuring this is objectivity and so that people have the 45 

ability to score and you don’t have people picking and choosing. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Ideally. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Ideally. 2 

 3 

JOHN HOENIG:  And transparency. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  And transparency too.  You’re saying that the 6 

threshold will be selected prior to any of the scoring being 7 

done or the threshold is being selected after the scoring is 8 

done? 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would suggest that the threshold is -- Your 11 

recommendation as to what the threshold should be would be 12 

chosen at this meeting, prior to scoring.  In fact, you guys may 13 

or may not actually be doing the scoring and that’s another 14 

thing to discuss, is somebody is going to have to score through 15 

this table and who is going to do it? 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  There’s a lot of details in this, but this 18 

is similar to what we did for the unreported species, the ones 19 

that were not included on the species-specific. 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  That was a pilot of this very thing.  That was 22 

your example runs. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Right and I am just urging you to take the 25 

challenges by that whole process into this too, because what we 26 

did there was I think two meetings and in the end, we took about 27 

forty-five minutes and banged out the scores, after two meetings 28 

of ready to rip each other new throats on some of this. 29 

 30 

Your last comment just about someone -- You can’t take a species 31 

and eliminate it or raise it and an individual couldn’t just 32 

choose one species, that could be done through the scoring.  If 33 

someone wanted to say I want to reduce this species, you are 34 

basically just adding seven different layers of that same 35 

decision process and does that make sense? 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Six. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Or six. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  You could manipulate it, but there’s not going to 42 

be any one individual that’s doing this.  Hopefully the 43 

consensus approach or the who has got the sharper knife approach 44 

will work. 45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  The last approach has the attractive features of 47 

being objective and transparent, so people can look at it and 48 
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say, okay, we didn’t do something because so-and-so pushed for 1 

it, but because there were criteria and that implies some 2 

consistency, but the danger of putting something like this in 3 

place is that it comes back to bite you. 4 

 5 

You put the rules in place and see that, what, this species is 6 

not included and that’s crazy and this one is and that doesn’t 7 

make sense either and you wish that you had actually made the 8 

decision rules slightly differently. 9 

 10 

The way you have to do this, in my opinion, is you go back to 11 

the previous approach, which is we can pick from this and this 12 

and this, and you classify everything and you say, okay, this is 13 

what we think makes sense and people are happy with that.  14 

 15 

Then you try to come up with criteria that will give you that 16 

and then you run everything through and you have the 17 

consistency, because you might find out that we included this 18 

one because bycatch was 80 percent and we excluded this one 19 

because bycatch was 60 percent or something, but that doesn’t 20 

make sense, because it should be the reverse or its illogical 21 

and why -- If 60 percent is an important value, which is the 80 22 

percent not being included or something like that? 23 

 24 

The real value of doing it the last approach is that you can 25 

check for being inconsistent and your similar situations that 26 

you’re including here, but you’re not there, what’s the 27 

rationale for that and how do you explain that to someone? 28 

 29 

You can’t really put these rules in place without having some 30 

sense of what we’re going to get.  You don’t want to put these 31 

rules in place and then come up with the classifications and 32 

say, oh my goodness, that doesn’t make sense at all and what 33 

were we thinking and it’s because of this aspect of it, where we 34 

shouldn’t have put that in as that’s equivalent to that and is 35 

habitat specificity as important as economic importance and it’s 36 

higher than habitat-specific, but not very important and we 37 

should have run it differently. 38 

 39 

I think that you really have to look at how these rules are 40 

going to perform to make sure there aren’t any bad surprises and 41 

then when you say, okay, we think these rules make sense, then 42 

you want to then say, yes, but we need to be objective and we 43 

need to be transparent and we need to be consistent and so if we 44 

do these rules, we have all of that and we get the 45 

classification that makes sense and that we’re all happy with.  46 

You don’t want to be in a situation of saying yes, we were 47 

consistent and -- 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, but does that mean establishing the list of 2 

species to be managed and then applying the criteria to make 3 

sure that they get through that list of species and then honing 4 

the criteria until they get you the list of species you want? 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think what it means is you have to do this sort 7 

of iteratively.  You have to play with the rules and see what 8 

the implications are, so that you don’t wind up with that here’s 9 

a species and if you run it through you would get this and 10 

everybody around the table says no, that doesn’t make sense and 11 

we need to eliminate that kind of a situation and how do we do 12 

that. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s fair and that would really be that cutoff 15 

point and so you might want to run a range of species through as 16 

examples and get an idea of how it performs relative to that 17 

cutoff point and say, okay, how is it performing relative to an 18 

80 out of 100 cutoff point and how is it performing relative to 19 

a 50 out of 100 cutoff point and do we want this cutoff point to 20 

be 95, so only 5 percent of the species are -- You have to score 21 

95 percent or higher to be included, but that’s certainly an 22 

area where we’re looking for SSC input and also the weighting. 23 

 24 

You could say if we weight all of these equally that we’re 25 

getting some pretty funky outcomes, but if we emphasize 26 

ecological importance or target species or biology and 27 

susceptibility kinds of things and we do two X on these or three 28 

X on these, now we’re seeing what seems to make a lot more 29 

sense, keeping in mind, John, that already you should have, by 30 

the first three criteria, you should have gotten rid of the ones 31 

that we have no business managing, because they are state 32 

issues, and captured the critical components of prohibited 33 

species and species that are the landings leaders in the 34 

fishery, those most important to the nation and the regional 35 

economy. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but technically we’re not really 38 

excluding.  It’s whether we’re putting it in the plan is the 39 

question. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:   Yes and that has been argued a lot, but that 42 

first step is very exclusionary.  You are only getting rid of 43 

those species that are primarily state landings. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are keeping in the pool those species 46 

that were above that cutoff and let’s put it that way. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  They are going to be further considered, but they 1 

are not included.  They are not necessarily automatically 2 

included and they are necessarily automatically excluded, but 3 

you can look at it your way too and that’s fine.  It’s just that 4 

it doesn’t guarantee inclusion, whereas if you’re above the 5 

threshold, you are included.  If you are prohibited as status of 6 

stock, you are included, but if you are primarily in federal 7 

waters, that doesn’t mean you are included for management. 8 

 9 

You could have a species whose landings are fifteen pounds a 10 

year and fourteen of them are coming from federal waters and so 11 

you’ve got a huge disparity in federal waters, but the landings 12 

are so low that it’s not -- It doesn’t meet that criterion of 13 

important to the nation or the regional economy and it’s not 14 

going to be included.  Wrasses in St. Croix are a perfect 15 

example of that. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a technical suggestion to maybe avoid some 18 

of the issues of subjectivity of the scoring and your threshold.  19 

Using an absolute threshold value, I can see that being 20 

problematic, in the selection of that value, whether it’s done 21 

before or after the fact.  If it’s done before the fact and 22 

everyone is feeling very optimistic on their numbers and their 23 

scoring, the shifting of those scores can go up or down 24 

depending on how the dynamics of the room work out. 25 

 26 

I haven’t thought this all the way through, but maybe a mean 27 

standard deviation on your scores and are you looking at 28 

removing a certain amount or are you looking at -- Once the 29 

scores are in place, you may then be able to eliminate off 25 30 

percent or some evaluation of the distribution of those scores, 31 

as opposed to an absolute value. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is the kind of input we’re looking for and I 34 

will also reiterate that some discussion needs to be made of 35 

exactly who does this table.  It doesn’t have to be the SSC.  36 

The recommendation could be we’re going to put together a cross-37 

section of scientists or whoever and they are going to 38 

individually score in a vacuum -- Not in a room, but in a vacuum 39 

-- That’s just an idea, one of the many different options we 40 

could apply to this, and you bring those scores back and you sum 41 

them and then you get -- You remove that in-the-room bias, but 42 

you don’t have to do it that way. 43 

 44 

Really, you’ve got to have a pretty cut-and-dried decision when 45 

you come out of this of either they’re going to be included for 46 

federal management or they’re not, because this is the last step 47 

in the process. 48 
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 1 

Once you’re done with this, you have chosen what’s going to be 2 

included in any individual island FMP and that’s it, what’s 3 

going to be included for management in the Puerto Rico FMP.  4 

Then in the St. Thomas FMP -- Remember, you’ve got to do this 5 

three times too, because you do it once for each island and 6 

you’re not necessarily going to manage the same species on each 7 

island and so this process is applied separately for each of the 8 

three FMPs. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Two things.  First, it’s not clear to me 11 

whether the SSC is going to be charged with putting together the 12 

list, charged with putting together the criteria. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right and the council will make that decision. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I’m not even sure -- I suppose, if we 17 

want, we could make a recommendation to do that, but I don’t 18 

think we can ask for it. 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think that the outcome of this meeting should be 21 

a series of recommendations, just like they were from the DAPs, 22 

as to how these things should be done, what you feel are the 23 

best choices.  That would be my suggestion. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The second question, and we’ve had this 26 

before, but I would like you to give us at least your opinion 27 

again on ecosystem species.  We have looked at the data from -- 28 

I think it was two meetings ago and that looked at -- We have 29 

lots of species where there’s a couple hundred pounds showing up 30 

and if you go by the strict letter of the law, they’re being 31 

sold and therefore, they can be considered, but if you look at 32 

the spirit of the law, this is something that is more or less 33 

kind of a bycatch and they are being sold, but in terms of the 34 

vast ecosystem that we’re looking at and trying to manage, they 35 

are just such a minor component that I would consider them to be 36 

-- If we do want to manage them, I would like to see them 37 

managed as an ecosystem species, because we certainly are never 38 

going to have the data to manage it otherwise anyway.  Do you 39 

think that’s, in your mind, practical? 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  Some of this is opinion and some of this is just 42 

plain fact.  The ecosystem component species are not managed 43 

species and they are not under federal management and it is 44 

simply a bin where you place species you want to keep an eye on.  45 

They are not overfished and they are not undergoing overfishing 46 

and they are not at risk of becoming overfished or undergoing 47 

overfishing and they are not generally retained. 48 
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 1 

NMFS is in the process of revising those guidelines for 2 

ecosystem component species.  I participated in that and 3 

requested that this concept of not generally retained be done 4 

away with, because that is a difficult criterion to meet, 5 

because pretty much everything is retained, but it really boils 6 

down to this. 7 

 8 

There probably will be a component of ecosystem component 9 

species.  There will be a list of ecosystem component species, 10 

but that is not part of Action 1’s process.  Action 1’s process 11 

is to determine what’s going to be managed.  After you determine 12 

what’s going to be managed, you’re going to have probably well 13 

over a hundred species that are precluded from management that 14 

could, under a separate action, be assigned to the ecosystem 15 

component group, but that’s a separate step in this process.   16 

 17 

That could be Action 4 or Action 5, but it’s not part of 18 

determining what species to manage, because ecosystem component 19 

species, as I said, are not managed species. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  The other issue that comes to 22 

mind is we have been dealing with this thing totally within the 23 

commercial context and so there is recreational stuff we really 24 

haven’t dealt with and so the species list that’s going to be 25 

important that we come up with, or might be coming up with, but 26 

using commercial stuff as a guideline is not necessarily going 27 

to reflect what’s important to the recreational fisheries. 28 

 29 

Secondly, the council has a management plan, has a coral 30 

management plan, which has a lot of aquarium trade species in 31 

them and what is happening with that? 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  There’s been a lot of discussion of that and one 34 

suggestion -- 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that going to be separate for now? 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, not necessarily.  One suggestion, which goes 39 

against what was laid out in that EA, that EA said we are going 40 

to get rid of the four species-based management plans we 41 

presently have and we are going to replace them with three 42 

island-based plans. 43 

 44 

One alternative has been no, don’t get rid of the Corals and 45 

Reef-Associated Plants and Invertebrates FMP and keep that 46 

Caribbean-wide, but that will keep all those aquarium trade 47 

species, most of which it’s -- In the corals, the aquarium trade 48 
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species are all invertebrates and we have very little data on 1 

any of those. 2 

 3 

They are difficult to manage and they’re not really being 4 

managed.  We have got a Caribbean-wide ACL that’s around 5,000 5 

pounds for those species, no matter how they are caught and what 6 

they are caught for and not just the aquarium trade, but they’re 7 

on that list and we have landings that’s all added up to the -- 8 

It all contributes to the average and that average is compared 9 

to the ACL and it’s handled accordingly. 10 

 11 

The other alternative is those corals that are in there that are 12 

prohibited harvest species all have an ACL equal to zero and 13 

they could be brought in, for example, under the ecological 14 

importance and included in each of the island fishery management 15 

plans, but not necessarily all those invertebrates, other 16 

invertebrates -- I mean I realize corals are invertebrates, but 17 

all that list of sixty or seventy or some odd invertebrates 18 

would then not be, unless they made it through the table or 19 

something, would not be included for management and all the 20 

aquarium trade -- 90 percent of the aquarium trade activity or 21 

so, based upon what the aquarium trade guys have told me in 22 

Puerto Rico, is in state waters and there is very little 23 

activity in federal waters. 24 

 25 

Santa Clause said sometimes he does go out into federal waters, 26 

but not much and so it’s probably, and this is the opinion part, 27 

not appropriate to include those for federal management.  There 28 

is just little, if any, impact our federal management efforts 29 

can have on those species. 30 

 31 

You can still get those corals in there, importantly, but you 32 

get them in under a separate criterion and, as was proposed in 33 

the EA, get rid of that FMP.  I can’t think of the other 34 

approach that could be applied to those, but it will come to me, 35 

but, anyway, that’s the idea behind the corals and reef-36 

associated plants and invertebrates FMP and how it could be 37 

managed.  You could make a recommendation to the council in that 38 

regard. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Last question.  In viewing what’s going to 41 

be in and what’s not going to be in, is this an everything is on 42 

the table? 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Everything for which we have landings is on the 45 

table and that may not apply perfectly.  Historic landings.  46 

Those corals would be included, likely, and that depends upon 47 

what recommendation you make, because that might require a 48 
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slight adjustment to these criteria to say not just overfished 1 

species, but species with an ACL equal to zero or something 2 

along those lines.  That’s a recommendation you could make. 3 

 4 

If you said species for which we have an ACL equal to zero, that 5 

would capture midnight, blue, and rainbow parrotfish and it 6 

would capture all of those prohibited ACL equals zero corals.  7 

Again, these are recommendations you can make.  What we’re 8 

presenting here is the draft approach to Action 1 and, as it 9 

says, not the final approach to Action 1.  Otherwise, this whole 10 

meeting would be a waste.  We are still looking for input to 11 

tweak this thing. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the list of species that you have, 14 

that you received the Excel file for it, it includes some 15 

species that have landings or things like sponges.  I think 16 

there was an issue with sponges in St. Thomas and that was 17 

brought up and so there is landing information from the 18 

commercial side on some of these aquarium trade species.  I 19 

think it’s only sixty-eight records, but -- 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  I want to just throw in here the recreational 22 

component of this, Richard, and we have no recreational data 23 

that we can use in the USVI and so just push them out.  24 

Recreational is a Puerto Rico issue. 25 

 26 

We don’t anticipate creating separate management lists for the 27 

commercial and recreational group, but we would expect that the 28 

data from the recreational and commercial would or could be 29 

combined to determine what the total landings for that species 30 

is.  31 

 32 

You could use silk snapper or queen snapper as an example or you 33 

could use mahi as an example.  It’s not just the 30,000 pounds 34 

that are coming in from the commercial group, but it’s also the 35 

150,000 pounds or whatever coming in from the recreational group 36 

and you take the total for landings and that would contribute in 37 

that one criterion of what is the catch relative to that 38 

threshold, but it wouldn’t necessarily include or exclude it.   39 

 40 

You may determine that a species like mahi, that’s highly 41 

migratory, and we get this argument, both sides of this 42 

argument, that it should not be included for management, but 43 

there are others arguing, in spite of the fact that these are 44 

highly migratory, they should be included for management, but 45 

you can apply that consideration to a host of species that are 46 

caught by both sectors. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was thinking more of -- I can’t think of 1 

a specific example, but if there was a case where something was 2 

in fact important in the recreational fishery, but not important 3 

in the commercial fishery, but its landings levels perhaps 4 

weren’t high enough by some -- I can’t think of an example. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  Think of some of the non-managed pelagics, maybe 7 

some of those non-HMS tunas or something that are targeted by 8 

the recreational guys, but not really targeted by the commercial 9 

guys.  I don’t have a number off the top of my head, but I 10 

imagine the Science Center will show some of those and that 11 

might be an example of what you’re thinking about. 12 

 13 

I would suggest that we look at a combined recreational and 14 

commercial for Puerto Rico, because they both need to be managed 15 

and it would be a nightmare to have separate species under 16 

management from the two sectors within one island, from an 17 

enforcement point of view.  They would have a very difficult 18 

time dealing with that. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We already have separate ACLs. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but now you’re not talking about separate 23 

ACLs.  You are talking about having this fish commercial and 24 

this fish recreational, but not crossing the boundaries and so 25 

if you’re out there commercial fishing, you’ve got an ACL on the 26 

species, but if you’re out there recreational fishing, you don’t 27 

and so you can take all you want. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you wouldn’t have that. 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  We don’t want that, but you could end up with that 32 

with a separate list of species to manage, because if it’s in 33 

the commercial management plan, it’s got to have an ACL.  If 34 

it’s not in the recreational management plan, it won’t have an 35 

ACL. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did you want to go through this? 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is just the flow diagram to help visualize 40 

this.  Step 1 is landings are available and if no landings are 41 

available for a species, a history of landings, it’s not in the 42 

fishery and it’s not going to be considered, because I assume 43 

nobody is catching them.  This is a fishery management plan and 44 

so if we’re not catching it, what’s the point? 45 

 46 

TYLER SMITH:  But do you see like damselfish -- I imagine 47 

probably some of the parrotfish probably aren’t caught because 48 
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they’re in such low abundance that they don’t even enter the 1 

fishery anymore. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  But historically we would pretty much have 4 

landings on all the parrotfish species.  It doesn’t have to be 5 

in the last three years.  This is have they ever been caught 6 

over the history of landings.  You’re not going to miss many 7 

species using that criteria. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When you say the landings data, are you 10 

referring both to commercial and recreational? 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  In Puerto Rico. 13 

 14 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So that really is species that have not been 15 

recorded and not reported landings. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right and so when Kevin and Meaghan present 18 

their data, they are going to have a long list of species, but 19 

all of these species have landings.  They are not going to have 20 

a long list of species for which they have no landings.  We are 21 

confining it. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For example, I went through the data that 24 

Kevin had presented last time we had this and did my best to 25 

lump things into the different fishery management units.  When 26 

you look at the data -- Like for grunts, where there were five 27 

or six species of grunts that were in the grunt FMU, and maybe 28 

there is species-specific information on three of them and 29 

there’s a huge category called “grunts”. 30 

 31 

If you want to see what the landings are for tomtate or French 32 

grunt, you ain’t going to find it.  It doesn’t mean they’re not 33 

being harvested, but it’s just not species-specific. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s going to be a problem in terms of 38 

looking at whether you want to include species or not and 39 

whether the data is there, because some of the data, no matter 40 

how you cut it, is still lumped, at least in Puerto Rico, which 41 

is the dataset I was playing with. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Everywhere. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Something like wahoo, for example, which is 46 

a fish that is fairly underreported, because most of it is 47 

caught by recreational fishermen and it’s not really recorded, 48 



28 

 

 

because it usually doesn’t go into the fishery market, as such.  1 

It’s consumed by the same people that fish it. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  But it should be in the MRIP recreational landings 4 

data. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s reported and so in terms of this discussion, 7 

it’s on the table. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s on the table, but its priority is 10 

underestimated because its catch is not reported as it should. 11 

 12 

BILL ARNOLD:  Just as an example, Reni, you might go through 13 

that table and it might score very high on the target species 14 

attribute and you may have target species attribute with a 3X 15 

multiplier and that catch is -- Another thing that was discussed 16 

is that you have a within-attribute score that is a seal-the-17 

deal type of score. 18 

 19 

If it scores a nine out of ten on ecological importance, it’s in 20 

no matter what.  This is a suggestion, but it’s in no matter 21 

what and its total score comes out of this and so you’ve got a -22 

- If it’s score is above a ten, for example -- We will call that 23 

the Bo Derek Rule.  If it’s score is above a ten on an 24 

attribute, then it’s going to be included for management, 25 

regardless of how it -- Even if it scored zero on the other five 26 

attributes and like I said, that’s just a suggestion of a 27 

recommendation you could make as to how this should be handled. 28 

 29 

Remember you have always got that table and you have always --30 

Remember you’ve always got the final review of the list.  If, as 31 

John was stating, you come in there and it’s like, oh my gosh, 32 

what’s this one doing in here and you provide a rationale as to 33 

why it shouldn’t be in there and we remove it, in spite of the 34 

fact that it scored through here, because here’s a specific 35 

rationale, but, like I said, we need that rationale. 36 

 37 

When we write up this EIS, that rationale is going to have to be 38 

in there.  The dodo fish was not included because of these 39 

reasons or the borki fish was included because of these reasons 40 

and give a clear rationale and that’s how we have proposed to 41 

deal with this almost unavoidable outcome that when the smoke 42 

clears there is going to be at least one or two species that 43 

shouldn’t be in there and at least one or two species that 44 

should be in there and maybe not, but nothing is perfect. 45 

 46 

My opinion, again, would be you can come up with different 47 

alternatives and you can come up with different approaches, but 48 
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no matter what approach you come up with, there are going to be 1 

flaws in that approach and nothing is going to give you the 2 

perfect list of species to be managed within each of these 3 

island FMPs. 4 

 5 

What we’re looking for is a good, objective approach that will 6 

allow us to capture the core of what needs to be managed in 7 

federal waters in each of these EEZ subareas and with the 8 

opportunity to identify mistakes and rectify them in a very 9 

specific manner. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s where the DAPs come in and are 12 

going to be very handy to the SSC and vice versa, because they 13 

were extremely interested in looking at the species-specific 14 

information and they wanted to see the list.  They wanted to see 15 

how it scored across the board and so they are really, really 16 

interested in having their fisheries explained in the way that 17 

they have taken place in their lifetime. 18 

 19 

I think that three of them really -- Have the SSC go through the 20 

process of establishing the criterion and developing this table 21 

and selecting the species, so that then they can -- The SSC can 22 

report to them and then they can have some input into what you 23 

are doing. 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think, although it might be attractive to have 26 

the table and then fill it out and think you’re done, it’s going 27 

to work out in practice that you look at the species and you 28 

figure out what needs doing and then you use a table like this 29 

just to check for consistency. 30 

 31 

If you say, okay, we’re excluding this species because bycatch 32 

is 40 percent and another species is we’re including this 33 

species because bycatch is 40 percent, that’s inconsistent.  34 

Well, 40 percent excludes or includes, but you’re not being 35 

consistent if you exclude one and you include one.  You use it 36 

afterwards as a check that this is consistent, as opposed to 37 

saying I think it should be 40 percent and then somebody says 38 

this species is 42 percent. 39 

 40 

If we had just said 45 percent, then everybody would be happy 41 

with it, but we said 40 instead of 45, but we can’t change the 42 

criteria and it works better when you figure out what makes 43 

sense and then check are we logically consistent.  That’s going 44 

to work out a whole lot less -- There’s less heartburn that way 45 

than trying to imagine if it’s 40 or 45 percent.  We could spend 46 

three hours on 40 or 45 percent and in the end, we will say it 47 

should have been 46 percent. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The landings threshold is a very good 2 

example of specifically that.  The 50,000 pounds, everything 3 

stopped and that’s ridiculous for this species, but it’s too low 4 

for this one and it’s too high for the other one.  That kind of 5 

thing makes a big difference. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You’re going to have the same things.  I mean I 8 

just fear, Bill, that you’ll be doing this for the next two 9 

years, the scoring and the values in here and once that list 10 

comes out, as John is suggesting, you’re going to have some 11 

questions as to how to revamp these and that’s going to go back 12 

to the council, which will then come back to us, which is then 13 

going to go back to the council, which is then going to have to 14 

come back to us. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  All right and so here is our timeline.   17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But this is where the rubber meets the road on 19 

this and I know you’ve been pushing this, but this takes the 20 

previous experiences working with these -- If you want to call 21 

them objective tables, call them objective tables, but working 22 

with these, you’ve seen how this operates.  This is a long, time 23 

consuming, back-and-forth process, because the end product is 24 

going to be a list, which is going to be opposed by some or 25 

suggestions by one of the others and so we will have to figure 26 

out the process that streamlines this and gets this done, as 27 

opposed to the back-and-forth. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The alternative is you have the SSC or some 30 

group of experts and members from that island there doing the 31 

scoring and you argue it out from day one. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it can be done in a steel cage match in a 34 

short period of time once the structure is set up. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  Or just pick Alternative 1 and bring all the 37 

species over that you already had under management and then you 38 

don’t have to fiddle with any of this stuff. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Bill, one thing is the ACL process, what’s 41 

island-based?  We spent three or four years on that and now we 42 

are going to another island-based concept, which is not 43 

completely different from the other one, because the ACL was an 44 

island-based process. 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is an expansion of island-based to everything 47 

and not just the ACLs, but everything. 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and my question is, is it going to come 2 

down -- Once we have the list, is it going to come down to 3 

pounds? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s just one of the factors. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  We went through that with all of the DAPs and 8 

actually with the NGOs.  They were very concerned that we were 9 

just going to use pounds to make this decision and it’s not and 10 

actually that’s a somewhat minor criterion. 11 

 12 

The biggest role that the landings play is in determining 13 

whether they are state or federal species.  Otherwise, all the 14 

landings do is provide that threshold and the threshold being 15 

designed to capture the big boys and not everybody else, but to 16 

get -- To say, look, lobster is in and grouper in St. Thomas is 17 

in and Snapper Unit 2 in Puerto Rico or queen snapper in Puerto 18 

Rico is in, because these are major fisheries that are 19 

prosecuted to a relatively large extent in federal waters and 20 

that we pretty much have to manage. 21 

 22 

That’s all that that landings threshold is designed to capture 23 

and, in fact, at our previous SSC meeting, that’s where the 24 

percentages came in.  We talked about the first 60 percent and 25 

then the next 30 percent and then the next 10 percent of 26 

landings composition and that’s why I had that alternative of 60 27 

percent. 28 

 29 

You take the first 60 percent of landings going from what adds 30 

up to -- What are the highest landings species and when do you 31 

hit 60 percent of the total landings and I think that only 32 

included like five species or six species or something like that 33 

that comprised that 60 percent.   34 

 35 

That’s where you would make a recommendation of we want to use 36 

the percentage and we want to use the first 80 percent of 37 

landings or we want to use the first 30 percent of landings and 38 

here is why, because we feel like getting over 50 percent pretty 39 

much captures those key species, the species that dominate the 40 

landings. 41 

 42 

51 percent may dominate the landings.  If it’s more than half of 43 

the landings, that’s what we want to capture and make sure we 44 

include or we want the species that dominate the landings, the 45 

first 90 percent, or whatever recommendation you guys would 46 

make, but that’s, in my opinion, how you need to be thinking 47 

about this, sort of in a more conceptual manner instead of in 48 
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the specific details of trying to pick species or not.  1 

Otherwise, we are doing this for all the species up there in the 2 

list and throwing darts. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There are a lot. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One last thing? 7 

 8 

TYLER SMITH:  I just want to say in the process that it might be 9 

good to make sure that -- At least in my opinion that the 10 

species are ranked among the chart and that essentially it’s not 11 

25 percent of the species are going to be protected and 12 

therefore -- It should come down to an objective criteria in the 13 

end that there is a percentage score that is merit of -- 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, there is no component of this that says what 16 

we’re shooting for is a total list of twenty species or a total 17 

list of 25 percent of the species we have landings for or 18 

anything like that.  That’s totally a separate concept that’s 19 

not inherent in this at all. 20 

 21 

TYLER SMITH:  I would just be clear when people explain this 22 

process that that is made very clear to people. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but nobody yet has had that concern. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because the landings are only a part 27 

of the criteria that are being used. 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right, because those landings change, but the need 30 

for management doesn’t necessarily change based on fishing 31 

activity, parrotfish being a good example.  Whether they are 32 

reporting them or not, parrotfish are really important out there 33 

in an ecological sense and not that we’ll include them or not, 34 

but the likelihood is something like that certainly has a strong 35 

argument for being managed. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and since I was playing around 38 

with this during the interim, the whole concept of FMUs is still 39 

viable under the island-based plans? 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  First, Action 1 is determine the list of species 42 

to be managed and so there will be a draft list and process, 43 

process, process, but ultimately, we will come out with a list 44 

of species to be managed in each of the island EEZs. 45 

 46 

Step 2 is Action 2, which we’re waiting to develop, but Action 2 47 

is how are we going to package these species?  Maybe not at all 48 
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and maybe you’re just going to deal with everything on an 1 

individual species basis or you’re going to develop complexes 2 

within which you’re going to group species by whatever criterion 3 

you choose, depth of occurrence, co-catch, or whatever you want 4 

to do. 5 

 6 

Then Action 3 is now that we’ve got the list of species, now 7 

that we’ve got them packaged into complexes or not, now we 8 

revise or not reference points.  If we’re bringing new species 9 

in, we’re going to have to go through the reference point 10 

process, because every species under management has to have an 11 

ACL. 12 

 13 

Say we don’t bring any new species into management and the no 14 

action alternative would be just to carry over the reference 15 

points, including ACLs, that we presently have established or 16 

we’re going to develop new reference points and we may do those 17 

based upon the alternatives of year sequence used, median or 18 

mode, ORCS or not, but whatever the process, the steps, just 19 

like we did in the 2010 and 2011, the steps we use to go from an 20 

MSY to an ACL, that would be Action 3. 21 

 22 

Action 4 and beyond are other management measures that should be 23 

included in these FMPs.  For example, should we create an 24 

ecosystem component category?  Should we develop minimum size 25 

limits for mahi in Puerto Rico EEZ waters or whatever other 26 

management actions should be included, but the real focus now is 27 

on Action 1 and closely on its heels are Action 2 and Action 3. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does Action 3 actually have to be 30 

implemented at the time of 1 and 2? 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes.  I mean you have to have ACLs for these 33 

species.  You’re creating brand-new FMPs and you’ve got to 34 

include in those FMPs all the reference points, including the 35 

ACLs. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not recommending this, but another 38 

thing we could do is bring over everything we have now. 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  No action, Alternative 1, bring it over as is, 41 

only for the species that are under management.  If you bring 42 

mahi in, you’re going to have to go through the reference point 43 

exercise.  You would still be able to bring in the old ones for 44 

all the species that are already there or not, but if you have 45 

those options, but if you bring a new species in, it’s got to 46 

have an ACL if it’s managed.  Not EC species, but managed 47 

species. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s your timeline for this? 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s an eternity. 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s okay, because timelines are important.  We 6 

intend to take this to the April council meeting, the criteria, 7 

and have the council approve these criteria and apply them to 8 

develop a draft list of species for consideration by the DAPs at 9 

their July 2015 meeting. 10 

 11 

Then if the SSC wants to schedule a meeting in there somewhere, 12 

then great.  We have DAP meetings scheduled for July of 2015 and 13 

to bring that list of species back to the council for their 14 

August meeting for preliminary approval, so that we can start 15 

developing Actions 2 and 3, because Actions 2 and 3 are pretty 16 

much contingent on Action 1.   17 

 18 

You can’t create a concept of complexes until you know what 19 

you’re trying to package in the complexes and you can’t make 20 

decisions on reference points until you know what you’re trying 21 

to develop or assign reference points to. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we package, we can designate indicator 24 

species? 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  Sure.  I mean it makes sense to me, because there 27 

is a likelihood that you’re going to have some snappers and 28 

groupers and red hind, you’re going to have a ton of data on and 29 

then you’re going to have three or four other groupers that co-30 

occur that you might want to put in a complex for which you have 31 

very little data. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The idea of the indicator species came 34 

up way back in 2005, but it was never completely followed 35 

through and so you have those FMUs that are based on the 36 

landings for red hind, for example, knowing that the others ones 37 

have very little information and so they were grouped together 38 

because expert opinion and the catch reports, as they were 39 

analyzed at that time, said that they were grouped together. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  You have to ask yourself, given the status of red 42 

hind, what’s that got to do with coney and why would red hind as 43 

an indicator help you to manage coney at all, assuming you put 44 

them in the same complex? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you have red hind, no one is going to go 47 

after coney.  If you don’t have red hind, they will. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and just a quick question.  Dr. Kimmel, do 2 

you have any input on this? 3 

 4 

JOE KIMMEL:  I was looking at the criteria you’ve got listed up 5 

there and while we talk about landings, it’s not even included 6 

in there and maybe it fits under one of them. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  As I said, landings is not something that is 9 

driving this process. 10 

 11 

JOE KIMMEL:  Then I’m kind of confused about the definition of 12 

these specific criteria up there, too. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  About what? 15 

 16 

JOE KIMMEL:  The definition of what does “biology” mean? 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  You guys developed definitions for all six of 19 

these attributes and we have them.  Biology was susceptibility 20 

versus productivity and habitat specificity is was the species 21 

dependent upon a particular habitat? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to suggest that we take a break 24 

right now.  It’s almost 11:00 and then what we’ll do is as you 25 

go through the presentation I gave to the council on this as a 26 

review for those of us who were in the process of defining all 27 

those things and hopefully get us to the stage where right after 28 

that we can start moving forward.   29 

 30 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are back on and so what I propose to do 33 

now is just give a brief review of where we were when we last 34 

looked at these issues, since that was a couple of meetings ago 35 

and I think some of you were not on the SSC at that time and so 36 

this will hopefully be sufficient to get you fully engaged and 37 

up to speed. 38 

 39 

What we’re looking at obviously is the criteria for inclusion 40 

and we had to consider a number of things and so the National 41 

Standards are setting the basis for that and we are trying to 42 

work on draft criteria.  We tested, as far as we had gone so 43 

far, this against a couple of species to try application and we 44 

had started to look at the issue of thresholds, but even that 45 

did not get finished yet. 46 

 47 

National Standards, there are several that apply.  National 48 
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Standard 1 says we need to specify what the target stocks are 1 

and what the non-target stocks are and what the ecosystem 2 

component species are and, as Bill said, some of those steps are 3 

not -- What did you call it, actionable? 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  They are not actionable, right. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  National Standard 3 says stocks had to be 8 

managed as a unit through its range and range is in orange, but 9 

that’s something we actually have to define and the choice of 10 

management unit may be organized around biological, geographic, 11 

economic, technical, social, or ecological and so there is a lot 12 

of information or points of view we can use in terms of how we 13 

define our management units. 14 

 15 

National Standard 7 says management measures shall be minimized 16 

across and avoid any unnecessary duplication and so there really 17 

is something which says that we should only be including that 18 

which are necessary and factors to be considered for inclusion 19 

within an FMP are importance to the fishery, the biological 20 

condition of the stocks, management by other programs, competing 21 

interests and conflicts, economic condition of a fishery, 22 

characteristics of a developing fishery, and costs balanced 23 

against the benefits.  These are all listed in National Standard 24 

7 as things that we can use to consider for inclusion. 25 

 26 

We were initially given kind of a list that has all of those 27 

factors on it and then market demand was something that someone 28 

had suggested we add in addition to that list and we actually 29 

considered all of those as potential criteria. 30 

 31 

JOHN HOENIG:  Is that different from landings? 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which? 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  Market demand.  I am not sure what that means.  36 

What is market demand? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think, if I recall correctly, and, 39 

Walter, you may be able to help out on this, but I think it was 40 

differentiating between overall economic importance, which would 41 

be a valid word for the landings, and demand that might be 42 

locally important for a community, but it still wouldn’t be -- 43 

It wouldn’t be $50,000, but for this group it was important. 44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  Sort of a cultural consideration. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, it was a cultural consideration. 48 
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 1 

JOHN HOENIG:  What you have up there is cultural considerations. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I said this was the list we started with. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  I am just trying to understand it. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We will adapt it and for the very reason 8 

that market demand did seem to be -- I think we came up with 9 

things like market demand and even cultural considerations would 10 

be reflected back in economic importance and economic importance 11 

was not considered just the total dollar value of the landings 12 

and so biology, habitat, range, economic importance, target 13 

species, bycatch, landings, data availability, ecological value, 14 

and protected resources.  I am not sure I defined all of these 15 

and so let’s see. 16 

 17 

Biology was defined as the question of vulnerability versus 18 

productivity and is a species particularly at risk from the 19 

nature of its biology?  Habitat specificity is a question of 20 

vulnerability due to a particular dependence on limited or 21 

vulnerable habitat during some life stage, either in terms of 22 

nursery areas or spawning areas or whatever. 23 

 24 

Range as defined was a species is either effectively limited to 25 

local waters, limited to the EEZ, spans both, or is highly 26 

migratory.  Those were the four categories that we would put 27 

species into under range. 28 

 29 

Economic importance was defined as total economic value and not 30 

just ex-vessel price.  This would include, for example, non-31 

consumptive uses, recreational value, targeted species, filler 32 

species, which I can’t even remember what that was at the 33 

moment, and sociocultural importance.  Can anybody remember 34 

filler species? 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  Filler are those species that are fished when 37 

others might be closed seasonally or spatially. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The definition of targeted species or 40 

bycatch were -- At least the concept of those were if you’re 41 

targeted, you’re not bycatch and if you’re bycatch, you’re not 42 

targeted. 43 

 44 

Landings would be used first to establish lower or upper 45 

thresholds for automatic rejection from or inclusion in an FMP 46 

and that’s going into it and ecological value is defined as 47 

having a unique or large ecological function relative to 48 
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habitat, especially coral reefs, or trophic community 1 

structures, such as keystone predators, keystone species and 2 

apex predators, key forage species, such that management is 3 

needed to sustain that function. 4 

 5 

Protected management status is defining whether the species is 6 

fully protected or partially protected within an existing 7 

management framework within EEZ or local waters and so both. 8 

 9 

Then we tried to say, okay, given those definitions, how could 10 

we apply this?  Our goal was originally to have I think a 11 

greater mix of species, but spiny lobster in this group is the 12 

only one that is actually already on the list, but we had data 13 

from that group of species and the ones that are underlined, 14 

spiny lobster, dolphinfish, and octopus, are the ones we 15 

actually did the scoring on to see how it would work and that’s 16 

the available data we used and there is always the problem of 17 

2005 data from Puerto Rico. 18 

 19 

This is what we came up with as an example and this is probably 20 

as far as we got and so we tried scoring things and decided that 21 

high, medium, and low criteria seemed to be good, but then we 22 

came up with some that maybe were very high and so you see under 23 

spiny lobster that economic importance and target species ended 24 

up being very high and so maybe we want to have categories just 25 

on high, medium, and low, but obviously we came up for it in 26 

that process. 27 

 28 

We didn’t, in the sense of what Bill was talking about, a 29 

numerated system, we did not come up with weightings on the 30 

various criteria and how they could be combined for an overall 31 

score and how that score would be interpreted and so all the 32 

things that Bill had mentioned this morning. 33 

 34 

We thought about having a flow chart type of thing where we 35 

might do things sequentially rather than as an interpretive, if 36 

that’s the word -- Integrated process.  We had not gone through 37 

the issue of thresholds and perhaps where they should be 38 

applied.  Should they be applied right at the top or should they 39 

be applied as we go through all of these things? 40 

 41 

If you apply it at the top, you could be throwing out species 42 

that would otherwise come in under some of these other 43 

categories and so that issue really hasn’t been looked at too 44 

much. 45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you consider right off the bat that it’s 47 

important, because something with very low landings, if you put 48 
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that first, you would exclude it and then the next line could be 1 

protected management status, which says include it, and you can 2 

get there. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so this is a flow chart idea, but 5 

that may not be the way we want to approach it, but that’s just 6 

kind of where we were heading the last time we did that.  We 7 

didn’t look at thresholds that time and this is the one from the 8 

other presentation.  9 

 10 

In a separate meeting, we looked at some of the stuff, just some 11 

examples.  Kevin provided us with a dataset of all the things 12 

landed for each island and ranked them in order and gave us a 13 

nice graph which gave us kind of obvious cutoff places and then 14 

we played with that and so these are just some numbers that came 15 

out of looking at the Puerto Rico commercial landings as an 16 

example.  Nothing is set in stone here and we made no 17 

agreements, but if we were to look at the 99 percent cumulative 18 

landings, then forty-three species were in there and twenty-five 19 

were out. 20 

 21 

Those that were in, you already got down to 3,000 pounds -- 22 

Those that were out ranged from 3,000 pounds down to one pound, 23 

but it did include species that normally you would think would 24 

want to be included and I am thinking if you wanted to do this 25 

from the top, I guess. 26 

 27 

We didn’t really look at the issues of FMUs or data at family 28 

levels, which is obviously something we need to do.  I think 29 

it’s going to affect our thinking, although, as Bill pointed 30 

out, that grouping may come later, but if we’re looking toward 31 

the possibility of doing that, that may be reasons for bringing 32 

things in that otherwise we might not.  Do you have the 33 

spreadsheet?  If we go to the Puerto Rico page first. 34 

 35 

This is the data that Kevin had given us.  This is just for 36 

Puerto Rico as an example, again, and the white column is the 37 

cumulative percentage and these are all ranked from the highest 38 

to lowest by whatever category it is and so some of these are 39 

species and some of these are families, like grunts, although 40 

there is some species-specific for white grunt and blue-striped 41 

grunt. 42 

 43 

You can see that from a landings point of view from the tables, 44 

we still had 25,000 pounds and you’re already at 99 percent.  We 45 

had 90 percent at 23,000 pounds and 10,000 pounds, you’re at 96 46 

percent and so I’m not sure where you would really kind of do -- 47 

We never decided as a group what kind of cutoffs we were really 48 
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looking at and so that’s one perspective on this. 1 

 2 

If you’re at 10,000 pounds, do you want to have it in or do you 3 

want to just make sure it’s the really high-end ones and then 4 

we’ll work with the other ones further down?  That would not 5 

include -- If we’re doing this as a threshold from the top, then 6 

there is issues about if snook is in there, which it is, there 7 

is common snook and so this 20,000 pounds of snook, if that’s 8 

all state waters, do we really want to automatically include 9 

that or not? 10 

 11 

What I tried to do, and I’m sure there is some errors in here, 12 

is I tried to put everything into the FMUs and so if it’s a 13 

light species, it’s actually an FMU.  A light bolded species is 14 

an FMU and it’s actually a more appealing list, because you 15 

realize that you don’t have to manage as much and so this 16 

original species list, which had whatever it was, 150 species, 17 

is rather a daunting looking table, but if you go down -- The 18 

other thing you see, if you’re looking at the blue, is that a 19 

lot of that is pelagic or invertebrate.  There aren’t too many 20 

things in there that would be considered reef fish that are not 21 

already included in an FMU. 22 

 23 

There’s a few things that are weird and there is the whole bony 24 

fish category, but that’s only 13,000 pounds and we have 25 

actually captured most of what’s going on.  This, for example, 26 

hasn’t been included in an FMU by any other group and cardinal 27 

snapper and white mullet is on its own.  Some of these I might 28 

have missed that actually belong in something. 29 

 30 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think white grunt and you had boxfish up there 31 

and aren’t 90 percent of the boxfish caught in local waters? 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would imagine. 34 

 35 

JOE KIMMEL:  That would be my guess and so wouldn’t you want to 36 

make sure in a federal fishery management plan that you have 37 

those species that were caught in federal waters, for the most 38 

part, because you would have more management effect if you chose 39 

that route, rather than something that occurred in state waters. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are you saying boxfish is coming from 42 

federal waters? 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  No, they come from state waters, for the most part. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not suggesting anything here other 47 

than just by when we pool everything by the current FMUs, you 48 



41 

 

 

get a slightly different picture about what’s included and if 1 

you want to keep that kind of stuff. 2 

 3 

A lot of the species that on a species -- Like I said, French 4 

grunt for Puerto Rico, there were no species-specific landings 5 

and it was the grunt FMU and so if we were just looking at it 6 

from the point of view of landings, there would be no support 7 

for having that in there and why?  Because most of the grunt 8 

landings are coming from the category of grunts and so there 9 

isn’t species-specific data. 10 

 11 

If you want, you can send this out to everybody to play with and 12 

just to give a general perspective and so those of you who were 13 

here before have the original dataset, but the new people 14 

probably don’t and so maybe we should get that sent. 15 

 16 

As I said, there may be some errors in that, because I may have 17 

not gotten some groups in or maybe I shifted something in the 18 

process, but it’s an approximation.  Again, it’s Puerto Rico 19 

just for discussion sake. 20 

 21 

As a suggestion, and I will certainly entertain anything else, 22 

would it make sense to first talk about where thresholds ought 23 

to be applied and do we want to talk about what thresholds we 24 

might want to talk about or do we want to talk more about how we 25 

want to structure a recommendation in terms of an iterative 26 

process versus a sequential process versus something else?  This 27 

is basically where we were when we last dealt with this issue. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think my answer is probably the wishy-washy one 30 

that you want both basically, using quick sorting where you can 31 

and where you can’t, you’re going to have do an iterative kind 32 

of process.  I would say both. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How would that work? 35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  We can go through something like that and say, 37 

okay, these species are gone, gone, gone and these three are in 38 

and then all the rest of them are going to have to go through an 39 

iterative process. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s kind of what was outlined there and 42 

so the bottom box is we go to that other box of criteria.  Yes, 43 

because range state equals state waters and would exclude, but 44 

we had four categories of range states, for example.  It covers 45 

both and it’s only in the EEZ and it’s highly migratory. 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  If it’s just in the state waters, you exclude it 48 
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and if it’s a mixture, you keep going down the list and since 1 

you didn’t include it or you exclude it, it has to go through 2 

all of those other criteria.  It just makes sense that if 3 

something obviously should be included, why waste time if you’ve 4 

already got it and if it should be excluded, then why waste more 5 

time studying it if you’ve got good reason to exclude it? 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The way this was laid out, the third and 8 

fourth box are the thresholds and it’s also both in terms of 9 

either weight or money, if we wanted to look at that, but we 10 

would be setting some threshold, in percentage, that says if 11 

you’re at least this, you’re automatically in, in which case you 12 

would probably want to set that percentage very low, like 60 13 

percent or something like that. 14 

 15 

JOHN HOENIG:  Supposing you had some level and it comes in a 16 

dollar less, it doesn’t mean that -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would go by percentage, but anyway, it’s 19 

the same argument. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  The point is that if it’s a dollar more, it’s 22 

automatically included and if it’s a dollar less, we’re going to 23 

have to go through all the other criteria. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The second-to-last box says if you’re below 26 

this that you’re out and we’re not going to look at you again 27 

and that’s -- 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right and so you basically want to set it 30 

conservatively so that you don’t make errors in automatically 31 

including or automatically excluding.  We don’t want to get 32 

bitten, where we realize that everything else we’ve already 33 

argued goes in the opposite direction.  These, in my mind, are 34 

criteria for the obvious cases and so you might as well apply 35 

those criteria and cut down your work, because a certain number 36 

of species are easily taken care of. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s kind of what we’re looking 39 

at and the question is where do we place that threshold, but 40 

let’s talk about something like dorado, which is highly 41 

migratory and so it’s not going to get excluded under range.   42 

Well, actually it would be included automatically.  Let’s, for 43 

argument sake, say the dollar value wasn’t quite high enough to 44 

put it in.  45 

 46 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you didn’t automatically throw it in, then it 47 

would have to be justified by the other criteria. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there anybody else in agreement with -- 2 

This is kind of where we were last time we dealt with this.  I 3 

would recommend we start talking about thresholds and keeping in 4 

mind that we want to be conservative on the lower threshold and 5 

so if we’re excluding something, it is really something we don’t 6 

want to have to deal with. 7 

 8 

JOHN HOENIG:  When you say landings, pounds or dollars? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have to rank something to get your 11 

percentage on. 12 

 13 

JOHN HOENIG:  You can do that as landings has to be below a 14 

certain number of pounds or dollars less or you can do it and 15 

dollars less.  One is more exclusionary than the other.  I think 16 

you would want it to be not “or”, but “and”. 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  The “or” was choose one of these and get rid of 19 

the other. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  But you can use both. 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  You could, but that’s what the -- 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  The sturgeon fishery for caviar, the pounds may be 26 

very low, but the value may be very high.  Then you would say I 27 

don’t want to exclude it because the pounds were low, but you 28 

want to exclude it because the pounds were low and the value was 29 

low.  We would not exclude it because the pounds were low, 30 

despite the fact that the value was very high and vice versa.  I 31 

would just make it an “and”.  That’s the most conservative 32 

approach, so you don’t wind up regretting it. 33 

 34 

The downside of being conservative is that you kick the can down 35 

the road and you have to continue the analysis using all 36 

available criteria. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The point of having one is to obviously get 39 

rid of those cases where we’re wasting our time. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right, but not make a mistake and get rid of 42 

something critical and so you be conservative.  43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As an example, one of the things that I 45 

noticed when I was doing these FMUs is there was one of the deep 46 

groupers that was not in the FMU.  It was the yellow something.  47 

It wasn’t yellowedge or yellowfin, but -- 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yellowmouth. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yellowmouth grouper was not in an FMU and 4 

the landings are fairly low, but I don’t know -- For something 5 

like this, I don’t know what it was decades ago and it could 6 

have actually been substantial. 7 

 8 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, it might have been fished down. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was before we were keeping species-11 

specific data on it and it’s obviously a species that would be 12 

vulnerable, because it’s the largest grouper, but by this 13 

criteria, it would be blown out before we got to the point of 14 

whether it was vulnerable. 15 

 16 

JOHN HOENIG:  You could put in there a modification that any one 17 

of those exclusions, like range equals state waters unless the 18 

history is not well known.  You could just put in that unless 19 

the history is not well known, to prevent kicking out 20 

yellowmouth grouper. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could have a range state that equals 23 

uncertainty and it would be state waters would be uncertain. 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  In the case of yellowmouth grouper, if the concern 26 

is that it’s not important commercially now, but maybe it’s been 27 

fished down, then under protected management status equals full 28 

protected, you could just say or historical status is not known, 29 

so that basically then yellowmouth would automatically be 30 

included, because the historical status is not known.  Of 31 

course, that could bite you in terms of a whole bunch of others. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and the other thing is that we don’t 34 

have a lower threshold and that’s going to go under one of the 35 

remaining categories in the box, which is economic importance or 36 

value to the fishery or something like that.  It will be listed 37 

there as very low. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Also as a consideration of ecological 40 

importance for like top predator or vulnerability due to 41 

spawning aggregations or things like that. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, we did not include lower threshold in our 44 

list of alternatives.  I don’t know if that was an outcome of 45 

the SSC or what, but what happens is just because they’ve got 46 

low landings, you end up cutting out species that probably 47 

should be managed.  The upper threshold is not really a problem, 48 
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because that’s inclusive, but the lower threshold is -- 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and that’s kind of where I’m going 3 

with my thinking, is that the lower threshold -- Basically you 4 

can just go back to that array of criteria and say anything 5 

below a threshold is just going to get this score on that box, 6 

that was just one of many and so we’ve already scored that, but 7 

we’re going to have to go through all the other things. 8 

 9 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think you can leave your criteria there of 10 

landings pounds is below lower thresholds, as long as you just 11 

add to it “and there is little uncertainty about historical 12 

status” and so that when you got to the yellowmouth grouper, you 13 

would say the landings and value is low, but wait a second, we 14 

also have to have a clear history, which it doesn’t, and so that 15 

would kick it down the road and you have to continue the 16 

analysis using all the available criteria. 17 

 18 

If there was something where historically you’re not concerned 19 

that it may be much more important and the landings are low, say 20 

a mullet or something, I am not really concerned that it’s been 21 

fished out and the landings are so low and then you could 22 

exclude it, but we would have the protection for the yellowmouth 23 

grouper that because of the uncertainty we can’t now exclude it 24 

and we would have to go through the whole analysis. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does anybody else want to weigh in on this 27 

point? 28 

 29 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, if I may ask a clarifying question and 30 

I think it’s sort of keying off of what Bill just said.  I think 31 

that the options that were presented to the advisory panels did 32 

not include a lower threshold, so that if you didn’t make it 33 

through one of the criteria in those boxes above that you still 34 

got passed down eventually to the attribute tables for further 35 

evaluation through those other criteria. 36 

 37 

I guess what I don’t understand is I thought that you presented 38 

to the council last year, the end of last year, that you felt 39 

that landings were not adequate by themselves to make the cut 40 

and it seems like you’re talking about it now as if you might be 41 

considering that and I don’t know and it seems sort of 42 

inconsistent. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That all depends on where you make the cut.  45 

I think if you look, there is a huge list of things way down at 46 

the bottom that you would say, okay, most of those are out of 47 

here, but then there is one or two that pop up.  Do we need to 48 



46 

 

 

do this evaluation for everything or is there some place higher 1 

up that would include something like a yellowmouth grouper?  2 

 3 

KEN STUMP:  Maybe there is, but if you’re solely looking at 4 

landings or value, it seems to me that the reported landings and 5 

value is so uncertain that you already have acknowledged that in 6 

many cases it’s not species-specific. 7 

 8 

It seems that if you did use that as a way to exclude species, 9 

those criteria, that you very well may be missing the species 10 

that could actually be in the fishery that just aren’t being -- 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reported as species, yes, which the example 13 

of gave of -- 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A couple of things.  One is we can’t 16 

put the cart before the horse when we had the DAP meeting before 17 

the SSC and that had to do with getting them acquainted with 18 

what was going on. 19 

 20 

Two is the selection criteria was very well stated at the DAP 21 

meetings that this was still under development and that there 22 

were things in there that might be added or taken -- At least I 23 

think we all said that that’s not written in stone and so those 24 

two things. 25 

 26 

Number three is the data request that the SSC and the council 27 

have made to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center includes 28 

information on TIP datasets, the dataset that might tell you 29 

what groupers are part of the landings but are not reported 30 

separately as species and so that is still on the back burner 31 

and so there might be some corroboration as to how far back 32 

these species have been harvested or not. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that part of the data that Kevin is 35 

reporting on? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t know exactly what they are 38 

going to present to that, but it’s part of what was explicitly 39 

requested in the letter and specifically for the groupers more 40 

than anything else and so you might want to -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Should we hear Kevin’s presentation? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and see what they have to tell us.  45 

That would be my recommendation, to see if they have anything 46 

else regarding the landings. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  My comment, John, is that I 1 

personally am not that concerned about the uncertainty in the 2 

data, because we should be having stuff so low in this case that 3 

uncertainty is not a problem and these should be out, if we’re 4 

going to invoke something like this.  If there’s problems with 5 

doing that, then I think a lower threshold by itself may not be 6 

something we want to apply, because then we’re going to have to 7 

rescore all the groups. 8 

 9 

JOHN HOENIG:  I tend to think that you want to distinguish 10 

between something like yellowmouth grouper or any of the 11 

groupers and grunts and the landings themselves are not quite 12 

what you want and you can modify it just by putting in the 13 

protection and there is no concern that the fish might have been 14 

depleted and that way, you can get rid of things like grunts, 15 

where we don’t have to worry about that, or some mullet or 16 

something like that.  Why are we dealing with this and, well, we 17 

couldn’t rule them out because of the landings criterion.   18 

 19 

We want to be able to get rid of low landings, low value, and 20 

just have a little bit of protection that we don’t let something 21 

like yellowmouth groupers pass.  I think it’s easily resolved, 22 

but if you think the wording will take us hours to straighten 23 

out, then maybe it’s not worth it. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s an issue, but then the case of 26 

something like French grunt, which is not there because of no 27 

species-specific information in terms of the landings, that 28 

would also have to be taken into account. 29 

 30 

JOHN HOENIG:  We can always just kick the can down the road by 31 

saying we’re not admitting it here and so it has to go through 32 

the full criteria. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We need a stated rationale on how we’re 35 

splitting who is being kept and who is being thrown out and so 36 

the grouper situation, we can say we’re not sure what the past 37 

status has been in terms of whether it’s been fished down and so 38 

certainly let’s keep that, but what do you do for something like 39 

the French grunt, that just isn’t there because we’re not 40 

keeping data on it, but we know it’s part of the fishery?  You 41 

can’t apply the threshold to it, because it would be 42 

automatically thrown out because you would come up with zero. 43 

 44 

JOHN HOENIG:  I guess I’m not familiar enough with that species. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s caught in trap fisheries and maybe 47 

some gillnet stuff, but it’s really common.  It’s probably the 48 
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most common species out there and so it does have some 1 

importance in the fishery and it’s part of an FMU now and do you 2 

want to throw it out because there is no data on it?  Unless 3 

you’re a white or blue striped grunt, the rest of them are just 4 

called grunt.  Most of it is not species specific and so that’s 5 

why there is no data there.  It’s not because there’s no data, 6 

but because the data is not collected on a species-specific 7 

basis. 8 

 9 

JOHN HOENIG:  Couldn’t you then say, well, then we don’t know 10 

what its history is and so kick it down to the other criteria? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I would accept that.  Does that 13 

sound reasonable? 14 

 15 

JOE KIMMEL:  What’s your concern about the French grunt, for 16 

example? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s just an example of one that I remember 19 

going down the list of there was no species-specific information 20 

on it.  I mean I could go through the thing and come up with 21 

other species that were like that and there’s a whole FMU that 22 

didn’t have any data.  We are working on a species-specific 23 

basis here for this inclusion process and so I just want to make 24 

sure that we’re not throwing stuff out. 25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  For Puerto Rico, I would think that the French 27 

grunt would probably not be included, because, again, it’s one 28 

of those that occurs in territorial waters.  I mean it occurs in 29 

federal waters in some places, I’m sure, but it’s not an active 30 

fishery. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In Puerto Rico. 33 

 34 

JOE KIMMEL:  In the Virgin Islands, it may be different. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so we’re coming up with a 37 

criteria that has to fit all and they’re not going to have 38 

species-specific information except for maybe the last few 39 

years.   40 

 41 

That sounds good and I would recommend that we accept what John 42 

is proposing in saying that under a low threshold that 43 

consideration that a species past history or its current status, 44 

because data hasn’t been collected on it and it’s unknown, it 45 

will get kicked down to looking at all the -- It will get kicked 46 

down to that attribute table.  With that, it’s after noon and 47 

should we break for lunch and then come back and get Kevin? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay and so what time? 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we normally get an hour or do we need a 4 

little bit more than an hour?  Does anybody remember? 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  An hour-and-a-half is what ends up happening. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s make it 1:30 and that’s about an 9 

hour-and-a-half.   10 

 11 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on March 24, 2015.) 12 

 13 

- - - 14 

 15 

March 24, 2015 16 

 17 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 18 

 19 

- - - 20 

 21 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 22 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Headquarters, 23 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, March 24, 2015, and 24 

was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, can you hear us? 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes and are you ready to get started? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are we ready? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we’re ready. 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so we’ll get started, if that’s all 35 

right with you, Richard. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, please.  Go ahead. 38 

 39 

SEFSC DATA PRESENTATION 40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Among the many things that came in on the data 42 

requests were, and I am just leafing through it now, was 43 

complete list of species landed, ranked separately by average 44 

pounds reported and value. 45 

 46 

I will start with that.  As you can see, I spent a lot of time 47 

making these slides pretty and I have elected to go with just 48 
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the top forty species because -- I’ve got them all, but you will 1 

soon see that by the time you get out to forty, the landings are 2 

pretty low and it’s just tough to show much more than that. 3 

 4 

On the left are landings in pounds.  This is St. Thomas and St. 5 

John and so these are landings as reported.  For those of you 6 

who don’t already know this, and maybe all of you do, there are 7 

no expansion factors in the Virgin Islands.  It is assumed to be 8 

none.  Can you see this table? 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  It’s good, but it would be nice for us old guys if 11 

you would make the print, the font size, a little bit larger. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can, but if I do that, we’ll lose the bottom 14 

end and maybe you don’t care about that.  That’s why I kept it 15 

at just the forty species and, in fact, here there’s probably 16 

only about thirty-five you can see.  Do you want me to move this 17 

down and try and make the font bigger? 18 

 19 

JOE KIMMEL:  No, that’s okay.  I moved closer to the screen. 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so landings are on the left and this 22 

is 2000 to 2014 and that’s what we’ve got for either species or 23 

species groups reportings. 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, a couple of things.  First, you’ve got 26 

spiny lobster in there twice.  Second, you’ve got a lot of 27 

species in there and I thought these guys only had like ten 28 

species on their landings cards. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It all depends on what the gear is.  Spiny 31 

lobster on there twice, that must have been how that came up in 32 

the -- I bet one of them has a space and the other one doesn’t. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  One has an “s” and the other one doesn’t. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes and so I’m sure you can do the math in your 37 

head, Bill, but I apologize for that.  Anyway, landings on the 38 

left and value on the right and then total landings and then 39 

mean landings per year and then the cumulative proportions.  I 40 

will give you all a minute to ponder.  Graciela, can we do 41 

something about the echo? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If I mute here -- Hold on a second.  44 

