
1 
 

CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 1 
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 2 

Verdanza Hotel 3 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico 4 

 5 
OCTOBER 30-NOVEMBER 1, 2012 6 

 7 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 8 
Fishery Management Council convened at the Verdanza Hotel, Isla 9 
Verde, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, October 30, 2012, and was 10 
called to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Barbara Kojis. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have just a couple of reminders.  My name is 13 
Barbara Kojis and everybody try to say your name first.  You can 14 
say it briefly, either your last name or your first name or what 15 
have you, when you do this so that when they transcribe these 16 
minutes they know who is speaking.  I will try to also say your 17 
name before you speak, call out your name so it will be clear. 18 
 19 
If everybody could also turn their cell phones off, that would 20 
be a wonderful idea as well or put them on non-ring.  Then, if I 21 
could, go around the table and everybody who is here state your 22 
name.  That will include you guys, if you can just come up to a 23 
microphone. 24 
 25 
The other thing to remind you is make sure your microphone is 26 
one when you’re speaking and turn it off after you are done 27 
speaking.  We will start with Walter and go around the table. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 30 
 31 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Vance Vincente. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia. 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  Jim Berkson. 36 
 37 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Meaghan Bryan. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Miguel del Pozo. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold. 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner. 48 
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 1 
KELVIN SERRANO:  Kelvin Serrano, DNER. 2 
 3 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Grisel Rodriguez, DNER. 4 
 5 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Iris isn’t here right now, but she will be 8 
coming in and out.  Thank you, everybody, and what I would like 9 
to do next is the agenda, Adoption of the Agenda.   10 
 11 
I did add something to the agenda that Vance suggested, which is 12 
under Ancillary Data, Point Number 7, which was utilization of 13 
fisheries-independent monitoring studies conducted and sponsored 14 
by private entities and/or by local governments utilizing this 15 
information and determining fisheries status, et cetera.  That 16 
was added.  Is there any other items or comments about the 17 
agenda? 18 
 19 
The other aspect of this is to change the order of the agenda 20 
and discuss the recreational data first, which is Point Number 21 
6.  Grisel Rodriguez and Kelvin are here right now and they need 22 
to get back to work and so if it’s okay with everybody, if we 23 
could have their talk come towards the front.  Is there a 24 
consensus on the adoption of the agenda?  Nobody objects?  Then 25 
the agenda is adopted. 26 
 27 
To go forward with this, let me go back to the ACL questions, so 28 
that they’re upfront, just so everybody realizes where these 29 
overages have occurred, from the data that’s been submitted by 30 
fishers. 31 
 32 
The Snapper Unit 1 and Snapper Unit 2 have exceeded the ACL and 33 
this is based on average commercial landings and these are 34 
commercial ACL exceedance from 2010 to 2011.   35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara, I just wanted to point out, and Meaghan 37 
may want to comment on this, but the percentages and actual 38 
numbers that were exceeded may not be right, because they were 39 
preliminary data and they’ve been working the data up since 40 
then.  We will get more up-to-date data, right, Meaghan? 41 
 42 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  If you want more up-to-date numbers for these 43 
ACLs, I would have to ask someone to process that.  I don’t know 44 
if anyone is going to be sending me more up-to-date numbers than 45 
what’s being shown right there. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Meagan, these are the numbers as of a 48 
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certain date, right? 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The first time I saw these numbers were when you 3 
sent this agenda and these questions and so we were -- I do have 4 
a file that goes over the actual pounds, but I’m not sure if it 5 
says percentage overage or anything like that in terms of that 6 
document that I have in my hands right now.  If that’s something 7 
that people want to see, I would have to ask for that. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We can discuss this further later probably.  10 
Then I just wanted to point out that there were also overages by 11 
jacks, spiny lobster, triggerfish, and filefish.  These are all 12 
for Puerto Rico. 13 
 14 
Then for recreational landings, the wrasses were exceeded by 489 15 
pounds.  In St. Croix, there’s an overage of conch and in St. 16 
Thomas/St. John, there were overages for grouper and so those 17 
were the general -- 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  The other thing that we have to keep in mind is 20 
that at the time these data were prepared, we only had 2010 U.S. 21 
Virgin Islands data and now we have, I believe, 2011 data as 22 
well.  That has two implications. 23 
 24 
The first is for the 2010 species, grouper and conch and snapper 25 
and parrotfish, we would average 2010 and 2011 data, which could 26 
result in different data.  The second is, and it’s now shown 27 
here, but now, when we have the 2011 data, we can actually 28 
address the ACLs and potential overages for the 2011 species. 29 
 30 
The 2011 species start with the year 2011 and so until we had 31 
2011 data, we couldn’t address those potential overages.  Now, 32 
my understanding is we have those data and so we’ll have to deal 33 
with those as well.  The bottom line is two things.   34 
 35 
One is you don’t want to put too much stock in these numbers 36 
that are being shown on the screen, because they may have 37 
changed, and two is there may be more species we have to address 38 
now that we’ve got those 2011 data.  I just wanted to make sure 39 
everybody was aware of that. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  While we’re going over the recreational data, do 42 
we need to ask Meaghan to get more up-to-date data?  Can you 43 
ask?  Because it sounds like if this is only data you have, 44 
there should actually be more data available,  obviously for the 45 
Virgin Islands 2011 and 2010 data and then maybe since the time 46 
of this there would have been more data provided by Puerto Rico 47 
as well. 48 
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 1 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Just looking at the landings data, I have 2011 2 
in Puerto Rico and 2011 in the USVI. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  So you do have it? 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have that, yes. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Very good. 9 
 10 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I just don’t have the percentage overage or 11 
anything of that type of data. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  To tell you a little bit where this -- Not the 14 
overages come from, but where the questions came from, this was 15 
Richard Appeldoorn, Graciela, and myself sitting down and asking 16 
a whole bunch of -- It was formulating a whole bunch of 17 
questions that needed to be asked that are not necessarily just 18 
comprehensive, but we thought would be going in the right 19 
direction to try to get at why we have overages of these ACLs 20 
and whether these overages indicate that fishermen are either 21 
fishing more or catching more fish or what have you than 22 
previous. 23 
 24 
This is where the original questions come from and we’re 25 
certainly not constrained by the questions that were up there, 26 
but they were meant to be questions for the Southeast Fisheries 27 
Science Center to at least start coming up with answers for.  28 
Any questions about this at this stage? 29 
 30 
We can probably go into this in more depth when Meaghan does her 31 
presentation, but I just wanted to remind everybody what we’re 32 
here for and which species we have issues with.  Very good and, 33 
Grisel and Kelvin, would you like to do your presentation about 34 
the recreational data? 35 
 36 

PRESENTATION ON RECREATIONAL PUERTO RICO DATA 37 
 38 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  My name is Grisel Rodriguez and myself and 39 
Kevin Serrano run the Fisheries Recreational Program for DNER.  40 
We do the MRIP surveys and we also do the fishing tournaments 41 
that we cover. 42 
 43 
We got several questions regarding recreational fisheries and we 44 
discussed it with our Director, Dr. Craig Lileystrom, and first, 45 
we want to point out that the way the survey was developed and 46 
is done is mainly for tendencies and so it’s hard for us to 47 
answer those questions. 48 
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 1 
If you have seen the MRIP data and the MRFSS data, you can see 2 
that the percent of errors are pretty high and that’s something 3 
-- That’s why it’s been changed and it’s trying to be developed 4 
on the MRIP now and they have changed several things. 5 
 6 
These types of questions cannot be answered with the type of 7 
data that we get.  Also, DNER pretty much is a contractor of 8 
NOAA, which what I mean by that is we are not able to get all 9 
the data and we discussed that in the meeting that we had the 10 
14th of September, so we can have access to the data. 11 
 12 
The data that we get is the same data that anyone will get on 13 
the NOAA website, where you can do a query regarding the data.  14 
That’s the same data DNER gets and so we are not able to do more 15 
than to summarize what the fishery is. 16 
 17 
One thing that we discussed in the meeting that we had on August 18 
13 and 14 in San Juan was for DNER to develop its own database 19 
and so to be able to get that information that we are getting 20 
from the interviews. 21 
 22 
DNER is in the process of contracting a company so we will have 23 
the data in Puerto Rico and we’ll be able to see the data.  We 24 
are not able -- We ask thirty questions to the fishermen and we 25 
only get the analysis and answers of just the catch per unit 26 
effort and the effort of the whole island and so we don’t know 27 
anything about size or anything. 28 
 29 
We do get what they call the fish dump, where it’s where we get 30 
all the fish that our interviewers measure and we are -- We 31 
could be asking if they are too small or too big for the size 32 
range that NOAA has, but other than that, we don’t get any other 33 
information. 34 
 35 
Kelvin is here and he can answer the questions about hogfish and 36 
wrasses, but pretty much we wanted to state that our project, 37 
the way it is developed, we cannot see about quotas and answer 38 
questions regarding this. 39 
 40 
KELVIN SERRANO:  About the hogfish, this is a fish that the 41 
fishermen in Puerto Rico take by spear gun, spearfishing.  It is 42 
not a fish that anglers take by rod and hook and line.   43 
 44 
It is very difficult for us to take that information, because 45 
these anglers go to different sites that we don’t have in our 46 
site register and we try to take this information now with a new 47 
questionnaire in 2013 and we don’t have much information for 48 
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hogfish and wrasses. 1 
 2 
The wrasses is an aquarium fishery and it’s not a fish to 3 
consume for us.  The Spanish hogfish and that’s it and we don’t 4 
have many information about the wrasses.  I don’t know what you 5 
need from us. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have a question.  Do you collect information 8 
on the aquarium trade as well as recreational fishers? 9 
 10 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  We don’t.  The aquarium trade, they do hand 11 
out statistics to Daniel as commercial fishers, but those are 12 
the ones that will be like a trade, like they will sell those 13 
fish.  Recreationally, the people that will get fish for the 14 
aquarium trade, as far as I know, that information is not 15 
available.  Nobody has looked at that information or nobody has 16 
been looking into that type of fishery in Puerto Rico. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Also, when you report wrasses, what wrasse 19 
species are being -- We’ve got wrasses exceeded by 9.7 percent 20 
and the wrasse unit includes hogfish, Spanish hogfish, and 21 
anything else that’s in there?  Puddingwife, is that?  It’s 22 
puddingwife?  Okay.  There’s those three.  When the wrasses were 23 
exceeded by 9.7, are you just reporting in the recreational 24 
fishery on those three species of wrasse? 25 
 26 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes, pretty much those are the species that 27 
we see in the field. 28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  But when you see them in the field, 30 
they’ve been collected by spear. 31 
 32 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes, hogfish are, most of the time, and we 33 
have seen wrasses.  We don’t see as many as other species.  They 34 
are not that common in our survey.  Also, we want to point out 35 
that we have seen an increase of spearfishing and that is a type 36 
of activity that has been increasing in Puerto Rico. 37 
 38 
Those areas and the ports that they go to are not part of our 39 
survey and now we are including them, because we found out that 40 
spearfishing and kayak fishing are increasing in Puerto Rico, 41 
but they are -- The ports or the areas, the sites that they 42 
land, are different from the site register that NOAA developed 43 
when the MRIP was done. 44 
 45 
Since last year, we have started to look over these type of 46 
fisheries.  This type of fisherman is hard to find, but we are 47 
doing our best to find out and we are developing small projects 48 
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to target those fisheries so they could be included on the MRIP. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I have a question.  It is stated here that 3 
wrasses were exceeded by almost 10 percent and it was also 4 
stated that the data collection for them is very difficult and 5 
scarce, probably.   6 
 7 
How is it then that we can say that it was exceeded?  I am 8 
seeing as well that it seems to be a very small quota, right, 9 
because 10 percent is 489 pounds and so I guess it’s a very 10 
small quota. 11 
 12 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  I don’t know if you are familiar with MRIP 13 
and the way it’s done.  As I say, the priority is about 14 
tendencies and so this is an estimate.  They do several 15 
statistics and numbers where they come up with the pounds at the 16 
end and so it is -- The way it’s done, the project, cannot 17 
answer that question. 18 
 19 
I am hesitant about that number, because, as I said, what we do 20 
is tendencies.  This project is not the same as the commercial 21 
statistics program, where they count their fish, pretty much. 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not really critical how the data are 24 
collected or if sites are missed, et cetera, et cetera.  What’s 25 
really essential is are they collecting the data in the same way 26 
now that they were collecting it back then when we established 27 
these ACLs. 28 
 29 
Say the ACL is 5,000 pounds, which it is, for wrasses, but 30 
15,000 pounds are actually being caught and so we’re getting 33 31 
percent of it.  Okay, that’s fine as long as we’re still getting 32 
33 percent of it. 33 
 34 
My concern here is, and what we have to be careful about, is now 35 
Grisel is sampling more sites, which means they’re going to get 36 
more wrasses.  The more sites they sample, the more wrasses 37 
they’re going to get from these spear guys and the higher the 38 
landings are going to go, but that’s not going to be reflected 39 
in the ACL. 40 
 41 
This is exactly what we’re here to talk about in this meeting.  42 
That’s increased data collection and that’s what we need to 43 
understand, so that we can say are they harvesting more fish or 44 
are they just measuring or intercepting more of the fish that 45 
are being harvested, but nothing has really changed. 46 
 47 
I am not saying that nothing has changed.  The rate of harvest 48 
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may be going up and that’s a concern, but this is what we need 1 
to distinguish between.  Are they killing more fish or are we 2 
just counting more of the same fish that were being killed?  3 
This is a perfect example of it right here and so that’s what 4 
you need to deal with in this ACL review that we’re doing. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe, Grisel, you could explain, given Bill’s 7 
comments here, whether you feel that you are now sampling fish 8 
that you weren’t sampling and what was the period of time that 9 
we based the ACL on?  The ACL is based on 2000 to 2009 was it?  10 
This is recreational fishing. 11 
 12 
While they’re looking for it, what we’re really trying to find 13 
out is are more fish being caught, and that’s why we’re 14 
exceeding the ACL, than were caught from 2000 to whatever period 15 
of time we finally decided to base the ACL on or is this just 16 
because you’ve suddenly realized that there’s a whole bunch of 17 
people that we didn’t sample before and these people have been 18 
fishing this for a long time anyway? 19 
 20 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  I can’t answer a question about tendencies.  21 
I took over the project in 2009 and so I’m going to base my 22 
answer on my experience.  Since I took over the project, one 23 
thing that we started doing was being a little bit of a 24 
detective and trying to find out about everything that is 25 
happening in recreational fisheries. 26 
 27 
I can tell you that yes, spearfishing, kayak fishing, 28 
recreational fishing by itself, has increased.  There is more 29 
people interested in it.   30 
 31 
Is that why we have seen an increase in the ACL?  I don’t know, 32 
but I can tell you that yes, we have seen -- We want to cover as 33 
much as we can and that’s why we want to change a little bit the 34 
project, but as we have seen, we don’t see that many wrasses 35 
compared with other species that are caught the most, especially 36 
dolphinfish.  That’s the species that we see the most.  Pretty 37 
much, yes, we think that there is an increase of fishermen and 38 
an increase on fishing pressure.   39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s since 2009? 41 
 42 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Were you able to find out what the basis was? 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2000 to 2009. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Does anybody have any other questions of Grisel 1 
and Kelvin regarding the wrasses, the overage of the wrasses?  2 
Do you happen to have some indication of the variability in this 3 
data?  My understanding is that because of the fact that this is 4 
expanded data and there are relatively, probably, few intercepts 5 
for wrasses and then based on how many people are actually in 6 
the telephone surveys that are done for MRIP and how many people 7 
say they’re fishing. 8 
 9 
I don’t even know how it works and maybe you can just explain 10 
how the telephone surveys and the intercept surveys come 11 
together to come up with this figure of how many wrasses are 12 
being caught or the figure here that we have an overage. 13 
 14 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Sure.  Briefly, I can explain pretty much 15 
what we do.  The project pretty much has two components.  One 16 
component is the intercept survey, where we have right now eight 17 
interviewers that go around the island randomly and check sites 18 
that are either shore, charter, or PR, which is private boat. 19 
 20 
We have about almost 200 assignment per month and interviewers 21 
will go and they will, if they have an intercept, which is a 22 
person that was fishing, they will interview the fisherman.  23 
That’s one part of the project. 24 
 25 
Our staff will measure and weigh all of the fish caught and they 26 
will also get data on fish that were released or lost and we ask 27 
them questions that go to like fishing area and stuff and where 28 
they are from and how many hours they were fishing and how many 29 
times a year they fish and stuff like that.  That’s one part of 30 
the project. 31 
 32 
The other part, which is done by Macro, they do a telephone 33 
survey, where they will call the potential fishermen around 34 
Puerto Rico and they will ask them about their fishing 35 
activities. 36 
 37 
The problem with Puerto Rico is that there is no way to know who 38 
are the potential recreational fishermen and so they call pretty 39 
much anyone everywhere.  Hopefully by the time, if we someday 40 
get the fishing license, then we will be able to identify the 41 
real recreational fishermen and the numbers will change, 42 
definitely.  We will see that the percentage of error will 43 
change. 44 
 45 
With that information, what they do is they use the information 46 
we get on the intercept with the information they get on the 47 
telephone interviews and they do several expansions until they 48 
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get numbers that they estimate is about -- They estimate about a 1 
million fishermen and that’s the estimate they use and with 2 
that, they expand and they do the estimate of the fish that 3 
could be or were caught in that period, which the periods are of 4 
two months. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  With MRIP, the intercept surveys are designed to 7 
give us a bunch of information, but catch per effort and then 8 
the phone surveys are used to give us effort that we multiply by 9 
the catch per effort to get total catch, right? 10 
 11 
If we’re sampling more, in theory we’re keeping track of the 12 
increased catch and the increased effort.  In theory, there 13 
shouldn’t necessarily be a bias from sampling more, although if 14 
you’re talking about a species that’s a rare event, that you 15 
don’t see very often, you would expect to run into it more often 16 
with additional sampling. 17 
 18 
Wrasses, they are -- I am assuming a lot of the time the people 19 
doing the intercepts see none and most of the time they see none 20 
and so you’ve got this distribution that’s almost all zeros that 21 
trails off and so I would think that’s the kind of species that 22 
could definitely see larger numbers because of the increased 23 
sampling, if that makes sense. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Maybe, depending on how rare it is and -- 26 
Because of the rarity, if you happen to catch it randomly, say 27 
twice, you have actually doubled your catch when you might have 28 
gone a long time before catching it in a proportion.  29 
 30 
The rarity thing can actually work both ways and so if you’re 31 
not getting enough of them, you don’t know whether you’ve hit a 32 
couple that are out of proportion high or out of proportion low.  33 
There’s no way. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You had asked about the variability 36 
around the numbers, et cetera.  If you go to the MRFSS website 37 
and you do a query for 2010 through 2012, the PSE for the about 38 
3,000 pounds that are landed, it’s between 38.7 and 57.5.  39 
That’s huge.  By the way, they are just listed as wrasses, other 40 
wrasses, and so it’s the three of them or anything else that 41 
gets caught and that’s for all modes. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Graciela, could you give me that range 44 
again? 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  38.7 to 57.5.  That’s for 2010 through 47 
2012. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s the standard error of the mean? 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The PSE. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Proportional standard error.  Then the other 6 
thing about this is this is -- We’re actually looking, in the 7 
long term, at the calendar year, right?  This means that wrasses 8 
have been -- The ACL for wrasses have been exceeded by the 9 
beginning of October and there’s still four more months of catch 10 
and is that correct? 11 
 12 
We are talking about overages right now, but what is the -- The 13 
overages are based on an ACL that runs from January to December 14 
and so they’re looking at data that’s come in -- This is the 15 
data though from 2010 and 2011 and it’s not from 2012. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Those are final.  2010 and 2011 are 18 
final as far as the MRFSS website is concerned.  For 2012, it’s 19 
the first estimate and Kelvin just showed me the snapshot that 20 
they put together for Waves 3 and 4, and that’s between May and 21 
August of this year, and the PSE is 100 percent. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You would expect that, because it’s partial 24 
data and that’s going to go down.  Every fish they get, that 25 
will go down and that would be the real advantage of getting to 26 
more places and finding more fish, as Jim said.  It really is 27 
affecting -- It’s not affecting the total catch estimate, 28 
because that’s being largely driven by the multiplier. 29 
 30 
What you’re doing, however, is getting a much better estimate of 31 
catch per effort that you’re multiplying by that effort.  32 
Something that’s rare and you only have part of the data, you’re 33 
just making things worse by using that, because your standard 34 
error is going to be so huge.  Not that it’s going to drop down 35 
a lot, but 50 percent is better than 100 percent. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the other questions here was why is the 38 
overage based on 2011 data only instead of 2010 and 2011? 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  The wrasses were part of those species that were 41 
not listed as being undergoing overfishing and so they were 42 
included in the 2011 Caribbean ACL Amendment and in the 2011 43 
Caribbean ACL Amendment, our first year for monitoring is 2011.  44 
We don’t use the 2010 landings here. 45 
 46 
For the 2010 Caribbean ACL Amendment, which includes those 47 
species that were designated as undergoing overfishing, snapper, 48 
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grouper, parrotfish, and queen conch, we start with the 2010 1 
landings year.  That’s something that’s really important to keep 2 
in mind and that’s what I said earlier.  We only use 2011 data 3 
for the 2011 species.  That’s why we had to get that 2011 data 4 
for the USVI or we couldn’t address those species at all. 5 
 6 
Once we get the 2012 data, then we can start averaging and 7 
ultimately, we will have three years of data and that will start 8 
our rolling average of three years of landings. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Was this overage in catch geographically 11 
identifiable?  Is it something that you could say the rest of 12 
the island was more or less normal, but this particular area of 13 
the island was where the overage actually came up?  Was there 14 
anything peculiar about that in terms of geographic distribution 15 
of the catch? 16 
 17 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  I would love to be able to answer that 18 
question.  The problem is that the way data is analyzed by NOAA 19 
and by the Gulf Fisheries, that’s where we get the information, 20 
they see the island as a whole.   21 
 22 
We are not able -- One thing that we pointed out in our meeting 23 
in San Juan is that one thing that I want, and that we want on a 24 
project, is to be able to say, for example, in Fajardo the CPU, 25 
catch per unit effort, for mahi is so and so and being able to 26 
talk about places instead of the whole island. 27 
 28 
The way the project is done and the way it is analyzed, the data 29 
is analyzed, they see Puerto Rico as a whole and so the data 30 
that we get is a percentage for the whole island.  We are not 31 
able to see differences by town or by zones. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I want to say something about the wrasse 34 
fisheries and that is that maybe more than 80 or 85 or almost -- 35 
Who knows if it’s more than that, but 90 percent of that catch 36 
is hogfish.  It’s hogfish.  Hogfish doesn’t go into traps and 37 
you cannot get it with hook and line and you cannot get it with 38 
trolling.  You can only spearfish it. 39 
 40 
They spearfish it when there is the demand for it.  If there is 41 
no demand, nobody spear fishes it, the recreational, because the 42 
commercial fishermen -- What portion of commercial fishermen are 43 
actually spear fishermen?   44 
 45 
There’s a lot of fishermen, spear fishermen, that are commercial 46 
and their practice is commercial, but they are not commercial 47 
fishermen with licenses.  They are people that are just fishing 48 
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for the fish and selling directly to restaurants and that’s, at 1 
least in La Parguera, how it goes. 2 
 3 
If the restaurant tells them we’re having people and go and 4 
bring at least ten or twenty hogfish and I will buy them, the 5 
guys go out and fish the hogfish and get it directly to the 6 
restaurant.  It’s like very much demand-related fisheries and so 7 
that is the way it goes. 8 
 9 
That’s why my question about the geographic distribution, 10 
because it may be that some areas are getting increased tourism 11 
and they are more likely to have a demand for fresh fish and 12 
hogfish is particularly one of the first choices, top choices, 13 
particularly if the silk and queen snapper are not available or 14 
mutton snapper is not available.  Hogfish is pretty much a fish 15 
by demand kind of thing. 16 
 17 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  We wanted to point out that one trend that we 18 
have seen is that spear fishermen, recreational spear fishermen, 19 
use hogfish as a prize fish, because of the sizes.  We have been 20 
scanning the internet on the Facebook pages that they have and 21 
what we have seen is that they celebrate a lot when they get a 22 
big one. 23 
 24 
It seems like, us talking here, that we are starting to see a 25 
trend that these fishes are being seen as prize fishes and that 26 
they want to get the biggest one and they want to celebrate it.  27 
I don’t know if these -- If it is of importance, but it should 28 
be pointed out the reasoning of why recreational fishermen 29 
aren’t getting them. 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I have seen is that all -- Not that 32 
that is untrue.  That hogfish grows to a big size and you 33 
probably have some recreational fishermen there that they are 34 
doing that.  They show off when they get a big one, but in La 35 
Parguera, the pressure is not towards the big ones, because the 36 
big ones may be ciguatoxic.   37 
 38 
Where the money is -- That may be the show off, but where the 39 
money is, it’s in the small fish.  It’s the one to two-pounders, 40 
which can be put on a plate.  Those are the ones that fishermen 41 
actually go for.  If it’s more than four pounds, the restaurant 42 
probably won’t even buy it. 43 
 44 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes, but that’s for the recreational 45 
fisherman that is a commercial fisherman, per se.  It’s just 46 
that it doesn’t hand out statistics to the Department, but our 47 
experiences with the real recreational fishermen, they just are 48 
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fishing for fun and they are not selling it. 1 
 2 
Maybe that’s why the difference on the trend.  Maybe the person 3 
that doesn’t have a fishing license, but does sell the fish, 4 
will be getting those small fish that you are talking about and 5 
selling it to the restaurant, but the main majority of the 6 
recreational fishermen that we interview are people, weekend 7 
warriors, that go for the day to get fish for fun. 8 
 9 
They are targeting the big fish and so I wanted to stress that 10 
out, because we do know that in Puerto Rico there is a lot of 11 
people that are not licensed and they are selling everything.   12 
 13 
We see that a lot on the fishing tournaments, but it needs to be 14 
pointed out that for us there are three types of fishermen in 15 
Puerto Rico: licensed commercial fishermen that hand out 16 
statistics, not licensed and so illegal or poachers that are 17 
selling to the restaurants, and that’s a huge industry, and then 18 
the real recreational fishermen that just get what they need or 19 
they only do catch and release. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to add to that, those categories 22 
of fishers, that the gray area.  It’s bigger and more complex in 23 
terms of it’s diverse.  There are people who just fish, 24 
recreational fishermen, who just will sell their landings to 25 
cover their expenses and actually, in the past, I’ve been in 26 
tournaments where the same marina will buy a thousand pounds of 27 
mahi-mahi, for instance. 28 
 29 
There are the other ones who are really commercial fishermen, 30 
that have traditionally been commercial fishermen for three or 31 
four generations, and due to different factors they are just not 32 
-- They don’t have a license. 33 
 34 
Then there are the other ones that are more on the recreational 35 
side, but they behave a bit more like commercial fishermen and 36 
so basically, I guess what I’m saying is that it’s a very 37 
complex very resilient, maybe, group of people.  It’s very 38 
difficult to classify, I guess. 39 
 40 
Then, as well, I wanted to say that -- I don’t know if Grisel 41 
and Kelvin agree with this, but spear fishing, real recreational 42 
spearfishing, it’s an incipient activity.  It’s definitely 43 
growing, but it’s still marginal to the other activities like 44 
trolling, hook and line fishing, to the other recreational 45 
activities in general. 46 
 47 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  I disagree a little bit with that.  What we 48 



15 
 

have seen is a trend the last two years that spearfishing is 1 
increasing and trolling is decreasing.  We think that this 2 
mainly could be due to gas prices, but we think it’s also the 3 
trend that it’s more fun, I guess, to do spearfishing.  The last 4 
two years, we have seen a trend that is increasing and so we 5 
don’t think it’s that marginal, as we thought in the past. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I agree with that, that in fact it is 8 
increasing, but the numbers of participants is still a very low 9 
percentage, in my opinion, in my experience, when compared to 10 
the other more traditional ways of recreational fishing. 11 
 12 
Indeed, there is a group of people who are even spearfishing 13 
pelagic species and doing all sorts of things, but I agree that 14 
it’s a trend and it’s increasing, just as it is on the 15 
commercial side as well, scuba diving, but I think that the 16 
number of participants is still lower or very low compared to 17 
the other kind of recreational fishers. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re talking about wrasses here.  Do people 20 
catch wrasses trolling commonly?  Okay.  We’re talking about -- 21 
If we’re talking about an increase in spearfishing, that’s the 22 
primary way of catching them, along with maybe traps as well for 23 
commercial, but traps not for recreational and so we have --  24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  They don’t go in traps. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  They don’t go in traps?  Okay.  Are there any 28 
other questions regarding this?  Since we’ve had this discussion 29 
and so on, we have an overage for the ACLs and we need to make 30 
recommendations.  How do you want to handle the recommendations 31 
for this? 32 
 33 
Do you want to discuss the recommendations that we should make 34 
to the CFMC now, after our discussion of each of these groups, 35 
these species units, or do you want to do that at the end? 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, something that I would like to see 38 
is, okay, the species that were an overage, the actual ACLs and 39 
then essentially the criteria for the determination of that ACL.  40 
Was that a percentage below the historical or average that we 41 
used for the ACL determination?  Then the overage for the year 42 
in question. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Meaghan, would you have that information? 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The information I have from MRFSS are the 47 
estimated landings in pounds right now and I have some figures 48 
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showing that for the different species.  I do have some of that 1 
intercept data as well if you wanted to look in more detail, but 2 
in terms of -- I have it plotted by species group and I have the 3 
ACL plotted, to show you where they are on an annual basis in 4 
relation to that ACL. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I would suggest that you see that 7 
presentation before you make any determinations. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  The other thing I would just like to do 10 
is because we have different species groups here, to think about 11 
-- Because I think the best way of doing this, so we have a nice 12 
write-up for the Caribbean Fishery Management Council, is to 13 
have different groups of people, SSC members, responsible for 14 
each little section, just for the write-up on each section, if 15 
that’s okay. 16 
 17 
Maybe we will, after we have Meaghan’s presentation, we can take 18 
a break and then we can come back and you can take a look and 19 
see which ones you would like to volunteer for, to make the 20 
write-up for the Caribbean Fishery Management Council.  You look 21 
worried, Bill.  Are you worried for a reason? 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  I have a couple of concerns.  One is I am 24 
communicating with Mike Larkin and he is communicating with Josh 25 
Bennett, and Meaghan can comment on this too, but I’m not sure 26 
that they’re totally confident with their Puerto Rico commercial 27 
data right now. 28 
 29 
They seem to be confident with their USVI data and so maybe it 30 
would be a good idea -- I think the recreational data are pretty 31 
much set and so maybe it would be a good idea to do what we’re 32 
doing and deal with the Puerto Rico recreational and then move 33 
to the USVI data, which is just commercial, and give these guys 34 
as much time as they can to keep pounding through this, and 35 
please comment, Meaghan, through this Puerto Rico commercial 36 
stuff, which is where they seem to be having some concerns with 37 
using the most recent data. 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have a question for you.  You have recently 40 
been contacted by them, saying that they haven’t found all the 41 
issues?  As of this morning, I thought everything had been set. 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  As of five minutes ago, it wasn’t.  When we take a 44 
break, I think you should call your people and I will call my 45 
people and we will figure out what the heck is going on here. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just a little question here.  Do we need to have 48 
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-- We’re going to go through this and are you going to be 1 
concentrating on the wrasses or are you just going through in 2 
general? 3 
 4 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am going to go through in general and then I 5 
have a couple of slides specifically looking at hogfish and 6 
Spanish hogfish. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let’s finish with the recreational now 9 
after she’s done. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  After she’s done, okay, and then these guys can 12 
go at that time or -- You guys can go anytime you want.  I think 13 
we’ve asked you all the questions that we need to, but if we 14 
need any more after we hear from them, it would be good for you 15 
to be here, but it’s up to you.   16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have a comment, since we’re concerning 18 
the recreational data, that I think -- Well, maybe Bill’s 19 
comments will change that, but one of the things that we are 20 
dealing with with the recreational data are really large 21 
variances and while there are problems with the commercial data, 22 
I think the problem is distinctly more, because of this really 23 
large multiplier that’s put out, on top of which for the wrasses 24 
is probably, as we’ve been commenting, something that in the 25 
database so far is fairly rare and so there’s some real 26 
questions about what the catch really was and at what levels do 27 
we want to talk about -- I don’t want to use the term 28 
“significant overages”, because that’s a trap I don’t want to 29 
get into, but we’re looking at a 10 percent overage, or 500 30 
pounds. 31 
 32 
Is this really significant to the extent that we want to say, 33 
yes, there’s really been something -- Just based on the 34 
statistics alone, without looking at what might be underlying 35 
that, that change.   36 
 37 
This will probably come up with the commercial ones, to a lesser 38 
degree.  There’s a couple that were over by a couple percent and 39 
is that really an overage or not?  We might want to have some 40 
guidelines about what we’re going to use to say yes, there’s an 41 
overage. 42 
 43 
Do we just use the straight statistics and run from there or are 44 
we going to build in a little fuzziness and if you exceed that 45 
we’re going to start saying yes, there’s been an overage?  How 46 
do we define that fuzziness, if we want to do that? 47 
 48 
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If we go by statistical significance, none of this is going to 1 
be over and so I don’t think that’s the grounds that we really 2 
want to work on, but we do have to come up with some way of 3 
thinking about how we want to deal with this issue. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That was certainly part of an SSC recommendation 6 
at one of our previous meetings, is to come up with a mechanism 7 
for analyzing any overages. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  All the amendment says that the SSC is supposed to 10 
do is to make a determination as to whether the overage is due 11 
to better reporting or not.  If you can find some reason why 12 
these numbers may be inflated due to better reporting, then 13 
there’s this hazy ground of, okay, then what do we do? 14 
 15 
If you don’t have any evidence that the overage is due to 16 
increased reporting, then the overage, be it one pound or 50,000 17 
pounds, is the overage and the season is reduced accordingly.   18 
 19 
If the overage is small, 5 percent, then you only reduce the 20 
season by 5 percent.  If the overage is 50 percent, then you 21 
reduce the season accordingly, but it’s not a question of are 22 
these legitimate overages or not.  That’s got nothing to do with 23 
it.  It’s just a matter of is there evidence of better reporting 24 
or not. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Is this something like just in words or is 27 
there anybody that can enforce this kind of thing in Puerto 28 
Rico?  What are we talking about here? 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think we’re all familiar with the limitations of 31 
enforcement in the U.S. Caribbean.  There are limitations on 32 
enforcement everywhere, but to use an analogy that may or may 33 
not be silly, just because you’re not catching guys going 34 
ninety-five miles an hour in the middle of Montana doesn’t mean 35 
that if you do catch them that you won’t give them a ticket. 36 
 37 
The bottom line is enforcement is what it is, but nevertheless, 38 
we reduce the season and then we try to enforce it, but first we 39 
reduce the season. 40 
 41 
You don’t say we don’t have the enforcement capabilities and so 42 
we’re not going to do what we are required to do.  We, I 43 
believe, since I’m not the authority, but I’m pretty sure that 44 
what will happen is these seasons will be shortened accordingly, 45 
as the accountability measure calls for.  Then we will worry 46 
about whether that shortened season can be enforced or not. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we need to just go back to the actual 1 
wording in the original document, because I did include in the 2 
agenda the wording from the Federal Register, which is not the 3 
wording from the original document, but it said the SSC was 4 
charged with a determination of whether the numbers provided are 5 
a result of better data gathering or, quote, real overrun of the 6 
ACLs. 7 
 8 
I know certainly that better data gathering or better data or 9 
more data, what have you, was part and parcel of it, but I think 10 
the wording is a little vague as well and this is not, I’m sure, 11 
taken directly from the amendment and that’s probably what we 12 
need to go back to and just check that amendment and see what 13 
the wording is there, to see what the responsibility of the SSC 14 
is. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  Technically, we have to go by the regulations.  17 
That’s what matters, is what’s in that Federal Register notice, 18 
what’s in those regulations, and not necessarily what’s in the 19 
amendment. 20 
 21 
Now, as far as I’m concerned, I think it would be wonderful if 22 
the SSC provided lots of comments on this process, including 23 
pointing out the many limitations of this process and the black 24 
hole that this process takes us into, because the fact is if you 25 
determine that the overage is due to better reporting, then what 26 
do you do? 27 
 28 
Do we raise the ACL?  Do we just blow it off and say no big 29 
deal?  What happens next year with even better reporting?  Do we 30 
just keep blowing these ACLs off and saying it’s just due to 31 
better reporting or do we come back and reevaluate the ACLs and 32 
say they’ve got to be adjusted upward to account for this better 33 
reporting and, because we’re shooting into the future, we’ve got 34 
to account for some increased rate of reporting and adjust our 35 
ACLs upward. 36 
 37 
Say we expect next year reporting to be another 10 percent 38 
better.  Then we need to take that into account in our ACLs and 39 
up them another 10 percent or we’re just going to keep getting 40 
into this bind where we can explain everything away with 41 
increased reporting and I’m telling you if we do that then these 42 
NGOs are going to come down hard, because this is exactly what 43 
they were worried about when we put this clause in there. 44 
 45 
They said you guys are just using that as an excuse to not apply 46 
these ACLs and what you’re going to do is every year you’re just 47 
going to say it’s due to increased better reporting and we don’t 48 
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have to apply the ACLs and we don’t have to have any 1 
accountability measures and there’s no price to be paid for 2 
overfishing these resources. 3 
 4 
I am just telling you guys and this is not my point of view.  5 
This is our experience in going through the establishment of 6 
these ACLs and accountability measures. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The reason for having people who are 9 
actually collecting the data and involved in the process of 10 
collecting and monitoring the recreational fishery is so that 11 
they can tell you what the changes have been and then for you to 12 
judge whether it’s a better data collection effort, et cetera. 13 
 14 
If you think that it’s a better collection effort and that it’s 15 
due to an increase in the monitoring that has taken place, then 16 
it’s your duty, basically, to report that to the council and so 17 
it’s not being used as an excuse.  It’s just the reality of the 18 
situation. 19 
 20 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Grisel, I am going to put this pressure on you.  21 
First, I believe you stated that more sites are being surveyed.  22 
That would be a contributing factor to an overage, number one.  23 
Number two is there may be more fishers, but the same number of 24 
fishermen are reporting. 25 
 26 
Number three, there are more fishers fishing, increasing 27 
pressure on the wrasses.  Do you have any numbers, like how many 28 
more sites are being surveyed?  Do you have any numbers as to 29 
the same number of fishers, how many more are reporting and do 30 
you have any numbers on how many new fishers like are jack 31 
fishing and so on?  Do we have any kind of figure that we can 32 
make an algebraic sum and determine why this overage is 33 
occurring? 34 
 35 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Sort of.  For example, regarding the type of 36 
fishing, if they are doing kayak fishing -- That’s one of the 37 
questions that we want to change, because right now we have to 38 
include kayaks as PR, which is private boat, which doesn’t make 39 
sense, because with a kayak, you would be impacting a certain 40 
habitat and with a boat, which can be -- In the PR, it could be 41 
either a five-foot boat or a hundred-foot boat.  It doesn’t 42 
matter.  It is in the PR mode. 43 
 44 
That’s one thing that when we asked -- When we had the meeting 45 
about the MRIP and the changes that DNER wants, that’s one 46 
change that we want, because we want to be able to see which 47 
type of fisheries it is.  If it is a kayak fishing -- Then I 48 
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should add that we have kayak fishers that what they are doing 1 
is spearfishing and we have kayak fishing that what they are 2 
doing is hand and reel.  That’s a problem. 3 
 4 
The way we work with the sites, what we do is we will open and 5 
close sites because of the fishing pressure.  If we don’t see a 6 
lot of fishing pressure and if we just see that this site is not 7 
productive, we will close it. 8 
 9 
Right now, we have 172 sites.  Those are the sites that we have.  10 
We are not collecting data either from Vieques, Culebra, or Mona 11 
Island.  Mainly, it is due to the way the assignments are given 12 
to us.  It was not cost effective to send an interviewer to Mona 13 
Island to just work one day, but the interviewer has to be in 14 
Mona Island for seven days, due to the logistics of being there, 15 
and then again also for Vieques and Culebra and when we made up 16 
with a panel that actually meets -- Barbara was there and it’s 17 
to see how the project can be adapted to Puerto Rico. 18 
 19 
We want to see how we can still go and get information from 20 
Vieques, Culebra, and Mona, which we know are very important 21 
recreationally, but being able to do it cost effective.  22 
Regarding the other questions, that information we don’t have 23 
it.  We are not able to answer that question. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  Even if the increase is due to improved reporting, 26 
we don’t know how much of the increase is due to improved 27 
reporting.  It could very well be that the catch has gone beyond 28 
what was intended with the ACL and so some portion may be due to 29 
that and some portion may be due to improved reporting or the 30 
catch might actually have gone below the intended ACL, but due 31 
to increased reporting, it looked like it’s blown up. 32 
 33 
You are really talking about apples and oranges, two different 34 
reporting systems, and so what we need to do, if that’s the 35 
case, is figure out how or if to -- How to line up the two 36 
different systems in a way that makes sense, if that’s at all 37 
possible, which sounds like a heck of a challenge. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  By two different systems, you mean the previous 40 
reporting prior, when we established the ACLs, versus the 41 
reporting, the intercept sampling, et cetera, that’s going on 42 
right now? 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  Yes, that’s what I meant. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Presumably -- Do you have new sites that you’re 47 
sampling now that you didn’t sample before? 48 
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 1 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes, especially on the north coast.  We have 2 
seen an increase of fishing in the Isabela area and the 3 
Higuillar area for spearfishing and so pretty much at the sites 4 
that we have added to our site register are either for kayak 5 
fishing or for spearfishing.   6 
 7 
Those are the two main categories that we had to increase and 8 
also some sites that were used only for shore fishing are now 9 
being used for kayak fishing and so now we had to change the 10 
mode that we collect in that area, because that’s one of our 11 
biggest concerns and problems, because then the whole Puerto 12 
Rico -- The whole coast of Puerto Rico could be used to launch a 13 
kayak and so how will you determine then a site, because you 14 
have to have a site to be able to send your interviewer there, 15 
but then how you’ll do it -- Then either you put that in another 16 
category other than a PR mode or you have a PR mode and the 17 
whole island of Puerto Rico then you can sample as this mode. 18 
 19 
JIM BERKSON:  Is there a way to pull out the data from the 20 
recent years using the criteria that was used previously, so 21 
these new sites aren’t included, to see what kind of estimates 22 
you would get and then to compare that to the new estimates, so 23 
you can see how much it blows up or decreases? 24 
 25 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  I think yes, it can be done.  If you are able 26 
to get into the whole dataset, then yes, it can be done. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Another question I have, Grisel, is when you’re 29 
doing this, you said you started with this in 2009 and then you 30 
just reviewed the whole way of doing it and so were possibly, 31 
the kayak fishing and some of this fishing that you’re looking 32 
at now, in existence prior to 2009, when the ACL was 33 
established, or is this something that’s new that is increasing 34 
the fishing pressure, possibly, on wrasses? 35 
 36 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  We think that kayak fishing has been around 37 
Puerto Rico for a while, but in the last five years we have seen 38 
an increase and in the last two years, it’s that people are 39 
fixing their kayaks with that purpose, with the purpose of doing 40 
the fishing. 41 
 42 
Yes, we think that in the past, when the period started in 2000, 43 
that was a rarity.  That didn’t happen in Puerto Rico.  It’s 44 
like, for example, in Florida people do fish on their jet-skis 45 
and the interviewers over there, they do get people -- They get 46 
intercepts of people fishing on jet-skis and that we don’t see 47 
in Puerto Rico, yet. 48 
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 1 
Then kayak fishing was done in the States for many years and in 2 
the last three years, two or three years, it’s that we have seen 3 
that people are fixing their boat and that they have clubs and 4 
that they are doing even fishing tournaments which are just for 5 
kayaks and they are going to that direction. 6 
 7 
VANCE VINCENTE:  That’s the point I was going to get to, that 8 
even though a kayak is pretty much an independent type of 9 
fisher, you can paddle a kayak anywhere and you can dump it 10 
anywhere and still they go for particular places and so there is 11 
a way to get some statistics on this and that’s one. 12 
 13 
Number two, I was impressed about the kayak fishing, especially 14 
yesterday.  My neighbor in front, he’s a surfer and he was 15 
surfing in Dorado and I have a picture here, once my phone gets 16 
started again, of a half-a-ton shark and he was fishing from a 17 
kayak and he has actually the shark right on top of the kayak 18 
and he is very proud of this.  By the way, if anybody wants to 19 
see the picture, I will pass it around, but it’s quite 20 
impressive. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, that’s why I propose that we see 23 
the actual trend of the data to see if there is an ascendant 24 
trend in the catch or if this overage is part of previous 25 
variances in the annual catch fluctuations. 26 
 27 
We are not going to gain enough knowledge of how does the 28 
overage look in terms of the historical data from which we made 29 
a decision of the ACL before and so that’s what I propose.  We 30 
may be here talking about uncertainties all throughout the week 31 
and until we see the actual trends of the data and the way that 32 
we could partition those trends and look at the variability 33 
sources, we won’t be able to make any educated guess or 34 
decisions of what to do with this thing. 35 
 36 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we ought to recommend doing the kind of 37 
analysis that I mentioned earlier, which is separating out the 38 
new type of data, the kayak and other stuff that hadn’t been 39 
collected in the past, from the traditional data.  That would 40 
give us a sense as to what happened with the traditional catch 41 
in these last couple of years compared to what we historically 42 
saw and whether that went up or down, which is extremely 43 
important. 44 
 45 
Plus it would give us some idea as to what percentage of this 46 
reported catch in recent years came from the new sources, so 47 
that we could then potentially translate past catches into 48 
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current catches or current catches into past.  It would give us 1 
some idea to allow us to do that kind of comparison and so I 2 
think that’s really important for us to see. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s let Meaghan give her presentation then and 5 
you’re going to start with the MRFSS data? 6 
 7 

SEFSC SUMMARY OF DATA FOR SPECIES UNITS ACLS 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I will start with the MRFSS data and what I have 10 
at my fingertips at the moment are just the estimated landings 11 
in pounds for the different species groups and just to go to the 12 
point that Jim just made, I do have the intercept data with me.  13 
It might take a little while to kind of tease apart some of 14 
those sites, but it is something that I might be able to address 15 
while we’re here this week and so I just wanted to let you all 16 
know that. 17 
 18 
Just to start off, this is the estimated pounds per year for the 19 
grouper and snapper units.  The blue bars, the darker bars, 20 
represent the grouper ACL unit and the yellow represents all of 21 
the snappers.  These are, again, the expanded or estimated 22 
pounds from the intercept data and the telephone surveys by 23 
year. 24 
 25 
As far as I know, there isn’t a recreational ACL for these two 26 
groups.  Is that correct?  I didn’t find that anywhere and so 27 
I’m not showing that, but in the following slides, I will also 28 
have a horizontal line going across the graph, just to show 29 
where the ACL falls in relation to this estimated catch. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is this Virgin Islands or Puerto Rico? 32 
 33 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:   This is Puerto Rico, because this is MRFSS. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There must be an ACL. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is an ACL. 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  There is?  Okay.  It wasn’t in my document. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that for the snappers in Puerto Rico 42 
it’s broken down by unit and not for the groupers, but for the 43 
snappers.  You have an ACL separately for Snapper Units 1, 2, 3, 44 
and 4. 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:   Thank you.  In general, it seems like the 47 
estimated catch is fairly variable interannually, but they both, 48 
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for grouper and snapper, kind of level off in 2009.  Both 1 
decline and level off between 2009 and 2012.  Are there any 2 
questions or comments about this before moving on?  Bill, do you 3 
have an estimate of the grouper? 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes and the grouper recreational ACL is 77,213 6 
pounds. 7 
 8 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay and so somewhere around here.  It seems 9 
that the grouper, the estimated grouper, or estimated 10 
recreational grouper catch is below that ACL and then I can’t -- 11 
Since this is grouped by -- All snappers are grouped together 12 
and I can’t talk about the individual ACL units for snapper. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  I can give you a snapper total, just for 15 
comparative purposes.  That snapper total is 242,000 pounds for 16 
recreational in Puerto Rico. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay and so somewhere around here.  Overall, the 19 
estimated recreational snapper catch is below that total snapper 20 
ACL and I don’t want to use the word “significantly”, but it 21 
seems like a large difference between what the ACL is and what 22 
the estimated catch is. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  The average, recreational average, was calculated 25 
for 2000 to 2005. 26 
 27 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  These years are probably bringing it up.  The 28 
ACL was developed based on the catch of 2005 to 2010 and is that 29 
what you said? 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  2000 to 2005. 32 
 33 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  2000 to 2005.  Were there any other comments or 34 
questions about this?  I will move on.  Moving on, this is the 35 
estimated pounds per year for the jack, Carangoides, units.  The 36 
ACL is a little over 52,000 pounds and as you can see, the 37 
estimated catch is quite high in the early 2000s and then it 38 
drops starting in 2004 and kind of levels off in 2006 and, 39 
again, the estimated recreational catch for the jack unit is 40 
below the ACL. 41 
 42 
It seems that in 2011 -- I should say in 2012 I don’t think this 43 
is complete data.  It’s not for MRFSS and so I should have made 44 
that point earlier and sorry about that.  This we shouldn’t pay 45 
too much attention to 2012, but it does seem that in 2011 the 46 
estimated catch was close to what the ACL has set up. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  It’s actually 51,001.  That’s not going to make 1 
any real difference, but -- 2 
 3 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is the estimated recreational catch for the 4 
triggerfish unit.  You can see there’s many years where there is 5 
fairly low catch and so interannual variability for the 6 
triggerfish unit seems pretty high. 7 
 8 
There seems to be a declining trend since 2008 and the estimated 9 
recreational catch is below what the ACL is set at, which was -- 10 
Correct me if I’m wrong, Bill, but it’s 21,929 pounds for 11 
triggerfish.  Again, don’t pay too much attention to 2012. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Meaghan, do we have an overage for 14 
triggerfish? 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, the only MRFSS average we have, or the 17 
recreational fishing overage, is for the wrasses. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The wrasses and okay, because I saw 20 
something and maybe it’s for the commercial. 21 
 22 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  It’s for the commercial.   23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s for the commercial?  Okay.  I’m sorry. 25 
 26 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Just to move on to grunts, you can see over time 27 
the estimated recreational catch of grunts has gone down.  There 28 
is a little bit of an increase between 2006 and 2009, but it’s 29 
not any higher than what you’re seeing in 2002. 30 
 31 
Again, the recreational catch for 2010 and 2011 seems to be 32 
below what the ACL is set at, at 5,028 pounds.  Again, 2012 is 33 
not a complete -- We don’t have complete data for 2012 and so 34 
this may be a little bit higher, but at this point we don’t 35 
know.  This is for squirrelfish, just to keep going through 36 
them. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Could you just go back to grunts?  Bill, how did 39 
we determine then -- If we’re looking at 2009 data for the ACL, 40 
how did we get such a low ACL for grunts, if that’s generally a 41 
mean?  It doesn’t look like that would be -- How did we do that? 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that these aren’t just the averages.  44 
They’re the averages reduced for uncertainty.  That tells us 45 
that we have different uncertainty reductions for each of these 46 
species.  For grunts, it should be a 10 percent reduction, but 47 
that’s what the average would be according to our calculations.  48 
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We could recalculate it, but I don’t think it will change. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you can just take a look at that, because I 3 
don’t see that that would be -- Even if you reduced the average 4 
by 10 percent, it just doesn’t look like it would be accurate, 5 
because you had up to 30,000 pounds caught at one time and 6 
that’s six years worth of catch at 5,000 pounds. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s also important to keep in mind that 9 
recreational data are collected as numbers of fish and then the 10 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center provides a pounds conversion 11 
for us to get our pounds of data. 12 
 13 
I don’t know, and Meaghan might want to comment on this, whether 14 
those pound conversions could change, but we use the data 15 
provided by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, the pounds.  16 
They do all the conversions.  They have got the numbers that 17 
they get from the MRFSS program and they do the conversions to 18 
pounds and they provide us with those pounds and those pound 19 
conversions could change and, again, Meaghan might want to 20 
comment on that. 21 
 22 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am not entirely sure of the answer, but we do 23 
-- In MRFSS, you’re collecting some length/weight data and 24 
that’s where that conversion is coming from.  As far as I know, 25 
I don’t think it changes from year to year, but I can find out 26 
for us, just to make sure, but I think they generally keep it 27 
set to some standard.  I don’t think they would change it from 28 
year to year, but I will ask. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I have just a quick question for Meaghan.  At 31 
least in the Gulf, when they went to the MRIP system, they 32 
recalculated the numbers back to 2004, as I recall.  Were these 33 
recalculated in the Caribbean? 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No and as far as I know, the MRFSS data in 36 
Puerto Rico is not under the same system as MRIP right now.  37 
They are not going back and recalculating at this moment.  38 
Moving on to squirrelfish, again high interannual variability in 39 
terms of these estimated pounds per year, but, again, you have 40 
this kind of peak in 2008 and then this drastic decline in 41 
estimated pounds between 2009 and 2011.  We will ignore 2012.  42 
Again, it’s below the set ACL of 3,891 pounds for squirrelfish. 43 
 44 
This just shows the same figure, but for the boxfish ACL unit.  45 
It looks like from all recent years, 2011 and 2010, it’s below 46 
the ACL of 4,616 pounds and it seems like it’s been that way 47 
since about 2005.  The catch, or estimated pounds of 48 
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recreational catch, has been pretty stable since 2005 at around 1 
2,000 pounds. 2 
 3 
This is the porgy ACL unit.  The ACL was set at 2,577 pounds and 4 
it does seem -- In 2011, the estimated recreational catch for 5 
porgies was above that ACL, but in 2010, it was below.  In 2012 6 
so far, it’s approaching the ACL, but it hasn’t reached it at 7 
this point and we’ll have to wait until we get more updated data 8 
for 2012. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have a question here.  Porgy isn’t an 11 
overfished species.  That’s a 2011 species, isn’t it?  Why 12 
wasn’t that listed as one of the species that is -- 13 
 14 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We were just asking ourselves the same 15 
question.  This one didn’t show up in the first look at the 16 
data. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know if the data was complete when you 19 
first looked at it, but -- 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  This raises a very important point and that is 22 
when do you want to cut off the dataset and package it up and 23 
say this is the dataset we’re going to use to compare landings 24 
to the ACL? 25 
 26 
If we cut this thing off in June of the year, the following 27 
year, then we’re going to get different numbers than if we cut 28 
it off in September or if we cut it off in November.  You can 29 
ask yourselves a very important question of is today the cutoff 30 
date or is December 18th the cutoff date, the first day of the 31 
council meeting, or is August 1 the cutoff date or what? 32 
 33 
That’s the thing that we struggle with in this and this is what 34 
Meaghan -- This is why porgies aren’t showing up and this is why 35 
we’re going to have problems like this, is because -- That’s 36 
okay.  This is not a problem. 37 
 38 
Everything that we provided previously with that paper that said 39 
this guy is 20 percent over and this guy is 100 percent over and 40 
all that was all based on preliminary data.  We knew that at the 41 
time and said that, that this is preliminary based upon our 42 
first-cut analyses, but we don’t have guidance as to when we 43 
stop and say, okay, these are the data we’re going to use. 44 
 45 
When we get a dataset up in -- When the Southeast Regional 46 
Office gets a dataset from the Southeast Fisheries Science 47 
Center, we get the date of that dataset and we include that date 48 
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in the things we do and so we say this is the March 17th dataset 1 
or whatever and this is what our analyses are based upon. 2 
 3 
As I was saying, we can get the guys back in the Southeast 4 
Fisheries Science Center and SERO, and really the Science 5 
Center, to give us the data so we can analyze them in this 6 
meeting, but it could be that somebody came back in the middle 7 
of November or the end of November and said we got the most 8 
recent data and we reanalyzed it and this isn’t what’s going on 9 
and it’s this and the numbers are different and porgies are now 10 
above and something else is above that we didn’t catch. 11 
 12 
Sooner or later, we have to stop and say this is the data we’re 13 
going to use so that we have time to get things ready for the 14 
council meeting or whatever. 15 
 16 
I don’t know who is going to make that decision, but nowhere in 17 
the regulations is it stated that you will stop your data 18 
analyses on this date and then you will use those data up until 19 
that date to move this thing forward. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The presentation of the information 22 
was up to the meeting in August and so it was data prior to that 23 
date and not all of the 2011 was recognized to have been entered 24 
or available at the time. 25 
 26 
There are different reasons for that.  The data goes from the 27 
collection into the entering stage and from there to the Science 28 
Center.  You have a number of steps that they have to take.  29 
They have recalculations of the estimates and I just saw it 30 
today, that the 2011 was final, but last time I had checked, I 31 
had not seen it as final. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think the dates that are best are the ones 34 
where you’re pretty sure, from your experience, that you can get 35 
all the data in and finalize it.  Obviously now we’re talking 36 
about kind of the first of November for the previous year, it 37 
looks like, for at least the recreational fishing data. 38 
 39 
This is really a function of what the Southeast Fisheries 40 
Science Center recommends, if they’re the ones that are 41 
providing the data.  When can they have that data by and then 42 
they set the time and maybe with pressure, they can set it a 43 
little bit earlier, if they know they have a deadline coming up. 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was just asking Grisel about the way 46 
that they handle the data and so I would like her to explain how 47 
she submits it on a weekly basis or whatever. 48 
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 1 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  We send our intercept interviews to the Gulf 2 
States Fisheries and they send it to NOAA weekly and so we send 3 
it weekly, all of our data.   4 
 5 
The way they do it is they analyze it and we receive what they 6 
call a wave summary, which is every two months, and so the data 7 
is pretty much analyzed every two months and then at the end of 8 
the year, we will get the last wave, which is Wave 6, which is 9 
November and December.  Then in February, we gather on a wave 10 
meeting, where we discuss the data of that year. 11 
 12 
Also, we do validate the interviews.  We have one of our staff 13 
that will call the fisherman that was interviewed and we will 14 
ask about -- We ask questions about how the interview was 15 
handled, but we also ask about the fishing itself and those type 16 
of questions and they are also randomly -- They are called by 17 
Macro staff to do the catch per unit effort. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  As far as an end date is concerned, it just seems 20 
to me, and I’ll make sure you understand that this is my 21 
opinion, that that end date has to be -- You’re going to have an 22 
ACL review meeting by the SSC every year and that end date can 23 
be no later than the date of that meeting, it seems to me, and 24 
so you can take those data forward and your recommendations to 25 
the council without worrying about any changes that might occur 26 
between the SSC meeting and the council meeting. 27 
 28 
Really, you need to have it at least some period of time before 29 
the first day of the SSC meeting, so that the analysts have time 30 
to get these data and get them organized and get everything 31 
figured out as to what is in exceedance and what isn’t and have 32 
the data to bring to you so that you can make sound decisions 33 
and take them forward to the council, but that date has not been 34 
established and I think it badly needs to be. 35 
 36 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I will continue and so this is the estimated 37 
recreational catch for angelfish and surgeonfish and goatfish.  38 
I put them all on one figure because, as you can see, each of 39 
these species or species groups is not caught consistently 40 
throughout the time period. 41 
 42 
This top, this brownish color, represents the angelfish ACL of 43 
4,492 pounds.  This orange color is the surgeonfish ACL and then 44 
down here is your goatfish. 45 
 46 
It does look like the goatfish ACL was exceeded.  It’s a very 47 
small ACL of 362 pounds, but the estimated pounds for goatfish 48 
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in 2011 was closer to 2,000 pounds.  In 2009, it seemed to be 1 
higher than that 362 pounds.  I think it’s around 900 pounds or 2 
so, but you can see the estimated pounds of angelfish in 2011 is 3 
quite small relative to what the ACL is and we don’t have an 4 
estimate for surgeonfish in 2011, but in 2009, it was well below 5 
its ACL. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Is this for Puerto Rico or for the U.S. Virgin 8 
Islands? 9 
 10 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  MRFSS is only for Puerto Rico. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Definitely those are bycatch, if anything, in 13 
Puerto Rico. 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was just looking at the MRFSS 16 
database where it says “Final” and goatfish are not even listed 17 
in the query database.  They have the list of species and the 18 
pounds or the numbers, whatever you want to look at, and they’re 19 
not even listed here. 20 
 21 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s on the MRFSS database? 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s on the MRFSS query, yes.  I am 24 
just bringing this up because it begs to discuss the fact that 25 
the datasets that are supposed to be one same dataset for 26 
everyone are not and there is a big problem, just with the 27 
wrasses and the recreational fisheries, that it’s one program 28 
and so I’m -- Go to the database and you can check the final 29 
that’s stated there and see what species are being listed. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would just like to mention, because we did 32 
have a workshop for MRIP to review the Puerto Rico MRIP or MRFSS 33 
information and all the problems that they had.   34 
 35 
One of them that they mentioned was there’s only ten species I 36 
think that you can query or something like that and there’s a 37 
lot of the species that they catch in Puerto Rico that are not 38 
included on the query and so that’s why they wanted to get a 39 
hold of the data and yet they were having trouble downloading 40 
the data that they’re supposed to be able to download from the 41 
website, partly because of they’re Excel people and the data is 42 
in something else. 43 
 44 
Anyway, and just one other thing, the angelfish and surgeonfish, 45 
I think those ACLs were based on the USVI catches and not on the 46 
catches in Puerto Rico.  These aren’t even -- This is just like 47 
an estimate of how much could you actually possibly fish these 48 
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without affecting them, because angelfish and surgeonfish are 1 
not targeted in Puerto Rico.  That was the basis for that. 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think you answered my question, but it’s to 4 
Graciela, actually.  Are you looking at the pull-down tab on 5 
that, the public domain one?  Okay, because the public domain 6 
one, or the pull-down tab, only has certain species in it.  You 7 
can get the more detailed dataset and pull out other species and 8 
that may be why Meaghan is showing goatfish here but it’s not on 9 
the public pull-down tab.  That’s the only way I could see that. 10 
 11 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know who makes the decisions on what 12 
species are allowed to be on the public MRFSS database or not.  13 
This was given to me by the individual in our office that works 14 
with the MRFSS database and so I’m assuming that this is the 15 
most complete database. 16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think that’s the difference, is that the 18 
public pull-down tabs is very limited in the number of the 19 
species covered on that.  I’ve noticed that over the years. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just one other query here, if I could just ask 22 
Bill.  When we calculated the ACLs or when they were calculated 23 
for the Caribbean Fishery Management Council, I thought that the 24 
zero years were eliminated from the average, because it just 25 
meant that they hadn’t gone and sampled and found a goatfish or 26 
found a surgeonfish or what have you.  How did we end up with a 27 
goatfish ACL of 362?  Were those zero years taken into 28 
consideration in that average? 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  The zero years were included for most of these 31 
guys.  What we did was there were a couple of species that had 32 
almost all zeros and those are the ones that we used the peak 33 
year and did the multiplier and all that stuff, but otherwise, 34 
we used the landings as they were.  If there was a zero in 35 
there, that was calculated and the full number of years was used 36 
as the divisor. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which makes it pretty evident from the data 39 
that it was not a real zero and it was just that there was no 40 
data for that year.  You’re looking here at a situation where 41 
the ACL is actually lower than any year where there is any kind 42 
of data except 2012, which is not even complete. 43 
 44 
There is something wrong there and that seems to be years that 45 
it’s not just -- It’s not that it is zero, but it’s probably 46 
that they were not reported, for one reason or another. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If they’re not really being targeted, then 1 
yes, when you get a few, it blows up and when you’re not getting 2 
any, it reads zero, but zero is a real data point, in that sense 3 
that it wasn’t encountered in the data.  It’s just the fact that 4 
you have a very variable dataset.  Welcome to the world. 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I will continue on and the last couple of slides 7 
are just going to be focusing on the wrasses and so this is the 8 
estimated recreational catch for the wrasses ACL group.  You can 9 
see there’s been kind of a declining trend in the estimated 10 
recreational catch since 2008 and between 2009 and 2011, it’s 11 
well below the ACL. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Except that was the group that was over. 14 
 15 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay.  Right.  This was over and now it’s under. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would jump, but we’re not high enough. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Look at the trend.  It’s a declining trend. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So are we really looking at the porgy issue 22 
rather than the -- Did someone just misidentify it as wrasses? 23 
 24 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I can go back to the data and look to see what 25 
they sent me, but --  26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, we’re looking at the porgy data and not the 28 
wrasse data, because these are the most recent data and these 29 
are the data we should use.   30 
 31 
Don’t -- Like I said, that stuff that you guys are comparing 32 
against, that previous write-up with the percentages, that was 33 
all preliminary data.  This is more recent data and these are 34 
the data we have to use.  That goes back to the question of when 35 
do you cut off your dataset and say this is the one we’re going 36 
to use. 37 
 38 
Yes, we basically are starting from scratch here and looking at 39 
these things.  You’re going to see, when we get to the USVI, 40 
there’s all kinds of new ACL overages popping up.   41 
 42 
Fortunately, the big ones are not, but we may find that with 43 
Puerto Rico commercial, by the time they’re done with this, 44 
we’ve got a whole different suite of species or a whole 45 
different relationship and maybe Snapper Unit 1 is down and 46 
maybe Snapper Unit 3 is up and I don’t know, but we’ve got to 47 
use our most recent landings data to make these analyses and 48 
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comparisons. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just to keep things kind of organized, I am 3 
not sure that’s the way to go.  I would much prefer it that it 4 
doesn’t come to the SSC until we’re fairly confident about the 5 
data and then the SSC only is going to deal with those things 6 
that it’s been told to deal with.  If we’re going to have to 7 
redo everything every time we get together, that’s just creating 8 
chaos. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, just to make sure, we were talking 11 
about the overage in wrasses for the recreational or was it for 12 
the commercial? 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, we’ve been talking about recreational only. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  I just want to make sure, because it 17 
could have been that the overage could have been for the 18 
commercial and so it’s just something else. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and all this is, it’s MRFSS data, the 21 
recreational data that’s collected by Puerto Rico by Grisel and 22 
Kelvin and six other people or seven other people.  This is only 23 
recreational data. 24 
 25 
It’s clear that what was provided to Graciela and the council 26 
earlier was not the final data and we now have in front of us 27 
the final data and so our discussion about the wrasses -- 28 
Wrasses don’t have a problem anymore and some of this is because 29 
of the fact that they are expanding this data from probably a 30 
fairly small sample size. 31 
 32 
So far, we’ve got overages in porgies and goatfish and I think 33 
there was one other that we had an overage in that we didn’t 34 
have before and so we’re just going to have to go look at that 35 
and I don’t know what your recommendation is regarding this.  Do 36 
we look at these? 37 
 38 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we should, as an SSC, take full credit for 39 
solving the wrasse problem.  We really don’t get enough credit 40 
for doing good work and helping people out and look at that 41 
graph.  I think that’s proof that we’re doing our job and so 42 
thank you. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  I couldn’t agree with Rich more.  This is not what 45 
the SSC should be doing.  The SSC should be brought the set of 46 
identified species that have exceeded their ACL and then they 47 
should evaluate basically why they may have exceeded that ACL. 48 
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 1 
That’s why I said what we need to do is establish a cutoff date 2 
for the data, because these data aren’t final either.  Meaghan 3 
will tell you this stuff could continue to change as more data 4 
comes in.   5 
 6 
Steve Turner has told me if they find a data sheet under a desk 7 
seven years later that they will enter those data.  There is 8 
never any locking up of the data back at the Southeast Fisheries 9 
Science Center.  They will fix it any time they get any new 10 
indication of landings and they could get more landings data on 11 
December 31 and July 15 of next year. 12 
 13 
You never really have a final dataset.  You simply have to say 14 
we are going to use the data that is available as of say October 15 
15 and then the SSC is going to meet October 30 and when they 16 
meet, we have already identified what species they are and 17 
there’s no discussion of whether they’re over or not or what the 18 
new data is or anything like that. 19 
 20 
All of that is laid out and all you do is focus on these are the 21 
ones that are over, based upon the October 15 data, and these 22 
are the decisions we have to make. 23 
 24 
Now what we’re doing is we’re using -- We are looking at two 25 
different datasets, one that is several months old, undeniably 26 
several months old, and one that is much more recent.  The more 27 
recent one, not surprisingly, is giving us different results 28 
from the one that’s several months old.   29 
 30 
That certainly doesn’t surprise me and we have to look at the 31 
most recent dataset and we have to address, based upon that most 32 
recent dataset, what the species are that exceeded their ACLs, 33 
by how much they exceeded their ACLs -- Really, that’s not even 34 
a factor. 35 
 36 
The only thing that matters, as Jim pointed out and it’s more 37 
complicated than this, but the bottom line is if they exceeded 38 
the ACL, why did they exceed it?  Did they exceed it because we 39 
got better reporting and that accounts for the whole thing?  Did 40 
they exceed it because people are fishing for them more and 41 
they’re going out on kayaks and spearfishing and knocking the 42 
heck out of these things all of a sudden or some combination of 43 
these two factors that we have to try to tease out? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree with Jim that our job is done with 46 
wrasses.  I would like to make a comment to Bill.  When we were 47 
talking about why we need to review the overages, you mentioned 48 
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just increased reporting or not, but one of the points that was 1 
brought up, particularly by Mike Sissenwine, was that 2 
populations have in fact recovered and so that catch per unit 3 
effort for the same amount of effort is producing larger 4 
catches. 5 
 6 
If we do our job right, we should actually get overages and so 7 
we need to tease that part out, but you said that that wasn’t 8 
particularly mentioned in the guidance. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right, Rich, but that’s a different topic.  11 
That’s readjusting or adjusting the ACLs to reflect the new 12 
reality.  We’ve got an ACL and we’ve got an overage of that ACL 13 
and we have to figure out why that overage occurred. 14 
 15 
Now, part of figuring out why that overage occurred may be 16 
recognizing that these fish are much more abundant and much more 17 
capable of supporting increased harvest, but that’s a future 18 
consideration and not a past consideration. 19 
 20 
What we’re dealing with now are past considerations.  Did they 21 
in the past, the last one, two, or three years, exceed that ACL?  22 
If they did, accountability measures have to be applied.   23 
 24 
We can then go back and say now we’re going to do a new 25 
assessment of this population and we find out it can handle 50 26 
percent more harvest and so we adjust the ACL upward by 50 27 
percent and going forward, even with those accountability 28 
measures in place, going forward we will now increase the ACL 29 
and be allowed to catch more of those fish, but they’re two 30 
separate considerations and this meeting, and I am really not 31 
the one to say, but my understanding of this meeting is we’re 32 
not here to adjust ACLs.  We are here to determine if and why 33 
ACLs were exceeded. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, do we have some other -- Now, we 36 
realize that we don’t have a problem with wrasses and so after 37 
all the explanation, the manner has not been high enough and we 38 
are feeding the crisis and so people are not spearfishing a lot 39 
of hogfish in Puerto Rico yet. 40 
 41 
We don’t have a problem with wrasses and what else?  What else 42 
do we have?  Can we move on so we can see what’s the full 43 
spectrum of things that we have?  What we’ve seen is porgy and 44 
goatfish, which are bycatch of red hind hook and line fishing, 45 
and so let’s go. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s go through and see what species we 48 
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actually -- If this is going to be the dataset that we’re going 1 
to look at and this is the most recent one, let’s just go 2 
through and see which are -- Grisel and Kelvin need to comment 3 
on these as well. 4 
 5 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am done. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This is it? 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That was it.  10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This was the last one?  Okay and so just go back 12 
then.  We’ve got an overage of the goatfish and I have a 13 
question regarding also the sampling.   14 
 15 
I know some years MRFSS in Puerto Rico had problems in getting 16 
staff members out to do things and so we’ve got zero years here 17 
for some of these years and is some of the zeros possibly just a 18 
function of the fact that you had very low sample sizes because 19 
your intercept sampling wasn’t being done except sporadically?  20 
Did you always have your full complement of intercept sampling 21 
throughout the 2000 to 2009 year period? 22 
 23 
GRISEL RODRIGUEZ:  Yes, we always had the sampling staff.  It’s 24 
just that it changed.  The only time that we had a huge problem 25 
was in 2009 when the Law 7 was implemented by the government and 26 
we lost staff and then we only -- We were in the process of 27 
coming out of working with Macro and we were going to start 28 
working with the Gulf States again, but other than that -- Those 29 
were the months between January and March of 2009, but then the 30 
rest of the years, we always have staff in the field. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I really think that anybody that looks at 33 
this data can see that the variability around that 362 pounds -- 34 
Whatever you want to call it, it’s just gigantic.  I don’t 35 
believe that the zeros are real. 36 
 37 
The only time that there is data, it is much higher than the ACL 38 
and it actually doesn’t -- That ACL, for me, actually doesn’t 39 
make any, any sense for the data that we have.  You would really 40 
have to accept the zeros as real values and frankly, I don’t. 41 
 42 
Look at the trends in the data between 2002 and 2004.  The 2003 43 
is a zero between two of the largest data points and then 44 
likewise.  We don’t have any values below 362 and zero, just the 45 
2012 data, which is not even complete. 46 
 47 
It actually doesn’t tell me that the value of the ACL that we 48 
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have is anywhere within the real range of values that we have 1 
for every time that there is a report and so for me, 2 
statistically thinking, it’s something out of the pocket.   3 
 4 
It’s something that needs the zero as a real value to make any 5 
kind of sense and I don’t think that those zeros are zeros, 6 
because goatfish just doesn’t go out to some other island and 7 
then come back. 8 
 9 
I don’t know, but aside from it being a bycatch fish -- It’s the 10 
same as porgies.  Porgies are something that you catch when 11 
you’re fishing for lane snapper or for red hinds and things like 12 
that.  You don’t actually go out and put gasoline in your tank 13 
to fish for a porgy. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not to lose my undeniable popularity, but I would 16 
remind you guys that more than anything, these 2011 ACLs were 17 
set based upon extensive discussion by this SSC.  We took them 18 
through the ORCS process and all of this came from you guys and 19 
so when you’re questioning the ACLs, be very careful about that, 20 
because this is the group that put these ACLs together. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just have a question about maybe the data has 23 
changed for the whole thing, because -- We based our ACLs on a 24 
different set of data, because if I look at -- You’re looking at 25 
almost 4,000 pounds and maybe -- Say 3,500 and 3,700 pounds and 26 
you divide that by ten years and you come up with 750 pounds 27 
right there as an ACL and that’s just for the two years of data 28 
here. 29 
 30 
Even if you include the zeros in here, you’ve got an ACL higher 31 
than that and so my feeling is that what we’re doing is we’ve 32 
got an ACL based on other data and now we’ve got new data and 33 
they’ve recalculated this in some different method and we’ve got 34 
an ACL that wasn’t based on the original -- That was based on 35 
the original data we had and now we’re getting other data in 36 
here. 37 
 38 
I think if we’re using that whole thing, maybe we should 39 
recalculate the ACL based on the data we’ve got right here and 40 
then see if we’re going over, because the -- We’ve got -- I am 41 
sure this is a different set of data. 42 
 43 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Did we use the arithmetic mean when we 44 
calculated these ACLs originally or did we use the geometric 45 
mean?  Was it a median?  I don’t think it was the arithmetic 46 
mean and so I can’t remember exactly. 47 
 48 
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VANCE VINCENTE:  We used the median because of the wide range of 1 
the -- 2 
 3 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought it was the geometric mean, but -- 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If we used the median, we would never get 6 
that value. 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t think you can simply take that average 9 
like you’ve been doing. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bill, what did we do? 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Actually, that’s correct.  We used the median to 14 
address Reni’s concerns about the zeros.  It’s all coming back 15 
to me now and so these are medians and that doesn’t really -- 16 
That doesn’t make a difference. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That still doesn’t make any sense based on this 19 
data, because there’s nothing that -- 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where is the median here?  If you get the 22 
median, we will never be 362.  It’s impossible.  It’s 23 
impossible. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Remember that the ACL is based on -- 26 
You have to reduce it by 10 percent and so that’s what’s 27 
whatever -- What was it?  It was four-something.  Anyhow, there 28 
is a little bit of a difference between the data that you have 29 
in the 2011 ACL document and what you are seeing on the screen. 30 
 31 
What Bill said earlier is that the Science Center will be adding 32 
the data as it comes in and it’s probably correct.  This is for 33 
the recreational, but -- There has been changes to the weight 34 
conversion from numbers to weights, because the way that it’s 35 
reported in the recreational, this is by numbers. 36 
 37 
All of these things have taken place between the time that you 38 
looked at that data and decided or recommended to the council 39 
what the -- This is a good time to start thinking about -- The 40 
council really has to bring this up the ladder to the powers 41 
that be in terms of the changes that have taken place. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The thing is that what I find that is kind 44 
of weird is that we go -- We come up and meet and make 45 
recommendations from one database and at the end of the line, we 46 
end up realizing that a decision has been made on some of our 47 
previous discussions, but on another database. 48 
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 1 
That, for me, is hard to accept, because right now I see this 2 
and I say I could have never agreed to this, because it doesn’t 3 
make sense.  It doesn’t make sense to me now and why should it 4 
have made any sense before? 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Meaghan, do you -- I just quickly did a little 7 
calculation of the median on here and it comes up to about a 8 
thousand pounds and so I don’t know, based on those things. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We do have the source documents.  The 11 
2011 ACL was based on the database from March of 2011.  The data 12 
that you’re looking at is May of 2012. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The numbers in the earlier years are not going 15 
to change in 2011.  The average is -- After a couple of years in 16 
the past, they do not change significantly and so it’s not that. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe we should just take a break and see if we 19 
can’t just pull up the documents and see that we’ve got the 20 
data? 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just while it’s on my mind, I want to make one 23 
recommendation to the SSC that they make a recommendation and 24 
that is that you make a recommendation to the council that on 25 
some date every year that these ACLs be reviewed and potentially 26 
recalculated. 27 
 28 
I don’t know how that fits within the concepts of the higher 29 
powers, but, and I’ve said this at SSC meetings before, we have 30 
got to have some way to adjust these ACLs based upon changing 31 
information, new years of data, changes, and as far as what 32 
Walter said about the changing data from old days, the numbers -33 
- Remember, these are reported in numbers and those numbers 34 
generally shouldn’t change, but those weight conversions could. 35 
 36 
If those weight conversions change, then our outcomes will 37 
change.  Now, a solution to that problem is to deal with 38 
recreational ACLs in numbers instead of in pounds, which 39 
potentially could be done. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I want to know is what is the criteria 42 
for the 362 pounds, because evidently it’s not the median nor is 43 
it the mean and so what in the world is it? 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Why don’t we take a break and we’ll see if we 46 
can get some answers to this.  Let’s be back in about fifteen 47 
minutes. 48 
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 1 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s reconvene and, Meaghan, can you just 4 
explain what has happened in the interim? 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I created chaos and I did not mean to.  7 
Unfortunately, last night, when I was looking at the MRFSS data, 8 
I made some of these plots and I chose the wrong variable, which 9 
was the intercept rather than the estimated pounds. 10 
 11 
If you look here, at 2011, you’re just above 5,000 pounds for 12 
the wrasse and so just above.  Specifically, in 2011, you’re at 13 
5,538 pounds, which is over the ACL in 2011.  This is the 14 
estimated pounds and not the catch which I showed you before.  15 
Some of those issues that we were discussing previously were 16 
because of that. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The only overage we have is the wrasse? 19 
 20 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes and I can look at that again. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  For MRFSS. 23 
 24 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I can look at the other species.  Goatfish, it 25 
was not over its ACL.  That was one that I remember and I can’t 26 
remember -- What was the other one?  Was it the porgies?  Let me 27 
look at porgies. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What was the ACL for the porgy or for the 30 
goatfish or for both? 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the goatfish, the ACL is 362 and 33 
for the porgies, it’s 2,577. 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay and in 2011, it’s at 1,821 pounds. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So it’s not above? 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  It’s not above.  I apologize for that.   40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just want to get this on the record.  This is 42 
why we need a cutoff date and time for the analysts to get these 43 
data in shape without having to do it the night before and being 44 
totally stressed out and that’s why I’m just arguing for this 45 
process and having pre-established dates and that’s all.  I 46 
wanted to make sure I got that on the record. 47 
 48 
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MEAGHAN BRYAN:  My other comment about these data is that there 1 
was conversation about figuring out why these are going over in 2 
terms of -- If there’s more fishermen being interviewed or more 3 
sites being sampled.   4 
 5 
We would have to go back to the intercept data to be able to 6 
look at that and so if that’s something that people want to see, 7 
I would just need to have some time to work on that.  I’m not 8 
sure how long -- It might take a few hours to be able to get the 9 
intercept data read in and organized so that I could get at that 10 
issue. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does the SSC want that information or need that 13 
information? 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, in this case, I believe that the 16 
overage is so small that any kind of consideration regarding an 17 
increase in the intercepts or whatever is going to make a 18 
reasonable explanation, because we’re so close to the ACL.  What 19 
is the overage?  It must be in a single-digit percentage or 20 
something like that, right?  How much is it? 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  9.7 percent. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s small. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Does the SSC want to wait then until we get that 27 
information from Meaghan to make a decision about this overage 28 
or how do want to handle this regarding our recommendation to 29 
the CFMC regarding this overage? 30 
 31 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Could you just refresh my memory of what 32 
information are we requesting from Meaghan?  Is it simply 33 
looking at it by area to see if certain areas are now sampled 34 
more often than they were at the time of the development of the 35 
ACL or is it by gear that we’re looking at evaluation of this? 36 
 37 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  My understanding was that it was just a number 38 
of trips or number of interviews.  I know there was discussion 39 
about gear types and I could do that with the intercept data.  I 40 
don’t think I can get at that area. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t see where the number of interviews is 43 
going to be of value.  If there’s more people fishing for it, 44 
you would expect to get more interviews. 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I would have to go and look at the intercept 47 
database as well, because the port samplers indicated that there 48 
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were new sites.  If I could identify which sites were new, I 1 
could remove those and compare how the number of interviews 2 
looked over those sites that have been historically in the 3 
database versus those that are new, but I would have to go back 4 
and look at the raw data to see if I could even do that though. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What would that tell us?  Again, I am just 7 
trying to possibly save you some time.  When Jim brought that 8 
up, I was somewhat quiet, because it does sound like a good idea 9 
on the surface, but I’m trying to figure out exactly what that 10 
will provide us, what additional information?  Is it simply that 11 
there’s additional sites and where they’re interviewing 12 
individuals? 13 
 14 
Now, if these individuals are being interviewed because of a new 15 
gear or something of that nature or that they’ve started fishing 16 
in these new sites, all we’re saying is that the amount of 17 
effort has gone up, which may explain why we now see this 18 
overage.  I am not sure we’re getting anything yet from this 19 
additional task that we’re asking of you. 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  I think it’s a valid concern, Walter.  I would do 22 
it as an exploratory analysis and the point being to calculate 23 
the measures that we’re looking at as they were done in the past 24 
and comparing that with what we would get now, using the old 25 
data and the new data. 26 
 27 
That would allow us to see a proper time series using the old 28 
sites, old methods, not including the changes that have been 29 
seen over the last year or two, and then seeing what differences 30 
you actually get from including the new areas. 31 
 32 
We need to do that before we can draw any conclusions, but I 33 
think that would be extremely interesting.  The other thing I 34 
would say is I don’t know that that can be done in the next day 35 
or two.  That is a very tricky task of database manipulation and 36 
calculations and I think our analysts need to have the time to 37 
really figure out how to do it and to do it right and then to 38 
give us some sort of write-up rather than to do it on the fly. 39 
 40 
Anybody, regardless of how skilled, you put them under this kind 41 
of pressure and there’s a very good chance that something will 42 
go wrong along the way.  That’s anybody. 43 
 44 
I would say that this needs to be done over the next couple of 45 
weeks or month, whatever that timeframe the council wants, and 46 
then we can have -- I don’t know what the appropriate thing is, 47 
whether it’s a call amongst all the SSC members, or I don’t know 48 
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when our next meeting is scheduled for, but I don’t know that we 1 
can do it on the fly, but I think that kind of analysis is 2 
absolutely critical to better understand whether there are true 3 
overages or not and what the nature of them, what the possible 4 
cause is.  Once again, we would be looking at comparing apples 5 
with apples rather than apples with oranges. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As a follow-up, again, I think Jim poses an 8 
interesting exercise.  If we are going to take this exercise, I 9 
would like to see it extended beyond just this one species or 10 
group of species, in that this whole discussion so far has been 11 
somewhat biased that we see a species that on the record we have 12 
an overage and we’re saying is it because of different data 13 
collection methods? 14 
 15 
If we had maintained the same data collection method as in the 16 
past, we may now be seeing overages of species that are not 17 
showing up and so if the Science Center is going to undertake 18 
this exercise, which I am not sure it will show anything, but if 19 
you have the time, it’s a worthwhile exercise and I would like 20 
to see it include additional species, so that we can really 21 
begin to see what changes have occurred among all the species. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Looking at this data and taking into 24 
consideration the comments that were made by Grisel, first of 25 
all, it’s not like all of a sudden we’ve gone over.   26 
 27 
We’ve had a decreasing trend since 2008, where we were 28 
substantially over what the ACL was and so there really isn’t 29 
any evidence in the data that we’re looking at that says that 30 
the overage in 2011 would be due to something with the 31 
reporting.  If anything else, it’s bringing it down.   32 
 33 
Now, we do know that effort has dropped substantially since 2008 34 
because of the economic situation and that’s probably why things 35 
are going down.  It’s the years of 2000 to 2005 that were being 36 
used to come up with the average and so you can see that the 37 
more recent trends, we’ve been well above what that historical 38 
average is. 39 
 40 
I don’t see anything in the evidence that says we have anything 41 
other than a real overage and, based on Grisel’s comments that 42 
since 2009 this fishery for wrasse as a directed fishery with 43 
spear guns and kayaks and the whole bit has been increasing, 44 
again, there wouldn’t be anything that we’ve heard there that 45 
says this isn’t due to an actual overage. 46 
 47 
Now, I agree that the exercise that Jim is suggesting is worth 48 
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doing and I also agree with Walter that it should be for more 1 
than just the wrasse, but I would say -- My opinion right now is 2 
that we have a real overage, end of story.  It would be 3 
interesting to see whether the new analysis points to something 4 
else going on, but I would think that the recommendation coming 5 
out today is that pending anything coming out of that analysis, 6 
this is an overage, end of story. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Did you say that you had the 9 
information from the actual intercepts of the wrasses, the size 10 
distribution?  The reason why I’m asking is because there has 11 
been, in the past few years, increasing hogfish everywhere, or 12 
at least that’s what people tell us.  If they have increasing 13 
size and therefore weight, you would -- It’s because the fish 14 
are --  15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Look at the trend. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I agree and I’m just looking at the 19 
next -- Because I think she said that she had it and so I just 20 
wanted to know if there were larger fish in the most recent 21 
years. 22 
 23 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t have the intercept data processed.  I do 24 
have it with me though and I can look at that stuff if you want 25 
me to. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments?  Rich has put forward the 28 
fact that he feels that this is a true overage of the ACL.  Does 29 
any SSC member want to make a comment on that? 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would like to see the commercial data for 32 
the wrasses to see how does that compare to the recreational and 33 
see if -- That might be something instructive. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe when we go through the commercial data, 36 
and I don’t know if the wrasses are included, then we can 37 
discuss it then.  Maybe what we can do then, if wrasses are the 38 
only recreational group that has an overage at this stage for 39 
our consideration -- It probably wouldn’t hurt to go on to the 40 
commercial fish species that have overages and we can look at 41 
that and we could also look at -- Do you have the wrasse? 42 
 43 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have the wrasse. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Wrasse for commercial? 46 
 47 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I can show you that right now. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I have a question also.  What if a 2 
situation where the commercial catch is, for 2011, way under the 3 
ACL -- Couldn’t it offer like a buffer for the recreational 4 
poundage to be merged into the commercial catch? 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s a different thing.  We can always mention 7 
these things, I suppose, to the council as far as it goes, but 8 
what we’re really looking at is whether there is any rationale 9 
that we actually have for this overage for the data changing in 10 
some way, shape, or form that we’re getting that would explain 11 
the overage for wrasse for recreational fishers and I think we 12 
can add our other comments on there regarding whatever the 13 
amount of variability in the data, et cetera, et cetera, et 14 
cetera.  We can probably put comments in like that, but that’s 15 
not what we’re here to look at. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One thing that you might want to do is 18 
to actually ask the Southeast Fisheries Science Center to 19 
provide the information that you requested to be looked at in 20 
more detail and have a webinar or some kind of conference call 21 
among yourselves and someone from the Science Center.  The 22 
council meeting will be December 18th and 19th and so the council 23 
will need to know by then. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  I think Graciela is right and we need to keep 26 
thinking about the focus and from what I understand, we’re 27 
supposed to answer the question of if there is an overage, is it 28 
due to changes in reporting? 29 
 30 
I think we have to ask is it possible, with the information we 31 
have, to provide an answer to that?  Then, if so, can we do it 32 
with the information we have or do we need additional 33 
information? 34 
 35 
I don’t know that we’ve clearly answered those questions.  We’re 36 
going all over the place and I think we have to go all over the 37 
place to get back to answering that, but I don’t know that we 38 
have.   39 
 40 
I am sort of throwing out there that I don’t know that we can 41 
answer that question without doing the kind of analysis that I’m 42 
suggesting, but I’m curious to see if the rest of the group 43 
agrees with that and I don’t know how strongly I would push 44 
that.  I am just laying that out as a strawman. 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  We don’t have any numbers, like a table, in 47 
which it shows, by year, the increase of sites that are being 48 
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right now taken into consideration, 2012, versus 2011?  Until we 1 
don’t have the numbers of what percent of the fishermen -- What 2 
increase in the percentage of fishermen are reporting, I don’t 3 
think we -- If we don’t get the numbers of any potential 4 
addition of fishing pressure from kayaking or other spearfishing 5 
or other sources, we simply cannot answer that question. 6 
 7 
I agree with Richard that we can agree that there’s an overage 8 
and we put a caveat that pending -- We request this information 9 
from DNER and from the Center and from wherever. 10 
 11 
JIM BERKSON:  The kinds of things we’re asking for are just what 12 
you would use for really any kind of exploratory data analysis 13 
to get a sense of what’s been going on.  I don’t think any 14 
single analysis or any single column in a table is going to give 15 
us all the answers, but it’s going to allow us to get a sense as 16 
to what’s been happening and we aren’t there. 17 
 18 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I agree and in the last eight meetings, since 19 
we don’t have any real numbers for anything, we use ranking from 20 
1, 2, and 3.  For example, in this particular situation, I can 21 
think of a potential ranking system of giving 1, 2, or 3 of 22 
weight to number of increasing sites, number of fishermen 23 
reporting, and number of increase in the number of fishers.   24 
 25 
What do we feel is more important and 3, 2, or 1 or something, 26 
to get some of this very non-parametric artificial way of 27 
approaching the problem.  This is if we want to come with 28 
something on this issue, but I still say that until we -- That’s 29 
one rough way of doing it, but there has to be some numbers 30 
somewhere. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let me clarify that there is no fishermen 33 
reporting in this in one respect.  It’s an intercept and so they 34 
are not going to be -- It’s not like the catch reports, where 35 
you’ve got more fishermen that are actually reporting their 36 
data. 37 
 38 
According to Grisel, that hasn’t changed very much in terms of 39 
the -- The sites have changed, but I think the numbers of 40 
samples may not have changed, but that’s where we need to find 41 
out what the data really is. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, because the graph for 2011 is so 44 
close to the ACL, can I see the numbers, the actual numbers, 45 
because for the recreational data, we’re talking about 500 46 
pounds.  That’s about 200 fish.  We say it’s 2.5 pounds per fish 47 
and that’s actually a few fish. 48 
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 1 
What I am trying to find here is if there is any way of us 2 
coming up with a less harsh solution than to recommend a ban of 3 
some sort on the recreational fisheries of Puerto Rico.  If it 4 
was a very serious thing and really high above the ACL, but what 5 
we’re talking here is 500 pounds for a fish that grows to about 6 
at least fifteen pounds.  You tell me. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the problems is you see the high 9 
variability there and I’m sure it’s because of the fact that you 10 
don’t have too many intercepts where you’ve got wrasse in them 11 
and as a consequence, all of a sudden we’ve got -- You vary from 12 
29,000 pounds down to 1,410. 13 
 14 
I don’t think this is, in my perspective of this, the data is 15 
very realistic and we’re trying to put a very specific -- We’ve 16 
made an overage here of such and such and I mean maybe we can -- 17 
From my perspective, I would say that’s well within the 18 
variability that you might have with this data and it’s less 19 
than 10 percent and to say that this is necessarily an overage 20 
and you’re reducing the fishing year because of it seems not too 21 
realistic, but I’m not a statistician. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, what I wanted to see was not this.  24 
Actually, it was the commercial landings, to see if those 500 25 
pounds could be absorbed by the commercial catch easily. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s another question that you could probably 28 
throw out there and so on, but that’s -- We’re looking at two 29 
different things and one of them is the commercial catch and one 30 
of them is the recreational catch. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We’re talking about the landings of hogfish. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You have up here the -- These are the -- 35 
 36 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This panel up here are the landings in pounds in 37 
whole weight.  Triggerfish and wrasses are plotted together and 38 
so the red line are the wrasses and this red dashed line 39 
represents the ACL. 40 
 41 
You had fairly high landings and I should mention these are 42 
expanded landings for Puerto Rico, based on the expansion 43 
factors that I will show, which I was planning to show 44 
originally as the first slide, but higher catch early in the 45 
time series and, again, it starts in 1999 and ends in 2011. 46 
 47 
There is this steep drop in 2006 and then you’re kind of 48 
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oscillating around the ACL line.  You’re higher in 2009 and 1 
you’re coming down, but it seems like in 2010 it was over a bit 2 
for wrasses. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But we’re looking at 2011. 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  But you’re looking at 2011 and okay.  2011 looks 7 
like it’s right at the line right there. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The scale is so big.  It’s 20,000 per -- I 10 
am trying to find out 500 individuals here in this graph. 11 
 12 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  You’re not going to find -- Well, I mean that 13 
was the recreational. 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s a very slight -- Because the scale is 16 
so high and your line is so thick that it’s very difficult to 17 
tell whether it’s above or right at or even 2 percent below the 18 
ACL.  That 2 percent may be the 500 individuals that I’m looking 19 
for for a total landing of hogfish in the fisheries. 20 
 21 
At some point, we -- This is the first time we do this and at 22 
some point, and I think it’s a valid consideration and whether 23 
the committee wants to evaluate it or not is another -- That’s 24 
another twenty minutes, but what I’m trying to find out right 25 
now is if the total landings between the commercial and the 26 
recreational exceed the ACL. 27 
 28 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Of the combined. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Of the combined ACL. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I have a question for Bill actually.  Bill, the 33 
ACLs are set by sectors and is that not correct?  It’s not total 34 
and so even the issue by Reni, which is an important issue, 35 
seems to be a moot issue in this case, because if there is an 36 
overage by a given sector, then the action must be taken against 37 
that sector.  Is that correct? 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  First, we’re not doing things against the sector 40 
and so I want to kind of clarify that.  The second thing is that 41 
you start talking about merging these sectors again, you’re 42 
getting on a really slippery slope, because what you’re going to 43 
end up with is now we don’t have a separate ACL for the 44 
commercial and the recreational and so whoever gets there first, 45 
racing for the fish, is going to get that total poundage of 46 
fish. 47 
 48 
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That’s why we separated them in the first place, so that the 1 
recreational guys could still harvest even if the commercial 2 
guys exceed their ACL and have accountability measures applied 3 
against them and, of course, vice versa, but I mean you can do 4 
that, but this is all about sector separation and sector 5 
separation has largely been argued by the recreational fishery 6 
to protect their access to these fisheries so that the 7 
commercial guys don’t go out and get the entire ACL before they 8 
have a shot at getting theirs. 9 
 10 
It’s certainly not an SSC decision and it would be a council 11 
decision to re-merge these sectors, but there were very clear 12 
reasons why we separated them in the first place and you can’t 13 
just start playing games about we’ve got 500 pounds over here 14 
and we’re going to throw it over to the other sector, because 15 
what if that pushes the other sector over their ACL and then all 16 
of a sudden they’ve got accountability measures applied against 17 
them?  I would be careful with that argument. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We need to move forward on all these things and 20 
I would make a suggestion that maybe Rich write up something for 21 
the wrasse that we could take a look at maybe tomorrow morning, 22 
and so that gives you the evening, a write-up based on what your 23 
comments were before.  Then we can take a look at it.  Would 24 
that be okay with you? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, if Meaghan can send the recreational 27 
graph. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Then we can move forward on this.  I think we’ve 30 
got a lot of comments and we’ve got a lot of statements that 31 
need to be made, but we need to look at a lot of other 32 
commercial species as well and we need to look at that and maybe 33 
it will help as we go through other species and look at the 34 
commercial fishery as well in determining what our 35 
recommendations are going to be for the council. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would suggest that we go to USVI commercial, 38 
because I think that -- I’ve sent both Graciela and Meaghan a 39 
new data table sent by the guys up in St. Petersburg.  They are 40 
now confident with their USVI data and I think we’re going to 41 
have to delay our Puerto Rico commercial considerations until we 42 
get the same stamp of approval from these guys. 43 
 44 
It may turn out, and I’m just throwing this out, because it may 45 
or may not happen, but it may turn out that we’ve got to go into 46 
our five-year plan and then come back to Puerto Rico commercial, 47 
because I don’t think we should proceed with the Puerto Rico 48 
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commercial until these guys at the Center and the Regional 1 
Office tell us they are confident in the data and we can use it 2 
and right now, they are not telling me that. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that’s a good idea and let’s go with the 5 
St. Thomas/St. John and the overages we had, at the time that we 6 
passed out the information, was just for the grouper and does 7 
that still stand? 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  That only stands for the 2010 species.  We’ve got 12 
new data for the 2011 species.  We just got the 2011 USVI data 13 
and there is several species that are popping up now as 14 
exceeding their ACLs, some of them by 800 or a thousand percent.  15 
That’s just a rough estimate.  Meaghan has got that data table 16 
and so she could maybe bring it up. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you could just go through that first. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Was there an overage in the groupers?  I 21 
couldn’t really tell from your graph. 22 
 23 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Can we just hold on one second so I can find 24 
this email and then go back to that? 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Actually, let’s have lunch and it’s 12:15 and do 27 
you think you can be back here by 1:30?  That gives us an hour 28 
and fifteen minutes.  Let’s be back at 1:15 then. 29 
 30 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on October 30, 2012.) 31 
 32 