How is that? 45 

 46 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know.  We will see.  I’ve still got the 47 

echo. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You need to turn your speaker volume 2 

down.  Now talk and is that better?   3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you hear me now?  I still have an echo, but 5 

that’s all right and let’s carry on.  Are there questions about 6 

this, other than the duplicate species?  Then I will move on.  7 

This is all years, 2000 to 2014.  If we look at the period 2012 8 

to 2014, where we have the more detailed species-specific 9 

information, these are the numbers you see.  Again, landings on 10 

the left and value on the right. 11 

 12 

KEN STUMP:  In the top forty, the 99 percent are cumulative 13 

landings or -- 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, can you hear Ken? 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not with the volume turned way down. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What was the question? 20 

 21 

KEN STUMP:  If this includes forty species, is this a cumulative 22 

landings level of what, 99 percent? 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Probably it ends up being 99 percent.  I just 25 

went with these forty for ease of display. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Is blue tang on there, Kevin, or do you need to 28 

scroll down? 29 

 30 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes, it is. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can’t see it from here really. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Blue tang is the bottom one. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think I’ve got them all.  Blue tang is on the 37 

bottom on the left and jack crevalle on the right.   38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s the difference between this one and 40 

the previous one? 41 

 42 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  The years.  This is years 2012 to 2014, when 43 

the new reporting forms were out that were species specific and 44 

the previous one here is 2000 to 2014, which are all the years 45 

in which species were reported either as a species group or were 46 

species-specific.  Prior to 2000 in St. Thomas, things were 47 

reported by gear fished and so like potfish. 48 
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 1 

TYLER SMITH:  Does the breaking it up seem to work okay? 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What do you mean? 4 

 5 

TYLER SMITH:  In terms of the more detailed species, is that 6 

working in terms of the reporting for the fishermen? 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  We’ve worked a little bit on and the 9 

territories have worked a bit on refining the reporting forms.  10 

I think there was -- I wasn’t directly involved in when those 11 

new forms were produced and there was a lot of negotiation in 12 

2010 and so we’ve got multiple forms in St. Thomas, depending 13 

upon the -- Well, two forms, I guess. 14 

 15 

There is a trap form, which is much less detailed in terms of 16 

the numbers of the species that are actually printed on the form 17 

versus all other gears in St. Thomas, which have many more gears 18 

or many more species on the form, but they vary between gears.  19 

I can show you a picture of the form if you like, but it’s a 20 

very -- In my mind, it’s a very complicated logbook form. 21 

 22 

I think now Steve Turner is talking to folks in the Virgin 23 

Islands about the next round of improvements to the form, but I 24 

don’t quite know where that stands. 25 

 26 

In talking with some of the trap fishermen in St. Thomas, I 27 

think they felt as though they needed more detail in the form, 28 

when the negotiations initially were to keep it as lacking in 29 

detail as possible.  I think the fishermen want a little bit 30 

more of a standardized form and more species on the form for the 31 

trap in St. Thomas.   32 

 33 

I haven’t heard any positive or negative for the other gears in 34 

St. Thomas nor in St. Croix.  In St. Croix, there is only one 35 

form for all gears and there are different sections of the form 36 

depending upon which gear you are fishing and maybe it would be 37 

easier if I actually showed you a picture, unless that solves or 38 

answers the question.   39 

 40 

TYLER SMITH:  It did and we don’t need to belabor it at all, but 41 

I was just wondering if the fishermen found it too onerous or if 42 

you felt like the data you were getting was pretty 43 

representative of the catch. 44 

 45 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think it’s an ongoing process.  So, Bill, 46 

this is the issue with spiny lobsters and spiny lobster.  I 47 

think the new form must call it spiny lobsters with an “s”, 48 
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because I only see it in here once and so good spot and I will 1 

sort that out for the future. 2 

 3 

KEN STUMP:  Is this based solely on logbook reporting or is this 4 

also based on some amount of port sampling validation? 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is all logbook reporting and so just to 7 

look at things a little bit differently, it’s the same data and 8 

here on the top are landings in pounds and the bottom is the 9 

value of those landings. 10 

 11 

The order is from highest landings down to lowest.  Again, this 12 

is about forty species, I think.  Here are the most valuable 13 

landings down to the least.  There are, of course, additional 14 

species that have been reported over the years and some of those 15 

are so few and far between that the data are confidential and 16 

others, by the time you get out here, you are talking about 17 

very, very low landings. 18 

 19 

These are mean landings per year over the period 2000 to 2014.  20 

It’s a little bit misleading and in retrospect, I probably 21 

should have done 2000 to 2010, because the triggerfish group is 22 

now split out into different species, for example, and the same 23 

with grunts.   24 

 25 

After the middle of 2011 -- Recall that the fishing year is July 26 

to June and in mid-2011, when the new forms were brought in, it 27 

would have shifted which category the landings went into and so 28 

we will look at -- In the next slide, it will just be 2012 29 

through 2014, where it’s species-specific, although some still 30 

do report species groups in some cases. 31 

 32 

One of the questions I think -- I should continue to explain 33 

this graph.  This is just the cumulative landings, the black 34 

line, or in this case, it’s cumulative mean value.  I think the 35 

idea was are there inflection points?  Maybe there is one here, 36 

but this seems to be a pretty smooth -- I mean if you can find 37 

them if you really want to look for them, but otherwise, it 38 

seems to be a pretty smooth curve.  Shall I move on to I think 39 

it’s the last slide? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so this is the same idea.  This is the 44 

species-specific information from 2012 to 2014. 45 

 46 

KEN STUMP:  In terms of value, it looks like most of the value 47 

of the fishery is captured by the first twenty or so species, 48 
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about half. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is snappers and so how many in that 3 

group?  It might be three or four or five. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the new data.  This is the one 6 

that’s broken down by species and in terms of the value, about 7 

80 percent or 75 percent is five species. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But somewhere it was saying “snappers” in 10 

the first one. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the wrong dataset.  It’s 2000 13 

to 2014. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They aren’t selling for very much. 16 

 17 

KEN STUMP:  I know the St. Thomas/St. John advisory panel made a 18 

motion to automatically include their top seven species based on 19 

landings, which they said were reflective of their top target 20 

species and so I can’t really see the list of those species, but 21 

I’m assuming those are corresponding to that. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was St. Croix and not St. Thomas.   24 

 25 

KEN STUMP:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From the whole dataset or from the 28 

recent? 29 

 30 

KEN STUMP:  Whatever Bill had for us.  I think it was the 31 

landings data you all had in November. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Are we ready to move on to St. Croix or are we 34 

still looking? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We can move on, please. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and moving on, St. Croix is the same 39 

layout here, landings and value.  In St. Croix, the data began 40 

in 1998, the species group specific data.  We’ve got an extra 41 

couple of years compared to St. Thomas. 42 

 43 

This is more species-specific data from 2012 to 2014.   44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, is there any validation of the 46 

parrotfish species from the port agents? 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  What do you mean by validation?   1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The parrotfish are differentiated by 3 

species. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But before they were just parrotfish, 8 

right? 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Before they were just parrotfish and there were 11 

snappers and groupers and parrotfish.  The only things that I 12 

can recall, off the top of my head, that were species specific 13 

prior to July of 2011 were spiny lobster and conch.  I don’t 14 

know, but does whelk include a variety of other snails or is 15 

that a specific -- 16 

 17 

JOE KIMMEL:  That is specific. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Those would have been -- The invertebrates 20 

would have been the only species-specific records, I believe.  21 

There may have been one or two fish. 22 

 23 

KEN STUMP:  Do you guys have stoplight parrotfish separately? 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They were up there in the previous one. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can we go back one, please? 28 

 29 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes and there is some species-specific 30 

information here, remember, because this includes 2012 and 2014.  31 

This is just the whole time series of at least reporting as a 32 

species group, but it does include like stoplight parrotfish.  I 33 

mean it does include species-specific stuff, because it includes 34 

July 2011 forward.  Should I move back to the next table or just 35 

move ahead? 36 

 37 

KEN STUMP:  Are the reporting forms the same in St. Croix as for 38 

St. Thomas/St. John? 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No.  There is a single reporting form in St. 41 

Croix and so the major difference would be that the number of 42 

species listed under trap is more extensive, I believe, in St. 43 

Croix than in St. Thomas. 44 

 45 

Now, there are separate sections on the form for the different 46 

types of gear and under each of those sections, there will be a 47 

different species list.  That was arrived at through discussions 48 
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with the territorial folks and the fishermen, to come up with a 1 

reasonable list, a reasonable and appropriate list, depending 2 

upon each gear. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, can you put the recent data up? 5 

 6 

KEN STUMP:  I guess it begs the question of whether the federal 7 

government was included in that discussion and just in terms of 8 

adequacy of data for use in management in the council process. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There were Science Center staff that were 11 

involved in putting that together, but the other thing to 12 

remember is this is territorial data and this is not NOAA data.  13 

We don’t collect these data.  It is given to us by the 14 

territories. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the discussions that we had 17 

regarding the species to be included, the main issue was to 18 

actually get some species-specific data and HMS was involved and 19 

the Science Center and I don’t remember if Joe was at any of 20 

these meetings. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Absolutely right.  There were a lot of people 23 

involved, a lot of different groups involved.  There was 24 

certainly interest, from the Science Center point of view, in 25 

getting data that would be more informative. 26 

 27 

In addition to getting species-specific data, we began to 28 

collect, at the same time on these new forms, more spatially-29 

explicit information.  In Puerto Rico, for example, we had, 30 

prior to 2012, just where the fish were landed and now we are 31 

collecting data on where the fish actually occurred. 32 

 33 

In the Virgin Islands, there were very broad fishing zones and 34 

now those are much more discreet and so, for example, in 2010, 35 

it was unclear whether or not -- Fishing may have gone on in say 36 

the southeast of St. Thomas, but it was unclear whether that was 37 

a hundred meters offshore or twenty kilometers, but with the new 38 

fishing zones, fishing areas, we have a much better idea of 39 

where the fishing actually happened and so there were big 40 

improvements by moving to these new reporting forms. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I will move on, unless anybody wants to keep 45 

looking at that.  Again, the same data just shown as a picture 46 

and this is all years, 1998 through 2014.  Landings in pounds 47 

are above and the value is below. 48 
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 1 

KEN STUMP:  I have another question.  Kevin, is it possible to 2 

break this out to territorial waters compared to federal waters 3 

and where catch occurred? 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have got that.  That is later in the show, 6 

but I do have that, yes. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was a three-page letter request. 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is a lot to go.  The first and most basic 11 

request was this kind of information, but that -- I agree with 12 

you that the topic that seems to be on the table, the important 13 

question is inside or outside territorial waters and I’ve got 14 

several figures that we can look at that break the landings down 15 

that way. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Ken, remember that when the SSC has 18 

been discussing this, one of the issues had to do with the 19 

thresholds and the changes in the form and so I think the letter 20 

was written as we had left things at the last meeting, but he 21 

has it all. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the species-specific data from 2012 to 24 

2014 and when thinking of thresholds, unfortunately this is sort 25 

of a gradual diminishment in landings and it drops off fairly 26 

quickly after the first couple of species and then it just is a 27 

slow decline in terms of landings.  Should I stay here or move 28 

on to Puerto Rico? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Move on. 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  It’s the same kind of thing.  In Puerto 33 

Rico, the data go back to 1983.  The terminal year here is 2013.  34 

In Puerto Rico, these are expanded landings to try and make a 35 

correction for underreporting and in -- Each year is meant to 36 

have its own unique expansion factor by coast. 37 

 38 

In this case, I put these data together before we received the 39 

newly calculated expansion factors for 2013 and so 2013 is -- 40 

It’s all summed together here, but in 2013, I used the 2012 41 

expansion factors.  In any case, it’s mean landings, again, on 42 

the left and the value on the right. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Kevin, bony fishes is -- Is that an 45 

unidentified fish group? 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Could you repeat that? 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The bony fishes, do you have any idea what 2 

its composition is?  Can it be trash fish or bycatch or 3 

whatever? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It would be a mix.  It wouldn’t be a high-6 

value thing, because that would be identified, but it could be 7 

grunts or whatever. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  First or second class. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But it’s not snapper and grouper and this 12 

kind of thing?  It’s the other bony fish that wouldn’t be 13 

identified, but presumably it’s not any commercially-important, 14 

top-priority fish. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Also, probably the farther -- I mean this is 17 

going all the way -- The request was for the entire time series 18 

and so I suspect there is more things being landed as bony fish 19 

maybe back in the 1980s than you might have in more recent years 20 

and so this could be a relic and certainly I have got the data 21 

by year, but my guess would be that a lot of this is going -- 22 

It’s from earlier in the time series rather than later and what 23 

that species composition is, you all can probably make a much 24 

better guess than I can, but I think that’s what it would be, is 25 

an educated guess. 26 

 27 

You’re right that it’s still pretty high up here in terms of 28 

total value, but I think that’s just because of the volume, the 29 

overall number of pounds. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From the older data, anything that was 32 

like first class or second class fish, everything would be put 33 

into that category, because you don’t have a first class or a 34 

second class category anymore, right? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t think that shows up on the new form.  37 

There aren’t these same -- They could write it in that way, but 38 

there’s not that same kind of catchall categories, I don’t 39 

believe, anymore. 40 

 41 

Now, people still do report things say as grouper or snapper and 42 

don’t break it down to species, but that’s less of a problem, 43 

but it’s still an option to report it that way, but I think the 44 

numbers are not particularly high, although I think maybe 45 

parrotfish is still a species group.   46 

 47 

There may be a few, one or two, species listed under that on the 48 
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form, but in Puerto Rico, throughout this 1983 forward, there 1 

was much more detail in terms of the species-specific reporting.  2 

Where there was less detail was in where the fishing occurred. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only place where there is 5 

parrotfish species-specific information is in St. Croix and just 6 

one or two for Puerto Rico. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think that the number of species of 9 

parrotfish on the St. Croix form is much more extensive than say 10 

on the St. Thomas form.  There are a couple of species listed in 11 

St. Thomas, but there are several more listed in St. Croix.  12 

Again, that I think came out during discussions with the various 13 

groups and that seemed to make the most sense.  Again, it’s the 14 

same sort of pictures with landings on top and value of the 15 

landings below.   16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, a quick question for you in regards to all 18 

of these landings.  For Puerto Rico, it’s expanded using the 19 

spatially-explicit expansion factors? 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, yes.  When those came online -- Spatially 22 

explicit meaning north, south, east and west.  I can’t remember 23 

and Graciela will know off the top of her head, I’m sure, but 24 

those came in like mid-2000s and prior to that, it was a single 25 

island-wide expansion factor and so yes, when they were 26 

available, they were used. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That’s it for the landings.  Any other 31 

questions or are we ready to move on to the next thing? 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, did you have just recent year landings for 34 

Puerto Rico or did I miss that? 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No and I mean I can put that together, but I 37 

didn’t for this. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In recent years, for -- Bill, what 40 

years were you requesting? 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would like years equivalent to those we had for 43 

St. Thomas and St. Croix.  That will get rid of those bony fish 44 

and some of those other categories. 45 

 46 

WALTER KEITHLY:  All but 2013 you have on the Excel spreadsheet. 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  I guess I have a question.  From what I 1 

understand, these expansion factors are not very well understood 2 

and not very well documented and the Southeast Fisheries Science 3 

Center is basically trying to evaluate the landings and so I 4 

sort of wonder what happens if the results of an upcoming study 5 

say these expansion factors are inaccurate.  Then everything 6 

changes and then what happens? 7 

 8 

I sort of think it’s going to be a problem if we say, okay, 9 

we’re taking all the species for which the landings are 50,000 10 

pounds and then a year down the road we find out that, oh, all 11 

our information was wrong and it has to be redone and we’ve got 12 

to change everything and I think it’s going to cause chaos and 13 

loss of credibility. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I agree. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we should be doing it either on a 18 

cumulative percent or just a top ten or something like that and 19 

let the chips fall.  If you go by actual values, then yes, 20 

you’re going to run into problems about how they are calculated, 21 

although Steve Turner will argue vehemently that the conversion 22 

factors are tight in terms of how they do that.  They are not 23 

tight in the sense that he knows if there is a lot of 24 

variability around it, but he will say that they are done well 25 

in that regard. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The issue is that the government of 28 

Puerto Rico, who is turning over the data to the Science Center, 29 

is turning it over with the correction factors.  Compare it to 30 

the USVI, where they have said they don’t want to include any 31 

correction factors and Puerto Rico is saying here is the 32 

reported landings and here are our correction factors to go with 33 

those landings and that would be the total landings for Puerto 34 

Rico. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I get your concern, John, but I’m not sure it’s 37 

going to be an issue.  I think in a worst-case scenario -- Let’s 38 

say that the north expansion factor is completely overestimated, 39 

because there are some years in there where you’re multiplying 40 

by a thousand or something like that for some of those regions. 41 

 42 

If that changes, those numbers may come down significantly for 43 

that one year, but hopefully you have the whole species 44 

assemblage across the island being represented and the ranking 45 

may not change dramatically and so I think that the ranking -- 46 

What we’re going to pick for an absolute value here is going to 47 

be a -- What you’re looking for in an absolute value is kind of 48 
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a cumulative percent ranking point of these versus the absolute 1 

estimate itself. 2 

 3 

Hopefully those expansions and modifications to that expansion 4 

are going to affect one region or another and shift the whole 5 

scale.  Now, John is probably sitting in his seat right now and 6 

going, yes, but, they’re fishing only certain species on one 7 

coast versus another and so it may end up flipping it, but I’m 8 

not sure I see it being that important, but I think it’s 9 

important to note that with changes those numbers we’re looking 10 

at now could change, but I’m not sure that needs to stop us. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  All I was saying is never put off until tomorrow 13 

what you can worry about today. 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, do you have a comment on that? 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Well, the thing to remember is what -- What I 18 

think I understand about these expansion factors is, one, it’s -19 

- Effectively you’ve got five and there is really four.  There 20 

is an inland one, which is sort of like the bony fish.  It’s a 21 

catchall.  If we don’t know where something was reported from, 22 

we give it sort of the island-wide expansion factor, but that’s 23 

relatively a small amount of fish. 24 

 25 

So you’ve got a north, south, east, and west.  Within say the 26 

north, a single expansion factor is applied to every species.  27 

These expansion factors aren’t species-specific and so I think 28 

where you could run into trouble, potentially, is -- The point 29 

being if they’re wrong, they’re wrong for everything and so the 30 

relative amounts one would assume you would be okay, the 31 

rankings, but if you’ve got a species that’s primarily caught in 32 

the west and for a couple of years the west is really wrong, you 33 

could change your ranking for the entire island.  Where those 34 

western species fall could be really out of whack for some 35 

years. 36 

 37 

Conversely, it could -- It could be way high or it could be way 38 

low and so I think that that’s a potential problem and one of 39 

the other questions on the list that I received in the data 40 

request was to get at this expansion factor issue.  41 

Unfortunately, most of those raw data are no longer available. 42 

 43 

I know what all the expansion factors are by year and by coast, 44 

but look at the raw data and go back and say, okay, that’s how 45 

you got there or, hey, there’s a problem with this correction 46 

factor or expansion factor and here’s why, I can’t do that, 47 

because the raw data aren’t around. 48 
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 1 

The most recent years, 2013, 2012, 2011, I can put my hands on 2 

those, but going back in time and looking at anything odd 3 

looking over the time series, all we’ve got are the actual 4 

expansion factors and not the numbers that went into the 5 

calculation of those expansion factors.  If something is strange 6 

on one coast and affects the ranking over the entire island, we 7 

just have the answer and we don’t know how we got there. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  Kevin, can we move on, please? 10 

 11 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Is the silence just a collective sigh of 12 

resignation or --  13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s a vote on moving on. 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  So landings by jurisdiction, again it 17 

was the commercial logbook data and we’ll start with St. 18 

Thomas/St. John again, 2000 to 2014.  We don’t have the 19 

expansion factor issue in the Virgin Islands, because the 20 

landings are assumed to be fully reported, but that is something 21 

we are very interested in investigating and have started down 22 

that path and so we’ll see. 23 

 24 

What we’ve now got, beginning in July of 2011, as I mentioned 25 

earlier, are the smaller fishing areas that the fishermen meant 26 

to report.  Prior to that, there were much larger areas and it 27 

was unclear whether they were fishing near shore or way 28 

offshore.  We just knew that it was southeast of St. Croix, for 29 

example. 30 

 31 

They were reporting distance from shore.  In the Virgin Islands, 32 

it was inside or outside of three miles, which is the 33 

territorial limit.  Well, they reported it sometimes anyway and 34 

they were meant to report it throughout this period of 2000 to 35 

2014 in St. Thomas. 36 

 37 

This is what you get when you look at the landings by 38 

jurisdiction.  This is for the period where we’re getting the 39 

more detailed area fished.  Unfortunately, what you see is a 40 

whole bunch of unknown.   That’s the red bar and within the EEZ 41 

is blue and within the Virgin Islands territorial waters is 42 

green. 43 

 44 

The unknown means they are either not reporting anything or 45 

they’re reporting under the old system, where we know they’re 46 

northwest of the island.  I dropped the unknowns so we can 47 

actually see something here, but note the scale on the left.  48 
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The order of magnitude has changed and so we’ve got a very small 1 

portion of the total landings where we know what jurisdiction 2 

they were fishing in and so keep that in mind as you look at 3 

this. 4 

 5 

The EEZ is blue and territorial waters in St. Thomas/St. John 6 

are green and I can switch back to the other one that’s got the 7 

unknown location if you like, but let me know when you want to 8 

move on and see something else or have a question. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Basically the tunas are the only ones 11 

coming from the EEZ. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right, but you’ve got -- I mean I’m just 14 

looking at spiny lobster and you’ve got a not insignificant 15 

proportion that are coming from the EEZ.  It all depends on 16 

where you want to make your cutoff. 17 

 18 

Again, spiny lobster, say 26,000 or 27,000 pounds here, but when 19 

you throw in the unknowns, you are at a quarter of a million and 20 

so the scale is very different for where they say they were 21 

fishing. 22 

 23 

TYLER SMITH:  I am going to say by my observations that that 24 

might even be flipped and that a lot of the fishing is going on 25 

in the exclusive economic zone in St. Thomas/St. John.  Probably 26 

even more than in territorial waters.  I mean just counting trap 27 

buoys on our way out is just -- 28 

 29 

JOE KIMMEL:  Kevin, you said that this is a full report of 30 

Virgin Islands? 31 

 32 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, this is St. Thomas and these are the 33 

landings for reports that indicated where they were fishing as 34 

to jurisdiction.  The more full reporting would be this one, 35 

where the vast majority of it we don’t know what jurisdiction 36 

they were fishing in and it’s only for July of 2011 to December 37 

of 2014.  The little asterisk there is just to remind me that 38 

the 2014 data, particularly the last quarter of 2014, is likely 39 

incomplete.  We’ve got maybe three or three-and-a-half years of 40 

data here. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  I recognize that there’s a lot of unknown 43 

information, unknown landings stuff here, but this is the first 44 

table I’ve seen where we’ve actually been able to separate 45 

species caught in the EEZ versus territorial waters.  I think 46 

this a valuable thing. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This we can entirely chalk up to the improved 1 

data reporting form. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, do you have this same data in a tabular 4 

format with like side-by-side percentages? 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t, because I put this together on a plane 7 

yesterday, but I can do that pretty easily.  I mean it’s all in 8 

an Excel file and, in fact, I can probably -- This is all non-9 

confidential data and so I can send you the Excel file.  Well, I 10 

mean you could have the confidential data, but I could send the 11 

SSC the file. 12 

 13 

JOE KIMMEL:  Let me ask a question.  I presume it’s not safe to 14 

assume that proportions in the known versus the unknown -- You 15 

can’t use a proportion between the EEZ and the state in the 16 

unknown landings, right?  I mean you can’t just assume that -- 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No and, in fact, what I was going to 19 

ask is that it says that the data, the catch reports, now 20 

include the squares, the two-by-two-mile squares or something 21 

like that, where they actually have to report where that 22 

information is coming from? 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes and that’s where this -- What I have done 25 

is to say what are all the squares that are in the EEZ and what 26 

are all the squares that are in St. Thomas territorial waters 27 

and that’s how I came up with this EEZ/USVI. 28 

 29 

VANCE VICENTE:  I am appalled at this stage of the game, in 30 

2014, that we don’t know where the fishermen are fishing in the 31 

Virgin Islands?  This is, for me, extremely frustrating. 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think most of this red, most of this unknown, 34 

is because they are still reporting under the old system.  They 35 

are still recording it as northeast or southwest or that sort of 36 

thing.   37 

 38 

When they report under the old system, we don’t know where in 39 

that big chunk of ocean they were actually fishing, whereas now, 40 

if they report under the new system, which is the blue and the 41 

green here, or this graph, they are reporting within two-and-a-42 

half-by-two-and-a-half-mile squares.  I can determine EEZ or 43 

USVI pretty readily. 44 

 45 

The problem here is the majority of the guys are not yet 46 

reporting in that level of detail and they were using the old 47 

system or maybe they are not reporting at all the area.  Yes, it 48 
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is frustrating, but this is the first time we’ve looked at these 1 

data in this way and so we can share it with the staff down in 2 

the Virgin Islands and maybe we can come up with a solution. 3 

 4 

VANCE VICENTE:  Is there any way that you can go back to that 5 

data, back to the fishermen that were reporting that data, and 6 

try to see if we can pull out some information to be able to 7 

clear where they hell they were fishing? 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is one other piece of information and 10 

it’s on this next one here, which the other thing that they 11 

report -- They have reported it through the whole period and so 12 

I think this includes -- I didn’t put the years on here, but I 13 

think this is data from 2000 to 2014 and they report distance 14 

from shore, which is another way of getting at EEZ, although 15 

here I reversed the colors and I apologize for that. 16 

 17 

In this case, the blue is within territorial waters and the 18 

green is in the EEZ and red is still unreported and they are a 19 

little better at reporting distance from shore and so if 20 

distance from shore really means how far in a direct line from 21 

the beach you were fishing offshore rather than how far parallel 22 

to shore you ran the boat before you started fishing, and there 23 

is some debate there, then we can get at jurisdiction. 24 

 25 

I can perhaps take this information, how far offshore, and 26 

combine it with this and maybe clean up this red unknown, but I 27 

need to talk to the folks down to -- To Tom and to others down 28 

in the territories and get a handle on what are the guys really 29 

reporting when they’re reporting distance from shore. 30 

 31 

I think Todd, a few years ago, looked at this and you know it 32 

was unclear -- Correct me if I’m wrong, Todd, but it was unclear 33 

in some cases whether they were talking a direct line offshore 34 

or whether they were talking about how far they drove the boat 35 

before they started fishing.  They may have driven it five 36 

miles, but they may have ended up a half a mile off the beach 37 

just down the island.  Am I remembering that correctly?  38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, you are and this -- Just so everyone is 40 

clear, this information here, the distance from shore, has been 41 

available and so this is not part of the old reporting form and 42 

so when we had these questions put in front of us previously, 43 

this is the exact information that we looked at. 44 

 45 

Kevin described it right.  There is some debate of when you 46 

start filtering out the distance from shore values, you end up 47 

with values that take -- For St. Croix, for example, that take 48 
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you well off the shelf in places, because fishermen are 1 

reporting their run time, their distance from port, as opposed 2 

to their distance from shore. 3 

 4 

When we visited this years ago for the first look, there was 5 

enough uncertainty those values were being given not as 6 

perpendicular to the shoreline that we didn’t at that time feel 7 

that we could use it. 8 

 9 

Some of those outliers really just raised the red flag, but I 10 

think what Kevin is suggesting now is that you have a secondary 11 

source of information now that you can look at, taking the 12 

distance from shore in the same years that you have the actual 13 

grid cells for fishing and you can look at those and see if they 14 

have completely different signals, but if they have similar 15 

signals in them, you could then potentially use that to 16 

disentangle this unknown pattern. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  This one has the majority of lobster caught in 19 

state waters and the next one, I think, showed it being from the 20 

EEZ. 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right and so if we clear out all that red 23 

unknown stuff, you’ve got three times as many lobster in 24 

territorial waters.  Now, from distance offshore and, again, I 25 

apologize the colors are reversed here, but blue in this case 26 

are Virgin Island territorial waters and so you’re exactly right 27 

that we get an opposite signal.  I am looking at the wrong 28 

thing, but the message is the same. 29 

 30 

Spiny lobster, a minority here are in territorial waters as 31 

opposed to this one, which, again, the colors are reversed, but 32 

the majority is territorial waters, the large majority.  We are 33 

getting conflicting signals and it could be this notion of 34 

reporting running distance rather than distance offshore. 35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, that’s consistent with our earlier 37 

conclusions that that value is going to generally be an 38 

overestimate of the perpendicular and so the reported distance 39 

from shore is generally always going to be higher than what we 40 

want as a perpendicular. 41 

 42 

Therefore, when you use that three-mile cutoff, you would expect 43 

more to bleed over and I’m surprised it’s as strong as that.  I 44 

would say the distance from shore -- They have looked at this 45 

since, but my conclusion was that it wasn’t really worth -- It 46 

didn’t have the information content to really separate it out. 47 

 48 
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TYLER SMITH:  While do you think filefish all of a sudden become 1 

number three in this graph? 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 4 

recording.) 5 

 6 

TYLER SMITH:  Where are they ranked in the previous graph? 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you go back, please? 9 

 10 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Remember we are looking at two very different 11 

things here.  This is a small minority of the fishermen who were 12 

reporting these very specific fishing areas and this one just 13 

has everybody who reported or in this case didn’t -- This was 14 

everybody who put in a logbook, whether or not they reported 15 

distance offshore.  It’s a little apples and oranges. 16 

 17 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s clearly different here. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This also includes -- You’re exactly right and 20 

even more to the point, I suppose.  This goes 2000 to 2014 and 21 

this is July of 2011 forward.  It’s a very different dataset. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, not that I am questioning your wonderful 24 

plane skills, wherever you were coming from, but is it possible 25 

that the labels and not just the colors are switched on that, 26 

but that you actually have the columns reversed? 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, it could be and I was just thinking that.   29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Give that a quick glance, just because -- It 31 

doesn’t surprise me the distance from shore is a different 32 

pattern, but if that was the case, we would be much closer on 33 

the table. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other thing, Kevin, is the grids 36 

are 2.5 minutes rather than miles. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  They are minutes and not miles?  Okay.  In that 39 

part of the world, it’s probably miles.  If we were in the 40 

Artic, things might be a little stretched out in one direction. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Anyhow, one thing that this shows for 43 

sure is that we’ve been collecting new data since 2011 and this 44 

is the first time that we’re taking a look at these data and so 45 

it’s a good time to go back not only to the DPNR, but actually, 46 

this would be a good exercise for the DAP for St. Thomas and for 47 

each of them to look at the data that they’ve been providing and 48 
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what it tells us about what they are doing. 1 

 2 

If there is any corrections to be made, they should be made now 3 

rather than later and if it’s not working, then we need to 4 

change it, because if it’s not getting us to the point where we 5 

can tell the fisheries and where they are coming from and where 6 

the fish are harvested from, then we have to go back to the 7 

planning board. 8 

 9 

TYLER SMITH:  Kevin, you said for the one that was reported with 10 

distance from shore that that’s -- 11 

 12 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Which one? 13 

 14 

TYLER SMITH:  Distance from shore.  That that is a subset of the 15 

total data or every -- 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This one would be with the -- This is a subset 18 

of the distance from shore, but -- 19 

 20 

TYLER SMITH:  600,000 pounds of filefish were caught? 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  From 2000 until 2014. 23 

 24 

TYLER SMITH:  Still, I just -- 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  This is actually the larger dataset. 27 

 28 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the larger dataset. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The subset I think you’re referring to represents 31 

the ones that have those grids and so that’s only the last three 32 

years and so actually you would expect more from this than that 33 

subset. 34 

 35 

TYLER SMITH:  I am just surprised and you’re talking to a coral 36 

reef ecologist and not a fisheries person, but I am just 37 

surprised that filefish is that high in the dataset and so I am 38 

just wondering. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s depends on what species, in 41 

particular, of filefish.  It could be a small one or -- 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, was the data between 2000 and 44 

2010 reported for filefish or -- 45 

 46 

TYLER SMITH:  Trunkfish could be in there. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or cowfish. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Cowfish is a boxfish. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I know that, but there’s a scrawled 5 

cowfish under the scrawled filefish and I wonder if they got 6 

them wrong. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The scrawled filefish is Aluterus and that 9 

one is another strange fish.  I mean you cannot reach that 10 

poundage. 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I know you’ve said this, but just give me the 13 

broader context.  I’m getting lost in some of the weeds here, 14 

but with this, we are looking at separating out a percentage of 15 

species that are EEZ and territorial. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  Ideally, you would just identify those species 18 

that are predominantly caught in state waters. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay and this is exactly where I’m going with 21 

this.  Mechanistically, what is predominantly? 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s up to you guys to decide.  We’re not 24 

asking, but you can make a recommendation. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay and then that’s going to end up being one of 27 

the criteria. 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  It will be one of the alternatives within that 30 

criteria that will be considered.  The full suite of 31 

alternatives would include pretty much the range. 32 

 33 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay and so from this, we are really kind of 34 

looking at ones that have a peak for EEZ greater than the 35 

territories. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  That depends on how you want to do it, but yes.  38 

That would be a perfectly legitimate way to look at this, Todd, 39 

is if they are caught more in federal waters, 51 percent versus 40 

49 percent, then -- 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Trying to whittle through the uncertainty of some 43 

of these, is there a way of us looking at this and saying, you 44 

know what, in the end, this isn’t going to matter? 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and if you set that really low and said, look, 47 

unless it’s 90 percent or more in state waters, we are going to 48 
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consider it to be in the domain of federal consideration. 1 

 2 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay and so that’s exactly where I’m going with 3 

this.  Are there certain -- Like if we had to take off -- Are 4 

there ones that are obvious, to put us all on the same page?  5 

The ones that are obviously only going to be caught -- Like 6 

snook.  7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Snook, that was a great example and there’s one 11 

that we know is not going to be there. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sardines, for example, are probably -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We may be able to take a look at a list and use 16 

this as auxiliary information and go through all the list and 17 

say, yes, we’ve got mahi and the spiny lobster, I think.  18 

There’s a whole lot of them that are being harvested in the EEZ 19 

and I don’t think we want to take those off, even though you 20 

might have a majority of them coming from -- 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  But, as you said, it doesn’t have to be a 23 

majority. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We may be able to go through the list relatively 26 

quickly, if that’s what we wanted to do, and say, okay, we have 27 

these ten in here that we’re arguing about and we can skip off 28 

and let’s take that to the DAP or whoever and have them weigh 29 

in.  I don’t want us to get caught up in some of the questions 30 

as to how some of these values are calculated. 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, because you’re not going to change it.  The 33 

alternative is expert opinion.  It’s not necessarily going to be 34 

any more extensive. 35 

 36 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Bill, have they yet written the objectives for 37 

these management plans? 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  No. 40 

 41 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Shouldn’t the species included, to some extent, 42 

but to get to the objectives of the plan? 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  My argument is the objectives should reflect the 45 

species being considered for management.   46 

 47 

WALTER KEITHLY:  No, I would say it’s the other way around.  Why 48 



71 

 

 

would we, for example, include pelagics if the objective is to 1 

protect species and they go throughout the Caribbean or 2 

something? 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay.  Fine.  The overriding objectives are 5 

defined by Magnuson-Stevens and those National Standards.  Here 6 

are your management objectives and this is how you choose 7 

species for management.  You are not going to come up with a new 8 

list of objectives for management that go outside of those 9 

Magnuson-Stevens -- 10 

 11 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand that they’re guidelines and there 12 

are very specific objectives. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  But you understand what I’m saying? 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand what you’re saying. 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  Here is how you choose species for management and 19 

here is our NS-7 criteria.  Are they important to the nation or 20 

the region’s economy?  Are they in need of management?  Are they 21 

in a competitive situation between sectors or whatever those key 22 

NS-7 criteria are?  That’s what guides you to choose species for 23 

management. 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  It’s important to the nation and -- 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  We have them on that -- 28 

 29 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Tuna, for example, go all over the place and is 30 

that important to the nation? 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  Or the regional economy.  It doesn’t have to just 33 

be the nation.  That’s what it says right in the NS-7 34 

guidelines. 35 

 36 

KEN STUMP:  You’re ignoring the NS-1 guidelines, for one, which 37 

also have other criteria, and NS-3. 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  I wouldn’t say we are ignoring them, Ken. 40 

 41 

KEN STUMP:  You don’t ever even mention them. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s go back to the beginning of 44 

this.  One of the issues that the council had is the fact that 45 

they had all this many species that are part of the commercial 46 

catch this year and people are calling in basically to describe 47 

the fisheries for each island and so the idea is to go to all 48 



72 

 

 

the data that we have and get rid of anything that you don’t 1 

think the council should be managing and revise what we’ve done 2 

so far. 3 

 4 

That means that people have been requesting pelagics be included 5 

for whatever reason, an allocation issue, for example, and 6 

specifically for dolphin in Puerto Rico.  The recreational are 7 

harvesting too much and selling it, which is mostly a problem of 8 

the state waters, but it happens that the dolphinfish is in the 9 

EEZ in most cases. 10 

 11 

It is a migratory species, but there is a fishery management 12 

plan for dolphin, or there was at some point, and whether it end 13 

up being managed or not, that is down the road, but I think that 14 

we need to look at all the species and all the information 15 

that’s available. 16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  We are doing that and I’ve been looking at this 18 

graph and looking at filefish, for example.  Filefish don’t 19 

school and they go to the reef environment and one of them is 20 

swimming kind of slowly and especially -- They don’t aggregate 21 

and I can’t believe that so many filefish have been caught. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s why I asked Kevin if the 24 

filefish were included, just the family, the way that they were 25 

in the data way back then. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  There’s a good chance that’s triggerfish and 28 

filefish. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Filefish will go into traps.  They go into 31 

traps and the amount of filefish that you get in traps is 32 

disproportionate relative to their abundance in the environment.  33 

If there is three filefish in a three-mile area and you bait the 34 

trap, they will go in the trap and go in. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, do you know if the dataset uses 37 

the bycatch data for 2006? 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you repeat that? 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you remember the bycatch study of 42 

2006?   43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t remember the data, but I remember that 45 

it happened.  What’s the question? 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If this dataset includes the bycatch 48 
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data that was collected in 2006, because that would really --  1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, these data we are looking at here, there is 3 

none of that.  This is strictly logbook and this is strictly 4 

landed.  We can talk about the discard issue later, but this 5 

doesn’t include any of that. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So filefish could be filefish and 8 

triggerfish. 9 

 10 

TYLER SMITH:  My only reason -- When I look at a dataset, I look 11 

for weirdness and that was weird and so I was just saying if 12 

it’s triggerfish, then -- I won’t belabor it. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They have triggerfish later on.  Do you see 15 

that? 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Remember this includes different kinds of 18 

reporting.  This is 2000 to 2014 and so we’ve got fifteen years 19 

of data and beginning in July of 2011, things became more 20 

species specific.  When you see things that look like 21 

repetition, it could be that it’s a new reporting mode or a new 22 

reporting category. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So filefish are triggerfish. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I would have gone with species codes, but I 27 

didn’t think any of us could translate that on the fly and so I 28 

stuck with the common names that are in the dataset. 29 

 30 

Todd, I did take a look at this and it does appear that all I 31 

did was screw up the color and I think that it is an artifact of 32 

the way they’re reporting.  They’re reporting how far they drove 33 

the boat and not how far offshore they ended up, in some cases.  34 

I’m sure some of these are reported as we intended, but others I 35 

suspect are not. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, can you go back one?  Can you turn that 38 

plot into a table with state, federal, unknown percentages for 39 

each species?  That probably would be the better one, although 40 

really the next one is probably the one that could be applied.  41 

Yes, those data.  If any data are going to be applied to this 42 

question, those are the data that can be applied right there. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In my mind, this is your dataset. 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and I would like to see that in tabular form 47 

with state percent and federal percent as columns, along with 48 
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the species composition. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Do you want to see it right now? 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes.  While we go to the bathroom. 5 

 6 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’ve got it.  I’ve got it.  I’ve just go to 7 

find it. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s take a quick break. 10 

 11 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again.  What is this data 14 

of? 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is St. Thomas/St. John percentage 17 

distribution by EEZ, unknown, and state waters. 18 

 19 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Bill, is this what you were looking for? 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, it is, Kevin, particularly the far right two 22 

columns. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is percentage ignoring the unknown ones 25 

and so of the ones where we know the jurisdiction -- In that 26 

first one, spiny lobster, twenty-one-and-a-half percent is EEZ 27 

and seventy-eight-and-a-half in the Virgin Islands territorial 28 

waters of St. Thomas/St. John. 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, can you do it percent USVI, top high to 31 

low? 32 

 33 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Can you say that again? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  Can you sort it by USVI percent from high to low? 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can you make it larger, please?   40 

 41 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Like that? 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, that’s perfect.   44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  King mackerel?  Little tunny? 46 

 47 

JOE KIMMEL:  That doesn’t seem like that makes sense. 48 



75 

 

 

 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s your data. 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  But look at the numbers.  400 pounds and 173 4 

pounds.  All of the landings are unknown and so don’t forget 5 

magnitude as well and so 100 percent of 400 pounds, why not?  6 

All of this might have been the EEZ and they just didn’t 7 

indicate it. 8 

 9 

KEN STUMP:  I think Roy Pemberton referred to that last week in 10 

saying that there are some areas of the USVI territorial waters 11 

that are quite deep.  It’s not large areas, but there is some 12 

fishing in those areas and that probably would account for that 13 

small amount of king mackerel. 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  Regardless, there is your data and whether it’s 16 

useful or not, that’s it. 17 

 18 

TYLER SMITH:  I think we could come up with the fact that whelks 19 

are intertidal and they only are going to exist around the 20 

islands and islands are either territorial or they’re in 21 

federally-protected areas and data or not, you can kind of just 22 

write it off. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this St. Thomas or St. Croix? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s St. Thomas/St. John.  This is 27 

2000 to 2014. 28 

 29 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought it was 2011 to 2014. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It includes everything from -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s 2011. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that one is 2000 to 2014 and so 36 

change the title of the Excel file. 37 

 38 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Is this one using the -- 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s minutes, yes.  I stand corrected, 41 

but it’s not the title on the Excel file. 42 

 43 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  It’s not the title of my Excel file because 44 

this is a subset of all the data that are in this file. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay. 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  At the other end of the spectrum, we’ve got a 1 

bunch of stuff that we don’t know where they from, because they 2 

just reported it as unknown.  Then there’s a few, again with 3 

small landings, where we know where the fishing occurred that 4 

are primarily EEZ.   5 

 6 

Again, it’s the same argument in reverse.  It’s 615 pounds out 7 

of 9,000 and that may all have occurred -- All that 9,000 may 8 

have occurred in territorial waters and I don’t know.  As Bill 9 

said, these are the data that most directly get at your 10 

question.  I could put together similar tables.  I have got the 11 

figures, but I can put together similar tables for the other 12 

islands. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Will they be equally useless, Kevin? 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I don’t know.  I mean this is what we’ve got.  17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the problem.  Have we invested 19 

so much effort into changing the data that we won’t be able -- 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  (The comment is not audible on the 22 

recording.) 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because that was part of the changing 25 

the format so that they would be telling us where they were 26 

actually harvesting. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Remember that dataset goes until 2014 and so 29 

-- 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But this is all the recent data.  It 32 

was changed in 2010 and so this is the first time that we’re 33 

looking at the data to see what we’re getting out of the 34 

information.  There is something wrong with the -- Therefore, we 35 

have to go back to the fishers and tell them.  Because four more 36 

years down the road, we’re going to be in the same place and not 37 

knowing. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If it’s state or territorial or I mean state 40 

or EEZ. 41 

 42 

TYLER SMITH:  Are they just not filling out the grids? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I mean having this, this is a good 45 

time for the Science Center and the DPNR and the DAP probably, 46 

or fisheries in general, to get together and see that there is 47 

something wrong with the way the data is being reported. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  A lot of this is still being reported under the 2 

old area designations, which don’t tell you anything about 3 

jurisdiction.  They just tell you points on the compass relative 4 

to the center of the island, essentially. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So they are being reported by St. 7 

Thomas north and St. John south, et cetera? 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, much of this unknown -- Now, some of it is 10 

probably just not reported at all, but some of it they are still 11 

using the old area designations and so it’s a -- Again, this is 12 

the first time we’ve looked at this data and so it’s a 13 

conversation that we need to have with Tom, at least for the St. 14 

Thomas and the St. Croix stuff. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Kevin, off the top of your head, what percentage 17 

of the records do you think have the grid cells filled out?  18 

What percentage of the last couple of years do we have 19 

information? 20 

 21 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  You know I’m not -- 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just ballpark. 24 

 25 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  These are the percentages or these are the 26 

numbers that are useful, right?  It’s 256 pounds and 3,700 27 

pounds.  Whether or not -- If the question is how much of this 28 

93,000 is not filled out at all versus using the old system, I 29 

don’t know the answer to that.  I don’t know how many are just 30 

not reporting anything at all.  I don’t have a good feel for 31 

that.  It wouldn’t be hard to investigate and it’s something I 32 

need to do before we talk to the folks down there, but off the 33 

top of my head, I don’t know what that is. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Tyler, do you, in your monitoring around 36 

the Virgin Islands, see triggerfish anyplace else other than 37 

near the shelf edge? 38 

 39 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes, they’re everywhere. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re everywhere?  Okay. 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what we got from the trap survey in St. 44 

Croix, too.  They were everywhere. 45 

 46 

TYLER SMITH:  Only not nearshore.  I believe they’re not 47 

nearshore.   48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we can move on to the next dataset.  2 

We’ve seen this one. 3 

 4 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As quickly as possible, I think we need to 7 

run through this. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  You mean you want to see the same table for St. 10 

Croix and Puerto Rico? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I want to get through this section as 13 

quickly as possible. 14 

 15 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so the same sort of thing for St. 16 

Croix.  This is all commercial logbook data.  Again, we’re 17 

assuming that landings are fully reported and the same kind of 18 

split in terms of the kinds of data.   19 

 20 

Prior to July of 2011, the big area is reported and after that, 21 

we’ve got more specific information and then we’ve got this 22 

distance from shore thing that was always reported, but it’s 23 

unclear just exactly what we’re learning from that, whether it’s 24 

truly distance offshore or just how far the boat was driven 25 

before they started fishing. 26 

 27 

Again, but less so, there are a lot of unknowns, the red here.  28 

Not quite as high a percentage or not overwhelming so, like it 29 

was in St. Thomas.  If we drop that, this is what we see EEZ 30 

versus St. Croix territorial waters. 31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  So the only EEZ for St. Croix is the outer three 33 

miles of the Lang Bank or so and not including the TIP. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that EEZ? 36 

 37 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I’ve got the same -- I mean I can put together 38 

the same sort of table from these data as I did for St. Thomas, 39 

which might be easier to go through, but I will put that 40 

together and send it all to you later. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Perfect.  43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a comment on St. Croix.  It really is that 45 

outer edge and you have similar habitats for most of Lang Bank 46 

getting out to that outer edge and so you’re going to have very 47 

similar species assemblages on the outer edge of the territorial 48 
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waters and within the EEZ.  It’s going to be a little harder to 1 

distinguish any species that are only found in the EEZ versus 2 

territorial.  I think you’re going to be down to the same thing, 3 

which is going to be your snook or your real coastal species. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Little tunny came out to be almost all EEZ. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I bet you that is really low values. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s that green there.  The fourth one 10 

is wahoo.  Wahoo is all USVI?  Does that make sense to anybody? 11 

 12 

JOE KIMMEL:  It’s not surprising for St. Croix.  There is a lot 13 

of deep water. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s right.   16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  The same for king mackerel.  It’s 100 percent 18 

territorial and bar jack are also 100 percent territorial.   19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we move on? 21 

 22 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is the distance from shore picture.  23 

Again, I think it’s going to suffer the same issue of 24 

uncertainty that St. Thomas gave us.  The information is 25 

available, but as we said for St. Thomas, I think this is the 26 

informative dataset, in my mind. 27 

 28 

Puerto Rico, it’s a slightly different situation.  We’ve got a 29 

longer time series, as noted before.  There are expansion 30 

factors that complicate the landings issue and the area fished 31 

began -- I’ve got 2011 here, but I’m not sure if actually the 32 

new form came in 2011 or 2012 and then there had been this 33 

distance from shore question as well, but that only shows up 34 

with actual values during the period of 2004 to 2009 and in 2012 35 

and 2013. 36 

 37 

There were an awful lot of years during the time series when it 38 

was just not reported and so this is what we’re seeing, an awful 39 

lot of this purple color.  It’s purple on my screen anyway, 40 

which is unreported. 41 

 42 

In this case, it’s truly unreported, because there wasn’t a 43 

prior system of reporting area fished.  The reporting in Puerto 44 

Rico was where the fish were landed prior to the new forms and 45 

so we’ve got EEZ and we’ve got state and we’ve got state and EEZ 46 

and I haven’t quite worked out what that means, if that’s just 47 

on the line or the fishing area was bisected by the territorial 48 
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limit.  I am not quite sure and so that needs some 1 

clarification. 2 

 3 

If I get rid of this unreported stuff, here’s what you see and 4 

remember the territorial waters in Puerto Rico are broader and 5 

is it nine nautical miles or --  6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Nautical miles. 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There is some -- What I came down to was using 10 

data from 2012 forward.  There is some 2014 data in there, but 11 

those -- That 2014 information is not complete.  The second half 12 

of the year, in particular, the data were not yet available, but 13 

I threw in what I had for 2014.  Again, I will put together a 14 

table similar to the one that Bill asked for from these data. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Thanks, Kevin. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Then we’ve got distance from shore and again, I 19 

am not sure if we have looked at this in the same level of 20 

detail as the Virgin Island information.  Todd, back in the day, 21 

did you run a similar kind of -- 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, we took a look at them both and the same 24 

questions were present in both. 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Not only that, but you’ve got a variety of 27 

numbers to choose from.  There is zero to nine and there is zero 28 

to ten and nine to 200 and greater than ten and then an unknown, 29 

because it was unreported.  It was primarily unreported. 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  This graph shows these first five species were 32 

caught well offshore, nine miles to 200 miles. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No.  It’s unknown. 35 

 36 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here it is without the unknowns and so the 39 

reddish colors, depending upon whether you want to go nine or 40 

ten miles, are Puerto Rico waters.  The blue colors, depending 41 

upon where you want to start, nine or ten miles would be federal 42 

waters.  Again, we’ve got some doubts about what distance is 43 

being reported. 44 

 45 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Even if it’s not straight out, if you go that 46 

way, it still would be within state waters. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The catches are much larger for this than 1 

that, yet this actually includes more area than that. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that the reason is because 4 

during certain times of that reporting period they had the 5 

option to do that. 6 

 7 

TODD GEDAMKE:  To take this back to the broader perspective 8 

again of this stuff and also take the opportunity to second what 9 

Walter said and I think it is the chicken and the egg, Bill, and 10 

I get it, but I think the objectives of the management plans 11 

would be really helpful to figuring out some of these steps, as 12 

opposed to doing it secondarily.  I get that Magnuson has some 13 

primary objectives, but I think the context would be helpful. 14 

 15 

For this one here, we have visited this numerous times over the 16 

years and the only new information, and I think it was pretty 17 

much unanimous that up until now we’ve been unable to separate 18 

out what landings were in the EEZ and what landings were 19 

territorial. 20 

 21 

We are now looking at a lot of the same data again and the new 22 

information is in those grid cells and so I take this back to 23 

what are we trying to -- What was SERO’s objective in setting 24 

this component up? 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  To identify species that are state jurisdiction. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So just species that are state and so I will come 29 

back to the same thing I said before.  Just from life history, 30 

just from our understanding of these species, can we pick out 31 

the low-hanging fruit? 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  We have that as an alternative, to use, quote, 34 

unquote, expert opinion.  35 

 36 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we’re -- In a lot of this, I think 37 

particularly think about St. Croix.  If you go EEZ versus non-38 

EEZ, you’re going to have a whole lot of the same species in 39 

complexes out there.  You’re not going to eliminate out a whole 40 

lot that are just in -- 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  So you could make a recommendation to the council 43 

that you feel that Subalternative 3, that you use an expert 44 

judgment approach, is the best approach.  I would say this, that 45 

there is a way -- You can rearrange your criteria so that you 46 

leave that state determination until the end and you go through 47 

and you determine what’s a status of stock, what’s a threshold 48 
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species, what’s a whatever.   1 

 2 

Go through the table and come up with a list of species and then 3 

that subset list of species you apply your expert opinion to, to 4 

say, okay, here’s the eighty-five species we have on our list 5 

and this one is state and this one is state and this one is 6 

state, instead of having to go through the entire 300 species.   7 

 8 

You just let your criteria clear the space a little bit and then 9 

identify those using expert opinion and life history or whatever 10 

you guys want to apply and whatever doesn’t apply is to 11 

eliminate those as being primarily state. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The other issue is that we have been 14 

harping on the fishers to actually give us better data and have 15 

set up the system that is supposed to tell us where they are 16 

harvesting and so we have to look at this data, because 17 

otherwise, we would not even know that this was not working. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am absolutely in agreement and I think that the 20 

Center is taking a look at this, as they’ve said, for the first 21 

time and I think there will be a little further evaluation on 22 

their part and I think Keven even mentioned getting with some 23 

folks down here to talk more about it.   24 

 25 

I think probably some outreach for how the forms are filled out 26 

needs to be something that -- Even when we talked about the new 27 

forms, that’s something that has to continue with outreach, to 28 

make sure people are filling it out correctly. 29 

 30 

You know we do run the risk now of asking them to provide better 31 

information than us throwing our hands up and saying we’re not 32 

getting what we need out of this.  Graciela, you make a good 33 

point that we need to show them how this can be used and so my 34 

first gut reaction on this would be to maintain as many species 35 

as possible, for consistency sake, and then look at this 36 

information as it moves forward if there can be -- However you 37 

phrase the terminology, but whereas the information from this 38 

spatial improves, we’ll be able to delineate those that are 39 

being caught primarily, whatever that percentage turns out to 40 

be, in those state species. 41 

 42 

Therefore, those can be removed from the management plan and I 43 

would argue that fishermen would love it if they were able to 44 

show that these are only species caught in territorial waters or 45 

we retain control over the rest of these species, but I think 46 

that’s part of also one of the impetus and the lessons that we 47 

can show to them as to better improvement of the data will allow 48 
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you to retain the management and that is appropriate for the 1 

species that they’re looking at. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For Puerto Rico in this dataset, this 4 

contains the -- What do we want to call it?  Contaminated silk 5 

snapper data from when the fishery was open? 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right.   8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that true or is that earlier than 2012? 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, that’s certainly -- Before 2012, at least part 12 

of 2012, they still had access to the fish. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But this is commercial data. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, harvested in the commercial fishery. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When they opened up the fishery to anybody 19 

within the reputed qualification of lots of data -- That led to 20 

the huge overage and everything, but that could have also been 21 

fishing here, when in fact there is fishing going on someplace 22 

there that happened to be nearby. 23 

 24 

A lot of this is not surprising.  Puerto Rico really doesn’t 25 

have a lot of shelf outside of nine miles and so most of 26 

everything that’s a bottom fish is going to be overwhelmingly 27 

caught in territorial waters.  Queen trigger, however, would be 28 

one that you would not expect that trend and yet it’s 29 

overwhelmingly.  Queen snapper, yes. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just for a thought exercise, let’s assume we had 32 

these numbers when we -- Let’s say we have them exact and are we 33 

looking at species that are -- Would we agree that we would be 34 

including species that are 80 percent caught in the EEZ or 50 35 

percent caught in the EEZ or 20 percent?  I mean are we talking 36 

the majority of them caught in the EEZ?  I am just trying to 37 

figure out the logic. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Looking at the percentages in the table, 40 

it’s hard to say, but I am looking at most of those are around 41 

90 and maybe ten of the percentages might be below 90, just 42 

eyeballing this? 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  Rich, you said something about queen triggerfish 45 

being caught predominantly in -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was snapper.  I was corrected.  At least 48 
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somebody knew what I was talking about. 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  Todd, I would think it would have to be a pretty 3 

high percentage of state landings before you want to give it up 4 

for federal management.  The real question is can we have an 5 

effect as a federal management agency?  6 

 7 

If you set an ACL and if they go over that ACL and you apply an 8 

accountability measure that closes that season in federal 9 

waters, is it going to make any difference?  If 100 percent of 10 

the landings are in state waters, it’s not.  If 95 percent of 11 

the landings are in state waters, it’s probably not going to 12 

have much of an effect and we keep going from there. 13 

 14 

Okay, if 80 percent of them are caught in federal waters, you 15 

will have a huge impact and probably if 50 percent are caught, 16 

it’s a huge effect and so I would think you’re much more toward 17 

the end of they would have to be 80 percent state or 90 percent 18 

state to have very little, if any, effect in federal waters. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think also we have to be a little careful and 21 

as much as I was the one just asking what the number is too, but 22 

I think of lie parrotfish in St. Croix.  Where are they 23 

harvesting a lot of the parrotfish?  They are harvesting them in 24 

those traps in between the inshore environment where they are 25 

feeding and the offshore environments where they are resting at 26 

night and spawning. 27 

 28 

You may have 90 percent of your catch within the EEZ, but you’ve 29 

got movements even through different life stages that could take 30 

different environments and all you need to do is break one of 31 

those stages or break one of those movement patterns and you 32 

have screwed this up. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Even a better example would be red hind in 35 

Puerto Rico.  Almost all the red hind are being caught across 36 

the shelf, because the spawning areas are now more or less 37 

closed, at least the three federal areas. 38 

 39 

Yet, the federal area is an important spawning area for that 40 

species.  The catch isn’t coming from there, because those areas 41 

are closed during -- Most areas are closed during the spawning 42 

season, but they are still available at other times, but if you 43 

were to just say, okay, let’s make it a non-EEZ species, you 44 

would be basically giving up management of all the spawning 45 

aggregations, which would have a huge impact. 46 

 47 

JOE KIMMEL:  An example is the parrotfish example, where you 48 
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have to include things like that in the management, because 1 

those were identified as being overfished and all that sort of 2 

stuff probably in 2010 or -- 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  The 2010 Amendment. 5 

 6 

JOE KIMMEL:  Those sorts of things I think you have to have in 7 

the federal management system, even if they don’t always occur 8 

in federal waters.  You have to keep managing those things that 9 

have problems so we can bring those things back to health.  10 

Maybe sometimes they could revert back to state waters in some 11 

cases. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have ecosystem in the guidelines and the 14 

guidelines do allow that if something is not being done -- Can 15 

the federal government play a role in the management of the 16 

species and if it’s local species in local waters and so it 17 

would be consistent with that and am I not correct, Bill? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and so you could -- You are making 20 

recommendations to the council and one recommendation you could 21 

make, based upon what Joe says, is you’ve got an Alternative 1 22 

that says we’re bringing over all the species that are presently 23 

managed in the species-based FMPs. 24 

 25 

Instead, you could make a proposal that we are going to bring 26 

over all the species that were included in the 2010 Caribbean 27 

ACL Amendment, because those were the species that have been 28 

identified as undergoing overfishing and that’s why they had to 29 

be under ACLs a year earlier and that’s why they were included 30 

in the 2010 instead of the 2011. 31 

 32 

That is going to clear the table of all snappers and all 33 

groupers and all parrotfish and queen conch, which are really 34 

the big horses in this whole operation. 35 

 36 

Then you’re going to be left looking at those 2011 species and 37 

then unmanaged species, which are not exclusively, but commonly, 38 

of much less import in the management scheme, because they are 39 

basically -- A lot of them are trap bycatch.  They are harvested 40 

and they are sold and they are eaten, but they are not going to 41 

meet the target species criteria or attribute.  That’s just a 42 

thought. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But at that time, you are leaving out 45 

the ones that the SSC recommended to have special reduction in 46 

the ACL, like the herbivores. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  You are not necessarily leaving them out.  You 1 

could make this criterion one in a sequence of stepwise 2 

criteria.  Criterion 1 is all the 2010 and Criterion 2 is 3 

species status and Criterion 3 is threshold, just like you had 4 

it, except the first one is all the 2010 species. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let’s start off with the 2010.  Is anyone 7 

opposed?  I think we could have a consensus on all the ones that 8 

are in the 2010 amendment, those are ones that we want to have 9 

in. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you went through this careful criterion-based 12 

thing, you might eliminate some of those.  You might not be 13 

comfortable eliminating those.  Maybe lane snapper or mangrove 14 

or something may come out, but you are going to capture a lot 15 

more species that are sensible for federal management and you 16 

are going to deal with this concept of undergoing overfishing in 17 

recent times and the fact that it’s a little risky to abandon a 18 

species that you have just identified as undergoing overfishing. 19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We ended overfishing.  We solved that problem.  I 21 

am just kidding. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If it’s possible to think about 24 

collaborative management agreements with state and federal, 25 

because this thing about state versus federal really doesn’t 26 

make any sense to me. 27 

 28 

You are not seeing that fishes that are spawning in state 29 

waters, that are spawning there in spawning aggregations, that 30 

larvae perhaps is feeding EEZ stocks and I mean there is a 31 

continuum and there is a connectivity that we’re talking about 32 

here and can we not think about a collaborative management 33 

agreement between state and federal agencies?  All this to me 34 

doesn’t make any sense. 35 

 36 

This graph might be perfectly right, except that the red hinds 37 

and all the fishes that are being fished in spawning 38 

aggregations in either state or federal waters are not going to 39 

be there, because they are not going to be reported, to start 40 

with. 41 

 42 

Then, aside from that, that graph is probably right, because 43 

aside from the people that are still fishing aggregations and 44 

are not reporting the catch, the landings, there is very few 45 

landings in EEZ waters anyhow, because the conch is being banned 46 

permanently in the EEZ waters, to start with.  There is not much 47 

lobster in these deep waters, because of all the hazards of 48 
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fishing and pulling traps from deep water, nor scuba diving at 1 

that depth or anything. 2 

 3 

That graphic, aside from the fact of the missing data of the 4 

landings of fishes from spawning aggregations not being 5 

reported, it’s probably right and so what is the point here?  6 

The point is that what is not being managed is actually stocks 7 

that are mostly associated with fisheries from state waters and 8 

here we are discussing that and we don’t have any jurisdiction. 9 

 10 

The fact is that if we want to preserve the stocks in EEZ waters 11 

that state waters need to be managed, because that’s where most 12 

of the spawning and the seeds of fishes that are going to be 13 

replenishing EEZ waters come from and so isn’t this logical that 14 

we here recognize at some point that we need collaborative 15 

management agreements between state and federal agencies?  16 

Otherwise, this doesn’t make any sense to me whatsoever. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was a good point. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think what we have to ask is about the two kinds 21 

of errors that you could make and which is more serious.  If we 22 

don’t include a species but we should, what’s the damage we 23 

could do and if we did include a species, but we shouldn’t, 24 

what’s the damage we could do? 25 

 26 

We really can’t make a decision until you can say what those two 27 

possibilities are and so if it’s like I don’t think it should be 28 

under the council, but if I’m wrong, it could be a disaster, 29 

then you keep it under the council and, similarly, if it’s 30 

managed by the council, but it shouldn’t, then what’s the 31 

maximum damage you could do? 32 

 33 

JOE KIMMEL:  Distraction of effort. 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  Well, distraction of effort may be the least of 36 

our problems, but that’s what we have to do, is say what if we 37 

drop this species and what’s the worst that could happen?  What 38 

if we keep it and what’s the worst that could happen? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is what the guidance says. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  All of our talk has been does it belong here or 43 

not, but the talk hasn’t been what if we drop it and what could 44 

go wrong? 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What do you mean drop it?   47 

 48 
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TODD GEDAMKE:  If we move it to territorial management. 1 

 2 

JOHN HOENIG:  The council relinquishes responsibility for it. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because it cannot manage it or because it’s 5 

not important? 6 

 7 

JOHN HOENIG:  Because we decide we’re not going to.  If we 8 

decide, okay, this species there isn’t going to be managed by 9 

the council, what’s the worst that could happen?  If you said in 10 

that case it could crash, then you should manage it.  If you 11 

say, well, nothing will happen, then we don’t need to manage it. 12 

 13 

There is two errors you could make and that’s manage it when you 14 

shouldn’t and don’t manage it when you should and you have to 15 

figure out -- 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There is something else, which is what I am 18 

referring to and you want to manage it, but you can’t. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  If you think you need to be involved in the 21 

management, then you don’t drop it.  You say, okay, we’re going 22 

to manage it and, in addition, we need to contact the state and 23 

enter some kind of cooperative agreement. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but my point is if you want to manage 26 

it -- Let’s say we want to manage the red hind population and 27 

most of the spawning aggregation sites are in areas of the state 28 

waters. 29 

 30 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right and then we don’t relinquish it to the 31 

state.  We say we are going to stay involved and begin to 32 

negotiate with the state to cooperate, but you don’t say we’re 33 

going to drop it. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree with you there, right there.  I 36 

agree with you. 37 

 38 

JOHN HOENIG:  But the questions now are do we give up on it or 39 

do we keep it?  If you say that we need joint cooperation, then 40 

you don’t give up on it is what you’re saying. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, that’s exactly what I’m saying.  I 43 

think that we should recommend that.  44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  You have got Alternative 1, which is bring 46 

everything over.  If you make that recommendation, this 47 

conversation is over and it’s on to Topic 2 on the agenda.  I am 48 
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not saying you should, but it certainly eliminates -- 1 

 2 

JOHN HOENIG:  Then the question is are there anything bad that 3 

could happen if we did that? 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Don’t ask Bill. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  We could be -- 8 

 9 

JOHN HOENIG:  Is there anything good that could happen if we 10 

don’t do that? 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I say no. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, do you have recreational data? 15 

 16 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  No, I don’t recall that -- I didn’t see in the 17 

data request that recreational data was being asked for and so 18 

if I misread that, I apologize, but I assumed that this was all 19 

-- In the way things were written, it appeared that we were 20 

talking about commercial data.  The recreational data that I’ve 21 

got would be the information that we looked at in one of the 22 

last meetings. 23 

 24 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Graciela does it have for certain years for 25 

Puerto Rico.  That’s for 2009 to 2013. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you have the presentation from the 28 

last time? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’ve never looked at recreational data. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  At the last meeting we did. 33 

 34 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes, it’s in the Excel file that Graciela -- 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, do you have the information 37 

from the last meeting? 38 

 39 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can look for it, yes. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, you’re right.  The less I talk, the 42 

better. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you have the slides of the 45 

recreational data? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dorado is over half the catch. 48 
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 1 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I think I found it.   2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is only for Puerto Rico. 4 

 5 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, exactly.  The only place we’ve got 6 

recreational data is the MRFSS survey out of Puerto Rico.  I’ve 7 

got the years here as 2008 to 2012 and I think it goes back 8 

farther than that, but there must have been a reason the last 9 

time that these years were asked for. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  The file says commercial data. 12 

 13 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sorry about that.  I saw it a minute ago.   14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you’ve got it a little farther down. 16 

 17 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  There we go.  In this case, the years change a 18 

little bit from 2009 to 2013.  Landings are in number, in 19 

thousands, on the top and in thousands of pounds on the bottom.  20 

Remember this is a survey and so they are not filling out 21 

logbooks or anything.  There are port samplers that go down and 22 

there is some kind of sampling scheme and I am not sure exactly 23 

how it works in Puerto Rico. 24 

 25 

I do know that they’re in the midst of upgrading and improving, 26 

just like MRFSS did here on the mainland, or on the continent, I 27 

should say.  I am not sure when that is going to be fully 28 

implemented, but if the Puerto Rican experience is anything like 29 

the Gulf and Atlantic experience, things could change 30 

drastically with the new methods. 31 

 32 

I am just going to move forward and see what else I’ve got in 33 

here.  I guess this is a table of what we just looked at and 34 

remember one of the down sides of the MRFSS survey in Puerto 35 

Rico is that they don’t collect any information about 36 

invertebrates and so no spiny lobster and no queen conch and 37 

none of that, which I think is assumed to be pretty substantial 38 

in Puerto Rico and in the Virgin Islands as well. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are a couple of pilot studies 41 

that are being conducted right now and so Puerto Rico is looking 42 

at queen conch and spiny lobster right now and the Virgin 43 

Islands is looking at some recreational effort, but I have not 44 

seen any of the final reports. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is 2009 to 2013? 47 

 48 
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KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Right.  This is yearly average over the period 1 

2009 to 2013 and so number of fish and then that is -- Those are 2 

the data that come out of MRFSS, is in number.  Then it’s been 3 

converted to pounds. 4 

 5 

KEN STUMP:  Recognizing that this doesn’t include invertebrates, 6 

is there any sense of the magnitude of this relative to 7 

commercial landings? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  About half.  I mean equal.  About 50 10 

percent.  Maybe a little less, because gas prices were high 11 

during that time period. 12 

 13 

KEN STUMP:  So if you added spiny lobster and queen conch and 14 

stuff like that, it would definitely be even larger.  It could 15 

be potentially nearly as big as the commercial.   16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The comment is not audible on the 18 

recording.) 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we need to -- These are very important 21 

recreational species. 22 

 23 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That may be -- 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  You are breaking up, Kevin. 26 

 27 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is a comparison between --  28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bony fish is the same way. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What are the years included in this 32 

one?  Is it just 2009 to 2013? 33 

 34 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, for the recreational.  I would have to 35 

scroll back to see what was in here for commercial, but these 36 

are yearly means over some number of years and I think 37 

recreational is 2009 to 2013. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A lot of these work out to the do they 40 

catch one fish idea.  You see them flipping back from zero to 41 

something and zero to something. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the MRFSS and that’s a huge 44 

expanded dataset.  It’s hugely expanded. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a turkey fish?  I have never heard 47 

of a turkey fish. 48 
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 1 

JOE KIMMEL:  The banana fish is listed. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Banana fish is on the list?  Really?  The 4 

banana fish?  What years are these? 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2009 to 2013.  Kevin, can you send me 7 

this one also to send out to everyone? 8 

 9 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, I can send it.  I think you’ve probably 10 

already got it, but I will send it to you again. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Soon lionfish will crawl up that list, 13 

because I am seeing a lot of recreational fishermen taking 14 

lionfish now. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The landings of lionfish are a lot less 17 

than the actual kill, because a lot of them are just shot and 18 

left or fed to morays or whatever. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is true, but I mean the trend is that 21 

they are eating them and they are getting big. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well and they’re good. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They are good. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and do we need to see this data 28 

anymore?  Anybody?  All right.  Is that it, Kevin? 29 

 30 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Yes, that is it that I can find for 31 

recreational.   32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin, can you send me the 34 

recommendations from today, please, so I can send them out to 35 

everyone and I am going to switch over and be the presenter 36 

again. 37 

 38 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Sounds good. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, Kevin. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Thank you, Kevin.  So we need the 43 

coordinates of every fish caught. 44 

 45 

EVALUATION OF TEST (TARGET) SPECIES 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, just the records of every sample.  So 48 
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ignoring the species and the scoring and just looking at the 1 

categories along the top, that’s basically what we’re dealing 2 

with and the question is how do we want to proceed in terms of 3 

going from scoring these categories to deciding whether 4 

something is going to be in or out? 5 

 6 

We talked about thresholds, which are not part of this, other 7 

than it would be a quick way to do either economic importance or 8 

-- Just economic importance.  Or target species.  We have come 9 

up with a number of issues with just saying, okay, if it’s 10 

mostly in the EEZ or if it’s locally, mostly locally, caught 11 

species it should be excluded as a matter of something right off 12 

the top as opposed to having it one of the factors that’s being 13 

looked at here, but there would be other factors.  Do we want to 14 

make at least a decision that this -- Bill, is this the 15 

integrated approach the way you were presenting it? 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, that’s the attributes table. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As opposed to the stepwise approach that we 20 

were kind of considering. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s a little different, Richard, because this 23 

table was a culmination of the stepwise approach. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s how you presented it, but what I’m 26 

saying is that we have looked at these things, or a subset of 27 

these things, in two ways.  One was trying to do a stepwise 28 

approach, where we’re trying to pare down or automatically get 29 

stuff in fairly quickly and then we would go to this whole table 30 

to deal with the rest or if we want to just go straight to there 31 

and not deal with quick decisions, because we seem to have some 32 

problems coming up with in or out. 33 

 34 

I think we could come up with a just in based on volume if we 35 

kept the number low enough, the percentage low enough.  The top 36 

40 percent are definitely in or something like that.  It sounds 37 

to me like we’re struggling with some of the other stuff, where 38 

we could come up with something actually cut and dried, in which 39 

case it ought to be used as part of a whole. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think the way to figure out what to do is to 42 

pick five species and try to run them through in different ways 43 

and see whether it’s working smoothly or whether we’re getting 44 

bogged down and that would basically -- I mean nothing beats 45 

having some experience. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why we did this scoring thing before 48 
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you showed up, as a testing based on species that we were fairly 1 

confident that we knew kind of where they sat. 2 

 3 

TYLER SMITH:  Can we see the range?  I know you showed them 4 

earlier, but I didn’t read the range line and what was the -- So 5 

we’ve got the larger the range, the more likely it is to be 6 

ranked in the FMU? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s the range mean there for the -- 9 

 10 

TYLER SMITH:  That means it’s likely to be in the FMU? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is expert opinion and it might 15 

change because of what we saw of what’s available for the EEZ 16 

versus state waters.   17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but we were arguing about that a 19 

straight percentage for range leaves a lot of holes and 20 

therefore when we talk about range, perhaps we need to define 21 

our criteria a little bit more than just here, here, and here, 22 

because we have species that are doing both and they are perhaps 23 

mostly here, but they have critical life stages here, et cetera.   24 

 25 

As Reni pointed out, you could have a situation where regardless 26 

of where most of the species are being caught, the council does 27 

have a mandate to manage the species that are occurring and 28 

caught within federal waters even if that’s a small percentage 29 

of the overall stock. 30 

 31 

If you can’t do that unless you can also deal with where is the 32 

source population of this stuff and it’s in the EEZ -- If we’re 33 

looking at things that have genetic migrations, well then it’s -34 

- In the case of Puerto Rico, where the outer western platform 35 

is the EEZ, those fish may all be coming from inshore areas and 36 

therefore to be able to manage the ones on the offshore EEZ, we 37 

would in fact have to include them, because we’re going to need 38 

to be engaging the local jurisdictions in some kind of 39 

management to make sure that those stocks stay intact. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  How extensive is this table? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s it. 44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s it and just the few species? 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and so one that is federally 48 
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managed is spiny lobster, as well as state.  Dolphinfish have a 1 

quota or bag limit in the state, but they are not managed 2 

federally and the octopus, which we all thought it was a state 3 

fishery. 4 

 5 

JOHN HOENIG:  So the spiny lobster, by the criteria we had 6 

before for the dichotomous -- It would right off the bat be 7 

included and the octopus would right off the bat be excluded and 8 

the dolphinfish -- 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would definitely be included. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  Because? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s high in both and it’s one of the 15 

leading species in commercial and recreational, but there would 16 

be a question about the highly migratory nature of it. 17 

 18 

JOHN HOENIG:  So it strikes me that those three species you 19 

really need to go through that whole table and just the 20 

dichotomous criteria, the inclusion/exclusion criteria, seem to 21 

be working so far, based on a sample of three.  I think we could 22 

look at a few more and see whether or not we’re getting bogged 23 

down in endless discussion or whether we’re saying, yes, that 24 

one is out and that one is in and that one is in and we can just 25 

narrow down the list. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Or we can work a little more on that table 28 

and assign some kind of values to each one of those criteria.   29 

 30 

JOHN HOENIG:  There is no point in working on the table with 31 

these three species, because these three species and the answer 32 

seems to be obvious.  If you want to try this table out with 33 

another three species, we could do that. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  All right and so basically on the table, which 36 

ones were included and which ones were excluded? 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Octopus was excluded and we did that. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why did we exclude the octopus?  Was it just 41 

in the state? 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  You excluded it based on that criterion, but you 44 

don’t have the summary -- 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have done that, but the trend is fairly 47 

obvious, because it’s an obvious species.  The trick is, okay, 48 
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do we have some candidate species that we don’t know what would 1 

happen and do we want to go try those? 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Lane snapper. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a good one. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  Let’s go through it and see what happens. 8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  Why don’t we try lane snapper and just see what 10 

happens? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You should have the spreadsheet for that. 13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  So we need the definition of the criteria all over 15 

again, because my brain doesn’t hold them all. 16 

 17 

JOHN HOENIG:  Could we get a printout of the criteria? 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Certainly.  Do you mean to take home 20 

or right now?   21 

 22 

JOHN HOENIG:  If we’re going to look at a table, I would like to 23 

see what they mean. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can send him the report.  There was a 26 

written report from that meeting. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you just want these two slides? 29 

 30 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes.  Does anybody else want it? 31 

 32 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, please. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Anyone else? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just send it out to everybody. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am going to print it out. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you print one for me? 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which file do you want me to get, lane 43 

snapper? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I want you to put up the matrix, the 46 

one we actually were filling in species on.   47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Do fishermen sell little tunny? 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  People that fish for it usually keep it.  I 3 

keep it.  If I go fishing, I keep it.  Recreational fishermen 4 

don’t go fishing for little tunny, but people that go inshore 5 

and this and that and they fish for them, they keep it.  It 6 

doesn’t have any commercial value, maybe fifty-cents a pound or 7 

something like that. 8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  We must be taking a break? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, she’s getting the printouts.   12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We can’t take a break at 4:35.  We lose too many 14 

people. 15 

 16 

KEN STUMP:  Bill, do you know if any of the other DAPs besides 17 

St. Thomas and St. John recommended weighting criteria? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t think they had a motion to that effect, 20 

no. 21 

 22 

KEN STUMP:  I have a report from the St. Croix meeting and I 23 

don’t actually have a list of motions for Puerto Rico, but the 24 

St. Thomas/St. John groups did recommend weighting three of the 25 

criteria, including ecological importance, economic importance, 26 

and target species.  There wasn’t any specific recommendation on 27 

how to weight it. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By weighting, you mean give more weight to? 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 32 

 33 

TYLER SMITH:  Are we going to do this only for one jurisdiction 34 

or do what you did in the other table and just reflect 35 

differences between jurisdictions? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we think we can make the distinction, I 38 

don’t see a problem with doing that.  While we’re waiting for 39 

the biology, it’s defined as a question of vulnerability versus 40 

productivity.  Is the species by the nature of its biology 41 

particularly at risk? 42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  I would say no.  I wouldn’t put it in the -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By the nature of its biology.  Is it low 46 

because it doesn’t have any kind of spawning aggregation or 47 

anything like that that can be targeted?  I know they’re 48 
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certainly -- 1 

 2 

TYLER SMITH:  Aren’t spawning aggregations in habitat 3 

specificity? 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Habitat specificity is defined as a 6 

question of vulnerability due to a particular dependence on 7 

limited or vulnerable habitat during a life stage and so a 8 

spawning aggregation site could come under that.  How do people 9 

feel about habitat specificity? 10 

 11 

JOE KIMMEL:  I don’t know much about them, but they spawn in 12 

aggregations? 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have never seen or heard about lane 15 

snapper spawning aggregations. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They do spawn in aggregations, but I think 18 

they’re very diffuse and on the move and it’s not like 19 

locations, but the lane snapper season is spawning season.  20 

There is something about the spawning season that certainly 21 

makes them more vulnerable. 22 

 23 

VANCE VICENTE:  March through September. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would say medium or low for that. 26 

 27 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s a wide range, from North Carolina to 28 

Brazil.  Then you have seven months of continuous spawning and I 29 

would say low, based on those two criteria. 30 

 31 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think they have a fairly specific requirement for 32 

sandy or muddy bottom. 33 

 34 

VANCE VICENTE:  Those are limited habitats. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What about the recruitment habitat?  We 37 

don’t know.  It could be mangroves and there is half the 38 

mangroves there used to be. 39 

 40 

TYLER SMITH:  I would think seagrass, just from --  41 

 42 

VANCE VICENTE:  Specific habitat of species will be something 43 

that -- Just because part of its life cycle is in a mangrove or 44 

in a seagrass bad, I would not call that habitat specificity.  45 

Otherwise, everything would be included under that. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But if you don’t know much about is 48 
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recruitment habits or habitats, I would put “M”, but because of 1 

our ignorance. 2 

 3 

JOE KIMMEL:  The catches of lane snapper are not real high 4 

though, are they?  I forget what the landings were, but there’s 5 

no target or on the recreational -- 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The recreational, yes. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Recruitment is supposed to be in bays or 10 

estuaries or preferably over shallow seagrass and close to 11 

mangroves or shallow reefs. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Medium or low. 14 

 15 

TYLER SMITH:  So can we put low or medium and move forward? 16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  I would say low. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Can I get a final answer? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  L to M. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The lane snapper that I have heard of 24 

comes from the EEZ off of St. Thomas.  That was a report from 25 

one of the NOAA cruises that has a couple of huge lane snappers. 26 

 27 

JOE KIMMEL:  In the EEZ? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Off of St. Thomas.  Do you see that 30 

much in the MCD? 31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  No, but we’re mostly coral reef. 33 

 34 

JOE KIMMEL:  It’s not a coral reef species, for the most part. 35 

 36 

TYLER SMITH:  There is a lot of edge habitat and there are times 37 

I have seen them there.  They will hide. 38 

 39 

JOE KIMMEL:  I used to catch them off of the fisheries lab, 40 

immediately off of the fisheries lab. 41 

 42 

TYLER SMITH:  I vote for high. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So one high and other comments? 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For range?  Yes, I would say high.  This is 47 

what I was saying about aggregations.  Aggregations consist of 48 
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hundreds to thousands of individuals in locations that have been 1 

known, at least in Cuba, for more than a hundred years.  Oceanic 2 

banks or promontories.  This is a book on snappers that was 3 

never published.   4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  So high range means it’s got a limited restricted 6 

range.  Your high scores are the ones that need managing. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  High means EEZ.  High means it’s going in, 9 

yes. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Very seldom do I see a lane snapper out on 12 

the outer shelf, very seldom.  In fact, when I did the study of 13 

the fishery-independent survey, we did not see one lane snapper 14 

either in Desecheo nor in Bajo de Sico and, in fact, nor in 15 

Abrir la Sierra. 16 

 17 

TYLER SMITH:  That’s mostly hard bottom. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:   Hard coral reef. 20 

 21 

JOE KIMMEL:  So what does H mean for range here? 22 

 23 

VANCE VICENTE:  It covers the EEZ as well as territorial, right? 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you look at your criteria, I would assume an H 26 

is Number 2, limited to the EEZ, and that means we should be 27 

managing it because it’s an EEZ species.  Medium would be spans 28 

both and it could go either way and low means it’s limited to 29 

the local waters and we’ve got no business managing it.  HMS, 30 

we’re not in the HMS business. 31 

 32 

JOE KIMMEL:  I wouldn’t put H for lane snapper.  I would put M. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would even go with low. 35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  Or maybe even low. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is why I picked lane snapper. 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  Poor John.  He said we could zoom right through 41 

this. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Unless it would have a spawning aggregation 44 

offshore that nobody here knows about. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We have personal -- Right here, you just said 47 

that we find them deep, in muddy flats.  In Belize and Cuba and 48 
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off the outer -- 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have muddy flats in the EEZ? 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Thomas, where you have the red 5 

hind and the red grouper. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where at? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  South of St. Thomas and St. John. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  North of Tourmaline. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Where no one dives. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have never seen one and I am sorry. 16 

 17 

KEN STUMP:  FishBase lists their depth range as being very wide, 18 

including ten to 400 meters, usually in a twenty-one to seventy 19 

meter depth. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I fished with traps up to 400 feet and we 22 

never caught one.  We caught all kinds of other snappers.  The 23 

habitat north of Tourmaline, there is some soft bottom there, I 24 

know, but I never dove there, but I have seen it. 25 

 26 

TYLER SMITH:  Could we say for Puerto Rico and probably St. 27 

Croix it’s low and for St. Thomas it’s medium? 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would go with medium for Puerto Rico, 30 

because maybe the -- 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Ken, you have FishBase up there and what do 33 

they say about -- The Cubans are saying it spawns in known 34 

aggregations, known sites, and there is not lots of fish and 35 

it’s hundreds to thousands for something like lane snapper.  36 

It’s on outer reefs and promontories from outer banks is what 37 

they’re saying.  If that’s the case, that would make the EEZ 38 

waters an important component of the protection of that species.   39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  It spans both. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s the problem with that chart.  43 

We need to consider situations where we have say a key life 44 

stage occurring in one, but the rest of the time it’s all over 45 

the place or even perhaps mostly EEZ. 46 

 47 

The numbers that we were looking at there is more simplistic 48 
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than what we have come out with, having looked at the data and 1 

talked about various things that we would think need to be 2 

included for reasons of their biology. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All I know is that if you get a good catch 5 

of lane snapper in the EEZ, at least within the Puerto Rican 6 

EEZ, it’s an incidental catch.  You don’t go fishing for lane 7 

snapper in the EEZ. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That I would agree with. 10 

 11 

KEN STUMP:  Somebody said earlier that they thought that the 12 

catches corresponded with the months of spawning and it does say 13 

that they often form large aggregations, especially during 14 

breeding season.  They are not specialized aggregators, per se, 15 

and it doesn’t specify whether they have any kind of aggregating 16 

behavior, per se, but they form large aggregations particularly 17 

during that season. 18 

 19 

JOE KIMMEL:  Next.  20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, no.  This is the crux of why we’re 22 

dealing with this.   23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let me see what I have on SEAMAP.   25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  There is no management measures directed at lane 27 

snapper at this point? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, there is a closure in the EEZ and 30 

not in local waters.   31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  What are the years of the survey? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is 1990 something to 2000 and 35 

2000 to 2012.  The red is where they are ripe and the -- Hold on 36 

a second.   37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s where they are what? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Ripe individuals.  Green are 41 

undergoing adult development.   42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  Where is the EEZ? 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If you draw a line through here, more 46 

or less, and then come over like so and then come over like so. 47 

 48 
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JOE KIMMEL:  It looks, to me, if this was our data that it would 1 

be M at the highest. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Joe, you’re inferring that sampling was spatially 4 

representative and -- All I see here is you have presence in 5 

that area.  You’ve got life history characteristics that take it 6 

out into those areas and we’ve got anecdotes and other stuff 7 

that says it’s out there. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you want to consider it as a high, then 10 

we need another category for other fishes, because if lane 11 

snapper is high priority and for other species we should have 12 

super high, ultra high and that kind of thing. 13 

 14 

TYLER SMITH:  But it’s only one of the characteristics and it 15 

may not get -- Maybe it’s not useful, but -- 16 

 17 

JOE KIMMEL:  M/H. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I could see it an M. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  L. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the criteria we’ve been talking about 24 

and what we’ve got on the graph, there were certainly ripe 25 

individuals being caught across the shelf and we don’t know what 26 

the sampling distribution is during that time of year. 27 

 28 

If it was early in the year, like when red hind are spawning, 29 

there is a lot more sampling going on in the EEZ than there is 30 

other times.  I would agree with Reni’s statement that I don’t 31 

know anybody who is going out to the EEZ to fish these things 32 

and that’s during the spawning season and that’s the peak time 33 

for the fishing for these things and so there seems to be some 34 

information that spawning that out on the shelf edge is 35 

something that does happen and so I think having that as a 36 

component of what we’re concerned about would not make it low, 37 

but I don’t think, compared to some other species, like red 38 

hind, where we would be really concerned about that, it’s not 39 

worth a high. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That leaves M. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That leaves M. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree with that.  I would go with that. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What are we going with? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  M. 2 

 3 

VANCE VICENTE:  Also, we may need to add that we’re using adult 4 

stage as the criteria.  We are not talking about juveniles or 5 

early larval.  For this analysis, we are using presence or 6 

absence. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you take that shelf edge and you want to 9 

see where all the larval snappers are, just go to that shelf 10 

edge current.  That’s where you’re going to get 90 percent of 11 

your snapper larvae.  I have that more than verified.  They like 12 

to stay in that current.  That larvae stays close to the edge of 13 

the shelf. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  You have a species that has such a wide 16 

geographical expansion.  It’s got to have larval stages going 17 

through everywhere. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are not just thinking about the adult or 20 

the big fish and another one is to know where the larvae is and 21 

that larvae, they like the shelf edges.  They stay very close to 22 

the shelf edges. 23 

 24 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s a good stage where we can decide that we 25 

only intend to use it as a main criteria the adult stage and the 26 

larvae and juveniles is -- 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is good for the time being. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s definitely not an H.  We can argue 31 

about L and M, but -- Economic importance, it’s one of the most 32 

important species and it’s certainly a target species.  That 33 

would be H for both.  Landings would also be high. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  The data I have on lane snapper from 1983 to 2007, 36 

they’re in the 200,000 to 300,000 pound range.  If you’re doing 37 

a very high, this might be there. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.   40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want a very high there? 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are going to very high now? 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had it for lobster. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we going to very low too? 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the ecological value? 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, for the bycatch. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we think we need it. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  The advantage of using numbers instead of letters 8 

is then you can add up and get an average. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can rank these and go to 1, 2, 3.  It’s 11 

not clear that we would actually give very high any more 12 

distinction than a high at this point, in my mind.   13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s a managed resource in the EEZ 15 

through a seasonal closure every year. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Having a unique or large ecological 18 

function relative to its habitat, such as coral reefs or trophic 19 

community structure, a keystone species, apex predator, or a key 20 

forage species, such that management is -- 21 

 22 

VANCE VICENTE:  I would say low. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I would say low. 25 

 26 

KEN STUMP:  It has a high trophic level.  It’s rated 3.82. 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It is one of the top predators of the mud 29 

environments and there is no question, you know aside from the 30 

sharks.  The lane snapper, they are the main predators of the 31 

deep mud habitats, aside from sharks. 32 

 33 

VANCE VICENTE:  That’s okay, but in looking at environment, 34 

would you have -- 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The other one is the blue runner.  The blue 37 

runner is also one of the predators of that environment, but the 38 

lane snapper is -- 39 

 40 

VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but does it provide a functioning structure 41 

in the -- 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would be happy with an M. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  I don’t think it plays any specific ecological 46 

function. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Any time you talk about snappers and 1 

groupers, they are not low. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This criteria was made for things that are 4 

-- The big groupers as apex predators and the herbivores and 5 

their role in helping maintain reefs. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  Otherwise, you are going to have everything in 8 

here. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But are we looking at mud bottom for -- 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Am I just saying that it’s an apex predator 13 

of the mud bottom environment. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  But is it acting as a keystone species, per se? 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I doubt it. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a keystone species of the mud bottom 20 

habitat.   21 

 22 

VANCE VICENTE:  Do you dare to say that? 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I fished them for about ten years in the mud 25 

bottom habitat.  I am an authority in mud bottom habitat species 26 

and I can tell you the sixty species that I have fished there 27 

for ten years and what they eat, too. 28 

 29 

VANCE VICENTE:  You have to catch them and -- 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I will and I haven’t taken anything there 32 

except for the -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go to the last one, managed protected 35 

species.  It does have a closed season in federal waters. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  And an ACL, yes. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everything has an ACL. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, octopus doesn’t. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, octopus is not in a management plan. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s not listed.  Even in the IUCN they don’t 46 

even consider it regarding if it’s a protected resource. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and so I would ask the question of do you 1 

want to revise how you’ve phrased this attribute?  Is that the 2 

way you want it to be?  Protected managed resource? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have to go to the definition.  If the 5 

species is fully protected or partially protected within an 6 

existing management framework within the EEZ or local waters.  7 

You certainly wouldn’t give it a high in this scenario. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  I would remind you guys that you deleted this 10 

criterion. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We did not delete the criterion. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, you did.  When you created your final table, 15 

which isn’t this one, you took this out. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, this is our table.  Whatever you have, 18 

I don’t know, but this is our table.  This is from the report. 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  Which report? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The report from the SSC. 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  The lane snapper, because it was of high economic 25 

importance, wouldn’t it have gotten included automatically by 26 

the dichotomous approach?  If so, then it sorts of says we have 27 

a species where the dichotomous approach was useful and we 28 

should probably use a dichotomous approach to simplify the work. 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  This table was developed to be for the dichotomous 31 

approach.  The dichotomous approach was applied and certain 32 

things were pulled out of this table and other things were 33 

deleted to leave those six attributes we had in the 34 

presentation.  This protected managed resource is one of the 35 

ones that was deleted, as was range and landings. 36 

 37 

The reason they were deleted is because they were moved into the 38 

dichotomous approach.  Range wasn’t.  Range you just got rid of 39 

and you said we can’t deal with range and so we’re getting rid 40 

of it. 41 

 42 

JOHN HOENIG:  Range came in useful for octopus. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  I am just saying what you guys did. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t recall getting rid of range. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, you did. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One of the things is that the SSC has 3 

not come to a final conclusion in the selection of the criteria 4 

and so they have gone back and forth in certain things, yes, but 5 

they have decided that this is what stays and this is what goes 6 

-- They haven’t gotten to that stage yet. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  The thing I was pointing out is that you had 9 

trouble with some of these and dealt with them in different 10 

ways. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  These are the criteria that we are looking 13 

at and whether they are done in an integrative fashion in this 14 

table or whether there is going to be some flow charting 15 

involved or scoring, but those decisions have not been made. 16 

 17 

KEN STUMP:  I guess my memory of this was that this was more of 18 

an endangered or threatened or protected species category and so 19 

any species that was like ESA listed or IUCN or the state or 20 

territory listed it as a vulnerable or endangered or threatened 21 

species. 22 

 23 

VANCE VICENTE:  In our last meeting we discussed that and we had 24 

it separated. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Separate what? 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  From the management.  Like fully protected under 29 

the Endangered Species Act as threatened or whatever and 30 

protected because of management.  They are two different things. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because if it needs to be managed, it 33 

needs to be managed. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So it could be either or. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean if it doesn’t have any ecological 38 

value, it will be low. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the definition of protected, it 41 

would only be those ESA species. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anything that we’ve set an ACL of zero. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  Species of concern or --  46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Protected under the definition would 48 
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be ESA. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t see what is the issue here.  If 3 

we’re saying that it’s of low ecological value, why do we -- 4 

 5 

VANCE VICENTE:  If we say it’s protected or managed, it’s two 6 

separate categories.  Protected is low, because it appears in 7 

the IUCN and -- 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why don’t we merge the category? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s either protected or it’s -- 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am not confused on this one.  I am 14 

convinced and not confused.  You have already convinced me of 15 

the ecological value and  16 

 17 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In fact, that’s one of the only species that 20 

the recreational fishermen can fish in peace and that means, 21 

relax, you can go fishing for lane snapper. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The commercial guys too, for that matter. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Aside from it has a fishing season closure, 26 

right? 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For commercial and recreational. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that the EEZ or is it local waters? 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  EEZ. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s got a fishing closure and so that 35 

counts. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to try John’s approach and 38 

go through the --  39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I was going to point out that it’s 41 

after five. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s ten after five, yes. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Tomorrow morning, we really need to come to 46 

grips with whether we’re going to do some kind of flow charting 47 

and stuff off the top or whether we’re going to go through a 48 
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table for every species. 1 

 2 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Can you go back to the flow chart for a minute? 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If there are 300 species and we just did nine and 5 

so there is 2,673 to go and that took us an hour and I think 6 

we’ve got to go for a multistep process here, where we eliminate 7 

and something like this gets used in the middle. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one do you want? 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  Lane snapper would be included under pretty much 12 

any scenario.  13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, at least for Puerto Rico. 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the idea behind this, to get these guys on 17 

there.  Lane snapper occur in federal waters and are caught in 18 

huge numbers and you need to manage it.  You could do this for 19 

dozens of species. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question was in doing -- Where we had 22 

the arguments was Number 2 and is this mostly EEZ and therefore, 23 

we shouldn’t be talking about it, because the landings didn’t 24 

come until after that.  Even if we’re going to do this kind of 25 

an approach, we need to know which one we’re -- 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think for this one -- This is one where I was 28 

really trying to get are we talking 10 percent or are we talking 29 

really minimal amounts, because lane snapper -- You may not have 30 

seen them, but there is a proportion of that life stage that is 31 

going to be living in the EEZ. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The larvae is in the EEZ. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean I just think if we keep it not to the 36 

specifics and really get down to are we talking about a 37 

proportion that’s worthy of considering being out there, we’re 38 

going to find that most of these are all out relatively easily. 39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It all comes down, from a federal perspective, 41 

of can we manage it?  Will management in the federal waters have 42 

any impact?  If the larvae occur in federal waters, but all the 43 

landings are occurring in state waters, there is no need to 44 

manage it. 45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  We don’t manage it, that’s right. 47 

 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what the issue comes down to.  All this 1 

discussion is we see larvae in the federal waters, but it’s not 2 

an issue if they’re all being landed in state waters and there’s 3 

nothing we can put in the management plan to reduce landings.  4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem is that if you don’t manage the 6 

areas where the larvae comes from, you won’t have the larvae and 7 

you won’t be mismanaging the stock. 8 

 9 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Let’s make an assumption that 100 percent of 10 

the larvae are in federal waters and 100 percent of the catch is 11 

in state waters.  What management actions are you going to take 12 

in federal waters that will protect the fish in state waters? 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I already said that. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Walter, your argument right there would be the 17 

same thing in the Grammanik Bank and the red hind spawning 18 

closures to take those out, because you’re saying that 19 

protection of the spawning individuals doesn’t -- You are doing 20 

it directly to larvae.  Reni is saying they are coming from 21 

larvae at one point or another and we’re getting totally 22 

sidetracked on pieces and specifics here.   23 

 24 

I mean for lane snapper in particular, to me it’s a no-brainer. 25 

I mean we’ve got even evidence of individuals with reproductive 26 

tracts macroscopic from the EEZ and there’s a proportion of them 27 

there and we’ve got some evidence that spawners are out in that 28 

region.  If you want to pick apart lane snapper, this is going 29 

to be a horrifically long three years.  Lane snapper is an 30 

obvious one. 31 

 32 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I agree. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean if we’re going to pick this one apart, 35 

this is really going to be -- Lane snapper is going to be in the 36 

upper of what we have evidence for. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  I think that the only way that a federal action 39 

will manage larvae in the EEZ is to control cooling systems, 40 

intakes.  If you have a power plant out there which is going to 41 

suck in one-million gallons a minute of larvae, then the 42 

regulations are there to minimize those impacts and it’s the 43 

only way that you can manage federally the larvae in the EEZ 44 

waters.  What else can you do? 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I make a motion to not use the word “larvae” ever 47 

again and only use the word “spawners”. 48 
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 1 

VANCE VICENTE:  That’s why I suggested that we limit ourselves 2 

to adults. 3 

 4 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You guys are making great points, but we have 5 

really got to limit ourselves down there. 6 

 7 

VANCE VICENTE:  I agree. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you guys talk it over and decide they 10 

occur both in state and federal waters and boom, move on.   11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Let’s move on.  We meet again 13 

tomorrow at 9:00.  I think we need to do some homework here 14 

about whether we want to do this approach, which Todd is 15 

certainly recommending that we do to try and cut this thing 16 

down, and come back tomorrow morning and see which ones and how 17 

they’re going to work and let’s get it on paper. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Mr. Chair, just one thought too with this.  I was 20 

thinking of the species list and we had expert judgment as one 21 

potential option for this group.  We may be able to, during 22 

lunch tomorrow, have them just print it out in terms of ranked 23 

EEZ, the number Kevin came up with. 24 

 25 

We may all be able to go through and just look at those and say 26 

these are the ones that are obviously included and these are the 27 

ones that are not and that are borderline and we may have that 28 

list pared down to a much smaller number. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He only provided one and he is going 31 

to send the other ones, but if he sends all the other ones, just 32 

a table of everything that he has information for? 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The Chair can just make a decision whether he 35 

thinks it’s a reasonable idea or not, but that might be an 36 

option for us to take a look at practically we have this many 37 

species and 200 of them or a hundred of them we want to include, 38 

whatever it may be, and we get rid of the land crab and the 39 

whelk. 40 

 41 

JOE KIMMEL:  And the banana fish. 42 

 43 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on March 24, 2015.) 44 

 45 

- - - 46 

 47 

March 25, 2015 48 
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 1 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 2 

 3 

- - - 4 

 5 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 6 

Fishery Management Council convened at the CFMC Headquarters, 7 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, March 25, 2015, and 8 

was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started, everybody.  Once again, 11 

let’s do a voice recognition for the recording system.  I am 12 

Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 13 

 14 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC member. 15 

 16 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 19 

 20 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC member. 21 

 22 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC member. 25 

 26 

TYLER SMITH:  Tyler Smith, SSC member. 27 

 28 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC member. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC member. 33 

 34 

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

staff. 36 

 37 

KEN STUMP:  Ken Stump for Pew Charitable Trust. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have online Maria Lopez from the 40 

Regional Office and Miguel Lugo from the Regional Office. 41 

 42 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Good morning. 43 

 44 

MARIA LOPEZ:  Good morning. 45 

 46 

MIGUEL LUGO:  Good morning. 47 

 48 
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EVALUATING CRITERIA FOR INCLUSION/EXCLUSION OF SPECIES INTO 1 

ISLAND-BASED FMPS 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I think we’ve seen enough data 4 

and have talked about some of the issues here and we now have to 5 

really get down to deciding how we want to set up criteria, 6 

which are going to tell us how those are going to expressed, 7 

either as a hard cutoff or a soft cutoff or something, and I 8 

don’t know any other way than just kind of charging through 9 

this. 10 

 11 

We do have before us still this idea of perhaps what we call a 12 

stepwise process, where we’re looking at something and saying 13 

this is already going to be in and I think there was probably 14 

some issues about automatic exclusion.  Automatic inclusion 15 

seems to be a safe thing to do.  You are going to be in from 16 

some criteria, but exclusion, we came up with some things that 17 

maybe we have to be careful about how the exclusion is. 18 

 19 

If we’re stating under some criteria that something is going to 20 

be excluded because it really is just state waters, we need to 21 

be kind of specific about what that criteria is, because it 22 

means we’re not going to come back to it. 23 

 24 

I think, however, that I would, at least in my mind, if we don’t 25 

exclude a species initially, we can come back and revisit that.  26 

In other words, in my mind, when we go to the table that has all 27 

the parameters, if there’s not something that says you’re 28 

automatically in or you’re automatically not in, then we can 29 

come back and revisit. 30 

 31 

Maybe we should not say range equals state waters and you’re 32 

out, but maybe we should say range equals EEZ and you’re in and 33 

whether something is borderline or not, we could pick it up 34 

later on.  I don’t know how you feel about that. 35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  I think it’s the same thing and so I don’t know 37 

that it fixes anything, but I think with all of those that we 38 

could just -- 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had some discussions about, well, is 41 

this really in or out under these scenarios and unless we’re 42 

going to clearly define -- 43 

 44 

JOHN HOENIG:  So just say “clearly” and I think all of those 45 

criteria can be fixed by saying unless there is concern and so 46 

basically, when we go through it, you would say, okay, here is 47 

the decision and this is pretty much just in local waters and so 48 
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we could exclude it.  Then somebody says, but wait a second and 1 

I think the larval stage is in whatever and if there’s 2 

discussion, we will kick it down. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The word “larvae” got banned. 5 

 6 

JOHN HOENIG:  I know, but all I’m saying is that we didn’t 7 

qualify those by saying if there are no objections or if there 8 

are no concerns then you can exclude on this basis.  If somebody 9 

says why did you exclude this one, it’s because of its criteria, 10 

but what about -- Well, nobody raised any objections.  If nobody 11 

raises an objection, then nobody is going to kick it down to 12 

this matrix that has to be filled out or the table. 13 

 14 

Basically, if it’s noncontroversial is what I’m saying.  Then 15 

you use the criterion.  If somebody says, wait a second, you’re 16 

not considering such and such, we kick it down and kick the can 17 

down the road. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, we have tentative range 20 

definitions that were highly migratory, were totally EEZ, were 21 

both, and state only.  The question then is what constitutes 22 

state only, because that’s the basis we would be excluding from.  23 

Is state only really like truly only found in the coast the 24 

landings come from? 25 

 26 

JOHN HOENIG:  Right and we had octopus and nobody raised any 27 

concerns.  It would be silly to throw out the whole table for 28 

octopus if everybody is saying there’s not a problem.  If you 29 

pick something else, like lane snapper, and you say that’s 30 

almost entirely state and you say, no, not really.  Then there’s 31 

some concerns and we kick the can down the road. 32 

 33 

I think that by putting in the weasel words you basically allow 34 

a whole bunch to be done when nobody is objecting and there is 35 

no controversy, but if an issue arises, you don’t have to spend 36 

hours resolving it and we say, fine, we will kick the can down 37 

the road and look at the whole suite of indicators and deal with 38 

it at once.  I don’t think we have to make this this hard. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but we have to make it -- 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  Defensible. 43 

 44 

JOHN HOENIG:  It is defensible. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It has to be transparent, but yes, 47 

defensible is what I wanted. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s what it has to be. 2 

 3 

JOHN HOENIG:  As our Chair says, and I agree with you, Rich, is 4 

if something becomes controversial and if there’s an issue, it’s 5 

safest just to say we won’t automatically exclude and we will 6 

kick the can down the road and that’s all I’m saying.   7 

 8 

If nobody can come up with any reason to not exclude octopus, 9 

let’s just be done with it, but if somebody says, all right, we 10 

will kick the can down the road. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we would say as a precautionary 13 

approach, if you will. 14 

 15 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes, assuming that including is conservative and 16 

excluding is not. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, it means that you’re going to take a 19 

closer look at it.  You may still exclude. 20 

 21 

JOHN HOENIG:  What I’m saying is like you said earlier that 22 

including it is safer.  That’s why I was saying what is the 23 

disadvantage of including it when we should exclude and what’s 24 

the disadvantage of the contrary, the two errors you can make, 25 

but we don’t have to get into that now. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In going back to the first one, what we had 28 

said for protected management was if the species is fully 29 

protected or partially protected within an existing management 30 

framework within the EEZ or local waters.  31 

 32 

Now, is that clear enough or do we need to state what partial 33 

protection is?  Again, if we’re adopting the approach that if 34 

we’re not sure that it’s going to be -- Here, this is one where 35 

if you’re not sure that you would go ahead and include it, I 36 

would think.  How do people feel about that? 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  To simplify it, it would eliminate protected, 39 

because if it’s protected, you can’t touch it.  You can’t fish 40 

it, period.  Just leaving it as -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Protected is not the issue.  As you said, 43 

that’s clear. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  Then what does it -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we’re talking about is partially 48 
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protected or managed.  In the case of lane snapper, there is a 1 

closed season in federal waters.  Is that enough to say lane 2 

snapper is in? 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If it’s under a seasonal closure, it is 5 

protected. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would agree with that. 8 

 9 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I would say no.  What we’re doing almost is 10 

beginning to say let’s pull anything from -- What was the first 11 

thing that came up?  All of a sudden, you are giving weight to 12 

all the species that are in the plan to begin with, whether they 13 

need to be managed or not. 14 

 15 

Part of the purpose of this is to, I guess, to maybe do some of 16 

our species or at least give greater evaluation to what changes 17 

we can make in terms of species being managed.  What we’re 18 

saying is we are giving excessive weight to those species 19 

already being managed.   20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean there isn’t any kind of likely 22 

management measures that are on these species other than 23 

everything has to have an ACL. 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s what you’re saying. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fact that it’s in the plan means it has 28 

to have an ACL and it’s not the other way around. 29 

 30 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I understand that, but that’s not -- It’s 31 

giving more weight to the species that are in the plan now, by 32 

definition, because they have an ACL.  Whether they should or 33 

not -- It’s possible that they should have never been in the 34 

plan to begin with. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 37 

 38 

WALTER KEITHLY:  But because they’re in, they have to be given 39 

an ACL and so now we’re looking at this and giving more weight 40 

to the species already in a plan. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s not the way I would view it.  I mean 43 

if we have something beyond an ACL -- In this case, for lane 44 

snapper, there’s a seasonal closure.  That means that somebody 45 

was thinking this was a good idea because of the importance of 46 

the fishery or the threats to the species or whatever.   47 

 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s different when you have seasonal 1 

closures.  I am talking about somebody brought up the ACL, 2 

because an ACL is not the best protection. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and only if an ACL is zero or if 5 

there in -- In the case of the herbivores and angelfish, where 6 

there is an additional level of protection, a percent in the 7 

reduction from the overfishing limits, because there was a 8 

desire to have a more cautious management for those species.  9 

That I would say is partial protection. 10 

 11 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  All I’m saying is I don’t think we 12 

should give any weight at all to species than have an ACL, other 13 

than maybe the zero ACL. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That I think we’re in agreement on. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So if we agree with that, then we are basically 18 

saying we have a species list and we’re starting over and we’re 19 

not using anything from the existing management and we’re 20 

starting with the entire species list and we’re going through 21 

that.  With that, we’re evaluating every species. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was my understanding of what our 24 

charge was in the first place. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Okay.  I am just making sure.  That’s the first 27 

split on this, because when I read that, I thought anything 28 

that’s currently in there is managed, whether you agree with me 29 

or not. 30 

 31 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Anything that’s currently in the plan is 32 

managed.  If it has an ACL, it’s managed.  What I am saying is 33 

that -- 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am not disagreeing with you.  I just wanted to 36 

make sure everyone was on the same page. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, another way to look at this is there is a 39 

species that’s presently under federal management, it was put 40 

under federal management for a reason.  There were NS Guidelines 41 

that got those in there and so maybe the real question is how do 42 

we justify taking any of them out and you start with the list of 43 

managed species and start working backwards. 44 

 45 

If you can’t justify taking it out rather than putting it in, 46 

then maybe that’s the more appropriate approach and I am just 47 

putting that out there for discussion’s sake. 48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I will pick up on that.  In fact, Todd and I 2 

last night were talking about that and basically I think -- 3 

Todd, correct me if this isn’t your opinion too on this, but 4 

basically just move everything over that we have now and then 5 

start going through those and say which ones do we exclude and 6 

then which ones maybe we want to include after that. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right, keeping the non-managed as a separate 9 

topic. 10 

 11 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I think around the room here that we probably 12 

could have agreement on 90 percent of the species in ten 13 

minutes, because I think we already know, to some extent, what 14 

species really need management.  We may home some disagreement 15 

on that other 10 percent of species and all, but I think going 16 

through a lot of detail -- I can’t see going through those 17 

species going through each of these criteria. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have a question.  Does the new management, 20 

island-based or whatever, override the ACLs?  Would it be 21 

overriding ACLs? 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not at all. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I disagree.  I think the way that Bill followed 26 

up on that is kind of where I was going with it, where if we 27 

start over with a blank list, we are starting from scratch.  We 28 

have a series of species, a list of species, that have, for one 29 

reason or another, been put in a management plan and so I think 30 

that that’s an important thing to note as we start looking at 31 

these.  32 

 33 

It may be a good way forward, as Walter said, to just take that 34 

list over and look at the ones that we may have some -- If 35 

anyone has any reason to believe that those species, one or two 36 

on that list or whatever number on that list, do not belong on 37 

there, then let’s put those up for discussion. 38 

 39 

Let’s get a consensus on the rest of them and look those over 40 

and we have now eliminated the top species and then we can 41 

figure out a way of going through whatever remaining list and 42 

seeing if anyone on the SSC has serious concerns. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How many species are on that list? 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Bill said 300. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which list are we talking about?  1 

Let’s begin with that. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  The list of managed species, right? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The FMU, the ones that we have right 6 

now? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, let’s talk about the species 9 

that are in the Reef Fish FMU. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  Plus the aquarium trade species. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I didn’t ask for those yet. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  141. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  141? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, that’s what I got.  For the Reef Fish FMP, 20 

including the aquarium trade. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and without the aquarium trade 23 

fishes, it’s eighty-one. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  At about five per meeting -- 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This includes like the FMU of the --  28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We aren’t talking about the FMU.  We are 30 

talking about the reef fish plan. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s eighty-one plus the aquarium 33 

trade, which is 141. 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  How many species do we have an ACL for? 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the FMUs, that is twenty-two, 38 

including spiny lobster and queen conch. 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s a little different approach than saying how 41 

many species. 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The FMUs collapse the number of 44 

species within units.   45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  Do we effectively manage all those species? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have handy how many species are in 1 

FMUs? 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It varies.  For snappers, it’s -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are all the eighty-one species in the FMU 6 

someplace? 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  Do you mean in a complex?  Lobster and queen conch 9 

are by themselves. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are fishery management units and 12 

each fishery management unit is the one that gets the ACL and 13 

within that fishery management unit, there are groups for 14 

snappers and groupers and so you have four units. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So there are no species within the eighty-17 

one that are not -- 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Within one FMU.  They’re all in these 20 

FMUs. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They all have an ACL. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the ACL is for the -- 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, for the FMU.  I understand that. 27 

 28 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It seems to me if we start there and we can 29 

look and say this species only had landings of ten pounds in the 30 

past twenty years and therefore, it may be an easy decision to 31 

go from. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One of the reasons, as I understand it, 34 

and, Bill, correct me if I’m wrong, for going to island-based is 35 

that the species mix in each area is going to be, to some 36 

degree, different. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right and you should do this by FMP and so to 39 

reflect that Walter said, if you look at wrasses -- You can just 40 

look at the ACLs.  You guys set up a timeframe and you set up 41 

average landings and you could look at the MSYs rather than the 42 

ACLs and say, okay, here is the sequence we chose previously and 43 

here is the data that comprised that sequence and we’re going to 44 

look at that and you will find that the ACL and the MSY is not 45 

going to be much different. 46 

 47 

For wrasses on St. Croix, it’s seven pounds and for wrasses in 48 
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Puerto Rico, it’s like 20,000 or 30,000 pounds and so I would 1 

assume you would say we don’t need to manage wrasses on St. 2 

Croix, but we do need to manage them in Puerto Rico.  That’s an 3 

example of why these things need to be separate.  You will 4 

almost certainly come up with a different list. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so given that, is this any 7 

different than going through every species basically one-by-one 8 

as a new thing?  Even if we say they’re currently managed and 9 

they’re on the list, but we have to go through every species on 10 

that list to see whether in this location that’s going to happen 11 

and is this any different than starting over? 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  There is 300 species versus eighty-one and so I 14 

would say yes. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You have still got to deal with the others. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  We could take a look at those afterwards and 19 

say are there any that we are missing or that should be 20 

included.  21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  One thing this enables you to do is to do it by 23 

complex rather than species and you could go through and say if 24 

the complex’s landings over some period of time is only fifty 25 

pounds, then no individual species within that complex needs to 26 

be included and you just got right through the species. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Let me just make a point on the examples, just 29 

because I know what’s going to happen when we get into this.  30 

Eight pounds of wrasses here and fifty pounds of wrasses there 31 

and we’re now going through each managed species in three 32 

different areas and we are going to have a discussion of data 33 

forms and which were on there. 34 

 35 

In Puerto Rico, you just 20,000 pounds of wrasses in Puerto 36 

Rico.  Well, it was on the form in Puerto Rico and in St. Croix, 37 

it was not on the form in St. Croix and so we’re going to have 38 

to have a discussion for every single species on which was on 39 

the form and which was not on the form and what the data quality 40 

were. 41 

 42 

We are going to end up with a data request into the Southeast 43 

Center to go through the timeframe and I am just -- We are going 44 

to get back into this data quality issue for each area and it’s 45 

going to really get bogged down and I don’t know what the answer 46 

is, but I am just making sure everyone recognizes this. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  One alternative is you use the most recent years 1 

of data.  You don’t have to use these ACLs and you can use the 2 

most recent years of data and use them and compile them.  I mean 3 

it’s probably a data request, but when they’ve been added to the 4 

forms -- 5 

 6 

KEN STUMP:  I think if you start with the Reef Fish FMP as an 7 

example and if you looked at each of your FMUs, which are 8 

essentially most of them are stock complexes, and each of the 9 

species -- I have a list and I mean it’s available. 10 

 11 

There are individual species within each complex that are 12 

identified and so if you start at the complex level or the FMU 13 

level, it would seem that you might be able to make an obvious 14 

cut maybe with the wrasses FMU in St. Croix and so that would be 15 

done, perhaps, unless your judgment is that there is something 16 

missing there. 17 

 18 

When you try to break it out by species using the landings data 19 

that you all looked at last year -- I am looking at, for 20 

instance, St. Thomas and St. John right now and the parrotfish 21 

unit has ten species, but the only ones that show up at the 22 

cumulative landings level of 95 percent are redtail and 23 

stoplight. 24 

 25 

It seems to me at that point you have to make some decisions 26 

about whether you think this landings data is adequate to make a 27 

cut of all the eight other species in the, in this case, 28 

parrotfish unit for St. Thomas/St. John. 29 

 30 

I would submit to you that you guys have already concluded that 31 

you can’t do that, based on the quality of the landings data we 32 

have.  It would seem that unless you have an obvious species 33 

which is only found in St. Croix, but not in St. Thomas, that 34 

you would keep all of them, but if you focus at the unit level 35 

instead of the species level as a first cut of this, it seems to 36 

me that it’s a cleaner and simpler way to figure out whether the 37 

unit is still intact in this new FMP and does that make sense? 38 

 39 

Rather than going species-by-species initially, take your FMUs 40 

and see whether you -- Then you can figure out subsequently 41 

whether there is some good reason to take some of the species 42 

out of that unit.  You have a well-organized FMP with a pretty 43 

reasonable stock complex structure that reduces your demand for 44 

ACLs substantially, even though it’s a lot of species.  It seems 45 

to me that that’s a good starting point and a cleaner way of 46 

trying to do the initial cuts.  It’s just an idea. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  I just want to go back to something I mentioned 1 

yesterday.  You could use some sort of management hand-waving 2 

and get all those 20 percent species included.  If you go 3 

individually through the 2010 species -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If we want to talk about the 2010 species, 6 

in our first thing about protected management, they are in and 7 

so that’s not even a discussion point. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and that takes most of the big ones right off 10 

the table and you’re done and now you just go through all these 11 

jacks and squirrelfish and wrasses and stuff and you are going 12 

to have far less data.  Some of them are not on the forms and 13 

even the 2010 species are not on the forms as individuals.  Even 14 

in Puerto Rico, 99 percent of parrotfish are just reported in 15 

the parrotfish group and so you’re going to have a tough time 16 

with this stuff for every unit.  17 

 18 

As Ken says, if you try to go species-by-species for the ones 19 

that are in management, it’s going to be prove if anything is 20 

dependent upon landings or harvest activity or anything that 21 

it’s going to be extremely difficult to make any decisions. 22 

 23 

JOHN HOENIG:  But this whole process has to be dynamic and it 24 

can’t be static.  If we go through the list of species and say 25 

these are the ones that are in and we’re done and it can’t be 26 

revisited, because we don’t want to open that can of worms 27 

again, that’s doomed to failure, because as time goes on and we 28 

start to get species-specific landings of parrotfish, we might 29 

realize that, oh, look at this species and it’s catch rates are 30 

going down, down, down and of course we have to revisit it. 31 

 32 

You can’t just say we’re done and now we have blinders on and 33 

we’re not going to look at anything that’s not on our list, 34 

because it changes. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  We have to be adaptive. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If information becomes available that says 39 

this now meets the criteria for inclusion, it would get 40 

included. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, I’m still struggling with the 43 

reason why we are doing this.  I mean if this island management 44 

idea is not going to override ACLs and we don’t really have ACLs 45 

and we have gone through this process of ACLs for species, why 46 

are we doing this?  What extra layer of management are we 47 

talking about here? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think we had that discussion yesterday 2 

morning and we are mandated to do it and that’s the story.  The 3 

ACLs may or may not change and you’re right.  There may be 4 

things coming down -- 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But what extra layer of management are we 7 

talking about here?  What are the possibilities? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That goes back to why are we doing this.  10 