- - - 33 
 34 

October 30, 2012 35 
 36 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 37 
 38 

- - - 39 
 40 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 41 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Verdanza Hotel, 42 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, October 30, 2012, 43 
and was called to order at 1:55 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Barbara 44 
Kojis. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Welcome back, everybody, after lunch.  The time 47 
is about five minutes to two and we’re recommencing the SSC 48 
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meeting.  What I would like to do next is I think Meaghan has 1 
got graphs of the species that we’ve got overages on and so 2 
we’ll start with -- Whatever you want to start with that’s 3 
easiest for you and these are the commercial overages and not 4 
the recreational. 5 
 6 
We are looking at -- I think we were going to look at the Virgin 7 
Islands.  This is in part because Daniel Matos said he would be 8 
with us tomorrow and so we’ll probably extend this ACL 9 
discussion until tomorrow and so we’ll start with the USVI 10 
first. 11 
 12 
Also, because Rick Nemeth is here and he’s going to give us a 13 
little report on the grouper, especially the red hind in 14 
particular, but several other species as well. 15 
 16 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I will start off by showing some summaries for 17 
St. Thomas and St. John.  That data is combined and then after 18 
I’m done showing summaries for St. Thomas and St. John, I will 19 
show the summaries for St. Croix. 20 
 21 
This first slide is showing -- Up here, the top figure here, is 22 
just showing the number of -- That must be a mistake.  This 23 
should be the landings, even though it says number of reported 24 
trips.  In the blue line, this is snapper and the yellow line is 25 
the grouper.  The dashed lines represent their respective ACLs. 26 
 27 
You can see, in general, it was relatively stable catch for the 28 
snapper group over time and then in 2009, we have this drop in 29 
the snapper, the reported landings for snapper, in St. Thomas 30 
and St. John and then groupers, they have stayed relatively 31 
constant over time, I guess, give or take, and I guess that’s 32 
20,000 pounds.  Anywhere between about 50,000 to 70,000 pounds 33 
over the entire time series. 34 
 35 
It does look like, at least from this figure in 2011, that the 36 
grouper catch is at the ACL.  Does that seem reasonable?  That’s 37 
what it’s showing and I didn’t know if Bill had a comment about 38 
that. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We had a grouper that had exceeded based on the 41 
2010 landings.  Grouper had exceeded the ACL by 17.3 percent, or 42 
8,957 pounds.  Now you also have 2011 data. 43 
 44 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, in 2010, it was over and then it looks like 45 
it’s approaching the ACL.  It’s coming down and approaching the 46 
ACL.  It might be slightly above in 2011, given the thickness of 47 
this line. 48 
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 1 
Then you have the number of reported trips on this left panel 2 
here.  You can see they’re relatively constant over time for 3 
groupers and have been declining over time for the snapper group 4 
in St. Thomas and St. John and then we have the number of 5 
fishers reporting on an annual basis and you can see it was kind 6 
of declining for a while for the snappers over time and then 7 
there’s big jump in 2011 and the same thing for the groupers. 8 
 9 
The number of fishers reporting the capture of grouper in St. 10 
Thomas and St. John was fairly consistent over time and then 11 
there’s this big jump in 2011 and we’re seeing that pretty 12 
consistently for all species.  Any comments? 13 
 14 
We are not entirely sure what’s -- As far as we know, it’s just 15 
increased -- I don’t know if there’s better compliance.  That’s 16 
what it seems to be indicating in 2011, that fishers are 17 
complying more in terms of reporting. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What the graphic shows is that you have 20 
about 140 fishermen reporting on the snapper fishery and about 21 
110 for the groupers? 22 
 23 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For St. Thomas and St. John combined? 26 
 27 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Combined, yes.  I think there’s very little 28 
fishing in St. John, but what little there is, it’s all combined 29 
into St. Thomas and that will be throughout these slides. 30 
 31 
JIM BERKSON:  Is there any discussion or rumors of limited entry 32 
or anything like that among the fishers, which would make them 33 
want to get on record for having landings?  That’s the only 34 
thing I can think of for that kind of increase.  I know there 35 
are other things, but that’s the one thing that came to my mind 36 
first. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think one of the things, the factors that may 39 
be involved here, is they have the new forms, I believe, that 40 
they’ve been using and there’s been a lot of push to have them 41 
fill out those forms and they’re species-specific on the forms, 42 
whereas before it was by family and it may not have been so easy 43 
for fishermen to figure out which family a fish belonged to or 44 
they didn’t care about what they marked. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would say that there is probably increased 47 
cooperation, particularly with the St. Thomas group.  The St. 48 
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Thomas Fishermen’s Association, we’ve been working with them a 1 
lot and so I’m not real surprised with the increased reporting.  2 
I just think that’s better cooperation and that’s the kind of 3 
thing we’re looking for. 4 
 5 
I would also point out that according to Mike Larkin’s tables 6 
that he sent, which I hope we’re using the same data, they are 7 
now getting, with the combined 2010 and 2011 landings, averaging 8 
56,833 pounds, which is 109.6 percent of the ACL and so that’s 9 
down from whatever it was, 118 or 119 or whatever we had, when 10 
we just used the 2010 data. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t know if you covered this, but 13 
there is a moratorium on the commercial fishing licenses in the 14 
Virgin Islands.  We had requested information from the DPNR to 15 
address the overages, but we haven’t heard back specifically 16 
from them. 17 
 18 
We do know that David Olsen has been tracking the landings of 19 
the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association and they probably 20 
comprise the largest number of fishers that are cooperating with 21 
the program and he has stated at the council meetings a number 22 
of times that landings are being tracked very well, especially 23 
in these last few years. 24 
 25 
The issue was that the fishermen were very concerned and this 26 
was raised at the last council meeting while we were all at the 27 
SSC meeting, but the RA brought these tables to the attention of 28 
the fishermen and so everyone was pretty upset about the amount 29 
of overages that were shown and it’s the issue of if we give 30 
better statistics, then this is going to happen all the time and 31 
so then we’re going to be punished because we’re surrendering 32 
better statistics or better catch reports. 33 
 34 
That whole issue was heavily debated while we were in the other 35 
room and so that’s -- I am really surprised and really happy to 36 
see that, but there hasn’t been anything on the catch shares or 37 
any limited entry.  The limited entry is already established and 38 
there is a moratorium and no one can get any new licenses. 39 
 40 
They have been working on a number of programs to reduce the 41 
number of traps and to put escape vents in traps and pots.  They 42 
have been doing yellowtail snapper tagging and release and they 43 
are doing lobsters now and so they are quite involved in getting 44 
the information that is needed to assess the populations. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where are the overages?  Where are the big 47 
overages and it’s not for groupers and snappers, right?  I 48 
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wanted to know if anybody can comment on why the snappers have 1 
declined so drastically over the last two years.  Is that a 2 
matter of not fishing the aggregations or something like that? 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That I don’t know, but the only 5 
overage that the St. Thomas fishermen had were the groupers and 6 
their main concern was that if they are protecting the red hind 7 
and they do not have a seasonal closure.  They do have a no-take 8 
area for the red hind and that has been since the 1990s. 9 
 10 
They wanted to make sure that the increase in the population was 11 
part of the catch reports that they were giving and that it 12 
would be shown that it was, for example, red hind or that the 13 
yellowfin had come back after the seasonal closure that they’ve 14 
established and so for St. Thomas/St. John, it’s only the 15 
groupers that we are concerned with.  I don’t know specifically 16 
what the decrease in the snappers is.  I can make a phone call 17 
and try to find out. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You’re looking at a reduction of 100 percent 20 
from what seems to be sort of like the average. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There’s just way too much grouper in 23 
closer to shore and so they just target red hind instead of 24 
anything else. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I wanted to know, do they fish for mutton 27 
snapper and cubera snappers and dog snappers in St. Thomas/St. 28 
John or it’s just yellowfin snapper that we’re talking about 29 
here? 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the snappers, they go after 32 
yellowtail snapper and that’s probably the main snapper that 33 
they harvest and in fact, they were doing research because the 34 
catch reports or the TIP data didn’t show all the landings, all 35 
the size of fish, that they were harvesting because that fishery 36 
is mostly at night. 37 
 38 
Cubera snapper, no, and I’m going -- This I’m saying by memory 39 
from the pictures that I’ve seen of the STFA and cubera snapper, 40 
no.  Mutton, not so much in St. Thomas and St. John, but some. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, they do fish, because I’ve bought them in 43 
the market. 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the other snappers, they do have a 46 
fishery for the deepwater snappers, but we couldn’t find 47 
fishermen that were actually targeting the deepwater snappers, 48 
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because we had a SEDAR that dealt with that and it was just they 1 
do it on an opportunistic basis and so there is not a group of 2 
people like the ones off of Rincon or the east coast here in 3 
Puerto Rico that target those deepwater snappers and they are 4 
there all the time. 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That would be in another group and not in 7 
this one or this includes all deep and shallow-water snappers? 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the Virgin Islands, it’s all. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All snappers?  Okay.  So you’re not dividing 12 
it in the same groups as in Puerto Rico. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Mutton snapper has a three-month closed season 15 
all the way to the shoreline in both St. Croix and St. 16 
Thomas/St. John and that’s true for yellowfin grouper and the 17 
big groupers as well.  They have the closed season that’s during 18 
the spawning time. 19 
 20 
That closed season came in after the 2005 and so that’s been in 21 
effect for -- The closed seasons have been in effect probably 22 
since 2006 and so to a certain extent, some of the decline may 23 
be, in part, because of these closed seasons. 24 
 25 
For mutton snapper, that was certainly -- On St. Croix, it would 26 
have stopped, which isn’t put up here, but mutton snapper 27 
fishing during the main part of the year that they would catch 28 
them and they may have been a major part here, but one of the 29 
things about yellowtail snapper is it’s the only snapper on St. 30 
Thomas/St. John that people feel comfortable that it’s not 31 
ciguatoxic, whereas even mutton snapper is thought to be 32 
periodically you’re taking your chances eating mutton snapper on 33 
St. Thomas/St. John, especially if it’s caught on the south 34 
side, but I know it’s in the market, because I’ve gone and 35 
bought it in the market there. 36 
 37 
It’s considered that sometimes it is ciguatoxic and that it’s 38 
not totally safe.  It’s more safe than something like a cubera 39 
snapper or a dog snapper and that may -- Some of it may have to 40 
do with the size at which they’re catching them as well. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, in terms of the groupers, what 43 
we’re seeing here is an exact match with the ACL or is there an 44 
overage of a small percentage or what? 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  For the snapper, they’re under.  They’re at around 47 
-- Even below 75 percent of their ACL for average 2010 and 2011 48 
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landings.  They caught, on average, 98,716 pounds and the ACL is 1 
133,775 and so they’re pretty safe with the snapper. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the grouper I mean. 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  Grouper are over by about 10 percent, 9.6 percent, 6 
and what they claim, and Rick may want to comment on this, but 7 
the fishermen are telling me that’s because there’s so many red 8 
hind out there that that’s what they’re catching and that’s what 9 
is driving it above the ACL. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We’re looking at the data and first of all, 12 
the trend for the last three years is going down and so I don’t 13 
see where they’re catching so many extra fish.  Secondly, it 14 
really looks like the fishery hasn’t changed, because that 10 15 
percent overage is about the level that the ACL was reduced over 16 
the mean catch levels that were used to set the baseline.  17 
Basically, they’re right on average for what they’ve been doing, 18 
but since the ACL was dropped 10 percent off of that, it’s 19 
instant overage.  20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe what we should do, because we probably 22 
should finish up the discussion of this, is have Rick give his 23 
presentation about the groupers as well, because you were going 24 
to give us a presentation about the red hind work that you did 25 
and then the work on the Grammanik Bank as well? 26 
 27 
Speaking of this, can you pull out, from this data, just the red 28 
hind catches for the last year and what percentage the red hind 29 
comprises the grouper catch? 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The last year, they should have been 32 
adding red hinds by species. 33 
 34 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right.  They’ve been reporting by species and so 35 
we theoretically should be able to do that.  That was not done 36 
for this meeting, but I can send an email right now and see what 37 
Kevin can do. 38 
 39 

PRESENTATION ON RED HIND DATA 40 
 41 
RICK NEMETH:  What I pulled together was data from different 42 
sources and this represents the number of red hind that we do an 43 
annual count at the Red Hind Marine Conservation District 44 
Spawning Aggregation Site. 45 
 46 
This is the average density, based on ten to fifteen -- It’s 47 
thirty-by-two-meter transects and what we think of as the center 48 
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of the aggregation and so from 2000 to 2012, you can see it 1 
varies quite a bit. 2 
 3 
This is done within plus or minus three days of the full moon in 4 
January, which tends to be the peak.  That’s the way we try to 5 
standardized it.  It’s quite variable from December to January 6 
to February, which is their typical spawning months. 7 
 8 
This represents sort of the -- What we’ll do some years when we 9 
don’t have time or the weather is bad, we may only get one day 10 
and others, we may get out four or five consecutive days around 11 
the full moon and so this represents the average of those 12 
transects that occur over that time period. 13 
 14 
You can see it fluctuates.  Part of this fluctuation, I believe 15 
-- In the next figure, you can see the length of red hind as it 16 
varies across these sites.  2009 was the last year that we 17 
actually went and sampled the red hind and this is based on 18 
bringing fish up to the boat and getting total lengths during 19 
our different tagging projects. 20 
 21 
We didn’t do any work in 2004 or 2005.  In those years, we were 22 
working on St. Croix and so there’s a gap in the data there.  23 
You see the -- I want to point out the two declines in size in 24 
2003 and 2009. 25 
 26 
I believe what that is, it’s a strong cohort that’s coming in 27 
and so females that are entering the system and this graph shows 28 
the density of hind by size class.  These are based on visual 29 
surveys by divers and so this is our visual survey and so we 30 
have data for every year when we do our transects. 31 
 32 
You can see right here, in 2003, a big year class in the thirty 33 
to forty-centimeter size class and again in 2009.  The smaller, 34 
twenty-one to thirty, and thirty-one to forty, there’s a large 35 
cohort coming into the spawning aggregation. 36 
 37 
Now, they become mature around twenty-five centimeters and so 38 
some of these fish may be immature individuals that we’re 39 
counting.  Obviously the ones -- This red color at the bottom 40 
are just small red hind that are in the aggregation. 41 
 42 
JIM BERKSON:  How many age classes would this represent, the 43 
different shadings? 44 
 45 
RICK NEMETH:  That’s a good question and I have a whole pile of 46 
otoliths that I’m working with a collaborator right now to try 47 
to analyze. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  I take it it’s more than one? 2 
 3 
RICK NEMETH:  Oh, yes. 4 
 5 
JIM BERKSON:  Right and so sorry to interrupt the slides and I 6 
just was thinking about this, but why wouldn’t we see staggering 7 
for the different age classes?  Why do we see peaks in a single 8 
year?  That’s how I interpret that. 9 
 10 
RICK NEMETH:  Right and I think what happens is all the fish 11 
don’t spawn every year and so we see some fish returning every 12 
other year and so I believe you might have a strong year class 13 
and they spawn once and they may return two years later and some 14 
return the following year. 15 
 16 
I am not really sure how to -- One other thing that I want to 17 
mention is this, again, is just January and so we did a lot of 18 
research looking at the timing of the aggregation and what we 19 
find is if the full moon falls between twenty or forty days 20 
after the winter solstice, so around January 15, or January 10 21 
to 30, then there tends to be a very large aggregation and fewer 22 
fish in December and February. 23 
 24 
If the full moon falls before that time period, it seems like 25 
the total spawning population is split between January and 26 
February.  If it falls in late January, then it tends to be 27 
split between late December and late January. 28 
 29 
If it falls in that sort of sweet spot, then it tends to 30 
synchronize the spawning population very well and you get these 31 
large peaks.  It’s not exact, because as the numbers have been 32 
building over time, we seem to be seeing some spillover into the 33 
other months, which is not ideal for them it seems, but -- 34 
There’s still a lot of work to try to do this analysis, but it’s 35 
very difficult, because the timing of the moon and a number of 36 
other factors really influence fish counts over these time 37 
periods.  Were there any other questions? 38 
 39 
The other data that I analyzed -- Let me just back up for a 40 
second.  What this shows, in the very first graph, is that there 41 
is variability.  We see that we’re on an upswing over the last 42 
three years of the density of hind.  We will have to see how 43 
this trend continues. 44 
 45 
Early on, the permanent closure occurred in January of 2000 and 46 
so this large upswing initially.  We saw a lot of red hind seem 47 
to be returning to the aggregation and that was stable for a 48 
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number of years and then there was a decline in density and I 1 
will have to look more closely at the data to see what’s going 2 
on in 2007 and 2008. 3 
 4 
If we look at our coral reef monitoring data, and this slide 5 
represents about close to twenty sites on St. Thomas/St. John 6 
and they’re distributed between near-shore, mid-shelf reefs, and 7 
offshore reefs.  There is sort of a transition from shallow to 8 
deep. 9 
 10 
The data from comparing how the fish are distributed between 11 
near-shore, mid-shelf, and offshore, there’s really no 12 
difference in density from what we saw at our long-term 13 
monitoring sites, but there is a difference in size of the fish.  14 
They’re much larger offshore, which has been shown before, that 15 
the larger males tend to be offshore and so this wasn’t very 16 
surprising. 17 
 18 
If we look at the trends over time, density, the error bars are 19 
standard deviations and so what we see is that, again, there’s 20 
fluctuations over time, with sort of peaks in 2006 and then a 21 
low in 2008 and 2009.  It may have been the economy and I don’t 22 
know, but then increasing density again or a trend for more fish 23 
in the last couple of years.  Biomass seems to track that same 24 
pattern.  The more fish, you get greater biomass in your 25 
transects. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This was done by visual transects? 28 
 29 
RICK NEMETH:  This was visual transects twenty-five-meters-by-30 
four-meters wide at sites that I showed on the map.  Not all 31 
sites were done all years and so this represents sort of a -- In 32 
general, most of those sites were done, but we added sites 33 
during some years and so the number of sites increased as the 34 
years went on. 35 
 36 
In comparison, I looked at the St. Croix transect data and 37 
here’s our sites on St. Croix.  There’s about ten sites here.  38 
We didn’t have quite the same pattern onshore and offshore, but 39 
there are some deep and shallow, but I didn’t do that analysis 40 
because it’s unequal sample sizes. 41 
 42 
If you look at the density, you see that the density is a bit 43 
lower in St. Croix.  There was a couple of years where we didn’t 44 
do any fish transects, 2006 and 2007, in St. Croix. 45 
 46 
Especially in the latter years, both density and biomass, St. 47 
Croix is significantly -- Well, I don’t know about 48 
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significantly, but quite a bit lower than the St. Thomas/St. 1 
John area in terms of the fish that are found on the reefs in 2 
our permanent monitoring sites. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is this all fish or just red hind? 5 
 6 
RICK NEMETH:  This is just red hind.  We have these trends for 7 
all the fish that exist on the reefs.  I have some data on 8 
Nassau.  I just threw this graph together.  This is from the 9 
Grammanik Bank and, again, the standard deviations and the total 10 
length in centimeters. 11 
 12 
There has been a slight increase in the size of Nassau over the 13 
years and not a lot and each data point represents anywhere from 14 
fifty to 150 fish that we were sort of during our tagging 15 
program catching and releasing. 16 
 17 
We also did some acoustic tag work and this was interesting.  We 18 
just started to notice this trend.  The number of -- This is the 19 
number of tagged fish that had been acoustically tagged from 20 
2007 to 2012 and what we see here is that the peak spawning -- 21 
That red bracket represents the Grammanik Bank seasonal closure 22 
and you can see that there’s quite a few Nassau that are showing 23 
up in January as well as May, which is outside the closed 24 
season. 25 
 26 
When you look at this in terms of -- Some of these fish are 27 
obviously repeated fish that were tagged in 2007 and may have 28 
come back in 2008 and 2009, until their acoustic transmitter 29 
died, and so some of these are repeated counts, but these are 30 
the number of individuals that were detected at the spawning 31 
site in any particular year. 32 
 33 
If you look at the percent, this might be a little more 34 
informative.  About 25 percent of the fish tend to spawn in 35 
March and 15 to 20 in February and April and 5 to 10 percent in 36 
January and May and there tend to be a few that either linger 37 
longer on the aggregation site.  There was one that was a 38 
resident, which accounted for some of those June through 39 
December detections, but there are a few fish that do pass 40 
through occasionally one month or another. 41 
 42 
I think this is my last -- Yes, that was the last one and so I 43 
can share this data.  I can leave the PowerPoint with people 44 
here, but I don’t know if that helps you resolve your issue of 45 
the number of red hind. 46 
 47 
We did see the increasing trend in red hind from 2009, 2010, and 48 
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2011, but there seems to be a cycle that’s going on, maybe on a 1 
five or six-year cycle, where there’s an increase and decline 2 
and an increase in density of fish. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Rick, I’m not sure if I saw correctly, but I 5 
think that there is -- Maybe this is completely real, but there 6 
seems to be almost or more than an order of magnitude higher 7 
density of red hind inside the MCD than outside.  Let me see 8 
that graph.  See the density?  That’s red hind, right, red hind? 9 
 10 
RICK NEMETH:  Yes. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The density there is around 0.1 individual 13 
per hundred square meters and then in one of the first graphs 14 
that you showed of density of red hind within the MCD, the 15 
density was between seven and twenty-eight individuals per 16 
hundred and so it’s at least two orders of magnitude higher 17 
densities and is that real? 18 
 19 
RICK NEMETH:  That’s on the spawning aggregation site. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  During the spawning aggregation? 22 
 23 
RICK NEMETH:  During the spawning aggregation, right.  Let me 24 
see if I can find the data. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Thanks.  I didn’t catch that it was 27 
exclusively during the spawning aggregation.  The reason I’m 28 
asking is because we just concluded -- Not just, but a few 29 
months ago, concluded a fishery-independent survey of different 30 
species on the west coast of Puerto Rico and I wanted to have 31 
this for comparative purposes, to see where our numbers fell 32 
within the numbers that you had within and outside protected 33 
areas, which we don’t have the benefit, because we don’t really 34 
have any closed area that is enforced, such as the MCD.  In 35 
Puerto Rico, we can probably say that we don’t have any. 36 
 37 
RICK NEMETH:  Right.  In 2011, you can see these are the closed 38 
areas and so these are our underwater visual surveys, the 39 
transects, and so College Shoal, Grammanik Bank, and Hind Bank 40 
are all protected.  These data were not done during -- This is 41 
just outside the spawning season, during the summer months. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But Grammanik Bank is only protected for three 44 
months of the year.  It’s protected from traps, I guess you 45 
might say, but it’s not -- People can hand line, whereas College 46 
Shoal falls within the Hind Bank, which is a year-round 47 
protected area, right? 48 
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 1 
RICK NEMETH:  Yes. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Two of those areas are protected year-round and 4 
Grammanik Bank is only protected for I think it’s three months. 5 
 6 
RICK NEMETH:  But you can see it varies here.  In a previous 7 
year, it was 0.1 to 0.2 and so it varies quite a bit from year 8 
to year. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  How does it compare with areas outside the 11 
protected areas? 12 
 13 
RICK NEMETH:  In terms of density, it’s about the same.  If you 14 
look at the biomass, it’s quite a bit higher.  These are the 15 
protected sites, but here’s a mid-shelf site, South Water 16 
Island, that’s quite high with red hind. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are the other sites shallower or inshore, 19 
like Benner Bay and Seahorse? 20 
 21 
RICK NEMETH:  Yes and so this Benner Bay and it’s near-shore and 22 
this is mid-shelf and then offshore. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So it would be hard to tell if the increment 25 
in size is related to distance from shore or for protection? 26 
 27 
RICK NEMETH:  Right.  We have -- I guess all of our sites, 28 
except the Grammanik Bank, it’s only a three-month protected 29 
area and no trap fishing, but there is hand lining, quite a bit 30 
of hand lining, that happens outside the closed season. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I can’t remember what my numbers are for red 33 
hind, but it will be interesting for me now to go and compare 34 
with what I have. 35 
 36 
RICK NEMETH:  Yes and I would be curious to find out what you’re 37 
getting. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  One thing I can tell you right away is the 40 
fish you have, your size frequency distribution is much more 41 
skewed to the larger sizes.   42 
 43 
We rarely have -- I think that the largest individuals that we 44 
have is about forty-centimeters and we don’t have any, that I 45 
can recall, any records above forty-centimeters or maybe in the 46 
forty-one or forty-two, but we’re just reporting up to forty 47 
because it didn’t go very much above that and because these were 48 
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visual estimates.  1 
 2 
It would be hard for us to say it’s forty-three-centimeters, 3 
because there is some error always in the visual estimate.  It’s 4 
about forty-centimeters, but most of our fish were in the thirty 5 
to thirty-five-centimeter range total length and your fish here 6 
seem to be quite larger. 7 
 8 
RICK NEMETH:  Yes, but if you compare to St. Croix though, 9 
they’re quite a bit smaller and within the St. Thomas 10 
aggregation, they were a nice bimodal size distribution between 11 
males and females and you could really see sort of size at sex 12 
change, where in St. Croix it was skewed heavily to smaller size 13 
classes and there was almost no distinction between males and 14 
females and so they are changing sex at a very small size and 15 
most everything above thirty or thirty-five-centimeters was very 16 
rare in the aggregation.  It’s a very small fish. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just to make sure we’re talking about apples and 19 
apples, Rick’s size distribution was for a spawning aggregation 20 
and so I don’t know whether yours is -- No.  So he may have a 21 
size distribution for non-spawning aggregation individuals as 22 
well, but that was what I think he showed up there, was the size 23 
distribution for the spawning aggregation only. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My point is that even though I saw fish all 26 
over the place, not within an aggregation, but we still don’t 27 
see those large fishes around, those large red hinds of forty-28 
five and close to even fifty-centimeters.  We don’t see that.  29 
There might be one or two, but as I remember, sixteen inches was 30 
our largest fish, the largest fish we saw in our size estimate.  31 
I don’t know how much that is in centimeters, but I don’t think 32 
it reaches fifty. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anybody have any questions? 35 
 36 
RICK NEMETH:  This is for the coral reef monitoring long-term 37 
monitoring data.  The other one was the spawning aggregation 38 
variability, which just by the fact that they are synchronized 39 
with the full moon, there is variability inherent in that 40 
timing. 41 
 42 
This is long-term monitoring and so it shows more consistent, I 43 
think, real trends of what the population is doing outside the 44 
aggregation, but you see the same increases up to 2006 and then 45 
declines and then increases again starting in 2009. 46 
 47 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but the difference is here that the 48 
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bottom one is biomass and so it’s integrating the changes in 1 
size and density and so for 2010 and 2011, we have two good 2 
years of biomass on a par with what was seen in 2003.  Now, you 3 
don’t have the data before that that the ACL was based on, but 4 
there might be something going on there. 5 
 6 
RICK NEMETH:  Is there other kinds of data that would be useful?  7 
I was thinking we do have the size frequency data.  I don’t have 8 
it with me, but we have it for the underwater visual survey.  We 9 
do ten-centimeter size classes on those fish counts and so I 10 
could pull that out as an estimate of density within each size 11 
class. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m not sure that’s the issue.  The fishery 14 
is based on total biomass that’s susceptible to being fished and 15 
so there may be an argument about the fact that there seems to 16 
be more biomass the last two years, especially 2010, but you’re 17 
contrasting that with the catch records that were actually going 18 
down at that time for grouper. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  They were fairly stable.  It was the snapper 21 
that was really shooting down. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The snapper plummeted, but the grouper were 24 
going down a little bit.  Grouper were really, over the long 25 
term, fairly stable, which was what we were looking for in the 26 
first place with setting the ACLs. 27 
 28 
Looking at the variability here, I certainly would not advocate 29 
that we change the ACL for groupers yet.  I would like to see a 30 
much longer trend before we’re arguing that and I think, going 31 
back to the data again, I think the overage is just due to the 32 
fact that they’re fishing an average trend and the ACL was set 33 
10 percent below that and you’ve got a 10 percent overage.  34 
Surprise. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that’s probably pretty much 37 
the same thing that we see for the case of in Puerto Rico.  I 38 
don’t know, but that kind of like seems like a good argument for 39 
the other one too. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I tend to think that you’re right probably. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But having said that, there was a reason 44 
for dropping the ACL by that 10 percent over the margin and so 45 
it’s -- We’re not excusing it.  The goal was to build a buffer 46 
in there and that’s why. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Right now, the ACL is set at a certain level and 1 
the ACL level was 10 percent less than the average catch and we 2 
have a 10 percent overage and so I don’t -- What is the SSC’s 3 
feeling about then a recommendation to the council regarding the 4 
overage for grouper for St. Thomas/St. John?  It was expected? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Everybody was made aware of the fact that 7 
if you take your average trend and you drop it -- First of all, 8 
if you take your average trend, half the time you’re going to be 9 
above it and half the time you’re going to be below it and so 10 
that was why the running average approach was put into that, 11 
which doesn’t work for your first year, because there’s nothing 12 
to run it with. 13 
 14 
Based upon I guess what was the agreed-upon procedures, you 15 
start with the same year for which you have the data.  Then when 16 
you put that 10 percent buffer in, you’re really saying we want 17 
to lower the catch and add more buffer in there and that’s what 18 
we’re facing and I suppose that’s what we should do. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anybody have any comments? 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So how do you go about that?  Just close the 23 
season for a given period of time, further than it is closed 24 
right now? 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bill, do you want to speak to that? 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s what the accountability measures say, that 29 
you reduce the season by the amount necessary to ensure that the 30 
ACL is not again exceeded the following year.  If you’re 10 31 
percent over and you’re fishing nine months, you take one-tenth 32 
of nine months and remove that from the season. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You know that the fishermen are not going to 35 
like that and they have a good reason.  They have pretty good 36 
arguments, because I mean if you put that 10 percent as a buffer 37 
and now that buffer is going to bite them. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s true. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s true, but on the other hand, if 42 
there is a sustained evidence that biomass is actually 43 
increasing and the fishermen are reporting accurately, then 44 
there’s a basis for increasing the ACL and so if they decide not 45 
to report, for example, then they’re always going to be stuck at 46 
that level. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But look at the graph, Rich.  It’s not a 1 
consistent increase, because it’s like fluctuating.  It’s 2 
fluctuating between 2004 and 2005 and then increasing in 2007, 3 
2006 and 2007, and you could have reached that conclusion in 4 
2007 and then it went down again and then it’s increasing again 5 
and you don’t know what’s going to happen next year.  It’s like 6 
it’s not something that is a trend of increasing biomass.  What 7 
I see is a fluctuation. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right now, yes, and that’s why I said I 10 
don’t see any reason for increasing the ACL now, but if the 11 
populations are increasing, which was the question we were asked 12 
to look at, or one of the questions we were asked to look at, we 13 
will not see that unless the fishermen continue to report. 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What I think that should be considered at 16 
some point -- This is the first time that we need to come here 17 
and make these kinds of decisions, but what I see -- Not so much 18 
perhaps with the data for red hind or for grouper at the USVI, 19 
but in the case of Puerto Rico, I see that it’s dramatic, the 20 
amount of variability involved in what we are calling an MSY 21 
proxy from which the ACLs were based. 22 
 23 
In the case for wrasses in Puerto Rico, I wouldn’t really like 24 
to come up and defend that, that decrease of the fishing season.  25 
In this case, the variability may not be that high, but still 26 
there’s a lot of variability around the catches or this kind of 27 
information of densities and so forth and my point is that 28 
within that ACL, we should have considered that we needed some 29 
kind of a buffer, plus or minus 10 percent. 30 
 31 
I don’t know if we’re too late for that now or what, but we knew 32 
that we were making decisions of MSY proxies based on annual 33 
catches with very high variability and a lot of uncertainties in 34 
the data and now to defend that is going -- You can do it, 35 
because the fishermen have to abide, but -- 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Again, I hate to eat alone, but I would remind you 38 
guys that not necessarily for this species, but, as an example, 39 
for lobster, Roy Crabtree laid out a scheme for saying you need 40 
to get above these things and not at them and not below them and 41 
the SSC said no. 42 
 43 
RICK NEMETH:  I was just going to follow up on the observation 44 
where you get a decline in red hind and then an increase.  In 45 
2006, there was a massive coral mortality in the Virgin Islands, 46 
where we lost 20 to 40 percent of live coral cover. 47 
 48 
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We really have no idea how that affects populations, but I think 1 
the buffers are useful for environmental variability and I don’t 2 
know -- We’re starting to look at the data to see how coral 3 
decline affects the fish populations, but that’s something you 4 
need to consider.  Whether this trend is in response to that or 5 
not, I don’t know, but it’s something that should be part of the 6 
equation. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The bleaching was 2005 and then what it 9 
shows is that it increased after 2005.  It increased in 2006 and 10 
it was higher in 2007 than in 2005, not considering standard 11 
deviation, because if you start looking at that, you probably 12 
will not get any significant differences, but actually, the 13 
decline was after 2007 in the densities. 14 
 15 
My coral data, for example, for coral monitoring, I could 16 
measure lingering effects down to 2007, but by 2008, I didn’t 17 
see any more declines.  We see lingering effects -- We could 18 
measure lingering effects down to 2007 and I don’t know.  It 19 
could have been.  It’s very hard to tell. 20 
 21 
RICK NEMETH:  Is that coral or fish? 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Coral, live coral. 24 
 25 
RICK NEMETH:  The mortality was in 2006 throughout, starting in 26 
around February for about five months that the mortality was 27 
occurring.  The peak mortality was in 2006 and so I think 28 
there’s indirect effects in terms of trophic cascades. 29 
 30 
The organisms that feed on the corals or rely on corals may then 31 
-- Their populations may slowly start to decline, whether it’s 32 
the crustaceans that the red hind feed on.  I don’t know, but 33 
it’s possible that those effects may have taken a year for these 34 
other organisms to respond and so the corals were the obvious in 35 
decline, but all the other organisms, we don’t know how that 36 
influenced the food source of the hind and other things. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are conducting that kind of analysis 39 
right now in Puerto Rico and unfortunately, we don’t have much 40 
data with red hind.  We have data with smaller fish and we may 41 
be able to see something, but I don’t know and we’ll see what -- 42 
I couldn’t help you there, because I still don’t have that 43 
analysis, but we are looking at it and it could be.  44 
 45 
VANCE VINCENTE:  What was up with the bleaching?  I understand 46 
the significance and the negative impacts in terms of primary 47 
productivity and you have lower chlorophyll concentrations per 48 
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unit area, but with respect to prey items, such as for red hinds 1 
and that, it is a rugosity of the coral zone that you’re looking 2 
at and not that much the live percent coral. 3 
 4 
If you are able to determine that the long-term effects of the 5 
bleaching eventually translates to a reducing of rugosity, that 6 
means habitat complexity, topographical complexity, and then I 7 
could see some relation between prey items and red hind.  That’s 8 
just a -- 9 
 10 
RICK NEMETH:  It would be a slower progression. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You could also have -- Just because it was 13 
a hot year and it was a hot year all around, even the winter, 14 
and so we have no idea what that effect might have had on the 15 
actual reproduction and successful recruiting, regardless of 16 
what was happening with the corals.  That would, of course, take 17 
several years to show up in the count data. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Getting back to our recommendation regarding the 20 
ACL overage for red hind, would somebody just volunteer to write 21 
something up for tomorrow morning, and it doesn’t have to be 22 
more than a little paragraph, so that we can address that in the 23 
morning? 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I think that we should reach some 26 
kind of a consensus of what to do before.  A few things could be 27 
written.  Are we in agreement that we should extend the closed 28 
season?  I don’t know and I haven’t seen a motion on the floor. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t think that there’s -- That’s not part of 31 
our recommendations.  Our recommendation is whether there is any 32 
reason for us to think that the reporting differences, or 33 
probably we could recommend other factors as well, has 34 
contributed to the coming up with an overage for grouper here in 35 
this particular case. 36 
 37 
Accountability measures, we’re not making any recommendations.  38 
That’s not part of our purview, at least at this meeting.  We 39 
could be discussing it at another one, but really, our 40 
recommendation should be related to this ACL overage and whether 41 
we think that there is any reason to think that something 42 
associated, especially with reporting, more complete reporting 43 
or more accurate reporting or what have you, has resulted in an 44 
overage for the grouper.  We have been talking about red hind, 45 
but it’s really the grouper. 46 
 47 
I think Rich has mentioned the fact that this is -- The ACL, we 48 
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took, I think, the average for this particular group and that 1 
was the basis of the ACL and then the council actually reduced 2 
the ACL by 15 percent.  They reduced it by 15 percent to provide 3 
a buffer and to protect the grouper stocks, in essence, and now 4 
we have an overage that’s about -- It’s less than 10 percent 5 
with the two years combined.  It’s about 8 percent or something 6 
like that. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  9.6. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s 9.6.  According to the accountability 11 
measures, then the fishing year would be reduced by 9.6 percent. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  I am glad we’re going through the history and the 14 
chain of results and where we’re likely to go and everything, 15 
but we shouldn’t be making our decision based on the potential 16 
impacts.  We should be making our decision based on whether we 17 
have evidence that there is reporting, reporting as a factor, in 18 
that overage. 19 
 20 
If there wasn’t going to be an accountability measure coming in, 21 
we shouldn’t be treating this any differently than if there is 22 
an accountability measure clicking in.  That’s not the 23 
consideration or at least that’s not how I read the agenda item. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  But, Barbara, also there’s a big increase in 26 
reporting, wasn’t it?  No?  27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There was increase in the number of fishers 29 
reporting, but there’s a decrease in the number of trips. 30 
 31 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes, but we are talking about reporting, 32 
right? 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The number of reported trips is smaller and the 35 
number of fishers reporting is greater. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So what is more important here? 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  When you say important, you’ve got to put in how 40 
would this influence the results, the catch? 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  How I’m reading it is that we are talking 43 
about a very small percentage of overage and then the criteria 44 
for maybe going or not considering or not recommending an 45 
increase in the closed season is maybe something dealing with 46 
reporting and if I didn’t see any changes in the reporting, then 47 
it’s a straightforward decision, but I see that there is an 48 
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increase in the number of fishermen reporting. 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The number of reported trips is fairly stable 3 
through this time period and so I don’t -- I am not sure there’s 4 
evidence that reporting is an issue. 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me, I see changes in the reporting 7 
dynamics, which is shown by that.  It’s pretty sharp and I don’t 8 
know if the fishermen are going to argue that. 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  I am not disagreeing with you at all, but explain 11 
to me how the fact that you have more fishers reporting by 12 
definition means that the results are going to be very 13 
different, meaning the number per fisher or the way in which 14 
they report is going to be different or inconsistent with how 15 
things were reported in the past. 16 
 17 
Just the fact that more fishers report doesn’t necessarily mean 18 
that the reporting is inconsistent and, once again, I’m not 19 
disagreeing with you.  We just need to make the argument and be 20 
able to justify it if that’s the direction that we feel is 21 
appropriate. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Well, that is what we think the possibility 24 
is for Puerto Rico, too.  Fishermen might be over reporting 25 
because they want their licenses.   26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay, but we’ve got to come up with something 28 
that the data shows, in some way, shape, or form, that the 29 
reporting has changed and the way it has changed would increase 30 
the amount of catch and so that is the justification for not 31 
doing anything about the overage. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to make a motion and the motion 34 
reads: The SSC was provided with insufficient evidence to 35 
conclude that data collection or reporting changes significantly 36 
contributed to the grouper overage estimate. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:   For 2011? 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s for 2010 and 2011, because we actually have 43 
the 2011 amount available now. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to comment.  The 2011 is where 46 
we’re seeing that big increase in the number of fishers 47 
reporting and so whatever is going on there isn’t affecting the 48 
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overage for 2010, which is really driving the overage for both 1 
of them, because it’s pretty much right at the ACL for 2011. 2 
 3 
If you’re looking at this data, if that increase in the number 4 
of fishers reporting is meaningful and they’re behaving like 5 
everybody else, then the number of trips, using the old data, 6 
would have plummeted, as would have the catch, for all those 7 
things to be consistent.  It’s either that or the new fishers 8 
who are reporting really aren’t catching groupers and snappers. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But the number of reporting fishers, is that 11 
referring to the number of reporting fishers reporting grouper? 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes and so this yellow line is the number of 14 
fishers reporting the capture of grouper. 15 
 16 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Maybe I misunderstood and that’s common to me, 17 
but an increase in the number of fishers reporting, a 18 
significant increase, really does not imply an increase in the 19 
landings, because you can have 300 more fishers, but they caught 20 
less and so then maybe you get a lower value than what is 21 
expected. 22 
 23 
I think that we’re going under the presumption that the more 24 
reporting will reflect a greater landing and that is not 25 
necessarily true, because they may be catching less.  In other 26 
words, like you said, the catch per unit effort is what is most 27 
important here, in order to make this data more holistically 28 
balanced.   29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I will second the motion. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Rich has seconded the motion. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  This shouldn’t affect your decision, but I just 35 
want to remind you that the idea is that if the fishermen are 36 
going to be more cooperative, we’re not going to punish them for 37 
that and so -- Like I said, that may not apply to this situation 38 
at all, but just keep in mind that the idea is that if you’re 39 
going to get -- Keep also in mind that there’s a moratorium on 40 
fishing licenses and so we’re seeing an increase in reporting, 41 
probably, from the same pool of fishermen. 42 
 43 
That’s a good thing and we should commend them for that.  That 44 
doesn’t necessarily mean that that has contributed or resulted 45 
in the observed exceedance of the ACL, but it’s just that you 46 
might want to temper your conclusion by saying “but we’re seeing 47 
a good trend in reporting and we expect that as that goes on 48 
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that we will take account of that in the future” or something 1 
like that.   2 
 3 
Maybe you don’t want to say that, but certainly, to me, it’s a 4 
good sign that we’re seeing better reporting and that was the 5 
whole point of having this condition in the regulations. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  I have heard two good hypotheses about why that 8 
may be going up, the landings being reported.  One is the one 9 
that Bill just described again, that we’re having more 10 
cooperation from the fishers.  The other was the one that 11 
Barbara proposed, which was they’ve got new forms now and it’s 12 
easier for the fishers to complete. 13 
 14 
Both seem extremely plausible, but we don’t have evidence of 15 
either one and short of a massive sociological study -- It 16 
doesn’t have to be massive, but short of a study like that, I’m 17 
not quite sure how we would get the evidence, even though, like 18 
I said, both seem very plausible. 19 
 20 
The goal here is never to punish the fishers.  The goal is to -- 21 
We all know what the goal is.  It’s to improve the resource and 22 
it’s to improve what the fishers can catch long term and that’s 23 
why the ACLs were put in and the uncertainty is a double-edged 24 
sword. 25 
 26 
It doesn’t always mean that the fishers -- That the catch is 27 
lower than what the fishers expected or lower than what we 28 
expected.  When you add that kind of uncertainty, it can be on 29 
either side, which is why that precautionary buffer has been put 30 
in there and why that’s in the reauthorized Magnuson Act, to be 31 
a precautionary buffer. 32 
 33 
Anyway, I’m not quite sure what to do at this point.  I can’t 34 
disagree with Walter’s motion, because I don’t think we have 35 
evidence, but at the same time, I see these plausible 36 
hypotheses. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  One of the things in looking at this data is 39 
that you’ve got a number of reported trips is actually 40 
declining, even though, and that’s including 2011, even though 41 
the number of fishermen actually reporting groupers is 42 
increasing, which seems, to me, to be indicating a lower catch 43 
per unit effort, which would indicate a -- If you look up at the 44 
reported landings, it’s declining and the landings divided by 45 
the number of people, but because of the fact that I think of it 46 
in terms of a trap going out and that people are putting traps 47 
out -- With a lot of these grouper species, unless you’re 48 
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targeting a spawning aggregation, you can target --  1 
 2 
You can be bottom fishing or what have you, but a lot of the 3 
fishing in St. Thomas and St. John, for the people that do big 4 
catches, are trap fishers and they go after certain species to a 5 
certain extent with their traps, depending upon how they bait 6 
them, but they’re also going after -- They also have got a trap 7 
here that any fish could go in. 8 
 9 
They are talking about fewer trips and you have to probably 10 
break this down and fewer trips catching any groupers and so 11 
you’re looking at how many trips did you have all together and 12 
then are you getting fewer trips that are catching groupers and 13 
is that fewer reported trips catching grouper because the number 14 
of trips have declined as well? 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  When did the new forms go into -- 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  2011. 19 
 20 
JIM BERKSON:  2011?  Is it sufficient to say that reporting, by 21 
definition, changed in 2011, because the new forms went into 22 
being and so they had to have played a part and so, by  23 
definition, the reporting before and the reporting after can’t 24 
be consistent?  I am not trying to find an excuse to come up 25 
with that answer, but at the same time, that one is sort of 26 
staring us right in the face. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  It may not make a huge difference, but the new 29 
reporting forms went into effect in July of 2011 and so you only 30 
have six months of that and not a full year and like I said, 31 
what difference that makes, I don’t know, but I just want to 32 
make sure we have that stuff clear in our minds. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The problem is that we don’t have a 25 or 30 35 
percent difference in the catch over the ACL.  We’re talking 36 
about a single digit percentage, which tells me that, look, if 37 
you have any reasonable doubt whatsoever, some kind of a doubt 38 
that reporting could have been -- I wouldn’t go to the drastic 39 
effect of putting an increased ban on the closed fishing knowing 40 
that these fishermen already have protected areas and all kinds 41 
of -- Spawning aggregation protection and seasonal spawning 42 
protection and all that plus you’re going to add an additional 43 
closed period because you have a single digit percentage over 44 
the ACL which you’re not really sure if reporting had anything 45 
to do with it. 46 
 47 
I mean I see it as something that is like a risk that I wouldn’t 48 
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take.  I still see that there is a change in the dynamics of 1 
reporting and I would give the fishermen -- You know that they 2 
are cooperating because an increased number of fishermen are 3 
reporting.  Instead of punishing them, I would give them the 4 
benefit of the doubt. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  I still think that we can’t make our decision 7 
based on that fact.  We can’t make our decision -- We can’t, as 8 
an SSC, start making scientific decisions based on what the 9 
ultimate policy is going to be coming from the scientific 10 
decision. 11 
 12 
That’s not the way you do science and so if we have evidence 13 
that reporting has changed, then that’s what we say.  If we 14 
don’t have evidence, then that’s what we say.  I mean I think 15 
we’re really going to head down a very, very murky stretch if we 16 
start looking at long-term impacts, whether it’s one year, three 17 
years, or five years, on fishers and ACLs and everything else if 18 
we come up with Scientific Decision A versus Scientific Decision 19 
B.  That’s never been the job of an SSC. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Jim basically said exactly what I was going to 22 
pontificate about, but I would like to call the question on this 23 
issue. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We were asked to look at the overage of 26 
2010, which is before this new reporting system went into place.  27 
Based on that, you can’t use that argument. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not sure this is correct, but I think what 30 
you should be doing here is explaining to the council whether 31 
you think that reporting has changed.  It’s up to the council 32 
then to determine what they want to do about it. 33 
 34 
The council is the one that looks at the overage of 10 percent 35 
and says the burden is on us to decide whether we’re going to 36 
apply the accountability measure or not.  I would think -- It’s 37 
not a matter of percentage, but it’s just a matter of whether 38 
they’re going to do it or not. 39 
 40 
If they’re going to do it, the formula is completed.  If they’re 41 
not going to do it, then things stay as they are and the 42 
accountability measure is not applied.  You just need to give 43 
them direction -- Again, I hope I’m not overstepping my bounds, 44 
but it seems to me that you just need to give them direction as 45 
to whether or not this exceedance is due to increased reporting. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s my understanding as well, that the 48 
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council makes the final decision on this and we’re making a 1 
recommendation to the council.  We’re not an SSC making an ACL 2 
determination or an OFL determination, as previous.  Walter has 3 
called the question and do you want to repeat your motion? 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The SSC was provided with insufficient evidence 6 
to conclude that data collection or reporting changes 7 
significantly contributed to the grouper overage estimation for 8 
2010. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We are usually dealing with this by consensus, 11 
but I think this might be one where if we just go around -- Is 12 
there any opposition to that motion? 13 
 14 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would agree with perhaps one part of your 15 
motion, in terms that we don’t have the evidence exactly of how 16 
would that increase in the reporting, in the fishermen 17 
reporting, may have influenced the catch, but we do have 18 
evidence of increased reporting by the fishermen and it’s not a 19 
small difference.  It’s almost 100 percent difference. 20 
 21 
Back in 2010, we had sixty fishermen reporting and then we have 22 
almost 120 or 118.  It’s almost a 100 percent increment and how 23 
that could affect it, I don’t know.  I cannot go into the nitty-24 
gritty of this, but we do have an increase in the dynamics of 25 
reporting. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  My motion simply said that there is 28 
insufficient evidence.  We have evidence of participation may 29 
have changed for whatever reason and how that translates into 30 
catch, you have no idea.  Therefore, based on the information 31 
that has been put in front of us by the Southeast Fisheries 32 
Science Center and by others, we have insufficient evidence that 33 
would allow us to say we’ve had enough change in the data 34 
collection system, et cetera, that let’s go throw out the ACL 35 
and just say that changes are due to -- I shouldn’t say throw 36 
out the ACL, but changes are due to some major change in data 37 
collection.  That’s all this motion is stating. 38 
 39 
JIM BERKSON:  There was no change in the data collection system 40 
in 2010, yet there was an overage in 2010 and so the discussion 41 
-- I don’t see how the point is valid, your point is valid. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For me it doesn’t make sense and that’s what 44 
worries me, because I cannot make sense out of it. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara, I think that’s what you’re looking for in 47 
your write-up, isn’t it?  You say here’s what we suggest, but 48 
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here are the factors that affected that decision, including 1 
things like reporting went up, but trips went down and it wasn’t 2 
in 2010, but it was 2011.  You just write a little paragraph 3 
saying these are factors that we took into account when we made 4 
this decision. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and then the council makes the decision of 7 
what they want to do with it.  Walter wants to call the question 8 
on this.  We have been doing things by consensus most of the 9 
time, but every once in a while we do motions.  If we just go 10 
around the table, Vance, and start with you.   11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Abstain. 13 
 14 
VANCE VINCENTE:  In favor. 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  In favor. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In favor. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Abstain. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In favor. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Five in favor, because Walter would have been in 25 
favor, and two abstentions. 26 
 27 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This does need to be revisited for -- 28 
(There is a break in the audio recording.)  A warning to what’s 29 
coming. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The issue with the 2011 data as well is that 32 
there’s only half of the year, from July onward, which the new 33 
form was being used and so that’s kind of a funny period. 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I just want to make the point that this increase 36 
in the number of fishers reporting is not isolated to these two 37 
species groups.  This is something that we’re going to see 38 
consistently for most of the species groups that we’re going to 39 
be talking about and so this is just something that we should 40 
consider as these conversations continue, because this is going 41 
to be an issue that keeps coming up as we talk about the other 42 
species, I think. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Why don’t we take a five-minute break and just 45 
pick up cups of coffee and so on?  The other thing is, Walter 46 
and Reni, could you two write up this section for the grouper, 47 
for the grouper overage, because you’ll have a lot of the 48 
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caveats in there and Walter has his motion.  If you could write 1 
that up so that we could look at it tomorrow. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For writing it, I would like to have that 4 
data or something that I could elaborate on. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Meaghan, can you provide him with whatever he 7 
needs and just talk to him about it during the break and provide 8 
him what he needs? 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe you can send me that presentation or 11 
the pertinent slides and I could talk a little bit about that.  12 
It’s a lot of going through the -- Eyeballing the data here is 13 
terrible. 14 
 15 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I do not have this data at hand.  That has to be 16 
sent to me and I haven’t heard back from anybody from the SEFSC 17 
in the last hour and I haven’t checked my email and so I need to 18 
see.  I might be able to get the numbers for the grouper ACL, 19 
but if not, all I have are the landings data and I don’t have 20 
the data with me, but I can see if I can get that for you. 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just to talk about numbers, because if not, 23 
I will be incorrect all the time.  24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just a five-minute break, quickly. 26 
 27 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We will resume the meeting.  This is the TIP 30 
data and I just went through the questions that we asked and we 31 
asked the Southeast Fisheries Science Center to provide TIP data 32 
from St. Thomas and asked was there an increase in mean length 33 
and maximum length and what was the fishing effort from the TIP 34 
data.  Meaghan, could you just describe what you’ve got here? 35 
 36 