We are doing this because the council decided this is what they 11 

want to, for the reasons that Bill -- 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, I know about that, but what -- I would 14 

have thought that we would be doing this because if we could 15 

figure out some other idea, some other avenues, of management 16 

that ACLs would be overridden by this process. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, ACLs are mandated by federal law. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then I don’t know what we are doing.  I 21 

don’t know what we’re doing. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It doesn’t mean that we don’t revisit ACLs 24 

or how we can assess stocks as data-poor methods become more 25 

available.   26 

 27 

It doesn’t mean, especially for the Virgin Islands, if we start 28 

getting more species-specific information that we can’t adjust 29 

the ACL for species instead of groups like we have now and it 30 

doesn’t mean that as they develop plans that we can’t, at least 31 

as a committee, strongly recommend that other types of 32 

conservative management, in line with ecosystem-based 33 

approaches, be considered that aren’t there now.  As these plans 34 

develop, we can certainly alter the way management is being 35 

done, but the ACLs are there regardless. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So all we are doing is providing some kind 38 

of inputs about a species for any other layer of management, 39 

because if not, why are we here? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s exactly what we’re doing with 42 

this. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and that’s good to know, at least for 45 

me.  I like to know why I’m doing things sometimes, you know? 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It helps.  So it’s still not clear in my 48 
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mind how this works.  What we’re saying is basically if you’re 1 

in now that you’re going to be included, but then that means 2 

we’re also going to take a look at those species to see which 3 

ones should not be and I am not sure how that’s any different 4 

than what we’re talking about, in terms of like starting over, 5 

if someone can differentiate that process for me, because isn’t 6 

that what we were doing?  We were saying if you’re on the list 7 

it’s in and then we’ll go through and see who doesn’t really 8 

need to be there.  9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  I will throw out that if you make your first 11 

criterion to have required management intervention within the 12 

last X number of years, then that would essentially be those 13 

species that have been identified as undergoing overfishing or 14 

overfished.  You could define it that way. 15 

 16 

I understand you said ACLs were management intervention, but if 17 

you just said that, that would get all of your 2010 species of 18 

snappers, groupers, parrotfish, and queen conch that would be in 19 

and then of the remaining ones, the 2011 species, you would only 20 

be pulling out by island those that in the last -- With ACLs in 21 

place, we have identified as having undergone overfishing and 22 

they would be included and that would be wrasses and porgies and 23 

if you could help, Graciela, because I don’t remember them all. 24 

 25 

Besides the ones that were already included, we have already 26 

identified Snapper Unit 2 and that’s in and we already 27 

identified groupers on St. Thomas and that’s in and we have 28 

identified lobsters in St. Croix, but that’s already in.  Those 29 

are all already in and so you get a couple other groups from the 30 

2011. 31 

 32 

Then the others, you say these have not required management 33 

intervention and we drop them over into ecosystem component 34 

species and we will leave them there, monitoring them.   35 

 36 

I am just making things up as I go along, but maybe even use as 37 

a warning criterion that they exceed the pre-established ACLs, 38 

which are no longer necessary, but do exist.  Then we identify 39 

them as at risk at least of undergoing overfishing and we can 40 

move them out of the EC box and move them over into the 41 

management box and apply management intervention as necessary to 42 

deal with the fact that now they have been identified as 43 

undergoing overfishing. 44 

 45 

If not, they sit over in the EC group and then you focus all 46 

your efforts, because this is simple.  This is Box 1 and you 47 

don’t need to go to any other boxes and all the other boxes are 48 
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simply species that are not presently under management, to 1 

determine if they should be brought into federal management.  I 2 

am making this stuff up as I go along, but I just thought I 3 

would throw it out there. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It sounded like it and if I captured everything 6 

you said, you are just doing a whole bunch of hand waving with 7 

putting things in a different category that will then become 8 

back in the same category before it allows us to -- 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  Most of those things will never undergo 11 

overfishing. 12 

 13 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That was the other point, is that if you rely on 14 

your overfishing term -- I mean the ACLs that are in place are 15 

not based on any overfishing metric.  They are not based on MSY.  16 

They are based on average landings. 17 

 18 

You are putting -- You are mixing the reality of the landings 19 

trend we have and the metrics that we put in place and I am 20 

going off on a tangent. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you guys don’t like it, that’s fine. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, I like the idea of putting things in a 25 

monitoring category, but I don’t like the idea of a decision 26 

being based on -- Especially those 2011 species that have 27 

exceeded an average landings, which the Regional Office put as 28 

MSY proxies, which then made it be overfished, which we know 29 

that seventy-two pounds of a species is just ridiculous for 30 

being landed for some of these. 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  But if they’re in the EC category, you cannot 33 

include them if they’re recently undergoing -- Whatever the 34 

verbiage is, but if they have experienced overfishing or they 35 

can’t be at risk for overfishing.  Legally, you are not going to 36 

be able to put them in that EC category if we’ve just had them 37 

on the overfishing list, I think. 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we would all agree that anything that has 40 

required those measures or any trigger in there is going to be 41 

included.  I think we haven’t figured out exactly how to get 42 

there yet. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that would be part of if it had 45 

undergone management and that can be a criteria. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that in terms of practicality that 48 
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Ken’s suggestion is a good one.  I think that we could go by 1 

FMUs and look if there are species that for some reason would be 2 

excluded from the group and go from there, because twenty-two is 3 

a number that I think that we can work with.  If I need to put a 4 

motion on that, I will do it. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My understanding from what Bill said 7 

yesterday was that designating something as an ecosystem species 8 

comes after we have gone through the list of species and saying 9 

who is going to be included for management, who is going to be 10 

included for needing an ACL.  Packaging things into FMUs comes 11 

into play after we decide what species are coming in and so -- 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that it’s going to work out the same 14 

way. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It might very well yes, but we are still 17 

looking at a process where -- It’s still not clear to me if you 18 

bring everything over and then starting saying, okay, but let’s 19 

start looking at it and how is that different than going through 20 

every species?   21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t know.  I think that it would 23 

accelerate the process somewhat. 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How about if you have an FMU list that 26 

includes species that do not have an ACL and that’s 135 species 27 

or species groups for Puerto Rico and thirty-eight for St. 28 

Thomas and St. Croix.  This includes things like the tunas and 29 

ballyhoo and -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Things that are not on our plan yet. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly and so get rid of those first 34 

and that will reduce your list by a lot and then go back into 35 

the FMUs that you already have in place that you know better by 36 

heart and then delete everything that needs to be deleted from 37 

there, if anything.  Begin with the ones that there is some 38 

landings information and they are part of the record for a 39 

number of years, updated up to 2013.  I think Miguel Lugo did 40 

that.  It just shows you a whole bunch of other species that are 41 

not under management and so begin with those. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s just saying okay, we’re going to 44 

begin with these species and then we’re going to go to these 45 

species, but it’s still saying once we begin with these species, 46 

how are we going to look at them?  That’s the issue.  I don’t 47 

think it makes a difference which group you want to start with. 48 
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 1 

KEN STUMP:  I think that because the agency has said we’re doing 2 

species first and then you can talk about FMUs later, it’s sort 3 

of an artificial distinction and process that is not actually 4 

very helpful, to me. 5 

 6 

I think that you should not necessarily have to follow that 7 

stepwise process to get to where you want to get.  If you did 8 

this in the next fifteen minutes, you could probably figure out 9 

how many of these FMUs do we think are going to be in their 10 

respective FMPs and then you only have landings data for some of 11 

those species within these units and it ought to be pretty easy 12 

to identify within each of those twenty-two units, for reef 13 

fish, for instance, which are obviously problematic for one of 14 

the islands or another and whether there’s a species that 15 

shouldn’t be there or whatnot. 16 

 17 

Your landings data is so coarse that you’re not going to be able 18 

to tell, for most of the species in these units, whether they 19 

are actually being caught or not and that’s reality, but if you 20 

started at that level, you still can do what NMFS wants, which 21 

is to say let’s have all of our species first and then we’ll 22 

figure out how to package them. 23 

 24 

This is just -- I am just trying to figure out a simpler way to 25 

expedite the process of figuring out what’s in your bin and then 26 

you can go through the individual species and pull them out as 27 

needed through that process. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I still think that’s more looking at who 30 

we’re going to look at first, and I have a real problem with 31 

that, versus how we’re going to look at them.  We still need to 32 

have some kind of a process that is defensible and transparent. 33 

 34 

I think under the criteria that we’re looking at here, and as 35 

we’ve said, most of the decisions are going to be easy, in the 36 

sense that there’s only a set number of species we have data 37 

for. 38 

 39 

Then there’s going to be questions about what other species will 40 

be packaged around them as that would be the indicator species 41 

for these other species that we’re concerned about and they’re 42 

all going to be in an FMU.  Then we start talking about whether 43 

in each island it will be all these species or this and that and 44 

it’s where all these species and the this and that is the issue.  45 

 46 

KEN STUMP:  It just seems to me that if you want to be 47 

defensible that all of the identified fishery management units 48 
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in your FMPs now have been deemed to require management and to 1 

require including ACLs. 2 

 3 

It just seems that, from a defensible point of view, that we 4 

have to presume that they still require management.  You haven’t 5 

proven otherwise and so you’re at the FMU level, which is where 6 

you’ve having management occur, that unless you have some 7 

obvious reason why a particular fishery management unit, say 8 

wrasses in St. Croix, for instance, or whatever it might be, is 9 

obviously not of importance for that island. 10 

 11 

Otherwise, you carry these over and see if you have an adequate 12 

amount of information for specific species within the units and 13 

go from there. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I like the idea. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I mean I generally agree and it’s very much what 18 

Bill -- Bill, as much as he doesn’t want to have them all rolled 19 

over, it’s the defensibility aspect on this.  I think that you 20 

basically take anything that’s got an ACL and bring it over and 21 

then instead of what to include, let’s come with the inverse of 22 

that and come up do we have any criteria to exclude from there. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean that’s light at the end of the 25 

tunnel. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and how about this?  I mean we 28 

could separate this into a two-part process, if you will, those 29 

that are already in the plan are brought over and then there’s a 30 

process for excluding.  Everything else that’s not in a plan 31 

goes through a separate process should it be brought in and does 32 

that sound reasonable? 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That sounds reasonable and I think when we get 35 

back to the ones to bring in, we’re going to be back in some of 36 

the same discussion, but that’s fine.  Our starting point is 37 

what currently is on the books. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:   This is in terms of everything that’s in 40 

an FMU and so the aquarium species are not. 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, they are.  Half of them are in the Reef Fish 43 

Fishery Management Plan and half of them, roughly half of them, 44 

are in the Corals and Reef-Associated Plants and Invertebrates 45 

Plan. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You do have reef fish species in the 48 
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aquarium trade and so those are under that. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there an ACL? 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the whole aquarium trade, yes. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  We took those two groups and piled them together 9 

and established a single ACL.  If there is any group for which 10 

you can make an argument to remove them from management, it 11 

would be those.  It’s practically nonexistent landings and there 12 

is little, if any, harvest activity on these things, especially 13 

in the Virgin Islands. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reason for that is because there 16 

is a quota in Puerto Rico and there is no -- There is a 17 

regulation prohibiting the take of a number of reef fish species 18 

for the aquarium trade and you have to have a permit and there 19 

hasn’t been a permit in years. 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  In Puerto Rico. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In Puerto Rico. 24 

 25 

BILL ARNOLD:  One guy told me they ignore all of that stuff and 26 

they harvest whatever the customer wants. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In where? 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  In Puerto Rico and everyone knows it. 31 

 32 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything that is going through 33 

customs now is being looked at and there is a case coming up. 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Are there any aquarium trade species caught in 36 

the EEZ? 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think if you applied your percentages that you 39 

would get 5 percent or less in the EEZ. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There might not be harvest at present, 42 

but they are present.  There are aquarium trade species present 43 

in the EEZ. 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, they’re present, but this is something the 46 

states can manage.  They’ve got a checkpoint at the airport and 47 

it doesn’t matter where it was harvested.  They have got a list 48 
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and the state can manage aquarium trade species. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  By the way, I was told that they have found 3 

finally the black cap basslet off of Aguadilla and they are 4 

harvesting it like crazy.  It had been looked for for decades by 5 

aquarium fishermen and finally they found it. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the EEZ or from the state waters? 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t know exactly where and, of course, 10 

Aguadilla, that’s the deep waters is very close to land and so 11 

it’s probably not within the EEZ. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I couldn’t imagine. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  What species is this? 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The black cap basslet and that’s the Gramma 18 

Melacara.  It had not been identified from Puerto Rico until the 19 

other day. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have a two-part process and so we need 22 

to set up criteria for something to be excluded that’s now in an 23 

FMU and one to include for things that are not in an FMU.  We 24 

have been talking about those. 25 

 26 

In terms of what are we going to exclude from things that are 27 

currently managed, range would be a factor or was there a reason 28 

to have these things in the FMUs to begin with when that same 29 

criteria was certainly in play.  No, it wouldn’t have been.  30 

That was before the National Standards.  So range is a factor? 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think so. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are talking about excluding them and so 35 

landings of an upper threshold doesn’t make a difference, but 36 

what about the lower threshold or even data to begin with?   37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, for the same reasons that you 39 

mentioned yesterday -- For example, yellowmouth grouper, there 40 

is very little data on it, but we want to manage it, because if 41 

not, it’s a lost case.  I mean there are fishes that are 42 

presently in very low abundance and that doesn’t mean that we 43 

need to discard them as management units. 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, are you talking about just the species 46 

that are presently under management and the decision to remove 47 

them or species that -- 48 



133 

 

 

 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Wouldn’t yellowmouth be in the species that aren’t 4 

presently managed and not part of this conversation? 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you are correct. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s not in? 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No, there is yellowfin, but not yellowmouth.  11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So is yellowedge, but not yellowmouth. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  We’ve got some yellowtail and yellowedge, but no 15 

yellowmouth.  16 

 17 

KEN STUMP:  On the landings below a lower threshold, it seems to 18 

me that there was a discussion yesterday which suggested that -- 19 

I think Bill also raised this, that a lower threshold to exclude 20 

species really isn’t justified by the data you have.   21 

 22 

It’s inclusory, if that’s a word, making up to have -- It makes 23 

sense to have an upper threshold that, based on the available 24 

data you have, says these are really obviously important species 25 

and we want to include them. 26 

 27 

We have data, enough data, to know that they are important, but 28 

you don’t have enough data, and you’ve already said this to the 29 

council, I think, to use landings as a basis for excluding 30 

species and so that criterion, it seems to me, shouldn’t be 31 

there if you believe that, the lower threshold criterion. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m sort of in agreement, because right now 34 

we’re talking about species that are already on the list and so 35 

as Bill I think said, somebody made a decision at some point 36 

that these things ought to be on the list and that they were 37 

important and whether species-specific data is being collected 38 

on them is actually secondary to whether they were considered 39 

important or not and so they may still be on the list and they 40 

may still be bundled in an FMU, but landings really wouldn’t be 41 

a criteria for excluding. 42 

 43 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Let me just say that you’re correct that 44 

somebody thought they were important enough to be on the list.  45 

However, mistakes are made. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s true. 48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  It may not be landings, but it may be an issue 2 

if it’s all in state waters. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Range we’ve said is an issue and that needs 5 

to be dealt with and there is a question in terms of let’s not 6 

say landings, but let’s just say what’s being caught.  If 7 

fishermen are not involved in this, we can say this is being 8 

caught and there is no place to report it or whatever. 9 

 10 

There is still a criteria or there is still a knowledge base 11 

that can be used, whether it’s expert opinion, but there is 12 

still a knowledge base that can be used to classify something in 13 

that sense.  There is a condition where these species were 14 

deemed important for at least one of the islands.  Now we’re 15 

going to three different islands and species may not be 16 

important in some islands and it may be important in others. 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  This is slightly off the point, but I think it 19 

might be comforting to keep in mind that no matter how -- If we 20 

choose these by complex, the outcome is still going to be a list 21 

of species, a draft list of species, for management.  That draft 22 

list of species for management will be taken to the DAPs. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think the DAPs ought to be involved in 25 

drafting that list from the very beginning. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and so you guys have no problem with that and 28 

they already have been and that’s what we talked about last week 29 

or the week before in meeting with the three DAPs.  We will meet 30 

with them again, but it is a draft list.  Then it will be gone 31 

through by the St. Croix fishers and they will say get the 32 

wrasses out of here and get this species and this species and 33 

this species out of here, because we just don’t catch them or 34 

whatever.  The list, on a species basis, will become hopefully 35 

this rationale. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I will come back, since you picked up that 38 

example, and say you can catch all of the Spanish hogfish you 39 

want, but hogfish are a big, long-lived species and it doesn’t 40 

take much to knock them down and maybe you don’t harvest these 41 

things because you already clobbered them, but I would still 42 

argue that your ACL ought to be zero for that. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t want to get too -- I just wanted to say 45 

this is the stepwise approach that we’ll be taking. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, up to some point.  I mean we still 48 
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have this table that we’re dealing with and I am willing to say 1 

I’m sorry, but it’s not in federal waters and that’s the basis 2 

for excluding it, but I think I am willing to side with the 3 

people who are saying the data are exclusionary in terms of 4 

landings data is -- 5 

 6 

JOE KIMMEL:  It shouldn’t be used, the minimum catch, because 7 

they could have been hammered and that’s why you don’t catch 8 

them. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there is lots of things that people 11 

just don’t want that there’s a little bit of bycatch around and 12 

so for those, I might say, okay, we don’t need that, but I don’t 13 

know whether I could make an exclusion thing that says you’re 14 

low and you’re out, because there would be other things that 15 

would come into it. 16 

 17 

I think I would rather keep that in some kind of a table thing, 18 

if it’s economically important or whatever, and therefore, I 19 

don’t think I would use the -- I am leaning towards saying let’s 20 

not use the minimum threshold to throw things out and we need to 21 

consider that in the context of other things and that’s my 22 

thinking that I am going to be told either way. 23 

 24 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I would agree with that and I think you’ve 25 

got a lot of people around the table saying they would agree 26 

with that. 27 

 28 

JOE KIMMEL:  We’ve had several different methods, if you will, 29 

suggested and everybody has got problems with every one of them 30 

and so we’re not going to have a perfect situation here and so I 31 

would say let’s take one of the techniques that we talked about 32 

and get started and play with it a while and if we get to the 33 

point where this is not working, then we will stop and start on 34 

another one. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would argue then is that what we’re 37 

talking about for the species currently on the list is all that 38 

will be brought over -- If there is credible argument based on 39 

being only in the EEZ that that could be a criteria for 40 

inclusion and other than that, we’re going to go to the tables.  41 

If you want to exclude somebody, we’re going to go fill out this 42 

table and say that’s the basis for not having them in there, 43 

which leaves us a problem dealing with the table, but before we 44 

do that -- Because I think the table would apply to whether 45 

we’re going to bring species in just as equally as whether we 46 

are excluding them. 47 

 48 
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On the other side of things, species that are not on the list 1 

now, can we have -- Are we going back to this kind of thing and 2 

saying, all right, what should we bring in?   3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, maybe this isn’t a problem, but what you 5 

guys are focused on is developing a selection criteria and not 6 

the list. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I know. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What should we bring in? 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What’s the process for deciding what we 13 

bring in?  Protected is not now an issue, because we have 14 

already dealt with all of the things that would be protected.  15 

Is there anything that’s under endangered species or whatever 16 

that’s already on the list anyway? 17 

 18 

BILL ARNOLD:  There is nothing but -- Nassau maybe, but it’s not 19 

yet. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re already on the list anyway and 22 

that’s what I am asking.  If that’s the case, then we don’t even 23 

need to look at protected status, because nothing else is 24 

covered by that. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that one species is very, very 27 

important, because it’s not sold in the fish markets, but it’s 28 

harvested in big amounts and that’s the ballyhoo.  In the 29 

process that the dolphinfish has been increasing in fisheries, 30 

the ballyhoo is a parallel effort going along with that. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If it’s a baitfish for traps in the dolphin 33 

fishery. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The baitfish for fishes that swallow the 36 

bait, because for marlins, for example, they are going the 37 

opposite direction and going with artificial baits just to hook 38 

them in the mouth. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but dolphin so dominates the fishery 41 

that all the trends are driven by dolphin. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They are fishing the ballyhoo by the tons. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and so, again, we’re back to a 46 

consideration would be range then?   47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  If it’s something we want to consider adding? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, something that’s not on the list now 3 

and ballyhoo would be an example and dolphinfish would be an 4 

example and octopus would be an example. 5 

 6 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  This is probably a dumb question, but what 7 

list do you go to to decide what ones you want that aren’t on 8 

the list that are on some other list?  Would it be landings? 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Landings, yes.  Well, let me rephrase that 11 

and it will probably work out that way, because there a number 12 

of species that are big and they are -- The data is collected by 13 

species and dolphin would be a perfect example of that, but 14 

there are probably other species -- Species data is only 15 

recorded if there is someplace on the form to put that species 16 

and therefore, I can’t think of an example where any of the 17 

current forms have that, other than for something like dorado 18 

and ballyhoo, the bigger species that we’re already talking 19 

about.  20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you mean the smaller species, 22 

because you have 135 other species that include all these other 23 

baitfish also in the commercial catch.  That’s recorded and you 24 

also have the TIP database that includes anything that has come 25 

into the commercial catch that has been sampled at some point. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s for Puerto Rico and how does it go 28 

for -- 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The data is also available for a 31 

number of years for the other islands. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay and so the starting list is some kind 34 

of catch information and so it could be landings or it could be 35 

TIP or just the biosampling.  36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You would have fishery-independent 38 

surveys, such as SEAMAP, so if there is any other species that 39 

are not in either one of those lists.  You have an Excel file 40 

already that includes all the non-ACL species that are in the 41 

commercial catch database. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For Puerto Rico recreational? 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, this one only includes the 46 

commercial, but we can request the Puerto Rico recreational. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s probably on the list of recreational.  1 

We have a list of recreational species.  Can you give me the 2 

number again of species for which there is information that are 3 

not in the plan? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  135 for Puerto Rico and thirty-eight 6 

each for St. Thomas and St. Croix.   7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thirty-eight is a manageable number to go 9 

through.  135 is -- We would be looking for something where we 10 

could cut out a lot of that quickly. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that’s the list of 13 

recreational fisheries and I don’t have them by ACL and non-ACL. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  For a lot of these species, we’re not going 16 

to have information about range.  For a lot of these species, 17 

we’re not going to have a lot of information, period. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The recreational, most of it will be 20 

by family. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am waiting for anybody who has got a good 23 

idea.  Is there a criteria we can use -- Let’s use the case of 24 

Puerto Rico, because that’s 135 species.  I think if it’s 25 

thirty-eight species in the Virgin Islands, that’s enough to go 26 

through one-by-one and say yes or no or whatever. 27 

 28 

135, is there a way to get that down to like forty species that 29 

we have to deal with?  Is there some quick criteria that says 30 

you’re out? 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Range is one of them. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we have data that we can -- 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We have local knowledge.  Even with the 37 

information we have, we struggled yesterday. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the point.  If you’re saying yes, we 40 

have expert knowledge, it still means we’re going to use expert 41 

knowledge to go down through 135 species as opposed to 42 

generating a list and rank them and these guys are out.  If we 43 

don’t have confidence that whatever data we’re using, be it 44 

range or landings or whatever, some level, then we’re going 45 

through 135 species. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The way I see it is within the EEZ we have 48 
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coral reefs and since most of those fishes are coral reef 1 

associated fishes, it is most likely that the range will 2 

encompass those species, the EEZ for those species.  There are 3 

some that are pretty much estuarine and for some reason are 4 

there for one reason or another and those are the ones that we 5 

probably can weed out, but otherwise, I think that most are 6 

going to fit in, because the EEZ has these coral reef habitats 7 

in them. 8 

 9 

Aside from the mesophotic and aside from the photic reefs, which 10 

include the groupers and snappers, all the rest -- All we’re 11 

going to be able to weed out are the mostly kind of coastal, 12 

estuarine species and one of the things would be like snook or 13 

sardines or things like that.   14 

 15 

For example, octopus would be something that we could talk 16 

about, because I mean it is not that it is not present within 17 

the EEZ, but it’s mostly a coastal species.  That is how I think 18 

about it, because it’s going to be very difficult to include a 19 

lot of those species because coral reefs. 20 

 21 

Abrir la Sierra is -- You have fifty-foot reefs there and so 22 

it’s not only deepwater reefs but it’s about everything.  We are 23 

talking about everything there and Bajo de Sico, that’s seventy-24 

five feet at the shallowest area and so you have a reef at 25 

seventy-five feet and Abrir la Sierra is even shallower than 26 

that and so you have shallow reefs within the EEZ. 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  I agree.  29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree too. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are agreeing with what? 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am agreeing with -- Reni actually was more 35 

succinct than I in summarizing.  The point with St. Croix is you 36 

have coral reef systems and there are going to be very few 37 

species that are only found in one area versus the other. 38 

 39 

Estuarine versus coastal are -- I mean instead of range, but 40 

primarily estuarine or primarily intertidal species, I mean 41 

that’s really -- That gets rid of your snook and your mullet and 42 

your whelk.  Other than that, we’re going to have -- Those I 43 

think we can exclude very quickly.  Forget range, but coastal or 44 

estuarine or tidal species.  That will get rid of at least a 45 

few. 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you go to FishBase, it tells you the 48 
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habitat and it tells you estuarine or coastal.  That have that 1 

kind of classifications. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you don’t want to go exclusively by local 6 

knowledge. 7 

 8 

VANCE VICENTE:  You find snook in the reefs. 9 

 10 

JOE KIMMEL:  In the Florida Keys, but we don’t seem them -- 11 

 12 

TODD GEDAMKE:  On the east coast of Florida too. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So my question is -- My question was is 15 

there something where we can -- I don’t have a problem with 16 

using range and everything you said is fine and I like the 17 

categorization of basically if it’s reef that you’re not going 18 

to get thrown out and if you’re estuarine or coastal or tidal, 19 

we’re not going to consider you, but my question was is there 20 

something we can use to lump off, without even getting to the 21 

range question, two-thirds of the 135 species?  If there isn’t, 22 

then we’re going to have apply this species-by-species.  That 23 

was my question. 24 

 25 

VANCE VICENTE:  I think it’s unavoidable.  I think we have to go 26 

species-by-species. 27 

 28 

JOE KIMMEL:  We don’t have very good data here, but if you could 29 

interview the fishermen and find out where do they catch the 30 

fish and if you could believe what they tell you, you would find 31 

out that 90 percent of the catch comes from local waters. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because 90 percent of the waters is local 34 

waters.  35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  That’s right.  Exactly and if you look at the reef 37 

areas in the EEZ, they are actually very small.  I mean there’s 38 

a little part west of Puerto Rico and maybe a little bit south 39 

of Puerto Rico, but in the Virgin Islands and St. Croix, there 40 

is just that Lang Bank area and in St. Thomas/St. John there is 41 

a bit, but for Puerto Rico, it’s a different situation.  42 

 43 

There is very little reef in the EEZ.  It is there and like you 44 

say, reef-associated species are found there, but you could 45 

probably denude those areas in the EEZ and not really affect the 46 

population density of those same species in the local waters.  I 47 

mean we’ve got to be practical about this as well. 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and so correct me if I’m wrong, but it seems 2 

we’ve got this reversed a little bit.  We have a list of managed 3 

species and we said these species are managed for a reason and 4 

we need to develop criteria not to add them, but to remove them.  5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are not talking about that. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  Exactly and now we’re talking about the non-9 

managed species.  When we’re talking about the non-managed 10 

species, we’re not talking about developing criteria to remove 11 

them.  We’re talking about developing criteria to add them and 12 

so when you’re talking about this range thing, you’re talking 13 

about reasons to remove them and that’s exactly the opposite of 14 

what you should be discussing. 15 

 16 

Now you can talk about we should add them and not because they 17 

don’t occur in state waters, but they do occur in federal 18 

waters.  You can start talking about these things and do you 19 

have an upper landings threshold that indicates they are 20 

important to the nation or the region?  You can get rid of a 21 

lower threshold and we don’t care about that, but go back to 22 

what we were dealing with previously when we were talking about 23 

reasons to add, because that’s what you want to focus on with 24 

the non-managed species.   25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so that’s a good point.  The 27 

landings, an upper landings threshold, would in fact be a good 28 

way to get rid of a lot of things if you went -- 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  Except that we weren’t using that.  I mean you 31 

can’t, but we weren’t using that to get rid of species.  We were 32 

using it to add species, but that’s all you’re trying to do, is 33 

identify species that need to be added for management. 34 

 35 

You can look at -- I don’t know the landings, but you could look 36 

at octopus and I believe they come in around 30,000 pounds a 37 

year or something like that.  There is a species you could argue 38 

about.  It’s got high landings and depending upon where you set 39 

that threshold, they might be in, but then the expert opinion 40 

might argue yes, but that’s a strictly state fishery and you 41 

could make a decision. 42 

 43 

For probably a hundred of those 135 species, you are not going 44 

to find reasons to include them for management.  You don’t need 45 

reasons to exclude them for management, but you just need to 46 

come up with reasons to include them. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was thinking of reasons to exclude from 1 

consideration. 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, I think you should argue that we need to add 4 

these and this is why and if we can’t come up with a reason why, 5 

then they don’t get added. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then we look at other species. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kind of, but if you set a threshold that says that 10 

they’re above this threshold, they get added. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That doesn’t mean that -- 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  You are starting to lop things off based on this 15 

is why we have to add them and not this is why we don’t add 16 

them.  If you just focus on why we have to add them, I think 17 

that will make the process easier.  You develop your specific 18 

criteria of why you’re going to add them and you apply that 19 

criteria and you will probably find out that you’re not adding 20 

more than five species, if that.   21 

 22 

That’s your ecological importance.  That’s probably going to be 23 

one of your key attributes, because let’s face it.  All these 24 

non-managed species are non-managed for a reason.  Most of it is 25 

because they are hardly ever caught.  There is a bunch of them 26 

on the list, but I bet if you pulled up the total landings over 27 

the course of history, you would find out that they’re ranging 28 

from a pound to -- We went over that yesterday and a pound to 29 

3,000 pounds total and not just average, but total.   30 

 31 

Why would we want to manage those species?  There is a reason 32 

we’re not managing them and unless we can find a darned good 33 

reason why we do need to manage them, don’t start. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are sixteen out of thirty-eight 36 

that are either not under HMS or they are like whelk. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Sixteen out of what for what? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sixteen out of thirty-eight for St. 41 

Croix. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are what? 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That you would have to look at.  There 46 

are some landings. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why are we not looking at the others? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Because they are either HMS and 3 

already under management, like sharks and tunas, swordfish, 4 

marlin, but then you also have the ones that are like snook and 5 

scad and baitfish.  Those are in the state, but you would have 6 

to look at those, right?  That would be sixteen plus -- Twenty-7 

two species out of the thirty-eight that you would have to look 8 

at in St. Croix.  That’s going by HMS and things like whelk. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The Virgin Islands aren’t an issue.  Their 11 

number of species that we’re going to look at is already low 12 

enough that it’s not a problem. 13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  Some of the things are annual species and we can 15 

eliminate those right away. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Annual species? 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, we don’t manage annual species. 20 

 21 

JOE KIMMEL:  Sardines are on the list though.   22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why don’t we manage annual species? 24 

 25 

JOE KIMMEL:  It’s basically impossible to overfish them. 26 

 27 

VANCE VICENTE:  Can you give me an example of -- Is it like 28 

scallops that we have annual species that are -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can certainly fish out scallops and so 31 

why is an annual species an issue here? 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t make the laws.  I just --  34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  We should have a reason for managing any of 36 

these stocks.  It comes back to the objectives of the management 37 

plan. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there a list of things somewhere that 40 

are under HMS management? 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and it’s the one that is called -- 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s take a ten-minute break. 45 

 46 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and so this is what we’re looking 1 

at.  A red arrow means the answer was no and a green arrow means 2 

the answer is yes and so we’re looking at the range first and if 3 

you’re not EEZ, you’re not going to be in and so whatever 4 

criteria we decide on that, you won’t be included.  If you are 5 

included, then there is another distinction of are you under 6 

HMS?  If the answer is yes, you’re not going to be included, 7 

because you’re already handled under HMS. 8 

 9 

If the landings are -- If you’re not included, that’s a red 10 

arrow going down and then we’ll look at landings.  If the 11 

landings are high by some criteria, you are going to be in and 12 

if the landings are low, then we’re going to go to the table of 13 

those other things. 14 

 15 

WALTER KEITHLY:  You are automatically in if the landings are 16 

high?  A species like dolphin -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just throwing that out there, but yes, 19 

dolphin is a great example. 20 

 21 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That was my concern, because, again, I question 22 

the -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is not the final product and this is 25 

the -- 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So the dolphinfish would not be in because 28 

it’s HMS? 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Dolphin is not under HMS. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s not under HMS? 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  No. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nor is a lot of other -- 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  Wahoo? 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Marlins? 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Marlin is -- 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  They are HMS. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but I thought that dolphinfish was 47 

within those HMS species.   48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, not it’s not HMS managed. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It wouldn’t even be under HMS because 4 

they are coastal. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, they say that, but if you look at 7 

where they swim, they are out there. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is HMS managed. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then if they are already under somebody 12 

else’s jurisdiction -- 13 

 14 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess I’m a little confused and let’s go back 15 

to dolphin.  That is going to be the main criteria, but -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not just dolphin, but in king mackerel, the 18 

landings are high. 19 

 20 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am just a single example. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but it’s the example and so if we 23 

want to discuss it. 24 

 25 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Does that mean that dolphin would be in under 26 

our criteria? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is the question I am putting to the 29 

committee, because dolphin is -- Do we need something else in 30 

there?  Dolphin is the number one species now if you pool 31 

recreational and commercial, at least in Puerto Rico.  It is 32 

under nobody’s management. 33 

 34 

JOE KIMMEL:  According to your scheme here, they wouldn’t go 35 

out, but they’re not in now.  They are not in the FMP. 36 

 37 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The whole idea here of things that aren’t 38 

already in the FMP is to decide whether they should be or should 39 

not be. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Isn’t there a recreational regulation for 42 

mahi-mahi? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, it’s something like thirty -- 45 

 46 

JOE KIMMEL:  That might be in the state. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think it’s state. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s landings and we don’t care where it 3 

comes from.  Maybe that would -- So dolphin is the key species 4 

and actually someone will need to make a decision on, because 5 

it’s immensely important economically and it’s not under 6 

anybody’s jurisdiction and it’s falling through the cracks right 7 

at the moment. 8 

 9 

The South Atlantic has a plan and we’re not under that and it’s 10 

the same fish and they just circle around and so what should we 11 

do about them? 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  As I recall, the Caribbean Council opted out of 14 

a joint management plan with the South Atlantic and that’s -- I 15 

don’t remember why the Caribbean Council decided to back out of 16 

that joint management plan.  They certainly gave a justification 17 

for not including dolphin, in my opinion. 18 

 19 

It’s such a fast-growing fish and, again, NS-1 should trump 20 

everything else and if we ever have a problem with overfishing, 21 

we all should watch out.  Overfishing is not a problem on 22 

dolphin and I just don’t see a need -- We have enough problems 23 

with the species that we can easily overfish in the Caribbean 24 

without tackling species that -- 25 

 26 

JOE KIMMEL:  The only reason I can see there might be some good 27 

justification for managing dolphin is because currently they are 28 

not managed and there is a lot of waste in the fishery.  There’s 29 

people going out and catching thirty or forty dolphin and they 30 

come back and half of them wind up in the dumpster. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In Puerto Rico, they are only allowed to 33 

land I think it’s twenty. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Ten by fisher up to thirty per boat. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It will be the thirty largest and so there 38 

are some discards at sea. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, there is no size limit whatsoever 41 

and the issue the council had was one of allocation.  The main 42 

issue that the council had was one of allocation.  It was 43 

primarily a recreational fishery and the reason for even 44 

thinking about dealing with it was because recreational fishers 45 

were actually selling the catch and that’s against the law in 46 

Puerto Rico, but it’s not -- There is no actual description or 47 

definition of recreational fishers shall not sell the catch in 48 
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the FMPs. 1 

 2 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I will put on my economic hat again and say the 3 

council has scarce resources and the council has its hands full 4 

trying to manage reef fish species and queen conch and lobster 5 

and I don’t think we need to add to that complexity of the 6 

council by getting into the issues of allocation and managing 7 

species just for the purpose of allocation.  The issue of waste 8 

of product, I don’t know if that’s waste or not and maybe the 9 

state could handle it. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to put on my biology hat and say 12 

I don’t think the council should be managing dolphin, but I 13 

think somebody should and I think we can overfish it and the 14 

biology and the movements now are well enough understood to know 15 

that the fish that are coming through here are either the same 16 

fish, in some cases, if they are large, or the next generation 17 

of as these things are circling around the Atlantic. 18 

 19 

The tagging information is very clear on this that that’s what 20 

they’re doing and so the same population, if you will, that’s 21 

being caught off the southeast U.S. is the same one that’s being 22 

hit by the Azores and it’s the same one that’s being hit by 23 

Puerto Rico, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, Cuba, parts of 24 

Mexico, et cetera. 25 

 26 

If that doesn’t make it highly migratory, I am not sure what 27 

does, but yes, it’s a fast-growing fish and so it’s somewhat 28 

resistant to a high level of fishing pressure, but that doesn’t 29 

make it totally resistant to a high level of fishing pressure 30 

and we have certainly overfished a number of species that are 31 

equally as highly productive and so it’s possible to do it. 32 

 33 

It’s by far -- I don’t know about by far, but it’s one of the 34 

most critically important economically for the fisheries, 35 

commercial and recreational, and so I think while -- Like I 36 

said, I don’t think the council should be the one managing this, 37 

because it’s on a much larger scale, but the council should be 38 

engaging or making sure that someone is taking a look at this. 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  You mean directing it to the HMS folks? 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or going back to having the joint plan as 43 

far as talking about the realities of what we think they’re 44 

doing biologically. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now it’s only one council and can I 47 

interrupt for a second?  There is an additional issue that was 48 
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brought up at the federal permit scoping meeting last week and 1 

that was that there are longliners fishing in the area and we 2 

don’t have the information in the commercial catch data that we 3 

have from the HMS reports.   4 

 5 

The logbooks that they have should include information on these 6 

other species that are not directly managed by HMS and so we 7 

don’t know how much dorado or wahoo or whatever the longliners 8 

are harvesting, but the local fishers’ complaint is that they 9 

are harvesting quite a lot of dolphin and wahoo. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Lots of probably both and there has been 12 

less tagging work, but -- There is other species like sierra, 13 

which I don’t know that much about the biology of them, but they 14 

are important also in the fisheries here.   15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They have a quota locally of five fish 17 

per fisher up to ten per boat, but that includes -- That’s 18 

recreational and there is nothing on the commercial side. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but the commercial catch is larger. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is a minimum size and so a total 23 

length of 508 millimeters and 506 millimeters. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  According to this -- 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Mackerels are also seasonal. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think this is the non-corrected data, 30 

non-expanded data.   31 

 32 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Rich, back to dolphinfish or dorado or 33 

whatever you want to call them.  Why don’t you put them in the 34 

list if this would precipitate the discussion on the council to 35 

either go with a joint plan, go back and consider joint 36 

management with the South Atlantic, or maybe even, for that 37 

matter, the Fisheries Service could somehow put them in HMS.  My 38 

recollection is the Fisheries Service is all international 39 

stuff, right?  It’s ICCAT and stuff like that and it’s only -- 40 

Maybe there is no convenient way to -- 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I said it falls through the holes. 43 

 44 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Yes, but if we put them on a list, this is 45 

going to force somebody to think more about how they should do 46 

it. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where I was going with this, yes. 1 

 2 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Then I guess I agree with you then and I 3 

think we ought to include them just to make a point to somebody 4 

that they do need to be managed. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  One could, however, also just have a 7 

category that says are they under management by somebody, which 8 

in this case they are by the recreational catch in the local 9 

waters, at least in Puerto Rico.   10 

 11 

Then I am also looking for -- Again, I am suspecting that for 12 

St. Thomas and St. John and the Virgin Islands that it’s also 13 

going to be an important species or no? 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Dorado definitely, especially for St. 16 

Croix. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not high on the list for St. Thomas, 19 

but it is for St. Croix.  It’s the number one fish.   20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In Puerto Rico it’s the number one. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If that seems like an approach we want to 24 

do, then it comes down to start specifying criteria and what 25 

constitutes an EEZ species and what constitutes high landings 26 

and how do we work the table.  I think for the EEZ that we’re 27 

saying the EEZ is not estuarine, coastal, or tidal and anything 28 

else would be considered EEZ. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What was that, intertidal? 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Intertidal, coastal, and estuarine would be 33 

considered not EEZ. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Back in 1983, the council had an FMP 36 

for coastal pelagics that included the mackerel, the wahoo, and 37 

the dolphin, but it was called coastal pelagics. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But that never went through, did it? 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No. 42 

 43 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  What did they have? 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The coastal pelagic FMP of mackerels 46 

and -- 47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  This council? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They drafted it, but it never went through. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, they drafted it, but it never 5 

went through.   6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s as far as they got in the 8 

discussions of the joint plan. 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that was in the 1980s and during 11 

the reauthorization of the Magnuson-Stevens, then the joint 12 

dolphin and wahoo FMP joint between the three councils came into 13 

being and the EFH and -- 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So why did the council not move forward on 16 

the draft back in the 1980s? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was way before my time, but I can 19 

look it up, because we do have the record for that. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I remember you back in the 1980s. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But I wasn’t in the council. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we going to manage the lionfish or not? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s going to come up.  Is that on the 28 

data sheets? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You want to see the most recent data, 33 

because that’s a growing fishery. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a growing fishery and it’s a growing 36 

fish, too.  They’re big.  It’s a good catch. 37 

 38 

JOE KIMMEL:  I ate some the other day.  Twice actually last 39 

week. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You ate them?  How was it? 42 

 43 

JOE KIMMEL:  It was good.  It was in an empanada and spiced up 44 

like it was, it could have been bad, but it tasted good. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question I think right now is does 47 

anybody want to put forth a recommendation on where we would 48 
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draw the line on whether your landings are sufficiently high 1 

enough that you would be considered or brought in? 2 

 3 

WALTER KEITHLY:  A decision, first of all, could be -- I heard 4 

your opinion and somebody else’s opinion, but I haven’t heard a 5 

group consensus yet on that issue. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The graphics that Kevin sent yesterday are 8 

very useful for that.  You can see that and it’s pretty clear 9 

where things actually become almost insignificant regarding 10 

landings, from the landing standpoint.  You know somewhere near 11 

-- They reach about 95 percent and all those others fall within 12 

that 5 percent and there’s --  13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  If the landings were a perfect representation of 15 

the catch, this would be a lot easier task. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a never-ending argument. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, is there a poundage upon which if 20 

you’re over that we want to consider you?  Is there a percentage 21 

of if you’re in the top whatever percent?  I am looking at 22 

Puerto Rico data and there is almost 5,000 pounds of barracuda. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which data are you looking at? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is 14,000 pounds of cardinal snapper.  27 

I find that hard to believe, but that’s what that says.  There 28 

is 21,000 pounds of mojarra, although they might get thrown out 29 

because they are estuarine.  Porgy is 23,000.  That table there 30 

is -- Anything in blue is not in an FMU and the total -- 31 

Everything that is an FMU is up here in the FMU values.  Here is 32 

the herrings and 51,000 pounds.  Do you want to include those? 33 

 34 

JOE KIMMEL:  50,000 pounds seems to be a reasonable number. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and they’re also important from an 37 

ecological point of view.  Ballyhoo is at 44,000 and almost 38 

45,000 pounds.  Again, that’s off of Puerto Rico, but you get 39 

the idea. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to include them, to say 42 

that they will be included? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is what kind of cutoff are we 45 

talking about and how do we design a cutoff?   46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Octopus is only probably one coast 48 
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that is responsible for that much landings. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is that the cumulative percentage? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So 90 percent and where are we? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  90 percent would not include --  9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  90 percent is good. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there anything -- Like wahoo wouldn’t 13 

make it under that category, for example. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But we have very good reasons to believe 16 

that wahoo is very much underreported.  Is that recreational 17 

plus commercial or only -- 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s only commercial. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s only commercial?  Wahoo is a 22 

recreational catch.  It’s a recreational species. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The wahoo average catch is 42,000 pounds 25 

estimated from recreational.  That would be enough to bump it up 26 

into the 90 percent.  There is 20,000 pounds of tripletail being 27 

caught. 28 

 29 

JOE KIMMEL:  The difference between if you had a cutoff at 30 

50,000 pounds, you would manage X number of species, according 31 

to this list.  If you look at 25,000 pounds, it’s like nine 32 

species different, some of which are sharks and that’s managed 33 

by HMS and so that’s not even -- There’s little tunny and 34 

octopus. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Most of the big species here are actually 37 

things that are moving around. 38 

 39 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes and so I don’t think -- Somewhere between 40 

25,000 and 50,000 pounds is the number. 41 

 42 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the ones that are HMS.   43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  Does anybody know what the white-mouth drummer is 45 

here, number 58? 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Not the white-mouth drummer.  It’s a drum, 48 
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but I have never seen or heard about it.  Are we weeding out?  1 

What about the estuarine species? 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, I am doing the green ones now and 4 

so let me know.  I am doing green now and so estuarine and tidal 5 

and -- 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Herrings. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The blue like that is that they don’t 10 

have an ACL and so you need to decide what you are going to do 11 

with them. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If it’s an estuarine thing, then we can 14 

start weeding them out. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There’s a question of whether they are also 17 

important for supporting, as baitfish, species that we are 18 

managing. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Here is the white mullet right here 21 

and so ballyhoo, should I give it a green? 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Ballyhoo, I don’t think that is an estuarine 24 

-- Ballyhoo supports a lot of shelf-edge fishes. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What I’m getting at is that if we can 27 

put in the poundage that they are within the estuarine and 28 

intertidal groups and then they have such high landings that you 29 

might want to consider them. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would not touch ballyhoo for the time 32 

being. 33 

 34 

WALTER KEITH:  Are any ballyhoo harvested in federal waters? 35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  I know it occurs there, but I don’t know if it’s 37 

harvested in federal waters. 38 

 39 

KEN STUMP:  You know one consideration which other councils have 40 

been moving toward increasingly is to take forage species as a 41 

group and classify them as ecosystem component species so that 42 

you don’t have any management requirement for ACLs or anything 43 

like that or status determination criteria, but you are 44 

acknowledging that they are ecologically important particularly 45 

to your managed species and your concern is to monitor them with 46 

the data you have to make sure that you are not doing anything 47 

that would undermine their productivity or affect them in any 48 



154 

 

 

way or deal with bycatch issues. 1 

 2 

I think that’s a real option here that could allow you to put 3 

them on the radar screen without adding management burden and 4 

it’s something that’s been done by the North Pacific Council and 5 

the Pacific Council and I think other councils are considering 6 

it right now as well. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, the species not targeted but retained 9 

or whatever the criteria would be for EEZ and therefore 10 

something that where we have 50,000 pounds being harvested and 11 

it’s being targeted as a baitfish, but it’s all from local 12 

waters, we could look at this in terms of ecosystem species, 13 

because it’s not that way in EEZ waters and is that correct? 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  Whether you include it in the ecosystem component 16 

category?  I don’t see why not.  I mean baitfish as a group.  17 

All of that is EEZ? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, all the things in the National 20 

Standards about if it’s being harvested and retained that it 21 

can’t be an ecosystem component species and that applies if it’s 22 

being done in the EEZ.  It’s clearly being done in local waters. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, two things.  One is I don’t think they’re 25 

specific to EEZ waters on the EC species.  It’s probably implied 26 

and I don’t know and that might be a question for legal counsel.  27 

The other thing is, and this is less directly relevant right 28 

now, but they are, as I said before, modifying those EC species 29 

requirements or guidelines.  How that’s going to turn out, I 30 

don’t know, but I think they might relax the not generally 31 

retained part of it. 32 

 33 

KEN STUMP:  I think there is a large amount of discretion even 34 

under that generally not retained phrase under the current 35 

guidance.  I mean the North Pacific Council actually established 36 

essentially a fish category, which is now EC species with a 37 

retention amount of 2 percent of landed catch as a cap.  That 2 38 

percent in a large trawl fishery is a lot of fish and so I mean 39 

I think it demonstrates that you can have some amount of 40 

retention and that has been done and it still designates species 41 

as EC species. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Would you consider that to be bycatch? 44 

 45 

KEN STUMP:  I think under the current definition, given that 46 

it’s retained, it doesn’t actually fit that category either.  47 

It’s all technical definitions. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, is it a target species? 2 

 3 

KEN STUMP:  It’s not a target species. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In this case they are.  Ballyhoo and the 6 

others, those are baitfish fishes. 7 

 8 

KEN STUMP:  But, as you said, not in federal waters, as far as 9 

you know. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But these are directly impacting -- 12 

 13 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, if you want to make baitfish an EC 14 

category, I suggest you set that aside and not that interfere 15 

with this determination. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I want to know whether we can include it.  18 

Can we include them as ecosystem component species even though 19 

they’re a target species in local waters? 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you can try.  You are only making 22 

recommendations and so when it comes to EC species, make that 23 

recommendation, but if you can’t, you certainly can’t include it 24 

for management.  I mean if those are your alternatives and 25 

that’s basically the only thing you can be asking here -- If my 26 

answer is no and your response is okay, we’re going to include 27 

them under management, that’s not going work either. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why not? 30 

 31 

BILL ARNOLD:  Because if they don’t meet EEZ requirements as an 32 

EC species or whatever, they are not going to meet those 33 

requirements -- Now, you’re saying they’re state species and so 34 

what business could we have managing them in federal waters if 35 

they’re a state species? 36 

 37 

I go back to if you set an ACL for baitfish and they exceed the 38 

ACL and you apply accountability measures, are they going to 39 

have any impact?  That’s the most basic management approach we 40 

take down here.  If you’re getting no landings from federal 41 

waters, then your accountability measures are going to have no 42 

impact and I have to ask what’s the point of pretending you’re 43 

managing it. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If these species are important forage 46 

species for species that we are managing -- 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Then that should be in the ecological importance 1 

classification.  That’s what it’s there for.  We have that in 2 

the criteria, forage species, and so you can include them there. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay, but not if we’ve already excluded 5 

them because they are state. 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  So make your recommendation that they’re 8 

ecologically important ahead of that.  I said that right at the 9 

beginning of this meeting yesterday.  You can move these 10 

criteria around and there is a bit of a concern that you take 11 

these ecologically important species and put them after they 12 

occur in state or federal waters when that’s not helping when 13 

you’re talking about forage fish, because it doesn’t matter that 14 

they’re, quote, unquote, caught in state waters.  They are 15 

supporting the species that are caught in federal waters.  These 16 

are recommendations you guys are making. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I can see there are ways to do this in a 19 

dichotomous way or maybe it could be. 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, you can make whatever recommendations you 22 

want.  You can have that we want to have a new criterion and 23 

that criterion is that the forage fish -- We want to include it 24 

for management, straight up.  I don’t care about landings and I 25 

don’t care about location and I don’t care about anything.  They 26 

are forage fish and we want to include them for management. 27 

 28 

KEN STUMP:  I think Bill raises a good point.  Why wouldn’t you 29 

consider the possibility of having the stepdown, stepwise 30 

criteria, a box that includes ecological importance?  That 31 

perhaps would allow you to capture some of those species that 32 

you are concerned about because they are important to the 33 

ecosystem.  We don’t have that under the current boxes that 34 

you’ve laid out. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think ecological value is one of the -- 37 

When we get down to the table, it’s one of the things there.  Is 38 

this something where maybe -- It’s hard to do this kind of tree 39 

where it’s categorical, because -- 40 

 41 

KEN STUMP:  I guess what I’m asking is the same thing that Bill 42 

asked to the District Advisory Panels last week, is that yes, 43 

under the agency’s proposed options that ecological importance 44 

is one of the six attributes considered in the table, in the 45 

stepdown table, but it’s not one of the criteria. 46 

 47 

What he asked the advisory panels to consider was is this 48 
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something where you would want to bring ecological importance up 1 

as one of the top criteria at the outset, instead of just being 2 

one of the six attributes in the table.   3 

 4 

It seems to me potentially if you’re looking for a way to use 5 

the stepwise process so that you can capture the importance of 6 

baitfish that perhaps you would want it to be one of those 7 

criteria at the outset.  I am just thinking out loud. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  I go back to is federal management going to be 10 

able to have an effect?  If you put catch limits on baitfish and 11 

if you put size limits on baitfish and you put seasons on 12 

baitfish or anything like this, annual catch limits or anything, 13 

is it going to make any difference if they have to be applied?  14 

If they’re not occurring in federal waters, it’s not going to 15 

make a bit of difference. 16 

 17 

If you’re just trying to influence the states with federal 18 

regulations, then that’s great, but if we’re going to influence 19 

the states with our federal regulations, we’re going to have to 20 

go way back beyond baitfish and start at the very beginning. 21 

 22 

Go back to NS-1.  We talked about NS-1.  If they are not at risk 23 

of being overfished or overfishing or whatever, then why would 24 

you manage them in the first place?  I mean I understand the 25 

ecological importance of baitfish, but you’ve still got to ask 26 

yourself what you’re going to do with it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So ecosystem component species seems to be 29 

the ideal place to put these things, but the question was if 30 

that gets rejected, you were saying you can’t come back and then 31 

say, okay, we want them in management. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, yes, you could.  That’s not exactly what I 34 

said.  Yes, you could.  Remember, as we also discussed earlier, 35 

these things are dynamic and after you put the new FMPs in place 36 

you prepare an amendment to fill that hole.  If you find out 37 

that baitfish are becoming a problem and federal management can 38 

actually do something about it, then we would move forward with 39 

an amendment to deal with it. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have to make the distinction 42 

between baitfish and forage fish. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  You’ve got to ask the fundamental question of can 45 

you do anything about it with federal management.  Otherwise, 46 

you’re just filling this thing up with a bunch of fantasy 47 

species. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You could prohibit the use of certain 2 

forage species as bait for EEZ fisheries. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because the reality is that there is an 5 

issue of range.  I mean most of those baitfish are within state 6 

waters and not within the EEZ, although there is a piece of 7 

range that there might even be fish there, because they use the 8 

surface gillnets to get ballyhoo and go to the shelf edge on the 9 

west coast and I don’t know about everywhere else. 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  You guys can come up with that stuff and that’s 12 

great, but I go back to ask yourself the fundamental question.  13 

If you’re going to have to, if we manage them, assign annual 14 

catch limits.  If they exceed those annual catch limits, we’re 15 

going to have to implement accountability measures and are those 16 

accountability measures going to make any difference?   17 

 18 

That’s the fundamental thing we’re doing down here in the 19 

Caribbean and if we can’t do that, prohibiting them from using 20 

these baits and federal waters and whatever schemes you want to 21 

come up with are just pretty pointless. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What you just said that I thought was interesting 24 

about prohibiting using those baits in federal waters during a 25 

closed season for ballyhoo, they are still in possession of -- 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Legally-caught ballyhoo in state waters, for 28 

example.  Accountability measures will only apply in federal 29 

waters. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If they’re out fishing with them and they’ve got 32 

a cooler full of ballyhoo, they’re in possession of those 33 

prohibited species in federal waters. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  It depends upon how we write the regulations. 36 

 37 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If they’re being used for bait for pelagics, then 38 

that same mechanism would -- I mean you can’t prove where you 39 

caught it. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  Todd, in the case, the accountability measures 42 

could have an effect, but are they having the needed effect of 43 

reducing or eliminating overfishing? 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It would have an impact if there were 46 

enforcement. 47 

 48 
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KEN STUMP:  I think you have a lot of options and a lot of 1 

flexibility in the existing regulations and have always had the 2 

ability to designate OY equals zero, well before, years before, 3 

there was an ACL requirement. 4 

 5 

You can set OY equivalent to ACL equals zero and it’s actually 6 

making them a prohibited species and so if the EC category is 7 

not going to work, but you still have a group of species that 8 

you want to send a message that you don’t want to create undo 9 

management burden, but you do want to send the message that 10 

these are prohibited species in federal waters and their best 11 

use is being kept in the water in terms of federal management, 12 

you have the option, if EC doesn’t work, of just saying that we 13 

think that OY/ACL should equal zero and they should be a 14 

prohibited species, at the very least, in our plan. 15 

 16 

It’s just a thought, but I mean that option has always been 17 

there and it has been used.  I mean that was the basis for the 18 

Coral FMP twenty years ago.  OY was set at zero and it was a 19 

statement that the ecological importance outweighed any 20 

potential benefit of the extractive value. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  I suggest we break for lunch on 23 

that thought and see if we can put this together when we get 24 

back.  Does 1:30 work?   25 

 26 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on March 25, 2015.) 27 

 28 

- - - 29 

 30 

March 25, 2015 31 

 32 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 33 

 34 

- - - 35 

 36 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 37 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Headquarters, 38 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, March 25, 2015, and 39 

was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are still dealing with the issue of 42 

where we draw a cutoff, if any, on landings that would suggest 43 

that something should be included into the management regime 44 

that is not currently in now.  If we’re going to go with this 45 

approach, it’s going to come down to picking a number and so 46 

does anybody have a number that they would like to argue in 47 

favor of? 48 
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 1 

JOE KIMMEL:  When I was looking at the tables before, and that 2 

was just for Puerto Rico I think, the difference between the 3 

50,000-pound cutoff and the 25,000-pound cutoff was about nine 4 

species and three or four of which were already managed by HMS 5 

and so I don’t know, somewhere between 25,000 and 50,000 or 6 

25,000 or 50,000 and I don’t know, but that would be a starting 7 

point. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To be exact, as an example, that’s 10 

ballyhoo, the white mullet, octopus.  You might even cut it down 11 

to the mojarra and some of them are not going to pass the cutoff 12 

under consideration.  13 

 14 

From that perspective, you might say something like 25,000 and 15 

be comfortable knowing that anything else wouldn’t make it for 16 

other reasons anyway.   17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Also, by 25,000, you covered 90 percent of 19 

the landings pretty much.  20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and I would be much more comfortable 22 

just saying 90 percent or something like that or octopus is 23 

90.68 and then we consider that, but octopus has a bizarre life 24 

history and maybe we should.   25 

 26 

This is for Puerto Rico now and so it’s not the same for the 27 

Virgin Islands.  We are not dealing with as huge a species list 28 

there.  By the time you get down to those levels, you are 29 

talking about contributing 1 percent to the catch.  Is that too 30 

a high a figure?  Should we go back down to -- I mean we would 31 

have no problem justifying the 90 percent figure.  That’s pretty 32 

conservative.  The only question would be why 89?  Anybody else? 33 

 34 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, my question is to clarify that this is 35 

the commercial landings only, that table you’re looking at now? 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 38 

 39 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, they were commercial I am pretty sure. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We would try to be looking -- The actual 42 

designation would be made on the full commercial and 43 

recreational for the case of Puerto Rico. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think in that case that wahoo would be 46 

much higher and probably ballyhoo will beef up a little bit too 47 

and mackerels. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Some of these other things are going to go 2 

way down because some of those other things go way up, the 3 

percentage.   4 

 5 

JOE KIMMEL:  When you get to some of the other islands, like I’m 6 

looking at St. Croix right now, 90 percent is around a little 7 

over 5,000 pounds of landings instead of 25,000.  Are we setting 8 

this at 25,000 for everything or just for Puerto Rico?   9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think I would argue a poundage that 11 

would be the same, because the scales of the fisheries are 12 

different. 13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, okay. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the percentage could be -- Now, if I 17 

can check this out, the total estimated recreational catch is a 18 

little over a million pounds averaged over whatever time period 19 

we were looking at, 2009 to 2013.  Compare that to 2.7 million 20 

for the commercial. 21 

 22 

That’s going to shuffle the species mix around a little bit, 23 

because it’s still a huge component of the total catch.  Does 24 

anybody have any complaints against something like 90 percent?  25 

Going once.  Going twice.  The proposed regulations, I suggest 26 

that we propose 90 percent. 27 

 28 

KEN STUMP:  A clarifying question again.  So if a species were 29 

not within this unmanaged group that you’re looking at for 30 

Puerto Rico -- Within the top 90 percent cumulative landings, 31 

they would be included automatically and if they were not in the 32 

top 90 percent, would they then go to the next stepdown 33 

attribute table for consideration or would they be excluded if 34 

they weren’t in the top 90 percent? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If they’re in the top percentage, they 37 

would be included and if they didn’t make that, they would go to 38 

the table. 39 

 40 

KEN STUMP:  Okay.  I just wanted to understand. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Going back to those species that are 43 

currently being managed, they would all be brought in and then 44 

there would be a check to see whether there is some basis for 45 

not including some of these on one or more of the islands, 46 

assuming that all of them must have been important at least in 47 

one place, but not necessarily every place. 48 
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 1 