SEFSC SUMMARY OF TIP DATA 37 
 38 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is just showing the number, the annual 39 
number, of length measurements for these four different grouper 40 
species, but focusing here, this is red hind.  This is just a 41 
bubble plot and here I have the legend, just to give you an idea 42 
of what each size of the bubble kind of represents. 43 
 44 
This large one represents about a number -- The number of 45 
lengths is about 1,400 and the smallest bubbles that you see 46 
represent one fish being measured. 47 
 48 
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Red hind, you have a considerable number of lengths being 1 
measured in the early 1980s in St. Thomas and I should note that 2 
there is consistent holes in the St. Thomas data in the TIP 3 
database between 1988 and about 1991 and again in the late 1990s 4 
and the early 2000s. 5 
 6 
Anyway, you can see that the number of lengths measured per year 7 
starts off fairly high and kind of declines over time and then 8 
in recent years, about 2009 through 2012, the number of annual 9 
length measurements has increased. 10 
 11 
This is just to show you the annual mean length for red hind 12 
since about 1981 here.  Again, each of these bubbles represents 13 
the relative number of lengths in that given year relative to 14 
the other years and so the axis here is mean length in 15 
millimeters and so it’s about 280 millimeters to about 380 16 
millimeters and so it does look like there’s an increase in mean 17 
length here, for the most part. 18 
 19 
There is a fair number of samples though in between, in the mid 20 
1990s, but, again, it’s fewer samples in this time period than 21 
in the beginning or the end. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would just like to note that there would have 24 
been a closure of the red hind spawning aggregation probably 25 
about 1990 and so some of the larger sizes prior to that could 26 
have been from sampling some of the spawning aggregation fish 27 
that were caught as well.  Any questions? 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Were these fish captured from the same site 30 
throughout those times, because we already knew from Rick’s 31 
presentation that there is a size gradient, an inshore/offshore 32 
size gradient, associated with red hind and so if increased 33 
fishing effort would have been on the offshore sites during the 34 
recent years, that would pretty much explain -- That could be 35 
one of the reasons explaining the overall increment of size with 36 
time. 37 
 38 
The other is perhaps another conclusion could be that the 39 
protection measures have worked and that the population is 40 
healthy, from the standpoint of a lot of large individuals in 41 
the population. 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I can tell you that the earliest data is 44 
from the aggregation, because it was being fished then, and the 45 
reason that you actually see those really large increases, it 46 
looks like three years in a row, is because there were no 47 
recruits coming in. 48 
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 1 
I remember we worked on length frequency data for this and 2 
that’s what sparked the closure, was that the mean size was 3 
getting larger and larger because there were no recruits coming 4 
in for several years in a row.   5 
 6 
Then it drops because then the aggregation is closed and those 7 
fish aren’t available.  The large fish aren’t available anymore, 8 
other than wherever they spend their time when they’re not 9 
aggregating, and then you have the gradual buildup that’s coming 10 
up from what’s probably dispersing out from the aggregation site 11 
into the rest of the shelf. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I’m not sure if the MCD is a recruitment 14 
site for juvenile red hinds, is it? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not talking about juvenile 17 
recruitment.  I am talking about recruitment to the spawning 18 
aggregation. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are all of these from the spawning 21 
aggregation? 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, just those first probably four points.  24 
I think it was closed in 1987 and is that right? 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those bubbles of big fish for 2010, is this 27 
all over the shelf data? 28 
 29 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  As far as I know, TIP is supposed to be a random 30 
sample of fishermen coming in and so wherever they’re fishing.  31 
It should represent a large area.  We don’t have that area 32 
information in the TIP database and so I can’t tell you that for 33 
sure, but it should represent the entire fishing ground. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other questions or comments about the data?  36 
The sizes in recent years have been larger and pretty much 37 
around the 340-millimeter mark, on average.   38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Where are the forty-centimeter ones?  I see 40 
that they reach down to thirty-eight, but I don’t see many on 41 
the forty to fifty size range which Rich showed. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s because they’re not catching from the 44 
spawning aggregation anymore. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So those big fish are only there in the 47 
spawning aggregation? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Reni, this is the mean and so -- 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, it’s the mean, right. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The mean for the years? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes and so the size of the bubble is the 8 
number of fish and not the range of sizes.  The other thing, as 9 
you know, is that because of that inshore/offshore gradient, the 10 
really big ones are probably fairly deep and maybe that’s not 11 
being targeted as much as the stuff up on the platform. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  A lot of the offshore area that they would have 14 
fished previously is in the red hind permanently closed area too 15 
and so that goes out to the shelf edge and is the deepwater, the 16 
MCD. 17 
 18 
The only other species that we have then for the Virgin Islands 19 
to look at for overages is the queen conch and is that correct?  20 
Okay.  We’ve got some other species as well now that are -- Do 21 
we have more for St. Thomas/St. John that we have overages for, 22 
because at the time we looked at this, we only had the queen 23 
conch and the grouper. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Personally, I think we should look at what 26 
we were asked to look at. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  We also have angelfish, squirrelfish, and wrasses 29 
from St. Thomas/St. John that are over.  This is based upon what 30 
we just received, which was the 2011 dataset.  We just got that 31 
and so these things are just coming to the surface. 32 
 33 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Do you want to continue with St. Thomas then?  34 
You said angelfish and -- 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  Angelfish, squirrelfish, wrasses. 37 
 38 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is a fairly busy slide, but this is the 39 
reported landings from St. Thomas and St. John.  This blue line 40 
here represents the angelfish and you can see the landings were 41 
fairly stable over time and then there’s been an increase, it 42 
seems, since 2009, which is putting it over its ACL here. 43 
 44 
The other species represented on this plot are boxfish, 45 
parrotfish, and surgeonfish, but they aren’t of concern.  Do you 46 
want me to go over those or do we want to just focus on the 47 
angelfish? 48 
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 1 
The reported landings have increased in the most recent two 2 
years.  This corresponds here.  In this left plot, you have the 3 
number of reported trips.  Again, it’s fairly stable and then 4 
the number of trips in 2011 increased and then the number of 5 
reporting fishers for angelfish is fairly stable over time and 6 
then you get that big increase, once again, that we were seeing 7 
for snapper and grouper for angelfish in 2011. 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Somebody who knows about fishing for 10 
angelfish, what’s the major gear that they’re a bycatch on? 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Fish traps.  They go into the fish traps.  13 
The rock beauty goes into the fish traps all the time and all 14 
the gray angels and the small gray angels and the queen angels, 15 
they go into the fish traps.   16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s the only group that shows that 18 
behavior.  The other three groups are all showing declines 19 
despite the same levels of increase in numbers of fishermen 20 
reporting and so is this something that’s specific to trap 21 
fishing and the others are not? 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s erratic, because parrotfish usually do 24 
not go into traps, but boxfish do as well as what else is 25 
decreasing there?  Surgeonfish?  Surgeonfish go into fish traps 26 
and they declined, but the others came up and I don’t know.  I 27 
don’t know.  It’s really erratic kind of data unless there is a 28 
few crazy guys spearfishing angelfish.  They are going that in 29 
Joyuda now when there is nothing else, but I don’t think that’s 30 
the case there in St. Thomas/St. John. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would remind you -- Probably I don’t need to, 33 
but I would remind you that you instituted a 25 percent 34 
reduction on angelfish due to their ecological contribution and 35 
so you might want to keep that in mind. 36 
 37 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  We are saying that the landings are 38 
increasing and not that they have lost their importance.  The 39 
importance remains the same, but it’s the landings that have 40 
increased. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In this particular case, it looks like the 43 
numbers of reported trips and the number of fishermen reporting 44 
have both gone up in 2011 and so, again, in 2011, that was the 45 
year that the new form was instituted halfway through the year 46 
in St. Thomas/St. John. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, frankly, the only thing that I see 1 
different from that -- Because the landings of angelfish were 2 
stable for many years, since 2000.   3 
 4 
For almost more than a decade they have been stable and the only 5 
thing that has changed is the reporting and that’s a point for 6 
my previous argument that I see a change in dynamics of 7 
reporting.  What is it -- I cannot make sense out of it, okay?  8 
But there has been a change in the dynamics of reporting and it 9 
works for the previous case. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  The big difference is that now these next group of 12 
species are only 2011 data and so they’re much more sensitive to 13 
changes in reporting.  The grouper were 2010 and 2011 and as you 14 
guys pointed out, there was increased catch in 2010 with no 15 
increase in reporting and so it wasn’t so straightforward, but 16 
now -- I am not saying it’s straightforward now, but now the 17 
relationship could be more direct and you could probably more 18 
comfortably argue that it could be due to increased reporting 19 
and that, of course, is up to you guys. 20 
 21 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I would like to make a suggestion that we just 22 
go through the next couple of species, because you’re saying 23 
squirrelfish and wrasses were 2011 species? 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 26 
 27 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  So maybe look at those and see the 28 
relationships, unless other people want to do something else and 29 
that’s fine, but -- 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, Meaghan, go ahead and do that. 32 
 33 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Squirrelfish and wrasses are on the same slide 34 
and so here, this is the reported landings for both squirrelfish 35 
and wrasses.  It looks like squirrelfish, there was a somewhat 36 
declining trend over time and then there was this big increase 37 
in reported landings of squirrelfish in 2011, but still lower 38 
than what you’re seeing in 2001. 39 
 40 
Then the wrasses here, the reported landings start in 2003 and 41 
it seems to be increasing over time and so, yes, both are over 42 
their ACLs in 2011.  Then when you look at the number of 43 
reported trips, again, for squirrelfish, it was fairly stable 44 
and then you see this little increase in 2011 and then for 45 
wrasses, the number of reported trips is increasing a bit over 46 
time, but between 2010 and 2011, it’s quite similar, the number 47 
of reported trips. 48 
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 1 
When you look at the number of fishers reporting the capture of 2 
these species within these two species groups, again, it’s very 3 
stable over time for squirrelfish and then you see this increase 4 
starting in 2010 and then a further increase in 2011, which 5 
corresponds to the new data forms. 6 
 7 
Then the wrasses, you have this increase, again, starting in 8 
2009, fishers reporting the capture of wrasses in 2009, and it 9 
continues to increase into 2011. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Again, I have a problem.  I have a problem, 12 
because the ACL is below 90 percent of the data points and so 13 
why -- Unless it is that ACLs were determined on other 14 
historical sets of data, what I see is that all the other data 15 
points are over the ACL except one. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am still questioning whether we should 18 
look at 2011 data when we haven’t been asked to do that, but 19 
unlike what we saw with red hind, for example, when we see the 20 
number of reporting going up for both of these species, we 21 
actually see that trend reflected fairly nicely in the number of 22 
reported trips and so that behavior, A, makes sense and, B, is 23 
much different than what we saw before. 24 
 25 
As a consequence, for squirrelfish, which seems to show the 26 
bigger increase, shows a dramatic increase in its landings, 27 
whereas wrasses, the landings actually went down.  They’re just 28 
over where the ACL was put.  Is there no data before 2003 for 29 
those, because the ACL would have been based on some kind of 30 
longer term average. 31 
 32 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I would have to ask, because as far as I know, 33 
what I’m seeing is what data we have, starting in 2003. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  As far as I know, we have data. 36 
 37 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay and it’s not showing up here?  Okay.  I 38 
will send an email. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are those plots from 2000 for any particular 41 
reason?  Are they since 2000 for any particular reason or is 42 
that the date that we are using as a reference for the ACL 43 
determination? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Data began being reported to species group in 1995 46 
or 1996 or 1997, somewhere in there.  It differed between the 47 
two island groups, St. Croix and St. Thomas/St. John.  The 48 
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council chose to use 1999 as the start year for St. Croix data 1 
analyses and 2000 as the start year for St. Thomas/St. John 2 
analyses and so that would be one explanation as to why these 3 
start in 2000 and we didn’t go before that.  That’s why our ACLs 4 
run from 2000 to 2005 and 2000 to 2009, whatever it is, but they 5 
all start in 2000 for St. Thomas/St. John. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So then how could the ACL be drawn at a 8 
value which is below most of the data points except one? 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  The data that we base these ACLs on are correct.  11 
We used medians for these 2011 data and not means and we reduced 12 
them for the squirrelfish and wrasses by 10 percent and for the 13 
angelfish by 25 percent, but Meaghan has to vouch for these 14 
data.  I am very comfortable with the data that we used to set 15 
these ACLs, et cetera.  We have been through these things many, 16 
many times. 17 
 18 
If you just use the data -- Well, I don’t know, but anyway, the 19 
ACLs are well established.  The data we’re comparing this 20 
against, the plots are -- I would have confidence in them, 21 
because Meaghan is providing them and they’re from the Center 22 
and our data show that these overages are real and they’re 200 23 
to 300-plus percent over. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am not convinced.  I don’t see the logic 26 
behind -- It doesn’t really make any sense at all to me.  I have 27 
not been dealing with the nitty-gritty of the latest dataset 28 
upgrades that you have there, but in my opinion, what you have 29 
for the data for wrasses between 2003 and 2011 and what it tells 30 
me is that all those annual landings are above the ACL almost 31 
since the day that you started considering the data for the ACL, 32 
except for 2003.  All the rest are above, way above, and I can’t 33 
see how the ACL came up so low. 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I just want to make a comment.  Some of the gaps 36 
in the data are due to confidentiality issues.  If there’s less 37 
than three fishermen reporting a catch of a particular species 38 
in a given year, we cannot show that data, for whatever reason.  39 
That’s what I was just told.  Either that’s no data -- That 40 
represents either no data or there is confidentiality issues and 41 
we couldn’t show it. 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When there is no data, you use a zero? 44 
 45 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I had nothing to do with the ACLs and so I don’t 46 
know how they used it, but I mean -- 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Because I could have never -- I was present 1 
in all of these discussions and I know that when I would have 2 
seen that that I would have jumped.  I didn’t see that coming, 3 
you know. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the ACL should not have been based on 6 
zeros.  We just would not have seen the data on the graph, but 7 
the calculations would have been made using that data and if you 8 
look at -- Whatever they are, they’re probably low, if it’s just 9 
three fishermen.  You take 2000 to 2005 -- 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s 1999, actually. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, but we don’t have the -- That line 14 
goes right through the middle of what you’re seeing for 2003 to 15 
2005, which is the data we have available.  The problem is we 16 
set the ACL on that and then everything increased after that and 17 
so it wasn’t necessarily the problem that the ACL didn’t match 18 
the data that it fit to.  The problem is that after that, 19 
increases in landings were substantial. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Let me take you through the squirrelfish top right 22 
plot real quick.  That’s the dark colored one that guys that are 23 
colorblind can’t really pick out.  You’ve got nine points up 24 
there, I think, and is that right?  It’s ten. 25 
 26 
Look at Point 6.  That’s going to be your median right there and 27 
take 10 percent off of that median and you’re pretty much going 28 
to end up with that ACL and that’s how you got your ACL.  That’s 29 
taking the median and decreasing it by the 10 percent reduction 30 
factor and you get that line. 31 
 32 
I imagine if we went through the wrasses that we would come to 33 
the same conclusion.  The points that are 0001 and 0002 aren’t 34 
necessarily below the line.  You figure if there’s only three 35 
guys reporting, they probably are, but I don’t know where they 36 
fit in, but if you had those three points in there and you walk 37 
through that thing, you would probably find that like point 38 
number -- On the plot, the third point on the line might be your 39 
median and you take 10 percent off of that and you’re going to 40 
come to that line. 41 
 42 
This is how these ACLs were arrived at for these 2011 species.  43 
These things do make sense and the ACLs are solid and I have a 44 
feeling that the landings data are too and this is what we’re 45 
dealing with. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It looks to me like what we’ve got in this 48 
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particular case for the squirrelfish is we’ve got an increase in 1 
the landings data because we have an increase in the number of 2 
reported trips and an increase in the number of fishermen 3 
reporting. 4 
 5 
Now, whether that is commensurate with the amount of increase in 6 
landings that we see, that’s another question, but certainly the 7 
numbers of trips, the increased numbers of trips and the 8 
increased numbers of fishers reporting, is contributing to these 9 
higher landings. 10 
 11 
We are getting better cooperation from fishers, it looks like, 12 
for this in particular.  Now, one of the things that has me a 13 
little bit concerned is you’ve got things like triggerfish up 14 
here and triggerfish, you’ve got landings that are declining and 15 
you had numbers of trips declining, but you had the number of 16 
fishers reporting triggerfish increasing and so you’ve got a 17 
funny thing, but we don’t have to worry about that.  It’s just 18 
that it looks like we’re not getting consistent patterns right 19 
throughout here. 20 
 21 
If we just look at squirrelfish, I think we have some point for 22 
saying that at least part of the contribution of the overage, 23 
and probably a significant part of it, was because of better 24 
reporting by fishers and maybe more accurate reporting by 25 
fishers as well. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not so sure I would agree with that 28 
statement.  Just look at the annual variability in squirrelfish 29 
landings from one year to the next.  It’s tremendous and so it 30 
may be due to increased participation among fishermen and better 31 
reporting, but, again, it’s -- A lot of imagination has to go 32 
into it to state that with any certainty at all that increased 33 
landings were due to increased cooperation among the fishermen 34 
and so forth, in my opinion. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just want to mention that a lot of these 37 
species, like surgeonfish, for example, and squirrelfishes 38 
particularly -- There is several species included within those 39 
groups, but they are bycatch of red hind fisheries, based on 40 
fish traps. 41 
 42 
Whatever works for one works for the other.  Those are bycatch, 43 
in part.  I know that there’s a lot of hook and line effort for 44 
red hind as well and it could be, but trends that are reflected 45 
for these guys are probably true for the red hind too and I -- 46 
At least whatever increase in the fishing dynamics, in the 47 
reporting dynamics -- Not in the catch.  I know that the catch 48 
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is something else. 1 
 2 
They might be reporting the increased reporting on those fishes 3 
that they were not previously doing, because they didn’t care 4 
much about them.  Now they have a better attitude and they are 5 
reporting everything.  Beforehand, who cares about a 6 
squirrelfish?  It’s twenty-five-cents a pound and they throw it 7 
in the water instead of dealing with it.  8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It would probably be a three or four-dollar a 10 
pound fish in the Virgin Islands. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the Virgin Islands? 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can look at what’s happening with these 17 
two species and compare that with triggerfish.  Triggerfish are 18 
showing the same pattern that we saw with red hind, a really big 19 
increase in the number of fishermen reporting, but the number of 20 
trips isn’t responding to that kind of behavior. 21 
 22 
Wrasses and squirrelfish do respond to that behavior and so 23 
there’s a totally different dynamic going on there.  Now, 24 
there’s a different dynamic in reporting for all of them, but 25 
how it plays out further down the line, I am clueless on that 26 
one, because we’re getting two markedly different patterns here 27 
of how the fisheries are responding to that and without 28 
additional information, all we can say is that we have a lot 29 
more fishermen reporting and we need more information on how to 30 
interpret that. 31 
 32 
RICK NEMETH:  I have a question.  Could it be that because of 33 
the fuel prices that you have more hand-line fishermen going out 34 
on a single boat and all reporting and there’s one trip, but 35 
they’re all reporting but it’s to save costs on fuel?  I don’t 36 
know how fishermen behavior is and if there’s a captain and he 37 
only reports or if all the people who are fishing who have 38 
licenses could report. 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Good point. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I can’t answer that. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  Going through these cases case-by-case, I am 45 
wondering if we’re going to have any conclusive evidence for any 46 
of them that reporting -- Changes in reporting is a factor. 47 
 48 
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We can come up with hypotheses for each of them and some, we can 1 
come up with more hypotheses or stronger hypotheses.  I think in 2 
our write-up that we definitely need to include those, but I’m 3 
wondering if we can conclude that it’s a factor and I don’t 4 
know.  What do you all think? 5 
 6 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say that we can speculate as 7 
much as we want about the relationship between the fisher 8 
behavior and the landings, but until we gather some ethnographic 9 
data about that, we will be just that, speculating. 10 
 11 
VANCE VINCENTE:  What we’re really missing here -- Until we have 12 
the catch per unit effort, we won’t get anywhere.  The catch of 13 
fish and the weight and biomass and number of fish per trip or 14 
if it’s individually by fishers and I don’t know or whatever, 15 
but until we have that data there, we really can’t say any 16 
correlation between, for example, number of fishers reporting 17 
and increase in landings.  It has been inconsistent by species, 18 
as we have seen, and so we have to be very careful using that 19 
data. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to make a recommendation and 22 
the recommendation is as follows.  For the Virgin Islands, that 23 
we do not consider any overages for 2011, first of all because 24 
we haven’t been asked to, but secondly, because we are seeing a 25 
change in the dynamic of the number of fishermen reporting and 26 
that this has -- With inconsistent responses in the landings and 27 
trip data. 28 
 29 
Without additional information, and, as Vance said, the catch 30 
per unit effort is really the thing we want, we would not be 31 
able to say anything about how the one behavior change that 32 
we’re seeing might be affecting what is going on in the catch 33 
and so we’re requesting that the council seek out that data, I 34 
guess from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center or the Virgin 35 
Islands Fish and Wildlife people, before we look at Virgin 36 
Islands 2011 issues. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you be a bit more specific there as to what 39 
type of catch per unit effort, because you could actually -- It 40 
seems to me you’ve got landings here and you’ve got number of 41 
trips.  You could figure out the catch per unit effort based on 42 
that. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Normally, in SEDAR, they’re breaking out 45 
the trips by the amount of fish that are being caught of the 46 
species or species group that’s -- Meaghan, you can say more 47 
about how that’s actually done, but that’s what we’re looking 48 
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for or anything else you can come up with, for that matter.  The 1 
ethnographic study that Miguel mentioned, getting something in 2 
on that would be exceedingly valuable as well. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I would also like to express that in my 5 
opinion, the ACL for wrasses of St. Thomas/St. John based on 6 
three points may have been insufficient data to draw a real -- 7 
What would have been a real proxy of MSY and thereby, the 8 
consequent decision of an ACL based on the fisheries of the 9 
wrasses.  What we have seen is that after 2005 was an increasing 10 
trend and a fluctuating trend well above what is the ACL right 11 
now. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t know that we want to open to door to go 14 
back to all of these decisions we’ve made painfully over the 15 
last couple of years stock-by-stock-by-stock, where we all 16 
reviewed the data and we all came up with the medians or means 17 
and we all had to agree on the timelines. 18 
 19 
We had the ACL working group and we had the SSC look at this 20 
stuff.  You open the door on wrasse, you can open the door on 21 
all of them.  Wrasse made sense at the time and we can ask to 22 
see the data again, but unless we have solid reason to believe 23 
that that’s wrong and not just suspicion, I think we’re going to 24 
be spending an awful lot of time looking over these things over 25 
the next year if we start opening the door on this. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other aspect of it is that there’s more than 28 
three points.  Those other points just would not have been put 29 
up here, because of the fact that there were only a couple of 30 
fishermen reporting.   31 
 32 
Those points were still considered in the actual ACL and Bill 33 
says it was a median and I don’t know whether -- I know it was a 34 
median for some of the recreational and I thought for the 35 
commercial that it was all a mean, but I could be wrong there, 36 
but they may have been just calculated as a mean in there. 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  You might be right, Barbara. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  For commercial, yes. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  In fact, we didn’t even address the USVI in the -- 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think that we have 1999 through 2005 data.  45 
It’s that they didn’t put it up there because there was only one 46 
or two fishermen involved and so that’s not on the graph, but it 47 
was in the calculations when we determined the ACL. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Not 1999.  We never used 1999. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  From 2000, okay. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just one other point.  We’re looking at 6 
these two species groups, but I would argue that they’re very 7 
different.  Squirrelfish is entirely a bycatch and so I am not 8 
sure what control you would have on that, other than fishermen 9 
are going to throw them away before they come to shore, because 10 
they’re probably fishing, as Reni had said, red hind and other 11 
benthic species, whereas wrasses, again, are probably targeting 12 
hogfish and Spanish hogfish and they’re probably basically, or 13 
primarily, spearfish. 14 
 15 
We have two different fisheries and one is going to be much more 16 
targeted and the other one is going to be bycatch and yes, 17 
they’re sold, but no one really wants them. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s the type of information we also need for 20 
looking at this type of thing to see whether if -- If 21 
squirrelfish is just a bycatch, that is a situation where maybe 22 
the population of squirrelfish has increased and that’s why 23 
they’re catching more, but it may also just be because they’re 24 
reporting more. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, I want to say that I disagree with 27 
the perception that we should not open the door on any of these 28 
species, because in the onset of this period, with this same 29 
group of people here, we are expressing our great -- We were 30 
uncomfortable with making any decisions on a very incomplete set 31 
of data. 32 
 33 
Perhaps now, with the improvement in reporting, we will be 34 
getting a much better picture of what the fisheries of all these 35 
species is looking like and so on the contrary of closing the 36 
door, I am saying that we should, as a group here, probably be 37 
opening doors as we see fit. 38 
 39 
In this case, I see trends that are telling us that, look, we’re 40 
probably looking at a behavior of a fisheries, of a species, 41 
here as important as the hogfish that perhaps was misrepresented 42 
in the data and for some reason there were few fishermen 43 
reporting and now, with the increment of fishermen reporting, 44 
the data is becoming more real and perhaps more telling of what 45 
the real ACL should have been like and the same for hogfish and 46 
for other species. 47 
 48 
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We should not be closing our doors and saying, okay, what we did 1 
is final and that’s it and on the contrary, we knew we were 2 
drawing conclusions out of a very incomplete set of data, 3 
particularly for the Virgin Islands, more pronounced than Puerto 4 
Rico. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Two points.  First, I agree with Jim that as of 7 
now, we can throw out all sorts of hypotheses for these changes 8 
that we see, but until you can test these hypotheses, I think 9 
Jim argued that we still don’t have enough sufficient 10 
information to state with any certainty that the changes in the 11 
landings are due to increased reporting by fishermen.  That was 12 
my first point. 13 
 14 
The second point was really a question for Meaghan.  We have 15 
seen this increase in the number of fishermen in 2011 for a 16 
number of species now.  I assume each fisherman has a unique ID 17 
number.   18 
 19 
Could you go back and look at those fishermen that reported in 20 
2011 but did not report anything the previous two years or so, 21 
to see what their average catch rate is compared to the other 22 
fishermen in the database?  I suspect, as someone brought up, 23 
they’re going to be very marginal fishermen. 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and I do think that they have unique IDs 26 
that carried over in the 2000s, but there was some point in the 27 
data where their unique license number changed every year and so 28 
you couldn’t follow fishermen over time.  I would have to check 29 
when the one license number was issued to an individual 30 
fisherman and then carried forward.  I am not sure when that 31 
started and so I would have to check and see when that started. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It seems like it would be an easy way to 34 
possibly alleviate some of these concerns.  If we find out that 35 
those, in this case, with that orange one, which is triggerfish, 36 
where the number of fishermen reporting increased from sixty to 37 
almost a hundred in a given year, if we find out that those 38 
additional forty fishermen had not been fishing and reporting 39 
anything in say 2009 and 2010 and that they contributed a very 40 
small proportion to the total landings, then it becomes a 41 
relatively moot issue. 42 
 43 
JIM BERKSON:  Just to remind the SSC, we work for the council.  44 
The council gives us our agenda at every meeting and we are 45 
supposed to respond with the best scientific information 46 
available to the council based on their requests. 47 
 48 
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We barely have time in our two meetings a year to get through 1 
the agendas they give us and I don’t think we need to create 2 
agenda items that we haven’t been given.  If the council says 3 
that they want us to completely review ABCs and they want to 4 
have us meet four times a year to enable us to do that, then 5 
that would be their request and we would need to follow through 6 
on it, but they haven’t asked us to do it, to my knowledge. 7 
 8 
They aren’t giving us the resources and time or funding or 9 
anything else to do it and so I am not quite sure why we would 10 
give ourselves such a mighty agenda item.  We need to limit our 11 
tasks to what we’re asked to do. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you agree with that?  Let’s go on to queen 14 
conch, because that was one of the ones that we were asked to 15 
do.  This is queen conch for St. Croix, where we have a 16 
significant overage of queen conch catch. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The top figure shows the landings, reported 19 
landings, for queen conch and lobster.  The conch is the darker 20 
line here and the ACL is at about 50,000 pounds, it looks like, 21 
and it looks like from 1998 to 2006, conch landings were 22 
increasing and then after 2006, they steadily declined towards 23 
the ACL. 24 
 25 
When you look at the number of reported trips, this is a 26 
slightly different relationship.  The number of reported trips 27 
over time has increased for conch and then declined and the 28 
number of fishers reporting the capture of queen conch is 29 
variable over time, but if you wanted to draw a trend line, it’s 30 
been fairly stable.  It seems that the landings of conch are 31 
following the effort, the number of reported trips. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  The thing about the St. Croix queen conch data is 34 
that the USVI DPNR has a quota for queen conch of 50,000 pounds.  35 
They are not supposed to be exceeding that.  The problem is that 36 
they close the queen conch fishery on St. Croix when they hit 37 
50,000 pounds based upon submitted landings reports. 38 
 39 
Many of the landings reports have not been submitted and won’t 40 
be submitted until the following July, when these guys come in 41 
and request their licenses.  Now, that may not be perfect, but 42 
say in May you hit 50,000 pounds and you close the fishery. 43 
 44 
Reports keep coming in every month and every new report that has 45 
conch on it just pushes them above that ACL and then in July, 46 
when a clump of guys come in and submit their reports, because 47 
it’s time to get their license, that just drives it up that much 48 
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further and so this 39,000 pounds or whatever, I would assume 1 
it’s from late reporting. 2 
 3 
How you guys want to handle that, I don’t know, but there it is 4 
and that’s how I would say it, because these guys literally -- 5 
The DPNR guys literally go through those landings reports on a 6 
daily or whatever, weekly, basis and add them up to see where 7 
they are relative to the quota. 8 
 9 
When they get the submitted reports doing the hand adding and 10 
hit that 50,000, they close the fishery and so it’s not like 11 
more people are fishing except those who are out there fishing 12 
illegally, but if they’re out there fishing illegally, they’re 13 
not going to report it anyway and so really, all this is, it’s 14 
delayed reporting data and hopefully they’re improving on that, 15 
but, again, like I said, I’m not sure exactly how the SSC wants 16 
to recommend based upon that problem, and it is basically a 17 
problem. 18 
 19 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re saying that it’s intentional, the 20 
late handing in of the data? 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s conscious.  I’m not sure if intentional is 23 
the right word.  Seriously.  It’s not so they can blow the queen 24 
conch quota, necessarily, but it’s because they don’t get around 25 
to turning their reports in or they just bring all twelve in at 26 
the end of the year because they don’t want to go down to the 27 
DPNR offices.  If there’s fifty fishermen that are turning them 28 
in late, I’m sure there’s fifty different reasons as to why. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Let me ask you -- This is a silly question, 31 
but how do they know how much poundage they have?  If they’re 32 
not in the same association or if they’re -- Do they all meet 33 
and say, okay, this is the amount of pounds we have until March 34 
and here comes May and we have 49,000 and -- Does that happen or 35 
it’s just a like thing and 50,000 and that’s it and it’s an 36 
arithmetically-planned activity? 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m not sure I exactly understand the question, 39 
but let’s just pretend, for example, that these guys are perfect 40 
abiders by the law and so when the DPNR closes the conch 41 
fishery, they all quit fishing and there’s no more conch fishing 42 
going on. 43 
 44 
Still, the guys are sitting on reports.  They didn’t do this on 45 
purpose necessarily, but they just haven’t gotten their reports 46 
turned in and so as those reports come in, those landings keep 47 
going up and every pound is a pound over the ACL. 48 
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 1 
Now, you could say -- This is probably the most legitimate 2 
application of the accountability measure.  We are now going to 3 
reduce the season by a certain amount to take account of these 4 
unreported landings that are going to come in because you’re 5 
going to get your 50,000 pounds, but we just have to stop you a 6 
month before we would otherwise stop you so that when we do get 7 
the unreported landings that we hit 50,000 instead of exceeding 8 
it by 39,000 pounds or whatever. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Traditionally, people have, on St. Croix, long 11 
before there were ACLs or anything like that, they turned in 12 
their reports late and they turned in when they felt like it and 13 
when they came in to get their license and were told they 14 
couldn’t get their license because they haven’t turned in all 15 
their reports and they filled out their report sheets.  This is 16 
not something where people are doing anything different than 17 
they did before. 18 
 19 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, the accountability that we are 20 
talking about in terms of the overage is for 2010? 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  2010, yes. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For 2011, it’s right on the money again.  25 
It’s right at the 50K. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It looks like it, yes. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For lobster, it’s the same thing.  They are 30 
similar trends and so the overage is -- 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The overage is not going to be 63.8 percent and 33 
it will be what is the average for 2010 and 2011 and is that 34 
right? 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you clarify to me how does it work?   37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If it’s an overfished species, and queen conch 39 
was considered to be overfished, they were dealt with in 2010 40 
and so they have 2010 and 2011.  For species that weren’t 41 
considered overfished, then we started and came up with the ACLs 42 
in 2011 and so that’s when that starts. 43 
 44 
They are not going back to 2010.  They are just saying that 2011 45 
is when, for non-overfished species, we determined the ACL and 46 
so we’re starting with that as the first year. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When did we, in 2010, arrive at the ACL?  1 
When do we arrive at an ACL during 2010, because the fisheries 2 
had been going on and they didn’t know what the ACL was. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We had a big discussion and there was a whole 5 
big discussion and queen conch was considered overfished and the 6 
territorial government came up with the 50,000 and David Olsen 7 
was the one who recommended the 50,000, because he had done 8 
research many years before and come up with an MSY of 50,000 9 
pounds. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So we had the data and then the late reports 12 
came and that’s how we know that it was an overage right now?  13 
Okay.  I am clear. 14 
 15 
JIM BERKSON:  I think this is one of the most straightforward 16 
agenda items this SSC has ever had, the question we’re being 17 
asked, and that is for 2010, do we have any evidence that there 18 
were changes in the reporting system? 19 
 20 
We seem to be talking about lots of stuff, I think, that’s 21 
fairly less than relevant and off on tangents to that single 22 
question and so I think we could be done this fairly quickly, 23 
especially if we say in many of these cases we don’t have 24 
evidence and these are the kinds of studies that are needed and 25 
these are the hypotheses that are on the table as to what might 26 
have happened. 27 
 28 
Correct me if I’m wrong, but we can spend the next three days on 29 
this one, but compared to a lot of the agenda items we’ve had 30 
over the years, I think this is pretty straightforward. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You’re talking about this for queen conch or 33 
you’re talking about this in general? 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  I am talking about the entire agenda item. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just for completeness, is there anything 38 
available from the conch survey? 39 
 40 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am going to present some of the preliminary 41 
analyses from this conch survey that Ron Hill and Jennifer Doerr 42 
did in St. Croix.  The objectives of the study were to conduct -43 
- The first one was to conduct a fishery-independent survey of 44 
queen conch and all of the survey happened in the northern 45 
portion of the shelf of St. Croix. 46 
 47 
The second objective was to generate size structure population 48 
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estimates suitable for stock assessments and the third objective 1 
was to analyze the data spatially to describe differences in 2 
conch densities and their distribution by habitat type and 3 
management regime, so inside or outside of a marine protected 4 
area, and depth. 5 
 6 
I will just briefly go over their methods.  They conducted a 7 
series of radial surveys.  The sites that they surveyed were 8 
stratified by depth, habitat type, and management regime, either 9 
open to fishing, fished until 2001, and so that was the case for 10 
the East End Marine Park, and Buck Island Reef National 11 
Monument, which has been closed to commercial fishing for a 12 
while. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can I just make a statement here?  Fished until 15 
2001 in the East End Marine Park, there was no implementation of 16 
any of the regulations until they had the mooring buoys in place 17 
and that wasn’t done until 2010 or 2011. 18 
 19 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay and so technically it has been fished until 20 
just recently? 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 23 
 24 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  In terms of the survey, the divers swam a ten-25 
meter line around a circle and so each search area was 314 26 
meters squared and this picture is supposed to be showing you 27 
the line that they used to swim that circle with.  They recorded 28 
GPS location, shell length, lip thickness, habitat type, mating, 29 
that kind of thing.  30 
 31 
They completed 503 radial surveys from 2010 to 2011 and, again, 32 
it was stratified by habitat type and so they looked at 33 
colonized pavement, linear reef, sand, macroalgae, and seagrass.  34 
This just shows the map of their different survey sites and 35 
everything was happening in this northern end of St. Croix and 36 
it took up approximately sixteen hectares or covered sixteen 37 
hectares of area. 38 
 39 
Going into some of the results, they located and measures 4,773 40 
conch, which over all the habitat types, the density was about 41 
302 conch per hectare and then they break it down into 42 
juveniles.  The majority of conch that they located and measured 43 
were juveniles and the density was 233 per hectare and then 44 
sixty-eight or sixty-nine adults per hectare. 45 
 46 
This table here is very difficult to see, but it shows the 47 
location.  This first row here is all sites combined.  You have 48 
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inside Buck Island National Monument here, inside the East End 1 
Marine Park, and those areas that lie in open areas. 2 
 3 
There was some differences in the amount of area surveyed.  The 4 
majority of the area surveyed was inside Buck Island National 5 
Monument and conch -- You can see here, this figure here shows 6 
in green -- This green bar here shows overall conch density 7 
inside Buck Island, inside East End Marine Park, and in the open 8 
areas.  You have juvenile densities and adult densities. 9 
 10 
The densities of conch overall were quite similar -- Overall and 11 
the juvenile densities were similar between the open areas and 12 
inside Buck Island National Monument and was somewhat smaller 13 
inside the East End Marine Park. 14 
 15 
This next slide shows the density relationship to the different 16 
habitat types.  Most of the juveniles that they located were 17 
found in seagrass habitats and you can see here that overall 18 
conch densities were much higher in seagrass habitats than 19 
macroalgae, sand, or reef.  Juvenile densities were quite high 20 
and the adult density was fairly similar across the different 21 
habitat types. 22 
 23 
This shows the size distribution by management zone and so this 24 
is the overall length frequency distribution.  It seems somewhat 25 
bimodal here and so shell length was measured in centimeters. 26 
 27 
This shows the length frequency distribution for Buck Island 28 
National Monument.  Again, that has a pretty distinct bimodal 29 
distribution.   30 
 31 
East End Marine Park has much fewer individuals measured, but 32 
overall, it seems somewhat normal and then the length frequency 33 
distribution for the open fishing areas is shown here and so 34 
there is some differences in length frequency distributions 35 
across the different management regimes, but overall, the range 36 
and size is similar, about three centimeters to twenty-nine in 37 
Buck Island National Monument and five to twenty-seven and five 38 
to twenty-seven. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just want to mention something, that the East 41 
End Marine Park is mainly back reef embayments with shallow-42 
water areas with seagrass, algae, and some patch reefs in them.  43 
You’re looking at a specific habitat there that’s being 44 
protected. 45 
 46 
I don’t know if they went in front of the reef, but the actual 47 
East End Marine Park really ends at the reef front edge there, 48 
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where Buck Island National Monument, if they did the whole 1 
thing, and it looked like they did, that’s from very shallow 2 
areas with seagrass and so on and reef and so on, but all the 3 
way down to the shelf edge and quite deep, probably sixty to 4 
eighty feet deep, at least, and then the open fishing areas 5 
probably is wide range of stuff, too.  The East End Marine Park 6 
is kind of a unique habitat and well known to be a nursery area, 7 
especially for queen conch. 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yesterday, when -- I received this yesterday and 10 
I asked to see if they had figures showing the densities and the 11 
length frequency distributions within each of these areas by 12 
habitat type, but they hadn’t gotten to that point, but I think 13 
that they’re going to do that, because I think that will be 14 
informative. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It should be depth as well. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, exactly.  I don’t think there’s any depth 19 
information in this presentation here, but -- They do have size 20 
distribution by habitat type.  I must have been thinking of just 21 
densities. 22 
 23 
Overall, larger conch were in reef and this is across all the 24 
different management regimes.  You have reef here and length 25 
frequency distribution in sand, macroalgae, and seagrass.  Yes, 26 
the length frequency distribution in the reef zone is skewed 27 
toward larger individuals and the same can be said for sand. 28 
 29 
The total number of lengths that they measured in macroalgae is 30 
pretty low and so I don’t know if you can make a conclusion that 31 
there are more larger individuals in macroalgae. 32 
 33 
Just to summarize their main conclusions, conch densities were 34 
higher in open fishing areas and they associate that with larger 35 
areas of seagrass that were available and higher numbers of 36 
juvenile conch. 37 
 38 
Densities of adults were higher inside of Buck Island National 39 
Monument in macroalgae and sand and when they observed adult 40 
conch in sand, they were mating and laying egg masses and the 41 
length frequency analysis indicated two peaks in recruitment, 42 
with the lowest numbers inside the East End Marine Park. 43 
 44 
Their next steps, they need to complete the analysis by 45 
management zone, habitat, and depth.  They would like to compare 46 
these results to the SEAMAP sea results and repeat the SEDAR-14 47 
stock assessment approach and include the data that they 48 
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collected in that and incorporate the SEAMAP sea data and they 1 
are currently applying for funding to conduct surveys around St. 2 
Thomas and St. John.  That is all I have for Ron Hill and 3 
Jennifer’s conch study.  If anyone wants me to revisit any of 4 
the slides, let me know. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any questions for Meaghan on that? 7 
 8 
JIM BERKSON:  I just have one suggestion.  On those comparisons 9 
of density between habitat types and other things, I think 10 
having error bars on there would be extremely helpful besides 11 
just those, I guess, means. 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I actually contacted them yesterday about that, 14 
because I asked if they could provide me with measures of 15 
variance, and they don’t have those calculated yet.  I think 16 
this is a really preliminary analysis of the data at this point. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other questions about this?  I would like 19 
Rich to make a comment, because I think that these densities are 20 
fairly high, by comparison with Puerto Rico and even St. 21 
Thomas/St. John as well.   22 
 23 
It’s one of those things where maybe -- Obviously they’re 24 
thinking about doing something like that, but the ACL might be 25 
revisited or a stock assessment should be redone looking at this 26 
separately for queen conch for St. Croix, St. Thomas/St. John, 27 
and Puerto Rico. 28 
 29 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was wondering if you had the width data, 30 
the shell width, because in the methods section, you mentioned 31 
that it was one of the measurements taken in the field, but then 32 
I didn’t see that data. 33 
 34 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right.  I don’t have any of their data.  They 35 
just sent me this presentation, but I could ask them to -- I 36 
don’t know and this is a very preliminary explanation of their 37 
data and so I don’t know how much they’ve processed and I don’t 38 
know if they have looked at the width data yet, but I could ask 39 
them. 40 
 41 
VANCE VINCENTE:  One more question before passing it to Richard, 42 
but one thing that -- They probably have the data, but it’s not 43 
there, but the dates that these censuses were made, because if 44 
they’re different months -- These things aggregate during the 45 
summer, late summer, period for spawning and they migrate to 46 
shallow areas and then those high densities -- In fact, I found 47 
them very high, but it could be explained if they were taken 48 
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during their aggregation spawning. 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know the number of samples per month or 3 
actually I don’t know the timeframe, except that they said in 4 
2010 to 2011.  I could ask them when this took place, but I 5 
don’t know the exact dates. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Richard, do you have any comments, because 8 
you’re the conch expert around here. 9 
 10 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think your comments about the East End 11 
Marine Park being a different habitat is exactly what drives the 12 
differences you see there relative to the other two groupings.  13 
Inside Buck Island, you do see a larger amount of adults and 14 
what’s the density, number per hectare? 15 
 16 
MEAGAN BRYAN:  Per hectare. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s 300 per hectare. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The number of adults inside Buck Island is 21 
about eighty and that’s a pretty good number.  I think you would 22 
probably want it up more like a hundred as a target for a 23 
fishery.  Compared to Puerto Rico, your open area looks great 24 
and so I don’t think there’s -- There is evidence that 25 
protection is helping and certainly the open areas could use 26 
some more adults, but you still have -- It’s not nearly as bad 27 
as a lot of other places. 28 
 29 
I’m not sure any of this has anything to do with what we are 30 
being asked to address, however, which is whether we’re over 31 
50,000 and if there’s some reason other than overfishing that 32 
would do that.  I don’t see any evidence to that degree. 33 
 34 
If we were talking about, which we’re not, whether the ACL 35 
should be changed, then this data would become more of an issue, 36 
but I really don’t think it pertains to the question, as 37 
interesting as it is. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It doesn’t pertain to the question, but it could 40 
be that the SSC, given the information, asks that the council 41 
make a recommendation that the Southeast Fisheries Science 42 
Center address the ACL or do a stock assessment for St. Croix 43 
based on the data that’s now available from some of these 44 
studies that have been done from SEAMAP and everything else. 45 
 46 
It seems like the St. Croix conch densities are much higher than 47 
St. Thomas/St. John and Puerto Rico for both adults and 48 
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juveniles and this averages off across all the habitats.  Now, 1 
St. Croix just may have more habitat that’s suitable for conch 2 
and the densities that we talk about that we need as well.  3 
Oftentimes, you’re talking about not densities throughout a 4 
whole shelf area, but densities that, for reproduction purposes 5 
and so on, that are associated with certain habitats and there’s 6 
a reasonable amount of that habitat available. 7 
 8 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Another suggestion is that if you were to do 9 
this again in St. Croix that I would concentrate my efforts on 10 
the south coast, which is where you get 90 percent of the conch 11 
fisheries. 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This study just took place in the northern 14 
portion of St. Croix.  I think someone told me that represents 15 
30 percent of available conch habitat or 30 percent of the area.  16 
I don’t know, but that was just someone told me and so I don’t 17 
know how much other area around St. Croix there is. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we’ve gone over this and seen the 20 
information and so what would be our recommendation regarding 21 
the overage for the ACL, which, Bill, did you look at it, 22 
because what would be the overage now with the 2010 and 2011, 23 
since our overages we’re supposed to do a running total based on 24 
the previous up to three years?  In this case, we’ve got two. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  The average landings for queen conch in St. Croix 27 
were 66,896 pounds for those two years and that’s a 33.8 percent 28 
overage from the ACL. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Then if we go back to the information that we 31 
had regarding the reporting and so on, as I recall we found that 32 
reporting -- Trips have been declining a little bit and 33 
reporting, number of fishers reporting, is about the same and 34 
the number declined in 2011 from 2010, but we’ve got the 35 
overage. 36 
 37 
Any reason for any comments or any recommendations regarding 38 
this or any motions to be made regarding what action we can 39 
recommend for the council? 40 
 41 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Following on what Jim said, this is a very 42 
clear example of how changes in the reporting explain changes in 43 
the landings.  There’s a very good correlation, much better than 44 
any of the other species.  In this particular case, just 45 
reporting does explain a significant amount of the variability 46 
in the catch and that would be my comment. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You’re confusing reporting with number of 1 
reported trips.  Number of reported trips seems to track the 2 
catch almost exactly, but the number of reported fishers is 3 
staying fairly constant, within a plus or minus ten or so. 4 
 5 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I was referring to number of trips, number of 6 
reported trips. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The reality is that during 2011 they came 9 
back to their ACL and I don’t know if you want now to go back to 10 
2010 and make the punishment for the 2010 overage if they came 11 
back to the ACL in 2011.  Here, there is not much discussion to 12 
go about this.  What difference does that make, since they came 13 
back to the ACL in 2011, I don’t know.  It’s just a punishment 14 
or whatever. 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  That is a council decision.  That is a policy 17 
decision.  That is not our job.  We hurt our own credibility and 18 
objectivity when we start making our scientific decisions based 19 
on outcomes of policy and so these kinds of discussions are not 20 
appropriate at the SSC.  The questions the council are asking us 21 
are very straightforward and have to do with science. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thanks, Jim. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I guess the question for Bill is you were 26 
talking about the late reporting coming in and so does 2011 27 
already have that incorporated?  If that happened, is that 28 
already incorporated into that data, to the best of your -- 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, it would not be, because the way they report 31 
is they report from July to June and so what you’ve got here is 32 
you’ve got -- It won’t necessarily be, but you’ve got the first 33 
six months of data being data that one of my staff actually 34 
entered for them and the second six months would have run from 35 
July 1 of 2011 to June 30 of 2012 and it’s possible therefore, 36 
here in October, and I’m not saying this is what happened, 37 
because I don’t know, but it is possible that more data will be 38 
entered and that they could end up exceeding the ACL yet again.  39 
Only Roy or his staff could really answer that as to where they 40 
are on data entry and so I can’t promise either way. 41 
 42 
It surprises me that they hit 50,000 dead on after all of these 43 
years of not hitting 50,000 dead on, keeping in mind that this 44 
50,000-pound quota has been around for a while and this is not 45 
new and this has nothing to do with the ACLs.  This was a 46 
locally-established quota for I don’t know how long, but they’ve 47 
been over it for a while and so I can’t promise you that they’ve 48 
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got all the landings in now for 2011 queen conch. 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Here’s how I see it.  Once again, I think 3 
we should only be looking at 2010 in terms of making assessment 4 
of that and I don’t see anything other than they exceeding the 5 
ACL by the percentage that was indicated. 6 
 7 
Having said that however, I think it would be pertinent that we 8 
point out to the council that there has been a large declining 9 
trend since 2006 and there are various reasons why that might 10 
have occurred. 11 
 12 
One is that, because of better, more prompt reporting, when they 13 
exceed 50,000 it’s closed, whereas before the reporting just 14 
wasn’t fast enough to ever close it in time, or fishermen are 15 
saying we’re not going to report any more than 50,000. 16 
 17 
There are things that could be going on there that we don’t know 18 
and we would like to know before we can make a larger judgment.  19 
However, we should point out that in 2011 the catch was in fact 20 
at the ACL and I would just point that out. 21 
 22 
As Jim said, it’s not our job to establish policy, but the 23 
council, when they do that, should be aware of the extreme 24 
decline in the landings that have occurred since 2006 and having 25 
finally hit the target in 2011.  If they want to put in an 26 
accountability measure for what happened in 2010, they ought to 27 
consider that whole trend in whatever that action they’re going 28 
to take. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just wanted to make one comment.  There are 31 
very high levels of landings in 2006 and leading up to that and 32 
the decline afterwards.  There was people from Puerto Rico that 33 
were buying queen conch in the Virgin Islands and so people were 34 
catching for an export market at that time and I believe that 35 
they’ve even stopped any export, period, but then the gentlemen 36 
or group of people that were buying the queen conch for export 37 
to Puerto Rico stopped buying and so the fishermen no longer had 38 
that big market. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  A quick comment here.  What I see is that 41 
the decline on the landings is a mirror image of the number of 42 
trips reduction.  It’s perfectly correlated. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s the export market. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  They stopped fishing and they stopped making 47 
trips. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just as a side note, the degree to which landings 2 
have not come in or not been entered for the queen conch would 3 
probably, and almost certainly, apply to all the other 2011 4 
species as well.  Just we should be aware of that, but I don’t 5 
know how complete these data are.   6 
 7 
There’s a chance they may not be complete and I’m not sure 8 
Meaghan would know either.  That’s right in the office at DPNR.  9 
They’re the only ones that know how much they’ve entered and if 10 
they have more to enter or if they’ve even received all the 11 
reports, which I assume they have, because they have to have 12 
these things to get a new license, but that doesn’t mean they’ve 13 
necessarily been entered.  I just don’t know. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would think that Josh Bennett would probably 16 
have a fairly good idea if he’s still around there, because he 17 
closely liaises with them and he’s getting the data in as it 18 
goes and I don’t know if they turn it in partway through the 19 
year or what have you, but we used to turn it in when we had 20 
already entered all the data for the whole year and then it went 21 
to him and then there were corrections made if they were needed 22 
after he did some checks. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s not what they’re doing now.  Now, they’ve 25 
got this electronic data transfer system going on, where they 26 
are electronically delivering the data much more frequently from 27 
DPNR to the Science Center. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’re almost at five o’clock and people have 30 
some things to write up and maybe what we should do -- We don’t 31 
have Daniel Matos here to cover Puerto Rico. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  Did we get St. Croix 2011 species or you guys just 34 
decided you’re not going to deal with those? 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What 2011 species? 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  The four that are over, angelfish, squirrelfish, 39 
triggerfish and filefish and wrasses are all over in St. Croix. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we’ve decided that because that wasn’t 42 
on the agenda, we’re not going to cover those. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to make sure. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think because this is the first time we’ve 47 
gone through and reviewed these ACLs, we’re all in the process 48 
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of learning about what our focus needs to be and how we go about 1 
doing this and so let’s -- It’s about five minutes to five and 2 
let’s take a break and then we’re going to go over the Puerto 3 
Rico data for ACLs and Daniel Matos should be here at nine 4 
o’clock, so he can help us with any questions.  We are taking a 5 
break until tomorrow morning.  Just a reminder, Reni and Walter 6 
were going to work on the grouper and Rich Appeldoorn, you were 7 
going to -- 8 
 9 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Work on the wrasses. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The wrasses, okay, and I’ll write up something 12 
for the queen conch.  That pretty much covered everything, 13 
didn’t it? 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  My write-up was contingent on Meaghan 16 
sending me that graph. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and does anybody else -- Reni, did you get 19 
what you needed as well from Meaghan?  She can send you the 20 
information.  Good.  If we have those in the morning, then we 21 
can go over those and I think that will help us focus for the 22 
rest of the meeting as well for Puerto Rico. 23 
 24 
Unless somebody has got something else, I will adjourn the 25 
meeting until nine o’clock tomorrow morning.  Have a nice 26 
evening, everybody.  27 
 28 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on October 30, 2012.) 29 
 30 

- - - 31 
 32 

October 31, 2012 33 
 34 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 35 
 36 

- - - 37 
 38 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 39 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Verdanza Hotel, 40 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, October 31, 2012, 41 
and was called to order at 9:15 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Barbara 42 
Kojis. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Good morning, everybody.  It’s October 31, 45 
Halloween, and we’re starting the meeting at about 9:15 and this 46 
is the SSC meeting.  I would like to make sure that everybody 47 
shuts off their cell phones or puts them on just vibrate to 48 
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begin with and try to remember, and we weren’t very good 1 
yesterday, to say your names first.  2 
 3 
If we could start with the call to order with Walter, again, 4 
first and if you could just state your name and affiliation, I 5 
guess. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, Louisiana State University. 8 
 9 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Vance Vincente. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, UPR Mayaguez. 12 
 13 
JIM BERKSON:  Jim Berkson, NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science 14 
Center. 15 
 16 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Meaghan Bryan, Southeast Fisheries Science 17 
Center. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Miguel Del Pozo. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn, UPR Mayaguez. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, Southeast Regional Office. 26 
 27 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, staff. 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, CFMC. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Very good.  While we’re waiting for Daniel 32 
Matos, I just got a little message from Iris saying that he’s in 33 
the parking lot of the hotel and so he should be up here in just 34 
a minute, but I think we need to go over what we previously 35 
discussed yesterday and there were assignments for people to 36 
write up different sections for the different species units that 37 
had overages.  Walter and Reni, are you ready and could you make 38 
your presentation? 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I haven’t done it. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You haven’t done it? 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I didn’t have any email at my place and so I 45 
just got it now. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and so we can wait.  We can wait and do 48 
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this later.  Richard, you haven’t finished yours either? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Then you can look at mine, because it 5 
might be helpful to go through at least one of these and see 6 
what direction we want to take.  What I did is write up a draft 7 
for the queen conch ACL overage.  This was based on our 8 
discussion yesterday and if you could read over and then we can 9 
discuss this. 10 
 11 
Let me just make one comment that I talked to Roy Pemberton this 12 
morning and he indicated that he thinks that the 50,000 for 2011 13 
is probably fairly accurate.  They might have gone over by a few 14 
pounds, but it’s not much above that, but he is not quite sure 15 
if all the data is in.  He certainly knows from St. Thomas/St. 16 
John, because the levels of catch there are so low, that they’ve 17 
entered all the data for that and he’s not quite sure about St. 18 
Croix, but he doesn’t think it’s gone much above the 50,000. 19 
 20 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just a language change.  You state that -- The 21 
third sentence down, the Division of Fish and Wildlife keeps 22 
track of queen conch landings and closes queen conch to fishing 23 
once the ACL has been reached and it’s not once the ACL has been 24 
reached, but it’s once the returned records reach the ACL or the 25 
records that are returned by the fishermen suggest the ACL has 26 
been reached. 27 
 28 
Again, the real problem, from what I gather, is that the records 29 
are late getting in or returned and therefore, there is the 30 
tendency to go over the ACL and I’m -- A question I had, which 31 
Bill might be able to answer, is I’m a little bit surprised that 32 
they don’t do a forecast of when landings are reached and close 33 
the fishery according to that forecast. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  They do not do a forecast that I’m aware of.  36 
We’re actually working on a model for forecasting what the final 37 
total will be based upon what a subset of fishermen are 38 
reporting, not just for queen conch, but for everything and it’s 39 
going to take a while to get to that point, although I certainly 40 
would say it’s a good idea. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is this what you meant, Walter?  I changed this 43 
to once the fisher catch reports show that the ACL has been 44 
reached. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I disagree with the recommendation that the 1 
ACL be revisited.  At least in reference to the comments that I 2 
made yesterday, they were more in line with what the council was 3 
going to do with respect to the overage and accountability and 4 
my recommendation was that they just take into account that the 5 
data for the 2011 seemed to indicate that they were on target 6 
and that there’s been this declining trend to get to that 7 
target. 8 
 9 
I don’t know if they really want to invoke the accountability 10 
measures or just say okay, we’re there now and let’s go, but I’m 11 
not recommending that the ACL be revisited and the data, while 12 
it showed that things were a lot better than in St. Thomas and 13 
Puerto Rico, are not necessarily at the level that you would 14 
really want to be at to raise the ACL. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Certainly I can change that.  I did put 17 
in here about recommending that the Southeast Fisheries Science 18 
Center determine the density levels of queen conch adults and 19 
juveniles that need to be achieved in order to increase the ACL 20 
for queen conch in the U.S. Caribbean. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That statement is fine. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I mean you could certainly say that we 27 
reviewed the data that was provided by Ron Hill or relative to 28 
what the ACL might be, but I wouldn’t go as far as to say that 29 
we’re recommending that they revisit this topic or not. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Then we’ve got it’s clear that there is a peak 32 
in landings in 2006 of approximately 240,000 pounds and a 33 
subsequent fairly rapid decline and what would you -- This is 34 
probably an appropriate place to put your other comment and what 35 
would you like for the wording there?  Would you like to word 36 
that -- I don’t even know if we want to make a policy 37 
recommendation.  38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think you need to make a policy 40 
recommendation.  I would add, after the word “decline”, just a c 41 
comma and then “reaching the ACL by 2011”. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just leave it at that and leave it to the 44 
council to determine.  Okay.  Any other comments or corrections?  45 
By consensus, would this be fine for the recommendation for 46 
queen conch for St. Croix?  Any objections to that?  Okay.  Then 47 
this will be our recommendation for queen conch for St. Croix. 48 
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 1 
I would like to welcome Daniel Matos.  Thank you very much for 2 
coming today.  We really appreciate it.  Since we’ve done this 3 
and the other two aren’t ready, when do you think, Richard and 4 
Walter and Reni, your recommendations will be ready for us to 5 
review?  After lunch? 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s good. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We will do that then and that’s fine.  Then I 12 
think we will go on to Puerto Rico and the species there that 13 
are on the agenda that have overages and we can look at some of 14 
the others as well, I guess, but we’ll just be discussing the 15 
ones on the agenda. 16 
 17 

SEFSC SUMMARY OF PUERTO RICO DATA 18 
 19 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Before I go into the expanded landings for the 20 
different units that we’re interested in, I just wanted to show 21 
this plot of the expansion factors that were used to expand the 22 
catch for the Puerto Rico landings. 23 
 24 
This black line here shows the island-wide expansion factor and 25 
that was used to expand the landings for between 1999 and 2002.  26 
After 2002, the expansion factors were developed for the 27 
individual coasts of Puerto Rico and so the landings were then 28 
expanded by its respective coast expansion factor over time and 29 
you can see these expansion factors for island-wide and for the 30 
individual coasts are quite variable over time and ranges 31 
anywhere from between about 0.2 to 1 over this time. 32 
 33 
The other thing I wanted to point out is that in 2010, the 34 
expansion factor for 2009 was used for some reason, because 35 
there wasn’t an expansion factor available for 2010. 36 
 37 
DANIEL MATOS:  During that year, 2010, we have a reduced 38 
personnel and this limitation came out and so because of that, 39 
we used the same expansion factor or correction factor for the 40 
year 2009. 41 
 42 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Thanks, Daniel. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  Meaghan, Todd and I had this discussion.  Why are 45 
we keeping the island-wide in there?  Do we use it for anything? 46 
 47 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  We use the island-wide expansion factor for 1999 48 
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to 2002, to expand those landings. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right and this is exactly what I talked with Todd 3 
about.  Why do we keep it in the table that’s available to the 4 
public and plot it in here when it’s really no longer valid 5 
after 2002 or so? 6 
 7 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and I do not know the answer.  I think 8 
they’re just showing what the island-wide expansion factor would 9 
look like relative to those coast-wide expansion factors.  I 10 
think it’s done for comparison purposes only.  That would be my 11 
guess. 12 
 13 
Moving on, the first group of species or ACL units that I’ll 14 
show you are the Snapper Units 1 and 2.  The top panel shows the 15 
expanded landings in pounds.  The blue line shows the expanded 16 
landings for Snapper Unit 1 and this dashed line here at 290,000 17 
pounds or so is the ACL for Snapper Unit 1.  The red line is 18 
showing the expanded landings for Snapper Unit 2 and the ACL is 19 
here in the red dashed line is shown for ACL Unit 2. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Excuse me, but can you tell me what species 22 
are in Unit 1 and 2? 23 
 24 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  In Snapper Unit 1, that includes silk, black, 25 
blackfin, vermilion, and wenchman and then in Species Unit 2, 26 
that is queen and cardinal snappers. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  A quick question.  Landings go through 2011 and 29 
you said for 2010 you used the 2009 expansion factor and does 30 
the 2011 also use the 2009 correction or expansion factor? 31 
 32 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, 2011 had its own expansion factor here.  You 33 
can see 2011 and they didn’t have the personnel problems and so 34 
they were able to develop an expansion factor or correction 35 
factor for 2011.  Yes, this expansion factor for 2011 coast-wide 36 
increased from what it was at 2009 for almost all the coast 37 
except the south coast and it declined. 38 
 39 
Just really quickly, because there’s this other black line here, 40 
there were a fair number of snappers that were caught that were 41 
not associated with a particular species or an ACL unit and so 42 
I’ll show that, just to give you an idea of how many 43 
unclassified snappers are caught over time and it was fairly 44 
stable over time. 45 
 46 
DANIEL MATOS:  The snapper category belongs to some coral reef 47 
snapper.  For example, the black snapper, the dog snapper, 48 
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something like that. 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I think that’s Snapper Unit 4 that has mahogany 3 
and -- Yes, those types of snapper.  Okay.  Looking at the 4 
expanded landings for Snapper Unit 1, over time it’s quite 5 
variable.  There is this kind of decreasing trend between 2000 6 
and 2007 and increase in 2008 and it stays fairly high, close to 7 
400,000 pounds, in 2008 and 2009 and then there’s a declining 8 
trend after 2009.  In 2010, it looks like the estimated landings 9 
are above the ACL and in 2011, it looks like it’s under the ACL. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  A quick question.  Meaghan, these are the 12 
expanded figures, correct?  Does the variability decline if you 13 
use the unexpanded numbers, do you know? 14 
 15 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I did not see the unexpanded landings and so I 16 
can’t answer that question, but if it’s really important, I can 17 
send an email or a text message to find out. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would like to see, because there’s so much 20 
variability in the expansion numbers themselves and I’m 21 
wondering if that’s what is partially driving this variability 22 
in year-over-year landings, which it may be helpful at this 23 
point -- I think I know, but if Daniel could give us a little 24 
bit of insight on how they determine these expansion factors, it 25 
might be useful. 26 
 27 
DANIEL MATOS:  What was your question? 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  How do you go about determining the expansion 30 
factors, especially by area now, by north and south coast? 31 
 32 
DANIEL MATOS:  The methodology we use? 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 35 
 36 
DANIEL MATOS:  We are visiting the fishing centers and we sent 37 
the port samplers to those areas and they spend the whole day in 38 
this area and they are watching and they are doing a record of 39 
every single landing on this date and also, we interview other 40 
commercial fishers in the area to be sure we are able to have 41 
the complete catch of the day.   42 
 43 
We try to do that by species and by gear too and then we wait 44 
for five or six months or something like that, or at the end of 45 
the year, and we are able to compare the records collected by 46 
the port samplers for this date and this fishing center and then 47 
we compare that and so we are able to go to many places by coast 48 