What we had talked about, however, is that there would in fact 2 

be a range examination for those species and then after that, 3 

they would go to the table.  If we use the same definitions that 4 

we were talking about before, if they’re not completely -- I 5 

forget what it was.  It was estuarine, coastal, and intertidal 6 

and we’re going straight to table for those species.  If that’s 7 

the case, the debate is now the table.  8 

 9 

For the moment, we should stay with the species that are not 10 

currently under management.  What we are considering, as I see 11 

it anyway and so correct me if I’m wrong, is for species that 12 

are not currently in management -- By the time we get down here, 13 

we’re looking at potentially the biology of the species, any 14 

kind of habitat specificity, its economic importance, and its 15 

ecological value.  All the other factors either no longer apply 16 

or we’ve already taken care of them or not.  I mean do people 17 

agree with that?   18 

 19 

These are species that are not already on the list and so we 20 

would assume that the other things would have already caught 21 

those that are target species or not and therefore, that’s not 22 

really an issue anymore. 23 

 24 

Mean landings have already been dealt with and they are not -- 25 

By definition, they are not protected or managed and therefore, 26 

we are looking at what’s left.  Now, those four groups, biology, 27 

habitat specificity, economic importance, and ecological value, 28 

do we want to get rid of anything of those?  Maybe habitat 29 

specificity, for example? 30 

 31 

VANCE VICENTE:  I have a suggestion.  We are looking at three 32 

island FMPs, right? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 35 

 36 

VANCE VICENTE:  Maybe we should separate and make three lines on 37 

the spiny lobster for Puerto Rico, St. Croix, St. Thomas/St. 38 

John. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do me a favor.  Copy that and get rid of 41 

everything except the headings and then we’ll be able to have 42 

that discussion.  There we go. 43 

 44 

What we’re talking about is the headings.  That’s what I want 45 

people to see and understand whether -- Can you make like in red 46 

-- Put in biology, habitat specificity, economic importance, and 47 

ecological value. 48 
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 1 

As I said, this is what I think -- This is what I am seeing 2 

we’re down to and the first question is are you in agreement on 3 

that?  Then, secondly, can we eliminate some of those? 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s as a criteria for the species that 6 

are not already included? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then the last one is probably redundant. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are looking at just the red ones, at 13 

least in my view.  If someone thinks that others might apply, I 14 

am willing to entertain any discussion on that. 15 

 16 

KEN STUMP:  The reasoning being that the others are already 17 

accounted for criteria? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The last one, by definition, doesn’t apply, 20 

because they wouldn’t be in this group, and landings we already 21 

used as a criteria for the 90 percent level.  Since they didn’t 22 

make that, are they a target species or bycatch or whether 23 

that’s really even important at this level?  Range has already 24 

been taken care of. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How? 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Range was one of the cutoffs that we used 29 

in the very beginning.   30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So we’re beyond that now. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right. 34 

 35 

TYLER SMITH:  I think these are good.  I don’t see what else you 36 

would need. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  Is the target or bycatch important for what 39 

we’re doing? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At this point, no.  Whether it’s a target 42 

or bycatch species is one of the things that the National 43 

Standards say should be taken into consideration.  It’s hard to 44 

say that a species that would constitute 1 percent of the catch 45 

would be considered a target species and that’s why we didn’t 46 

have it. 47 

 48 
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I can think of things, and we talked about the yellowmouth 1 

grouper as something, in terms of its biology and potential 2 

ecological value in the past, that might warrant that we might 3 

want have it on the list. 4 

 5 

VANCE VICENTE:  I see the need for it, the target and the 6 

bycatch.  (The rest of the comment is not audible on the 7 

recording.) 8 

 9 

KEN STUMP:  I would echo what Vince just said, that bycatch 10 

would be maybe one of the most important considerations for 11 

including a non-target species in the management plan.  If you 12 

found that you were catching large amounts of bycatch, you’re 13 

potentially threatening that species, bycatch species, with 14 

overfishing and that’s National Standard 9.  It requires that 15 

you comply with bycatch provisions and so it seems like that’s a 16 

pretty important criterion for a non-managed species that could 17 

carry it into the management category. 18 

 19 

VANCE VICENTE:  I agree.  All I’m saying is it’s more applicable 20 

in a different type of fisheries.  21 

 22 

KEN STUMP:  I fully recognize that in these fisheries down here 23 

that bycatch is problematic and they may be larvae and there is 24 

no bycatch, but nevertheless, I think there would be at least 25 

some fisheries, the net fisheries for instance, where that might 26 

be a real consideration and certainly trap fisheries. 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  I am trying to think of an example.  Pretty much 29 

everything that is caught in a pot and even damselfish and 30 

surgeonfish, which are hard to digest, but everything is eaten 31 

and I have not seen bycatch as a significant problematic field 32 

in what we’ve been doing.  That’s my point. 33 

 34 

KEN STUMP:  In Magnuson broadly, it’s a major consideration. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the case that you were talking about, 37 

where something is being caught as a bycatch, is that also being 38 

landed or is this -- It’s going to die and they throw it back if 39 

they don’t want it. 40 

 41 

KEN STUMP:  It could be either a discard at sea or it could be 42 

landed.  I mean that was what I mentioned earlier of the North 43 

Pacific designated some of the forage fish as essentially a 44 

protected ecosystem component category and the reason they knew 45 

that that was of concern to them was that it was being caught in 46 

quantity as bycatch and landed and reported as such. 47 

 48 



165 

 

 

It was being retained and sold in some amount and so, anyway, it 1 

could be either that or you have observers or logbook reporting 2 

saying we discarded it at sea. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In this particular case though, what I was 5 

arguing is that, having gone through the mean landings and 6 

picked a 90 percent cutoff, species that were at that level, 7 

both in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, you are down to 1 8 

percent of the catch and therefore, haven’t we really, at that 9 

level, already dealt with whether it’s a target or a bycatch 10 

species?  It’s already a low percentage at that point and is 11 

there something else about it that’s important? 12 

 13 

You were saying in their case, and I think he said 2 percent was 14 

their cutoff, they consider the forage fish important and if 15 

that’s the case, that’s going to go under ecological value.  We 16 

could bump it up into an inclusion case if that’s what we wanted 17 

to do.   18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was just going to say that in this context the 20 

term “bycatch” and all the logic in Magnuson and the guidelines 21 

doesn’t apply.  You are not dealing with the issue of a large 22 

amount of species -- Like use traps as an example. 23 

 24 

They are not targeting a specific species with traps.  They are 25 

targeting a habitat and virtually every single thing in that 26 

trap is coming in and nothing is bycatch.  It’s all being landed 27 

and so I agree.  I think stick it in and I also agree that we 28 

don’t need to have them in this table. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This might not be the same thing when we 31 

get to the other group of species, but these are the key 32 

species.  So that is the table. 33 

 34 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, when you refer to yearly mean 35 

landings, what does that mean?  Is that historical mean that we 36 

have selected from prior years to the present or -- 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s going to mean -- We haven’t defined 39 

what the range is going to be, but it’s going to have to be 40 

limited for the range for which we have data.  For the Virgin 41 

Islands, that’s going to be the last couple of years, because 42 

that’s the only years they’ve gotten species-specific data. 43 

 44 

At this point, these are species that are not on the list and 45 

they are of low value and they may not be on the species list 46 

and I don’t know.  That was just an example. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In other words, we don’t have landing data 1 

for all of them, or at least reliable landing data for all of 2 

them.  It was just a question, because I couldn’t remember if we 3 

had talked about this. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Mr. Chairman, unless I am misunderstanding, the 6 

question on the table is these four categories and so this is 7 

what we’re including or not. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 10 

 11 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Are you suggesting we put yearly mean landings 12 

back on the table?  The ones that are white are -- It’s 13 

suggested that we eliminate those from our consideration. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I was just asking and I realized that 16 

those are the ones that are going to be out, because we have 90 17 

percent agreement and is that it?  It’s not going to be on the 18 

table, the annual landings, because we haven’t talked about it 19 

and the same with the range? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and so this is the last criteria to say 24 

that, I mean the -- If it is more than 90 percent, if it’s 25 

within the 90 percent, it is within the range, then those are 26 

criteria for us to determine if we want to include some other 27 

species? 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  If there are species that -- 30 

Basically it’s if they didn’t meet the landings criteria -- 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have to care about any?  Is there any 33 

on that list that we suspect that might need to be processed 34 

through the criteria? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and I would argue, for example, that 37 

yellowmouth grouper has a biology that would make it vulnerable 38 

and that as potentially an apex predator and it has ecological 39 

value.   40 

 41 

Looking, as I just did, at St. Thomas, wahoo would not pass any 42 

of the criteria we have already talked about, but economic 43 

importance for wahoo in the Virgin Islands, that might be a 44 

reason for including it, migratory issues aside. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and so essentially it’s a short list. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The question is how do we deal with this?  1 

Are we going to do a ranking system and get a total score or is 2 

it when you hit high on any one of these that that’s enough to 3 

get you in or there’s a number of permutations here.  Do they 4 

all have equal weight?  Is habitat specificity actually 5 

something we really need to talk about at this point?  I asked 6 

that and I can’t think of any examples, but there may be some. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a short list.  We can try it and I mean 9 

if it’s just going to be one or two exceptions, we might not 10 

need such a sophisticated protocol and just come up with 11 

something more light.  I don’t know and maybe -- You said 12 

yellowmouth grouper and maybe wahoo and what else? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know.  Those were just things that 15 

I saw on the list that I would have concern over. 16 

 17 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Your habitat specificity question, I am not -- 18 

Given the is it found in the EEZ and presence/absence in the 19 

range, we more or less are somewhat incorporating this, I 20 

believe, and so I am not sure -- Does anyone have a rationale 21 

for -- I am trying to simplify this and do we need habitat 22 

specificity in there? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, that’s supposed to be speaking to the 25 

fact of does it use something that --  26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I would think something that lives on the edge or 28 

something that is solely on the -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s vulnerable due to its particular 31 

dependence on a limited or vulnerable habitat during its life 32 

stage, during some part of its life stage.  Something that 33 

aggregates at a specific spot might fall under that. 34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just one other thing and obviously I am trying to 36 

pare this down, but I am thinking about the problematic ones and 37 

lionfish, for example, which I keep bringing up, but if you go 38 

through here, are there other ones that we may want to have 39 

another column that if there’s anything in there that requires 40 

rationale. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Lionfish might start coming up in economic 43 

importance, for example.  I would hate to be the one to argue 44 

that they’ve become an important predator.  I have heard that 45 

argument from -- 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I will retract that if we need that later on, we 48 
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can go with it. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am tempted to say that we can go ahead 3 

and rank things as low, medium, and high and if any one of those 4 

things hits a high, can we recommend it be included. 5 

 6 

VANCE VICENTE:  Any of those and do you give the same weight? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, mostly because I am not sure we’re 9 

going to have much information to make nuances here to begin 10 

with.  When you talk about wahoo in St. Thomas, and remember the 11 

recreational information is not included in that, and so could 12 

you make an argument that if it’s less than -- If it’s not 13 

within the 90 percent catch limit, is it really an economically 14 

important species?  At this point, you could talk to the 15 

fishermen and if they say, yes -- Now the big thing in the catch 16 

is it’s actually a really important species for the fishery for 17 

Puerto Rico.  It’s very quiet in this room. 18 

 19 

JOHN HOENIG:  Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that that may be due 20 

to your very strict instructions to not delay returning from 21 

lunch and needing coffee. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the idea was that you would end your 24 

lunch a little earlier so you would have time to get coffee on 25 

your way out. 26 

 27 

JOHN HOENIG:  We did the lunch as fast as we could. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In that case, I apologize. 30 

 31 

JOE KIMMEL:  Let me ask you about range again.  I am a little 32 

nervous about not putting that red too.  Do you think we’ve 33 

already answered that question with all the other categories 34 

there? 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Perhaps not, because what we said was if 37 

you’re just really not in the EEZ that you weren’t going to be 38 

included and that means if you -- you were included at a higher 39 

level and maybe we want to take another look at that, if that’s 40 

possible. 41 

 42 

JOE KIMMEL:  I would kind of like to keep it in there, but I 43 

don’t know what everybody else thinks. 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Isn’t the first step if it’s included in the EEZ 46 

that it gets included? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, if it’s not present in the EEZ, it is 1 

not included. 2 

 3 

TYLER SMITH:  It seems like economic importance or ecological 4 

value could incorporate range, couldn’t it?  I mean if it’s not 5 

economically important or ecologically important, that might 6 

reflect it’s a pretty rare thing and so we might be able to pick 7 

that up. 8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  I mean without having all the species for each of 10 

the islands that we’re considering put up there and considering 11 

all of these together, I just feel nervous about eliminating one 12 

that was initially important.  I mean we can eliminate it later 13 

if we don’t need it. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So we have one that’s fuzzy and what are we 16 

going to say about it at this point that is going to make a 17 

difference?  18 

 19 

VANCE VICENTE:  Just start going one-by-one.  I mean we are 20 

trying to avoid what we have to do.  It might be wise to make a 21 

new list and to come up with a fresh list and so let’s start 22 

going one-by-one and that will answer a lot of the questions.  23 

Let’s get at it. 24 

 25 

JOE KIMMEL:  Establishing the 90 percent was the first step, I 26 

think, and now we can put the species up and then consider the 27 

categories.  We have eliminated a lot of species by doing that 28 

90 percent. 29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  And it shows that we have done the full analysis 31 

and we haven’t been biased or anything because of rarity or 32 

because of range or because of whatever. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So how would you interpret range in that 35 

sense there? 36 

 37 

JOE KIMMEL:  Once you have the -- Say we’re considering Puerto 38 

Rico and so we list all the species that are within the 90 39 

percent category and then we look at those and there may be 40 

probably -- I suspect that we won’t find too many that range is 41 

important, but there might be one and so I hate to eliminate it 42 

without looking at it and that’s all.  It probably doesn’t make 43 

much difference in the total analysis in terms of the species 44 

you select, but there might be one or two species that you might 45 

want to consider the range. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This would be at this point -- Well, 48 
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anything that makes it to the table is a species that we haven’t 1 

made a decision on. 2 

 3 

JOE KIMMEL:  Right. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no problem in doing it, but we’re 6 

kind of down to the point of is there something special going 7 

on.  I mean that we haven’t picked up with something else and if 8 

there is something -- Someone could pop up and say yes, there’s 9 

something special going on with the species and that would be 10 

included and make the argument and seek it to high and if people 11 

agree with it, it goes in.  If you want to have range as part of 12 

that, I have no problem with that. 13 

 14 

JOE KIMMEL:  Yes, that’s what I’m saying. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are there others?  Does anyone have a 17 

problem with saying if you get a high score on any one of those 18 

that we would recommend inclusion?   19 

 20 

JOE KIMMEL:  Can you say that again? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you get at least the high score on one 23 

of them, just one of those things, we would recommend inclusion. 24 

 25 

VANCE VICENTE:  I would go with two at least, a minimum of two 26 

highs.  One which would cover like habitat specificity and one 27 

which would reflect like more on ecological or economic 28 

importance or something like that, just to balance.  Just one 29 

would be -- 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think the reality of this is we’re not going to 32 

have specific numbers for any of these things and you’re going 33 

to be relying on an expert judgement call on these things and 34 

let’s say high in one or high in two, but it’s not going to make 35 

a difference. 36 

 37 

Whoever is scoring it, I’m going to put a high in two if I think 38 

that species belongs and so the cutoff is not as critical.  I 39 

mean as long as we know what the rules are going into it. 40 

 41 

VANCE VICENTE:  To make such a decision, we should at least be 42 

able to put a high on something that reflects the biology or the 43 

vulnerability of the species and one that also reflects the 44 

economic or ecological value. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why don’t we just use the ecological value 47 

and that’s it, if it’s ecological value and yes and no?  There 48 



171 

 

 

is no more subjective judgments about all of this, you know?  If 1 

there some ecological value and yes or no and forget about 2 

everything else. 3 

 4 

Everything else will come in its place, because the habitat 5 

specificity and the biology and all of that has something to do 6 

with its ecological value at some point or whatever. 7 

 8 

TYLER SMITH:  That’s subjective, too.  At lunch, we were talking 9 

about misty grouper and who knows what its ecological value is, 10 

but its biology is it’s probably super slow growing and 11 

vulnerable.  12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s where I was coming from and so you 14 

could say -- I mean what happens if you score medium across the 15 

board?  That’s nice, but not enough or -- 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  You don’t have to use the table.  You can use 18 

additional criteria and if you’re going to say that any one of 19 

them can get you in, then why bother with the table?  The table 20 

is designed to be an integrative approach and so you score these 21 

things and just the way it was explained yesterday, you get a 22 

score and you compare it against the cutoff and if you don’t 23 

want to do that, the table is sort of pointless. 24 

 25 

TYLER SMITH:  I think maybe the better way to do it is that if 26 

we did use the table and we came back together and there was 27 

clear agreement on a lot of them, that would be pretty simple to 28 

make judgments.  If there was a lot of disagreement, then that’s 29 

where you have to go back in and arbitrate, essentially.  I mean 30 

I guess if they were all medium, it still begs the question of 31 

whether or not -- 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’re saying you come back and there’s 34 

clear agreement there’s no problem and if there’s not, we’re 35 

going to discuss it, that I can deal with.   36 

 37 

TYLER SMITH:  That was what I suggested and there still would be 38 

the problem of deciding on medium and agreeing that it’s a 39 

medium and whether or not that constitutes, but that can also be 40 

an arbitration and so if there’s high variability in the 41 

responses or disagreement or if there is unanimity, but it’s not 42 

very high, then we also discuss that species.   43 

 44 

Then we use the expert consensus to just get through it, because 45 

there might only be one species or there might be no species and 46 

then this is all kind of a moot point. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I like the way that Ken expressed it.  I 1 

mean I was never making the distinction about the integrative 2 

versus non-integrative, because we still hadn’t really gotten to 3 

how to use this upper criterion, but in terms of criteria, this 4 

is what we came up with. 5 

 6 

I think that here are our criteria and if someone thinks one of 7 

the species fits one of these things high enough that it 8 

warrants inclusion, then it gets inclusion.  That doesn’t leave 9 

us with any kind of -- What is the word I am looking for?  10 

Reproducibility in the process. 11 

 12 

There isn’t some kind of number going in, but there wasn’t a 13 

number going in to how we were going to rank them anyway and so 14 

I would say we just -- There is going to be some ranking process 15 

and if you get a high, you’re in. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  So if you get the maximum, you’re in? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you have a very high, that’s what it takes and 22 

if you have a one through ten, you have to get a ten or if it’s 23 

one to a hundred, you have to get a hundred and is that what 24 

you’re saying? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was going to say low, medium, and high. 27 

 28 

BILL ARNOLD:  You want to make that recommendation too then. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that the thing is that -- For 31 

example, the yellowmouth grouper, in that regard, there is not 32 

actually a fishery for it and so if you’re going to manage it, 33 

what management can you do?  If there is not a fishery for it, 34 

probably this catch is mostly incidental anyway and then if it’s 35 

already caught, it’s already dead, then why are we worrying 36 

about it?  37 

 38 

It’s such a small fraction of the fisheries that if it’s not 39 

going to be a fishery towards it -- If it’s caught, it’s caught 40 

because it’s an incidental catch and once you take it out of the 41 

water and its eyes pop out -- 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  So what’s your recommendation? 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No table.  No table and we’ll go with 90 46 

percent within the range and we’re happy.  I would be happy with 47 

that and we will say all these -- We are kind of going in 48 
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circles.  Unless there are a lot of species that we need to care 1 

about here and -- 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That could be also one that goes under 4 

ecosystem component, for example.  It could be something that we 5 

want to keep an eye on.  It’s hard to argue fourteen pounds in 6 

Puerto Rico as really being a lot of the market. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s nothing. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s one fish. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, in all my life underwater, I have 13 

seen one.  A big one, but one. 14 

 15 

TYLER SMITH:  They are very common on St. Thomas. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In Puerto Rico, it’s very difficult to -- 18 

 19 

TYLER SMITH:  They’ve been overfished and they need to be 20 

managed. 21 

 22 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, this is only the unmanaged species 23 

like -- I feel like to expedite this and get this moving along 24 

that I would -- I don’t know, but Bill said that the table was 25 

intended for an integrative approach and why not, since these 26 

are for unmanaged species, simplify the criteria and maybe move 27 

-- If you have, in your existing criteria, if the range is not 28 

the EEZ, exclude it and if it’s managed under HMS, exclude it.  29 

If landings are high, include.  That would also get at this 30 

criteria below there of economic importance, presumably. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I made the point about there is some 33 

uncertainty here, especially in the Virgin Islands, where there 34 

is no recreational data.  Wahoo would not have made that 90 35 

percent cutoff. 36 

 37 

I don’t know enough about the Virgin Islands to know whether 38 

that would be acceptable from the point of view of whether to 39 

include that and what important species that reflects. 40 

 41 

KEN STUMP:  Maybe the first criteria you have, through landings 42 

are high, and then maybe just tack on economic importance and 43 

ecological value or maybe if biology gets into susceptibility 44 

and vulnerability and add that one too, but instead of -- Just 45 

simplify the criteria or make them all of equal -- Especially if 46 

you’re going to use any one of them as a basis for determining 47 

that they should be in the management unit. 48 
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 1 

Why not put them all on par together as criteria and you’re not 2 

using an integrative approach here really and so you don’t 3 

really need the table and just pull the key ones -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The table is there just as the -- The names 6 

are up there.  This is just we’re referring to those other 7 

criteria instead of the table. 8 

 9 

KEN STUMP:  You have less of a burden on you if you have it as 10 

not managed and so you -- 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could just say “other” and by other, we 13 

mean these things.  Is that acceptable to people?  That would 14 

simplify things. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s island based and so if it’s important 17 

in St. Thomas, we will probably have it under this and then you 18 

manage it and the spawners and so on, that’s production of --  19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think we should really try to set an objective 21 

for ourselves to have this at least finalized and moving, 22 

because we --  23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As far as I am concerned, unless someone 25 

would differ, we have finished the not currently managed 26 

fisheries group and so now we need to just rank this off for the 27 

currently managed, which we said if there’s a range issue, 28 

that’s going to be looked at and then after that, we’re going to 29 

these things.  Again, how do we want to deal with that? 30 

 31 

Do we just want to make it an other thing or do we want to make 32 

it a little bit more formalized?  Now all these things are -- 33 

Well, all of these things would be on the -- We are looking for 34 

reasons to exclude at this point, because we’ve said we’re 35 

bringing them in unless there is some reason not to and so we’re 36 

looking at these categories or a subset of these categories to 37 

say why would we put them out? 38 

 39 

Protected or managed resource would not be a consideration 40 

because -- That would not be a reason to throw them out, unless 41 

you want to say they’re not under any kind of threats or 42 

anything like that and can we throw them out.  This is a little 43 

bit more complicated than the other situation.  What are the 44 

factors that are going to be really important for eliminating a 45 

species?  46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  We can’t manage it. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be a function of range, which is 2 

already a criteria for off the top. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  That would certainly be a key contributor. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and so before we got to this, we 7 

already agreed that range was a consideration and so maybe range 8 

would be eliminated here and so let’s put it this way.   9 

 10 

If your biology was such that you were not threatened and you 11 

didn’t have any special habitat problems and you weren’t 12 

particularly economically important, which almost by definition 13 

means your landings are low, and no particular ecological value, 14 

but you are in the EEZ, should we keep you or is it just not 15 

worth dealing with or is that the way we even want to look at 16 

it?  I mean think about it.  What would drive a species out of 17 

this list besides range?   18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  Lack of importance to the nation or the regional 20 

fishery.   21 

 22 

JOE KIMMEL:  Ecological value and economic importance.   23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am thinking this is -- If you were 25 

scoring high for rejection on something, then we would kick you 26 

off the list and nothing is looking -- 27 

 28 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That 90 percent evidently is -- 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We haven’t drawn a line for this group yet. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  This group I understand that means they’re already 33 

in and so we’re only looking to kick off and so basically we’re 34 

saying -- 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The ones that are in that we want to reject 37 

or take out. 38 

 39 

JOHN HOENIG:  So a five or a high would be kick it off and is 40 

that the terminology we’re using then? 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not sure I want to deal with how we’re 43 

raising the numbers up or down, but --  44 

 45 

JOHN HOENIG:  Or would it be something like if it’s a low for 46 

every category then there is no reason to keep it?  A high 47 

anywhere would basically say keep it?  I am just trying to 48 
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figure out how we’re trying to create our criteria.  One would 1 

be saying if there is no reason to keep it and everything is 2 

low, get rid of it.  Another way to say it is if anything is 3 

high, then you have to keep it.  It’s just different metrics. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do we even want to consider mean landings, 6 

for example?  Go back to an example of something like French 7 

grunt, where there is in fact no species-specific information on 8 

it and it’s all -- Whatever the harvest is, it’s grunts. 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Ken summarized it and I agree with him that I 11 

think that the mean landings, due to questions like lack of 12 

species-specific reporting and species ID problems -- I think if 13 

it is in that upper threshold, but I think that lower threshold 14 

is not going to be useful. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but you’re already in and so an upper 17 

threshold isn’t applicable here. 18 

 19 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I am saying.  You’re talking about 20 

getting rid of below a certain value. 21 

 22 

JOHN HOENIG:  You could say that you can only assign an “L” for 23 

low for French grunt if the data are good and if you know it.  24 

We have to be certain that the landings are low.  If you say I’m 25 

not sure what the landings are, because it’s mixed in with 26 

something else, then you can’t say it’s low, because you don’t 27 

know that.  So you give it some other value, like medium or high 28 

or whatever, which would mean that you can’t kick it out, 29 

because it’s not low. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We just kind of did that with the other 32 

group. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it also could potentially run into 35 

problems for a species that’s been knocked down to nothing 36 

levels.  It almost is risk prone towards the most vulnerable in 37 

those that have shown no landings in the last twenty years, 38 

those species that may have been knocked down to nothing or 39 

misidentified or have been categorized as grouper, the 40 

yellowmouth for instance in Puerto Rico.  It was there before 41 

and categorized as a grouper and we’re not going to have one 42 

record of it anywhere, but I think it’s still part of our 43 

responsibility. 44 

 45 

JOE KIMMEL:  At one time, red grouper were seemingly abundant in 46 

Puerto Rico. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Going back to the criteria that we had 1 

talked about, if we said at some point in time has made -- These 2 

species at least some place had what it takes to be in and the 3 

only thing that we came up with, up to this point, was that 4 

maybe they’re all not important everywhere and therefore, there 5 

is a range issue involved. 6 

 7 

Now, there may also be economically this species group just 8 

isn’t -- I think hogfish or wrasses were an example for St. 9 

Thomas, someplace where the numbers were really low.  Would you 10 

bump off wrasses based on low landings in the Virgin Islands?  11 

They clearly occur in the EEZ.  Personally, I wouldn’t, but 12 

that’s because of the biology.   13 

 14 

That’s not a situation where you could go and say mean landings 15 

are low, which is a high indicator of not keeping it, and say, 16 

okay, it scored a high in one category and we don’t need it.  17 

It’s like you’ve got to score high in all the categories to cut 18 

it out or something.   19 

 20 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a thought, but how many species again are we 21 

talking about within this group? 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Eighty-one in the EEZ. 24 

 25 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a thought, but can we just put it up on the 26 

screen and we’ll just scroll down through them and figure out 27 

one or two that people say, you know what, I don’t think that 28 

one should be included and maybe find a common denominator?  I 29 

don’t want to divert the thought process. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are twenty-two units. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Twenty-two units with eighty-one 34 

species and so that’s St. Croix.   35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They’re the same for everything. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, they’re going to be the same and so if we 39 

look down through it’s the blackfin and silk and blackfin has 40 

got very low landings and it may come up in a place.  Wenchman, 41 

we spent five years trying to figure out -- 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  I wouldn’t start with these, Todd.  I would start 44 

with the lesser species, the 2011 species.  If you can’t get rid 45 

of them, you are surely not going to be able to -- 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That kind of was my point and I was just trying 48 
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to go through. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is also a big difference between 3 

the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico.  Three nautical miles 4 

offshore you have many of these species and you may not have 5 

data for them, but -- 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All of these are included down to what we 8 

are seeing? 9 

 10 

TODD GEDAMKE:  These are the twenty-two units, correct? 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Blackline tilefish, I have never even seen 15 

that.  I don’t know what that is.  The malacanthus plumieri is 16 

the most common one, the sand tilefish. 17 

 18 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Reni, you just said you had never heard of one of 19 

these before and if we were to think about this in terms of our 20 

table, how would we get scoring and how would we get those 21 

values in there?  I am looking at the same one and thinking I 22 

know jack about that and so I wouldn’t be able to score those 23 

either. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Why is it there? 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Someone thought at some point in time they should 28 

be included.  I mean this is just a little smattering of what we 29 

would be looking at with this table right now and we can argue 30 

over something like individual categories, but when we get down 31 

to the nuts and bolts, this is what we’re going to be looking 32 

at.  I am not going to be much help on most of these. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  -- the SSC should be tasked with this job.  I 35 

think the council should put a group together that includes the 36 

Chair and Vice Chair and two or three from the DAPs and there is 37 

one from each island. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Todd phrases in the question in the sense 40 

of this is what somebody would be looking at.  The point is can 41 

we offer guidance on how to wade through this?  42 

 43 

KEN STUMP:  I would want to, by the end of the day, get through 44 

the list of twenty-two units and figure out whether there’s an 45 

agreement around the table that X number of those units should 46 

be carried over and there may be specific species within those 47 

units that need to be addressed, but that those units are or 48 
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aren’t in. 1 

 2 

When I look at the paper that I sent to Graciela earlier that 3 

was published in 2014 that was a survey of six locations in La 4 

Parguera, southwest Puerto Rico, at depths that would correspond 5 

with the EEZ in most areas, although I think these were state 6 

waters, but -- 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, these were state waters. 9 

 10 

KEN STUMP:  Nevertheless, at depths that you would expect to 11 

find in the EEZ for mesophotic reefs, I am looking at that list, 12 

which includes well over a hundred species and it’s something 13 

that I drew on as a resource to try to compare to whether a 14 

species is in the EEZ or not or potentially in the EEZ.  I don’t 15 

see either of those tilefish listed in this list. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, you wouldn’t.  There is a habitat 18 

issue.  They are soft-bottom burrowers. 19 

 20 

KEN STUMP:  Reni also has a paper that he submitted to the 21 

council some years back that was a summary of -- He is not 22 

familiar with those species.  Is in it or is it out? 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know exactly what the charge from the 25 

council to the SSC was, but based upon the agenda, which I 26 

assume reflects that charge, the agenda item is selection 27 

criteria for exclusion and inclusion and it is not select the 28 

species, which is -- 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are not trying to do that.  They 31 

are trying to go through the selection criteria. 32 

 33 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay and it was just suggested by Ken that at the 34 

end of this meeting today that you will have chosen the units 35 

that will be included and I just want to remind you that -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I interpreted that as an exercise to see 38 

how that would work. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are trying to apply the criteria 41 

that they are developing here to this and if they’re not able to 42 

do it, then how are you going to charge someone else to go 43 

through the list with a set of criteria that they have decided? 44 

 45 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It goes back to a box of who is doing it and 46 

where. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The ideal situation would be that 1 

whatever you come out of here that anyone could sit down and go 2 

through the criteria and do it and so Maria over at the Regional 3 

Office and Kevin or -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Anybody who has the knowledge base. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s why I am mentioning Maria and 8 

Kevin and myself, but that would be the ideal situation. 9 

 10 

KEN STUMP:  I think earlier this morning when we were having 11 

this discussion that it wasn’t to try to take you off in the 12 

wrong direction and beyond the terms of reference, but it was 13 

more that the thought of seeing how the criteria score, but I 14 

stand corrected if I am going beyond what Bill suggested. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At issue is -- 17 

 18 

KEN STUMP:  My observation is that the APs also have the same 19 

concern, is that nobody really knows how these criteria are to 20 

work.  That’s why I raised the question of, well, for one, we 21 

put the cart before the horse, because we don’t know what the 22 

objectives for management are in these FMPs.  We haven’t had 23 

that discussion and that could, to some extent, dictate what or 24 

how you would weight or score your criteria or make final 25 

decisions on whether something is in or out. 26 

 27 

Nobody wants to have that discussion and so it comes back down 28 

to the question that people kept asking over and over in the DAP 29 

process of how will the criteria perform and what will the 30 

actual list be and that’s the big question that continues to 31 

remain unanswered and it just seems like it would be useful to 32 

see how it would apply to those units at that higher level. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I was going to come back to is we had 35 

talked about FMUs and even if this was not the stage where we 36 

would actually define FMUs -- That could be the following step, 37 

but there is a consideration in terms at this stage in terms of 38 

what species are going to be in. 39 

 40 

I am looking at wrasses, for example, for Puerto Rico and just 41 

puddingwife and there is no data on puddingwife and there is 42 

hardly any catch of Spanish hogfish and it’s all hogfish.  Do we 43 

need those other two species, in the case of Puerto Rico?   44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It has to do with the fact that there 46 

was no species-specific information and therefore, wrasses were 47 

the species that were identified in the database at that time. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you look at the boxfishes, there is no 2 

species-specific information in the landings data that Kevin 3 

provided for those.  I don’t think anybody would argue they are 4 

not important, but do all of them need to be there or not?  Who 5 

knows? 6 

 7 

The only information we would have as to what really might be 8 

showing up in the catch among those five species would be the 9 

TIP data, which is not something you are going to say -- Well, I 10 

guess you could say we’ve been collecting TIP data for X amount 11 

of time and this species just has never shown up.  That would be 12 

a reason for taking it off the list. 13 

 14 

The reality is that we would not have been doing an ACL for that 15 

species anyway and we’re going to come back and do an FMU and so 16 

does it make a difference?  The conservative value would say 17 

keep them all in, unless something actually doesn’t occur in the 18 

EEZ. 19 

 20 

In some sense, we solved the larger problem by saying let’s 21 

bring them all in first and then what should we eliminate and 22 

the criteria for elimination is very different from the criteria 23 

for inclusion. 24 

 25 

JOE KIMMEL:  It might be helpful to look at the maps that we 26 

have of the islands and the surrounding territorial line around 27 

them in the EEZ, just to see -- I would argue that most of these 28 

species occur in the EEZ, but there is only a very small portion 29 

of the EEZ that comprises the habitat where these fishes live 30 

and, to me, that’s an important thing. 31 

 32 

If you’ve just got a small spot that’s in the EEZ where these 33 

fishes live, maybe it’s not important to include every one of 34 

them in there and so that might be another criteria that we use 35 

to weed these out. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we do that, that would eliminate 75 38 

percent of them or more.  Something else that we have done that 39 

we didn’t consider in the table, but the cutoff was in terms of 40 

landings and not in terms of economic value and a lot of those 41 

species that I am seeing here are essentially bycatch.  Their 42 

economic value is very small, even though the catches within 43 

that 90 percent, the economic value is very low.  Things like 44 

even the Spanish hogfish, we don’t fish for that fish here in 45 

Puerto Rico and whitespotted filefish, no.  Scrawled filefish, 46 

no.  Just some of the ones that I am looking at right now, 47 

that’s -- Black durgon, no. 48 
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 1 

You keep going up that list and as you go up, you will probably 2 

be declining the amount of rejects, but that is the end of the 3 

list and it’s a lot of bycatch there, which I don’t think that 4 

the council should be worrying about too much.   5 

 6 

TYLER SMITH:  In the larger context, what does that mean for the 7 

process? 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The way I see it, we are trying to come up 10 

now with another layer.  We applied the first layer, which was 11 

the 90 percent landings.  We need another layer and what is it 12 

going to be?  If not, we are stuck here. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What species is driving the porgies, the 15 

pluma? 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Probably the pluma, yes.  That’s bycatch.  18 

At least the -- Most of that is bycatch.  It’s bycatch except 19 

for the hogfish, which I see misrepresented there in terms of 20 

those landings, because if you go into the recreational 21 

fisheries, it’s one of the most important target species for the 22 

spear fishermen. 23 

 24 

VANCE VICENTE:  It’s a bycatch here and it’s a target species in 25 

the Virgin Islands. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s island specific.  We are going to go 28 

island-by-island here, but we need another one and what is the 29 

next layer going to be? 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Why does it have be layers?  It could be an 32 

integrative table. 33 

 34 

JOE KIMMEL:  Let’s look at the maps with the species. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The map is not going to help either.  We 37 

looked at maps yesterday and I think we have the concept down, 38 

but the question is what are we going to do about it?  You could 39 

say yes, some species occur in the EEZ waters, but in so small 40 

quantities that --  41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have that data? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would have to be confident that you can 45 

make that statement, either by having the data or by having 46 

expert opinion. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Joe’s point of view is correct and I mean 1 

the EEZ is such a small -- I mean coral reefs within the EEZ are 2 

such a small fraction of the overall coral reef area in Puerto 3 

Rico that all of those species except the deepwater ones are 4 

going to show up in that.   5 

 6 

That is a small percentage of all the landings related to the 7 

fisheries of that species within the EEZ.  I mean EEZ fisheries 8 

of those categories is relatively small and that’s probably true 9 

for all of them except perhaps with the exception of the 10 

deepwater snappers and groupers.  I mean otherwise, EEZ 11 

fisheries on those are going to be small, very small. 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I actually agree with you. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You can close the EEZ to fisheries and not 16 

much is going to happen. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I tend to agree with you on what you said in 19 

terms of what species seem to be bycatch.  Again, as I have 20 

tried to say, I try to keep things simple and including all of 21 

these species really does complicate the process, but I also 22 

realize that there may be a need for certain critical species 23 

that have a unique life history or something that you may want 24 

to include. 25 

 26 

Now, from what I heard, the original FMP consisted of -- It 27 

sounds like they just threw everything in there and so I think 28 

they had the same problems we are dealing with. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am trying to work out something in my 31 

mind, but we could say something like if -- In terms of range 32 

being in the EEZ is low, if your economic value was low, if your 33 

bycatch level was high, you might be a candidate for removal. 34 

 35 

Then if you’re a candidate for removal, we are now going to look 36 

at the other aspects, the biology, whether you’re of high 37 

ecological value, or whether you are somehow threatened by 38 

habitat specificity. 39 

 40 

Of those things that seem to be not appropriate, is there a 41 

reason for keeping them in, which is sort of what we did with 42 

the other group at that point.  We don’t have to specify, I 43 

don’t think, what we mean by low or high.  It’s a ranking thing 44 

that people will rank and we will see where it falls. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It will require a lot of expert knowledge on 47 

those species, because it’s a big -- I don’t know if we take 48 
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this out of this room, I don’t know if anybody could do it.  I 1 

mean the regular Joe is not going to be able to do it.  The 2 

standard Joe is not going to have a wholesome knowledge of that 3 

list in terms of habitat and in terms of -- It’s not going to be 4 

an easy task for anyone. 5 

 6 

TODD GEDAMKE:  We are facing -- We don’t have the objectives of 7 

this and we don’t know where this tool is going and I think it’s 8 

very difficult for us to figure out.  If we don’t know who is 9 

going to doing this and going through a series of questions -- 10 

If we had quantitative metrics where we were simply choosing a 11 

landings value and a threshold and your percentage habitat area 12 

was another threshold then you could have anyone do it. 13 

 14 

What we’re doing now is we’re trying to develop what are 15 

criteria and a scoring sheet that is going to be somewhat 16 

subjective regardless and depending on who is chosen to score 17 

that, you are going to get -- The answering output, which we are 18 

supposed to be ensuring is objective and clean on this, if we 19 

provide this tool and whoever then chooses the people to score 20 

is choosing the output. 21 

 22 

I mean that’s the bottom line.  I could take this to five 23 

industry representatives and get one answer and I could take 24 

this to five NGO representatives and I am going to get the exact 25 

opposite answer, regardless of how well we design and argue for 26 

these criteria. 27 

 28 

I am not suggesting anything and I just felt the need to voice 29 

my opinion on that, because I am going to do my best to help you 30 

get through this, but in some way, I see that being the real 31 

challenge of this process and we were not given the start to end 32 

on this process.  We are in this intermediate step. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When you say we don’t know the objectives, 35 

you’re talking about the larger objectives of a management plan 36 

and that is -- Is that really hampering us or is it the lack of 37 

specificity in the information needed that’s hampering us? 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think without knowing what the objectives of 40 

the management plan are, what we’re trying to accomplish, how do 41 

we know which species or how to guide our criteria as to which 42 

species to include and which species not to include? 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t mean to be critical, but we started this a 45 

year ago and this is the first time anybody has brought up the 46 

objectives in here.  We went through the table and we went 47 

through the criteria last spring and we had a call on it in the 48 
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fall and we’ve had, again, a year and if there was some need to 1 

have a clear-cut list of objectives, it probably would have been 2 

a good idea to bring that up in 2014. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  First of all, this has come up because 5 

we’re now struggling with some of these things and we’re --  6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you’ve lost track of the charge. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Secondly, the objectives should have been 10 

the first thing that got written up when they decided to have a 11 

-- That should already be in this EIS document you were talking 12 

about about why we’re moving forward into a plan.  If those 13 

objectives are not in there, I will go back to why are we doing 14 

this. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s was my first point yesterday.  That 17 

was my first point yesterday and the reason that I had -- The 18 

perception that I got from the last meeting that I was here that 19 

we started talking about this was that we didn’t really have all 20 

the tools to manage the fisheries with these annual catch limits 21 

and that a more holistic ecological approach, island-specific 22 

approach, was needed and that’s what I thought that this process 23 

was going to serve to override or to replace the annual catch 24 

limit process. 25 

 26 

Then we keep saying no and then I say, okay, well then why are 27 

we doing this, because if nobody has a process in place, then 28 

why do we need this?  Then the concerns come about of saying 29 

what’s the real objective of us coming up with this and is it a 30 

fine-tuning of the ACLs? 31 

 32 

If that is the case, we need better data than what we have, 33 

because it’s been almost a miracle that we have come up with 34 

ACLs for all those species groups, based on a very, very thin 35 

data that we can trust. 36 

 37 

I mean what else?  That’s what I am asking and I am still asking 38 

what other measures of management are we pursuing by doing this, 39 

aside from the ACLs? 40 

 41 

KEN STUMP:  I think when I suggested using the reef fish FMUs 42 

and running them through the criteria, probably what I was 43 

thinking is just seeing how they might work.  I think Todd has 44 

noted that they are going to be inherently applied subjectively. 45 

 46 

It would be helpful if -- Well, depending on what you think the 47 

objectives of this whole process are, that may very well inform 48 
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how you rank and score and ultimately decide what’s in and 1 

what’s out, but irrespective of that, I think that doing this, 2 

even as a trial run through those twenty-two units, could be 3 

really helpful to everybody in the process of seeing what’s the 4 

strengths and weaknesses and where are the balance points where 5 

we’re making subjective decisions. 6 

 7 

It would just help to inform everybody and otherwise, we’re just 8 

going to be given a set of criteria where we haven’t really made 9 

a decision about how things might be ranked or weighted or what 10 

the final decision in or out will be and that will be left to 11 

somebody doing this in a black box process and then we’ll be all 12 

handed a list at some point. 13 

 14 

I think it would -- I don’t want to suggest that you should do 15 

what is beyond your charge here, but it seems to me that part of 16 

making good on what the terms of reference are for you all here 17 

now would be to see how it applies and do some examples and 18 

maybe at the management unit level and see what the strengths 19 

and weaknesses of this scoring system are.  I think everybody is 20 

interested to see that answer at this point. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just for clarification, your point of going 23 

through the FMUs was by species though and not by the whole 24 

block of FMU. 25 

 26 

KEN STUMP:  No, I thought that using the whole FMU -- It’s just 27 

a simple first cut and it seems like it’s easier at the FMU 28 

level.  Is that FMU in?  There may be specific species within 29 

the unit that are only in Puerto Rico or in St. Thomas or St. 30 

Croix and that could be the second layer or that could be 31 

decided at a later point, but do these criteria work, even at 32 

that sort of stock complex level, to help you -- Do you feel 33 

comfortable, after running it through these criteria, that you 34 

got the expected answer? 35 

 36 

It may be that you end up where Walter suggested this morning, 37 

is that essentially all units get moved over, but you don’t know 38 

that.  You haven’t tried it.  It’s only a thought and I won’t 39 

keep belaboring it. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem is that we want answers, but we 42 

don’t have a question.  I don’t know and I don’t know why I am 43 

doing this.  Frankly, I don’t.  I don’t and can somebody tell me 44 

if we already have the ACLs and that’s -- We have been three 45 

years or four years working on finally getting to ACLs and we 46 

have a management protocol for species based on the best that we 47 

could do with the data and now we’re wanting more layers of 48 
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management and nobody knows -- I mean nobody here can tell me 1 

what are those layers and I am confused, completely confused. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In an island-specific FMP, it gives 4 

you a clean slate.  You can actually just say forget about all 5 

the FMUs that you have in place and just start by creating the 6 

new FMU that’s going to be -- FMUs that are going to be managed 7 

in the EEZ.  It doesn’t have to take into consideration that any 8 

of the species are -- I mean the information is for the whole 9 

range of the species and that they are fished in a different way 10 

in the different islands and that is something that you have to 11 

consider, but basically, you are being given a blank slate to 12 

start over. 13 

 14 

Do we leave things the way they are and just go through the 15 

process of creating the FMUs and don’t even think about the 16 

ACLs, because they can actually either be dropped at the end, 17 

because they could.  I mean if they are not in the EEZ and 18 

therefore the council is relinquishing responsibility of 19 

fisheries that are not in their area and that’s something that 20 

could happen. 21 

 22 

What the SSC really does for the council is it is responsible 23 

for the ABC to give to the council, which you dealt with with 24 

the lack of information that we had and one of the issues that 25 

is on the table from the National SSC, et cetera, is control 26 

rules for data-poor stocks. 27 

 28 

If that means that the whole of it has to be reevaluated, and 29 

that’s one of the things that we have in the agenda, for the 30 

Fisheries Science Center to give us some guidance into what are 31 

they doing regarding the ABC control rule for data-poor stocks, 32 

then that’s what the council will have to hear and bring it to 33 

the higher levels. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that you touched on a really good 36 

point.  When you said the consideration of all this management 37 

measures based on data-poor stocks, I think that’s probably the 38 

most important thing that this council should be doing, is to 39 

reconsider the appropriateness of the ACLs to start with based 40 

on these data-poor situations and see, okay, what can we 41 

recommend to develop some criteria to manage our fisheries and 42 

that -- We should go into that FMU list and see what do we have 43 

reasonable information from the landings and from which groups 44 

we do not really have good data, which is probably most of them. 45 

 46 

Then what kind of data do we need?  Maybe we will come up with -47 

- When we actually go into the right track once and for all, 48 
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because if we keep thinking that we are going to be able to 1 

manage these fisheries based on the commercial fisheries 2 

landings data, we are going to be stuck with the same rock again 3 

and again and again, stumble on the same rocks. 4 

 5 

Maybe the most useful thing would be to develop, as you said, a 6 

clean slate and what kind of data do we need to manage the 7 

fisheries on French angelfish?  What is the data that we need?  8 

Are we going to get this data by the landings?  Probably not, 9 

because it’s a bycatch. 10 

 11 

What do we need?  We need fishery-independent surveys?  Maybe.  12 

What percent of the entire habitat of the French angelfish is 13 

within the EEZ?  Is that the kind of information that we need?  14 

Maybe so. 15 

 16 

We start developing for those species that kind of criteria and 17 

we are going through the same kind of process that we used for 18 

the ACLs and it’s going to take us exactly to the same place, to 19 

the conclusion that we are subjectively coming up with ideas and 20 

the reality is that we don’t have the data. 21 

 22 

We can think about it and come up with it, but at the end of the 23 

three days, it’s subjective and if you give it to a -- I agree 24 

with Todd on that.  If you give it to one guy, he’s going to say 25 

one thing and if you give it to another guy, he’s going to say 26 

something else, because the data is not there. 27 

 28 

Come on.  Who can say anything about management of the French 29 

angelfish if all we have is a few animals that came up as 30 

bycatch in the fish traps? 31 

 32 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not worried about the data.  I mean yes, 33 

we have data that are not very strong in many cases, but I think 34 

that if landings are very limited, according to the data, it’s a 35 

likely indication that it’s a bycatch species, unless we have 36 

some information otherwise. 37 

 38 

It comes down to what Reni said in terms of bycatch and can we 39 

do anything to manage it effectively and I don’t think we can.  40 

I think, if anything, we should be trying to limit or 41 

significantly reduce the number of species in the management 42 

plans and focus on some key, major species. 43 

 44 

JOE KIMMEL:  I think that’s part of the objective, is to manage 45 

more efficiently than we have in the past.  We have been so 46 

worried with all the species that we have listed here and I can 47 

understand the ecosystem value of being able to manage them, but 48 
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frankly we don’t have the data to manage a tenth of what we’ve 1 

got up here and so we’re going to have to become more efficient 2 

at management and select the species that we can manage and have 3 

an effect on their health and populations in the EEZ and I think 4 

that’s part of the objectives. 5 

 6 

We’re just trying to develop something that’s much more 7 

efficient than what we’ve got now.  We’ve spent twenty-five or 8 

thirty years with the FMPs we have now and I think we ought to 9 

capitalize on the success that we’ve had and the biggest 10 

successes have been the spawning aggregation protection in Bajo 11 

de Sico and the Hind Bank and that sort of stuff. 12 

 13 

Those have been fairly productive management measures and they 14 

have had some effect on the health and biology of the species 15 

they’re involved with, but we’ve had very little effect on the 16 

populations of grunts and angelfishes and that sort of stuff and 17 

we don’t need to keep those in the management plan if we can’t 18 

have any effect on them, on the populations, and, in addition, 19 

most of them, 90 percent or more, occur in state waters or 20 

territorial waters with very little representation in the EEZ.  21 

I think one of our objectives is to begin more efficient 22 

management and simplify the process. 23 

 24 

KEN STUMP:  You know I would just say I totally understand what 25 

you are respecting and respect that, but I do feel that you are 26 

selling short the fact that this a pretty efficient way to 27 

manage an inherently species rich complex with the likelihood 28 

that most of the species are incorporated in the fishery at some 29 

-- They are caught in the fishery in some capacity and we knew 30 

that and that’s why they were added to the FMP twenty years ago 31 

or more. 32 

 33 

Yet, because they are organized in pretty efficient sets of 34 

stock complexes, it seems to me that that twenty-two units is 35 

fairly manageable in comparison to say the Pacific groundfish 36 

FMP.  They have got like ninety ACLs and an insane large number 37 

of species in that FMP. 38 

 39 

It just seems to me that there were some virtues of where you 40 

ended up with this FMU structure for that FMP for reef fish and 41 

so if you throw it out and start over and say, well, let’s only 42 

concentrate on the top species, it’s like what’s the data to 43 

know what are the top species?   That’s what I have a hard time 44 

knowing. 45 

 46 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I guess I’m not familiar with the Pacific, but 47 

are they -- The ACLs, are many of them bycatch, which mostly 48 
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occur largely in state waters with very limited information? 1 

 2 

KEN STUMP:  Well, they have large complexes of flatfish that 3 

they put into a flatfish complex and then for the most important 4 

commercial species, they break them as individual ACLs and 5 

manage them separately and some of them are inshore and they are 6 

small target fisheries inshore and some of them are farther 7 

offshore, but it’s a species-rich FMP, but it’s actually less 8 

efficiently designed than this one in terms of having to set 9 

ACLs. 10 

 11 

So I just think that if you’re going to recreate the wheel here 12 

that a lot of years went into this and maybe Joe Kimmel is right 13 

that we need to start over and only focus on the top forty 14 

species in landings, but, to me, it seems that the landings are 15 

so inherently unreliable that I fear you’re going to throw the 16 

baby out with the bathwater here when you have a fairly well 17 

designed FMP. 18 

 19 

JOE KIMMEL:  I agree with you in that respect, except that I 20 

think part of the problem with the data quality that we have is 21 

that we’ve had so many species to keep track of that the 22 

fishermen are confused and they don’t even know what species 23 

they’ve got and you point these common names out to them and I 24 

am not sure they would be able to identify half of them. 25 

 26 

I think we need to simplify it for them and enforcement is in 27 

the same situation.  If you have an FMP that is so complex and 28 

regulations that are so complex to enforce, the enforcement is 29 

not going to be able to do it and so what’s management without 30 

enforcement?  You have got to have everybody to understand what 31 

they’re supposed to be doing so that they can do their job. 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s one of the significant things on your 34 

stepwise process.  Management regulations, but before that comes 35 

the data and my point is that we don’t have data to manage these 36 

species, because the data comes from landings and the landings 37 

on these species are not actually targets of the fisheries and 38 

they are just bycatch. 39 

 40 

JOE KIMMEL:  That’s what I am saying.  I’m saying that we’ve got 41 

too many species and the fishermen can’t adequately report and 42 

the enforcement people can’t adequately enforce. 43 

 44 

I think that we need to start simple and work up, work up to 45 

this.  It might be another thirty years before we get back here, 46 

but by the time we get back, it should be a lot better than what 47 

we have now. 48 
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 1 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am thinking about the process.  I am 2 

thinking that you need some other type of data to manage these 3 

species and that probably should be one of our recommendations 4 

here. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think you guys are arguing exactly what 7 

Todd said.  We don’t know what the objectives are of these 8 

plans. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I suspect I know what the objective is.  11 

It’s to come up with some kind of management for some or all of 12 

these other species based on a dataset that is not good for 13 

that. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am recommending a ten-minute break and is 16 

there any comments that anyone wanted to get out? 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I do have a comment.  I hear inherently 19 

unreliable data and similar comments about the data and I agree 20 

that we could magnitudes off on the landings on these species 21 

and so instead of seven pounds, it’s thirty-seven pounds.  It’s 22 

still largely a bycatch fishery in a small amount and we cannot 23 

effectively manage a bycatch species where the cost of 24 

management of something of that nature is so much greater than 25 

the benefits. 26 

 27 

I am in total agreement with Joe that we focus on those species 28 

which are of greatest importance and when I say importance, I am 29 

talking about also the issues of -- Economic and the biological 30 

perspective, I think much more so than a species like dolphin, 31 

where I am not sure the Caribbean Council can do much about 32 

issues of allocation and -- 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only reason they were dealing with that 35 

is it forced them to look at that problem and so I don’t see a 36 

problem at all with saying take these species, knowing that 37 

we’re going to lump them in, but this time let’s designate that 38 

these are actually the species we’re going to be looking at, but 39 

by covering this, we are making the assumption that we will also 40 

cover all those species that are underneath them and so we do 41 

reduce the complexity of the management problem tremendously by 42 

doing that. 43 

 44 

There are species that we’re going to talk about, like the 45 

angelfish, that there is one reason to say why bother and we’re 46 

never going to have the data, but we also said something about, 47 

if I recall correctly, they are ecologically important and so 48 
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let’s not go after them.  If we are saying they are ecologically 1 

important and there’s a reason to be concerned, then they need 2 

to be on there somehow. 3 

 4 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I have no problem saying if they’re considered 5 

a critical species for one reason or another that it should be 6 

included. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then the question is how do we get the 9 

data?  Maybe the new program will set up distribution data on 10 

some of these species. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the EEZ?  I don’t think so.  That’s 13 

precisely my point and I think that a parallel process of -- I 14 

agree with Joe on this and I think it’s the best we can do to 15 

provide assessment for management of species that the landings 16 

data is more or less adequate. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can put it to the council and say these 19 

are reasons why these species ought to be considered and you’re 20 

going to have to make the argument to NMFS or somebody that 21 

there needs to be a data collection program.  If we say they are 22 

really that important to know what’s going on and find a way to 23 

get the data. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree completely with that.  There’s a 26 

group of species that we are concerned with that we think are 27 

important ecologically, but we have to admit that the landings 28 

data is inadequate for our assessment. 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  The landings data are not all created equal.  31 

There are species that are included on the forms that are 32 

reported as well as we’re ever going to get them reported.  33 

These are the snappers and groupers and -- 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Targets. 36 

 37 

BILL ARNOLD:  Right and I mean the idea behind this exercise was 38 

to focus our management on the species that we can actually can 39 

and need -- 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  He’s giving us the objective and I thought 42 

we didn’t have those. 43 

 44 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what we’re saying here. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remember, when we talk about range, we’re 47 

going to talk about this issue about there’s not really enough 48 
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in the EEZ to worry about. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that we just came up with a 3 

solution, at least for the time being.  A criteria for exclusion 4 

would be bycatch.  We can start scratching species there just by 5 

saying that they are bycatch and the data is not -- The data is 6 

unreliable, because the data that we have is just incidental. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are we going to say everything that’s not a 9 

spiny lobster in the trap fishery is bycatch? 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, there’s a lot of things that are 12 

targeted. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So there’s things that are bycatch that are 15 

still -- We are still going to consider and then there’s a 16 

ranking of bycatch, and I don’t know whether you would call it 17 

high or low, but maybe -- 18 

 19 

JOE KIMMEL:  Incidental catch. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Incidental bycatch that’s going to be -- 22 

 23 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, for example, count the lobster and 24 

count the conch and count all the snappers and all the groupers 25 

and you are pretty much set up. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Hogfish. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All the rest -- Actually, all the rest is 30 

incidental.  People go for snapper and for grouper and for conch 31 

and for lobster and if you take -- I believe that that probably 32 

takes care of about 70 or 80 percent of the economic value of 33 

the total catch and I am just guessing, but I am probably pretty 34 

close, pretty damned close. 35 

 36 

I mean dolphin, that’s another target species and mackerel, the 37 

migratory pelagics, those are targets.  All the rest is 38 

incidental catch and all the rest is the biodiversity of the 39 

coral reef reflected in pulling a fish trap there. 40 

 41 

I mean in some places, the parrotfish are very important and I 42 

know they are targets.  In Puerto Rico, who knows what is -- 43 

Actually, we have probably a pretty good dataset on those and 44 

aside from that, you tell me. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Boxfishes and -- 47 

 48 



194 

 

 