113 
 

and also we spend more time in the most important fishing 1 
centers and landings.  2 
 3 
For example, in Puerto Royal and Cabo Rojo, we spend fifteen or 4 
twenty days doing that and in other places, we are doing that 5 
for five days or ten days or something like that. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As a follow-up question, I guess, I am 8 
surprised to see such variability from one year to another on 9 
these expansion factors.  I know that tax records one year, some 10 
issues with taxes and so forth that I remember, but it’s 11 
somewhat inconceivable to me or I have a difficult time figuring 12 
out why there would be such high variability from one year to 13 
the next without some tax issue or something of that nature and 14 
can you give us some insight as to why you think they have such 15 
high variability? 16 
 17 
DANIEL MATOS:  Yes, there is an explanation, especially for the 18 
year 2011, last year.  The Puerto Rico Fishing Regulations 7949 19 
and the previous one, the 6768, by regulation, the commercial 20 
fishers are obligated to submit their landings data in the 21 
following sixty days of the catch. 22 
 23 
If they were out on January 10, they are supposed to submit the 24 
catch data on March 10 and if they do that on March 20 or March 25 
30, we reject the data.  This is in the fishing regulations to 26 
try to motivate the commercial fishers to give the records 27 
accurate. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  If I understand you correctly, for 2011 then, 30 
which is the time period we’re looking at -- 31 
 32 
DANIEL MATOS:  That came from the last ten years, but during the 33 
year 2011, the Secretary of the DNER gave a chance to the 34 
commercial fishers to give the data after this date and they 35 
were applying for the renewal of the commercial license and they 36 
received a letter and it said, Mr. Rivera, or whatever your name 37 
is, you are not able to receive your commercial fishing license 38 
because you have not submitted your landings data and now you 39 
have ten days to submit your data. 40 
 41 
The people gave the data for the whole year and we received that 42 
and so that’s why we have more participation in the program and 43 
we have more data.  That’s why there is the 2011 -- 44 
 45 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Could you go back to the expansion factors once 46 
again?  Basically, it looks like the expansion factors in most 47 
of the areas went up. 48 
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 1 
DANIEL MATOS:  From 50 percent to 75 or something like that from 2 
one year to another.  We received 5,000 more trip tickets in the 3 
year 2011.  However, the number of pounds landed were low, 4 
because there is less activity in the commercial fishing 5 
landings, for many other reasons.  For example, the fuel costs.  6 
This is a big limitation and the number of commercial fishers 7 
decreased in the last ten or fifteen years. 8 
 9 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But from what I’m reading, the expansion -- Now 10 
2010 was the same as 2009, but the expansion factor actually 11 
went up on the west coast, the north coast, and is that island-12 
wide?  The only one it went down on was the east coast. 13 
 14 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is south right here, the one that went 15 
down. 16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The expansion factors -- I would have thought 18 
with these new regulations that you just discussed that the 19 
expansion factor would have been going down throughout, but if 20 
I’m reading it correctly, it’s gone up on three out of the four 21 
coasts. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Let me rephrase your question.  When that 24 
new data comes in, is that being added to the landings or are 25 
you just keeping the landings that you had and recognizing that 26 
you have to bump it up higher by the amount of new information 27 
that you’re getting and therefore, you correct it by the 28 
expansion factor rather than putting that data actually into the 29 
landings? 30 
 31 
DANIEL MATOS:  Did you say that the data collection are added to 32 
the landings data? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or do you just use it to correct the -- Do 35 
you use the expansion factor to correct for that increased 36 
reporting or do you actually take that reporting and add it to 37 
the data? 38 
 39 
DANIEL MATOS:  Usually our reports are of the raw data.  We only 40 
mention the percentage of the expansion factors, but all the 41 
tables and all the landings are with the raw data.  Am I 42 
answering your question? 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  When these late reports come in, you add 45 
those to the raw data files? 46 
 47 
DANIEL MATOS:  For the year 2011, yes, for this year and 2012, 48 
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because the extra time they receive is still -- 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  So why would the expansion factor go up? 3 
 4 
DANIEL MATOS:  Why would the expansion factor go up? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It should go down, should it not? 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  How is the expansion factor used here to 9 
calculate -- You’ve got 0.8 and what would you do to calculate 10 
the actual landings?  How would you use the 0.8 to calculate the 11 
landings?  More people are reporting and so you would expect 12 
that the data would be less expanded and not more expanded. 13 
 14 
DANIEL MATOS:  That’s right. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But the expansion factors indicate they’re 17 
higher and how have you been doing the calculation? 18 
 19 
DANIEL MATOS:  When we do the expansion factor, we estimate the 20 
number of people participating in the program.  In the past, it 21 
was 50 percent and now it’s close to 75 percent and so it’s 22 
higher.  More people are participating in the program and so the 23 
data are more accurate, more close to the real landings. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what we are not understanding.  The 26 
expansion factor should be less because we are more closer to 27 
the raw data, because like, for example, out of the 100 percent 28 
of the fishermen participating in the fisheries, before -- At 29 
least this is how I understand it and I may be wrong, too. 30 
 31 
How I understand it is that if 50 percent of the fishermen are 32 
reporting only, your expansion factor should be 50 percent or 33 
one, but if 75 percent of the fishermen are reporting, then your 34 
expansion factor needs to be less, because you are only missing 35 
one-fourth of the total reports and am I right here or no?  36 
That’s why we understand when you said that you had a higher 37 
participation of the fishermen, I was expecting a lower 38 
expansion factor, as Barbara and Richard are also saying. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that the landings are not multiplied 41 
by the expansion factor.  They are divided by the expansion 42 
factor and so if you get a 0.5, then your number becomes much 43 
larger.  If your expansion factor hits one, then you’re dead on 44 
your landings and so the higher the expansion factor, the less 45 
you’re adjusting the data. 46 
 47 
DANIEL MATOS:  Yes, it’s a division.  For example, if one year 48 
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we receive one-million pounds reported and it was 50 percent of 1 
participation, it’s a division and one-million divided by 0.5 2 
and two-million is the estimate of total landings. 3 
 4 
Now it’s one-million divided by 0.75 and so sorry for the 5 
confusion.  I follow the expansion factor from the times of the 6 
early 1970s, but always it’s a division and sorry for the 7 
confusion. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was looking at it as like a coefficient or 10 
something multiplied, but it’s okay. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I have a question.  How do you estimate the 13 
practitioners, those involved in the commercial fisheries?  It’s 14 
a very difficult number to find, let’s say. 15 
 16 
DANIEL MATOS:  Previous to the year 2002, we had the commercial 17 
landings fisheries census and we used the census data and 18 
compared the people who reported six months or higher than that 19 
and we do the correction factor in that way.  Now, we are 20 
working basically with the landings catch per day in the fishing 21 
centers and do the comparison. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think Miguel’s question is how do you 24 
determine which fishermen you’re including as commercial 25 
fishermen?  Are these just the licensed commercial fishermen 26 
that you are using to expand your data, only the licensed?  Is 27 
that correct? 28 
 29 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Yes and basically, how do you determine the 30 
universe of commercial fishers?  What are the criteria? 31 
 32 
DANIEL MATOS:  For the correction factor, for the expansion 33 
factor? 34 
 35 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Yes. 36 
 37 
DANIEL MATOS:  The port samplers are in the locations these days 38 
and they see the commercial fishers’ landings and they see when 39 
they sell the catch. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is this only licensed commercial fishermen or -- 42 
Because there’s been discussion about a lot of other people 43 
selling and being, in essence, acting as commercial fishermen 44 
that may not have a license.  Are you only looking at licensed 45 
commercial fishers? 46 
 47 
DANIEL MATOS:  No, we know that probably 200 or more, 300, 48 
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persons with no fishing license are fishing in Puerto Rico and 1 
so if they sell their catch to the fish house or another person 2 
there and the port sampler is there, we are able to estimate 3 
that like a commercial.  However, they don’t have a license, but 4 
it’s a commercial landing.   5 
 6 
I think in the last fishing census the number of guys with no 7 
commercial fishing license were around 200 or something like 8 
that and I’m talking for all.  However, we know some other 9 
actions, like the recreational fishers, if they had a good day 10 
and they are able to catch fifty or sixty pounds, they will be 11 
tempted and they will sell, but this is another problem, but 12 
that occurs, that’s for sure. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  Daniel, you need to calculate a total pool of 15 
commercial fishers to use as your divisor when determining your 16 
expansion factor and I think that’s correct, right? 17 
 18 
DANIEL MATOS:  Right. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  You take the total number of licensed commercial 21 
fishers and then you add 200 for those who are selling but 22 
aren’t licensed to get to that total number and is that correct 23 
or am I missing something here? 24 
 25 
DANIEL MATOS:  When we do the expansion factor from the year 26 
2002 to the present, we are in the fishing locations and all the 27 
commercial landings we observe, we are able to estimate that.  28 
Most of them has the commercial fishing license and we are 29 
asking for the number, et cetera, but if there are one or two 30 
guys with no fishing license and they sell, we are able to 31 
estimate that too. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Daniel, can we have more information about how 34 
the port sampling system is, the personnel and how the system 35 
works? 36 
 37 
DANIEL MATOS:  For the last two or three years, we have three 38 
port samplers full-time and also myself.  The last two years, we 39 
received some money from NOAA Fisheries and we were able to 40 
contract three biologists who are working as port samplers part-41 
time.  They are working probably two or three days per week and 42 
they help us. 43 
 44 
The full-time port samplers are visiting the area four days per 45 
week and part-time is usually two days per week or three days 46 
and it depends, but they are visiting the area randomly. 47 
 48 
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However, if one of the port samplers knows there is bad weather 1 
in the south and the west is okay, he will change and try to 2 
collect data from the west.  They are able to move that, but we 3 
try to visit the whole area monthly and the most active fishing 4 
centers are visited at least once per week.  However, places 5 
like Puerto Real and Cabo Rojo are visited twice per week. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say that that’s great news in 8 
that you have more people, because when there was three people, 9 
I know that the visits were obviously kind of restricted and so 10 
that’s great news. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other questions about the expansion factors? 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  One thing I wasn’t clear on, Daniel, is you said 15 
that if the fishers don’t submit their data within sixty days, 16 
it’s rejected, but then you said that all the data are used and 17 
I just am confused and I think that’s what Rich might have been 18 
getting at too. 19 
 20 
DANIEL MATOS:  In the fishing regulations, there is a statement 21 
that established they have sixty days to report their catch and 22 
starting approximately from -- I think from June or May of 2011, 23 
the Secretary of the DNER, he gave a chance to the commercial 24 
fishers to don’t be restricted to the sixty days and so for the 25 
year 2011 and the year 2012, we received more data and also 26 
motivated by the letter, because if they don’t give the -- If 27 
they don’t submit the landings data to the commercial fisheries 28 
statistics program, they will not receive their commercial 29 
fishing license renewal. 30 
 31 
For the year 2011 and 2012, we received landings data records 32 
from the commercial fishers probably eight months later or nine 33 
months later of that date and we used the data for these two 34 
years. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  So everybody else may understand this, but that’s 37 
what is driving the expansion factor up and reducing the amount 38 
of change from reported to adjusted and you would expect that to 39 
go even higher in 2012, I would assume. 40 
 41 
DANIEL MATOS:  I think it will be very similar.  We still 42 
continue information from any fishers and last week, we had the 43 
meeting at the DNER San Juan office and we recommended to stop 44 
this situation and return to the sixty days to have more 45 
accurate data and the fishing license office also wants to 46 
recommend that, but we are waiting for the final decision. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much and do you want to continue? 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  We showed the landings relative to the ACL and 3 
then, again, we have the number of reported trips and the number 4 
of fishers reporting.   5 
 6 
The number of reported trips seems to decline quite a bit in 7 
2003 for both Snapper Unit 1 and then the snappers, but it seems 8 
there’s a subtle decline between 2001 and 2004, but it’s around 9 
2,000 reported trips per year for Snapper Unit 2, whereas it 10 
starts closer to 14,000 for Snapper Unit 1 in 1999 and stays 11 
relatively stable in 2002 and then really drops in 2003, to 12 
almost 6,000 reported trips, and then it continues to drop until 13 
about 2007 and it drops to almost 2,000 reported trips and then 14 
levels off after 2007. 15 
 16 
The number of fishers reporting, again, for Snapper Unit 2, it’s 17 
pretty stable over time, but for Snapper Unit 1, it’s a little 18 
bit more variable in the beginning of the time series, but in 19 
2003, it begins to drop throughout the rest of the time series 20 
and there’s a little bit of a jump up in 2008, to about 600 21 
fishers reporting, and then drops off again to about 400 fishers 22 
reporting per year for Snapper Unit 1.  Are there any questions 23 
or comments? 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I am reading the graph correctly and the 26 
numbers that were given to us, the blue one, Snapper Unit 1, was 27 
supposed to be over by 20 percent and we’re talking about 2010 28 
and 2011.  Well, 2011 is substantially below the ACL and 2010 is 29 
just a little bit above it. 30 
 31 
If we’re looking at both those years, we should be doing the 32 
average of the two and so we should not be having an overage and 33 
so what we were asked to look at is inconsistent with what that 34 
graph is showing. 35 
 36 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes and I have asked about that and they’re 37 
looking into it, in terms of these expanded landings.  I noticed 38 
that and we’re still going -- As of this morning, they said the 39 
data was fine and then I asked about this and so they were 40 
looking into this this morning and I haven’t heard back about 41 
it. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t have it in front of me, but did our list 44 
indicate that Snapper Unit 2 had overages, because it certainly 45 
looks like, from that graph, that that was what the situation 46 
is. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Yes, the Snapper Unit 2 was supposed to be 1 
over by almost 96 percent and I don’t know about the exact 2 
percentages, but you can see that it’s way above the ACL. 3 
 4 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  In 2010, you’re at over 350,000 pounds here and 5 
then it does drop to about 200,000 pounds in 2011 and here’s 6 
your ACL and so that’s well above. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, here we’re concerned about the 2011 9 
situation or both, both 2010 and 2011? 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bill, could you answer that, because I think the 12 
snapper units, deepwater snapper, were considered overfished at 13 
one point and are they still considered overfished?  Okay, 14 
because there was recent work that was done as well, but there 15 
hasn’t been any change in their status that indicated that there 16 
was not an indication of overfishing and I think Todd Gedamke 17 
presented something like that, but I guess the status hasn’t 18 
changed. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  We had the SEDAR-26 and the determination from 21 
SEDAR-26 was that silk snapper, queen snapper, and redtail 22 
parrotfish were not undergoing overfishing.  That doesn’t change 23 
the year sequences we use to make the determination and so these 24 
were, at the time we set up these ACLs, considered to be 25 
undergoing overfishing and so they were part of the 2010 26 
amendment, which we means we use 2010 and 2011 data. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That clarifies it and thank you, Bill.  We are 29 
using 2010 and 2011 data and because it looks like Snapper Unit 30 
1 has not exceeded its ACL until we get any word from the 31 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center, let’s just look at Snapper 32 
Unit 2 and comments on there regarding whether the reporting has 33 
changed that might be influencing the results. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have a conceptual problem with this thing 36 
about reporting and then I don’t -- I figure at the end that I 37 
don’t understand what’s the rationale behind using the problem 38 
of inconsistent reporting as a means of explaining overages in 39 
the landings. 40 
 41 
What I think is that, okay, the problem might have been in 42 
different ways of reporting, changing the reporting forms.  43 
Maybe that is a good -- That is something that may have 44 
influenced the data somewhat and I really don’t know how, 45 
because the pounds are pounds of Snapper Unit 1 and if you 46 
report it on a green piece of paper or a red piece of paper or a 47 
long one or a short one, the pounds are the pounds and it’s 48 
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going to be the same. 1 
 2 
Whether more fishermen are reporting are before, okay, fine.  3 
That may increase the landings, because more people are 4 
reporting, but that doesn’t cut down the overage and that just 5 
tells me that the ACL should have been higher.  Am I right or am 6 
I wrong? 7 
 8 
Then, I am finally writing this stuff now and I realize that, 9 
okay, there was a clear change in the dynamics of reporting and 10 
Daniel has just confirmed that today.  In 2011, more people are 11 
reporting than ever and so, essentially, for the groups that 12 
expansion factors were not used because of that, such as in the 13 
case of wrasses, for example, that we were talking about 14 
yesterday or whatever species -- This is just in general that 15 
I’m talking about. 16 
 17 
What comes at me right now is the fact that -- It’s not the fact 18 
that the reporting was in one way or another wrong, but it’s 19 
that they were not reporting, so that actually those landings 20 
were being underestimated because of the lack of reporting. 21 
 22 
Now more people are reporting and the landings are more 23 
realistic and we find out that the landings were higher than 24 
were previously reported and the ACL should have been higher and 25 
now we are facing the reality that the more participation of 26 
fishermen -- What it’s going to cause is a reduction in their 27 
landings. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As I understand it, that would not be the 30 
case.  If more fishermen are reporting, what you should get is a 31 
better estimate of what the landings are, but there’s no reason 32 
that it would be either higher or lower, because you’re 33 
offsetting this by the expansion factor. 34 
 35 
As more data comes in that would indicate a higher catch from 36 
the raw data, you, in the same measure, are reducing how you 37 
multiply that up to get your total estimate and so the one 38 
should offset the other, on average, and so I don’t think 39 
there’s any way that this would be systematically biasing the 40 
catch high or low if the people who are now reporting that 41 
weren’t reporting are representative of the same population of 42 
fishermen who have been reporting. 43 
 44 
If that population of people who have not been reporting are in 45 
some way fundamentally different, they’re targeting these 46 
species, for example, relative to the other fishermen or not 47 
targeting these species relative to the other fishermen, then 48 
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you could get a bias there, but we would have to know that 1 
detail in the data. 2 
 3 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I agree that the increase in the collection and 4 
reporting efforts -- What it does is it increases the accuracy 5 
of the landings data.  We are approaching the true value than 6 
having to use expanding factors, but I think the confusion comes 7 
from the agenda, the first paragraph, where it says -- It could 8 
be understood in different ways. 9 
 10 
It says the AM will be triggered unless, and I’m talking on Line 11 
3, NMFS, in consultation with the blah, blah, blah, but to 12 
determine the ACL was exceeded because of enhanced data 13 
collection.  In other words, it already there suggests that if 14 
you enhance the data collection and monitoring efforts that you 15 
would expect and increase and that’s what we have shown here, 16 
that that’s not true.  That is what is causing my confusion and 17 
I don’t know whether other people are confused by that 18 
statement. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  No, that statement is correct. 21 
 22 
VANCE VINCENTE:  It implies that a higher effort in reporting 23 
and in trip reporting is going to cause a higher landing value 24 
and that’s why the ACL was exceeded.  That’s what this paragraph 25 
implies, to me, and I think that has created that confusion that 26 
one thing leads to another and that’s not necessarily true. 27 
 28 
An increase in 1,000 reports with very, very little catch isn’t 29 
going to make a difference in the landing value.  It’s different 30 
from three landing reports with three-million pounds of catch.  31 
You know what I mean?  It’s totally dysfunctional.  32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let me just clarify a couple of things.  First 34 
of all, the thing that you read was taken from the Federal 35 
Register and the other aspect of it is that I think that there’s 36 
a little bit of confusion because there’s different things 37 
happening in the USVI than Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
One of the concerns that was especially brought out by the St. 40 
Thomas Fishermen’s Association was if they start reporting 41 
better, and they indicate they have everybody reporting their 42 
landings and they report them more accurately and so on, that 43 
what might be happening is that, and this is also true for St. 44 
Croix, that you end with a higher catch and you saw that in the 45 
numbers of fishermen actually reporting each of these groupers 46 
and snappers. 47 
 48 
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The other thing was the form changed, because St. Thomas/St. 1 
John -- It may not happen.  It may not necessarily happen, but 2 
that could be the situation, because there were some fishermen 3 
who were trap fishermen, that were major trap fishermen, that 4 
weren’t reporting much at all. 5 
 6 
The other aspect is on St. Thomas and St. John and the USVI, 7 
they changed the form completely.  It’s a completely different 8 
form, which actually asks people to report by species and 9 
instead of by families. 10 
 11 
In some cases, like with snapper and grouper, they had 12 
previously possibly mixed up snapper and grouper and people 13 
didn’t really understand the families.  Now they’re being asked 14 
to report, in the case of St. Thomas and St. John, twenty 15 
different species plus write in species.  They never did that 16 
before.  Puerto Rico has been reporting by species all along. 17 
 18 
VANCE VINCENTE:  The increase in the frequency of reporting, the 19 
numbers of fishers and the percent of the fishers reporting and 20 
the increase in the trip reports, it really does not imply that 21 
-- One cannot expect, necessarily, a higher numbers in the 22 
landings, especially if the last two years are poor years.   23 
 24 
That would be true if they would be good years or the landings 25 
are pretty much the same or as close to the mean of previous 26 
years, but if you have an increase of 80 percent of fishers 27 
reporting and the catch was very poor, you cannot expect -- It 28 
should not affect the landings. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Then what I would like to know is why am I 31 
asked to write a paragraph justifying what I believe should have 32 
been an explanation to the overage based on the change in 33 
dynamics of reporting if for the Puerto Rican fisheries it 34 
doesn’t really apply. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’re mixing up some apples and oranges here.  If 37 
you increase your reporting in Puerto Rico, your reported 38 
landings almost certainly will go up and maybe not, but they 39 
will probably go up, but your expanded landings necessarily 40 
won’t, because you’re adjusting for that increase in reporting 41 
through your expansion factor. 42 
 43 
As your expansion factor goes up, your effect on your total 44 
landings is much less as it approaches one.  Ultimately, when 45 
your expansion factor hits one, then you’re no longer adjusting 46 
your data.  Your expanded and reported data are exactly the 47 
same, but in previous years, when we had an expansion factor of 48 
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0.5, we’re doubling the expanded landings and those expanded 1 
landings are what we base that ACL on. 2 
 3 
Now, in your recreational data that we talked about yesterday 4 
and with the USVI data, we use reported landings.  We don’t use 5 
expanded landings and so the dynamic is going to be different 6 
and if we went in and looked at the Puerto Rico reported data, 7 
then the patterns would follow much more closely and we would 8 
have an argument that increased reporting might push the 9 
reported landings up above our ACL only because they’re 10 
reporting better and not because they’re catching better. 11 
 12 
The fact is, for Puerto Rico commercial data, I think the bottom 13 
line is there is no argument that reported landings are going to 14 
change this and we can use that to explain why we’ve exceeded 15 
the ACL and do adjustments so that we don’t apply accountability 16 
measures, because the fact is we’ve already taken account of 17 
changes in reported landings through our expansion factor and so 18 
there would never be an opportunity to not apply accountability 19 
measures because we’ve increased reporting. 20 
 21 
The fact is for Puerto Rico commercial data, if it exceeds the 22 
ACL, pretty much the bottom line is that we apply accountability 23 
measures, because either we do that or we go back to the 24 
reported landings and we say we’re just going to use reported 25 
landings and if the reporting goes up, then we have to examine 26 
whether it’s due to increased catch or increased reporting. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s understood now.  Now I understand 29 
that.  Again, it’s an interplay of the expansion factor and I 30 
fully understand now how it would work, up to the point where it 31 
reaches one.  After that, I agree that any kind of increase in 32 
reporting may have a direct implication of an increase in the 33 
landings, because the expansion factor is no longer -- It’s no 34 
longer functional, because it reached one, right? 35 
 36 
Okay, but then going then to the USVI situation, there if their 37 
total landing is let’s say 52,000 pounds and the ACL was 50,000 38 
pounds and there’s an overage of 2,000 pounds and there was 39 
found an increase in the numbers of fishermen reporting of 40 
almost double, twice the fishermen were reporting, what does 41 
that really mean?  Does that mean that there was unreported 42 
catch in previous years and the ACL was based on an 43 
underestimated landings? 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  The problem with that is we can’t really know, 46 
because in the U.S. Virgin Islands you could have twice as many 47 
fishermen catching half as many fish and you know you’ve 48 
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increased your reporting and you know for that year that they’re 1 
catching less, but you don’t know in previous years, when fewer 2 
fishermen were reporting, you don’t know what those guys who 3 
weren’t reporting were catching and so that remains a bit of a 4 
mystery. 5 
 6 
That’s why we’re not satisfied with just taking these data and 7 
saying we get half the reporters and that’s okay.  The fact is 8 
we need 100 percent reporting, because we’re not using expansion 9 
factors and we need the complete dataset, keeping in mind that I 10 
think everybody would be happier with 100 percent reporting by 11 
all fishers in all sectors and no expansion factors at all, so 12 
that we have the real data, but the fact --  13 
 14 
What Puerto Rico is doing with their commercial data is they’re 15 
trying to make it as good as possible and not just by using 16 
what’s reported, but also using their knowledge of how these 17 
fisheries work and who should be participating and really their 18 
knowledge of who is participating and isn’t reporting to adjust 19 
their data and so we use those data because we feel it’s really 20 
a better representation of what’s going on than with the 21 
reported landings alone. 22 
 23 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s great and that’s fine.  Then the 24 
question is on what basis can we justify an overage in the USVI 25 
fisheries based on the dynamics of reporting right now? 26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  You mean why should we not apply accountability 28 
measures because we think that they’re reporting better? 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  I haven’t seen any evidence that we should not 33 
apply accountability measures due to better reporting, but 34 
that’s not my decision to make.  That’s the SSC’s decision to 35 
make and that’s why they’ve been brought together.   36 
 37 
You look at all the information and this is what Barbara is 38 
asking you to do, to evaluate everything we’ve talked about and 39 
make a determination of do you think that this overage is due to 40 
better reporting and all the factors that go along with better 41 
reporting, all the things we talked about yesterday, or do you 42 
not think that? 43 
 44 
Whether you think that or not, you’re writing paragraphs that 45 
justify your decision so the council can read not just your 46 
decision, but the factors you used to make that decision and 47 
they can proceed accordingly. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Fine and that’s why I volunteered to write 2 
the paragraph to justify that, but then I find myself trapped in 3 
a street without a -- It’s just a dead end.  It’s a dead end 4 
because still if I can tell you, look, there was almost 100 5 
percent increase in the fishermen reporting, doesn’t that 6 
obviously tell you that because more people were reporting, 7 
almost twice, you might probably exceed your ACL because what 8 
was reported before was not perhaps the real catch. 9 
 10 
Half of the people only were reporting their catch and so 11 
evidently now that twice the people reported their catch, you 12 
have an overage in the ACL and so that has been posted from the 13 
beginning of this meeting as one of the reasons to not apply the 14 
accountability measures, is something having to do with a change 15 
in the reporting. 16 
 17 
For me, an increase of almost 80 percent in the number of 18 
reporting, it’s something significant in the reporting dynamics, 19 
but then you tell me that that’s not an excuse to not apply 20 
accountability measures.  You tell me one thing and then on the 21 
other side you’re telling me the other.  It’s actually all 22 
leading towards the same dead end and so why bring it up? 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The thing is one of the confusions that may 25 
arise is because we had an increase, a very definite increase, 26 
in the number of people reporting, but in many cases, the number 27 
of trips declined and so that was why we were talking about 28 
there was insufficient evidence to really support not 29 
implementing the accountability measures. 30 
 31 
I think that was the motion, in essence, that Walter had, but 32 
there were other factors and things that were brought in.  We 33 
talked about what’s happening with the red hind and Rick Nemeth 34 
gave his presentation about red hind and so on and we discussed 35 
that and in part, my understanding was that Walter had a motion 36 
and Walter’s motion would go over to you and then you would put 37 
in some information about some of the other things that we 38 
looked at, just in general terms, without making any, 39 
necessarily, policy recommendations, but that these were things 40 
that were happening and maybe make some recommendations on 41 
following up with this and seeing what happens. 42 
 43 
With the red hind, as you will recall, there seemed to be a 44 
cyclic pattern in the numbers of fish that were counted within 45 
the spawning aggregation and then was also work that Nemeth had 46 
done in terms of the number of red hind that they had, the 47 
densities of red hind, and stuff like that. 48 
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 1 
If there was anything significant from those that the council 2 
might want to consider, whether it’s in the long term or what 3 
have you, that you would put that information in. 4 
 5 
It could be that Walter’s motion is sufficient with a little bit 6 
of an explanation as to why he made the motion and that a lot of 7 
this other stuff -- We weren’t really, in many cases, 8 
recommending not going forward with the accountability measures.  9 
For our part, we were saying that there just was insufficient 10 
evidence from the reports and the trips, what information we 11 
had, to make a determination that reporting had significantly 12 
changed to affect the amount of fishing that had occurred. 13 
 14 
It was kind of up to you guys to determine which direction you 15 
wanted to go with that, but it was to start with Walter’s motion 16 
in the first place. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay and so that, again, leaves a dead end 19 
towards accountability measures, because we don’t have evidence 20 
that the changes in the reporting had either a direct effect on 21 
those overages or in the fisheries landings, but the reality is 22 
that we didn’t really have evidence -- Turning this completely 23 
all the way around, we really didn’t have the best evidence or 24 
the complete evidence and we were dealing with incomplete 25 
evidence when we set the ACLs. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think clearly everybody understood that at the 28 
time and that’s why we ended up just choosing means.  That’s 29 
where, like when I did the conch thing, I was mentioning where 30 
is going to be the cutoff and how do we come up with increasing 31 
the ACL and what is the density levels that are needed in order 32 
to do this? 33 
 34 
This is something the Southeast Fisheries Science Center -- In 35 
essence, the fishers have something to strive for with respect 36 
to St. Croix.  They know where the cutoff is and it’s not 37 
something that’s amorphous out there that maybe one of these 38 
days we will change our minds. 39 
 40 
JIM BERKSON:  I just wanted to throw in that to keep in mind 41 
it’s my understanding that whether or not accountability 42 
measures are implemented is the decision of the council.  That’s 43 
not our decision and, once again, we shouldn’t be overstepping 44 
what was asked of us. 45 
 46 
We were merely asked if changes in reporting could be part of 47 
the explanation for the overages and so I think every time we 48 
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venture into the job of the council, we’re not doing our job. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Correct and we should be concentrating on what 3 
the scientific evidence is that’s available and whether we can 4 
make a decision based on that.   5 
 6 
Now, Bill, you mentioned yesterday that we should really look at 7 
the Federal Register when they originally came out with the 8 
regulations regarding the ACLs to look at what was actually 9 
stated regarding the responsibility of the SSC.  Could you pull 10 
that up from the Federal Register, so we don’t have -- What I 11 
put in here was wording from the Federal Register where we had 12 
just announced the meeting, but that was -- That had words in 13 
it, obviously, that would not have been in the original Federal 14 
Register because it indicated in here whether it was the result 15 
of better data gathering or real overrun of the ACLs. 16 
 17 
As I recall, the obvious rationale for not putting 18 
accountability measures in place because there was increased 19 
participation and there’s more fishermen reporting and so, as a 20 
result, you end up with a higher landings that were just based 21 
on fishermen actually trying to report more accurately and more 22 
fishermen reporting. 23 
 24 
In Puerto Rico’s case, because of all the work that they’ve done 25 
on expansion factors, this doesn’t work out as well, because the 26 
expansion factors should have taken care of any reporting 27 
discrepancies, but the other question I have of Daniel -- 28 
Daniel, is there any reason, that you know of, that these 29 
Snapper Unit 2 overages would have occurred because of 30 
misreporting of fishermen or anything like that?  Do you have 31 
any evidence for that, that there’s any reason that they would 32 
be over reporting their catches in 2010 or 2011? 33 
 34 
DANIEL MATOS:  The commercial fishers mentioned about a couple 35 
of guys who may be -- They were involved in the drug dealer 36 
activity and they thought those guys were able to launder money 37 
exaggerating the number of pounds landed.  I gave this 38 
information to Steve and to Kevin and I don’t know if they were 39 
able to see that. 40 
 41 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know if they saw it.  They didn’t tell 42 
me anything about it. 43 
 44 
DANIEL MATOS:  Was Kevin here yesterday? 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, Kevin is not here and Steve is not here.  As 47 
far as I know, they didn’t see evidence of that increase in 48 
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landings, but I don’t know if they have fully investigated it 1 
yet. 2 
 3 
DANIEL MATOS:  Maybe it was high, but not too high.  I didn’t 4 
have the chance to check that.  Kevin, I sent him the license 5 
number and he was able to observe that and I don’t know what 6 
happened, but also, I would like to mention that for the last 7 
five or seven years, we observed a decrease in the commercial 8 
fishing activity in all the commercial fishing activity, but the 9 
Snapper Unit 1 and the Snapper Unit 2 are the most important 10 
marketing fish in Puerto Rico. 11 
 12 
The price is the best for the finfish and the marketing is good 13 
and everything they catch, they are able to sell in a few hours.  14 
They have a good demand, but we don’t observe -- It’s stable and 15 
the fishing activity also decreased a little in those cases. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But you have an overage of 207 percent for 18 
Snapper Unit 2. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say what Daniel Matos just 21 
said, that I have collected that same kind of data with fishers 22 
from the southeast, mainly Bahia de Jobos, Salinas, and Guayama 23 
and since the Secretary opened that window for late reporting, 24 
there was a good amount, and not two or three, but a good amount 25 
of fishermen filling their landing tickets or whatever you call 26 
them out of the air. 27 
 28 
Basically, I don’t know how reliable that data is as well as the 29 
more places I go to do field work, the more I find that half of 30 
the fishers don’t have a license.  You find two with a license 31 
and you find ten without a license and it’s such a shifting 32 
activity that changes so quickly and that historically has been 33 
characterized by -- I don’t know, but it’s very difficult to 34 
comprehend and to measure, but indeed, I am just agreeing with 35 
Daniel Matos that a lot of people, apparently, have just been 36 
filling out those forms because of that window open. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Daniel, do you think that the data is real? 39 
 40 
DANIEL MATOS:  Yes, I think the data is good enough and it’s 41 
significant.  I understand what Miguel said, but, Miguel, there 42 
are many, many commercial fishers in those areas and they are 43 
really opportunistic.  They went out during the weekend or a few 44 
times a year, but if you want to determine how good is the 45 
fishing activity, you have to check the fish houses.   46 
 47 
If you find two or three fish houses in an area, there is a lot 48 
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of commercial fishers, because I know that some guys are able to 1 
fish and sell to the neighbors or something like that, but this 2 
is a really, really low activity, in my experience, but the 3 
commercial fishing data we observe, I think we can use that like 4 
accountability, because the port samplers visiting the areas, we 5 
are able to see the people and we know the people for many, many 6 
years and we know the number of commercial fishers has decreased 7 
and so I think we have a good picture of what happened. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I have to disagree, to a certain point, about 10 
the importance of fish houses.  Indeed they are, but you go to 11 
certain places and, again, this is not a static thing.  It 12 
changes from year to year. 13 
 14 
While I was conducting fieldwork in Culebra, for instance, I was 15 
there for six months and, as you know, at that time they were 16 
doing the snapper farm operation and the fish house was kind of 17 
operating and there was kind of a fishers association and 18 
normally, people would go there to gather data, but in reality, 19 
I was struggling to find them and you know where I ended up dong 20 
the interviews?  It was in the fire house and the selling was 21 
taking place in the fire house, basically. 22 
 23 
What I’m saying is that it changes from place to place and as 24 
you remember, one of the priorities or the topics for the five-25 
year plan, that was one of the questions that we had for the 26 
social aspects.   27 
 28 
Are the fish houses still important in the fish distribution?  29 
In some places they are and in other places, they are not and, 30 
again, in 2007, I was living for eighteen months four houses 31 
apart from Fajardo’s fish house and I saw the port agent three 32 
times during that time. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara, I have that verbiage from the Federal 35 
Register if you want me to read it. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, please. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  It says: If NMFS determines the ACL for a 40 
particular species or species group was exceeded because of 41 
enhanced data collection and monitoring efforts instead of an 42 
increase in total catch of the species or species group, NMFS 43 
will not reduce the length of the fishing season for the 44 
applicable species or species group the following fishing year. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s all it says? 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  That’s all it says. 1 
 2 
VANCE VINCENTE:  That last sentence was dropped and it’s exactly 3 
what you have in your first paragraph in your agenda, which ends 4 
of an increase in the total catch of species or species group, 5 
then NMFS will not reduce the -- That sentence should have been 6 
there maybe. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It probably should have been.  I just took this 9 
from the Federal Register notice that announced the agenda and 10 
that wasn’t in there, because his is from the actual regulations 11 
that were produced for this and that had the full complement of 12 
wording. 13 
 14 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Can I say something about Miguel’s statement in 15 
Culebra?  I worked in Culebra for some years in order to get the 16 
first marine research established and Culebra is a situation by 17 
its own and it’s very difficult to get real information and also 18 
you’re talking about how many commercial fishers there, like 19 
five or maybe four?  What I’m trying to say is that maybe 20 
Culebra is not a representative example of what’s happening in 21 
the rest of the fishing universe in Puerto Rico and the U.S. 22 
Virgin Islands. 23 
 24 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just want to clarify that.  I just brought 25 
that up because it’s kind of even a funny case that I was having 26 
to go to a fire house to find the real commercial fishers, 27 
because I was pointed at people, what I tend to call emeritus 28 
fishers, people who are not fishing anymore, and the people were 29 
scattered and as you said, it’s a very particular case and it’s 30 
a case on its own and I know that, but to a certain degree, it 31 
applies to other places.  I don’t know the west, but I think the 32 
west is a bit of a more steady, I guess, place than other 33 
places. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I am going to make a suggestion.  Let’s take a 36 
break and then we can get back to this, because we could be at 37 
this discussion for a long time and I think we can probably, 38 
after we’ve had this discussion, go through the Puerto Rico ACL 39 
overages fairly quickly.  Let’s just have a ten-minute break and 40 
come back at about ten to eleven. 41 
 42 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s resume the meeting.  Meaghan, could you 45 
just go over where we stand?  I believe, when I was talking with 46 
you, that the only species unit that has an overage right now is 47 
the Snapper Unit 2 and so just go over that and then go over 48 
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just where we stand with the other species as well. 1 
 2 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is a table that was sent to us by Mike 3 
Larkin from the Regional Office and this is an updated table of 4 
the average 2010 and 2011 landings relative to the annual catch 5 
limit and so at this point, it only looks like Snapper Unit 2 is 6 
above its ACL by 107 percent.  For this group of species, it’s 7 
just Snapper Unit 2 that is over its ACL. 8 
 9 
There were a couple of other species groups that were initially 10 
thought to be over their ACL.  They were -- Jacks were a species 11 
group and they seemed to be under the ACL at this point.  12 
Triggerfish and filefish as well were thought to be over their 13 
ACL and, again, they are now under and spiny lobster right here.  14 
Their landings are under their annual catch limit or their 15 
landings for 2011 are under the ACL.  That’s where we stand with 16 
that. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Why were those changes made?  Why did we get 19 
information that some of these were over and now they’re under? 20 
 21 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s a good question and I’m not 100 percent 22 
sure if there had been species that were originally included in 23 
the species group that weren’t under the management unit.  24 
That’s what I’m assuming is what happened, because the way the 25 
data is set up, there’s a field that’s called “family” and so 26 
there’s going to be triggerfish and filefish that are of the 27 
same family, but they’re not part of the fishery management 28 
unit.  That could have been the issue there. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other question I had is I noticed for queen 31 
conch that queen conch has an ACL or it’s got landings.  It says 32 
the ACL is not applicable for Puerto Rico and has annual -- 33 
Presumably because there’s no fishing of queen conch allowed in 34 
the EEZ in Puerto Rico, but for all these other species, we have 35 
landings and ACLs that combine the territorial and the federal 36 
waters and so with conch -- We just don’t have an ACL at all for 37 
queen conch in Puerto Rico? 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  Technically, the ACL for queen conch in federal 40 
waters around Puerto Rico is zero.  You are not allowed to 41 
harvest queen conch from EEZ waters.  The 254,000 plus is being 42 
taken, we think, we certainly assume, from state waters.  The 43 
other ones, all those landings are combined state and federal 44 
totals. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This is the same situation on St. Thomas/St. 47 
John and it’s only in St. Croix that there’s actually an ACL for 48 
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conch that applies for the SSC. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is an ACL in all three areas.  It’s just 3 
that the ACL is zero for Puerto Rico EEZ waters and for St. 4 
Thomas/St. John EEZ waters.  It’s 50,000 pounds for St. Croix 5 
EEZ waters, but that is the total state and federal.  When the 6 
total state and federal landings hit 50,000 pounds, the EEZ is 7 
closed. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You mean then management of queen conch in St. 10 
Thomas/St. John and Puerto Rico to the local government, because 11 
federal waters are closed.  Okay.  Could you just go over 12 
quickly the graphs that you have showing the other species? 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I have a quick question and maybe I’m getting 15 
confused.  The ACLs are inclusive for both state and federal 16 
waters, correct? 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  The ACLs are based on combined state and federal 19 
landings.  The ACLs are what they are.  They are the number, the 20 
average, that we determined based on that.  The accountability 21 
measures are the key.  The accountability measures only apply in 22 
federal waters.  We have no authority over state waters. 23 
 24 
If we decide that they’ve exceeded the ACL for Snapper Unit 2 25 
and we are going to apply accountability measures and so we 26 
shorten the season, we only shorten the season in EEZ waters.  27 
The state may or may not decide to become compatible with us, 28 
but that has to be a state decision.  That’s not a federal 29 
decision. 30 
 31 
DANIEL MATOS:  In the case of the Snapper Unit 2, 90 percent or 32 
higher are taken in the EEZ. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s wonderful. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Snapper Grouper 1 or what are we referring 37 
to? 38 
 39 
DANIEL MATOS:  The queen snapper and the cardinal are caught 40 
mostly in federal waters. 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The shelf edge of Rincon is federal waters? 43 
 44 
DANIEL MATOS:  The Rincon commercial fishers are the most 45 
important uses of these resources and they travel twenty or more 46 
nautical miles per day to catch that.  They travel two hours 47 
every day. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, but those that fish off the shelf edge 2 
of Rincon, which I see them fishing there for deepwater snappers 3 
too, how do you know if they come -- or they come from just the 4 
shelf edge of Rincon? 5 
 6 
DANIEL MATOS:  We ask them and in the trip ticket, they write 7 
where they went.  That’s why, Reni, the commercial fishers are 8 
very, very worried with this quota, because they know it impacts 9 
them directly. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  We seek and hope to obtain compatibility with all 12 
of these states, so that when we achieve these ACLs and apply 13 
accountability measures that they will be equivalently applied 14 
in state waters, but, again, that’s a state decision. 15 
 16 
We expect that we will achieve compatibility, but I can’t make 17 
promises in that regard.  Now, there are fisheries that if we 18 
don’t get compatibility, let’s face it, our accountability 19 
measures will have very little impact.   20 
 21 
Snapper Unit 2 is not one of those, because it’s a deepwater 22 
fishery.  When we apply our accountability measures to Snapper 23 
Unit 2, it will have an impact and whether they’re able to shift 24 
effort into state waters to make up for those lost catches or 25 
not or whether compatibility is achieved for Puerto Rico, in 26 
which case that’s not an option, remains to be seen, but some of 27 
them we have a big impact on and some of them we have much less 28 
of an impact on when we apply these accountability measures. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have a question.  Do you want to just pursue 31 
what our recommendation is going to be regarding Snapper Unit 2 32 
or do you want to just go through and see, even though none of 33 
the rest of these species are over, and just have an idea of 34 
where things stand?  We have the graphs here for things.  What 35 
would you like to do as an SSC? 36 
 37 
We do have to move on and I don’t want to spend a lot of time 38 
doing this if we don’t have overages, but we’ve got the 39 
information here. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, remind me what are the species 42 
under Snapper Unit 2. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s the cardinal snapper and the queen snapper, 45 
just those two. 46 
 47 
DANIEL MATOS:  Remember the trouble with the cardinal and the 48 
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wenchman with this? 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What direction would you guys like to go?  3 
Meaghan, just quickly go through the data. 4 
 5 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I wanted to, one, answer Daniel’s question about 6 
the maybe trips that were reporting higher due to whatever other 7 
business it might be associated with.  Kevin did look into that 8 
and he didn’t find anything that was out of the ordinary and so 9 
there are no trips that seem suspicious in the data that I’m 10 
showing. 11 
 12 
I just wanted to really quickly show you the expanded landings 13 
for Snapper Unit 2 by coast.  Obviously the west coast makes up 14 
the majority of the expanded landings in Puerto Rico for Snapper 15 
Unit 2.  It’s quite variable over time, as we saw, but with an 16 
increasing trend. 17 
 18 
The other coast -- This red line is north and the blue line 19 
represents the east and the black line represents the south.  20 
The south was very consistent.  It’s very low catch, but 21 
consistent over time. 22 
 23 
In the east, again, it’s fairly consistent except for in 2005 24 
there’s a bump up a bit to about 25,000 pounds and in 2010, it’s 25 
closer to 50,000 pounds and the same for the north.  Expanded 26 
landings are fairly consistent in the beginning of the time 27 
series and then there’s a jump up after 2007 and the expanded 28 
landings seem to be higher until 2011, where the expanded 29 
landings declined. 30 
 31 
That’s just the breakdown of Snapper Unit 2 by coast.  This is 32 
the -- This bottom figure right here shows you just a nominal 33 
CPUE index, which is the expanded pounds per trip for Snapper 34 
Unit 2.  The dashed lines represent one standard deviation from 35 
the mean. 36 
 37 
In general, fairly low CPUE in the beginning of the time series, 38 
which starts in 1999, or lower relative to the rest of the time 39 
series, and it jumps up in 2002, to almost 150 pounds per trip, 40 
and then it drops and kind of stabilizes around 100 pounds per 41 
trip over the rest of the time series, but that’s fairly 42 
uncertain.  That’s the nominal CPUE series for Snapper Unit 2 in 43 
Puerto Rico across all coasts.  I think that’s all I have for 44 
Snapper Unit 2.  Are there any questions or comments? 45 
 46 
This is just showing the expanded landings in pounds for the 47 
different jack species.  We have this because they were 48 



136 
 

initially thought to be over the ACL.  The red is bar jack, 1 
which makes up the majority of the expanded landings on an 2 
annual basis.  This black line here are those jacks that were 3 
not identified to species. 4 
 5 
This kind of reddish-brown line is horse-eye jack and this kind 6 
of bluish-green line is almaco jack and this kind of orangey-7 
brown line is yellow jack, but when you look at the expanded 8 
landings for bar jack, it’s fairly stable early in the series, 9 
at anywhere between 60,000 and 80,000 pounds.  It jumps up to 10 
almost 120,000 pounds in 2005 and then dramatically declines in 11 
2006, to about 35,000 pounds, and then jumps up again in 2008, 12 
to about a little over 50,000 pounds and then it starts to 13 
decline until 2011 and so we’re at about somewhere between 14 
25,000 and 30,000 pounds there in 2011. 15 
 16 
If you were to combine -- I kind of wish that a total jacks line 17 
had been included in this figure, but I quickly kind of added up 18 
the numbers from eyeballing it in 2011 and the ACL is about -- I 19 
think it was 86,000 pounds or so and so this would not equal 20 
that and so it was under the ACL.  Were there any questions or 21 
comments about this?  Okay. 22 
 23 
This is for the triggerfish and filefish and that was also 24 
initially thought to be over the ACL.  Really, the main 25 
triggerfish that’s caught is queen triggerfish.  There’s a 26 
couple of points here that are -- It’s ocean triggerfish here 27 
and black durgon here and then the general classification of 28 
triggerfish when they weren’t identified to species.  It’s very 29 
few observations or very few estimates of expanded landings for 30 
the other species that are not queen triggerfish. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can you repeat what the ACL for triggerfish 33 
was? 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Let me just go to that, just so I know what it 36 
is.  The ACL for triggerfish and filefish is 58,475 pounds. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  So it’s 40 percent below? 39 
 40 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and so in 2011, the expanded landings are 41 
at about 50,000 and so that’s below the 58,000.  We broke the 42 
jack landings by coast, because that was a question that we 43 
received from the SSC, and so this is just showing you the 44 
capture of all jacks in that fishery management unit by coast 45 
and so we have the east coast here, south coast, north coast, 46 
and west coast. 47 
 48 
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This is also broken up into the different gear types and so we 1 
have a general diving category, hook and line, net, and traps 2 
and so diving is the blue line, hook and line is the black line, 3 
net is that orange line, and trap is the green line. 4 
 5 
It seems like the net and hook and line fisheries are the major, 6 
which isn’t particularly surprising, the major gear types that 7 
are catching the jack species on each of the coasts and 8 
depending upon which coast, one gear type might be preferable.  9 
Nets in the south coast seems to be the gear type that is 10 
catching the majority of jacks, followed by hook and line.   11 
 12 
It’s maybe similar, but it varies by year, for hook and line and 13 
net in the west coast and it seems like the majority of jacks 14 
being captured in the north coast are by hook and line, followed 15 
by nets.  The trap and diving fishery make up a small proportion 16 
of the expanded landings for jacks.  Does that seem reasonable? 17 
 18 
DANIEL MATOS:  Just a comment about the jacks and the gears.  I 19 
just want to mention that during 2004 to 2009, the beach seine 20 
was a forbidden fishing gear in Puerto Rico and I know many 21 
catches of the jacks came from the beach seine.  However, since 22 
2009, the beach seine is legal again and so maybe we’ll see more 23 
jacks in the landings reports. 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Those people that were catching it with beach 26 
seine probably were not reporting and is that what you’re 27 
saying? 28 
 29 
DANIEL MATOS:  I think they were -- It was illegal.  It was 30 
forbidden or illegal. 31 
 32 
VANCE VINCENTE:  In your fisheries records, don’t you separate 33 
gillnets from seine? 34 
 35 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Then I have -- I don’t know if this is of 36 
interest, but triggerfish by coast as well.  This is showing the 37 
expanded landings for triggerfish and filefish by coast and so 38 
east coast is the top panel and south coast, north coast, west 39 
coast.  Again, it’s by the different gear types. 40 
 41 
In the east coast, it seems like the predominant gear type 42 
landing triggerfish are traps and the same is true for the south 43 
coast.  In the north coast, it seems like the landing are 44 
dominated by -- The majority of landings are associated with the 45 
hook and line fishery and the north coast, especially later on 46 
in this time series, but also the trap fishery, seems to be 47 
landing a good number of triggerfish in the north coast as well. 48 
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 1 
Then in the west coast, it seems that diving, this line right 2 
here, is the predominant gear type landing triggerfish on the 3 
west coast, followed by hook and line and traps, which have 4 
similar landings over the time series. 5 
 6 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I have one question.  What’s the proportion of 7 
the triggerfish to filefish in those numbers? 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I do not know that, but I think it’s probably -- 10 
This is all predominantly queen triggerfish and so it’s going to 11 
be triggerfish, actually.  That is all I have for the jacks and 12 
the triggerfish.  I think there was something for lobster as 13 
well. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But just to mention, lobster is no longer 16 
considered to have exceeded its ACL. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and so lobster is no longer considered 19 
above its ACL, exactly.  This is just showing the landings in 20 
pounds.  This red line here is the expanded lobster landings, 21 
which follows closely -- Conch is also being shown on this and 22 
their expanded landings follow each other very closely over 23 
time. 24 
 25 
Early in the time series, between 1999 and about 2004, landings 26 
are fairly stable around 400,000 pounds.  Then in 2005, it jumps 27 
up to 700,000 pounds and then drops down in 2006 to about 28 
300,000 pounds and then stabilizes around the 300,000 for after 29 
2006 and so this point here just shows you the expanded landings 30 
for 2010 and 2011 and they fall below the ACL. 31 
 32 
These two plots here, again, you have the number of reported 33 
trips.  This line here is for lobster and so you have a 34 
declining trend in the number of trips reporting the capture of 35 
lobster and then the number of fishers also a declining trend, 36 
even though it’s variable from year to year. 37 
 38 
VANCE VINCENTE:  We discussed -- I don’t remember if it was the 39 
last meeting or the meeting before that, the SSC meeting, the 40 
bump in 2005, because it occurred across the board in many of 41 
the commercial species.  I think that we asked the Center to try 42 
to explain which variable was mostly responsible for this bump 43 
and did you ever crack it down by CPUE or number of trips in 44 
order to explain that bump?  Do we have any answer for that yet? 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I don’t know if anyone has looked at that yet.  47 
I wasn’t aware that that was a request. 48 
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 1 
DANIEL MATOS:  I remember abundance, thousands of lobsters, and 2 
they were very happy and they were able to buy and I remember 3 
the impact in the marketing, for example.  The fish houses were 4 
completely filled of the spiny lobster and the fish houses said 5 
to the fishers to stop and they started to sell the lobster to 6 
the restaurants and the restaurants said stop and they went to 7 
the streets with the spiny lobster in their hands to sell and it 8 
was an amazing year.  I don’t know why, but that’s what 9 
occurred. 10 
 11 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I remember discussing about the lobster and, in 12 
fact, I think I mentioned the migration behavior in the west 13 
coast, but it happened also for the conch and it happened for 14 
triggerfish and it happened for a whole bunch of other taxa and 15 
we still -- I tried to -- I think I put a little bit of emphasis 16 
on trying to find out whether it was due to increased effort, 17 
for example, or increasing catch per unit effort.  It’s still a 18 
mystery. 19 
 20 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe they knew the bleaching was coming. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  Daniel can comment on this, but I believe it also 23 
had something to do with the expansion factors and that’s why it 24 
cut across several different groups.  Wasn’t there something, 25 
either the gas prices or hurricanes or something like that, that 26 
really drove activity down?  It drove the expansion factor up 27 
and it created that peak.  I thought there was something like 28 
that. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there anything else then that you have, any 31 
other data to show? 32 
 33 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have a summary of the TIP data, as requested. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Very good. 36 
 37 

SEFSC SUMMARY TIP DATA 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am just going to provide a fairly short 40 
summary of the TIP database.  This is just a table showing 41 
basically the number of unique trips sampled, the number of 42 
lengths, the number of unique species, and the numbers of years 43 
sampled by island as it’s shown in the TIP database. 44 
 45 
There are some observations that are not associated with island, 46 
which represents thirty-seven trips, a fair number of lengths, 47 
over a thousand, but only represents about four years sampled. 48 
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 1 
In Puerto Rico, there are quite a few number of trips that were 2 
sampled, over 15,000.  We have over 500,000 lengths, 3 
representing 322 species, and the time series is quite long, 4 
thirty-one years.  There was only one year of data missing, 5 
which is 1982. 6 
 7 
In St. Thomas, the TIP database, in terms of continuity, is a 8 
bit more variable.  It has the fewest number of trips sampled 9 
over the entire time series, 1,800.  There are over 88,000 10 
lengths, which represents 200 unique species, and there are 11 
twenty-four years sampled, but there are quite a few years 12 
missing and so I just listed them here.  The years where there 13 
is no data for St. Thomas and St. John are 1982, 1989, 1990, and 14 
then there’s a chunk of time between 1997 and 2001 where we 15 
don’t have any data, and then again in 2007. 16 
 17 
St. Croix has the most consistent time series, thirty-two years, 18 
with over 4,000 trips that were sampled.  There are close to 19 
300,000 lengths across all species and trips and years and that 20 
represents about 233 unique species. 21 
 22 
Now I’m just going to show you a couple of graphs of the number 23 
of trips, lengths, and unique species on an annual basis for 24 
Puerto Rico.  This first plot here shows you the number of 25 
sampled trips.  This middle plot shows you the number of sampled 26 
lengths and the number of unique species.  These first two are 27 
across all species sampled. 28 
 29 
Again, there is variability on an annual basis for the number of 30 
trips sampled.  It peaks in I think 1994, at about a thousand 31 
trips, and then declines here between like 1993 and 1997 and 32 
then it starts to increase again after 1997, to about 800 trips.  33 
Then it starts to decline a bit until 2010. 34 
 35 
DANIEL MATOS:  I have just one comment.  We are in the process 36 
of entering data for the year 2011 and 2012.  We are in this 37 
process and the 2010 was the year we had the impact of the 38 
government reduction in the personnel.  2010 was the year we 39 
lost one port sampler and one person in the office. 40 
 41 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The number of sampled lengths kind of follows 42 
the same trend as the number of sampled trips.  There is a 43 
couple of years where there’s about 40,000 lengths measured, 44 
but, again, you see this drop between 1993 and 1997 with an 45 
increase and then followed by a decrease and then the number of 46 
unique species is variable, but fairly consistent over time. 47 
 48 
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This is the same three figures shown for St. Thomas and St. 1 
John.  You can see the obvious gaps over the time series and the 2 
number of sampling trips has varied quite a bit over times, as 3 
has the number of sampled lengths and the number of unique 4 
species sampled. 5 
 6 
It seems like the maximum number of sampled trips was in 1985 7 
and that’s almost 350 trips, but, in general, there’s about a 8 
hundred trips per year or less that are sampled.  In general, 9 
there’s about 5,000 lengths per year sampled, with a few years 10 
that has more and the number of unique species ranges anywhere 11 
between twenty and a hundred species per year. 12 
 13 
Then this just shows you the same three plots for St. Croix.  14 
The sampling effort was much higher early in the time series, 15 
starting in 1983 and the late 1980s, and then there’s a drop in 16 
the sampling effort over time and then in 2010, the effort jumps 17 
up a little bit to about 200 and then drops again in 2011 and 18 
2012 and 2012 is not complete, as far as I know. 19 
 20 
Again, it’s the same trend for the number of sampled lengths.  21 
The greatest number of sampled lengths happens early on in the 22 
time series, in the late 1980s, and then declines and kind of 23 
stabilizes under 10,000 fish per year and the number of unique 24 
species ranges anywhere between twenty and 120 species per year. 25 
 26 
That’s just a general overview of the TIP data for the different 27 
islands.  This bubble plot just shows the annual number of 28 
lengths by ACL unit.  This is overall across all islands.  I 29 
just wanted to show you this just to kind of orient you. 30 
 31 
Snapper Unit 4 seems to have a fair number of lengths in the TIP 32 
database and Snapper Unit 3 and Snapper Unit 1.  You have 33 
surgeonfish, which early in the time series has a number of 34 
lengths measured, and then it starts to decline later in the 35 
time series. 36 
 37 
Grunts, the number of lengths per year for grunts is high and 38 
the same for parrotfish and lobster and Grouper Unit 3.  This is 39 
all islands and so Puerto Rico and the USVI.   40 
 41 
This is specifically for Puerto Rico, the annual number of 42 
lengths by ACL unit.  I didn’t point to this legend here, but 43 
this gives you an idea.  This largest bubble here represents 44 
9,914 fish, just to give you an idea, and the smallest bubble 45 
represents eleven fish. 46 
 47 
Again, the Snapper Unit 4 and 3, the number of lengths is quite 48 
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high over time and for Snapper Unit 1, there was a decline in 1 
the mid-1990s.  Grunts, again, a good number of lengths on an 2 
annual basis and later in the time series it declines.  Lobster 3 
seems fairly consistent over time, the number of lengths 4 
measured of lobster. 5 
 6 
Parrotfish, there seems to be an absence of them in the first 7 
couple of years here and then it starts to increase and 8 
stabilize over the time series and Grouper Unit 3, the number of 9 
lengths measured are quite high early in the time series and 10 
then it starts to decline and stabilize to about a thousand fish 11 
lengths per year. 12 
 13 
This shows you for St. Thomas.  The scale changes a little bit.  14 
Again, the smallest bubble represents eleven fish and the 15 
largest bubble represents about 2,600 fish.  You can see the 16 
gaps in time for all of the different species groups, but the 17 
main species groups represented with a fair number of lengths 18 
per year that were sampled were Snapper Unit 4 and triggerfish 19 
seems to have a fair number of samples, especially in the most 20 
recent years, and so between 2008 and 2012. 21 
 22 
That seems to be a trend in all of these species that sampling -23 
- The number of lengths increases in the most recent years, and 24 
so 2008 to 2012, and so Snapper Unit 4, tilefish.  Parrotfish is 25 
a low number of samples earlier in the time series and starts to 26 
increase a bit later in the time series.   27 
 28 
Groupers are fairly well represented over time, or at least in 29 
the years that are sampled, and the same is true for Snapper 30 
Grouper Unit 2. 31 
 32 
Then this just shows the annual number of lengths by ACL unit 33 
for St. Croix.  The largest bubble shows almost 14,000 fish and 34 
so the species with the majority of lengths sampled by the TIP 35 
program in St. Croix are surgeonfish, especially early in the 36 
time series, and lobster.  Grouper Unit 2 seems to have a fair 37 
number of length measurements early on and then it starts to 38 
decline a bit, but still these represent a couple hundred fish, 39 
this kind of midsize bubble. 40 
 41 
Those are the annual number of lengths by ACL unit for St. Croix 42 
and I think there was a question about jacks and the number of 43 
length measurements for jacks and so I put that in here. 44 
 45 
Again, bar jack is the most frequent species caught in this jack 46 
family and so it’s not surprising that the majority of length 47 
measurements that we see in the TIP database are associated with 48 
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bar jack and there’s a lot of holes in the database for all of 1 
the other species. 2 
 3 
Then there was a question about how this looked according to the 4 
gear types and so because the majority of other species weren’t 5 
well represented in the TIP database, I’m just showing you the 6 
number of lengths for bar jack by gear.  You have pots and 7 
traps, nets, hook and line, and the diving component of the 8 
fishery. 9 
 10 
It shows the majority of lengths are associated with the net 11 
fishery, followed by the hook and line fishery and the pot and 12 
trap fishery for bar jack. 13 
 14 
This just shows the number of sampled trips, which follows the 15 
same trend as the annual number of lengths and I have the mean 16 
length for all of the jack species, because that was a question.  17 
Do you feel like that’s of value to go over? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Not unless the SSC members want this, because 20 
we’re no longer dealing with this as an ACL overage.  We have a 21 
lot of other work to do. 22 
 23 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The rest of what I summarized for the TIP 24 
database was pertaining to the questions that we received and so 25 
I was looking at the different mean lengths over time for the 26 
jack species and then the rest pertains to triggerfish.  I can 27 
stop if we need to move on. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t see this as a question that we asked, 30 
but did you do anything with respect to lengths for Snapper Unit 31 
2 using the TIP data?  There’s not a lot of TIP data there, but 32 
-- 33 
 34 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, I don’t have anything for Snapper Unit 2. 35 
 36 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You have the lengths.  You have the length 37 
data at least for queen snapper that you showed there. 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s queen triggerfish.  I don’t have the 40 
summary of the lengths for the Snapper Unit 2. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  While she is looking at this, are there any 43 
other questions or anything else that needs to be reviewed 44 
regarding Snapper Unit 2, the queen snapper and the cardinal 45 
snapper? 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Are we using the -- Because Meaghan is 48 
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bringing all this data on lengths, are we doing any 1 
consideration of the length data in terms of analyzing the 2 
overages of the ACLs? 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That was not part of the responsibility of the 5 
SSC with respect to the ACLs.  At the same time, I think what we 6 
decided we would do is if there was anything that indicated, 7 
from the other data, that the fish populations for like queen 8 
and cardinal snapper for Snapper Unit 2, were like -- Like 9 
lengths were increasing or something like that, we would mention 10 
it. 11 
 12 
We might just do a little summary, but the actual recommendation 13 
that we’re being expected to make to the council is related to 14 
any changes in the monitoring or the reporting of fishers that 15 
might affect this ACL overage.  Are you trying to pull up those 16 
length data? 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, but it would just take me a little bit. 19 
 20 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CFMC REGARDING THE VARIABLES AFFECTING ACLS 21 

AND SUGGESTED COURSES OF ACTIONS 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  While she is doing this, is there any -- Based 24 
on the information that we have regarding the numbers of fishers 25 
and the monitoring that’s been done and the trips and so on and 26 
so forth and the expansion factors for Puerto Rico, does anybody 27 
have a recommendation for what we should recommend to the 28 
Caribbean Fishery Management Council? 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t have a motion, but it is pretty clear 31 
that there is an overage on the Snapper Unit 2 and at least I 32 
have not seen any evidence that would suggest that it was a 33 
chance in data collection methods or amount of data being 34 
collected that would contribute to that overage estimation and 35 
so I feel that the overage is true and we ought to pass that 36 
along to the council. 37 
 38 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree with Walter’s statement and to 39 
elaborate on that, what we saw were substantial increases in the 40 
catch not just for those two years, but for the years prior to 41 
that, all of which were above the catch levels that were used to 42 
set the ACL to begin with. 43 
 44 
While there was some discussion of variations in reporting for 45 
the last year, if you looked at the catch per unit effort data, 46 
that was just very, very steady and so that would indicate even 47 
though you might have differences in the number of fishermen 48 
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reporting, they were not reporting anything different than what 1 
was being reported before and so there really isn’t an 2 
indication that anything is particularly going on there relevant 3 
to reporting. 4 
 5 
From the SEDAR data, which this is more or less what we worked 6 
with, there is absolutely no evidence that the fishery was being 7 
overexploited, because you can see the length structure is 8 
increasing. 9 
 10 
Now, this doesn’t mean that something else isn’t going on, but 11 
just from the evidence that we had available, we could not make 12 
a determination that something -- Another explanation for data 13 
like this and the catch per unit effort being held constant 14 
would be expansion of the area under which the fishery is 15 
operating and so they’re just going further and further afield 16 
into basically unfished stocks repeatedly, but we don’t have a 17 
basis for making that determination either and so based on the 18 
information available, the overage is real and is not due to 19 
reporting. 20 
 21 
The other explanation, of course, is that the stocks actually in 22 
fact have increased, but we don’t have information that would 23 
say that that’s exactly what is going on either and so you’re 24 
stuck with an overage without an explanation of why, other than 25 
it’s more fishing, the stocks have increased, or they’re going 26 
further afield to get unexploited stocks, but, in any case, it 27 
leads to an overage. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is that the general consensus of everybody here? 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would also point out since the catch per 32 
unit effort seemed to be very constant, it would be an increase 33 
in the number of trips that was driving the increase in the 34 
amount being landed. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you have that trip data for Snapper Unit 2?  37 
I have a question, Daniel.  It shows the size -- The previous 38 
graph showed the size of queen snapper increasing over the 39 
years.  Was there any other factor that may have caused that 40 
increase besides possibly -- Such as did you have a regulation 41 
in place, a size limit, on queen snapper? 42 
 43 
DANIEL MATOS:  No, we didn’t have a regulation for this species.  44 
Maybe we were able to obtain more data or we were able to catch 45 
the fishermen when they were arriving with the landings.  I 46 
think we were more successful this time. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We have no real obvious trend in -- Well, 1 
it’s hard, because the scale is so large relative to Snapper 2 
Unit 2, but there doesn’t seem to be a large trend in the number 3 
of reported trips or the number of reporting fishermen during 4 
these times, nor was there for catch per unit effort, yet the 5 
landings were going up. 6 
 7 
Without just seeing Snapper Unit 2 plotted, and so maybe some of 8 
that variability is bigger than we think, in a relative sense, 9 
the data aren’t necessarily internally consistent, but there’s 10 
still nothing that says we have nothing but a real overage. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The ACL for Snapper Unit 2 was established 13 
effective 2010 or effective 2011? 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The deepwater snappers were considered 16 
overfished and so it was established in 2010. 17 
 18 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The fishermen were advised as to their ACL 19 
when? 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Bill, can you answer that? 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  Some of these fishers are involved in the council 24 
process.  Genio and Nelson are both deepwater snapper fishers or 25 
have been and are involved in the fishery and they were aware 26 
all along. 27 
 28 
We actually codified these ACLs at the beginning of 2012, 29 
January 15 or so of 2012, that they came into effect, but we 30 
already had the ACLs pretty much out there and established.  You 31 
guys know that.  You went through these things and so they’ve 32 
known this for a while and that may have affected, to some 33 
degree, their fishing behavior and I don’t know. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s what I am trying to -- What I am 36 
trying to decide in my mind is whether fishermen exceeded their 37 
ACL knowing it or were they fishing in 2010 and perhaps part of 38 
2011 without a clear indication of what their ACL was? 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  It’s not so much what the ACL was as what they’re 41 
catching relative to that ACL that I don’t think they would 42 
necessarily have a clear idea on.  Daniel may want to comment on 43 
that, but I don’t know how data passed from the fishermen to 44 
DNER then are made available back to the fishermen to guide 45 
their harvesting practices. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If they would have known that accountability 48 
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measures, meaning increasing closed seasons, would have been 1 
affecting them, that might not have been the case. 2 
 3 
DANIEL MATOS:  I don’t have any knowledge if they changed their 4 
mind or something on that issue.  I know that probably six or 5 
eight weeks ago I received a call from Genio and he was very 6 
worried because he knows they overpass the quota, but that’s all 7 
I know and many of the commercial fishers in that area, they 8 
report themselves and so I don’t know.  I don’t have any clue if 9 
they changed their behavior because of that, at least until the 10 
last eight weeks when they know this, but I didn’t see any 11 
report to suspect that. 12 
 13 
However, I can mention during the last two years or for many 14 
years, but the last two years, we have observed a decrease in 15 
the commercial fishing activity. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  My concern is whether this is going to be -- 18 
How this is going to work.  Is this going to work like 19 
completely fish all you want and then we will apply 20 
accountability measures if you exceed your ACL or is it that 21 
you’re going to have this ACL and you are informed and there’s 22 
somebody with perhaps the council with the responsibility of 23 
informing all the fishermen association and all the fishermen 24 
involved in the fisheries that you have a certain ACL, which is 25 
going to be managed through some municipality, perhaps DNER or 26 
whatever, and you’re going to have some feedback provided to you 27 
every certain amount of time so you know more or less how you 28 
are doing with your combined ACL. 29 
 30 
The fishermen of the north coast do not know what the fishermen 31 
of the west coast or of the southeast coast are doing and so 32 
somebody has to be monitoring this so that the fishermen more or 33 
less know where they are with regards to their fishing effort 34 
and their landings or this is going to be something like 35 
whatever and you fish all you want and then we’ll tell you about 36 
the accountability measures based on whether you exceeded your 37 
ACL or not year after year. 38 
 39 
How is this going to work?  Right now, I don’t know -- You tell 40 
me that we might have to be giving or applying accountability 41 
measures for the fisheries of Snapper Unit 2 when the fishermen 42 
probably never knew that they had to cut back on their fishing 43 
effort. 44 
 45 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t see what this has to do with the SSC.  I 46 
may be totally off base here, but the council hasn’t asked us 47 
about this, to look into this or discuss this.  The whole idea 48 
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of how is policy communicated to the fishers and how do fishers 1 
respond and what is that interaction, that’s the job of the 2 
council and the management agencies and that’s not the job of 3 
the SSC. 4 
 5 
I think it’s an interesting discussion to have and would be 6 
great over lunch, but I don’t see how that’s part of the 7 
responsibilities that we’ve been given for this meeting or at 8 
any time, to tell you the truth.  It doesn’t seem like a science 9 
issue. 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Meaghan, can you put up the catch per unit 12 
effort for the red unit, whatever it is?  Then can you go back 13 
to the previous slides?  This is really hard to read and I’ve 14 
been staring at them, but the number of reported trips for Unit 15 
2 has increased substantially since 2009, so the last two years.  16 
It’s substantially.  It’s almost -- It’s not quite double, but 17 
maybe a 60 or 70 percent increase. 18 
 19 
It just looks kind of constant because the scale is so large, 20 
but looking at things over the longer term, that really doesn’t 21 
explain things, because there’s a substantial overage since 2008 22 
and in 2009, things actually went down, yet the catch stayed 23 
about the same. 24 
 25 
There has been some changes in the number of people reporting, 26 
but, again, you can look at this in terms of the last couple of 27 
years and maybe see something, but if you look at it in the 28 
longer term, the variations in the trends, both in number of 29 
reported trips and number of reporting fishermen, does not 30 
explain the variations that we are seeing in the catch. 31 
 32 
Again, it’s therefore difficult to say what’s going on and 33 
without any kind of a breakdown, there’s no information that 34 
would support a conclusion other than that we have an overage. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Just a word of caution, though.  The trips is 37 
not expanded, nor is participation or number of fishermen 38 
expanded, whereas your landings are expanded.  As you see an 39 
increase in the number of trips in 2011, if the fishermen, as 40 
Daniel says, are reporting better to the new law, you would 41 
expect an increase in the unexpanded trips and so it would have 42 
been better if we could have seen the data -- All the data 43 
expanded or not expanded, so we could look at the trends better, 44 
I think. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but in that year, the catch actually 47 
went down substantially. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would think you’re right.  If catch is down, 2 
yet the number of trips -- Well, you don’t know what 2010 trips 3 
is once you expand it and so it’s -- We don’t even have the 2010 4 
expansion factor.  They used the 2009 for it and so it gets 5 
pretty screwy trying to compare what’s going on. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Especially when the expansion factor was a major 8 
expansion factor.  It was the 2009 expansion factor and that was 9 
about 50 percent or divided by 50 percent for those two, whereas 10 
2011, the expansion factor was 0.8 and so it was quite a bit of 11 
difference with respect to the expansion factor.  You would 12 
really need to figure out some sort of expansion factor, I 13 
think, for the trips and the fishers in order to get something 14 
comparable. 15 
 16 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Something that may be useful to get the most 17 
information out of the number of fishers, number of reporting 18 
fishers, is if for every year you would put a dot there of which 19 
are the actual number of registered fishers, because I just 20 
heard this morning that the commission of the Puerto Rico 21 
Department of Natural Resources and Environment stated that the 22 
total number of fishermen are, at present, 860, which would be 23 
very different than back in the year 2000, where you had 24 
approximately 2,000. 25 
 26 
It would be very important to determine what proportion of the 27 
fishers are, because the fact that less fishers reported doesn’t 28 
mean that there was less fishing.  It all depends on what were 29 
the total number of fishers registered, which in fact this 30 
commission actually proposed the senate officially to establish 31 
a nautical fishing school for two reasons, because of the low 32 
number of fishers and that those few numbers are old, fifty. 33 
 34 
That’s relative, I know, and I think they’re spring chickens, 35 
but this is a very important statistic to see what this proposal 36 
does, especially if there’s going to be a school where we can 37 
educate these fishers much better into what we’re all doing. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments or things on this?  Why don’t 40 
we break for lunch and come back and maybe I will just put 41 
something together with respect to this snapper thing and we can 42 
look at it and go forward. 43 
 44 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Barbara, remember I requested permission about 45 
three or four weeks ago -- I have to be at a meeting at DNER 46 
with NOAA regarding the sustainability metrics, but I will be 47 
back and so we’re going to be here until about five, right? 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes. 2 
 3 
VANCE VINCENTE:  My meeting is between one and two. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  How far is that meeting from here? 6 
 7 
VANCE VINCENTE:  It’s the DNER building.  It’s probably a half 8 
hour or forty-five minutes. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Then we will let you go and we will take our 11 
lunch break now, because we’re already at about five past 12 
twelve.  Thanks very much and it’s five past twelve and let’s 13 
try to get back here certainly no later than 1:30. 14 
 15 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on October 31, 2012.) 16 
 17 
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 21 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 22 
 23 