JOHN HOENIG:  You know what?  As much as I would like to hear 1 

what you have to say, I want my coffee. 2 

 3 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Break. 4 

 5 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again.  What I am seeing 8 

is sort of a dichotomy here between a philosophy that says 9 

simplify as much as possible versus one that’s saying try to be 10 

as inclusive as possible. 11 

 12 

The rationale for the simplification is we can’t really do 13 

anything else and let’s just go with the species we can possibly 14 

do something with and the rationale for the inclusive one is 15 

taking an ecosystem-based approach is part of what our 16 

management objectives should be, because it’s the policy for all 17 

the councils and therefore, we should not be throwing out 18 

species just because at the present moment we don’t have the 19 

data to be able to deal with them when in fact we can use 20 

something like the approach to reduce the complexity while still 21 

acknowledging that we have a very diverse fishery, in reality.  22 

Does anybody want to differ with that kind of summation? 23 

 24 

Having said that, I personally fall on the let’s be inclusive, 25 

because we are dealing with a complex ecosystem, but that we can 26 

simplify the management of that by looking at FMUs and using 27 

other management techniques as appropriate. 28 

 29 

Because making a distinction between these approaches has 30 

everything to do with how we’re going to be ranking things and 31 

what those rankings are going to be, getting back to Todd’s 32 

comment about what are the larger objectives that are driving 33 

this. 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, I believe that would be a really valuable 36 

recommendation to make to the council, that the inclusive 37 

approach should be considered.  You can put it in the context of 38 

inclusive or exclusive. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I also agree with the general concept of the 41 

inclusive approach.  I hesitate making more comments.  I found 42 

the conversation fairly disheartening about the simplification 43 

aspect.  I think a lot of the simplification in management that 44 

was expressed was we’re not having any success in what we’re 45 

currently doing. 46 

 47 

I don’t equate that with giving up on the whole process.  I mean 48 
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the fundamental processes that were in place twenty-five years 1 

ago and thirty years ago and things were put in place and the 2 

idea of expert opinion on which components of this complex 3 

ecosystem were important, those are still important.   4 

 5 

The primary directive, even if we start looking at alternatives 6 

here for indicator species, is to manage for the most vulnerable 7 

species.  If we start looking at these and excluding those 8 

because we only see a couple of them in the records recently -- 9 

We know that when this was put in place and there was concern 10 

about these species that we’re looking at right now that there 11 

was concern because they were present in one form or another. 12 

 13 

We now look at a species that hasn’t shown up in twenty years 14 

and that may be that vulnerable species that we’ve lost over 15 

time and so I think that resetting the clock and just saying, 16 

okay, let’s go through our current situation and let’s go at 17 

what we see currently is negating the fact that it is a complex 18 

ecosystem and it may have changed and it may be due to the 19 

complexity in management.  It may be due to the inability to 20 

take a closer look. 21 

 22 

Fundamentally, for the last eight years, most of NOAA’s 23 

resources, both from a Regional Office perspective and from the 24 

Science Center, have been responding to data requests solely for 25 

these management processes. 26 

 27 

We have been going through a -- For eight years, we have been 28 

going through management hoops really to meet the standards 29 

developed for more data-rich environments and the reason we 30 

can’t meet any of these is and will be, for the near future, 31 

lack of data and so how do we improve the overall management?  32 

We have to improve the data. 33 

 34 

We have been very diverted into meeting these requirements and 35 

really the big push was 2007 and here we are again changing the 36 

management because we’re unhappy with the way or our ability to 37 

-- We are trying to simplify to a level that is manageable in 38 

some way and I don’t -- I mean in the end, we’re not really or 39 

haven’t been focused on getting the improved information to make 40 

us more accurately manage these. 41 

 42 

I recognize that we have eighty-one species in there and it ends 43 

up requiring more writing in places and it requires more looking 44 

at it, but our ability to -- Joe mentioned managing some of 45 

these and we’re not seeing an impact on them.  Well, we don’t 46 

really have the information to look at them and I don’t think we 47 

should throw our hands up and give up across the board.  If we 48 
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can simplify through alternative ways of looking at it, then I 1 

would agree with it, but I don’t have that solution. 2 

 3 

The last thing is John put out a simple way of looking at the 4 

inclusion versus the exclusion and I think that’s important to 5 

keep in mind.  What error could we make if we exclude?  I think 6 

the obvious one is by getting rid of a whole bunch of these the 7 

error we make is we’re giving up on vulnerable species or 8 

species that are important to the ecosystem. 9 

 10 

By including, what error can we make with that?  Well, I think 11 

we clearly are making a complex management process and 12 

difficulties for the Regional Office and the overarching 13 

process, but we haven’t given up on those species and I think 14 

that potentially should be looked at. 15 

 16 

I think you were out of the room, Todd, but the argument I made 17 

was, and I made it previously in this meeting, is that we need 18 

to focus on species that federal management can actually have an 19 

effect on and that doesn’t necessarily translate into 20 

simplification.  That just translates into what can federal 21 

management make a difference in. 22 

 23 

Now, we could bicker over exactly what we mean by making a 24 

difference, but I think the general concept is there.  If that 25 

resulted in us managing 250 species instead of 200 species, I 26 

don’t have a problem with that.   27 

 28 

What concerns me is when we apply a management measure and it 29 

has no effect, because the species is not really in the federal 30 

domain to a degree that is significant enough.   31 

 32 

That’s what Alternative 3 and the stepwise process was designed 33 

to capture and that’s why, for example, we got rid of the lower 34 

threshold, because it doesn’t matter if there is only fifty 35 

pounds of landings.  These things still may need management and, 36 

as you said, there only may be fifty pounds of landings because 37 

they have been way, way overfished twenty-five years ago and 38 

have never recovered. 39 

 40 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It’s not an easy one. 41 

 42 

BILL ARNOLD:  No and it’s not supposed to be. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to return to what I threw out 45 

before for consideration and that is we’re looking at all these 46 

species that have come in from the current plan and then we 47 

would look at the groups of range, economic value, and bycatch 48 
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to see whether based on those -- The range would be EEZ and it 1 

would be low and the economic value would be low and the bycatch 2 

component of it would be high I guess is how we would say it. 3 

 4 

It makes those species questionable for continued inclusion and, 5 

in other words, that’s going to say what species are we going to 6 

look at?  That list of species then goes and we start looking at 7 

the other criteria, their biology, the habitat space, their 8 

ecological value, is there a reason they should still be in the 9 

plan? 10 

 11 

If we can’t come up with a reason that they should still be in 12 

the plan, then that would be a criteria for that island that 13 

they would be removed and I don’t know whether we need to have 14 

cutoffs other than rankings. 15 

 16 

We have already debated how definitive or not the data are and 17 

that this is going to be subjective and we are going to need to 18 

have a system that can respond to the objectivity and a simple 19 

ranking system seems to do that. 20 

 21 

Again, we can talk about how we want to score that and in other 22 

words, would a species need to be, on those first three 23 

categories relating to economic value and bycatch, does it need 24 

to be indicated in all three of those strongly for it to not be 25 

included and for it to be considered for non-inclusion and 26 

considered for removal or is one of them enough to make it -- I 27 

would say probably all three. 28 

 29 

Certainly if its range is the EEZ, maybe we should be keeping 30 

it, regardless of whether it’s a bycatch, but that’s open for 31 

debate, but there doesn’t seem to be a lot. 32 

 33 

Maybe something -- Let’s try this.  How would we define range 34 

such that we are saying a species, just on range alone, ought 35 

not to be kept in the species mix? 36 

 37 

TYLER SMITH:  You mean like Todd said earlier? 38 

 39 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, if it’s intertidal or -- 40 

 41 

VANCE VICENTE:  Coastal or estuarine? 42 

 43 

TYLER SMITH:  Estuarine or intertidal or coastal. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and is there a second class where 46 

we’re saying it’s not clear cut, but maybe?  47 

 48 



198 

 

 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  About range you are talking about? 1 

 2 

TYLER SMITH:  Any fish you can think of that is very shallow 3 

water and not coastal, but shallow associated, something near 4 

surface. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the shallowest section of the EEZ? 7 

 8 

KEN STUMP:  The shallowest section is zero. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t think so. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Sixty feet. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sixty feet sounds good to me, thinking about 15 

the outer shelf of Tourmaline, sixty feet. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-SAIS:  Bajo de Sico and Lang Bank. 18 

 19 

TYLER SMITH:  Lang Bank is forty feet. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Not where I’ve been. 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s too shallow. 24 

 25 

TYLER SMITH:  I have been in there and in the middle there is 26 

some shallow parts of forty feet. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But not on average.  An average would 29 

be about sixty to seventy feet and so the shallowest -- I will 30 

concede there is forty to forty-five feet in Lang Bank.  31 

Remember that the EEZ off of St. Thomas and St. John includes 32 

the MCD. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there any species that’s occurring out 35 

in the EEZ but no one is even thinking about exploiting it, even 36 

though it’s exploited inshore or it’s just out there, but it’s 37 

rare? 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Black grouper, for one.  Black grouper is 40 

associated with -- Well, not entirely exclusively in the EEZ, 41 

but it’s a slope fish and nowadays -- They say that black 42 

grouper liked to hang around in shallow reef habitats fifty 43 

years ago, but nowadays, it is mostly restricted to the shelf 44 

slope areas. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  They’re a perfect example too of a species that 47 

spear fishermen dumped and they have been picked off from easy 48 
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access sites a long, long time ago. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s the same as the very large 3 

parrotfishes. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  There is one if that if you look at the records, 6 

where are you going to find them?  You’re going to find them on 7 

the slope, on the edge, because they have been picked off inside 8 

and their distribution normally would be in there. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was just trying to think if you’re 11 

looking at the range category and you’re saying, all right, if 12 

these things are in, you are definitely out, regardless of your 13 

economic importance. 14 

 15 

TYLER SMITH:  Anything that only occurs shallower than fifteen 16 

meters. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re making an exclusion thing and I’m 19 

talking about a situation where you’re in the EEZ, but you’re 20 

just not a big deal in the EEZ.  Are there any that we would 21 

capture there?  Is there is a situation where this would come up 22 

or is it when we talk about range that we’re only talking about 23 

these things? 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In my opinion, most of these reef fishes are 26 

about ninety feet and so the sixty feet is pretty much within 27 

the shallow-water species assemblages, at least -- I published 28 

this paper from Desecheo with the depth gradient for fish and 29 

it’s pretty evident that probably one of the most cutoffs occurs 30 

around thirty meters. 31 

 32 

That’s your first cutoff on species assemblages and shallower 33 

than that is pretty much within the range.  I remember the 34 

ontogenetic movements and all that and it makes it very 35 

difficult to actually pinpoint species that are associated with 36 

very shallow environments that are shallower than sixty feet and 37 

so the EEZ being forty or fifty or sixty feet pretty much 38 

encompasses the distribution range of species within the shelf. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I am getting back at Bill’s idea 41 

that there may be some species who occur in the EEZ, but in 42 

terms of management, that is like a so what kind of a situation. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, that’s not really a range criterion and 45 

so how about if you said here are the ones -- 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t care what you call it, but it’s 48 
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what we’re talking about. 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  Then let me finish this and maybe it’s wrong, but 3 

you’ve got the lows and the lows are those guys that are 4 

intertidal and coastal and estuarine and those are out.  Then 5 

you could, to some degree, reasonable degree, identify those 6 

that are definitely occurring in the EEZ, like queen snapper and 7 

silk snapper.  You are pretty comfortable saying those are high. 8 

 9 

Then everything else just falls into that medium category and 10 

you go on to the next criterion of economic value and now you’ve 11 

got those that were medium there and I don’t know if you guys 12 

will like this, but it’s an approach. 13 

 14 

Those that are mediums there, now you say, okay, economically or 15 

whatever criterion you want to be your next step criterion, how 16 

they fit in or how they rank and then, depending upon how they 17 

rank, they are either out or they are definitely in or they’re 18 

in the middle and they go to the next criterion.  I mean I guess 19 

I kind of lost it and are you just taking a tabular approach or 20 

have you already done the dichotomous part? 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we said for back when was we had all 23 

these species and that we would look at range and if you are 24 

coastal, estuarine, or tidal, you would be thrown out.  Then you 25 

are going to come to the categories that are in the table, 26 

whether it’s a table approach or a stepwise approach, that’s not 27 

specified. 28 

 29 

I am saying, okay, we’re now at the table categories and is 30 

there something about range other than -- We’ve already made a 31 

decision if you’re not in the EEZ that you’re just not there, 32 

but outside of that, is there something that says, nevertheless, 33 

we shouldn’t be considering this species in terms of its 34 

distribution? 35 

 36 

One of the things we talked about yesterday was it doesn’t occur 37 

out there very much, but you might have situations where a 38 

certain life stage, like a spawning aggregation, is found out in 39 

the EEZ, whereas the rest of the species is all in territorial 40 

waters, which implies that there is cases where there are things 41 

that are mostly in territorial waters, to the degree that we 42 

shouldn’t be managing them, because we don’t have spawning 43 

aggregations going out into the EEZ.  We don’t really have those 44 

situations and so we’re not worrying about them. 45 

 46 

TYLER SMITH:  I can’t think of one.  I mean not that I’m the 47 

best judge, but I am just saying nothing is popping immediately 48 
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into mind and maybe it’s not that great of a --  1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Then the way to approach this would be to 3 

say, okay, here’s the species list and the first cut is range 4 

and if it’s one of these three very inshore things, it’s would 5 

not be kept and now we’re going to look at economic importance 6 

and bycatch. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So all of those are in?  All of the 9 

FMUs as they stand are in. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was the approach we had initially said 12 

and so that’s kind of where I’m still going from, is that we are 13 

approaching that list from who should we throw out and not who 14 

should we keep in. 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean along those lines, then think about 17 

the percentage of area within the EEZ that is thirty meters or 18 

shallower and see if it’s a very small percentage and then 19 

shallow coral reef species within the EEZ represent a low-20 

priority management item, because of -- Just because of area 21 

considerations, the 70 percent of the EEZ is deeper than thirty 22 

meters kind of thing, and that gives you a cutoff.  It may be a 23 

different story for the Virgin Islands than for Puerto Rico. 24 

 25 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But if we consider it as one big region, 28 

whether or not it has the habitats of shallow coral reef fishes 29 

without any considerations of proportionality, then we are -- 30 

It’s very difficult to cut up. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But then we have to have the information on 33 

what species would be considered shallow versus deeper. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have done quite a few studies for the 36 

council on that and there are species lists of fishes that 37 

occupy mesophotic habitats below the thirty to fifty-meter depth 38 

range and the deeper ones we already have landings data for and 39 

those are pretty much within our targets. 40 

 41 

Our problem is that we don’t have much data on the ones that are 42 

bycatch, which is that huge list of things there, like blackbar 43 

soldierfish and bigeye and tilefish and whatever and all those 44 

things, horse-eye jacks probably and princess parrotfish.  Those 45 

are things that within the EEZ are not targets and they are 46 

incidental catch. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are a fair amount of horse-eye jacks, 1 

if I recall. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Puddingwife and Spanish hogfish, those are 4 

things that are caught in the reefs in a hundred feet or less 5 

and if you do some kind of curve, you will find out that there 6 

is a lot of area within the EEZ that is deeper than a hundred 7 

feet and so the shallow section is a relatively small component 8 

and the shallow section occupied really by coral reefs is 9 

probably even smaller, because if you consider Tourmaline, 10 

Tourmaline -- The area of Tourmaline within the EEZ has a lot of 11 

sand.   12 

 13 

It’s a huge sand area and so the coral reef section that is 14 

shallow is relatively small and you start narrowing it down for 15 

the shallow coral reef areas and it may be a small component of 16 

the entire area. 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From zero up to thirty meters and then 19 

anything that’s red and yellow is thirty to a hundred meters and 20 

so it’s 57 percent zero to thirty and 43 percent is thirty to a 21 

hundred meters. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the whole shelf and you have to do 24 

it by EEZ. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How much of the EEZ shelf is shallower than 27 

thirty? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You can be discussing something else 30 

while I look for this. 31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  Can we move on to the next category? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, feel free.  I am still thinking, in my 35 

mind, that range I think has a definition problem that we have 36 

to deal with, but for the other ones, it’s a ranking of low, 37 

medium, and high and it’s going to be a subjective process and 38 

if you have the right mix of people, you’ve got the right 39 

answer.  One of our recommendations is to make sure we have the 40 

right mix of people. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For all the other categories, in terms of 43 

biological value and economic importance and -- 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, we are talking about -- Let’s 46 

call it effective range, economic importance, and bycatch.   47 

 48 



203 

 

 

TYLER SMITH:  Maybe one of those important recommendations is 1 

that no matter what we give you, you have to have representation 2 

from --  3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Absolutely. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are 4,630 kilometers less than 7 

thirty meters in the EEZ and the total of the EEZ is 220,408 8 

square kilometers. 9 

 10 

TYLER SMITH:  So like 2 percent. 11 

 12 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What’s the percent again? 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s about 2 percent. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Of the U.S. Caribbean EEZ. 17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  2 percent is less than thirty?  So there you 19 

have a very strong answer.  All those shallow coral reef species 20 

are -- I don’t think we have much business doing those.  I mean 21 

2 percent?  Those shallow-water coral reef species, it’s mostly 22 

a state affair. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How many dogfish did you see in Lang 25 

Bank?  Did you see a fair amount of the red and yellow? 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It was the yellow schools in deep reefs, 28 

down in mesophotic reefs. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Lang Bank is a perfect example.  If you look at 31 

the charts and you look at the depth contours, you have the 32 

ridge of shallow water going from the southeast corner of Lang 33 

Bank all the way around connecting up to a shallow area.  You 34 

have the same within -- It’s a perfect example, because you have 35 

a small area that is EEZ in St. Croix and so it really gets at 36 

the challenges, but I don’t see any huge species decisions 37 

there.  You’re only going to have a small number of animals 38 

relative to like if you want to go 2 percent.  I don’t know what 39 

the EEZ in Lang Bank is.  10 percent maybe or 8 percent?  I 40 

don’t know. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  To start with, the part that you see is that 43 

below thirty meters the species -- There are variations, 44 

significant variations, in the species assemblages, but there is 45 

a real drop in biodiversity of fish and particularly the coral 46 

reef species. 47 

 48 
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The relative abundance changes drastically and there is species 1 

that start disappearing below thirty meters and some others that 2 

start coming up and it’s not a perfect world, but the patterns 3 

are pretty straightforward at the thirty-meter cutoff. 4 

 5 

Then the biodiversity of fish declines with depths and that is 6 

pretty clear and so you have coral reef -- 2 percent coral reef 7 

areas shallower than thirty meters within the EEZ and a lot of 8 

those species are not the main species assemblages that are 9 

present there. 10 

 11 

TYLER SMITH:  It sounds like that would apply to Puerto Rico, 12 

but not on St. Croix. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I made that island-specific whatever 15 

distinction too.  A lot of that 2 percent is probably the Virgin 16 

Islands.  In Puerto Rico, that is the very -- It’s probably down 17 

to 1. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what percentage of the eighty-one 20 

species we’re looking at here would be considered to be shallow 21 

enough that we would consider dropping them, based on that 22 

criteria? 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then we would have to go one-by-one. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s just take the species that we’re 27 

looking at here. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The porgies, for example, maybe the section 30 

of -- The spotted goatfish is shallow water and the yellow 31 

goatfish I would leave in.  The porgies, I would take them all 32 

out. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is all based just on depth right now. 35 

 36 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just on depth, squirrelfish and -- They are 37 

down there and most of them -- Squirrelfish, I have a hard time 38 

taking them out, because the habitat is probably -- The 39 

tilefishes, I would have to leave them in.  Those caranx latus, 40 

those are mostly shallow water and I don’t see them very much at 41 

thirty meters or below. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we talking about?   44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Lugubris, yes, and the black jack, the 46 

almaco jack are deep water.  Bar jack, no.  Greater amberjack, 47 

yes.  The yellow jack, no.  The blue parrotfish, yes.  That’s 48 
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what I am seeing from that list. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are just going through the grouper 3 

snapper complex and so there is a squirrelfish complex. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Which one of the jacks, the latus? 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The latus are -- I mean they -- 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you see them? 10 

 11 

TYLER SMITH:  We see them in Lang Bank. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not the question of where in terms of 14 

horizontally, but the question is where in terms of depth.   15 

 16 

TYLER SMITH:  Deep water.   17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  How about if I just open three columns 19 

for Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, and St. John? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s just a question of anywhere. 22 

 23 

TYLER SMITH:  We are not selecting them, but we’re just coming 24 

up with the criteria. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean they can get down, but they’re 27 

usually in the upper part of the water column.  In Desecheo, you 28 

go and you see schools of horse-eye jacks, but they are 29 

associated with the shallow reef more than -- I mean if you go 30 

down a hundred feet, chances are you’re not going to see them in 31 

the reef down there.  You will see them shallower and if there 32 

is some action, they will probably come down, but that’s most 33 

kinds of pelagic fishes. 34 

 35 

TYLER SMITH:  So if we just come up with -- 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Like, for example, the black jack, the black 38 

jack you will see them down there. 39 

 40 

TYLER SMITH:  So are we supposed to be coming up with a list 41 

now? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No and the reason I asked for that is how 44 

many species do we have left there, just as a -- 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, you have eighty-one species. 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  There’s probably about twenty. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Thirty-seven to fifty-seven, so 3 

twenty. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So eight species, just on that group, out 6 

of twenty that could be thrown out, potentially thrown out. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can’t recall now which ones, but yes. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You said all the porgies and there’s four 11 

of them and there is one of the goatfishes and there were like 12 

three jacks.  That could be said there is at least enough 13 

justification that maybe we should consider this as a criteria.  14 

Does anybody else want to comment on that? 15 

 16 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s just my opinion. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is going to be scored by a group of 19 

people and so in the end, it will be their opinion. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You are going to have arguments all over the 22 

place, because they are going to say I’ve seen a blackbar 23 

soldierfish down to 140 and okay, but the rest of them, 99 24 

percent of them, are in the shallow reef. 25 

 26 

It’s like the bluehead wrasse.  The bluehead wrasse, there is 27 

two orders of magnitude in the migratory -- There is two orders 28 

of magnitude that apply in the densities and it goes all down to 29 

165 feet, but at 165, its density is more than a hundred times 30 

less than at twenty meters or sixty feet.  That kind of thing.   31 

 32 

The overall declines in the densities are drastic, whereas 33 

others increase in abundance.  Sargassum triggerfish, you will 34 

see one or two or three of them in shallow water, but most of 35 

them are below thirty meters. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So I am willing to go with this as a 38 

potential consideration and so economic importance.  Is there 39 

some kind of cutoff, either at value or landings, or do we just 40 

want to have expert opinion that’s saying your economic 41 

importance is low enough that you should be pulled out of 42 

management or you might -- Not should be, but can be considered 43 

to be pulled out. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s important, too.  It’s an important 46 

criteria. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think so too.   1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, my concern here, and it may not be valid, 3 

is that economic importance is just another way of saying 4 

landings. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No and that’s why I was asking.  I think 7 

it’s going to come down to expert judgment then, because there 8 

is going to be fishermen who are going to say I don’t care what 9 

the landings say, but this is -- We just don’t care about this 10 

species or whatever or, conversely, it’s really important and so 11 

it’s staying in. 12 

 13 

BILL ARNOLD:  So this is not direct economic importance and this 14 

is what you would define in the original table, these species 15 

that have a -- 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Your example, for example, I mean the 18 

squirrelfish, at least in Puerto Rico and this may be different 19 

somewhere else, but in Puerto Rico, the squirrelfish, they might 20 

be important because they are up -- There is a significant 21 

bycatch, especially when you are fishing with lines, but there 22 

is not a market in Puerto Rico for squirrelfish and they may pay 23 

you fifty-cents a pound to make soup at the restaurants, but 24 

aside from that, nobody eats them. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they’re up to a dollar a pound and have 27 

been for quite some time.  It blew me away too. 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but if they are paying one-dollar a 30 

pound, okay. 31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  I think all the economic value can do is save you 33 

from being thrown off the list and so it’s really about a 34 

species that has no other trait that is going to help it except 35 

it’s really valuable.  The only ones I can think of that would 36 

do that would be aquarium species. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bycatch, is there a way to differentiate -- 39 

Is there any differentiation in degree of bycatch that would say 40 

this is such a bycatch species that we really shouldn’t consider 41 

it and there is just no way we can deal with it and the only 42 

reason it’s there is because it’s showing up and it’s showing up 43 

at such low numbers that what’s the point, versus something 44 

that’s a bycatch, but it actually otherwise is important.  45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe they will come up with the conclusion 47 

that it’s a bycatch, generally a bycatch, but that it has a high 48 
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ecological value.  For example, things like angelfishes.  1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are not talking about those yet.  That 3 

will come in later, but right now we’re just talking about this 4 

species is at a level of bycatch where we should think about 5 

taking it out.  That’s what we’re talking about. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a good criteria to exclude. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see why we can’t in fact do a 10 

ranking of let’s call it effective range, economic importance, 11 

and bycatch and for effective range, we could talk about a high 12 

value of being considered to be not included -- Well, a high 13 

value would be -- Let me think of this.   14 

 15 

I would go to range first and say if you’re coastal, estuarine, 16 

or tidal, we are not dealing with you.  Then we will come to the 17 

rest of the values and so that would be a range issue and then 18 

we’re going to talk about effective range, which is are you a 19 

shallow-water species and if you really are, is there really a 20 

place for you in federal management? 21 

 22 

If the answer to that question is yes, you are a shallow-water 23 

species, we are going to consider the possibility of taking you 24 

out.  We’re going to go to economic importance and ask the 25 

question of is a species low enough in its economic importance 26 

to consider taking out of management and it’s really -- It’s 27 

probably closely related to bycatch. 28 

 29 

If you’re really that kind of low, you probably are bycatch, but 30 

there is a question about bycatch and are you low enough or -- I 31 

don’t know how to phrase this as a low or a high.  If you’re 32 

bycatch such that you’re showing up in low numbers as strictly 33 

bycatch to some other process, be it the gear or whatever the 34 

target species is, but you’re really not affecting the 35 

population and it’s not very valuable, et cetera, we should 36 

consider not having it. 37 

 38 

To me, there is three ways that we would consider removing an 39 

established species from the list and now the question is -- Are 40 

they going to go look at ecological value, et cetera, and the 41 

question is do we want to say, okay, if you need any of these 42 

things that you’re on the list to consider or you have to meet 43 

all three to stay on the list to be considered?  Does anybody 44 

have a feel for that? 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you say that again, Richard? 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s say we have a species that is 1 

shallow, but it has economic importance and it may be like some 2 

of the grunts and it’s bycatch, but it’s big bycatch.  If we say 3 

because it’s big bycatch that’s enough to say we’re not going to 4 

consider it anymore for removing it or do we have a score on all 5 

three categories that say, okay, you’re still a candidate for 6 

removal or if you just score big on one or two out of the three? 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think if you keep on scoring that it’s 9 

going to be inevitable that some important species, because of 10 

their low rankings in other places, falls out.  If you draw some 11 

kind of a tradeoff or a line -- 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Important based on what?  Because if you 14 

make this cut, however we define this cut, then you’re going to 15 

go to let’s look at economic value and your biology and your 16 

vulnerability to habitat, because if you don’t make this cut, 17 

you are staying in and you don’t even get to the next stage and 18 

this is just to say who else do we need to consider. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, because there are some things like 21 

angelfishes, for example. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  These are all the things that are, if you 24 

will, arguing against management and so if an argument can be 25 

made against including them in the management thing, then we 26 

will come back to say, okay, is there something overriding that, 27 

like their ecological value or their vulnerability or something 28 

like that? 29 

 30 

Since this is going to be a cutoff, how do we apply this 31 

criteria?  I don’t have a feel for this.  Is it like you have to 32 

meet all three of those things to be -- If you have questionable 33 

range in terms of your extent in the EEZ and you’re not very 34 

important and you’re just a bycatch thing and if you meet all 35 

three of those things, you’re out?  That would certainly be the 36 

most conclusive and then we would come back. 37 

 38 

TYLER SMITH:  I think the range.  I mean if you meet the range 39 

criteria and then -- 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Range in terms of coastal and whatever, 42 

that’s taken care of first and so if you’re truly not in the 43 

EEZ, you’ve already been taken out of that consideration and now 44 

we’re talking about you’re in the EEZ, but to what degree?  Is 45 

it really such a marginal situation that, as Bill was saying, we 46 

could manage it to the hilt and we’re not going to make a bit of 47 

difference on it, because everything is really happening 48 
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inshore. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s just, again, part of the effective 3 

range, but beyond the -- Effective range would be the first 4 

criteria, actually.   5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, because full range, in terms of 7 

being totally in the EEZ, we’ve already dealt with it. 8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and so maybe for us the decision is 10 

what is the order or the priority order of the criteria?  Range 11 

would be the first one and maybe ecological importance next or 12 

some other thing that no matter what other considerations, we 13 

want to manage it because of its ecological value or whatever. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s another way of looking at it. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then once you’re in, you are not to be 18 

excluded because of bycatch considerations or whatever other 19 

consideration might come. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the other approach and we can go 22 

look at biology, habitat, and ecological value and say is there 23 

anything that says you are in and I mean it doesn’t really make 24 

a difference which step you do first. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  As long as we don’t exclude it in the 27 

stepwise process and so this protocol seems, to me, that it’s 28 

kind of like a stepwise process that -- I mean if you qualify in 29 

one, you cannot be excluded and then you go to the next level. 30 

 31 

So if you’re within the range, you keep being considered until 32 

you actually go to a consideration where you fall off, but, for 33 

example, if a fish is ecologically important, we want to manage 34 

it no matter what and it’s within the range and it’s 35 

ecologically important, then it doesn’t matter if it’s a bycatch 36 

or not. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct and the same would be -- Okay and 39 

what we did for the other species group, the ones that aren’t 40 

under management, we said if you scored high in any of those 41 

three categories, your vulnerability, your habitat 42 

vulnerability, or your ecological importance, the recommendation 43 

is going to be to be in. 44 

 45 

We can make that same argument here and then do that first and 46 

then the species that are left, then we’ll talk about their 47 

effective range, their economic importance, and bycatch.  If 48 



211 

 

 

there is no reason to keep them in, they’re out, but is it 1 

you’ve got to score on all three of those to be thrown out or 2 

just one of them or -- That’s where I am going with this. 3 

 4 

TYLER SMITH:  I think you do range and then you talk about 5 

ecological importance, which has to do with potentially bycatch.  6 

Then economic importance and whatever else. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can do a stepwise process until we get 9 

down to these factors, because on any of those, we have said if 10 

you score okay that you’re going to be in and then you’re 11 

leaving a group that gets whittled down that are still being 12 

considered for being removed. 13 

 14 

Now we’ve got three things, effective range, economic 15 

importance, and bycatch, that are on the side of we should 16 

remove them, but is it if you hit one of those we’re going to 17 

remove you and if you hit the other one, we’re going to remove 18 

you and so you only hit one or do you have to hit all three or 19 

two out of the three or something? 20 

 21 

TYLER SMITH:  Not including range though. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Effective range.   24 

 25 

TYLER SMITH:  Effective range is in the EEZ and so that one is a 26 

disqualifier and so if you get through that, that’s really 27 

talking about the -- 28 

 29 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree with that.  If you are not within 30 

the range, why should we care about -- 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We already took care of the absolute you’re 33 

not in the range and this is the fuzzy you’re not in the range.   34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What you are calling the effective range. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The effective range, yes.   38 

 39 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, if you’re really going to go with this 40 

as a criterion, then there’s only 2 percent of the EEZ that is 41 

less than thirty meters of depth and it would seem that the term 42 

you’re using of bycatch, whether that’s incidental or secondary 43 

bycatch and I don’t know what’s the proper way to describe it, 44 

but, regardless, whatever catch would come out of that small 45 

area of the EEZ would presumably be small, very small, verging 46 

on insignificant. 47 

 48 
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If it really only occurs within that 2 percent, isn’t it sort 1 

of, by definition, insignificant, unless there is some 2 

overarching ecological importance? 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which we have already ruled on, yes. 5 

 6 

TYLER SMITH:  But not in St. Croix.  It’s 30 percent and in St. 7 

Croix, the EEZ is probably in the range that’s shallower.   8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, we just said the EEZ as a whole. 10 

 11 

TYLER SMITH:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 12 

 13 

KEN STUMP:  I am a little bit hung up on bycatch, too, just 14 

because we talked about that earlier and people felt like that 15 

was an inappropriate term, but it’s being used. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, okay.  There is the concept of what 18 

we’re debating and there is whatever we’re going to call it, but 19 

at some point we’ll have to come up with a name. 20 

 21 

TYLER SMITH:  Maybe we should starting writing this progression, 22 

so we can just vote and decide and move past it? 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have five minutes. 25 

 26 

TYLER SMITH:   That’s why I think we should start writing it. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ve been writing.  I am just trying -- You 29 

were saying, for example, in St. Croix the shallow criteria is 30 

not going to be as strong a breaker as Puerto Rico, for example.  31 

Am I understanding you correctly? 32 

 33 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes and I also think that the effective range 34 

could be rolled into ecological importance for that habitat and 35 

you just consider that.  I don’t think we need that step, but 36 

I’m not sure about bycatch. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem with bycatch is that it doesn’t 39 

reflect the actual rareness of the stocks and I mean it’s 40 

incidental catch and it’s not a reflection of how important it 41 

is for the ecosystem or the abundance relative to others, 42 

because actually it’s a sampling error and nothing else. 43 

 44 

TYLER SMITH:  So you’re not bycatch and you’re economically and 45 

ecologically important, can you be excluded by bycatch or if you 46 

are bycatch, you go on anyway because we’ve got see if you’re 47 

economically or ecologically important?  I don’t see bycatch as 48 
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excluding you from the later consideration. 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It also doesn’t matter which way you’re 3 

looking at this and whether you look at the ecological value 4 

first, but the remainders are going to be do we remove them or 5 

not at this stage or whether you look at those criteria first 6 

and say we’re still in consideration for removal, but now we’re 7 

going to look at the other categories and say no, you’re still 8 

in.  How you deal with the categories is -- The order is almost 9 

not important. 10 

 11 

If we can’t come up with something that says there is -- Or we 12 

just go back to a low, medium, and high expert opinion on their 13 

effective range and is it really not in the EEZ enough to worry 14 

about.  That’s fine with me and I have no problem with that at 15 

all. 16 

 17 

I am still coming back to the question of is each one of these 18 

things enough to say we’re not going to consider you or do you 19 

have to meet two out of the three or this is the definitive step 20 

and you’re out at this point and, therefore, are you -- How 21 

conservative do we want to be? 22 

 23 

TYLER SMITH:  I think you’re out if you don’t make -- In terms 24 

of the ecological importance and economic importance, if you 25 

don’t meet those -- Unless your biology -- If you don’t meet any 26 

of those, you’re out. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  By itself? 29 

 30 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I imagine there is strong correlations 33 

between those things and so something that’s economically 34 

important and is marginally in the EEZ? 35 

 36 

TYLER SMITH:  No, if you hit on any one of those categories, you 37 

are still in. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So all three are needed to be excluded? 40 

 41 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes, that’s what I would say. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Anybody else have an opinion on 44 

that?  I am willing to go with that. 45 

 46 

VANCE VICENTE:  I agree with that. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  I can’t believe I am going to say 1 

this, but I will try to draw up resulting flowcharts from 2 

everything we just did and have those for approval first thing 3 

in the morning and so I will not be going to wherever it is you 4 

guys are going to eat and it may be better for my health anyway, 5 

because usually there is some drinking going on with that 6 

eating.  If we are good with that, I would say it’s almost 7 

exactly five o’clock and this would be a good point to stop. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  Nice job, guys. 10 

 11 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on March 25, 2015.) 12 

 13 

- - - 14 

 15 

March 26, 2015 16 

 17 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 18 

 19 

- - - 20 

 21 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 22 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Headquarters, 23 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Thursday morning, March 26, 2015, and was 24 

called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  It’s the very last day.  I thought 27 

that would bring a cheer.  Again, let’s do a voice recognition 28 

roll call.  I am Rich Appeldoorn, SSC Chair. 29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  Vance Vicente, SSC member. 31 

 32 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, SSC member. 33 

 34 

BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, NOAA Fisheries. 35 

 36 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Churchill Grimes, SSC member. 37 

 38 

JOE KIMMEL:  Joe Kimmel, SSC member. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Jorge Garcia, SSC member. 41 

 42 

TYLER SMITH:  Tyler Smith, SSC member. 43 

 44 

KATE QUIGLEY:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 45 

 46 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, SSC member. 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  John Hoenig, SSC member. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 3 

staff. 4 

 5 

KEN STUMP:  Ken Stump with Pew Charitable Trusts. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have online Carlos Farchette and 8 

Miguel Lugo. 9 

 10 

CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Good morning. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As promised last night, I tried to put 13 

together the gist of our discussions and apparent agreements 14 

yesterday into -- I did it in a flow chart arrangement and one 15 

for the species that are not currently under management and one 16 

for the species that are. 17 

 18 

However, leading up to that, I had a section on guiding 19 

principles, because I think it’s important that it’s understood 20 

where we were coming from in developing these recommendations 21 

and things that we had talked about were, first of all, an 22 

ecosystem-based approach.   23 

 24 

You can read the text there, but the idea is that we want to 25 

make sure that we are representing the complex nature of the 26 

system we’re challenged with monitoring and managing with the 27 

species complexes and that this would also result in additional 28 

species being classified as ecosystem component species, who 29 

then are future additional action items and so they’re not part 30 

of this thing we’re doing now, but they will -- The anticipation 31 

is that’s going to come. 32 

 33 

The precautionary principle argues, and this is a very similar 34 

manner, that we should be inclusive rather than exclusive in the 35 

face of uncertainty. 36 

 37 

Then there is a desire to simplify the management of the system, 38 

to the degree possible anyway, and we do recognize that there 39 

are limited resources for the actual number of species that can 40 

be tackled with quantitative data and the development of ACLs 41 

that would follow, such that we, again, recognize that the 42 

formation of FMUs is going to be an important step of this 43 

strategy, but it’s not this step and it will come as the next 44 

step, but we are basically going on record as saying that step 45 

needs to come. 46 

 47 

Those three considerations, since we’re going to be looking at 48 
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an inclusive species list, has this last statement which says 1 

that we recognize the limits of the available data and that as 2 

the result of this that we are going to have to rely on expert 3 

judgment for the scoring and so it ends up with a recommendation 4 

of the SSC recommends that the actual species selection process 5 

be conducted be an independent group of experts representing key 6 

stakeholders, NGOs, scientists, agency personnel, fishers, et 7 

cetera. 8 

 9 

We make it clear this is not just something that anybody is 10 

going to go in and score and you are going to have to have 11 

people with expert knowledge and that knowledge is not housed 12 

with any one group of experts.  Then if we’re happy with that, 13 

we will move to the flow chart. 14 

 15 

The way I did this was just use a flow chart to see that there 16 

is footnotes starting at the species list and several other 17 

places and so those are defined by what do we mean by these 18 

terms or here’s an example of what we’re talking about and so I 19 

put those there so it didn’t disrupt the flow of the flow chart. 20 

 21 

This is for species that are not currently under management and 22 

our starting list, as explained in the footnote, are species 23 

reported within commercial or recreational landings, the TIP or 24 

biometric data, or any other indicators. 25 

 26 

The first cutoff is the range equal to the EEZ?  Is it not equal 27 

to the EEZ?  That no means it’s estuarine, coastal, or 28 

intertidal and they were not going to be included.  If they are 29 

EEZ, the next thing is are they under HMS management?  If they 30 

are, they will not be included here and if they’re not, they 31 

stay in the game. 32 

 33 

Here we have they are within the 90 percent cumulative landings 34 

and the footnote just points out that that 90 percent cumulative 35 

species landings are approximately 1 percent of total landings, 36 

just so people know how far down we’re going with that. 37 

 38 

If you are within that, you are going to be included and if 39 

you’re not, we are still debating you.  Then we go to rankings 40 

and the footnote says ranking is a subjective determination 41 

based on expert opinion and guided by available data. 42 

 43 

We are doing rankings on biological vulnerability, habitat 44 

specificity, economic importance, ecological value, and 45 

effective range and effective range I defined as degree to which 46 

as species occurs in whole or during a critical life stage and 47 

is exploited within the EEZ. 48 
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 1 

For example, a shallow species less than thirty meters would be 2 

poorly represented in the EEZ off of Puerto Rico, due to the low 3 

availability of shallow areas.  This is an example of how you 4 

should be thinking about that concept and that’s the example we 5 

talked about yesterday and we said for Puerto Rico there wasn’t 6 

that great of an area that’s going to be shallower than that and 7 

it was not necessarily the case, for example, for St. Croix.  We 8 

couldn’t put it as an absolute thing, but this is the guiding 9 

thinking. 10 

 11 

If you hit a high in any one of those things, you would be 12 

included and if not, that was the final thing and you would not 13 

be included.  Vance, does that look okay to you? 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  The only thing I don’t feel comfortable with is 16 

the rationale, the basis, of using the 90 percent cumulative 17 

landings and can we -- Do others feel comfortable with that 18 

number without having to explain -- It was based on determining 19 

how many species were under the threshold of 90 percent and why 20 

not 80 or 70?  I feel like we threw it in and it was left out 21 

like a kite and I -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, I am willing to explain it more, but 24 

what I was thinking is that’s a pretty low threshold and that is 25 

to say we’re being precautionary and we recognize that the data 26 

are not as good as we would like them to be and so that’s a -- 27 

If you hit that, you have got to be -- There shouldn’t be any 28 

argument that you should be included. 29 

 30 

If you start going up to 80 percent, then you’re going to say, 31 

well, the data is not so good and maybe we should just put the 32 

bar low enough so there is no argument. 33 

 34 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  I think what you just said is a good 35 

precautionary statement to put in there in the footnote of that.  36 

The landings statistics are not very good and this is a 37 

precautionary approach. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was part of the guiding principles in 40 

the front, that it’s a precautionary approach and there are 41 

guiding factors here that are going to drive things to inclusion 42 

rather than exclusion.  If you want that explained more, I can 43 

do that.  44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not connected directly to -- You can 48 
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just say to see the comments on the precautionary approach. 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, I am not clear how those four or 3 

five criteria at the end are going to challenge the intent of 4 

any kind of quantitative measurements or -- I mean if we’re 5 

going to go by rank or by high, low, medium or whatever or if 6 

it’s a stepwise process from there too. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it’s not stepwise.  I mean you can 9 

approach it stepwise in the sense that, all right, let’s look at 10 

vulnerability and let’s look at this one and let’s look at that 11 

one, but basically, if you’re saying if you’re scoring any of 12 

these that it’s not going to be in.  How it gets scored, you’re 13 

going to get the experts in a room and they’re going to argue it 14 

out. 15 

 16 

JOE KIMMEL:  Richard, I have a question about the Number 1 17 

footnote there.  It says species reported within commercial or 18 

recreational landings, TIP or biometric and we’re not using the 19 

current FMU in the plan? 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  These are for species that are not in the 22 

plan, but they have shown up in somebody’s dataset. 23 

 24 

JOE KIMMEL:  After the within 90 percent of cumulative landings, 25 

another option you might put parenthetically there is will be 26 

further considered based on or something like that.  They are 27 

not out though.  They are just not automatically in. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At this point, and correct me if I’m wrong, 30 

Graciela, these are recommended guidelines and we are not making 31 

absolute guidelines or are we making absolute guidelines? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think that they should be a 34 

recommendation, because at this stage you will be going back to 35 

the DAP with the information and so I think at that time you 36 

could make it absolute. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  So they have to be recommendations.  When we 39 

create this within a NEPA-based document, we have to provide 40 

alternatives and so your recommendation could be one of those 41 

alternatives.  We can’t say this is the way we’re doing it.  42 

Those alternatives are then taken to the public and the public 43 

gets to have input. 44 

 45 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the council, then you can put it 46 

in absolute terms and then there will be other alternatives. 47 

 48 
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CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So SERO will make alternatives? 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 3 

 4 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So there will be one that will be like no 5 

change to the way it is now and then -- 6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  There will definitely be a no change, but we would 8 

also want to capture the range of viable alternatives. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is the SSC charged with developing the 11 

criteria or is the SSC charged with developing the draft 12 

criteria? 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, you are developing the criteria 15 

for the council. 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  You are charged with providing recommendations on 18 

the criteria that SERO and the SSC and the IPT have developed. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does the council agree with that?  I am not 21 

arguing, but -- 22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  She is on the IPT and she’s been part of this 24 

process. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What I meant is that your charge from 27 

the council is to develop the criteria for the council to take a 28 

look at. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay and so it’s a recommendation and 31 

certainly we do want to hear from the advisory panels.  I mean 32 

John has made the point repeatedly that it’s an iterative 33 

process. 34 

 35 

JOHN HOENIG:  It’s got to be iterative or you’re just going to 36 

have headaches after headaches. 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The way the DAPs are set up right now, 39 

I think everyone is very happy with the presentation from each 40 

of the islands and the people who are actually involved in 41 

those.  At least that’s what I heard. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, this might be in the footnotes and I 44 

didn’t catch it quickly enough, but 90 percent cumulative 45 

landings, that’s cumulative of the species for which we have 46 

landings that are not presently managed or total cumulative 47 

landings of all species we have landings? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All species and that can be added in.  What 2 

I have said for this footnote then for the 90 percent is at 90 3 

percent cumulative landings, species landings are approximately 4 

1 percent of total landings for all species (managed and 5 

unmanaged).  This is a precautionary approach, given the 6 

vagaries in the data and the uncertainty.  See comments on 7 

guiding principles.    8 

 9 

We could add in the first part, where we’re talking about this, 10 

is that we view this as a draft and so it’s an iterative process 11 

with the advisory panels and so everybody understands this is 12 

not something in stone. 13 

 14 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, a question.  On effective range, I 15 

know that Graciela made some calculations yesterday about what 16 

percent of the EEZ is within shallow depths up to thirty meters 17 

and I am wondering if that could be put into this and whether 18 

it’s possible to circulate the numbers for each island group and 19 

how that plays out for each of the island groups.  The effective 20 

range is going to be different for each one and it would be nice 21 

to have those numbers. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The things that go into determining 24 

effective range will be different and so that’s one example and 25 

that’s one example that will be different.  We don’t have those 26 

numbers.  Graciela has arranged to have those calculated, but 27 

we’re not going to have them for today. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We just have the less than thirty 30 

meters right now and I will get the rest by area. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and that should not be the only thing 33 

that people look at, but I think that was an excellent example 34 

of the kind of thing we should be thinking about.  Even though 35 

the species may occur in both, is there really a functional part 36 

in the EEZ relative to what we can manage and obtain data for, 37 

et cetera?  Now we can go to the other.  This will look very 38 

similar.   39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are the ones that are in the 41 

FMU. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes.  Here, the starting list is all 44 

species currently included in any FMP and as a starting point, 45 

the SSC accepts the original rationale for these species to be 46 

included within an FMP and recognizes that, one, not all species 47 

may be applicable to each island situation and, two, after 48 
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thirty years of experience, and one can alter the number of 1 

years to what it might actually be, there may be some species 2 

that have been shown to not be relevant components to any 3 

fishery within the EEZ. 4 

 5 

Again, the first step is going to be the range with the first 6 

criteria.  If you are truly not EEZ at all, you are not going to 7 

be included and if you are, then we’re going straight to, in 8 

this case, the ranking.   9 

 10 

There was some debate about which ranking group gets done first 11 

and so I went with Tyler’s suggestion for biological aspects 12 

first and that would include if you hit high in any of them, any 13 

one, you are going to be included and then if there’s no 14 

particular biological reason for you to be in there, is your 15 

effective range, economic importance, or bycatch status such 16 

that for some reason you have to be included? 17 

 18 

Then bycatch has a footnote and the others have been defined 19 

already, but a low rank on bycatch indicates a species is only 20 

sporadically caught incidental to other targeted species and a 21 

high rank indicates a high quantity can be caught and retained 22 

even though the species is not specifically targeted.   23 

 24 

Again, I think like some of the grunt species were an example of 25 

that, where no one is targeting French grunts, but we catch a 26 

lot of them because we are targeting other things and they will 27 

enter traps or get caught in nets or something like that, but 28 

there are other species where we’re getting a couple hundred 29 

pounds or less of them. 30 

 31 

KEN STUMP:  Can you scroll back up the included or excluded and 32 

it’s a ranking of high on any of those criteria, any one of 33 

those criteria, it’s included? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 36 

 37 

KEN STUMP:  Low on all three of those others is the basis for 38 

exclusion? 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, low on all of them says we would 41 

consider other things to exclude them.  In other words, you 42 

haven’t been excluded yet and we are starting from the point of 43 

view that everybody is included, unless there is a reason to get 44 

rid of something. 45 

 46 

KEN STUMP:  So what would that other -- What’s that next step 47 

then if you haven’t excluded them by that last step that you 48 
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have there? 1 

 2 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If something really effectively is not in 3 

the EEZ or its economic importance is really low or its really 4 

just a marginal bycatch species, there would be no reason to -- 5 

 6 

KEN STUMP:  That’s what I am saying and that would be your final 7 

step, is that last three. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, that’s the last step.  All right.  One 10 

of the things that we want to make sure doesn’t fall into the 11 

cracks is the species that are currently on the -- Well, how do 12 

we say this? 13 

 14 

As I understood it, Graciela, some of the species in the 15 

aquarium trade are in the Reef Fish FMP and some of them are in 16 

the Coral FMP? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was the basis of that division? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, the reef fish species include 23 

everything that was under the Reef Fish FMP and so it dealt with 24 

fish and the Coral FMP dealt with associated invertebrates. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When aquarium species were added, that was 27 

an amendment after the original list of commercial things and is 28 

that what we’re really dealing with? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the reef fish, yes.   31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and so there is kind of two 33 

things to consider here and I was not thinking about these last 34 

night, or yesterday for that matter, too much.  Certainly from 35 

the point of view of -- You could do, for example -- I said any 36 

FMP and so I was trying to bring in the corals as well, because 37 

we had talked about the idea that corals, you would just go, 38 

well, biological vulnerability and ecological values are high 39 

and they’re going to be included and then probably set up an ACL 40 

of zero. 41 

 42 

That doesn’t cover the aquarium species.  It might not cover it 43 

for the aquarium species under either of those other two plans 44 

because of when we talk about, for example, the landings 45 

cutoffs, obviously the aquarium species aren’t even in that 46 

debate. 47 

 48 
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Their economic value is economic value to the aquarium fishery 1 

and not to the commercial fishery in that sense and so I don’t 2 

know whether we need to just add footnotes that say for aquarium 3 

species these need to be judged within the economic importance 4 

of that industry or whether -- I guess that’s what we have to do 5 

with the fishes, because they are under the Reef Fish FMP. 6 

 7 

The coral plan has another option and that is saying let’s just 8 

keep the coral plan intact as a jurisdiction-wide, U.S. 9 

Caribbean-wide, coral plan and not split it out on an island 10 

basis and I understand -- I don’t know if, Bill, it was you or 11 

Ken that were at the DAP meetings and whether there was 12 

agreement by the DAP to keep the coral plan.   13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  They were kind of mixed on it.   15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The thing with the coral plan is that 17 

it includes not only the corals, but the seagrasses, which have 18 

already been taken out of the plan, out of the Coral FMP. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So within an aquarium trade context? 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I will show you. 23 

 24 

VANCE VICENTE:  The Coral FMP and associated invertebrates 25 

includes about 300 species. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I understand that. 28 

 29 

VANCE VICENTE:  Including crustaceans and tunicates and -- 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ones that are being harvested 32 

commercially are already in the -- Spiny lobster and conch and 33 

whelk.  The coral plan, as you mentioned, it has over 300 34 

sponges. 35 

 36 

VANCE VICENTE:  That needs to be really redundant, because are 37 

some taxa that are extremely important in mesophotic areas, 38 

where you don’t have the topographic complexity created by 39 

coral, but like sponges -- Not only that, but they are 40 

autotrophic and so there should be a whole category there. 41 

 42 

I think that whole plan, the Coral FMP and associated 43 

invertebrates, needs to be looked at before making any decisions 44 

and we can be selective about, for example, selecting hard 45 

corals, gorgonians, or soft corals and those that are more 46 

relevant to the fisheries directly, but they can --  47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It hasn’t been revised in terms of the 1 

species that have come out of the mesophotic reef studies. 2 

 3 

VANCE VICENTE:  Even before that it hasn’t been revised. 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It hasn’t been revised since it was 6 

original.  7 

 8 

VANCE VICENTE:  I think that’s something that needs to be looked 9 

at. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Number two, that is the other point 12 

that I would make.  If you look at the landings for St. Thomas 13 

and St. John, they do actually have sixty-eight records of 14 

someone who is fishing for sponges. 15 

 16 

VANCE VICENTE:  For what? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That I don’t know.  It just says 19 

sponges. 20 

 21 

VANCE VICENTE:  For the aquarium industry? 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It just says sponges.  In the Virgin 24 

Islands, it doesn’t go into the commercial catch and so in St. 25 

Thomas, I don’t know if it was brought up the DAP or -- There is 26 

commercial landings of sponges. 27 

 28 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, I was going to let Bill speak to what 29 

the District Advisory Panels did, but he didn’t, I don’t think, 30 

accurately characterize it.  The St. Croix and St. Thomas 31 

advisory panels did pass motions which recommended that the 32 

council keep the existing Coral FMP for all areas of the 33 

Caribbean EEZ. 34 

 35 

There was some discussion and the reasoning was that this is a 36 

complex FMP and it’s your habitat base and it’s common to all 37 

areas and trying to -- There was agreement on concern that we 38 

don’t want protections in federal waters to go away if you 39 

dissolve under this transition to island-based FMPs and if 40 

you’re going to dissolve all your existing FMPs, including the 41 

Coral FMP, there was concern about losing federal protection and 42 

prohibition on take of stony, soft, and live rock corals and all 43 

of that. 44 

 45 

The argument for keeping the existing FMP for all areas is that 46 

this is a lot of species and if we have to go species-by-species 47 

or family-by-family to decide how to move them into each island 48 
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FMP, that’s going to get really complicated and so a clear 1 

majority of people on those two advisory panels did agree with 2 

the argument that it would be more efficient and simpler, in 3 

many respects, to keep the existing Coral FMP for all areas. 4 

 5 

I think that’s significant and I think there was a recognition 6 

that this is sort of the base of our habitat that’s common to 7 

all areas and so I think that’s just worth noting. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is whether they have management 10 

or not and so they are in the aquarium trade species list of the 11 

Coral FMP. 12 

 13 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just all sponges?  We have a list of 14 

sponges. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is the Coral FMP. 17 

 18 

(There is a back and forth conversation between Jorge Garcia-19 

Sais and Vance Vicente regarding corals which is not audible on 20 

the recording.) 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you go to the outside of Lang Bank, it 23 

is sponge and not so much coral and the inside -- 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s rare to even seen gorgonians there and 26 

the coral dominance is impressive and very few gorgonians and 27 

very few black coral and very few sponges and it’s all coral.  28 

 29 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, how are these managed?  Do these all 32 

have an ACL of zero? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They are just for collection purposes 35 

only.  The species for the fish -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The fish are in the fish plan though. 38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything is 5,000 pounds. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All together or per species or what? 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All together. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s like I don’t have an idea how big the 46 

aquarium trade here is.   47 

 48 
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VANCE VICENTE:  It’s very local and I mean it’s -- 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The aquarium trade species have a 3 

permit and have a -- They have to submit their landings 4 

information and that gets put into the commercial database and 5 

just by regulation, that’s what they are -- Anything that is 6 

under any one of those is part of that. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In the data that we were looking at, none 9 

of those species are there. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, there are. 12 

 13 

VANCE VICENTE:  I think the collection for the aquarium trade is 14 

indiscriminate.  They call it whatever the hell they want.  (The 15 

rest of the comment is not audible on the recording.) 16 

 17 

BILL ARNOLD:  The aquarium trade has seventy or eighty species 18 

from the Reef Fish FMP set up as a complex of aquarium trade 19 

fish and the corals has a complex of invertebrates set up as 20 

aquarium trade in that group and those two were combined. 21 

 22 

Any time we find one of those species in the landings, we count 23 

those and most of those you never find.  Most of those you never 24 

get any landings on, but if they pop up anytime, anywhere, those 25 

landings are added in. 26 

 27 

When the SSC and the council developed their ACLs, they used the 28 

landings over our time period to determine that 5,000-pound ACL 29 

and then as we go through time, we do average landings over 30 

three years for any species that either, in the total group of 31 

aquarium trade, for which we get landings and those landings are 32 

counted and compared against that ACL. 33 

 34 

As I said, these 120 or 140 species, most of them we never see 35 

any landings on, but the ones we do see landings on have no 36 

correspondence to Puerto Rico’s list of allowable aquarium trade 37 

harvest, because these guys harvest, and they told me this, 38 

whatever they want that they have orders and not depending on 39 

the law. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What do they report? 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the other thing.  They don’t just report 44 

commercial.  Some of these aquarium trade species are going 45 

through the recreational side of things and so we monitor both 46 

and we find species in the aquarium trade group being reported 47 

recreationally. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Does that enter your dataset? 2 

 3 

BILL ARNOLD:  Absolutely.  Any landings we get on any species in 4 

that list, whatever it may be, it doesn’t matter. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The recreational is only getting 7 

collected through the MRIP and so it’s only fish. 8 

 9 

BILL ARNOLD:  If they show up, we count them.  10 

 11 

KEN STUMP:  So if you have that data, do you have an analysis of 12 

it that you could present to us? 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Not handy.  What analysis do you want? 15 

 16 

KEN STUMP:  How much of what species, so that you have some idea 17 

of what we’re really talking about. 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  The variability is tremendous. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As a matter of record, when we’ve gone 22 

through lists of species status each year, looking at overages, 23 

we get here is what has happened to the twenty-two groups that 24 

are in the major commercial stuff and I don’t think you have 25 

ever presented here’s the ornamental stuff and landings. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Pretty much that’s the way it’s done.  We have.  28 

If you look at the reports, it’s in there.  When we come to the 29 

council, we really focus on species that have exceeded their 30 

ACLs. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I understand that, but -- So where are the 33 

landings? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  They are in there. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  At the last council meeting in St. Croix, 38 

there was someone saying, hey, I just took a whole bunch out. 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, it was 12,000 pounds or so.  They won’t 41 

provide us the data and we can’t do anything about it.  That’s 42 

what we’ll report at the next council meeting.  The state has 43 

taken these data and kept them separate and they don’t report it 44 

to the Science Center and so we can’t use the data. 45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have seen them take them by coolers in a 47 

truck and are we talking coolers in a truck?  I am talking about 48 
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thousands of them. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The council requested officially the 3 

letters, emails, calls, and texts, the dataset, so that we can 4 

turn it over to the Science Center.  We have not received an 5 

answer and we received I think a paper on the description of the 6 

fishery, the same presentation that was given at the council. 7 

 8 

There appears to be more than one species involved and then 9 

there is an administrative order prohibiting the take of 10 

cucumbers and sea urchins in Puerto Rico in state waters and so 11 

they had requested an emergency rule from the council to close 12 

off the fishery in the EEZ and the council -- 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But that was after thousands and thousands 15 

of them were taken out.  I mean I was one of the persons that 16 

notified this to the council, but I mean they had already gone 17 

about three trips to La Parguera and they wiped out -- You see 18 

about two or three per reef right now and it’s amazing. 19 

 20 

VANCE VICENTE:  The white urchin is protected.  It was 21 

overfished. 22 

 23 

JOHN HOENIG:  The urchins are delicious, but I can’t see why 24 

anybody would want to eat a cucumber. 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  They dry them up and that’s what they do and I 27 

have seen big baskets in Chinatown. 28 

 29 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes and have you ever tried eating one?  It tastes 30 

like jellied mutt. 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a big thing in France.  It’s clear 33 

that for all the stuff that’s in the coral plan that what we’re 34 

really talking about, for the most part, doesn’t apply to only 35 

consideration of rare.   36 

 37 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, when you go back and look at the 38 

original Coral FMP and the rationale for this, it was there were 39 

two driving underlying reasons and one was to provide some 40 

federal protection to stony and soft corals and live rock and 41 

the other was to address what was a growing concern about the 42 

aquarium trade and the lack of any controls. 43 

 44 

You know I think now it’s important not to forget what the 45 

rationale was, because as this discussion on sponges indicates, 46 

the issue hasn’t gone away.  This is still a concern and so 47 

while it seems like there is an enormous amount of pressure to 48 
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say this is not big commercial species and let’s just ignore it 1 

and just take it out federal management, there was a reason why 2 

it was considered to be important to keep it on the radar in 3 

federal management and there was some value in having -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Could you repeat the first part about 6 

protection of -- I wanted to actually capture the phraseology. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He is reading from the FMP, no? 9 

 10 

KEN STUMP:  The first concern was to address the impacts on 11 

stony corals, soft corals, and live rock and to prevent the 12 

harvest of those.  The second concern was to address what 13 

appeared to be an expanding aquarium trade industry. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the rationale for the protection of 16 

stony corals, live rock, and soft corals is based on habitat? 17 

 18 

KEN STUMP:  Yes and the FMP stated that although state laws are 19 

in effect that regulate the harvest of corals, no laws are in 20 

effect for corals in the federal zone and no laws exist to 21 

protect reef-associated invertebrates, including live rock, in 22 

the federal area of authority. 23 

 24 

This plan, therefore, in combination with state laws, provides 25 

for a uniform set of regulations to be applied to waters of 26 

Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands for corals and live rock 27 

and provides a management scheme for other currently unregulated 28 

invertebrates. 29 

 30 

I think that recognition of the sponge harvest as part of the 31 

aquarium trade or whatever it is -- The fact that we have an ACL 32 

in place was a basis for saying to the council and to NMFS that 33 

based on last year’s report to the council that, hey, we appear 34 

to have gone way over the group ACL for all aquarium trade 35 

species just for this one species of sponge or group or family 36 

of sponges. 37 

 38 

So it became a mechanism for identifying potential red flags and 39 

so I think there is -- I don’t know what the right answer is in 40 

terms of considering aquarium trade species.  I think the was 41 

some expression of concern about them in the St. Croix District 42 

Advisory Panel meeting by others who wanted to ensure that there 43 

was some protection for them, but I think just removing any 44 

protection potentially just takes this off the federal radar 45 

when in fact twenty years ago it was considered important enough 46 

to keep it in front of management in some monitoring capacity. 47 

 48 
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Maybe you would decide that you just want to make them ecosystem 1 

component species and not have an ACL, but sponges, for example, 2 

seems to -- It illustrates why I think you would not want to 3 

just ignore them, in addition to protecting the stony and soft 4 

corals and live rock. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So, Bill, under the island-based 7 

initiative, is it still viable to have a single coral plan that 8 

covers all three areas? 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  That wouldn’t be under the island-based initiative 11 

to do this, but that would be separated out.  If you want to 12 

keep the -- 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay and so what we’re saying is that an 15 