- - - 24 
 25 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 26 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Verdanza Hotel, 27 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, October 31, 2012, 28 
and was called to order at 1:30 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Barbara 29 
Kojis. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let’s resume our meeting.  I have, up on the 32 
screen right now, a recommendation for the ACL overages for 33 
Puerto Rico regarding the recreational landings for wrasses.  If 34 
you just want to read it, this is the recommendation by Rich 35 
Appeldoorn that he wrote up based on our discussion yesterday. 36 
 37 
JIM BERKSON:  Excuse my memory.  This was yesterday and anything 38 
beyond five or ten minutes is really iffy at this point, but 39 
wasn’t this when we talked about doing the analysis comparing 40 
using the previous methods without the new sites to the new 41 
method that includes the new sites?  That’s sort of simplifying 42 
more than -- Would that be a good thing to put in here? 43 
 44 
We also talked about doing that for more species than just these 45 
species and so perhaps that should be its own paragraph under 46 
recreational and not specific to wrasses, but I think we should 47 
include something in our report about that.  What do you think, 48 
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Rich? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is the case that had sparked that 3 
discussion, but, as you had pointed out, it was something that 4 
would apply to all considerations of the recreational fisheries. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  I would be willing to draft a paragraph for that 7 
to bring in probably tomorrow morning that we could decide where 8 
that would go.  My suggestion would be we put it as a separate 9 
section before or after this in terms of talking about the 10 
Puerto Rico recreational landings as a recommended analysis for 11 
future discussion. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That sounds like a good idea and does everybody 14 
concur?  Any other comments about this? 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  On the second paragraph, Rich, you indicate, 17 
however, this is also a marked decline in landings since 2008 18 
and this occurring at a time when effort was thought to have 19 
increased.  What is your basis for saying that the effort 20 
increased?  Does this go back to the kayaking and so forth? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The first word of the last line of the 23 
second paragraph and so that’s referring back to the first 24 
paragraph that Grisel said her perception was that effort had 25 
increased, but she did not present any quantitative data to 26 
support that. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments?  I think the graph is a real 29 
good idea to put in here with respect to this, because it does 30 
show -- Rich included this graph and it does show what is 31 
happening and so I am going to ask Meaghan for the graphs 32 
associated with the conch, so I can just at least pick out one 33 
or two of them and include it. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It might be even better to set the ACL 36 
somewhere around either -- I would prefer a line, but even just 37 
a little legend saying the ACL equals so much and reference 38 
those values in relation to the ACL.  The one that is over is 39 
2011 and that’s the one we are concerned with? 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2010 only had those species that were 42 
considered overfished initially. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  And 2012 is below. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments regarding this?  Is there a 47 
consensus that we’ll go forward with then this one and this will 48 



152 
 

be the recommendation of the SSC? 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I wonder if Rich will take a friendly 3 
suggestion and somewhere after that question I just had about F 4 
was thought to have increased, put in parentheses something to 5 
the type that even though effort -- Even though angler trips, 6 
total angler trips, recreational trips, have declined 7 
significantly -- I am looking at the NOAA recreational fishery 8 
statistics and total number of trips fell from 636,000 in 2009 9 
to 536,000, and so about a twenty-something-percent decline, in 10 
effort in one year and then down to 424,000 in 2011. 11 
 12 
I just wanted, for due to diligence purposes -- It may have 13 
increased on targeting that species, but overall, I think we 14 
want the council to know that we realize that total effort has 15 
declined significantly. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I have no problem with that. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Walter, where would you suggest putting that? 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Right after the second paragraph, after 22 
“increased” and just put it in parentheses that even though the 23 
SSC recognizes that total recreational effort, as expressed in 24 
number of trips, has fallen significantly since 2008 -- The 25 
amount of effort now, according to NMFS statistics, is only 26 
about half of what it used to be for recreational and so -- 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s price of gas. 29 
 30 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I think a lot of it probably is, that and just 31 
the recession in general. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Walter, does that changing effort -- Does 34 
the trend -- Is it monotonically, such as the one that we see in 35 
the annual landings in the graph? 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s pretty monotonic declining. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Can we see the graph again? 40 
 41 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In 2007, it was 1.1 million trips and then in 42 
2008, it was 800,000 and in 2009, it was 635,000.  In 2010, it 43 
was 536,000 and then in 2011, it was 424,000.  It has declined 44 
by over 50 percent. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Did you get this from a website? 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Yes. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What is the website? 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The NOAA Fisheries website. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Why don’t you send that to me as well if you’ve 7 
got that there, maybe with the website reference on it, and then 8 
if you can do that and then I will maybe put that in here as 9 
well. 10 
 11 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The only reason I bring this up is I know she 12 
indicated that she thought that effort in this one segment was 13 
increasing.  It’s a perception by one individual and it may or 14 
may not be correct and I think this way we can say that we 15 
realize that effort in the total fishery or total effort is 16 
declining. 17 
 18 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Also, again, with the landings being low to 19 
begin with, any increase is going to be swamped by that 20 
multiplication factor and that’s exactly right, but what was 21 
interesting was that you said that the effort was high in 2007 22 
and it’s only 2008 where the large landings began, if you look 23 
at the graph below.  Where Barbara is typing now, is that since 24 
2008 or is that since 2007? 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It depends.  Landings have fallen significantly 27 
since 2007.  They were 1.1 million in 2007 and down to 800,000 28 
in 2008.  They were as high as 1.4 million if you go all the way 29 
back to 2001 and so that depends on what year, but they 30 
certainly have fallen every year since 2007. 31 
 32 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, maybe we need to -- I don’t know, 33 
because in two sequential sentences we are saying two opposite 34 
things right there, one that the effort has decreased and then 35 
we say it’s not clear if the increase in effort has led to the 36 
decline and so we’ve got to marry one or the other. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  No, one is talking about effort for a 39 
particular species and the other just says total effort, total 40 
recreational trips, has fallen.  At least that’s what it’s 41 
implying by -- 42 
 43 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe we should specify. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Barbara, can I recommend a change? 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Certainly, Richard. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you go up two lines and in the middle 2 
there, where the comma is, the 2008, if you make that a period 3 
after 2008 and we’ll start a new sentence saying “This occurred 4 
at a time when total recreational effort declined significantly 5 
while spearfishing effort is thought to have increased.” 6 
 7 
Then we can get rid of the parenthetic expression and then I 8 
would now add, right where you are, change it to “Because of the 9 
multiplier effect in calculating total landings, the decline in 10 
total effort would overwhelm any trend resulting from increased 11 
spearfishing.” 12 
 13 
Then I would say “as a consequence, it is not clear” and after 14 
“increasing”, I would say “spearfishing effort”, just to be very 15 
clear. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just have a question about the 18 
questionnaires.  In the past, they used to ask for the gear used 19 
and I don’t know if that is still on the forms.  If that is the 20 
case -- In the past, it was asked how you caught this fish, hook 21 
and line, cast net, whatever.  It included spearfishing and so 22 
if it is still on the forms, we should be able to see that data 23 
and so can we then know for a fact that there has been an 24 
increase in the spearfishing pressure or effort? 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We can check MRFSS and see if it’s on the 27 
website. 28 
 29 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have the MRFSS data and so I just have to see 30 
if I am able to process the intercept data. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You can check, because otherwise, maybe Jim can 33 
include that in his recommendations for recreational data 34 
analysis. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Because, again, of that multiplier effect, 37 
even if you find that trend to be quantitatively confirmed, it’s 38 
not going to help resolve this issue, because the multiplier 39 
effect on the declining landings is just so much greater. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The multiplier effect is a function of -- Does 42 
it matter whether the landings are declining or not?  It’s the 43 
number of intercepts that you’re getting and the number of 44 
people that you’re interviewing. 45 
 46 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  As Walter said, the number of trips was 47 
declining drastically and since that’s what is generating the 48 
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multiplier -- If this was a big, important species, then yes, 1 
you would expect to see the change, but it’s such a small 2 
species that its numbers are really going to be variable 3 
depending on what the multiplier is and how many were 4 
intercepted.  It’s the intercept rate that makes it so variable, 5 
given its low abundance. 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is the multiplier?  Does it vary every 8 
year? 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, because it’s based on the telephone survey 11 
that they do of the whole population of Puerto Rico and so it 12 
depends upon how many people are actually fishing and I don’t 13 
know whether they go into details as far as species with respect 14 
to that, but I think they just extrapolate from the types of 15 
gears and so on.  While you’re working with that, maybe I can 16 
pull up -- Any other questions on this one or comments?  17 
 18 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Miguel, you said that the MRFSS data used to 19 
ask for the gear that was being used? 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think it still does, because I saw the 22 
interview questionnaire and I think the questionnaire that’s 23 
online indicates gear type. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Really?  I don’t remember that and I’ve been 26 
using the data quite a bit lately and it asks for distance from 27 
shore and all, but -- Well, we’ll find out and that would answer 28 
the question. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Walter, did you send me the information 31 
regarding the motion?  Okay.  Let me get that.  This is all 32 
related to the grouper and so this is Walter’s motion in the 33 
beginning and then the information that Reni put together 34 
regarding grouper and so take a look at this and make 35 
recommendations.  36 
 37 
JIM BERKSON:  Reni, can you tell me what the next-to-last 38 
sentence means in more detail? 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  When I say that I perceive a change in 41 
dynamics of reporting between 2010 and 2011, I am referring to 42 
that 90 percent increase in total fishermen reporting, despite 43 
the slight decrease in the number of fishing trips.  That is a 44 
dynamic that I don’t really understand.  It is still unclear to 45 
me why so -- Why is the amount of fishermen reporting while 46 
there was an overall reduction in the number of trips and an 47 
overall reduction in the amount of landings? 48 
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 1 
There might be an explanation for that.  Maybe a lot of 2 
fishermen that were not going out were reporting zero.  That is 3 
an explanation or maybe they were reporting very low catches. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think they had to be reporting a catch, 6 
because this was the number of fishermen reporting grouper is 7 
what the graph was.  It wasn’t the total number of fishermen 8 
reporting, period. 9 
 10 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Maybe they went out to fish for groupers, 11 
but maybe they didn’t catch any or they’re reporting very, very 12 
low amounts.  You double the amount of fishing reports and then 13 
you reduce the total landings by a significant amount and 14 
concomitant with that reduction in landings, there is a 15 
reduction in fishing effort. 16 
 17 
There’s something here that doesn’t really make sense and what 18 
doesn’t really make sense to me is the increase in the fishermen 19 
reports, because the declining landings between 2010 and 2011 20 
actually match up pretty well with the decreasing fishing effort 21 
in terms of trips, but then we are told to evaluate if something 22 
has changed with the reporting process method, dynamics, 23 
whatever you want to call it.  When I see that it’s twice what 24 
it used to be, for me that’s significant.  25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to repeat my concern and 27 
opposition to dealing with 2011.  We were asked to deal with 28 
2010 and I think that’s what our recommendations should be 29 
targeted at and that certainly was the motion that Walter put up 30 
there. 31 
 32 
I think the large paragraph should be focused just on 2010 and 33 
then the motion is the recommendation that follows that 34 
description.  I would then add all the concerns that Reni just 35 
talked about, as the SSC recognizes this problem and this is 36 
going to have some play on how we interpret 2011, which the data 37 
seems to indicate there was an overage, but we were actually not 38 
asked to do that and this allows us to be, first of all, 39 
consistent with what we were asked to do. 40 
 41 
It also allows us to not deal with that issue of 2011, but point 42 
out the inconsistencies that seem to be in the data such that 43 
that can be looked at before we are then asked to rule on that 44 
one. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  I appreciate what Rich is saying.  The reason you 47 
weren’t asked to do that is because the 2011 data were not yet 48 
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available.  Those data are now available and whether you guys 1 
address this issue or not, the council is going to have to and 2 
so I would suggest that at least informally you take a proactive 3 
approach and include your views on the 2011 data and the 2011 4 
species in the USVI and whatever the -- Like I said, I 5 
appreciate the concerns, but the council is going to have to 6 
deal with this. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bill, a question on this.  I know the 9 
council is going to have to deal with this, but on what 10 
timeframe?  If we were to act as I suggested, this would go to 11 
the council in December and by act on it, does that mean they 12 
have to make a decision or their act could be, okay, we’re going 13 
to send this back to the SSC for them to look at what happened 14 
in 2011, which buys us the time to have some analysis done about 15 
what’s going on with that data. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  The rule reads that the council has to decide -- 18 
Basically, they have to make a decision by the end of the year 19 
as to what they’re going to do the following year and then that 20 
decision has to be applied at the beginning of the following 21 
year and so I can’t dictate what the council is going to do, but 22 
the implied obligation is that they assess the 2011 species, 23 
based upon the 2011 data, and they make determinations from that 24 
as to how the 2013 fishing season will be handled. 25 
 26 
That has to be done, in my mind, and maybe I’m wrong, but in my 27 
mind, at this December meeting, because the decision has to be 28 
applied at the beginning of the 2013 fishing season, so that 29 
whatever AM may be applied, and to the extent that that AM is 30 
applied, everybody, including the fishermen, have as much time 31 
as possible to adapt to that new fishing season. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But this clearly didn’t happen for 2010. 34 
 35 
JIM BERKSON:  This seems to be an issue that we’re going to be 36 
dealing with every year and I think we have to have a process in 37 
place where there is a set date that this data has to be 38 
available to us. 39 
 40 
Bill has brought this up several times and initially, I wasn’t 41 
quite sure what the concern was, but as every hour has gone by, 42 
I have seen the need for this increasing.  I think it’s really 43 
our responsibility to lay out what that date is or to suggest a 44 
date. 45 
 46 
I don’t think SERO is going to do it and I don’t think the 47 
Southeast Center is going to do it.  I think we should ask the 48 
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council to do it on behalf of the SSC and I think we ought to 1 
make a motion that, and maybe not now, but before we end, that 2 
we want to have the best available data for the time by October 3 
1, let’s say, or October 15, and that’s what we will consider 4 
when it comes to looking at these potential overages. 5 
 6 
I think that also creates incentive for all of the agencies 7 
involved and offices involved to get their data together and 8 
have it in the best form possible and have these initial 9 
analyses done and graphs done by the time we meet, instead of 10 
waiting until the week before or a couple of days before. 11 
 12 
If we give them this drop-dead date by which the data has to be 13 
somewhat finalized, then they’ll have a couple of weeks to do 14 
that and so I think that’s really important. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would just modify that by saying there’s no 17 
somewhat to it.  Those data have got to be finalized.  You have 18 
got to say here’s the date and the data we have on that date is 19 
the data that we are going to use to make these decisions.   20 
 21 
There will be no additional data and no additional datasets and 22 
no additional compilations after that date, because otherwise, 23 
we’ll be in this boat, where stuff is coming in and -- These 24 
things constantly change, as you can see, and so you just have 25 
to say this is it and after this, we go into the analytical 26 
phase and we’re done with the compilation phase. 27 
 28 
JIM BERKSON:  That makes sense, Bill.  You don’t want to have to 29 
update this every week or two weeks when there are changes, but 30 
just to clarify, we know that there are always updates and 31 
errors found in these data over time.  We’re still finding them 32 
from data that’s ten years old. 33 
 34 
The agencies have to be capable of making those updates over 35 
time and so this can’t be the ultimate final end to that year in 36 
the database.  If there are corrections, errors, additions, 37 
whatever, that needs to be added, but those wouldn’t be taken 38 
into account for accountability measure and overages.  I think 39 
we ought to write that up as a motion. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s what I was saying, Jim.  As Steve Turner 42 
will tell you, these datasets are never locked down.  Just like 43 
you said, if ten years from now they find new 2011 data, they 44 
will add it into the dataset and at first, I wasn’t real 45 
comfortable with that, but that’s basically the way it has to 46 
be. 47 
 48 
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All I’m saying is for this process, you’ve got to say these are 1 
the data we’re going to use to make these decisions and then 2 
start making the decisions. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Bill, the data that we have for 2011, is 5 
that what you have?  The one data that we are here working with, 6 
is that -- Have you received something else that we don’t have? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t receive the data.  The Southeast Fisheries 9 
Science Center receives the data.  They may send it to me, but 10 
actually, I’ve taken myself out of that process.  We have a data 11 
analytical group, Andy Strelcheck’s group, in the Southeast 12 
Regional Office.  That’s who Mike Larkin works for. 13 
 14 
They work with these data and the gang at the Southeast 15 
Fisheries Science Center, Meaghan and Kevin and Josh and Dave 16 
Gloeckner and Steve Turner, these guys work with the data, but 17 
they just tell me what’s going on, really.  Yes, these are -- We 18 
received a 2011 dataset really for the Virgin Islands. 19 
 20 
We already had the Puerto Rico data, by the way.  The 2011 21 
Puerto Rico data has been in hand for a while.  It’s the 2011 22 
USVI data that we just got and that’s because they do this 23 
fishing year of July to June reporting and so we don’t get the 24 
July to December data for 2011 until after -- We don’t get all 25 
of it until July of 2012 and that’s where the delay comes in. 26 
 27 
That’s what is really driving my concern about when this dataset 28 
-- We want this date to be set as late in the year as possible, 29 
to give the USVI as great a chance as possible to get these data 30 
in their hands, entered, QA/QC’d, and sent to the Southeast 31 
Fisheries Science Center so that they can QA/QC it, and then 32 
start packaging it for our use. 33 
 34 
The longer you can wait, the more time you give them.  On the 35 
flip side of that is the council meeting in December when these 36 
decisions are going to be made and getting your outcomes to them 37 
in enough time. 38 
 39 
I figure the SSC meeting has to be at least two weeks and really 40 
probably more like a month ahead of the council meeting and then 41 
you’ve got to give these guys at least two weeks, or probably 42 
more like a month, to do the analyses. 43 
 44 
That’s putting it back to like no later than October 1, like Jim 45 
said, is when you say that’s our end date, somewhere in there.  46 
I think you could ask the Science Center what they think would 47 
be the best date, based upon when they generally get the data 48 
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from the USVI and what a reasonable date is, but that’s what 1 
these deadline dates are for. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The data for 2011 that we have there, it’s a 4 
calendar database.  It’s January to December and so we are now 5 
ten months after the end of that calendar period.  Not for the 6 
USVI? 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  The problem, again, is that the USVI doesn’t get 9 
all of their data forms submitted from the fishermen until July 10 
of the following year.  That’s where the delay comes in.  These 11 
guys come in July -- These USVI fishermen come in July to get 12 
their license. 13 
 14 
To get their license, they have to have all of their monthly 15 
reports submitted.  If they haven’t submitted them and they come 16 
in with them in hand, they will submit them then and so what 17 
happens is the USVI office gets a stack of reporting forms and 18 
some of these may be from July of the previous year and that’s 19 
not uncommon for a guy to come in with all twelve forms and 20 
submit them in July of the next year so he can get his license. 21 
 22 
Then Roy Pemberton’s team has to get all these stuff entered 23 
pretty much as quickly as they can and obviously that takes 24 
time.  They could have hundreds of these sheets that they’ve got 25 
to enter and get organized and so that could take -- I don’t 26 
know how long it takes exactly, but it does not take days.  It 27 
takes weeks to months and that’s where this delay comes into 28 
play.  It’s very much a USVI issue. 29 
 30 
Now, if we went, as Roy Pemberton is discussing, from a fishing 31 
year reporting sequence to a calendar year reporting sequence, 32 
this would greatly alleviate this problem, because then we would 33 
get, just like we get Puerto Rico data coming in January and 34 
February and the final reports coming in during January and 35 
February of the following year, we would be getting the USVI 36 
reports coming in during January and February of the following 37 
year and we would have almost a whole year to get the data 38 
together and get it entered and get it analyzed and we would 39 
have a much greater luxury of time.  It’s the USVI reporting 40 
pattern that is driving this time crunch at the end of the year. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As much as I respect Dr. Arnold on most issues, 43 
I have to disagree with him on this point.  I’m not sure it’s 44 
the role of the SSC to make demands of when data are provided to 45 
us and so forth. 46 
 47 
I would hope that there’s some internal discussions between NMFS 48 
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and the department, respective departments, on hastening up the 1 
data being provided to NMFS and I would just leave it at that.  2 
I don’t want to get into the situation where we say if the data 3 
is not provided by X cutoff date that we’re not going to do 4 
anything.   5 
 6 
I think that’s where we’re moving and I suspect -- I would 7 
certainly hope that there’s internal discussions between NMFS 8 
and the respective departments to get the data in sooner so that 9 
we can look at it, but I don’t think the SSC should be involved 10 
in making any sort of demands. 11 
 12 
JIM BERKSON:  There certainly is precedent for SSCs to make 13 
these kinds of requests.  The South Atlantic SSC has a motion 14 
that the council has accepted that all materials coming to the 15 
SSC need to be given to them two weeks before their meetings, to 16 
allow for a thorough review. 17 
 18 
They have also made a number of other motions about the format 19 
of the material coming to them and the explanation of what’s 20 
required of each item on the agenda and the need to have data 21 
tables and figures and all that kind of material with enough 22 
time for review. 23 
 24 
I think this certainly fits in that same type of task.  We’re 25 
basically just saying that given the complexity of this, we 26 
think that this data needs to be put together by this date so 27 
that we can do the job we’ve been asked to do. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  One point of clarification.  It’s not that if we 30 
don’t get the data by a certain date that we aren’t going to do 31 
anything.  It’s that if we don’t get the data by a certain date, 32 
we can’t use it in our calculations and we will have to use the 33 
previous year’s data. 34 
 35 
Ultimately, this would result in using data that’s one more year 36 
older and one year less pertinent to the decisions at hand, 37 
because we’ll still be using, ultimately, three years of a 38 
rolling average.  It’s just that that rolling average might be 39 
2010, 2011, and 2012 instead of a more up-to-date 2011, 2012, 40 
and 2013. 41 
 42 
There has to be either an implicit or explicit deadline date, 43 
because there are implicit timelines in doing all of this work 44 
and that’s all there is to it.  You will have timelines and it’s 45 
a matter of whether you want to clarify and clearly establish 46 
those timelines or you want to let those timelines, as they’re 47 
doing here, roll you over. 48 
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 1 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I generally have a lot of respect for Dr. 2 
Berkson, but a precedent does not necessarily make it right and 3 
I will leave it there. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I thought that the nuance between the two 6 
of you is that you were talking about making demands and Jim was 7 
talking about making requests and I think we’re certainly within 8 
our purview to make requests about how we think the data needs 9 
to be and its timeliness relative to our job and that certainly 10 
has, I would think, very strong legal ramifications when it 11 
comes to talking about overages and what we’re going to do about 12 
them. 13 
 14 
If we don’t have a process in place, that leaves the council 15 
open for challenge on what they’re doing and allows our judgment 16 
to be questioned if we don’t have the information available. 17 
 18 
My point on this, and I noticed, Barbara, that you were writing 19 
some things there about the timeliness, but to me, I want on the 20 
agenda what we’re looking at and I want the data to match what’s 21 
on the agenda and that was my point.  I don’t want to be 22 
surprised by, hey, there’s new data here and now we have to deal 23 
with stuff that we weren’t planning on doing with the timeframe 24 
that we were offered to do the work. 25 
 26 
If they’re going to ask us to look at data that wasn’t available 27 
when they put it on the agenda, they’re going to have to guess 28 
how much time we need for that meeting and that’s just not the 29 
way to work. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I’ve been trying to just draft something while 32 
you guys are discussing this.  Would you take a look at it and 33 
see if this is what you would like to do, so that we could make 34 
this request to the council and actually the Southeast Fisheries 35 
Science Center, in essence, through the council? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like the first sentence to be 38 
extended at the end so that the time allocated for the SSC 39 
matches the workload or something to that effect.  That’s the 40 
reason why we need timeliness, so we’re not given -- So we’re 41 
not surprised by having to do twice as much work as the time was 42 
allocated to do. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Further, do we have a list of analyses that we 45 
would like them to do as part of the process or is that 46 
something that we can --  47 
 48 
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JIM BERKSON:  If we can identify those, and I’m not sure that we 1 
can, we definitely want to word it in a way so that these are 2 
like a minimum of the analyses we would like to see.  We don’t 3 
want to put up a complete list, because we don’t know all the 4 
analyses we might want to see in any given year and so these 5 
analyses may include the following or would include the 6 
following, but are not limited to or something like that. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  My only concern is October 1.  Even though I 9 
mentioned it and I realize it would probably be a good date, but 10 
choosing the end date I think should have some input from the 11 
Science Center. 12 
 13 
The data I’ve got from Mike Larkin was obtained on October 30 of 14 
2012.  Now, that doesn’t mean the data weren’t already in the 15 
Science Center.  I just don’t know exactly when the Science 16 
Center got the USVI data and felt that they were ready for 17 
analysis and I don’t know if they have a particular date that 18 
they would say would be the date we should be using, because 19 
that’s the date by which they feel comfortable that they would 20 
usually, if not every year, have that USVI data. 21 
 22 
I agree with all of that, but I’m just thinking you might want 23 
to say something about -- Qualify October 1, or else say some 24 
date, whatever it may be, however you want to word it. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other thing is I suppose -- I think Steve 27 
Turner is in charge of all this data and we could put something 28 
together and we can send it over to him and say look at these 29 
dates and see if these are reasonable for you to do. 30 
 31 
Even October 31, obviously we’re having our meeting now, but the 32 
council doesn’t usually meet until the second or third week of 33 
December and so we could certainly have a meeting at the 34 
beginning of December or the end of November and so there’s a 35 
little bit of flexibility in here. 36 
 37 
Maybe what’s more important is that we have this data to us by 38 
so many weeks before our SSC meeting or something, but we need 39 
to at least start with something, I think, and then we can throw 40 
it over to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center to find out 41 
what they think is reasonable and some of it is going to depend 42 
upon how many overages they actually have, too. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we need to leave this meeting with 45 
something really solid in there and not a blank to be filled in, 46 
whether it’s a date or it’s a timeframe, three weeks before our 47 
meeting or four weeks before our meeting.  It needs to say 48 
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something, even if we have to go back and amend it at our next 1 
meeting.  Otherwise, it’s just going to -- It will never get 2 
filled. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I can send it off to Steve during this meeting, 5 
right now, and then see if we can get a response back from him 6 
so that we’ve got some idea of what’s going on, because we’re 7 
still meeting tomorrow and he’s got an opportunity to just kind 8 
of do input, but I agree with you on that. 9 
 10 
Let’s complete this.  Do we want to go and list some of the 11 
analyses that we want done on this?  We might add more later, 12 
but I think if we’ve got some standardized analyses.   13 
 14 
We have had analyses done this time and they’ve left us with big 15 
queries and there may be some other things that they could do 16 
with respect to the analyses that would help us out, but do we 17 
want to continue to have the number of trips and, in the case of 18 
Puerto Rico, the expanded number of trips and the expanded 19 
number of fishermen, so that the trips and number of fishermen 20 
relate to the expanded data?   21 
 22 
What sort of information do we need in order to make these 23 
decisions regarding the overages and this relates to our 24 
responsibility with respect to the overages, which, at this 25 
stage, has to do with the monitoring and the reporting of 26 
fishermen.  27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I am here wondering what kind of flexibility 29 
do we really have in terms of our recommendations here?  I still 30 
haven’t seen any clear-cut methodological or whatever reporting 31 
issue that might prevent or go against a recommendation of 32 
decreasing in the effort or closing a certain percentage of the 33 
fishery or any other kind of thing and I think that -- Maybe 34 
it’s that I don’t have the background on these kind of 35 
management issues, but, for me, I haven’t seen any -- I haven’t 36 
seen different trends in the reporting, but I have not seen what 37 
kind of issues can ever be brought that would take us on a 38 
different line of recommendation that would not be recommending 39 
a reduction in fishing effort or any other mechanisms where we 40 
can provide an alternative to avoid the overages in the 41 
different captures.  It’s pretty much kind of like 42 
straightforward action associated with overages.  43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  Over the past day-and-a-half, we’ve come up with a 45 
large number, I think, of hypotheses as to how monitoring could 46 
be playing a role in the numbers that we’re seeing.  The problem 47 
is we can’t say with confidence that that is the reason and 48 
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that’s why all of our motions pretty much state exactly that, 1 
that we don’t have conclusive evidence that monitoring has 2 
played a role. 3 
 4 
Now, in terms of accountability measures, we do not kick in -- 5 
We are not responsible for accountability measures.  That’s the 6 
council.  The council sets policy and so our job is not to 7 
mitigate accountability measures or minimize accountability 8 
measures or to instigate accountability measures. 9 
 10 
Our job is to do the science on whether there’s an overage or 11 
not and so, once again, we’re overstepping our bounds if our 12 
view is we have to find a way to minimize the probability of 13 
accountability measures kicking in.  That’s not our job. 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I don’t think that our responsibility is to 16 
look at the science of the -- To determine whether there has 17 
been an overage or not.  The overage is given by the landings 18 
data and it’s not us to decide if there’s an overage or not. 19 
 20 
I thought that we were going to try to analyze whether the 21 
overage was due to some artifact or reality of a change in 22 
reporting or not, but what I see is that it’s virtually 23 
impossible, from this data, to determine that, that there are 24 
some trends.  Evidently there are some trends. 25 
 26 
There have been drastic changes in the reporting and what I have 27 
seen is that our conclusion is that we don’t have enough 28 
evidence to say that that has caused the overage and I don’t see 29 
how -- What I don’t know is if anybody here can tell me what 30 
kind of information would we need to determine if we would have 31 
an overage because of the changes in reporting.  Otherwise, I 32 
think we have a straightforward job here. 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  I agree.  With the recreational data from Puerto 35 
Rico, I think we can do exactly what you’re asking to do and we 36 
can do that by taking -- There are additional sites that have 37 
been surveyed in recent years and I think we can do the same 38 
analysis that was done historically using this new data and 39 
comparing it to doing the analysis with all of the sites, 40 
including the new sites, and seeing what difference it makes 41 
looking at just the older sites compared to all the sites and 42 
seeing if just by adding those new sites if that changes the 43 
numbers. 44 
 45 
I think in this one case we may be able to get to the -- I 46 
didn’t explain it all that well and I apologize, but I think we 47 
can get to, hopefully, some understanding as to that. 48 
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 1 
Once again, you do the analysis with the sites we’ve been 2 
surveying all along for recent years and then you do the 3 
analysis for all the sites, including the newer ones, and you 4 
see what the difference is. 5 
 6 
That’s basically asking what’s the impact of adding these new 7 
sites to the analysis and if there are dramatic changes, you 8 
know it’s likely due to the addition of these new sites, which 9 
is a change in the reporting system.  I think for the Puerto 10 
Rico recreational that we can hopefully get at this. 11 
 12 
For the others, I am sort of agreeing with you that I don’t know 13 
what we can do, other than come up with hypotheses as to how 14 
reporting or other factors might be causing or playing a role in 15 
those overages and hopefully if we can come up with hypotheses, 16 
we can come up with studies that would allow us to better 17 
understand it.  The first step is coming up with the hypotheses. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  This seems to bring us back to our discussion 20 
yesterday, where I questioned, I guess, the additional analysis 21 
and I will bring it up again.  If we find that the addition of 22 
the new sites did lead to a large increase in landings, what 23 
does that then tell us?   24 
 25 
Unless we have additional information on why they added these 26 
sites -- If they added these additional sites because people 27 
started fishing recently in those sites, then it’s a valid 28 
increase in the sample area.  If they had always been fishing in 29 
those sites and they just started surveying those sites 30 
recently, then it would say that there’s some bias in previous 31 
sampling.  Even this additional work may be a futile exercise 32 
unless we have additional information to include in that 33 
analysis. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to make a quick comment and just 36 
remind you guys that the verbiage says that the ACL was exceeded 37 
because of enhanced data collection and monitoring efforts and 38 
so you may interpret that differently from increased data 39 
collection and monitoring efforts and you could interpret 40 
“enhanced” in a lot of different ways, but I want to make sure 41 
you understand that that’s what the verbiage says in the 42 
regulation and so that is the guiding statement. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, in saying this again, the enhanced 45 
reporting, what it will typically tend to do, if it’s not for 46 
the expanded whatever -- For example, in the case for the USVI, 47 
the increased enhanced reporting, what might probably -- My 48 
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logical thinking, what it tells me is that if more fishermen 1 
report their catches, you’re going to have an increase in the 2 
landings. 3 
 4 
That probably was happening, because in my mind, what I think is 5 
that there might have been ten or twelve or fifteen or twenty-6 
five fishermen fishing whatever they are at the level that might 7 
be a significant amount of catch that were completely out of the 8 
record books. 9 
 10 
Then there is this relevance of trying to get these fishermen n 11 
the reporting mode and all this and so when they start reporting 12 
their catch, what comes up is a new source of information 13 
regarding fisheries, which have been underreported, as is the 14 
case in Puerto Rico and that’s why we have an enhanced whatever 15 
data.   16 
 17 
In the USVI, there is no enhancement or expansion of the data, 18 
but in the USVI, at an unknown level, we also needed that 19 
expansion and we were not applying it.  Now we have changed 20 
methods and we said what we need is for fishermen to change 21 
their minds and report and so now they are reporting and what is 22 
the result?  An increase in the landings data and not because 23 
the fishery has improved so much and not because of anything 24 
else than an increase in effort that was reported that was not 25 
reported before. 26 
 27 
No expansion factors were used and so now we’re seeing the 28 
results.  I may be completely wrong, but what does that lead us 29 
to think?  Well, unfortunately the ACLs were underestimated 30 
because of the lack of information. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I cannot disagree with Reni at all that some of 33 
these ACLs may have been underestimated.  Again, I think back to 34 
Unit 2 snappers.  We are basing it on landings for the 2000 to 35 
2005 period or whatever and partially before the directed 36 
fishery began in earnest, I suspect, but, again, at some later 37 
point we may want to reconsider the ACLs in total.  That’s not 38 
what this meeting is about. 39 
 40 
It’s simply to look at the overages with respect to what we 41 
established as a group not within a year-and-a-half ago after a 42 
half-dozen meetings where we started off by saying we couldn’t 43 
do any ACLs to where we finally moved to and that’s what we have 44 
now and so that’s the guidance that we have to work under. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Some of this is -- I think what we need to do, 47 
and I think the points everybody is making is very good, is to 48 
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try to get at what sort of analysis we would need in order for 1 
us to determine that the enhanced reporting or monitoring is 2 
actually affecting the overages and the overages are because of 3 
this. 4 
 5 
So far, we have had data that has shown, oftentimes, that we’ve 6 
had, especially in St. Thomas and St. John, an increased number 7 
of fishermen reporting, but a decrease in the number of trips 8 
and an increase, to some extent, in landings, which indicates, 9 
if you use landings and trips to determine catch per unit 10 
effort, you’ve got a higher catch per unit effort, but you have 11 
for trips -- But you’ve got more fishermen reporting. 12 
 13 
You could have more fishermen reporting because maybe the guys 14 
who are lobster, because there’s lots of hypotheses, lobster 15 
fishermen also catch a few fish in their traps and so maybe they 16 
didn’t bother reporting those before because the numbers weren’t 17 
high, but now they’re reporting them, but then the numbers are 18 
never very high and so you end up with more fishermen reporting, 19 
but many of them are reporting low catches, but you have no 20 
idea. 21 
 22 
We really are just making hypotheses and the question is, is 23 
there anything that we can ask the Southeast Fisheries Science 24 
Center to do as far as analyses that might help us determine 25 
whether the reporting is what is getting at -- Is causing these 26 
overages and that people are reporting better and reporting more 27 
accurately or there’s more fishermen reporting. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think we should be bulleting things 30 
there, because I understand this recommendation to be one of 31 
general process.  However, I think we should be making a 32 
subsequent recommendation to say that we have identified, in our 33 
deliberations this year, two cases where there seems to have 34 
been a change in data collection and this is going to have 35 
ramifications especially for the 2011 data. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Two cases where there has been? 38 
 39 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The recreational and the Virgin Islands 40 
data, Puerto Rico recreational and the Virgin Islands commercial 41 
data, where there have been apparently changes in the -- In the 42 
case of the Virgin Islands, substantial changes in how they’re 43 
reporting the data and there’s going to need to be an analysis 44 
on how that might be impacting the landings and this is across 45 
the board. 46 
 47 
It would be worth it to have that kind of analysis done, so when 48 
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we’re looking at data in the future, we have an idea of what 1 
those impacts were.  Otherwise, that just comes up -- If we 2 
don’t deal with it now, we’re going to get the data next year 3 
and we’re going to say they changed the data still and we still 4 
have no idea what impact that has had and so those are two areas 5 
that we’ve identified that have come up out of our analyses or 6 
deliberations this year, but I don’t think we’re in a situation 7 
where we can say every year we need this kind of analysis. 8 
 9 
I don’t think the data is going to be so consistent that we can 10 
generate a list like that.  We can generate areas of concern 11 
that will allow us to look at questions in the future, based on 12 
what we see now, that would be subject to the same biases.  13 
Certainly the USVI is the penultimate case in that scenario. 14 
 15 
I do think it is the purview of us to -- Should the data suggest 16 
that an ACL is set too low, we can recommend that that issue be 17 
revisited and that ends our story there.  We don’t recommend 18 
what the ACL should be.  It’s up to the council to determine 19 
whether they want to go back and do that or not, but if there’s 20 
evidence to suggest that an ACL has been set way too low, we can 21 
comment on that and that’s what it is, it’s commenting on that. 22 
 23 
I think you just want to say that we’ve identified, this year, 24 
two problems, or two potential problems, with the data and the 25 
USVI one is certainly both the most puzzling and the most 26 
important. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We can put this up at a later time and so on and 29 
go through this.  Is there anything else that needs to be 30 
included? 31 
 32 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I don’t know whether this was already 33 
recommended before I came back from the meeting, but I think 34 
that there was some agreement that at least in future graphs, 35 
like for the 2012 analysis, that the graph of a time series of 36 
number of reported trips include catch per unit values or the 37 
mean of catch per unit values for that given year, catch per 38 
unit effort, to make some sense out of it, because the way it 39 
was presented to us, it’s of very little limited value. 40 
 41 
Regarding the time series graphs of the number of fishers 42 
reports, also include, in the other column, the number of 43 
registered or licensed fishers for that year, because it is 44 
clear that the number of fishers has significantly been reduced 45 
in Puerto Rico, from around -- Earlier values were 2,500 or 46 
2,000 fishers down to 860. 47 
 48 
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I think the proportion, the percent, of the total fishers that 1 
are reporting is significant, because if it’s only 10 percent, 2 
even though the number is the same as the year before or after, 3 
but it’s different from 90 percent, because that means that if 4 
you have the 10 percent of fishers reporting, the other 90 5 
percent may be catching and not reporting, right? 6 
 7 
In order to interpret better the landings data, I think what 8 
percent of the fishers are reporting and not just the number of 9 
fishers, but with respect to the total number of registered 10 
fishermen, licensed fishermen. 11 
 12 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay, because there’s -- That’s what the 13 
expanded data does, to a certain extent, that Daniel Matos -- 14 
Although that includes fishermen who are actually commercially 15 
selling that aren’t actually licensed. 16 
 17 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Okay, but I still would like to see it in the 18 
graph.  I saw the graph of the expansion, but I’m talking about 19 
specifically the graphs that we’ve been looking at now for a 20 
day-and-a-half and the number on the right of the graph, where 21 
you have the years and the total number of fishers reporting.  22 
 23 
In addition to that, include in that same graph the total number 24 
of fishermen that were licensed for that particular year, 25 
because that’s been varying and we don’t know, but it may be 26 
contributing a lot to all the noise that we’ve been seeing in 27 
the landings data. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there any other discussion about this 30 
process?  I guess the other thing is we probably need to 31 
indicate how long before our SSC meeting we want these data 32 
analyses available to us. 33 
 34 
Do we just want to state that data analyses should be available 35 
two weeks prior to our SSC meeting rather than giving a specific 36 
date?  Because we have a date that we want -- The ACLs overages 37 
for the previous year should be finalized by October 1, because 38 
this gives an opportunity and we’re going to have Turner look at 39 
this, but do we want a specific date for the analyses to be done 40 
or do we want to just say a certain amount of time before the 41 
SSC meeting that looks at the ACL overages? 42 
 43 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We want a certain amount of time. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and how much time do we want?  This is 46 
where I think in the first sentence up there, the SSC requests 47 
that the data for determining species units with ACL overages 48 
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for the previous year be finalized by October 1 of each year to 1 
enable the SSC to complete a thorough review and we really want 2 
to have the analyses done so many weeks prior to our SSC 3 
meeting. 4 
 5 
Then this could be just the way we state this, that we need this 6 
information so many weeks before the SSC meeting rather than 7 
actually giving a date for even the data to be ready by. 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  We’re talking about two different things, right?  10 
We’re talking about when the data is going to be finalized and 11 
then we’re talking about when the analyses are going to be 12 
available.  I would think we would want the analyses to be 13 
available two weeks before our meeting, at the very least, so we 14 
could review it and then the data needs to be finalized whenever 15 
the Southeast Center feels they need to finalize it to get those 16 
analyses to us two weeks ahead. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s why I was making the statement that if we 19 
just ask for the analyses of the data two weeks before the 20 
meeting, then it’s up to them to decide when they need to have 21 
the data finalized in order for them to do the analyses. 22 
 23 
It’s just that we don’t want them coming, like this time, where 24 
we’ve gotten information that these were the species that had 25 
overages and the other question is do we want this data on 26 
overages ahead of time, because this time we asked for 27 
particular analyses. 28 
 29 
We asked for them to do particular analyses and this was Richard 30 
and Graciela and I just sat down and just asked a bunch of 31 
questions quickly at another meeting and maybe what we need to 32 
do and the reason you have the October 1 on here is because we 33 
need to also find out by such a -- Maybe October 15 or so on, or 34 
October 1, which species have overages so we could ask them to 35 
do certain analyses if we see those analyses as being needed for 36 
this.  Did you understand what I was saying?  What is the --  37 
 38 
It’s more than just the data is finalized by October 1.  It 39 
maybe is that it’s the SSC is informed of which species have -- 40 
The data is finalized and the SSC is informed of which species 41 
have ACL overages by this date and then we need to have, two 42 
weeks ahead of time, all the analyses done and the SSC then 43 
could ask for certain analyses to be done in between, before the 44 
SSC meeting.  Any comments? 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think we need a break. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  I think so too and let’s have a break and I’ll 1 
type something up here while we’re having the break and then 2 
we’ll -- Let’s come back at 3:30. 3 
 4 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Just take a look at the first two paragraphs 7 
here and feel free to fix up the wording and see if you 8 
understand and agree. 9 
 10 
I think it was open-ended, because I don’t think it was -- 11 
Really, nobody is sitting down with the data to go through it, 12 
to figure out what the analyses are that we can do that might 13 
elucidate what’s happening out there. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  Would it be better worded that “would have 16 
benefited from further analyses”, so that it’s something that if 17 
it had been done, it would have helped the SSC?  As it reads 18 
now, it could be interpreted that the council can’t do anything 19 
until these analyses or done or this process won’t be completed 20 
until -- 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes.  Bill, is that more in keeping with what 23 
you -- 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 26 
 27 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I have one minor change and then a general 28 
comment to make.  On the second paragraph, the first line, as 29 
far as I know, data are being reported the same now as previous 30 
years and previous years -- Certainly in Puerto Rico, it’s the 31 
way it’s being collected that may be of issue. 32 
 33 
In St. Thomas, it’s being collected the same way.  Well, it’s 34 
not exactly and it’s asking different questions now, but I would 35 
put down “collected” or something of that nature, rather than 36 
“reported”. 37 
 38 
The more general comment I have is, and I may be harping on this 39 
a little too much, is I think we’re getting on a slippery slope 40 
here.  I’ve been involved with the Caribbean for way too many 41 
years probably and it seems that there’s constant changes in the 42 
manner in which data are being collected. 43 
 44 
I suspect that it’s constant changes with the recreational data 45 
in the past ten years on what areas are being surveyed and so 46 
forth and to try to nail down every change and then relate that 47 
change to a change in landings I just think is going to, in many 48 
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times, lead to some misleading findings and so forth and so I’m 1 
kind of opposed to us trying to tell the Center to make all 2 
these changes until we have some -- Or I shouldn’t say make 3 
changes, but to try to find any possible reasons for changes in 4 
the landings without us being able to, first of all, very 5 
clearly identify some reason for the possible changes. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  I have tremendous respect for Dr. Keithly.  That’s 8 
so much fine to say and now I know why you do that all the time, 9 
Walter.  Now I forgot my point. 10 
 11 
Unfortunately, this is the task we’ve been asked.  Fortunately 12 
or unfortunately, this is the exact task we’ve been asked to do 13 
by the council and that is determine if changes in reporting 14 
have likely impacted our ability to identify overages. 15 
 16 
We really need to be asking the question even if it will be 17 
extremely difficult to do those analyses and it will even more 18 
difficult to tease apart the results to see if there’s anything 19 
meaningful. 20 
 21 
Hopefully between the expertise at the Southeast Center and the 22 
expertise on the SSC, we’ll be able to do the job of teasing our 23 
spurious correlations and results that don’t necessarily have 24 
any meaning with actual results.  I don’t know how often we’ll 25 
see actual results, given the data we have, meaningful 26 
reactions, but I think that’s what we’re supposed to be doing. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  But we’re going to find this information almost 29 
after the fact.  We did not think about the different areas that 30 
they’re surveying from a recreational point until the 31 
presentation yesterday.  There’s no way to expect the Science 32 
Center to know ahead of time what all to look at to determine 33 
what might be leading to these changes. 34 
 35 
They’re very small issues that we’re taking up here and trying 36 
to figure out what might be leading to a change and then, as I 37 
mentioned earlier today, even if we found that they did add 38 
these additional ports or whatever to look at for recreational, 39 
all it tells is that we added a few different areas, which may 40 
or may not have led to an increase in catch. 41 
 42 
Then we have to determine why did they add these areas.  Was it 43 
because there was a recent increase in the number of fishermen 44 
kayaking or whatever in these areas or should they always have 45 
been collecting data from this area but didn’t?  I just think 46 
that we’re never going to solve these problems in a meaningful 47 
manner at these type of meetings. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  You may very well be right.  You are most of the 2 
time, if not all of the time, Dr. Keithly.  I think if -- Let’s 3 
say two weeks or three weeks before our meeting we’ve got tables 4 
and figures of the catches and could compare those to the ACLs 5 
and at the same time, we asked the agencies involved to give us 6 
a list of any changes that they have had in their reporting 7 
methods, to write those out in the most recent year. 8 
 9 
Those reports were given to us and then, during the intervening 10 
three weeks, we could individually or as a group come up with 11 
some analyses we may want to look at.  We also could ask the 12 
Southeast Center to send an analyst with datasets that could go 13 
through some analyses here during the meeting.  I agree with 14 
you.  I don’t know whether we would get to anything or not by 15 
doing that, but I think we need to try.  I don’t know. 16 
 17 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am all for trying.  I have nothing else to 18 
say on it for now. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  Look at it this way, guys.  So you come in in say 21 
late October and you look these data over and you find issues.  22 
Maybe you can’t tease out all those issues and you can’t 23 
definitively state that the ACL overages are due to enhanced 24 
reporting, but you can say that we have reports that they’re 25 
collecting more and better data from the spear fishers and kayak 26 
fishers in Puerto Rico, as an example. 27 
 28 
Then, in my rose-colored world, okay fine, you have an SSC 29 
meeting in say February or March and that SSC meeting is 30 
designed to reassess the ACLs themselves.  You have data of all 31 
this stuff you did in your late October meeting, such as we’re 32 
collecting better data. 33 
 34 
We don’t know that that led to an ACL overage, but it has led to 35 
an increased number of landings, or a potential increased number 36 
of landings.  We can now look at that and we say, because of 37 
this, we need to reassess our ACLs and potentially adjust them. 38 
 39 
I wouldn’t give a direction to that adjustment, but, to me, it’s 40 
sort of an iterative process, in that you have a meeting where 41 
you look at the potential problems and you determine if any of 42 
those problems could be applied to the ACL overages that are 43 
observed, but then you have a second meeting, and I think this 44 
is what should happen every year, but I could be wrong and this 45 
is just my perception of it, that other meeting is to determine 46 
if ACLs need to be adjusted. 47 
 48 
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Then at the end of that year, you look at the new ACLs and new 1 
reporting and see if you still have problems.  In that case, and 2 
maybe this is -- Walter is going to kill me for this one.  You 3 
might not just want to be restricting it to the species that are 4 
exceeding their ACLs. 5 
 6 
You may want to be looking things over and saying where are we 7 
with data, data reporting, the factors going on in the U.S. 8 
Caribbean and how they may affect ACLs. 9 
 10 
This meeting, we’re not here to adjust ACLs.  We’re here to 11 
advise the council, but we’re going to have another meeting 12 
three or four months from now where we’re going to be looking at 13 
the ACLs and see if they need to be adjusted.  I don’t think I 14 
need to remind you guys of how concerned I am about the static 15 
nature of these ACLs in a changing world. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I agree very much with you and I have 18 
thought that all these two days and with the initial concern of 19 
a reverse in the attitude of fishermen, and I know that we are 20 
not here because of that, but hey, let me warn you that the end 21 
result of a changing attitude of the fishermen reporting, if 22 
accountability measures are imposed on them, is the come back 23 
again for not reporting and then the process comes up again and 24 
again and again and we will never know the true data.  That is 25 
what I am worried about. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I tend to agree with you, Bill, on this, except 28 
for the fact that one year’s worth of data at this stage is 29 
probably not going to tell us too much about what’s happening 30 
with respect to this, because I look at the St. Thomas data and 31 
you’ve got an increase for a couple of these species units that 32 
are over and you’ve got this increased number of fishermen 33 
reporting, but decreased number of trips, but landings have gone 34 
up. 35 
 36 
Your catch per unit effort may have gone up and you need to 37 
analyze it further.  If catch per unit effort is going up, is 38 
this because the stock is improving because people aren’t 39 
fishing it as much or because of regulatory things that are in 40 
place? 41 
 42 
Usually, you need to look at this as a trend for more than just 43 
a couple of years.  You have certainly looked at Rick Nemeth’s 44 
data on the assessments that they did of the red hind spawning 45 
aggregation and they are actually seeing a cycle, almost, of 46 
abundance within the spawning aggregation. 47 
 48 
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Those are the sorts of things that one year’s worth of data 1 
isn’t going to tell you too much and you need probably a lot of 2 
data, but we could -- If there’s enough significant difference 3 
in the data, maybe we could make some sort of ACL recommendation 4 
and adjustment, but, again, I think that it’s the CFMC that’s 5 
got to ask the SSC to do this. 6 
 7 
We are responsible for making recommendations regarding OFL, but 8 
I don’t know if we can do that unilaterally.  It must be that 9 
the CFMC asks us to make a recommendation and then says because 10 
of this data and we’re providing this and so on and so forth and 11 
could you please review the OFL that you made a recommendation 12 
for previously and is that correct, Bill? 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would agree with you, Barbara.  Not that you 15 
need reminding, but keep in mind that the ACL data that were 16 
used, the data that were used to establish these 2010 ACLs, is 17 
through 2005 and so -- Whereas, yes, you probably wouldn’t need 18 
this every year, because things aren’t going to change that 19 
much, but you might want to consider that we need it now, 20 
because these data are dated. 21 
 22 
The 2011 data may be not so bad, because it goes through 2009, 23 
but next year is 2013 and that’s -- These data are getting old 24 
and so I agree that you may not need to do it every year, but 25 
there may be some species each year that might need 26 
consideration and at this point, there could be an argument that 27 
we need to reassess the ACLs at least for the 2010 species. 28 
 29 
That’s your decision to make and the council’s decision to make.  30 
I would think it would be an interactive discussion between the 31 
council and the SSC and not just waiting for the council to say 32 
this, but I think it’s something that should be thought about 33 
very seriously at this point and, again, that doesn’t mean I 34 
disagree with you that every year might be a bit overkill and I 35 
don’t know. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other thing is do we want to then, at this 38 
meeting, make recommendations about assessing the ACL for 39 
certain species that we’ve been looking at, that we recommend to 40 
the council that the SSC review the OFL for some of these 41 
species, based on the fact that the actual OFL was based on 2000 42 
to 2005 data, in some cases, and 1999 -- Like Bill said, the 43 
data that the ACLs were based on is old data.  If so, which 44 
species? 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The one species that actually I am mostly 47 
concerned was the one that you told me there was confidentiality 48 
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or whatever, that one.  I can’t remember which one it was, 1 
because we’ve seen quite a few of them now.  I’m not sure if it 2 
was -- Was it the surgeonfish?  I can’t even remember. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have the feeling that it’s not one that we 5 
actually -- 6 
 7 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think that we should highlight that. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We didn’t review it or it might be wrasses.  I 10 
think it was wrasses. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Wrasses in St. Thomas?  That one, because my 13 
concern is because of the hogfish.  I think hogfish is a species 14 
of high commercial value, at least in Puerto Rico it is, and it 15 
may become highly valuable and I don’t know, but it shocked me 16 
that it was only one point below the ACL and all the more recent 17 
points were above the ACL. 18 
 19 
I am comfortable with the explanation provided by you and by 20 
Bill that there were some data points that were not there and 21 
then the last three that were there, one falls in the middle of 22 
the two and that’s the median and that’s the ACL, but we have 23 
about five or six more recent data points, which all of them 24 
show that they are quite above the ACL. 25 
 26 
In that case, it sort of tells me that there might be a problem 27 
there with the ACL and that we might want to have a couple more 28 
years of observation or of trends for that kind of species group 29 
or whatever, because it’s of concern. 30 
 31 
I wouldn’t try to make a decision or make a specific 32 
recommendation now, but it’s something that is a species group 33 
of concern regarding the ACL, because perhaps we realized its 34 
commercial value and that the decision was based on a limited 35 
amount of information then, but now more recently, with enhanced 36 
reporting, we are receiving more information and it’s making us 37 
reconsider that that ACL could have been underestimated or 38 
merits some reconsideration. 39 
 40 
Maybe that, for several -- We can start identifying some that we 41 
say, well, these recent trends in the enhanced reporting, what 42 
it’s showing is that we have landings that are perhaps way above 43 
or significantly above what we thought was a decent ACL for 44 
them.  I just wanted to bring up that case, because that case 45 
really, really hit me. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I have just written up here that the SSC 48 
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recommends that the OFL for the following species be revisited 1 
next year and if we can have recommendations.  If you agree with 2 
this, do you have recommendations for species and then the 3 
rationale for actually revisting this OFL?   4 
 5 
I would assume we’ll stick to the species that have overages 6 
with respect to this.  It might be the Snapper Unit 2 for Puerto 7 
Rico, which has gone 100 percent, virtually, over their ACL.  8 
Was that ACL set -- Some of the reason might be because the -- I 9 
don’t know whether everything was corrected, and I assume it 10 
was, regarding -- Because the species changed in that and so I 11 
assume that was taken care of. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You made a comment that’s rather disturbing to 14 
me.  Why would we stick to species where we saw overages with 15 
respect to this recommendation? 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  How much work do you want to do, Walter? 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s sort a bias there of saying, well, we 20 
see an overage and therefore we want to look at it again.  If 21 
we’re being honest about this, maybe we should look at some 22 
other species that we think may have been underestimated, the 23 
ACLs originally.  That they were overestimated. 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We certainly could.  It’s just that these are 26 
the ones that we’ve been addressing and getting data for during 27 
this meeting, for the most part.  We’ve got data for the other 28 
ones as well, I guess, but the ones that we’ve gone through more 29 
intensively were the ones that we had overages for.  Any 30 
recommendations regarding this or disagreement regarding even 31 
making this recommendation? 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I just wanted to point out just in the case 34 
that you brought up of the queen snapper, that the queen snapper 35 
-- We had the overage in the queen snapper in conjunction with 36 
almost not an increase in fishing effort and so apparently that 37 
-- That species group was identified as not being overfished and 38 
in fact, that it was a population that seemed to be healthy. 39 
 40 
That was the one that was identified as to be in trouble with 41 
the ACLs and that I had very strong reservations, and I want 42 
this to be on the record, but very strong reservations of 43 
putting the ACLs on a conservative mode and now we know that 44 
what we’re seeing is that the landings are way over the ACL and 45 
it’s a concern by Daniel Matos and it’s going to be a very 46 
strong reaction for the Puerto Rican fishermen and now I’m in 47 
the position that it’s not because of any problem in reporting.  48 
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The reporting seems to be fine. 1 
 2 
There is a stable amount of trips and a stable amount of fishers 3 
reporting and it’s just -- The number of trips was maybe a 4 
slight increase, but not a great increase.  I can’t recall very 5 
well, but -- 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Percentagewise, it was like 60 percent. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Over two years or three years or -- 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  (The beginning of the comment is not 12 
audible on the recording.)  If you run the data back over the 13 
full data from whenever it was, 2000, there isn’t the 14 
conjunction of the number of trips and catch, which would 15 
certainly imply that other stuff is going on.  Either the 16 
population is going up and down or they’re expanding out into 17 
new areas over that timeframe or who knows what. 18 
 19 
We would need to have a lot more data to answer some of those 20 
questions, including like GPS tracks on the boats and things 21 
like that.  It’s just difficult to say at this time and so the 22 
SEDAR analysis was two years ago and so that was based on the 23 
data before that increase was going up in that last effort 24 
thing. 25 
 26 
It really could be people thought this is great and jumped in 27 
and decided to hit it harder than they were hitting it before 28 
and the fact that it was good two years ago, in the face of what 29 
might be happening now, it may not be.  Maybe it needs another 30 
look right away or we just need to look at the data better or 31 
something like that. 32 
 33 
The problem is that there’s a lot of unknowns there and so while 34 
in whenever it was, 2010, which I guess was based on 2009 data -35 
- When did we do queen?  Was that 2011 based on 2010 data?  It 36 
would be based on 2010 data, which is -- I guess there was still 37 
an overage occurring at that point.  I would agree that the data 38 
are not consistent and that’s a problem.  39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Let me comment that I was participating in 41 
that SEDAR and what I recall one of the most telling datasets 42 
regarding queen snapper was that there has been a substantial 43 
increase in size over the years, over the last few years, and 44 
that led to believe that the population was in good status. 45 
 46 
Aside from the landings and the lack of the catch per unit 47 
effort data, the size distribution of animals was showing an 48 
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increase over the years, which led to believe that at some point 1 
that there was a healthy population of adults in different 2 
fishing areas of particularly the west coast. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That would be true if the area wasn’t 5 
expanding, because you could explain that trend by having the 6 
expansion of the fishery, which we know has occurred.  The 7 
question is what was the timeframe of that relative to the data, 8 
which was not resolved. 9 
 10 
We were left with the data shows an increase in landings and so 11 
we had nothing to say that there wasn’t a problem with the 12 
fishery, end of story.  It doesn’t mean there wasn’t or was, but 13 
it’s just that we didn’t have any data that would support going 14 
any further without additional information on the course of that 15 
fishery over the last ten years. 16 
 17 
I agree that the two sets of data we’re looking at are, to some 18 
degree, inconsistent, but if it’s a growing fishery, which we 19 
think it has been, and the way the ACLs were set, maybe you 20 
would expect this problem, but the ACLs are supposed to be set 21 
in a conservative manner and so we can’t necessarily argue 22 
against that point. 23 
 24 
The question is where do we think we really are, because none of 25 
this was based on what an actual assessment of what MSY might 26 
be, which was the foundation for all the thinking of how one was 27 
approaching this thing, and that’s really not what we did.   28 
 29 
I agree that there are potential problems and I certainly agree 30 
that if we’re going to cut this fishery down to make up for 31 
whatever that overage was, which was huge, there’s going to be a 32 
lot of bitching going on. 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  Going back to the topic we started with, what’s on 35 
the screen, I think the SSC does have the right to reset the 36 
ACLs without needing the council to ask us to do it first, but 37 
if we do it, we’re stepping into brand-new territory that’s 38 
definitely a precedent and I think if we do it, we need to have 39 
very solid criteria laid out as to which stocks we will reassess 40 
and which we won’t. 41 
 42 
Otherwise, we’re going to be labeled as arbitrary, making 43 
arbitrary decisions, and we won’t be able to, in the future -- 44 
We could have people come to us requesting us to analyze every 45 
stock in the book and we wouldn’t have a good argument as to why 46 
we would assess some and not assess others, because we wouldn’t 47 
necessarily be consistent, because we wouldn’t have those 48 
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criteria laid out. 1 
 2 
I think we’re going to have to put that together before we 3 
decide if we’re going to go through new ACLs and if so, which 4 
stocks?  I think it’s really dangerous just to come up with a 5 
list of what we are interested in. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Given the importance of this, do we want to just 8 
spend the rest of this meeting -- Is there criteria that you 9 
think we could develop right now that might -- Such as 10 
increasing catch per unit effort or something that might be 11 
indicative of the fact that a stock is -- The OFL that we 12 
determined should be higher?  Do you have any -- 13 
 14 
JIM BERKSON:  You can have a stock increasing CPUE that isn’t 15 
necessarily indicating a higher OFL and so, once again, I’m not 16 
-- We really have to think these out really carefully and think 17 
about what would be the signals that we really got the ACL wrong 18 
or we likely got the ACL wrong?   19 
 20 
What would we expect to see three years or four years later and 21 
we would need a minimum of that much data.  You’re not going to 22 
see it in a year or two. 23 
 24 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I remember -- I am trying to remember what 25 
was the recommendations for that SEDAR and at the end, what we -26 
- I had very strong reservations for the ACL that was being 27 
proposed, very strong reservations, because I thought that it 28 
was low. 29 
 30 
What we ended up accepting was a buffer reduction of I believe 31 
it was 15 percent because of -- It was for scientific purposes, 32 
to analyze how the data was going to come in the future.  It was 33 
like -- It was something, and maybe you can pull it out, that 34 
was for -- It was something that was done in terms of the 35 
science of it, to see how scientifically we could keep on 36 
observing the fisheries trends. 37 
 38 
I expressed very strong reservations regarding that ACL and what 39 
Daniel Matos expressed to me is he is concerned and we all are 40 
and the fishermen are going to be very concerned about that and 41 
so I don’t know if you want to spend the rest of the meeting and 42 
I don’t know if -- We cannot be arbitrary towards a species or 43 
towards a place or towards whatever, but now I think that -- I 44 
don’t know if we have the tools to actually revert anything or 45 
just make a decision and say that’s what it is and there’s no 46 
problem with reporting. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  The first thing is if Todd was here, he would say, 1 
as he said many times in the past and reminded us, that what 2 
we’re looking for in our data sequence is a period of time when 3 
-- I don’t remember exactly what it was and Meaghan may be able 4 
to help me out on this, but you’re looking for relatively stable 5 
landings that reflect a stable fishery. 6 
 7 
There’s not necessarily any -- Those data won’t necessarily age.  8 
You could have data from 1840 to 1860 that show you that this is 9 
what this fishery can handle in a stable, sustainable manner 10 
regarding harvest. 11 
 12 
Given that consideration, I would still ask, do you want one of 13 
your criteria to be a periodic reassessment of all of the ACLs?  14 
I don’t know and I’m just asking, but once every five years or 15 
once every ten years, so you know you’ve got data from 1999 or 16 
2000 or 2005.  That’s what you used to establish your ACLs. 17 
 18 
You say, okay, after five years or ten years or fifteen years, 19 
the fishery has changed so much and the environment has changed 20 
so much, et cetera, et cetera, that we should have some sort of 21 
periodic reassessment of these ACLs within the framework of all 22 
of those changes and, if nothing else, the continued degradation 23 
of coral reefs in the U.S. Caribbean upon which many of these 24 
species are dependent. 25 
 26 
Maybe you don’t want to do that and so you might have one 27 
periodic review of everything and then you might also establish 28 
specific criteria for individual species or species groups that 29 
you monitor to say, okay, we’ve got something going on here and 30 
we need to look at the ACL and see if it’s still valid.  These 31 
are just suggestions and I’m just putting them out there for 32 
conservation sake as much as anything else. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Since Snapper Unit 2 might be a very contentious 35 
issue, because of the overage, Richard, you were involved in 36 
that most recent SEDAR that considered the Snapper Unit 1 and 37 
Snapper Unit 2 and so on and was there any indication on that 38 
that the ACL had been set too low for Snapper Unit 2 or the OFL? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The assessment was totally independent of 41 
where the ACL was set and that’s generally true of pretty much 42 
every species that we’ve looked at.  The original guidance that 43 
we got was you take your staple thing and then somehow that 44 
magically became an MSY and then from there, you worked your way 45 
down, based on uncertainty, et cetera, when in reality, that’s 46 
not the case at all. 47 
 48 
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That’s just a convenient place where we can draw a line and say, 1 
okay, at least at this point we’re stable.  For some of these 2 
species, that might be stable on the wrong arm of the production 3 
curve and so, to me, monitoring the behavior of the stocks 4 
relative to the levels that we have said, in my mind, is 5 
something that was built into the decision making, just because 6 
of the way the process went. 7 
 8 
For most of these species, we have no idea what their 9 
productivity theoretically is, but we can monitor their behavior 10 
and see how they respond to levels of fishing and from that, 11 
make periodic assessments about whether we can allow more 12 
fishing pressure or not or whether we should allow more fishing 13 
pressure, because sometimes it may not be a productivity issue 14 
and it may be an ecological issue about the importance of the 15 
species. 16 
 17 
At least in my mind, a periodic review is -- I wouldn’t say 18 
mandated, but expected.  How you want to do that is another 19 
story.  We have groups that we’ve talked about here where some 20 
of the species are just clearly bycatch and the low levels that 21 
we’re -- The ACLs that they were given are very low, probably 22 
much, much lower than what the species itself can support, like 23 
squirrelfish and grunts, but it was set really because of the 24 
behavior of the trap fishery, because the levels that they were 25 
catching was a function of what the trap fishery was doing. 26 
 27 
There are other species, and Unit 2 is certainly one of those, 28 
that are key to the fisheries of, in this case, Puerto Rico and 29 
those species, and red hind is another, are responsible for most 30 
of the targeting fishing and those are the ones that we really 31 
need to keep a pulse on. 32 
 33 
To me, that would be one of the criteria of which ones are we 34 
going to go after first to look at the behavior, but I agree 35 
with Jim that said that none of this is going to reveal itself 36 
over a short term.   37 
 38 
We have too much variability in the data over a short term and 39 
so we’re going to need like five-year timeframes, or maybe even 40 
more, before we start doing adjustments and we’re going to have 41 
to have good data on the effort going into that to know how 42 
these things are responding, because we are seeing changes in 43 
effort. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Given all this discussion, what would you like 46 
to do regarding the recommendation for revisiting OFLs?  Would 47 
you like to omit that at this stage? 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Certainly one of the -- Maybe the most 2 
important criteria is if the council asks us to do that and, 3 
therefore, we don’t have to make a decision necessarily to on 4 
our own go back and do that and, getting to Jim’s point, it 5 
would be precedent setting. 6 
 7 
We can certainly suggest to the council that something might be 8 
warranted, but that would be their call to come back to us and 9 
say do that, but I do think one of the criteria for the species 10 
that we should be giving priority to is their importance in the 11 
fishery. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, what all this tells me is that the 14 
most important recommendation that we as a group should make to 15 
the council is to do whatever it needs to do to allow fishermen 16 
to keep providing the best data that they can provide us. 17 
 18 
At some point, we need that enhanced data production by them to 19 
remain reliable for whatever period of time Richard was saying, 20 
maybe five years or maybe more.  We need that data to keep being 21 
reliable, as reliable as we can have it, for the next five 22 
years. 23 
 24 
If not, we are not going to be able to provide any real 25 
recommendations here, because we are going to be making 26 
judgments on incomplete datasets and on decreased reporting 27 
qualities and all that.  That is what this all tells me by the -28 
- The most important, the essence, of our analysis depends on 29 
the quality of that data and if by some reason we disrupt that 30 
process that has taken a lot of years and that is finally coming 31 
into place -- Fishermen are saying, okay, well, we’re trusting 32 
you guys and we’re going to do all we can to do the best, to 33 
provide you with the best data available. 34 
 35 
If we disrupt that process now, I think that we’re going to come 36 
next year and we’re going to start guessing on what’s going on 37 
again and the whole process is going to be disturbed and the 38 
fishermen are going to keep fishing and they’re not going to 39 
report what they’re catching and we’re not going to know what’s 40 
going on. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say that which is, in my 43 
opinion, what is going on now.  That’s exactly what is going on 44 
now. 45 
 46 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What is going on now? 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Exactly that.  The fishers don’t trust the 1 
agencies and the reporting is not as it should be and we are 2 
dealing with incomplete data. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve got sort of different opinions here, one 5 
of them that the data that’s coming in is improving and the 6 
other one that the data is incomplete.  If it’s incomplete data, 7 
then we’ve had incomplete data before and it’s not worth doing 8 
anything with respect to this. 9 
 10 
On the other hand, if we’re starting to get better data coming 11 
in, then, because the data is better and also because we want to 12 
encourage fishermen to give us better data, it may be well 13 
worthwhile to recommend that we do revisit OFLs, especially for 14 
species that have overages where the fishermen could be 15 
impacted. 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  There are a lot of efforts going on now and over 18 
the past couple of years to improve the quality of the fishery-19 
dependent information.  There was work on the U.S. Virgin 20 
Islands to improve the commercial data sheets that a lot of 21 
people were involved in.  A lot of fishers were involved in that 22 
and we’ve got new data sheets now. 23 
 24 
They are improving the recreational data collection on Puerto 25 
Rico and trying to start up MRIP on the Virgin Islands.  It’s 26 
not ideal and we know it’s not ideal and we know there are a lot 27 
of problems.  Most of the problems have been identified, but 28 
it’s hopefully improving and that’s the goal. 29 
 30 
A few years back, we had what I thought was a really interesting 31 
SEDAR, which was designed to identify available data and 32 
basically rate its quality.   33 
 34 
We had that one to look at stock-by-stock what data is available 35 
and what’s the quality of the data and what can we do with it 36 
and what can we do assessments with and I think we might want to 37 
suggest having a SEDAR like that or we could have a meeting like 38 
that.  We don’t even have to call it a SEDAR, but to do that 39 
every few years, whether it’s three years or five years, because 40 
we are constantly trying to get new data collection processes 41 
online, whether it’s fishery dependent or whether it’s fishery 42 
independent.  43 
 44 
Hopefully our data is getting better.  Hopefully there is more 45 
cooperation, like Bill has been talking about, and what we said 46 
about the data three years ago or five years ago or whatever it 47 
was may not be true now, because of the new information and 48 
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everything that is taking place. 1 
 2 
I think that would be a really beneficial step and I also agree 3 
with Rich that at this point in time I don’t know that we should 4 
go forward with coming up with new ACL estimates until the 5 
council asks us to.  It’s really precedent-setting and we could 6 
set ourselves up for a lot of trouble in the future. 7 
 8 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just a quick comment to defend my previous 9 
point that fishermen -- We have seen a significant and marked 10 
enhancement in the reporting by fishermen in that almost -- The 11 
reports of the fishermen of the USVI has almost doubled and so 12 
that’s probably a very good step forward. 13 
 14 
Then what Daniel Matos was saying today, that more and more 15 
fishermen are reporting and the enhancement or the expansion 16 
factor has been decreasing because of that increased reporting 17 
by the fishermen and so both -- In both areas of concern, we 18 
have seen a trend towards more participation of the fishermen in 19 
the data production process. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just want to clarify that I have no idea 22 
about the St. Thomas case and I was talking particularly about 23 
the Puerto Rican case.  That’s one and that probably there could 24 
be better data collection in the last one or two years.   25 
 26 
I don’t know about that as much, but in the past, from 2005 27 
until kind of recently, it was a very antagonistic relationship 28 
and the data collection was full of errors and as we have talked 29 
before, the merging of species on the groupers and of snappers 30 
and whatnot -- I am just saying that it’s a real concern, the 31 
kind of things we were dealing with on the fishery-dependent 32 
data, particularly. 33 
 34 
By the way, if the data collection is getting much better, 35 
that’s great news again, as I told Daniel Matos.  They have like 36 
three port agents now and that’s more than in the past and 37 
that’s great news.   38 
 39 
If that is what is going on, I definitely agree with you that we 40 
need to keep on doing things to keep that healthy relationship 41 
between managers and primary stakeholders, because that’s the 42 
only way we’re going to get reliable data and therefore be able 43 
to do sound management measures.  44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  I have a couple of comments.  One is that you need 46 
to keep in mind that the reason for these annual catch limits 47 
and for all of this management is not to punish the fishermen 48 
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for anything.  It’s to maintain the sustainability of these 1 
fisheries and so that’s what we’re trying to get done. 2 
 3 
We’re actually doing our best, and it’s hard to believe 4 
sometimes, to benefit these fishermen and the resources that 5 
they fish for commerce.  We need the food.  We just want to make 6 
sure it’s sustained over the long term. 7 
 8 
The second thing is, Jim, just so you know, is I have discussed 9 
with Todd and with Julie Neer, for sure, the need for a data 10 
review and I think that they may have scheduled that, and I’m 11 
not positive, for 2014.  I think she’s moving towards that or I 12 
hope so anyway, because I certainly agree with you that we need 13 
a re-review.  I just wanted to let you know that. 14 
 15 
JIM BERKSON:  I will just add in that the interesting thing 16 
about that meeting was -- I can’t remember whether it was a two 17 
or three-day meeting, but it seemed like we got 98 percent of 18 
the work done in the last two or three hours and the whole first 19 
-- Like a lot of meetings are, the whole first two-and-a-half 20 
days didn’t go anywhere.  I would think we could do another 21 
meeting in a very effective fashion in a short period of time. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What we’re really batting around is Unit 2, 24 
of which we don’t have a write-up for yet.  Maybe we should just 25 
wait until we’re discussing the write-up to see what 26 
recommendations we want to make relative to this problem. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I was going to put together that write-up for 29 
that and so I will do that for tomorrow morning.  Is there 30 
anything else we need to discuss with respect to any of these?  31 
We have covered all the species that have overages that were on 32 
our list, I believe. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just want you guys to be aware that back at the 35 
ranch of the Science Center and SERO, they are still trying to 36 
work through whether the Pristipomoides, which is either 37 
cardinal snapper or wenchman, should be assigned to Snapper Unit 38 
1 or Snapper Unit 2. 39 
 40 
I think they’re going to assign them to Snapper Unit 2, which 41 
would leave things as they are.  It is possible that they decide 42 
to move those, and I don’t think this has happened, but they’re 43 
working on it now, to Snapper Unit 1. 44 
 45 
If that’s the case, it won’t bring Unit 2 below the ACL, but it 46 
could potentially push Snapper Unit 1 above the ACL and so I 47 
just want you to be aware that we may have another one to deal 48 
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with and so, again, we’ll just have to wait and hopefully we’ll 1 
know soon. 2 
 3 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Once again, here we are getting new stuff 4 
we have to work on in an agenda we’re already a day behind on. 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s more problematic than that.  What was it 7 
in originally when we determined ACLs? 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  Good question, Walter, and I told them that I 10 
assigned these -- I prepared the -- I did all the landings 11 
analysis establishing the ACLs and the Pristipomoides were 12 
assigned to Snapper Unit 2. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It was in 2 and so if it gets moved to Unit 1, 15 
then the ACL for Unit 2 will have to go down and the ACL for 16 
Unit 1 will have to go up. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s exactly what I told them, that you can’t do 19 
this and you’ve got to assign these landings to Unit 2.  If you 20 
want to reassess this and you want to reassess the ACLs, you can 21 
do that, but not now.  You have to wait. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You would have to change the ACLs accordingly. 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  Right now, we have to compare apples to apples and 26 
so if you start moving these fish around, you’re not doing that 27 
anymore. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Who is proposing this at the SERO genius 30 
headquarters? 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is a joint discussion among the data 33 
analysts. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  One of the things that I remember is that 36 
these fish are fished in different habitats and one of the main 37 
arguments for putting the Pristipomoides along with the queen 38 
snapper was that the effort was the same for one than for the 39 
other and it was pretty much the deepest that they fish. 40 
 41 
They fish both of those species, whereas the snappers in the 42 
Group 1 were fished at shallower depths.  How can -- Why mix two 43 
species that are fished with completely different fishing 44 
approaches at different depths?  I don’t understand that. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  This has been a tough issue, but the way we 47 
understood it when we prepared these ACLs, as explained by the 48 
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Puerto Rico folks, Daniel and Graciela, et cetera, is that 1 
they’re only catching commercially one species.  That species is 2 
macrophthalmus.  Macrophthalmus was -- This is the problem with 3 
common names.   4 
 5 
The common name given to macrophthalmus was confused.  Some 6 
people called it wenchman and some people called it cardinal, 7 
but the fact is that macrophthalmus is installed in Snapper Unit 8 
2 and that is the species.  Using the genus species instead of 9 
the common names, that’s the species that is being caught.  10 
That’s what we understand. 11 
 12 
Now, we could get in there and reassess the data and find out 13 
that that’s not the case and maybe do genetics or whatever.  14 
Apparently they’re very similar, but whatever it would take and 15 
find out that no, it’s 50/50 or whatever it may be. 16 
 17 
That would be a case, as we’ve discussed for -- That’s a 18 
criterion you would use to reassess the ACLs and recalibrate the 19 
ACLs and start allocating these data properly.  As far as I 20 
know, they are being allocated properly.   21 
 22 
Macrophthalmus is what’s being caught and it’s in Snapper Unit 2 23 
and that’s where the data went and that’s what the ACLs were 24 
based upon and so we should be okay.  I am just warning you that 25 
they’re knocking this around like a badminton bird back in 26 
between the SERO and Southeast Fisheries Science Center folks. 27 
 28 
I think they’ve got it straightened out, but they just weren’t 29 
sure earlier today.  I wrote them some emails and Daniel sat 30 
here and wrote them emails saying here’s what the deal is and 31 
here’s what we think you really need to do.  I just haven’t 32 
heard back from them since then. 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I didn’t exactly understand.  Why would you need 35 
to do genetics, because you are mixing up species with another 36 
species that’s found in Puerto Rico or you’re just not sure 37 
whether this species is the species down here that’s similar in 38 
some other place? 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not an expert on these species, Barbara, but 41 
I think both occur in the U.S. Caribbean.  It’s just that one is 42 
caught a lot and the other one is caught very rarely.  I think 43 
that they’re -- I don’t know this, because I have never seen the 44 
two species side-by-side, but I understand that they must be 45 
reasonably similar in appearance, but like I said, I don’t know.  46 
This has been a very confusing issue. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  Then the question becomes are they in different 1 
snapper units? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, wenchman is in Snapper Unit 1. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If it’s difficult to identify them, then it’s 6 
very likely that fishermen are putting them in one unit one time 7 
and another unit for another group of people. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, but I don’t think one is very abundant.  I 10 
think they occur in different habitats and that’s why they’re in 11 
different units, but I don’t think that the wenchman is caught 12 
very frequently, if at all.  It’s percentage of the catch would 13 
be very, very, very low and the other one dominates to the catch 14 
to the point that it is the one that is being caught.  That’s my 15 
understanding. 16 
 17 
This was -- Like I said, this was -- It’s nothing I dreamed up.  18 
This was told to me by the Puerto Rico folks, primarily Graciela 19 
and Daniel, and we wrote this up in the 2010 Amendment, which I 20 
don’t have in front of me, but we had several paragraphs on this 21 
in that amendment describing why the landings were going to 22 
cardinal snapper and what the issues were surrounding this. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It seems to me if there’s difficulty in 25 
identifying them that you have to put the two species together 26 
in a unit as far as fishermen reporting. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  The units are based upon habitats and depth to 29 
some degree, but habitats and species associations.  You put 30 
queen snapper and cardinal snapper together because they’re 31 
deepwater and they occur together and you put black and 32 
blackfin, wenchman, and silk and vermilion together because 33 
they’re more shallow-water and they are generally caught 34 
together when they’re caught. 35 
 36 
A large part of it was which ones are caught together and Nick 37 
Farmer and these guys did these analysis and they said if you go 38 
out on a trip, what do you catch?  These guys catch vermilions 39 
and they catch wenchman or not, but you go out on a trip and you 40 
catch queens and you catch cardinals and that’s sort of how this 41 
all came about and that was basically before my time and that’s 42 
why I don’t know more about it. 43 
 44 
That was before my time with the feds, but I thought that was 45 
done in association with that SEDAR meeting back in February of 46 
2009, either preceding it or as a result of it or during that 47 
meeting or whatever.  Jim, you may know better than I.  I wasn’t 48 