FMP is an FMP and we happen to be developing island-based FMPs 16 

that will deal with these components, but we can have another 17 

FMP that is not island-based. 18 

 19 

BILL ARNOLD:  As far as I know, yes.  You can change it or not.  20 

We would change it by amendment and you wouldn’t change it 21 

within this context.  You would take that FMP out of this 22 

process and that FMP would sit here and if you decided you 23 

wanted to remove the aquarium trade or add to the list or do 24 

anything, add more corals or whatever you wanted to do, that 25 

would be by amendment and it’s a totally separate process. 26 

 27 

Now, Ken mentioned the aquarium trade and I’ve got the 28 

commercial stuff here, but I can’t break the recreational down 29 

quite as well, because we have some recreational data, but it’s 30 

all fish and they are just not as careful about it, but what I 31 

get from 1993 to 2009 for Puerto Rico is roughly twenty species 32 

and none of them are sponges.  Most of them are zero. 33 

 34 

In the most recent years, shortnose batfish, we have a peak of 35 

196 pounds in 2003 and we had forty-seven pounds of butterfly 36 

fish in 2009 and these are the most recent data I just happen to 37 

have.  That was it in 2009 and 116 pounds of baitfish and that 38 

was the total reported catch. 39 

 40 

I am not saying that’s the total catch, because I don’t think 41 

these guys report much of what they bring in, but I can name off 42 

the twenty species or so that we’ve actually got. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, that’s fine.  I want to go back to what 45 

I thought you said.  We have a current coral plan and a first 46 

step could just be we are going to -- We recommend that we keep 47 

the coral plan and that doesn’t require an amendment or anything 48 
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like that and it just stays as it is and is that correct? 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you would have to recommend that 3 

the species list included in the Coral FMP be revised and 4 

amended, because that’s --  5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  No, take that out.  That’s totally separate.  Yes, 7 

you can do that, but that’s not part of this. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If you are going to separate the Coral 10 

FMP, make sure that it goes at the same time and recommend to 11 

keep it separate and update the list.  There are sponges.  There 12 

are sixty-eight records of sponges in the St. Thomas commercial 13 

catch. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  There are many articles in Nature and Science 16 

just showing how they provide the necessary -- Particularly this 17 

one is called “Surviving in the Marine Desert” and it retains 18 

resources in coral reefs.  This is last year in Science, where 19 

people were asking where does the dissolved organic matter come 20 

from to keep the reef going.  These guys demonstrated 21 

scientifically that it was the sponges and they have a very 22 

rapid turnover. 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Habitat is created in the FMP.  It’s a separate 25 

consideration, but it doesn’t require annual catch limits. 26 

 27 

VANCE VICENTE:  There is a lot of -- These are hardcore journals 28 

and so the ecological value of these species is -- I am glad 29 

that we are taking that precautionary approach to keep as many 30 

things in as possible. 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  You guys can put anything in there you want and I 33 

have no problem with that, but you have to ask yourselves if 34 

we’re going to be able to have any effective management 35 

intervention on these things, because if we don’t, it’s just 36 

talk. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  If it’s written that we want to keep a species 39 

because of this specific ecological function, that makes it 40 

protected in the group and for construction and operation of 41 

power plants and development of the coastal area. 42 

 43 

If you say, hey, by the way, these species are important, 44 

whether management does anything, but just by having them 45 

listed, it gives -- I am telling you, because I work with this 46 

stuff all of the time.  That will force the developer to take 47 

the environment into consideration. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I may, I think there is two things we 2 

have to deal with.  One I’m hoping we can deal with with a 3 

footnote and that’s the aquarium species that are under the reef 4 

fish plan and we have to make sure that our system here is 5 

taking care of them. 6 

 7 

Again, automatically they would be included, but we would not 8 

want to exclude something because it’s -- It, in theory, 9 

wouldn’t if we were looking at the criteria, because -- Just to 10 

make sure that when you’re evaluating the economic value of some 11 

of these species that they be viewed in the context of the 12 

aquarium species, aquarium trade and not the commercial trade, 13 

because obviously the volumes are very different, but we could 14 

still look at these species and say, hey, this is in fact a 15 

vulnerable species or this actually has high ecological value 16 

and it’s a cleaner species, for example, and things about 17 

effective range would still apply. 18 

 19 

I don’t think we need to really change what we’ve talked about 20 

for those things, those fish on the plan, other than to say that 21 

the aquarium trade should be judged not on a comparison to 22 

what’s happening in the commercial trade, but in terms of what 23 

is happening in the aquarium trade.  That would be my 24 

recommendation. 25 

 26 

The second thing is the coral plan is -- We just haven’t 27 

addressed the coral plan and the species there at all and I 28 

don’t see it necessarily fitting in with what we’ve done and 29 

there are so many species there that the uncertainty in terms of 30 

how a lot of these species are important is probably large, but 31 

it’s very clear that a lot of the species are important and they 32 

play an important ecological role. 33 

 34 

I am leaning towards why don’t we just recommend that the coral 35 

plan be brought over in its entirety as a coral plan and then a 36 

second recommendation would be that the species list on that be 37 

updated, particularly in light of the mesophotic areas and that 38 

there would be other criteria that could be used as well.   39 

 40 

That takes the coral program out of the push for island-based 41 

plans and therefore the speed or it’s not affecting the timeline 42 

that’s being desired to get that process going through.  We have 43 

set the flow that we have generated so far and hopefully 44 

everybody will be happy. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So the Coral FMP will remain as a 47 

separate FMP? 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That is what I am suggesting.  Do we have 2 

consensus on that?  Is anybody opposed to it?  All right.  3 

Anybody opposing a recommendation that the species list be 4 

updated to account for new information?   5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Who participated in the preparation or 7 

assemblage of that list? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was back in 1993 or 1994. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The council? 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and the council based that on, 14 

one, the first look at the traffic of aquarium trade species, 15 

looking at the customs bills and manifests, and looked at -- 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All the stony corals that were known to 18 

exist I’m sure that were put on that list. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Everything that was on that list that 21 

they had was brought over and there were SSC meetings and so 22 

that began I think in 1992 or 1993. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Right and I guess I was not in the picture.   25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Then they were included into the FMP. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  A coffee break sounds good. 29 

 30 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s get started again.  Literally right 33 

as we were going on break, Graciela, you had a comment about an 34 

issue that might come up relative to the coral plan being off by 35 

its own. 36 

 37 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was thinking if you break the coral 38 

plan into each of the island FMPs that that will give you the 39 

basis to then expand and see if there are any differences among 40 

the islands on the coral distribution and depth distribution and 41 

fish associations, et cetera, so that everything would be in the 42 

Puerto Rico FMP and everything would be in the St. Thomas FMP 43 

and everything would be in the St. Croix FMP instead of having 44 

one Coral FMP over here separate from the three of them. 45 

 46 

That was my comment and it might come up again and it might not 47 

come up again and I don’t know what the best thing would be.  48 
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Coral, usually they consider it more in the habitat aspect of 1 

things rather than the actual part of the fishery, but it does 2 

have a list of species that are included in the commercial or 3 

recreational catches and so I wonder if that’s -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, the coral plan doesn’t. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What do you mean it doesn’t? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The aquarium fish are in the fish plan. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But the aquarium trade invertebrates 12 

are in the coral plan. 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, they are. 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Anything that comes up like sponges in 17 

St. Thomas, there are records of sponges and anything that comes 18 

up with whatever, be it shrimp or any of the other species on 19 

the list.  Then that would be under the Coral FMP rather than as 20 

part of the -- That’s why I don’t know exactly how to get them 21 

married. 22 

 23 

I think if you bring those species into the island FMP that you 24 

recognize that there are invertebrates that are part of the 25 

fisheries locally, but that might be more of a mess than help 26 

and so that -- To me, it would be more helpful just to have 27 

everything in one. 28 

 29 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree. 30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So bring the coral into the island FMP 32 

for each of the islands under the umbrella of -- Keep the 33 

rationale that you have for the  Coral FMP, but then make it 34 

even more clear that corals are essential fish habitat for all 35 

the species that you have in the fishery or for most of the 36 

species that we have in the fishery, but that’s -- I just 37 

brought it up, because I had written the opposite of what you 38 

said and when you said it, it caught me by surprise. 39 

 40 

Is everyone clear in what I am saying?  I mean you have decided 41 

here that you want the Coral FMP to be kept separate and be 42 

updated.  When I thought about it, I would like to have all my 43 

coral species and everything in my Puerto Rico FMP and 44 

therefore, it would be more targeted to tell if there is any 45 

differences between the habitat function of coral and the 46 

species associated and if there is any difference with St. 47 

Thomas and any difference with St. Croix. 48 
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 1 

Each would be in its own and it doesn’t mean that it’s not for 2 

the same, because you can still deal with -- 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So each island has one? 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Excuse me? 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Each island has one Coral FMP? 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, there is one Coral FMP for 11 

everyone and there is one Reef Fish FMP for everyone and there 12 

is one Queen Conch FMP for everyone and now we are putting 13 

everything together into a Puerto Rico FMP, a St. Thomas/St. 14 

John FMP, and a St. Croix FMP. 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the choice is to keep the Coral FMP as 17 

it is or import the Coral FMP, presumably intact, into each of 18 

the island-based plans, which to me says if we do that, then we 19 

have to have criteria for inclusion and exclusion. 20 

 21 

Now, we could make the recommendation that everything comes 22 

across and end of story, but we are making a recommendation that 23 

the list has to be upgraded and that, to me, could be made 24 

separately if the plan is kept apart, because that process is 25 

independent of developing the island-based plans. 26 

 27 

If we bring it into the island-based plans, we have to come up 28 

with rationale criteria for including these species and how do 29 

you all feel about that? 30 

 31 

JOHN HOENIG:  Criteria for including new species could simply be 32 

expressed concern by anyone.  I mean if the fishing industry 33 

said that we’re concerned about this species and we said, oh, we 34 

don’t have any evidence that there is a problem, are you going 35 

to ignore the fishers or are you going to say, well, I guess we 36 

have to look into it? 37 

 38 

I don’t know that adding a species should be terribly difficult.  39 

I mean moving a species would be different, but I think anybody 40 

expressing concern should -- The council should say, why are our 41 

constituents concerned? 42 

 43 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was going to ask Bill practically the two 44 

different options of pulling and leaving separate and what that 45 

means in terms of how -- How this would practically work in the 46 

future and see if -- I mean have you got an opinion or a 47 

perspective on what you think the most effective way of dealing 48 



236 

 

 

with this decision? 1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think the most copasetic thing is to bring it 3 

into the FMPs and it’s really not going to make much difference 4 

when it comes to the corals and even the aquarium trade 5 

invertebrates if you want to bring them in, because they’re 6 

still going to -- Either way, they’re going to have an ACL equal 7 

to zero and prohibited harvest for the corals and either way 8 

you’re going to try to establish some or reestablish or maintain 9 

the ACL you presently have for the aquarium trade species. 10 

 11 

It’s going to get a little bit complicated if you leave the 12 

Coral FMP out, because I don’t see how you could have a -- You 13 

can’t have a Caribbean-wide ACL for aquarium trade species 14 

anymore, because you have got half of them split between three 15 

islands and half of them as Caribbean-wide and so you would have 16 

to reset ACLs, establishing a new ACL for the reef fish and the 17 

aquarium trade group and a new ACL for the invertebrates in the 18 

aquarium trade ACL. 19 

 20 

Probably that ACL for invertebrates is going to be somewhere 21 

around, depending on how you guys want to do it, because that’s 22 

something that you set the ABCs and so you’re going to be 23 

strongly involved in that.  I would guess it’s probably going to 24 

come in around a couple hundred pounds or so. 25 

 26 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I was expecting a little more hesitation with 27 

bringing them in from your perspective and not hearing that and 28 

hearing Graciela’s logic and also the fact that you just -- Your 29 

perception of putting them in puts them as part of the essential 30 

habitat and so on and I think that --  31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, the corals.  The invertebrates are a 33 

different thing.  Like I said, you can bring the invertebrates 34 

in and you can add to it and you can cut it down and you can do 35 

whatever you want or recommend doing whatever you want.  As I 36 

said probably on the first day, practically speaking, almost all 37 

of this harvest is coming from state waters. 38 

 39 

If you applied almost any level of state versus federal, 40 

including expert judgement, and used that as a criterion to 41 

determine whether they should be federally managed and whether 42 

federal management could have an effect, you would take almost 43 

all, if not all, of those invertebrates out of the plan.  If you 44 

want to include them for some esoteric reasons, you can do that, 45 

but practically speaking -- 46 

 47 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s almost a second tier decision as I see it, 48 
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where we make a decision to bring it in as part of the ecosystem 1 

or complex and then we use this to eliminate them from -- If 2 

everyone is agreeing with that logic, then they would -- Without 3 

giving a range and a harvest and blah, blah, blah. 4 

 5 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right, but keep in mind that if you keep 6 

them out in a separate FMP that you’re going to have to deal 7 

with those aquarium trade invertebrates rapidly or during some 8 

timeframe get that new ABC and ACL established. 9 

 10 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A question and it’s probably out of context, 11 

but what if Puerto Rico would become a state?  Would these kind 12 

of logical and political things stay the same and do states have 13 

state and federal waters? 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So everything is going to be the same, 18 

right? 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and becoming a state, however, would 21 

not be something that automatically would introduce logic into 22 

the process. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No and that’s what my introduction was. 25 

 26 

BILL ARNOLD:  As far as this is concerned, you are a state. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think by definition of the MSA that 29 

Puerto Rico and the territory of the Virgin Islands are defined 30 

as states and so that’s by definition of the MSA, but going back 31 

to the other invertebrates other than coral and just taking a 32 

quick look at the database for St. Thomas, most of it is true 33 

for the sponges, but there are two records that show that they 34 

are in federal waters. 35 

 36 

All I’m saying is that if these species were not part of the 37 

original FMUs that we looked at in order to establish the ACLs, 38 

they still have to be revised now that there is so many other 39 

species that we need to look at.  I mean we have to look at them 40 

anyhow.  We have to go through the process of looking at 41 

everything that is the complex. 42 

 43 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s the data that the aquarium trade 44 

fishermen provide? 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For St. Thomas, these are commercial 47 

fishers and they actually have also a license to sell these and 48 
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so we don’t know anything about -- 1 

 2 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The aquarium trade fishermen have licenses, 3 

commercial fishery licenses? 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In Puerto Rico they do. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They do?  Okay.  In St. Thomas? 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They have a license, but then they have to 10 

get a separate thing for aquarium species and so it’s specific 11 

for that trade.  12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I didn’t know that.  I was not sure of that. 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is one act that prohibits the 16 

take of the aquarium trade species and you would have to -- You 17 

are required to get a permit from the local government and in 18 

the past few years, that has not been the case. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So in that case they do report their 21 

landings and all that, supposedly?  How good is that data? 22 

 23 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You heard Bill talking about it, but 24 

there might be a precedent.  There is a case right now that they 25 

just called in a couple of weeks ago about a shipment stopped 26 

here in San Juan because of corals and aquarium trade species. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Live coral?  Are those the guys from 29 

Aguadilla?  30 

 31 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I am not saying.   32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The guys from Aguadilla, they are pretty 34 

cool and I don’t think that they would do that. 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t think it’s Aguadilla.  Anyhow, 37 

that will be presented to the council if there is any progress 38 

in the case. 39 

 40 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Here in San Juan, there is a black market on 41 

that stuff, on the aquarium trade whatever, those invertebrates 42 

and fishes, and now Graciela is talking about live coral being 43 

harvested and exported.   44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There’s a black market for red hind that’s 46 

right out in the open during the closed season. 47 

 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have always said that, Richard, and that 1 

is not -- I think that even DNER knows that.  The fish markets 2 

are full of them. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s go back to -- I have a question about 5 

the species mix.  So there is three-hundred-and-something 6 

species and is there a short list that’s the aquarium group, 7 

relatively short? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the coral? 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, in the coral plan, there is a bunch of 12 

invertebrates that can potentially be harvested. 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Aquarium trade species in the Coral 15 

FMP and the following species are included for data collection 16 

purposes only and that is where the sponges and the -- This is 17 

the short list and so it’s -- 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the only things that are actually closed 20 

are hard corals, soft corals, and live rock. 21 

 22 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do black corals fall into a different 23 

protection category? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is no take on black corals. 26 

 27 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  By what law? 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  By the Coral FMP. 30 

 31 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is that Endangered Species Act or no? 32 

 33 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, it’s local. 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is a local government, Puerto 36 

Rico government, law. 37 

 38 

VANCE VICENTE:  That includes dead coral branches that you find 39 

on the beach and that was 1976. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So that is the law that is broken when they 42 

export these corals? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  (The comment is not audible on the 45 

recording.) 46 

 47 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So there is two laws, state and EEZ laws. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is nothing under the Endangered 2 

Species Act except for the seven corals now that we have. 3 

 4 

VANCE VICENTE:  Those are the only ones that are protected and 5 

no gorgonians and no sponges and no algae and only one seagrass.  6 

Actually, the only plant that is listed under the Endangered 7 

Species Act is Halophila johnsonii and there is nothing else. 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But there are no seagrasses protected 10 

anymore in the EEZ.  In St. Thomas, there is seagrasses in the 11 

EEZ. 12 

 13 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  There really are some? 14 

 15 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In St. Thomas, yes.  It’s only three 16 

nautical miles and so -- 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But it gets really deep quickly.  All 19 

right.   20 

 21 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, just so you know, the viewpoint we have, 22 

and certainly this isn’t just restricted to me, within NMFS is 23 

that there is no desire to remove these protected corals from 24 

management.   25 

 26 

The aquarium trade species included in there is a different 27 

question, but as far as corals are concerned, we have all 28 

discussed this at the Southeast Regional Office and said one way 29 

or another that it would be a very good idea to keep the corals 30 

under management, because although corals are protected and 31 

monitored, et cetera, et cetera, by a variety of different 32 

groups and laws, only the fisheries management plan actually has 33 

a specific statement that they are not allowed to be harvested.  34 

 35 

That’s why we feel it’s probably a good idea to leave them in in 36 

whatever form and we have discussed whether we should just keep 37 

the Coral FMP or whether we should bring them in and we haven’t 38 

made any particular -- We haven’t decided on any particular 39 

preferred outcome on them and we’re really waiting for the 40 

council to give us guidance. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The issue that I am seeing now is really 43 

one of what are we doing and what is our recommended criteria 44 

for including species? 45 

 46 

BILL ARNOLD:  If you brought them into the individual island -- 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We could certainly make a thing saying our 1 

criteria is to bring everything in and that could be end of 2 

story, yet we clearly talked about the need to update that and 3 

we are going to certainly revisit the issue of some of these 4 

things in terms of habitat and so the sponges would stay there 5 

for data collection purposes and may move into an ACL of zero, 6 

protective habitat type of class, but that’s a later step. 7 

 8 

Some of the sponges we were talking about aren’t on the list and 9 

so do we have to come in and say, okay, we recommend bring in 10 

everything and we could recommend that for each of the island 11 

plans, but we would also say species need to be added based on 12 

their ecological importance to habitat and is that the basis of 13 

what we’re talking about or are there other issues that we would 14 

--  15 

 16 

VANCE VICENTE:  Habitat productivity. 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and not productivity so much as 19 

ecological function, if you will.  They serve as habitat for 20 

fishes, but they also have very important ecological functions. 21 

 22 

VANCE VICENTE:  Fixing -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Nutrient recycling. 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  Providing 80 percent of the dissolved organic 27 

matter on the reef, which everything else depends on. 28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  That would be part of your rationale for including 30 

sponges.  It doesn’t have to be a criterion, but it’s the 31 

rationale for including. 32 

 33 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It seems logical to me to include the coral 34 

reef information and the sponges and stuff into the island 35 

plans, in terms of just housekeeping and in terms of keeping 36 

everything together for this island or that island.  To me, it 37 

makes sense to put them altogether and if you need to modify EFH 38 

at some point, you do it through that plan and you keep 39 

everything together. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and for the fish, we said, okay, 42 

where is our starting point?  It’s this list of species.  Then 43 

we’ll say it’s in or out and we can say the first group is the 44 

list of species that is everything in the plans now that comes 45 

over and then we might make a range determination.   I don’t 46 

know if people just want to bring it over and say that’s it or 47 

should we just make a range determination?  48 
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 1 

The second group, we need to add important species and do we 2 

have a list of that or is this going to be a process where 3 

people are just going to recommend and make arguments for?  How 4 

do we describe that kind of criteria, if you will? 5 

 6 

I mean we could just say that the species list needs to be 7 

expanded to account for additional species that serve important 8 

habitat roles in ecological functions, but where are we going to 9 

get that list of species that we’re going to look at? 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The list will come from -- This one 12 

will be from the characterization of the mesophotic reefs in the 13 

EEZ, because that is the information that’s available and so it 14 

will be based on the areas that have been surveyed and those 15 

reports. 16 

 17 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That mostly includes mesophotic areas and 18 

there is shallow-water reefs that have not been characterized. 19 

 20 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That is true, but I mean you can begin 21 

by the EEZ and -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The list of sponges we were looking at 24 

before and you said was short -- The major structural ones that 25 

occur in mesophotic reefs that have been studied, but what do we 26 

know about things that might be out on -- I mean we have to do 27 

this on an island basis again for what’s in the EEZ, I guess.  28 

It’s getting more complicated now. 29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  Sponges for the U.S. EPA for the vulnerability 31 

study, do you remember that, Graciela?  We went through a set of 32 

criteria for each species of corals and sponges and remember? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But did they include sponges?  That 35 

report is not out yet. 36 

 37 

VANCE VICENTE:  There was a draft that was out and it was in -- 38 

One of them was for sponges and -- (The rest of the comment is 39 

not audible on the recording.) 40 

 41 

The presence of absence of these autotrophic sponges were used 42 

as an indicator of the health status of the reef and that’s what 43 

we were trying to do actually, is to develop enough criteria to 44 

determine which reefs are good or bad or really bad and that 45 

kind of thing, but numbers that would fit into a model. 46 

 47 

We went over the corals and gorgonians and sea urchins and we 48 
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touched every major taxa and if you’re interested, I could 1 

provide you the first draft, but actually I think it’s final, 2 

Graciela.  That report is out and there was a second one and 3 

that one is not out yet.  (The rest of the comment is not 4 

audible on the recording.) 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If anything is pristine here, it’s the mud 7 

bottom habitats.  Very few people actually come and fish them 8 

and exploit them and so you pretty much see ecological integrity 9 

there.  Who knows how abundant is the gray triggerfish?  That 10 

thing gets to be this big and we measure it almost fifty 11 

centimeters long and it’s huge and nobody fishes for it.  No 12 

one, because it’s just right in the mud and it’s an actively 13 

nocturnal species. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I am hearing, if I can put this in 18 

some kind of typed framework, is that there is now some 19 

consensus to have coral species, aquarium species, brought into 20 

each island plan. 21 

 22 

So the first step with all the species that are on the list, 23 

they would come in and if it’s an aquarium trade species, it 24 

could be reviewed for whether it occurs in the EEZ or not.  For 25 

the other species, they are there for concerns as functions of 26 

component of the habitat and so we really don’t care whether 27 

it’s marginally there and we want them protected anyway. 28 

 29 

Then for new species, we are recommending that there ought to be 30 

new species to be added and this is going to be based on either 31 

new published studies or expert opinion and obviously an 32 

example, but not to limit to that, are mesophotic ecosystems, 33 

where we now know a little bit more about the structure and 34 

importance of these things and what some of the species that are 35 

not currently on the list ought to be added because of their 36 

ecological function. 37 

 38 

That function would include serving as habitat for fishes, for 39 

nutrient recycling, production of dissolved organic matter, 40 

photosynthesis.  There would also be one in terms of their 41 

vulnerability and so if there’s something out there that’s 42 

critically vulnerable, because maybe it lives 200 years -- How 43 

long does a sponge live?  It must be really long. 44 

 45 

VANCE VICENTE:  Over 1,000 or 2,000 or 3,000 years. 46 

 47 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Even deepwater ones? 48 
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 1 

VANCE VICENTE:  They are regenerating themselves all the time 2 

and they don’t have any tissue.  There is not a brain or cells 3 

or anything and so they just keep -- 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but when they get bigger than you, 6 

Vance, then they’ve got to be pretty old. 7 

 8 

VANCE VICENTE:  For example, they will come to a point where 9 

they cannot just -- Remember physically they cannot support 10 

themselves on the base. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you’ve got a big storm.  Does that sound 13 

good? 14 

 15 

KEN STUMP:  Mr. Chairman, I don’t know if it’s appropriate to 16 

ask, but could you put that statement on the screen or just read 17 

the sentence about ecological function as a criterion and what 18 

you were getting at?  I am just trying to capture what you guys 19 

are recommending. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you give me a little bit of time, I can 22 

write that out.   23 

 24 

KEN STUMP:  Are you talking corals, octocorals, live rock? 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are talking about everything gets 27 

brought over and that means the subset that’s listed as aquarium 28 

species, those are the ones we could go through to see does it 29 

not occur in the EEZ and everything else we actually don’t care. 30 

 31 

KEN STUMP:  Because ecological function and everything is a 32 

criterion and you want to protect those? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, because more from a habitat and 35 

vulnerability point of view than anything else.  We are 36 

recognizing that under these plans these things are vulnerable 37 

and we’re obviously leading the conversation to continue that 38 

the ACL of these are going to be zero, but we are also putting 39 

out the fact that there are ought to be new species added on, 40 

because there are other species that are not on that list that 41 

have equally important roles and they are equally vulnerable in 42 

terms of their longevity and vulnerability and potential target 43 

for aquarium interactions, but their functions are multiple. 44 

 45 

They serve as habitat for fishes and they are producing new 46 

organic matter, because some of them are photosynthetic.  They 47 

make dissolved organic matter which is used by other organisms 48 
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on the reef and they are important for nutrient recycling.  It’s 1 

those functions which are really in the larger sense habitat 2 

functions that we don’t want the --  3 

 4 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Mr. Chairman, can you just say -- I think 5 

everybody agrees with it, but can’t we just say we recommend the 6 

prohibition of the take of all coral from federal waters? 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The prohibition would be -- No, because we 9 

don’t have a list of species and that’s what we’re dealing with 10 

here. 11 

 12 

WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think that’s a simple statement that will 15 

come and we’ll say here is the species list and what are we 16 

doing with ACLs and all harvest is zero, but right now, our 17 

discussion is what species are we going to --  18 

 19 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If you are only including certain species, it 20 

would indicate that there would be a take of other species. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think all corals are on the list. 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Well, these might also have to be 25 

revised, because, as I said, this is a 1993 or 1994 list and all 26 

the species that were listed in the 1991 inventory of corals in 27 

the Caribbean islands were included and so we haven’t revised 28 

this in -- 29 

 30 

VANCE VICENTE:  The list that you have in the Coral FMP, that’s 31 

the last official list of corals in Puerto Rico and the Virgin 32 

Islands. 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but that has been updated for the 35 

biogeographic push for the Caribbean and -- We can say species 36 

could be added and it would be all stony corals and all soft 37 

corals. 38 

 39 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Or all corals.  It just seems to me we’re 40 

complicating it and I think most of us would be in agreement and 41 

from the discussion that we’ve had over the last two years, the 42 

take of corals should be prohibited in federal waters and just 43 

make a recommendation that the SSC recommends to the council 44 

that the take of all coral in federal waters be prohibited.   45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have to provide that list.  47 

Enforcement people need to see that -- 48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I said NMFS would have the list and it would be 2 

all corals, but I think we cannot try to list out all the corals 3 

at this stage. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I’m not trying to list it out.  We’re 6 

talking about criteria and one of the criteria could be all 7 

stony corals get added. 8 

 9 

TYLER SMITH:  I had a question.  You used the word “take”, 10 

Walter, and is it harvesting?  Because I mean take in the ESA 11 

sense could be any molestation. 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I will leave it to NOAA General Counsel to 14 

determine the proper term. 15 

 16 

TYLER SMITH:  What about prohibiting anchoring? 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not sure that under the Magnuson Act -- 19 

Again, I will leave it to NOAA General Counsel to provide the 20 

proper term. 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Areas where anchoring has been prohibited 23 

has been based on damage to coral and habitat and so you can do 24 

it. 25 

 26 

VANCE VICENTE:  If you are under a federal action, if you are 27 

getting a federal permit, something that requires authorization 28 

from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or any federal agency -- 29 

If the proposed action includes anchoring on coral, they have 30 

rules and, number one, first you have to -- You have to have an 31 

anchor on coral free areas, but what we do is we -- They avoid 32 

anchoring and that’s what the NMFS habitat mission is requesting 33 

if you propose action that requires anchoring on hard bottom. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What I’m saying is if you go to Bajo de 36 

Sico, for example, and anchoring has been prohibited during the 37 

closed -- Is it all the time? 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think it’s all the time. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was done to protect coral habitat. 42 

 43 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  The sanctuaries keep them out of anchoring 44 

and it’s legal. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not automatic. 47 

 48 
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KEN STUMP:  A clarifying question again, Mr. Chairman.  So 1 

initially I thought you were saying to keep the FMP you have for 2 

all areas, but it sounds like you -- 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It sounds like the committee is drifting 5 

the other way and so I am reflecting that. 6 

 7 

KEN STUMP:  Okay and so if that’s the case -- I mean either way 8 

as long as these coral ecosystems are protected, that’s the key, 9 

but if it’s going to be done on an island-specific FMP basis, my 10 

question then is would you have a mechanism for ensuring that 11 

all of the changes that you have identified that need to happen 12 

for the Coral FMP now -- Would they happen on the same schedule? 13 

 14 

My thinking was that we have an FMP for all areas and that you 15 

are automatically addressing all areas when you amend an FMP and 16 

if you do it on an island-specific basis, is it going to be 17 

driven by the desires or interest or priorities of the specific 18 

island constituencies and will one of them say we think it’s 19 

really important and we want to make these changes and others 20 

will say no, it doesn’t matter to us? 21 

 22 

I mean that’s where if you’re move into island-specific FMPs 23 

that I think, procedurally, what’s the process by which you 24 

would ensure that all areas would have equal protections for 25 

corals? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The corals, there is no way things are 28 

going to change.  There is going to be zero take everywhere in 29 

the EEZ and I think that’s pretty clear, at least for the coral 30 

species. 31 

 32 

The invertebrates associated to the coral reef, that’s a 33 

different story and that’s why the list needs to be updated and 34 

that will be on each island basis, but the corals, the stony 35 

corals and the soft corals, the way that it stands right now, I 36 

don’t foresee it and now with the ESA listing of seven species, 37 

I don’t foresee any take whatsoever on that anywhere. 38 

 39 

KEN STUMP:  Okay and I accept that and process-wise, it still 40 

doesn’t answer my question as to how you would ensure that these 41 

are done consistently, particularly because this is your habitat 42 

base and it’s universal in all areas and ensuring that 43 

adjustments that are made in one area are made simultaneously in 44 

other areas and this would be important.  It seems like an 45 

unanswered question, but thank you for the clarification. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s a really good point and the only 48 
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thing we could do would be to recommend to the council that in 1 

dealing with this component that there ought to be some definite 2 

exchange between the groups coming up with the species for each 3 

island so that they are aware of what’s being considered from a 4 

habitat point of view, so we look for some uniformity.   5 

 6 

It would be nice to have uniformity and I don’t think we would 7 

have a problem in uniformity in terms of those components that 8 

we are talking about that are vulnerable or structurally 9 

important and so all the stony corals, all the gorgonians.  10 

 11 

I don’t know if we’re going to go with all the sponges, but 12 

certainly a lot of the sponges are not going to be included in 13 

that kind of grouping and where you’re going to find differences 14 

is going to be those things that are really of some concern to 15 

the aquarium trade. 16 

 17 

KEN STUMP:  It would seem that in the case of sponges, given 18 

what Vance has said and others have said, that might be 19 

something that needs to be carried over and stop being treated 20 

as an ornamental species and it’s a fundamental part of your 21 

habitat base and a contributor to the -- 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, we can make a recommendation in terms 24 

of the species to be included that all sponges be included and 25 

then we can come in and make recommendations that ACLs for all 26 

sponges be set at zero.  How many sponges are we talking about? 27 

 28 

VANCE VICENTE:  There’s about 400. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, I know and so I’m not sure that we 31 

want to say -- 32 

 33 

VANCE VICENTE:  There is a paper that I will give you which 34 

lists which are the forty most common species. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that the paper I just copied or is that 37 

another paper? 38 

 39 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, another paper. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You are going to be busy on three different 42 

panels helping to select species.  Maybe this would be a good 43 

time, while you’re looking for that, is there’s a short video, 44 

Tyler, that you have that I think would be interesting for all 45 

of us to see. 46 

 47 

The issue there is Grammanik Bank, where there is a seasonal 48 
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closure for -- Actually, it was really for yellowfin, but Nassau 1 

is also spawning there.   2 

 3 

TYLER SMITH:  The reason I want to bring this up today is the 4 

Grammanik Bank, which is one of our prime areas, is directly 5 

below -- It’s directly below St. Thomas and it’s this skinny 6 

sliver here and we have two long-term monitoring sites there and 7 

it’s part of the territorial coral reef monitoring program. 8 

 9 

What we call the Tiger Site, right here, is at thirty-eight 10 

meters and this site, which is what we call Ginsburg's Fringe, 11 

is at sixty-five meters. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  These are within the EEZ? 14 

 15 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes and so you can see it’s within the Grammanik 16 

Bank closed area.  The site is actually down here, which is 17 

right at sixty-five meters.  This is actually what we call the 18 

Saddle, which is a deeper part where all the grouper and snapper 19 

mostly funnel through during their spawning periods and they 20 

spawn right out in this area right here and some of the snappers 21 

down the bank, but definitely the groupers, the Nassau and the 22 

yellowfin, are spawning right here above that reef. 23 

 24 

What it looks like is it’s a dense lettuce coral reef at sixty-25 

five meters and sorry it’s a little dark, but it’s a little dark 26 

down there.  It’s a steep escarpment. 27 

 28 

There is a fair amount of sponge.  This is sixty-five meters and 29 

so mostly this is Agaricia -- We think it’s undata, but I was 30 

reading a recent paper that said a lot of it might be -- There 31 

is lamarcki down there, but it’s very distinct, but some of it 32 

might be Agaricia grahamae. 33 

 34 

VANCE VICENTE:  It was proposed, but it didn’t make it to the 35 

list. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because it’s all over the place down there. 38 

 39 

TYLER SMITH:  You can see there’s a rebar and that’s one of our 40 

permanent transects.  The reason that we’ve been concerned about 41 

it recently -- Here is all four of the nearby mesophotic sites 42 

from thirty to forty meters depth.  You can see the Fringe is 43 

the orange triangles and we started in 2011 and it had the 44 

highest coral cover and it still does, just barely, but it’s 45 

been declining rapidly from about 44 and it’s now down to about 46 

36 percent coral cover. 47 

 48 
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I mean I don’t think that would be significant because of the 1 

variability, but if you look at it transect-by-transect there, 2 

you can see the reason for the drop is that Transects 4 and 5 3 

have dropped pretty rapidly, particularly 4, which is at 75 4 

percent coral cover. 5 

 6 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Tyler, why did it increase in 2012?  Is that 7 

part of the sampling priority? 8 

 9 

TYLER SMITH:  That could be part of it, yes.  This is the value 10 

from the transect and so there is some variability, but I think 11 

overall there has been a decline. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s permanent transects, right? 14 

 15 

TYLER SMITH:  Permanent, yes.  You know it’s sixty-five meters 16 

of depth and so it’s not the most careful, deliberate sometimes 17 

running of the transect and sometimes you are rushing. 18 

 19 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  From what I saw, you have so much coral that 20 

there would be few places to put nails so that you could guide -21 

- Is it a photo transect or a chain? 22 

 23 

TYLER SMITH:  A video transect.  It’s ten meters long.  There 24 

are six ten-meter long transects. 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then you overlay random sets of points over 27 

the images? 28 

 29 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes and we cut up the video and so I will show you 30 

the video. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That would where it might come from, but the 33 

other seems to be a trend. 34 

 35 

TYLER SMITH:  What we’ve been concerned about is you can see 36 

here this line running through the reef.  This is us running the 37 

transect.  There is lots of algae there and so we started to 38 

notice things like this and so fragments of coral being pulled 39 

off, particularly around 2013.  This is a video from 2013 and -- 40 

 41 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 42 

 43 

TYLER SMITH:  Not so much and a little bit, but in the denser 44 

areas, it’s very intact and overlapping and no damage and then 45 

you get into these areas where there is quite a bit of damage.  46 

For example, starting here and once they get disturbed, they 47 

seem to get disease in those patches and die back and so here’s 48 
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an area with lots of fragments. 1 

 2 

There are some larger areas -- That area there is probably three 3 

meters across and so once there is breakage, it seems like it 4 

spreads out in disease and so it’s not just the original 5 

breakage, but then disease. 6 

 7 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Do you see a lot of fishing lines and sinkers 8 

and stuff like that? 9 

 10 

TYLER SMITH:  No and so the only thing I’ve seen is one reef 11 

claw that was abandoned or actually cut off and then the line 12 

got wrapped up in the reef. 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A what? 15 

 16 

TYLER SMITH:  A reef claw type anchor.  You will see it here at 17 

the end. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s a rebar anchor. 20 

 21 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes, they are made from rebar, the ones that are 22 

supposed to release from hard bottom and so what I am pretty 23 

much supposing is happening is that someone is fishing on the 24 

bank and they’re anchoring on the edge of this bank and it drags 25 

to where it catches on this reef, but it’s causing considerable 26 

damage.   27 

 28 

It might only be one person, but I thought I would bring it to 29 

the SSC’s attention to get your advice on either bring this to 30 

the attention of the council or what we might do, just because 31 

this is exactly the spot where Nassau are spawning and dolphin 32 

are spawning.  You follow this line up and it leads to a 33 

derelict reef claw, which appeared sometime after 2012.  There 34 

is that anchor. 35 

 36 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So Grammanik Bank is just closed for a very 37 

short period, right, and the rest of the time it’s open for 38 

anybody to go out there and fish? 39 

 40 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes. 41 

 42 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  So there is no regs about anchoring or that 43 

sort of stuff? 44 

 45 

TYLER SMITH:  There is no regulation preventing anchoring. 46 

 47 

VANCE VICENTE:  Can you show the last frame of that video or is 48 
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that too complicated? 1 

 2 

TYLER SMITH:  I think I can.  Anyway, that’s my presentation and 3 

so is there anything that can be done? 4 

 5 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.)  6 

 7 

TYLER SMITH:  We have measurements from right next to the reef, 8 

but I haven’t looked at it directly.  Obviously those would be 9 

products we would have to figure out. 10 

 11 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was commenting earlier that we, on a fiber 12 

optics cable survey that we did, we saw Agaricia growing to 193 13 

feet.  There was a reef down there. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There are certain species that make that 16 

transition, but people who have been doing this work have been 17 

showing that the adaptive capacity of these species to deal with 18 

low light is substantial. 19 

 20 

TYLER SMITH:  You can see where this broken and you can see the 21 

part under where it’s broken is dead and so where it’s been 22 

overgrown, it’s dead because it’s not getting light and so they 23 

are very sensitive to shading. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do you have any idea whether this is 26 

disease? 27 

 28 

TYLER SMITH:  No. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, it may not be disease.   31 

 32 

VANCE VICENTE:  There are things that feed on corals too out 33 

there. 34 

 35 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but there was one image in which you 36 

could see kind of like a black band and that’s kind of 37 

characteristic of disease. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s very common to see on these that they 40 

have multiple shades of brown and not just a uniform shade that 41 

suggests something and I don’t know what it is.  I am not a 42 

coral biologist. 43 

 44 

TYLER SMITH:  This is that algae inside the coral skeleton.   45 

 46 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am not worried about that.  I am worried 47 

about the margin of the white band. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That one looks a little ominous.  You’ve 2 

got the one plate on top which is flipped over, but those just 3 

look like dying edges.   4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s not like patchy necrosis or anything.  6 

It’s like a band disease of some sort. 7 

 8 

TYLER SMITH:  This shelf is actually interesting and you can see 9 

that they kind of calve off naturally probably at some point and 10 

then you get a debris field down below here.  This is probably 11 

in 240 or 250. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think you may start monitoring depth 14 

pressure, because it may be that they at some points -- We 15 

talked about this.  That at some point the internal weight is 16 

great and the pressure goes down low enough and then you have 17 

cold water bleaching, bleaching induced by cold water, which is 18 

not actually the -- It’s susceptibility to infection due to the 19 

stress caused by the cold water. 20 

 21 

TYLER SMITH:  So we have temperature and it’s really not -- I 22 

mean there are huge internal wave swings, but the minimum 23 

temperatures are only the high of 24 degrees Celsius and so you 24 

wouldn’t really expect that to be -- 25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How much is the range? 27 

 28 

TYLER SMITH:  3 degrees. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It doesn’t look like stressful to me. 31 

 32 

TYLER SMITH:  No and I think they get high temperature 33 

bleaching, like I said, because of their increased 34 

susceptibility at depth. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and if you get a shallow wave that has 37 

high amplitude, it will bring that -- 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sixty-five meters is seasonally above the 40 

line. 41 

 42 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But there is a question on the rate of 43 

change of that. 44 

 45 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Rate of change and that’s why I just thought 46 

of internal waves, because the rate of change in an internal 47 

wave is quick.  It’s fast. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So a heat shock would be more, I would 2 

think, stressful than a cold shock. 3 

 4 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It could be and that’s why I would really 5 

like to see the -- My comment is towards look at the pressure 6 

record, because those corals were alive for a long time.  That’s 7 

a really old colony, a very, very old colony, and suddenly it 8 

dies and that’s interesting. 9 

 10 

I have seen this before in the VI, Virgin Islands.  I saw it 11 

working in Lang Bank.  We went down to 165 feet and the reef 12 

would continue going down and our deepest transect was at 173 13 

and below, there was a deeper section of coral that was dead and 14 

it was impressive because the structure was there.   15 

 16 

The structure was standing dead below 170.  It was all dead 17 

below 170 and so, again, we questioned ourselves -- I mean those 18 

huge colonies were there for a long time, I mean 500 years or 19 

more, and then they died and recently died, because the colonies 20 

were standing and they had the table shape of the corals and 21 

everything and so something killed it, killed them.   22 

 23 

I doubt it was anthropogenic and so it’s probably something 24 

related to temperature as well and so what I am telling you is 25 

that -- Because it involves different species of coral, it looks 26 

to me like physical factors may be pretty much suspect, either 27 

heat shocks or cold shocks or something is happening. 28 

 29 

TYLER SMITH:  Yes, I have data. 30 

 31 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are going to break for lunch until 1:30. 32 

 33 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on March 26, 2015.) 34 

 35 

- - - 36 

 37 

March 26, 2015 38 

 39 

THURSDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 40 

 41 

- - - 42 

 43 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 44 

Fishery Management Council reconvened at the CFMC Headquarters, 45 

San Juan, Puerto Rico, Thursday afternoon, March 26, 2015, and 46 

was called to order by Chairman Richard Appeldoorn. 47 

 48 



255 

 

 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Are we in agreement that we will make a 1 

recommendation to the council that Tyler be allowed to present 2 

the video he showed showing what’s happening at the Grammanik 3 

Bank for corals and the evidence for at least some anchor damage 4 

and the activities from that and that we think this is pertinent 5 

knowledge for the management of Grammanik Bank, but pertinent to 6 

the other areas where anchoring is being considered, like ABT?  7 

I can write up a statement for that. 8 

 9 

TYLER SMITH:  When is the next council meeting? 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  April 22.  Don’t forget to mention all 12 

the other issues of temperature, et cetera.   13 

 14 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and on the screen is kind of what 15 

I wrote up for our discussion on the coral plan and so it says 16 

that we recommend that all species currently under the coral 17 

plan be brought into each island FMP. 18 

 19 

Recognizing the importance of certain species in terms of their 20 

ecological value, the SSC recommends that all species of stony 21 

coral and soft coral documented for the region and not currently 22 

within the coral plan be added to the species under management. 23 

 24 

VANCE VICENTE:  Can we give an example of this?  I think that 25 

regarding the list, that was as complete as we could get.  I 26 

don’t know of any stony corals that are not listed. 27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do you have that one? 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is that the list from the -- 31 

 32 

VANCE VICENTE:  It was published by the council. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I thought that you said here that 35 

there might be a couple of species that were not included. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They were not deep corals. 38 

 39 

VANCE VICENTE:  So you are referring to the deep corals? 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I read on, the SSC further recommends 42 

that additional species be added to the FMP, notably among the 43 

sponges, based on their ecological vulnerability, long life and 44 

ecological value, role as habitat and in nutrient recycling, 45 

dissolved organic matter production, autotrophic function, et 46 

cetera.  47 

 48 
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This would include key species within mesophotic depths 1 

identified from recently conducted studies at these depths and 2 

then for aquarium species only, species could be evaluated to 3 

see if their distributions occur in the EEZ. 4 

 5 

VANCE VICENTE:  There is a lot of species of sponges that have 6 

not been included in the federal areas.  7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That statement is not precluded by any 9 

means if we want to look at there are areas that we think have 10 

been studied that were not available, but this does not mean 11 

that there would not be key components brought in.  I should put 12 

a footnote to see Vance.  I can put included, but not limited 13 

to. 14 

 15 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am trying to say at the top we’re already 18 

taking the corals.  If we have general consensus on that, we can 19 

close this topic.  Ken is not here to argue, but I think he 20 

would be in agreement. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  One of the advantages of just saying all the 23 

corals is that if another coral pops up, it is automatically in, 24 

instead of having to go through an amendment process to add it 25 

and so I think saying all corals in the FMPs. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do want the Science Center to talk 28 

about the ABC --  29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there something to say?  Do we need Jim 31 

on this?  Isn’t this where he wanted to be?  We don’t know what 32 

they are going to say? 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is there someone there to say it? 37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Shannon told me that she had reached 39 

Meaghan and Kevin. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Who is online? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Both.  We are trying to contact Jim.  44 

I think at this time he said he would be driving or something 45 

like that.  He has all the information and I sent him an email 46 

and I called him and left him a message. 47 

 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s move forward. 1 

 2 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin and Meaghan, are you there?   3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  I can run over those average catches. 5 

 6 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to do that and do the 7 

overages?  I will just leave the microphone open and if they -- 8 

We can do the overages. 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  This will be quick.   11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s okay.  We can handle quick. 13 

 14 

PUERTO RICO AVERAGE COMMERCIAL LANDINGS VERSUS ACL 15 

 16 

BILL ARNOLD:  Every year, we take three years of landings 17 

rolling over each year to determine whether average landings for 18 

those three years have exceeded the annual catch limit for any 19 

species or species group. 20 

 21 

We did that for the USVI and for Puerto Rico recreational last 22 

fall and reported that to the council at their December meeting.  23 

What we discovered, based upon those average landings data, is -24 

- I don’t remember off the top of my head, because that’s not 25 

really the topic of the data, but there were a couple that were 26 

over, but they were over due to enhanced reporting and that 27 

enhanced reporting really was that they had been added to the 28 

reporting sheets and now people were reporting them and so their 29 

landings are way up relative to the time period we used as the 30 

baseline for establishing the ACLs. 31 

 32 

We did not have the 2013 Puerto Rico commercial data.  It just 33 

had not been entered and finalized by Puerto Rico and that has 34 

since happened and so the Science Center received those data. 35 

 36 

They did what they do and got them in their database and 37 

provided them to Andy Strelcheck’s group at SERO and they did 38 

the averaging comparisons and determined that, again, with 39 

Puerto Rico commercial -- We discovered no overages of the 40 

annual catch limits for any of the complexes that we have 41 

established. 42 

 43 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which snapper unit is the queen snapper? 44 

 45 

BILL ARNOLD:  Queen is 2, queen and cardinal. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the one that was over? 48 
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 1 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s the one that had been over, yes.  2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In 2013, the regulations in Puerto 4 

Rico changed and there were fifty-six or so permits given and 5 

they were only allowed to take 120 trips per year and a certain 6 

amount of poundage per fisher and so there is quite a number -- 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  Didn’t they institute some sort of permit for 9 

these guys, so that they could manage the participants? 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes and they had something like fifty-12 

six given out, yes. 13 

 14 

BILL ARNOLD:  Keep that in mind, because that will segue into 15 

the permits topic that I might as well follow with.  Anyway, 16 

these are the 2010 species and the 2010 species are the ones 17 

that were, as we discussed yesterday, had been identified as 18 

undergoing overfishing and that was conch, grouper, parrotfish, 19 

and four units of snapper.  None of those exceeded. 20 

 21 

On the next page are the 2011 species, which is pretty much 22 

everything else, and none of them were identified as having 23 

exceeded their ACLs either and notice some of those landings 24 

obviously are zero even with the addition to the reporting 25 

forms.  The aquarium trade is zero and tilefish is zero and 26 

those are Caribbean-wide ACLs.  There will be no accountability 27 

measure-based closures implemented in the year 2015. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I missed it and why was conch not available 30 

or not applicable? 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  They hadn’t completed entering the data.  It’s not 33 

really applicable though, Richard. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So it was not available then and that’s the 36 

NA. 37 

 38 

BILL ARNOLD:  But it’s not applicable because you’re not allowed 39 

to have any harvest in federal waters. 40 

 41 

JOE KIMMEL:  The tilefish there, which tilefish is that? 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s those two that are in the unit.  I don’t 44 

know them right off the top of my head, but we are managing 45 

them. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They will only come up with deep 48 
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snapper fishing and that type of thing.   1 

 2 

BILL ARNOLD:  That’s it for that, unless you guys have 3 

questions. 4 

 5 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So it can be zero then?   6 

 7 

BILL ARNOLD:  You mean they didn’t report it?  8 

 9 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It is being recorded, the tilefish, the 10 

deepwater tilefishes. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Kevin and Meaghan, are you there? 13 

 14 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Hi, Graciela.   15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Hola, Meaghan.  Shannon told us that 17 

you had been briefed on the ABC control rule. 18 

 19 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Well, we’ve talked about it. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want to talk to us about it? 22 

 23 

DISCUSSION OF ABC CONTROL RULE 24 

 25 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Sure.  I mean I don’t have a presentation or 26 

anything.  Basically, just some of the conversations we’ve had 27 

here was just to talk about using one way of coming up with a 28 

control rule for the Caribbean might be to have something 29 

similar to the Gulf of Mexico, where they have a tiered system 30 

for designing their OFLs. 31 

 32 

You could have something that the first tier would be if you had 33 

enough data to do a more data-rich assessment and you could get 34 

some estimate of MSY and base your OFL on that metric and then 35 

the second tier would be something where you could use some more 36 

data moderate, data limited approaches, such as DCAC or DB-SRA, 37 

where you might not have a complete particularly high-quality 38 

data, but those approaches will give you a proxy of MSY or OFL. 39 

 40 

Then a third tier would be where you’re using more of an ORCS 41 

approach, where you are basing your OFL on recent landings 42 

histories and so that’s kind of what we’ve just been talking 43 

about in general. 44 

 45 

The one thing that we have been talking about is that in the 46 

Gulf of Mexico this approach is applied to single species, 47 

because they are related to single species assessments, and what 48 



260 

 

 

we’re doing, as you know, in the Caribbean are single species 1 

assessments, but those assessments are not necessarily linked -- 2 

The single species assessments aren’t directly linked to the 3 

management and so that’s an issue that we’ve been talking about 4 

that needs to be discussed, how would management in these single 5 

species assessments be better linked in the future. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  Are there any questions for Meaghan?   8 

 9 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know if anyone needs like specific 10 

examples about how this system would work. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Having heard some of this at the National 13 

SSC Meeting, my feeling was we would be dealing with the bottom 14 

tier and so unless we have a way of tiering up the bottom -- 15 

 16 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I can’t really hear you, Rich, and can you 17 

repeat what you just said? 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am just saying that having seen that 20 

presentation at the National SSC Meeting, where some of the 21 

councils are using this kind of an approach, that we are still 22 

at the bottom tier and really our emphasis needs to be better 23 

data and then we can hopefully work ourselves out of that. 24 

 25 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes and looking at the framework for the Gulf of 26 

Mexico, they do have that lower tier divided into two separate 27 

categories and so one where you have landings data, but you 28 

think that you are not at risk of overfishing and that would be 29 

one approach to setting the ABC versus if you think there is 30 

some risk of overfishing or that the status of the stock is 31 

overfishing and there is another way of setting the OFL and the 32 

ABC.   33 

 34 

There seems to be mechanisms that are used to kind of divide 35 

that lower tier into two, but I agree.  I think to get out of 36 

that lower level and to get into the other tiers that we would 37 

need better data. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am going to ask you for your just off-40 

the-cuff thought on this, since you’ve been involved in a lot of 41 

the analyses here lately.  Even within that lower tier, do you 42 

see stocks that we would have that would fit into one or the 43 

other of those lower sub-tiers or are we just in one of those 44 

sub-tiers? 45 

 46 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  In terms of our perception of stock status?  I 47 

mean it’s basically using the same approach for both and it’s 48 
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just the acceptable risk level that you wanted to account for 1 

and so you are using -- In that bottom tier, your OFL advice 2 

would still be based on recent landings history and so like, for 3 

example, in the Gulf they get the average landings over a ten-4 

year period.  Then depending upon the acceptable risk of 5 

exceeding that OFL, they adjust the buffer to -- They adjust the 6 

buffer to then come up with the ABC. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay. 9 

 10 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Now, we’re going to be having that data workshop 11 

that is coming up I think in November and we are going to be 12 

looking at all of the data and I think Tom Caruthers from the 13 

University of British Columbia will be coming to kind of see how 14 

his data-limited modeling tool can be used and if some of the 15 

stocks could have data that could be applied to some of the more 16 

data-limited approaches. 17 

 18 

You know we would look at the mean length estimator, but also 19 

look at other approaches to coming up with an OFL and something 20 

I have been working on, which I presented at a very early stage, 21 

is extending the mean length estimator to provide OFL advice.  22 

That is still in the works, but those are some other avenues 23 

that we are considering to try to provide OFL advice coming from 24 

these assessments that we’re doing. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and actually I thought what you had 27 

done for red hind in taking these parameter values and then 28 

calculating potential probabilities of overfishing was at least 29 

a good step forward from where we were before and while it 30 

doesn’t give us OFL guidance, it does help us focus a little bit 31 

more about whether overfishing is occurring or not. 32 

 33 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and so basically right now I am still 34 

completing some simulation testing of that and how to use that 35 

information to provide OFL advice and so that might be -- 36 

Depending upon the approach to the ABC control rule, if using 37 

that type of tiered system, that could be potentially a separate 38 

tier. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, potentially. 41 

 42 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Potentially, yes. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right.  Any other comments?  If not, 45 

thank you very much, Meaghan. 46 

 47 

MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Thanks. 48 
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 1 

DISCUSSION OF RED HIND 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If there is anything new on the red 4 

hind -- That was a letter that the council wrote to the Science 5 

Center and so I would ask them if they have anything else. 6 

 7 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let’s start off and can you just give a 8 

background of what the council was requesting and then we can 9 

ask for the -- 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The council was requesting that there 12 

be an evaluation of the data for the red hind specifically for 13 

St. Thomas, but then they expanded it to see if a separate ACL 14 

from groupers could be established for red hind. 15 

 16 

We went into the database and apparently between 80 and 88 17 

percent of the total landings of groupers in St. Thomas/St. John 18 

are red hind.  That comes from the new data forms that they have 19 

been filling out since 2010 or so and so what the council member 20 

from St. Thomas said is that probably about 90 percent of the 21 

landings we red hind and so the question is whether -- 22 

 23 

JOHN HOENIG:  The landings that were for what? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  90 percent of the total landings of 26 

groupers were red hind and so based on that, the question was 27 

whether an ACL could be set separate for red hind and then have 28 

another one for groupers. 29 

 30 

The reason for that is because the grouper ACL had been overrun 31 

a year before and it closed the fishery down in December and so 32 

it was holiday season for local fish and so that was the 33 

question.  The council wrote a very specific letter to the 34 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center requesting specific 35 

information on the data that’s available for red hind. 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Which Kevin probably showed us.  I think he 38 

had the more recent single species data, but it wasn’t packaged 39 

for us to look at this question. 40 

 41 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly and so the question is whether 42 

there is any new updates from the Southeast Fisheries Science 43 

Center regarding the red hind. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My interpretation of the discussion that 46 

was going on at that time was there was really two things going 47 

on and one is now that we have species-specific data, can we set 48 
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a species-specific ACL for red hind, but it wasn’t clear to me 1 

what they were hoping to get out of that if 90 percent of the 2 

catch is red hind to begin with.   3 

 4 

Did the overage come from an unexpected harvest of non-red hind, 5 

for example, or are they hoping that a reassessment of red hind 6 

would include the current status of the aggregation site at the 7 

Hind Bank, which would probably lead to a higher ACL? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are a couple of things.  One is 10 

that the assessment of the MCD and that is correct, but also the 11 

assessment of the Grammanik Bank yellowfin grouper aggregation, 12 

which by all accounts -- It has been closed since 2004 and there 13 

should be an increase in yellowfin being landed, but the one 14 

that shows up in the records right now is red hind and so I 15 

think that what they would like to do is not only have a 16 

separate ACL for red hind, but also an increase in the ACL for 17 

groupers, so that the overage doesn’t occur again. 18 

 19 

I haven’t seen the yellowfin data, per se, and that’s one of the 20 

reasons why we had requested specific landings for St. 21 

Thomas/St. John for all the groupers by grouper species. 22 

 23 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All right and for St. Thomas, do you want 24 

to go to that dataset?  Yellowfin grouper can -- 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Graciela, I have got those data. 27 

 28 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay and so do you want me to transfer 29 

you the -- I will make you the presenter. 30 

 31 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I have a presentation.   32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So I am making you the presenter.  34 

There you go. 35 

 36 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Can you see the screen?   37 

 38 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 39 

 40 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so the request was for monthly grouper 41 

landings and then the species-specific information beginning in 42 

July of 2011 and so we’ll just start with St. Thomas/St. John. 43 

 44 

I have tried to present this a couple of different ways.  By 45 

year and month, it gets really busy, but that was what was asked 46 

for and so here it is and so each of the years -- This is all 47 

grouper and up until July of 2011 in the Virgin Islands, it 48 
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would have just been -- The landings of grouper just would have 1 

been reported as grouper. 2 

 3 

These are the means and the black line is the monthly mean 4 

across years and the different colors are the different years.  5 

I have got another slide after this one that presents it in a 6 

slightly different way.  It’s awfully busy I know, but those are 7 

the data. 8 

 9 

Here is looking at it in a slightly different way by year and 10 

then month within year and this is the mean across all years for 11 

each of the various months and so this is really just summary 12 

information of all groupers combined.  Even in the years 2011, 13 

2012, and 2013, I just combined all of the species-specific 14 

information into a grouper category. 15 

 16 

Species-specific information, again, is presented the same way 17 

and we’ve got data limited from July of 2011 until June of 2014 18 

and the data after that is not complete and I wasn’t sure how 19 

incomplete it might be for 2011. 20 

 21 

Again, the monthly means across years are the black line and 22 

this is a little easier to follow, but, again, something -- The 23 

scale of the landings in pounds is going to change with every 24 

figure and so just keep that in mind. 25 

 26 

This is for coney in St. Thomas/St. John and the same thing, but 27 

a slightly different way of looking at the data.  Then the mean 28 

across years is this last bin and so we’re looking at 200 to 450 29 

pounds landed and these are -- It’s probably a little higher 30 

than this and I think these data are -- There is no confidential 31 

data in here and so the total landings would be a little bit 32 

higher. 33 

 34 

Graysby is much fewer and note the scale and the peak in 2011, 35 

in August.  Well, peak for this of up to a hundred pounds.  Then 36 

we’re just looking at it another way as before and so not a lot 37 

of these are coming in. 38 

 39 

Red hind, on the other hand, you know these are your grouper 40 

landings and taking a look at the scale, we’re in the 3,000 41 

pounds, 2,000 pounds, 4,000 pounds in some months, and looking 42 

at it in a slightly different way. 43 

 44 

There were some others reported, but very rarely, and so I 45 

didn’t plot them.  In 2011, there were twenty-one pounds of red 46 

grouper reported in December and that’s it for red grouper, 47 

although there may have been a couple of other instances where 48 
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they were reported but the data were confidential. 1 

 2 

Yellowmouth, there are three reports and two in -- Well, three 3 

months with landings that were not confidential and 2013 is May 4 

and July and then once in 2012, in September.   5 

 6 

The question of what was on the forms or what is and what was on 7 

the logbook forms, for St. Thomas/St. John, on the hook and line 8 

part of the form, coney, graysby, red hind, yellowfin, misty, 9 

and so on. 10 

 11 

Trap, there is just red hind and diving, spear by hand, diving, 12 

free diving, those are all lumped together on the form and it’s 13 

just red hind and so we may -- Again, as I said the other day, I 14 

wasn’t involved in developing the logbook forms, but lots of 15 

people worked on it. 16 

 17 

Now that we’ve got a couple of years of data, it might be good 18 

to go back and see what’s been reported and are we -- Are the 19 

forms -- Could they be modified to get a better representation 20 

of what’s actually being caught or do we have it covered pretty 21 

well?  I am not sure, but now might be the time to start 22 

investigating that. 23 

 24 

I’ve got this in a couple of other -- This same slide is in a 25 

couple of other places and so I am going to keep moving on, 26 

unless you all want to continue looking at it. 27 

 28 

St. Croix, these are all grouper again, just the catchall 29 

category, which is how it was reported before July of 2011.  The 30 

mean, again, is the black line and the monthly mean across all 31 

these years of 1998 to 2013 and then just presented another way 32 

with the means in this last bin.  In the early to mid-2000s, 33 

often the highest landings.  2009 had some fairly high landings 34 

as well relative to the other years. 35 

 36 

Species-specific landings, coney, again, were beginning in July 37 

of 2011 and this dataset ends in June of 2014 and, again, the 38 

scale will vary among species. 39 

 40 

For red hind, if we look at the scale again here, we’ve got 600 41 

to 1,200 pounds and it’s consistently higher red hind than 42 

coney, but not quite the same discrepancy that you see in St. 43 

Thomas.  There is more of a mix, a more equal mix, in the catch 44 

among those two grouper species for St. Croix.  This is the same 45 

data, but just presented slightly differently. 46 

 47 

Those were the species most often reported in St. Croix.  You’ve 48 
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got some yellowfin and some tiger grouper and one month of 1 

reporting at least that wasn’t confidential and a handful of 2 

other months across the four years for yellowfin. 3 

 4 

These are the species that showed up in St. Croix on the forms 5 

and so there are more species -- There are more gears that 6 

include more species in St. Croix than in St. Thomas/St. John 7 

and overall, the same number of species, but, for example, where 8 

I’m getting at is here yellowfin grouper could only be reported 9 

on hook and line in St. Thomas, but by two different gears in 10 

St. Croix, for example. 11 

 12 

Coney is only hook and line, but in St. Croix it’s hook and line 13 

and trap and diving and by hand and so that may also be, again, 14 

another reason to go back and revisit the forms and try and get 15 

a handle on how well they are functioning as a reporting tool or 16 

if we’re still missing information, because if the fishermen are 17 

having to write it in, you know I think the reporting rate will 18 

be lower. 19 

 20 

Puerto Rico, in Puerto Rico there have always been species-21 

specific reporting and some of these species -- I don’t have 22 

examples of the reporting forms for every year and I have got 23 

them for quite a few years, but you will see that as we go 24 

through the species that the landings begin to show up in 25 

different years and so I don’t know if that’s when the species 26 

started to appear on the forms or what might be happening there.  27 

I suspect that that is the case and that as the species went in 28 

on the forms that the reporting began or at least picked up.   29 

 30 

Again, the mean is in this last -- This is mean by month across 31 

years and it’s in this last bin here and I don’t know why I’ve 32 

got the order of these reversed.  This is coney and for the 33 

Virgin Islands, we saw this graph first and then the other 34 

presentation second, but these are the same kinds of figures and 35 

so the mean across years within a month is the black line and 36 

all these thirty-one years of data. 37 

 38 

In many cases, the more recent years, and there are some 39 

exceptions, but the last handful of years, maybe ten years, tend 40 

to be lower except for the occasional high year.  Goliath 41 

grouper was apparently on the form or was at least written in 42 

for a few years and it’s not on the form now. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, we really don’t need to see Puerto 45 

Rico. 46 

 47 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay. 48 
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 1 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But you have to send me the 2 

presentation. 3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, do you have a slide that shows for 5 

St. Thomas annual grouper landings over all species? 6 

 7 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  I can put it together pretty quickly, but I 8 

don’t have it now.  Everything was asked for by month and so if 9 

you want to give me a few minutes, I will put that together. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Please.  Meanwhile, Graciela, what was the 12 

overage? 13 

 14 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The overage for St. Thomas was -- The 15 

accountability measures kicked in in 2013 and so December 19 or 16 

so the fishery for groupers was closed in St. Thomas based on 17 

data from 2010 and 2011 and so that’s total groupers. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How much of a reduction was called for? 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was -- The ACL is 51,000 and the 22 

overage was 59,000.  It wasn’t too much.  23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ACL is 51,000? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It was something like 8,000 or 9,000 27 

pounds.   28 

 29 

BILL ARNOLD:  The ACL is 51,849 and the landings average was 30 

56,833 and the overage was 4,984, 9.6 percent. 31 

 32 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Because the ACL was all grouped among all 33 

groupers, it got shut down and so they couldn’t fish for 34 

anything and not red hind? 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly, because they don’t have a 37 

seasonal closure for red hind and so they could have harvested 38 

red hind over the December and January time. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the overage was 2010 and 2011 and 41 

overages are based on -- Because we started in 2010, but it was 42 

not applied to 2012 and it was applied to 2013? 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The accountability measure, yes.  The 45 

closure was in 2013. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you look at the landings from 2012, they 48 
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didn’t come close to the ACL and that’s what I recall seeing in 1 

their graphs, is that.  I don’t know if there was a response to 2 

that or not or -- If the thinking was coming and they were 3 

already changing their behavior -- 4 

 5 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2011 is when the species-specific data 6 

started coming in. 7 

 8 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s right, but 2011 was a full thing and 9 

so the accountability measure should have -- The overage could 10 

have been calculated, because it’s still based on total grouper. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They don’t have a seasonal closure for 13 

red hind and they do have a seasonal closure for red, black, 14 

tiger, yellowedge, yellowfin and, in addition to that, they have 15 

the Grammanik Bank area closure. 16 

 17 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Based on the data that we had been looking 18 

at before, which had 2013 -- Maybe the 2014 data, but -- The 19 

first thing that comes to mind is that in 2012 they had maybe 20 

40,000 pounds and the ACL is close to 52,000. 21 

 22 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I mean they haven’t come close to the 23 

ACL again.  The issue was that it was the one group of species 24 

that they never had expected an overage or that the overage 25 

would trigger the accountability measures, because they all said 26 

that it had to do with either the improvement in the population, 27 

per se, or better reporting, but that it wasn’t really a true 28 

overage and so they didn’t want to see that happen again. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So what does the council want to know now 31 

from the SSC? 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If there should be a separate ACL for 34 

red hind from the groupers in the Virgin Islands. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and part of that question is can there be?   37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was going to say that should there be is 39 

not our -- That’s not our call. 40 

 41 

BILL ARNOLD:  One of the considerations is what about the 42 

species you leave behind? 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, there would be another grouper 45 

category, wouldn’t there? 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So you’re not leaving anybody behind in 2 

that sense. 3 

 4 

BILL ARNOLD:  But do you have the data to still manage those 5 

remaining groupers was part of the question and not the whole 6 

question, but certainly part of it. 7 

 8 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You know we instituted these forms in 9 

2011 and it’s 2015 and we are just starting to take a look at 10 

what has turned out and this is to improve the data that we need 11 

to do assessments.  12 

 13 

If it’s been four years already, we have to turn back then we 14 

have to reassess the forms and what information we are getting 15 

that is different than what we had before and if it’s really any 16 

better. 17 

 18 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay and so here is yearly St. Thomas/St. John 19 

all grouper. 20 

 21 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2014 is only half a year or is that 22 

the total? 23 

 24 

BILL ARNOLD:  Kevin, is that fishing year or calendar year? 25 

 26 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  This is calendar year and so 2014, yes, is an 27 

incomplete year.  It’s probably more than half, but I don’t have 28 

any data from November or December and I am not sure how 29 

complete September and October might be.  They look a little 30 

lower than the other months, but that may be true and not -- In 31 

any event, yes, it’s a partial year. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The obvious first thing you’re looking at 34 

there, if you discount 2014, is you still have a very sustained 35 

drop from 2009 to 2013.  That certainly raises the first 36 

question of what the heck is going on and is there a second 37 

question like is there something we need to do in response to 38 

that? 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The landings information for the 41 

Virgin Islands doesn’t have any expansion or correction factors 42 

and it’s just reported and they are assumed to be complete. 43 

 44 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  That is correct.  There is no expansion factor 45 

in use. 46 

 47 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Kevin, can you make a quick calculation of 48 
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what percent of the total for 2012 and 2013 and 2014 -- What’s 1 

the percent that is red hind? 2 

 3 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Maybe.  Well, I can -- Yes, I can do that.  Let 4 

me plot red hind with this. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That will work. 7 

 8 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Okay.  Give me a minute. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So the first question, to me, is like why 11 

are you bothering to ask?  You’re not anywhere close to your ACL 12 

and why do you need to have a change? 13 

 14 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the ACL level? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  51,000 pounds and almost 52,000 pounds. 17 

 18 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Way below that and ever since 2011 you are 19 

below and declining and 2014 is not complete, but he is missing 20 

the November and December data and so it’s basically ten-21 

twelfths of the year or nine-twelfths of the year.   22 

 23 

BILL ARNOLD:  It’s more than that is missing. 24 

 25 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  More than that? 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  They won’t have all of July.  They will have 28 

close, but not all.  They won’t have all of any of the months, 29 

because they don’t get 100 percent until July of the following 30 

year. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But is there any reason to believe that it 33 

has increased from 2013? 34 

 35 

BILL ARNOLD:  I have no idea. 36 

 37 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is your concern if we’re not even near 38 

the ACL? 39 

 40 

BILL ARNOLD:  The way I understood it and the way the fishermen 41 

presented it, they want red hind pulled out and they want a 42 

higher ACL for red hind.  Red hind are abundant and they want to 43 

be able to catch more of them.  That’s what they said and how 44 

that relates to this, I don’t know, but that’s what their 45 

request was. 46 

 47 

JOE KIMMEL:  But if you pull out the red hind from the total 48 
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grouper landings, there is not enough information to manage the 1 

other species. 2 

 3 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What we saw from the previous data was that 4 

yellowfin grouper is the only thing close. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Coney. 7 

 8 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Coney, yes. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Coney occur at 4,000 to 3,000 and yellowfin 11 

is running a thousand-and-a-half. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, I saw that yellowfin was not an issue.  14 

It’s very seasonal, but coney, yes.  I was not thinking about 15 

coney. 16 

 17 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I mean the main issue has to do with 18 

the fact that they have had a no-take zone for protecting red 19 

hind and other groupers since 1993 is the first time it was 20 

closed and in 1999, it took a complete no take.  They’ve had the 21 

Grammanik Bank in place since 2004 and they have had seasonal 22 

closures for red, yellowedge, yellowfin, et cetera since 2005. 23 

 24 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  Here you go.  We’ve only got -- I got rid of 25 

2014 to clear things up and for red hind -- I couldn’t put in 26 

2011, because that would have only been half a year and so 2012 27 

and 2013 are your comparisons. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you.  What were the years that were 30 

used to come up with the ACL? 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  In St. Thomas? 33 

 34 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 35 

 36 

BILL ARNOLD:  2000 to 2005. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2000 to 2005. 39 

 40 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reason for that was the lack of 41 

seasonal closures for any of the groupers in the area. 42 

 43 

BILL ARNOLD:  Don’t forget the 15 percent reduction.  You look 44 

at it and you would say it’s got to be higher than that, but you 45 

have lopped 15 percent off of that average. 46 

 47 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, the ACL had a buffer of 15 48 
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percent. 1 

 2 

KEVIN MCCARTHY:  In these two years, in 2012, red hind are 85 3 

percent and in 2013, red hind are 91 percent. 4 

 5 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ACL is based on -- 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2000 to 2005. 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The rationale for that was -- 10 

 11 

BILL ARNOLD:  A period of stable landings. 12 

 13 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No regulations. 14 

 15 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is that it?  There weren’t any regulations 16 

at that time for some of the other species? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, just the Hind Bank.  At the end of 19 

2004 and the beginning of 2005, the -- That wouldn’t have come 20 

in until February or so of 2005. 21 

 22 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, the year sequence decision wasn’t based 23 

on any one species or unit.  It was based upon an overall 24 

pattern of all the fish we were dealing with at the time, the 25 

snappers, groupers, parrotfish, and queen conch. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But nothing before 2000 is really by 28 

family groups and so the family groups begin in 2000. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but I think we can accept that the 31 

majority -- The vast majority of grouper catch was red hind and 32 

maybe it’s oscillating from 70 percent to 90 percent, but if 33 

that’s really what’s dominating the catch, the first thing I 34 

would point out is that the 2000 to 2005 period would certainly 35 

have included most of the recovery of the Hind Bank from the 36 

closure of the MCD. 37 

 38 

If you want to make an argument that, hey, we’ve had the closure 39 

for all this time and we’re seeing improvements in the stock and 40 

we ought to have an increase, well, the increase was included in 41 

the years that were used to calculate the ACL, yes? 42 

 43 

Looking for a further increase on that doesn’t seem to be 44 

necessarily justifiable on its own merits and there may be 45 

something else going on. 46 

 47 

JOE KIMMEL:  Especially knowing catches are declining. 48 
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 1 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, just not even getting to that point.  2 

I mean if you want to make the argument that the stock has 3 

improved so much that the ACL ought to be raised, the first 4 

question is, well, did the ACL take into account that 5 

improvement and I would say by and large it did, unless there is 6 

-- We don’t know whether the data isn’t there to say whether 7 

there has been further increases, because that’s about the time 8 

that Rick’s funding to actually look at that stock -- While he’s 9 

been tracking it, it’s been going up and down and that could be 10 

just as much due to his limited sampling as anything else, but 11 

there hasn’t been, at least according to that graph, there 12 

wasn’t any sustained increase from his data.  It’s up for a 13 

while and then it’s -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Just a question, because the red hind, as far as 16 

I know, was the last species that was just fully evaluated 17 

throughout the SEDAR process. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Correct. 20 

 21 

TODD GEDAMKE:  It went through many, many months of evaluation 22 

by stock analysts and was there a recommendation to change the 23 

ACL? 24 

 25 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was not addressed at all at that 26 

time. 27 

 28 

TODD GEDAMKE:  But we have no ability to -- We don’t have any 29 

data to assess the stock and we have to rely on the same logic 30 

which we used to put the ACLs in in the first place and we have 31 

no defensible way of changing that without any new assessment 32 

and if there’s one species that’s been fully evaluated recently, 33 

it’s been red hind. 34 

 35 

We are going beyond that and back to the original ACL logic, 36 

which is more or less we agreed and we went through a couple of 37 

years of deliberations on the time period and how to set it 38 

apart and unless there is some new information, which has just 39 

been evaluated, I don’t see a -- 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I recall correctly, the problem with red 42 

hind in St. Thomas was that the actual -- Over the full course 43 

of the available data, which goes further back than that graph, 44 

there were dramatic shifts that were not related to fishing. 45 

 46 

One of them was the displacement of fishing out of the MCD and 47 

therefore, they had to go to someplace non-spawning to go fish 48 
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and they were getting smaller fish and so the length structure 1 

information was responding to something other than fishing 2 

pressure and it was the change in fishing behavior that was 3 

induced by the regulations themselves. 4 

 5 

St. Thomas, I think, was one of the areas where we said, hey, we 6 

can’t make a plot and the data just wasn’t there and also we had 7 

the census information that Rick Nemeth was doing at the 8 

aggregation site and that data was fairly high quality when he 9 

was out there every month during the aggregation and doing 10 

multiple samples at that time. 11 

 12 

It wasn’t up to that quality when he was getting out there one 13 

day during the year and maybe that was the big aggregation and 14 

maybe it wasn’t and so the fluctuations there were comprised by 15 

limited sampling variability as much as what those fish might 16 

actually have been doing and so there really wasn’t a basis for 17 

working on that data anymore, as much as some of us really -- 18 

That data has been played with a lot to see what we can extract 19 

from that. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Richard, do they know how much they fished?  22 

I mean because if -- 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Did they do catch and effort? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the one thing that should have 27 

come out of these new forms, but that has not been evaluated. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think there was effort data prior 30 

to this new form. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that I can’t come to understand 33 

why would they say that they want to be able to get more fish if 34 

they are not even getting not even near their full quota. 35 

 36 

WALTER KEITHLY:  You must remember this is self-reporting and 37 

nobody asked about any behavioral changes or the fact that there 38 

may be an ACL set which may reduce the quota and the incentive 39 

to -- They may forget to report a few trips here and there. 40 

 41 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The answer would be you are about 15,000 42 

pounds to your quota and from your actual fishing effort, you 43 

can increase it by so much percent to reach your quota, if it’s 44 

50,000.  If it’s 50,000 and you are near the 36,000 or 37,000, 45 

you are still more than 25 percent towards your quota. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Okay, here is why.  This is a pretty old issue and 48 
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it’s responding to that closure that took place in 2013.  They 1 

were pissed and so they were over the ACL because there were 2 

more red hind than ever and we don’t go out there and assess the 3 

outcomes of these closures and so we don’t know what is going on 4 

and the issue is still here and the person who brought it up is 5 

long gone. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, the person is not long gone, 8 

because he -- 9 

 10 

BILL ARNOLD:  This has been around for a while. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s been around for a while, but it was 13 

brought up by a council member at the last meeting. 14 

 15 

BILL ARNOLD:  I am not saying that it wasn’t charged to you guys 16 

recently, but the initiation of this -- I mean if you want to 17 

know where it came from and why the fishermen are asking for 18 

this, that’s why the fishermen are asking for it. 19 

 20 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Isn’t the answer an easy answer? 21 

 22 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  It seems like to me. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because you can fish about 15,000 pounds 25 

more from your actual level. 26 

 27 

TODD GEDAMKE:  If this wasn’t a species that was just evaluated, 28 

I would be paying more attention to this, but I have to defer to 29 

the Science Center staff and all the experts that just went 30 

through this for an entire SEDAR. 31 

 32 

If there was any possibility they could scientifically defend to 33 

change that ACL and make it more appropriate, they would have 34 

and I understand the frustration, but I think it’s just another 35 

situation where we can kind of at least point to improved data 36 

collection to meet the needs and the observations of the 37 

fishery. 38 

 39 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I could see it, for example, in the case of 40 

the Puerto Rico Snapper Grouper 2, which they are 93 percent and 41 

approaching the quota and you can make a point there and the 42 

size doesn’t seem to -- I don’t know. 43 

 44 

What the fishermen are asking is actually a reconsideration of 45 

the ACL and that is a big issue and that’s not something we can 46 

approach here in a short period of time. 47 

 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One thing that can come out of this is 1 

that with the years that we have from the new forms, they have 2 

to be looked at in detail and evaluated to see if they are 3 

working or not and if they are not working, what needs to be 4 

changed?  If not, we are going to be in the same boat over and 5 

over and over. 6 

 7 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But, Graciela, these two years of data, I am 8 

not trying to -- 9 

 10 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, but the effort information, we 11 

haven’t looked at it. 12 

 13 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But the argument is that now we have data 14 

for species data, red hind and not total groupers, and we can 15 

subtract the red hind fishery harvest from the total groupers 16 

and now we have species-specific data and there it is.  90 17 

percent of the grouper catch is red hind and so I mean it’s 18 

still below, significantly below, the total quota limit. 19 

 20 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Take a look at the increase between 2000 21 

and 2004.  Then we’re going to put up the graph from Rick 22 

Nemeth’s paper on the spawning aggregation. 23 

 24 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The fishing closure for red hind started 25 

when? 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The no take started in 1999.  That’s 28 

the no take, but before that, there was a seasonal area closure. 29 

 30 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Remember what they have said.  The St. 31 

Thomas fishermen have always said that their fishery is demand 32 

limited and that they fish by demand.  If there is increasing 33 

demand, they increase their fishing effort. 34 

 35 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If there is no demand, why bother increasing 36 

the ACL, because they can’t sell it anyway. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s a point. 39 

 40 

WALTER KEITHLY:  If the stock is so prolific, they are catching 41 

well below the ACL now and why -- 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The problem is that if the demand 44 

comes -- If they are in demand and they have an ACL set at 45 

51,000 pounds and there is demand for more, would they be able 46 

to harvest it?  No, because the ACL is set at that 51,000 47 

pounds, but they want to know -- 48 
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 1 

WALTER KEITHLY:  I am very hesitant to change ACL from a request 2 

from even a council member.  We spent a lot of time on this 3 

before and I am concerned, and I am going to put on the table, 4 

given the quality of data in recent years, if an industry leader 5 

said maybe shut down at the end of the year due to the ACL, does 6 

it give an incentive potentially to shorten the reporting 7 

somewhat? 8 

 9 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But then, on the other hand, they were 10 

very involved in getting the form that they wanted so that they 11 

could supply the information that the science required and so we 12 

are four years into the form and we are just starting -- This is 13 

the first that anyone has really looked at it. 14 

 15 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Did they see this graph before?  Do they 16 

know where they are regarding the ACLs? 17 

 18 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They saw the white paper at the last 19 

meeting. 20 

 21 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and so when confronted with this 22 

information, then -- 23 

 24 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We didn’t have any of the very 25 

specifics of the new form except for the percentage. 26 

 27 

BILL ARNOLD:  Richard, there is the second question of can they 28 

pull the red hind out of grouper and set it up by itself. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The answer to that would be potentially 31 

yes.  Maybe we want a longer time series, but -- I mean it would 32 

be nice to answer this question in some detail so that we don’t 33 

get frivolous requests. 34 

 35 

From what we saw in the data going down, the first question is 36 

why are you asking if you’re not catching -- At least you’re not 37 

reporting anything close to that.  The second question is that 38 

can you pull it out and yes, but we needed a longer dataset, but 39 

your dataset is saying your landings are lower and if we use 40 

that dataset, your ACL is going to be much lower. 41 

 42 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, sure. 43 

 44 

BILL ARNOLD:  Well, not necessarily, because you don’t have to 45 

change your reference time period, but you are not going to have 46 

the red hind data.  You might have TIP data and Todd knows this 47 

stuff much better than I do and Todd and Kevin have both 48 
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analyzed TIP data and said no, right?  It’s just not adequate, 1 

but you could say these are the percentages. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  You could potentially do it now with the current 4 

information on the new forms. 5 

 6 

BILL ARNOLD:  And say that this is -- 7 

 8 

TODD GEDAMKE:  No and that’s the problem, is that you might be 9 

able to get inferences now -- I think the way Kevin is looking 10 

at it again, which we do it every couple of years, but you may 11 

be able to get a more accurate estimate of species composition 12 

from the TIP, given the new forms. 13 

 14 

Then the problem is looking at a time series.  Unless you were 15 

able to say this species composition is the same as it was in 16 

2000 to 2004, which everything we’ve just heard and know about 17 

red hind would say that it’s not going to be the same, because 18 

of the regulations. 19 

 20 

BILL ARNOLD:  But you could say here is the percentage we are 21 

going to apply and just multiply it out.  I mean I get that, but 22 

you could. 23 

 24 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Well, if you believe the argument that they are 25 

increasing due to the closed areas, your species composition is 26 

therefore changing and so you lose the logic and the next step 27 

would be applying the current species composition to an old 28 

stable time series. 29 

 30 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Do people want a ten-minute break?  I need 31 

at least a two-minute break.   32 

 33 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Can we get started again?  If you all want 36 

to look at the screen, the data on the left is density data at 37 

the red hind spawning aggregation done by Rick Nemeth and the 38 

blue circles represent the number of samples. 39 

 40 

As you can see in particularly the last four years, there is not 41 

much sampling going on, because it’s totally unfunded and he’s 42 

just doing it when he’s out there.  43 

 44 

The data that we used for the ACLs from 2000 to 2005, and so 45 

that’s from the low point on the left, that one, and 2005 is the 46 

second high point.  That is the data that was used to set the 47 

ACL and it corresponds, as you will see, to that increase in the 48 



279 

 

 

graph of total grouper landings on the right. 1 

 2 

The densities crash down again, if you will, in 2007, as does 3 

the landings.  They go back up again, as do the landings, and 4 

they start coming down, but then it’s poor sampling, but the 5 

sampling is saying it’s going up again, whereas catch starts 6 

behaving very differently. 7 

 8 

That could be sampling error or it could be non-reporting or it 9 

could be I don’t know what.  Certainly you are not allowed to go 10 

back up to 60,000 or 70,000 pounds, but you ought to be heading 11 

back up here.  The ACL level is really tracking that. 12 

 13 

WALTER KEITHLY:  What size of red hind are generally this type 14 

of fish? 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They could be adults. 17 

 18 

WALTER KEITHLY:  How could the number of adults double almost in 19 

one year?  I mean just the stock growth, I would think, would 20 

say that they can’t do that, unless there is movement in and 21 

out, but it calls into question the whole thing. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Walter, one of the things that -- I think the 24 

research in these closed areas and the spawning aggregation is 25 

really important, but when you have issues like that occurring, 26 

one hypothesis that can’t be discounted is the fact that this 27 

aggregation site that is being studied is just one of many. 28 

 29 

It is theoretically possible that the population has declined to 30 

levels where the other secondary sites have been reduced in 31 

density where now all the animals are showing up at this one 32 

primary aggregation site and so the signal at this one 33 

aggregation site could be a reflection of the stock being 34 

reduced by half and therefore the adults are showing up more.  I 35 

am not saying that -- 36 

 37 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, because there is other things going 38 

on.  First of all, this is an average of however many samples 39 

are represented by the circles.  The way red hind aggregate is 40 

they are not one of these things that just comes together.  They 41 

come together in clusters in an area and the center of those 42 

clusters can move a little bit, but, more importantly, what you 43 

have is a varying ability in whether you are having one or two 44 

and whether those two are kind of equal or asymmetrical main 45 

aggregations a year and that’s actually going to depend on how 46 

the moon falls. 47 

 48 
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If you get a third one, that one is usually pretty reduced and 1 

so if it’s a big year, if it’s a year where there is only one 2 

aggregation and all of those fish are coming in that much, your 3 

average density is going to go way up.  If you split that 4 

between two years, two months, and say it’s the next year, your 5 

average density goes to half just because -- 6 

 7 

WALTER KEITHLY:  Okay.  I understand.  I just want to make sure 8 

I understand correctly.  What you just said or what Todd just 9 

said would suggest to me that this index of abundance is not a 10 

reliable, good index of abundance of the overall population. 11 

 12 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I haven’t finished.  You are probably right 13 

though.  Sometimes you are looking at this kind of distribution, 14 

a low and a high, and sometimes you are looking at that, but if 15 

you look at the averages, they should be at least much more 16 

conservative, because it’s the variances that will blow up in 17 

that kind of variability. 18 

 19 

This is actually tracking that abundance fairly well and there’s 20 

a graph that shows that, but there are dynamics in there that 21 

are not explained and we weren’t able to extract them out and 22 

therefore, the end things weren’t working well, because the 23 

trends were not in sync.  For that reason, it fell apart. 24 

 25 

I think that if there had been a much higher level of sampling 26 

effort in the latter four years that this might have actually 27 

been a fairly valuable dataset.  We weren’t able to calibrate it 28 

on the -- There is also what’s the peak day and if you’re not 29 

out on the peak day, that also affects what you see. 30 

 31 

Yes, there is other variables going on and are there other 32 

spawning aggregation sites?  Probably and what’s happening 33 

there, we don’t know and so how much is this really affecting 34 

and driving the overall population?  I think it has an impact, 35 

but it is certainly not representative, if you will of the 36 

overall impact. 37 

 38 

If you show the next graph, if you were looking for trends, 39 

that’s a pretty good trend, but you can see that high point is 40 

actually really out of whack, which is 2007 or no -- What year 41 

is that? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2004. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2004 is the high year and so it kind of 46 

looked promising, but when you look at the more recent data, it 47 

wasn’t holding up.  You can talk about risk and if you want to 48 
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argue that, hey, the aggregation has been increasing, if you 1 

look at the 2000 to 2005 data, yes, it has, but so has the catch 2 

and the variability. 3 

 4 

You can also argue that it really hasn’t gotten any better than 5 

that and we’ve had a lot of variability and it goes down to 6 

where it was in 2000 and it comes back to where it was in 2005, 7 

but it’s been variable. 8 

 9 

You could say in the 2000 to 2005 data that we have captured the 10 

variability that is occurring after that and therefore, our ACL 11 

period has captured what the mean situation of the red hind 12 

recruitment might have been and therefore, based on that graph, 13 

which is the only other information we have, there isn’t an 14 

argument to be made that the population has gotten so much 15 

better after that study or after 2005, the data we used for the 16 

ACL, that there is a reason for having an increase. 17 

 18 

VANCE VICENTE:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 19 

 20 

WALTER KEITHLY:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 21 

 22 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and that’s not taking into account 23 

the amount of samples and that’s giving everything the same 24 

weight and every year is the same weight.   25 

 26 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That is a very high number, right, twenty-27 

five individuals per one-hundred square meters?  No?  A hundred 28 

square meters, would that be this room? 29 

 30 

JOE KIMMEL:  This room is probably somewhere close. 31 

 32 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I mean it’s not dense, but if you multiply 33 

by a square kilometer, in square kilometers there is millions of 34 

fish there. 35 

 36 

JOE KIMMEL:  But this is an aggregation. 37 

 38 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  This is on the aggregation?  Okay.  It’s on 39 

the aggregation and that’s something different. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s the core of the aggregation.  To 42 

summarize, and I could put together a presentation on this using 43 

these figures for the council, is that there are several points 44 

of arguments that we’re going to be making relative to this 45 

request, but one of the things I would want to present is that 46 

there was a question of things are improving and shouldn’t there 47 

be a higher ACL for red hind. 48 
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 1 

I think what we’re saying is that the ACL period that was used 2 

to generate that number captures the dynamics that are being 3 

reflected in what’s happening at the spawning aggregation anyway 4 

and therefore the ACL that is set is pretty much reflective of 5 

the increase that has occurred because of the closures and, 6 

therefore, we’re not expecting -- There is no basis for saying 7 

there is anything going on beyond that. 8 

 9 

Secondly, of course, is that there’s a declining trend while the 10 

spawning aggregation is going up and so that at that point they 11 

become totally decoupled and that’s a problem with the data and 12 

third, they’re not anywhere close to their ACL and if this is 13 

really an issue, is there an underreporting going on? 14 

 15 

Fourth, we have looked at red hind most recently in the SEDAR 16 

process and there was nothing in that analysis that gave us 17 

information that would allow us to reassess what the ACLs would 18 

be.  That’s unfortunate, but that is what the data was and so 19 

it’s not going to be until we have a much better picture of how 20 

the single species reporting trends are occurring, and two years 21 

is not enough for that, before you really would have a basis for 22 

revisting this issue and does that capture -- 23 

 24 

WALTER KEITHLY:  That sounds good to me. 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Are you going to say anything about 27 

the fact that the years of single species reporting and the 28 

group will have to reevaluate the forms to make sure that people 29 

are filling them out the way that they should?  That would be 30 

pertinent for both the island-based and for this.   31 

 32 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We are making that recommendation to DPNR 33 

or who? 34 

 35 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, this would be to the Southeast 36 

Fisheries Science Center and the DPNR. 37 

 38 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only ones in a position to see whether 39 

things are being filled out is DPNR or is there something about 40 

looking at these forms and saying they can’t even write their 41 

name in a place that says “Name”? 42 

 43 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That I don’t know. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean what kind of thing are looking about 46 

are they being filled out correctly? 47 

 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  I think if you want to make the argument that you 1 

cite the unknown spatial data. 2 

 3 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Whether they are reporting the number 4 

of hooks or traps or whatever it is that is on the form and 5 

whether the information that’s reported from the form in the 6 

years that we have are being filled out properly. 7 

 8 

BILL ARNOLD:  I think you don’t go by using the decrease in 9 

landings, because that’s basically calling them liars. 10 

 11 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, not to use in the terms of 12 

decreasing -- The red hind is going up and that’s not the 13 

problem and it’s the other groupers and I don’t know why.  Maybe 14 

they are not reporting the groupers. 15 

 16 

I don’t know if there is a category of groupers.  There is a 17 

category of discards in the form that we don’t know what they 18 

fill out or not.  I mean it might be that there are hundreds of 19 

Nassau groupers being returned and things like that.  There is 20 

information in the form that we don’t know about yet, discards 21 

being one of them and their complaint that there is a lot of 22 

Nassau grouper. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The spawning aggregation, that is not the 25 

case. 26 

 27 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I wonder what’s in the forms in three 28 

years.  I mean what have they seen?  They might not be filling 29 

it out and there might be nothing there and maybe because they 30 

are discards they are not landed, but there might be some 31 

information on whatever grouper species they are not landing. 32 

 33 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s still not clear to me how I would 34 

rephrase the request, because I -- So there is extra information 35 

on these forms that has not been analyzed or brought in?  Help 36 

me out here. 37 

 38 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I am going to go down a different road. 39 

 40 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  That might help. 41 

 42 

TODD GEDAMKE:  The road I am going to go down, I just wanted to 43 

restate my concern that we’re even deliberating this.  I think 44 

your Number 4 is the key point to this whole thing. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It will probably be my Number 1 when I 47 

write it up. 48 
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 1 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think of any species in the U.S. Caribbean 2 

right now that this is the one that we should be deferring to 3 

the experts and we’ve just gone through this entire process and 4 

I fear the precedent of anyone wanting to change their ACL due 5 

to their observations and putting these requests into us. 6 

 7 

I mean if it were I, my response to this would simply be this is 8 

the most recent species that was fully completely evaluated 9 

through the SEDAR process and no new information was available 10 

and if there new information available, the SSC would be happy 11 

to evaluate it.  12 

 13 

I don’t think there’s anything new that has come in the last 14 

four months on this and so I would leave this as short and sweet 15 

as possible and as much as some might want us to deliberate more 16 

on this, I just think especially if we make another request for 17 

looking at data on this that it has a slippery slope. 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Okay.  My reason for thinking of presenting 20 

all of it was to build an overwhelming argument so this won’t 21 

come up again, if you’re in agreement with that. 22 

 23 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s fine and I don’t want to make a motion and 24 

try to get us to all go down this road and just as long as I -- 25 

That needs to be number one, in my book.  That I feel strongly 26 

about and then, as you just said, I think, in deference to the 27 

interests of those people that have requested to this, the SSC 28 

did spend time discussing it and we have these additional points 29 

for you, but we want to be clear that we are really to be 30 

reviewing the information and analyses. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  Not doing the stuff. 33 

 34 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Not doing the assessments themselves. 35 

 36 

JOHN HOENIG:  You know this is not an issue that is particularly 37 

to the Caribbean region.  I serve on the New England SSC and the 38 

fishing industry is constantly coming forward and saying we have 39 

new information now and it gets to the point where -- They had 40 

yellowtail flounder and now every year it’s coming back and it’s 41 

like the SSC should not be redoing the stock assessments and 42 

should not be second guessing. 43 

 44 

This was peer reviewed and we should be taking the results and 45 

translating them into ACLs and not saying maybe the assessment 46 

is wrong because there is some new information and the 47 

information that comes in is not making any sense and so it’s 48 
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like you’re coming in here and you’re saying here is my 1 

information and who has reviewed it and how do we know the 2 

quality of it? 3 

 4 

I agree with Todd that if we were to start changing things now, 5 

then why bother with the SEDAR process and just to the SSC and 6 

they have the final say and so you go there and you make your 7 

impassioned plea and then we grind to a halt. 8 

 9 

JOE KIMMEL:  You honor the first request and the next year you 10 

get another one and another one. 11 

 12 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  You might actually encourage them to do more 13 

of this by giving them a lot of information in response instead 14 

of a -- 15 

 16 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, but on the other hand, they are going 17 

to go, well -- 18 

 19 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  They just blew us off. 20 

 21 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, but are we ever going to be able to get 22 

an increase?  The answer is yes, when you give us the proper 23 

data. 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  And get it through the SEDAR process. 26 

 27 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Get it through the assessment process that 28 

says it’s the best available scientific information. 29 

 30 

BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t think he has to say that.  He just has to 31 

say when we have evidence that the stocks are in recovery and 32 

the SEDAR process is that evidence.  You don’t need to say 33 

anything about better data.   34 

 35 

TODD GEDAMKE:  What I am saying too is that until new 36 

information is available and, as we’ve done through the improved 37 

data reporting forms, we expect this data to be available in the 38 

near future and once it’s evaluated through the SEDAR process, 39 

we will have this. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  But it’s not quite so simple, because people’s 42 

livelihoods are at stake and if they have some new information, 43 

they wanted it acted upon immediately, provided it’s in their 44 

favor.  On the New England Council, I have seen a whole bunch of 45 

people coming forward with new information that says the stock 46 

is higher and I have yet to see the fishing industry come 47 

forward with new information and you have to act on it right now 48 
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to lower the quotas. 1 

 2 

You don’t want to be unsympathetic that if there’s new 3 

information that why isn’t it being acted upon, but there has to 4 

be a process and a time and place to do it.  Otherwise, what 5 

happens is every single meeting if they don’t like the advice 6 

from last time, they are back with so-called new information 7 

that you have to stop everything and forget your schedule and we 8 

have to deal with this and you’re basically just going to do the 9 

two or three most contentious species every meeting and forget 10 

about any other progress on anything else. 11 

 12 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  My point regarding the forms has to do 13 

with the fact that four years of improved data collection and we 14 

are still not returning to the fishermen and saying, okay, we 15 

saw your forms and this is the information that we’re getting 16 

and this is what we’re missing from the forms. 17 

 18 

We need to communicate back to the fact of whether we are 19 

getting better information or not and so I don’t know if the red 20 

hind might be the place to make that point, but in the island-21 

based, that we tried to assess the state versus EEZ, that we are 22 

trying to look at what the discards to see what the other 23 

species -- 24 

 25 

JOHN HOENIG:  That’s really an assessment question.  National 26 

Marine Fisheries Service should be saying to the fishers we want 27 

to work with you to get better information. 28 

 29 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We did and this is coming out of -- 30 

 31 

JOHN HOENIG:  National Marine Fisheries Service should be 32 

dealing with the fishers to let them know what the upshot is.  33 

The SSC does not do the stock assessments and so it’s not up to 34 

us to start interpreting it and telling the fishers here is what 35 

we found out and here is what we’re doing with this.  What 36 

they’re really asking for is reevaluation of the stock 37 

assessment and they should be dealing with the Fisheries 38 

Service. 39 

 40 

I am just saying when the fishermen come to the SSC meetings 41 

saying don’t lower the quota because, it’s like this is too late 42 

and we’re not going to redo the stock assessment.  We’re going 43 

to say if that’s what the stock assessment says, we are going to 44 

respond and they’re just basically coming in way too late. 45 

 46 

Deal with National Marine Fisheries Service.  They do the stock 47 

assessment and the Fisheries Service -- Maybe we need to tell 48 
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the Fisheries Service that you need to talk to your constituents 1 

and if they’re not giving the feedback to the fishers, then 2 

there is a lack of communication, but since it is a stock 3 

assessment issue, that’s not our role. 4 

 5 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I agree with Graciela and I would be willing to 6 

say that following the red hind discussion that we could put a 7 

statement up there that says that in our discussions or 8 

deliberations during the course of this meeting that it was 9 

raised in a number of situations that we need some clarification 10 

on the success, or however you want to word it, for the data 11 

forms.  I would keep it separate from the red hind, but I think 12 

it is a good point.  It’s come up in a couple of situations.  I 13 

mean it even comes up with the island specific in the EEZ versus 14 

-- 15 

 16 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only reason why I brought it up 17 

with the red hind is because I would try to figure out if from 18 

the fish released alive or fish released dead that they were 19 

writing in as they did during one of the other -- Nassau grouper 20 

or red grouper, for whatever reason, they don’t eat it and they 21 

don’t sell it, but that the numbers are there. 22 

 23 

I have a note here from Carlos Farchette saying that remember 24 

that Dr. Ponwith stated that we will be looking at a different 25 

approach to the SEDAR process for the USVI. 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Well, the Caribbean as a whole.  Actually, 28 

the South Atlantic and Gulf as a whole.  Well, I don’t think the 29 

issue is quite as cut and dried in the sense that the initial 30 

ACLs were not based on a stock assessment that gave us any kind 31 

of MSY guidance. 32 

 33 

We really don’t know where MSY is and you could say unless we 34 

have an assessment that is going to give us guidance this is 35 

never going to change or we can at least acknowledge that there 36 

might be -- What would it take short of that to do that?   37 

 38 

We are looking at length structures and if we see a significant 39 

increase in size and a decrease in mortality that we can’t 40 

explain away by any other thing, then it’s got to be fishing 41 

pressure or the management is having improved recruitment 42 

survival into the fishery and so the population is increasing 43 

because of that protection. 44 

 45 

Is that sufficient to raise an ACL or do we actually have to 46 

have an assessment that’s going to say we are actually somewhere 47 

relative to an MSY?  This is a hypothetical situation and I just 48 
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want to get the sense of somebody like John or Todd who is 1 

versed in stock assessments. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that the way your structure is set up and 4 

the way the ACLs were written into the management plan, and I am 5 

glad Bill is coming back in right now.   Bill, the question was 6 

just asked of whether we need a full blown stock assessment for 7 

something like red hind or -- 8 

 9 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, not a full blown stock assessment, but 10 

does that stock assessment actually have to come up with ACL 11 

guidance in the sense of it’s linked to an MSY or if it can just 12 

show, as we can with the length-based data if the data is good, 13 

that mortality is changing and therefore there is a basis for -- 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  That’s what I mean by a full blown stock 16 

assessment, is you get an MSY estimate out of it and so if the 17 

MSY estimate out of it -- Richard’s question is whether 18 

something like changing length structure alone could be used to 19 

say that we have a reduction in mortality and therefore we want 20 

to modify the ACL or increase?  21 

 22 

I was just about to say that I think that given the way the 23 

management plan was written and that the ACLs have been written 24 

up as MSY proxies that they are grounded in the MSY theory and 25 

for potential -- An increase in length may give you sort of a 26 

direction, but I think it’s going to be hard to change that ACL 27 

without changing the logic behind that ACL metric. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would argue, and maybe the national 30 

guidance is going to change, but -- 31 

 32 

BILL ARNOLD:  You guys are hopefully going to get a chance at 33 

this soon, if they can ever get these FMPs through.  Action 3 is 34 

reference points and Action 2 -- 35 

 36 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes, but the guidance would actually 37 

have to change. 38 

 39 

BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC is going to get a full opportunity to do 40 

that.  I mean I hope they do, because we’ve got means and we’ve 41 

got medians and we’ve got a 10 percent reduction and we’ve got 42 

different years. 43 

 44 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, in terms of using something else, 45 

length-based information. 46 

 47 

BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and I mean the SSC came up with this and it 48 
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seems to me they would have full freedom to change it and say 1 

this is the way we want to do this now, if that helps.  But, of 2 

course, first we have to get through the species selection.  3 

 4 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My feeling on this was that I don’t care 5 

whether -- This might not be the legal view, now that Bill is 6 

gone, but I don’t care what the guidance was trying to do, 7 

because the guidance in that point was so seriously flawed that 8 

it would fail in court. 9 

 10 

What we were really doing was covering the bases for capping 11 

catches at some point and that at point we could monitor 12 

behavior relative to those levels and if we found that behavior 13 

was such that we think the level was set too low, we would have 14 

a basis for raising it or lowering it. 15 

 16 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, the logic behind the average patch anywhere 17 

that it’s been applied is that you have a sustainable period and 18 

sustainable does not mean anything related to MSY.  You could 19 

have five animals left on the planet and there is a sustainable 20 

catch of those five remaining endangered animals that is 21 

sustainable, because you just take one every two or three years 22 

and it’s fine. 23 

 24 

If you have an ACL that is grounded in that sustainable period, 25 

you may be down at extremely, extremely low levels of a 26 

sustainable patch --  27 

 28 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or very high.  We don’t know. 29 

 30 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Or very high, exactly.  If you have an increase 31 

in mean length that is reflective of that population, you may 32 

have a movement of the population size towards the MSY, but you 33 

are still at extremely low biomass levels. 34 

 35 

What you can show through the lengths is that overfishing is not 36 

occurring and that the population is recovering due to the 37 

reduction in effort, but you can’t prove that you are at that 38 

biomass-based metric, Richard, and you know my opinion on this. 39 

 40 

I think that it would be fantastic if we could use more of the 41 

effort-based and use these length methods to modify an annual 42 

catch or an ACL in there, but I think that my interpretation or 43 

my understanding of the current interpretation of those 44 

guidelines is that we are not currently supposed to be doing 45 

that.   46 

 47 

We need to be grounding it in one MSY theory or another, but as 48 
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you heard at the National SSC Meeting, there is some discussion 1 

and talk about having some potential alternative measures put in 2 

place and I have high hopes, yet some pessimism, as to the speed 3 

that those will be allowed -- That tool may be allowed for us to 4 

use. 5 

 6 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and there will likely be a quick 7 

adoption and then there’s going to be a lot of thought about now 8 

that we have the freedom, what are we going to do and what’s 9 

going to be able to anchor something like that.  Any other 10 

comments on red hind?  All right.  Since you mentioned Hawaii, 11 

Todd, I think you actually gave half the overview. 12 

 13 

OVERVIEW OF NATIONAL SSC MEETING 14 

 15 

TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes and I’m happy to do it.  Richard asked me 16 

this morning if I could give the overview on Hawaii and I gave 17 

him a three-second blank look and said I don’t have any notes 18 

with me and what are you talking about and so I pulled the 19 

agenda up and I fired some of those synapses up from three weeks 20 

ago now and I did just give really the nugget, the most 21 

important message, that I think came out of the meeting for me 22 

and what I feel is in the Caribbean region’s interests. 23 

 24 

I mean there’s really -- In the first couple of days, it was two 25 

main themes and one is still the data-limited stocks and what 26 

they were calling model-resistant stocks, which people strongly 27 

opposed.  I think that was a tongue-in-cheek term coined by 28 

stock assessment scientists that couldn’t come to any resolution 29 

on anything and so, as we all do, let’s blame it on the model 30 

and so they are model-resistant. 31 

 32 

There was some discussions from -- One of the ones that I know 33 

about is the work that’s going on down in Australia is Malcolm 34 

Haddon and there is a few other folks down there that are really 35 

doing a whole bunch of management strategy evaluations on 36 

alternative metrics for data-poor stocks, looking at things like 37 

changes in length and just changes in catch rates and trying to 38 

use some of these indicators to modify catch limits. 39 

 40 

It was really interesting hearing the, as they called it, the 41 

down under perspective and then Jim Thorson and a couple of 42 

others did a bunch of talks just in implementing National 43 

Standard 2 in the face of uncertainty and what do we do in these 44 

cases where it’s really highly uncertain. 45 

 46 

There was one other aspect of what I just mentioned with looking 47 

at alternatives.  There was a camaraderie and empathy and crying 48 
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on similar shoulders from the Hawaii region and our region.  We 1 

really recognized that there was strong similarities between the 2 

data-limited to data non-existent in some situations and I 3 

believe that Richard and Graciela and Jim and Vance and I put 4 

together what I believe was the strongest statement we have made 5 

on the record regarding the need for a closer look at 6 

alternative metrics. 7 

 8 

I believe our recommendation even suggested that one or two 9 

people be put as a dedicated team to put together a white paper, 10 

a short white paper, that evaluates or at least proposes some 11 

potential other metrics that are sent up to Headquarters. 12 

 13 

They can then take a look at it, so we don’t waste our time 14 

spending six months putting together a very long white paper and 15 

making sure that they are receptive to at least exploring some 16 

of these other alternatives. 17 

 18 

At least the most interesting one to me was that a few folks in 19 

the upper hierarchy of NMFS that were at this meeting conversed 20 

about these alternatives, where at other times earlier on in 21 

this process there was a real reticence to discuss anything that 22 

was discussing non-MSY-based metrics. 23 

 24 

The strong concern was raised, and rightfully so, by some of 25 

these other alternative approaches that you may not know stock 26 

status with them and it doesn’t get you towards stock status, 27 

but we strongly made the point that we’re not pitting any of 28 

these alternatives in place of an MSY theory or an MSY-based 29 

desire, but the reality of the situation is that in Hawaii and 30 

the Caribbean region if we got perfect data on every single fish 31 

coming in today that it may take us ten years to be able to put 32 

together a time series that’s strong enough to get valid 33 

estimates that are grounded in MSY theory and we do not feel 34 

that just waiting and waiting for better data was the answer and 35 

that we needed an interim plan. 36 

 37 

That was the basic area that was directly related to us that we 38 

got most heavily involved in and the next area, which Richard 39 

has a strong passion for, is the question of habitat. 40 

 41 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Can I ask you a question?  Exactly what kind 42 

of metrics are you advocating for? 43 

 44 

TODD GEDAMKE:  One of the things that is being explored by 45 

Haddon in Australia and also a couple of teams on the west coast 46 

are looking simply at basically the process Richard just talked 47 

about, a change in mean order. 48 
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 1 

Can you use an increasing mean length trend to change an annual 2 

catch limit?  It’s not robust against things like recruitment 3 

failure.  If you have recruitment failure, your mean length may 4 

go up, giving you the exact wrong signal. 5 

 6 

However, if you pair that with catch per unit effort, that catch 7 

per unit effort may pick up that reduction in recruitment and so 8 

you can put a number of indicators in there that may be poor by 9 

themselves, but by looking at the previous years’ landings, 10 

which is just like an average catch sort of metric, and you look 11 

at length structure and you look at catch per unit effort and 12 

you may even look at -- We’re using initial catch rate declines 13 

in one system. 14 

 15 

It’s just basically a suite of estimators rather than a single 16 

one.  The problem that I see with this type of thing is that you 17 

would have to evaluate many, if not all, of your stocks almost 18 

annually, but the beauty of this is that you can do these in an 19 

automated process, where if you have the TIP data, I can punch a 20 

button and calculate a mean length for every single species in a 21 

matter of minutes. 22 

 23 

I can calculate -- I mean the CPUE standardization gets a lot 24 

more complicated, but you could come up with some metrics that 25 

were able to be automated and come up at the end of the season 26 

with a whole suite where you could take a look at it.  There was 27 

many others that were brought up and these were just ones that I 28 

am working with in a couple of different realms. 29 

 30 

The next one was just habitat issues and putting in maybe some 31 

ocean observing data and how to basically come up with more of 32 

an ecosystem approach to the assessments and there was some very 33 

interesting presentations. 34 

 35 

I think one of the most interesting I found was looking at a 36 

squid trawl survey in New England and John Mandelman did a 37 

presentation on using the Integrated Ocean Observing System and 38 

looking at frontal boundaries and he made the claim that the 39 

survey, although it was designed twenty-five years ago based on 40 

bathymetry, now they have the frontal boundaries and the survey 41 

is actually missing the target that they’re looking for. 42 

 43 

They could redesign and post-stratify given this ocean observing 44 

and so that was really neat and as much as we think we’ve got 45 

nothing in terms of data down here, one of the realizations is 46 

that we do have a whole lot of habitat information that a lot of 47 

other regions really don’t have.  We have a need for more, 48 
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because we’re such a patchy resource, but we do have some of the 1 

habitat information. 2 

 3 

I think climate variability and I live in Florida and so I can’t 4 

say climate change, but that was -- I couldn’t miss the 5 

opportunity to poke fun.  There was some discussions on climate 6 

change and how to address those and the impact on fisheries and 7 

Anne Hollowed did an interesting talk on that up in the Alaskan 8 

fisheries.   9 

 10 

That’s really -- I mean that’s basically the first couple of 11 

days and kind of the overview of things that I took home and, 12 

Graciela or Vance, did I miss anything? 13 

 14 

VANCE VICENTE:  Two things that really struck me was the good 15 

data that they have, especially in the North Atlantic region.  I 16 

mean if you look at the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, they 17 

do what they call a spring trawl survey since 1968 and so 18 

they’ve been able to track changes in the stock populations.  19 

They were able to detect trends, changes, in the distribution, 20 

which is the first order of reaction for climatic change, is 21 

changes in the distribution pattern. 22 

 23 

They were able to show how much of the stocks during warm 24 

periods either move over or they go and they look at different 25 

latitudes and which were more affected and which reacted and I 26 

thought that that was interesting and I think our point was that 27 

we are much more restricted and herbivore stocks are truly 28 

benthic and take, for example, lobster and conch and they can’t 29 

go anywhere if you have a change in climate and so we have less 30 

space to adapt, because of the nature of our fisheries and our 31 

habitat.  Our corals cannot migrate up within an ecological 32 

scale and move up north to keep up with the temperature. 33 

 34 

Then Richard brought up that already we may be impacted by 35 

climate change, especially in the coral bleaching, which can be 36 

associated with climate change.  I think he mentioned that the 37 

habitat is critical in the changing of management strategies to 38 

adapt to climate change.  Like grass and grass can’t go 39 

anywhere.  If you have a climate change and they are benthic and 40 

90 percent of the Atlantic grass was reduced to practically zero 41 

and that was reflected in the fisheries, for example, the 42 

fishers of the scallop fishery could totally collapse and other 43 

benthic-associated stocks.  It was a learning experience. 44 

 45 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It was sort of like going to one of these 46 

high-tech trade shows where you see all these really neat 47 

gadgets that we’re not going to be able to afford or you don’t 48 
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have the tech support to build it into your industry and things. 1 

 2 

JOE KIMMEL:  You were talking about things and the dispersal of 3 

adults in response to warmer temperatures and what will happen 4 

is the dispersal will come with the larvae in the juveniles and 5 

so like, for example, you see in North Carolina and New Jersey 6 

in the summertime -- You will see all these juveniles that will 7 

be dead in the winter, but they will be able to persist if the 8 

conditions change. 9 

 10 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is going to be left here is my 11 

question. 12 

 13 

VANCE VICENTE:  Yes, but there is a different reaction in the 14 

stocks and in the habitats in the Caribbean versus as you change 15 

the biogeographic and it’s different.   16 

 17 

(The remainder of the comment is not audible on the recording.) 18 

 19 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean the short temperature change or a 20 

narrow temperature change when you’re at or near your thermal 21 

maximum however could affect how drastic the consequences.   22 

 23 

JOE KIMMEL:  Was there any discussion about ocean acidification? 24 

 25 

VANCE VICENTE:  No, I don’t remember and do you remember? 26 

 27 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it was mentioned, but -- 28 

 29 

VANCE VICENTE:  It was not discussed. 30 

 31 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I will look at the agenda and it was mentioned in 32 

a couple of places, but I don’t remember any presentations or 33 

anything on it. 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you, both Todd and Vance. 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  I have an information item I could pass on.  I 38 

just got a grant to study size at maturity and sex ratio of 39 

thirteen species of reef fishes in the U.S. Virgin Islands. 40 

 41 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is this SK? 42 

 43 

JOHN HOENIG:  This was NMFS money.  I am looking forward to 44 

trying to come up with some hard numbers. 45 

 46 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What is the species group? 47 

 48 
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JOHN HOENIG:  It’s called reef fishes.  It’s the thirteen most 1 

common ones in the landings and so parrotfishes and snappers, 2 

for the most part, and triggerfish. 3 

 4 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That doesn’t include collection of 5 

otoliths, right?  6 

 7 

JOHN HOENIG:  David Kerstetter from Miami is putting together a 8 

proposal to do that and if he gets funded, then he is going to 9 

collect more gonads for us and we will collect otoliths for him. 10 

 11 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  How does this mesh within the SEAMAP 12 

collections for this, because we’ve been doing that and 13 

supposedly sending them to Puerto Rico for analysis, which has 14 

not happened. 15 

 16 

JOHN HOENIG:  The otoliths or the gonads or both? 17 

 18 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Both. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  We did a literature search and did not find much 21 

published on the size at maturity and what fraction of the 22 

landings is sexually mature and so we put in a proposal and it 23 

was accepted.  If we are duplicating efforts, I guess we’re 24 

duplicating efforts. 25 

 26 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am suggesting maybe you might want to 27 

contact them for collaboration so that the samples actually get 28 

looked at. 29 

 30 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You talked to Roy Pemberton. 31 

 32 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes. 33 

 34 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  So he should have told you about the 35 

SEAMAP effort, unless -- 36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  He did tell us that they were doing some species. 38 

 39 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It wasn’t the extent that you are talking. 40 

 41 

JOHN HOENIG:  He said certain species they were doing and we did 42 

not include them in our proposal. 43 

 44 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just out of curiosity, what was there -- 45 

There was a program that you submitted a proposal to? 46 

 47 

JOHN HOENIG:  There is internal funds and so I didn’t submit the 48 
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proposal.  The Southeast Fisheries Science Center did and they 1 

will contract me to do the work. 2 

 3 

TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that these funds and this avenue is 4 

basically a direct response to the recommendations from many of 5 

the SEDARs and I think also your question regarding some of the 6 

other work that’s going on, I think the second part of that 7 

question, which tailed off into I don’t know where it’s at right 8 

now, I think that’s also the reason this was funded, because I 9 

am not sure that the results of that have been made available.  10 

I have not heard of any of it. 11 

 12 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  Last year when I came to this meeting or the 13 

last meeting that I came to, Billy and I went over to the 14 

Fisheries Lab and it just so happened there was two young ladies 15 

there that were looking at -- They had both otoliths and gonads, 16 

but I can’t remember which species they were looking at, but 17 

they were in the process of samples. 18 

 19 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They have a histology lab going and 20 

they do histology for size at maturity, but they don’t do 21 

fecundity.  They might look at otoliths for species, but 22 

although they have the facilities, they are not doing the aging. 23 

 24 

JOHN HOENIG:  That is where? 25 

 26 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Fisheries Research Lab in Cabo 27 

Rojo for DNER. 28 

 29 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and so they were all trained to do 30 

otolith work and they were set up to do otolith work, but that 31 

somehow got -- 32 

 33 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Who trained them, the department? 34 

 35 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, they went to --  36 

 37 

JOHN HOENIG:  Marcos Hanke was talking to me about that and 38 

saying that they basically had stalled out and that they had 39 

trained, but they’re not doing it and they needed somebody 40 

familiar to do it and I said I could probably send down a VIMS 41 

student for a month and the VIMS student could work on one 42 

species and -- They seemed keen about that and I don’t know if 43 

that will happen or not.  If people want it, we can make that 44 

happen. 45 

 46 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Anyhow, they also have a project going 47 

and that’s supposed to also collect gonads from the SEAMAP and 48 



297 

 

 

so they do fishery dependent and fishery independent. 1 

 2 

CHURCHILL GRIMES:  They were having funding problems, drastic 3 

funding problems, from the local government and some staff had 4 

gone from the lab and I guess that was part of the slowdown.  5 

They just lost their momentum. 6 

 7 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I mean there were a number of 8 

proposals that went through to SK and MARFIN and other funding 9 

sources to do age and growth and size at maturity, et cetera, 10 

but I haven’t heard back from any of them. 11 

 12 

JOHN HOENIG:  If they are interested in help, as I said, VIMS 13 

does lots of aging work and so it’s not hard to imagine that 14 

somebody would be willing to come down to Puerto Rico for a 15 

month. 16 

 17 

JOE KIMMEL:  That would be a great thing to do, because I think 18 

what they need is they need a driving force to help them out. 19 

 20 

JOHN HOENIG:  Yes and if it’s somebody who is working there and 21 

doing it every day and that would help with that and I think 22 

that’s the way to get it going. 23 

 24 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am willing to take a motion that we 25 

adjourn.  Any opposition?  We do need to work on the five-year 26 

research plan, but fifteen minutes isn’t going to help that.  27 

You may have heard or not, and, Graciela, correct me if I’m 28 

wrong, the council got no funds to initiate research programs 29 

for the current year, but hopefully in the new year that will 30 

change and so we do need to move forward on this and give some 31 

guidance, which is why it hasn’t been pushed before that. 32 

 33 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The idea is also so that we have it 34 

available. 35 

 36 

RICHARD APPELDOORN:  There is a pressing need to get this moving 37 

forward.   38 

 39 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay and so I will say good-bye to 40 

everyone.  For you guys listening to us, we are going to go 41 

home.  Good-bye. 42 

 43 

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on March 26, 2015.) 44 

 45 

- - - 46 

 47 