191 
 

there. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We can go round and round with this forever and 3 
so what I’ll do is I’ll write up the snapper section and then we 4 
can go take a look at it in the morning.  What also people need 5 
to do is to look at those research priorities and review Mike 6 
Sissenwine’s comments and be prepared, when they come in 7 
tomorrow, that right after the review of the snapper that we’ll 8 
get back on to the research priorities. 9 
 10 
We’re not going to have two days to go over this.  We’re only 11 
going to have one day to go over it and I think these are five-12 
year research priorities and maybe review some of the other 13 
emails I sent regarding who the target audience for the research 14 
priorities and just take a look at what some of the 15 
recommendations have been and what we did before as well and see 16 
which way you guys want to go. 17 
 18 
I suspect we’re not going to have time to complete this at all, 19 
but maybe we can make some more progress on this and at least 20 
kind of look at a list of what things we might think should be 21 
priorities for research for recommendation of the council, 22 
because the council does have a deadline, I believe, for these 23 
research priorities, to have this done by the end of this year.  24 
Is that correct, Bill? 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Deer in the headlights. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The council has a requirement to get the 29 
research priorities to the Secretary by the end of the year and 30 
is that correct? 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am not sure what the deadline is, Barbara.  I 33 
think you may be right on that, but I couldn’t -- My confidence 34 
in that is low.  If you want me to, I could find out. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you could confirm that, I would appreciate 37 
that and so on.  Miguel mentioned something about asking for an 38 
extension if we needed it, but we need to discuss this and 39 
discuss what we can do in that meeting and then maybe make 40 
another recommendation, assuming we are not going to be able to 41 
finish it because we’ve been spending all this time with ACLs, 42 
as to what we recommend that the council does to get this moving 43 
forward. 44 
 45 
We had made recommendations before to have two representatives 46 
from this group get together with the Southeast Fisheries 47 
Science Center and council staff to draft a research priorities 48 
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and we might have to make that recommendation again, based on 1 
the work that we’ve done. 2 
 3 
I am just going to cut this short now and thank everybody for 4 
coming today and we will start again at nine o’clock tomorrow 5 
morning and so thanks a lot for all being here. 6 
 7 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on October 31, 2012.) 8 
 9 

- - - 10 
 11 

November 1, 2012 12 
 13 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 14 
 15 

- - - 16 
 17 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 18 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Verdanza Hotel, 19 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico, Thursday morning, November 1, 2012, and 20 
was called to order at 9:15 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Barbara 21 
Kojis. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Good morning, everybody.  This is the start of 24 
the SSC meeting.  We are starting at about 9:15 and this is 25 
November 1 and Happy Halloween, everybody.  Make sure that 26 
everybody signs the sheet that’s going around that indicates 27 
that you were present. 28 
 29 
Also make sure you turn off your cell phones, just another 30 
reminder, and let’s just go around and do a little check that 31 
says we’re here and reminds anybody who is transcribing this 32 
what the voices sound like, in case we forget to say our names.  33 
If you could start, Walter, again. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly. 36 
 37 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Vance Vincente. 38 
 39 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Reni Garcia, UVI Mayaguez. 40 
 41 
JIM BERKSON:  Jim Berkson. 42 
 43 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Meaghan Bryan. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Miguel del Pozo. 48 
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 1 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Rich Appeldoorn. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, CFMC. 6 
 7 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Iris Oliveras, council staff. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you, everybody.  Does anybody have 10 
anything to comment on right now or anything that needs to be 11 
addressed at the beginning of the meeting?  Okay.  What I would 12 
like to do then is go over what I wrote up for the Snapper Unit 13 
2, which has an overage of 107 percent over the ACL. 14 
 15 
Please, if everybody could read that and then let’s comment on 16 
it and so on.  I put a little bit in here and this little 17 
paragraph in here was just some of the notes that I had from the 18 
comments that were made. 19 
 20 
One of the things that I didn’t understand was CPUE being 21 
steady, but that may not be important.  I didn’t see that we had 22 
any CPUE data and I don’t know, Meaghan, whether you have that, 23 
but I don’t know if it’s important either. 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am a little bothered by all this discussion 26 
on the number of trips and participation, for that matter, 27 
because it’s unexpanded and what information does it really 28 
provide you if it’s unexpanded? 29 
 30 
I am not sure why it was not expanded prior to this meeting, 31 
but, again, if these landings are fluctuating widely and much of 32 
it is due to the expansion factor, you would be expanding the 33 
trips by the same proportion, I would think, each year and so I 34 
would prefer that we leave out any discussion of unexpanded data 35 
in this case. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think the expansion changes 38 
anything, because it’s just going to be an equal amount up or 39 
down for the most part, since almost all the fishery is based 40 
out on the west coast. 41 
 42 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It would change a lot though, because it 43 
changes from year to year.  If the expansion factor was constant 44 
from one year to the next, it would not change anything, but 45 
given how the expansion factor is highly variable itself from 46 
one year to the next -- 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Good point. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As far as we know, these trips could be going 3 
like this too each year, but since it’s not expanded, it just 4 
doesn’t add anything to the discussion. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I do think though, Meaghan, you had catch 7 
per effort from TIP data? 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I have the catch per unit effort for the Snapper 10 
Unit 2 in the presentation and so I can show CPUE and just to 11 
make a comment about why the number of trips were not expanded, 12 
it was just a time issue.  There wasn’t enough time to get 13 
everything ready last -- 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I didn’t mean to -- 16 
 17 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, but I’m just trying to answer your question. 18 
 19 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It’s just been bothering me listening to and 20 
watching the slides over the last day and realizing that catch 21 
is expanded but trips is not.  I would rather see no expansion -22 
- Well, you almost have to have expansion on the catch to see if 23 
it has exceeded the ACL. 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I can provide you with the CPUE for Snapper Unit 26 
2. 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Why don’t we just take a look at it? 29 
 30 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The bottom figure shows the catch per unit 31 
effort for Snapper Unit 2 and so between about 2005 and 2011, it 32 
looks fairly stable. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That was estimated by taking the unexpanded 35 
catch and dividing it by the unexpanded effort or trips? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  This is from TIP data. 38 
 39 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, this is from the commercial data. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Expanded? 42 
 43 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, this must be the reported catch and the 44 
reported number of trips. 45 
 46 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s okay that way.  As long as one is not 47 
expanded and the other is. 48 
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 1 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No, they wouldn’t have expanded one and not the 2 
other to do this.  It’s the reported catch and the reported 3 
number of trips. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Therefore, Barbara, in your write-up, when 6 
you talk about the trips increasing, we actually can’t say that 7 
and if the expansion factor that was used -- Of course, in 2010, 8 
they were using the 2009 and so we really don’t know what that 9 
value was, but we know the other correction factor went up and 10 
so the expansion wouldn’t be as great and therefore, that 11 
increase in 2011 relative to 2010 might not be there if those 12 
trips were expanded. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  When I looked at this, what I was looking at is 15 
there actual changes in -- Looking at enhanced data, is there 16 
actual changes in the number of trips and the number of fishers 17 
reporting?  That was why the data was, I assumed, was not 18 
enhanced or expanded, but because we’re -- 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Walter’s observation was right on that the 21 
expansion factor changes from year to year and so what looked 22 
like an increase may not be an increase once you adjust it for 23 
that. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I was curious about why is the standard 26 
deviation for 2010 so incredibly high?  What causes that such 27 
high variability?  It’s unusual, because actually the increment 28 
in catch is not that much.   29 
 30 
It’s pretty much steady around 100 pounds per trip.  For more 31 
than six or seven years, the catch has been steady, pretty much 32 
steady.  I am not seeing the graph right now and I am trying to 33 
come back to it, but it strikes me that the standard deviation 34 
just blows off in 2010 and why?  What I see from 2010 and 2011 35 
is pretty much what it has been during the last six or seven 36 
years or more. 37 
 38 
My point is that there is nothing unusual about the 2010 and 39 
2011 catch.  It is what it has been since 2005, probably, 2005 40 
or 2006. 41 
 42 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The variability of the individual trips would 43 
cause that. 44 
 45 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s captured per unit effort and so it has 46 
been stable, the catch per unit effort. 47 
 48 
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MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The average catch per unit effort seems to be 1 
relatively stable, yes.  There was a subtle increase. 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In your opinion, what causes the big 4 
variability? 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  There might be a lot of variability in a given 7 
year on the trips. 8 
 9 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  On the trips?  On the capture per trip? 10 
 11 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, the CPUE per trip. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s strange. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  2010 is a funny year in terms of you don’t 16 
really have an expansion factor for that and so initially, I 17 
thought that this was because of the fact that you used the 2009 18 
expansion factor, but it’s not.  This is not expanded. 19 
 20 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  No and that was just confirmed.  This is 21 
reported and reported. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Since 2005 or 2006, the CPUE has been fairly 24 
steady, around 100 to 120 pounds per trip. 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  You can see, if you just accepted this, 27 
that from 2009 to 2011 there is a very large increase in the 28 
number of trips, but these are not expanded and if you expanded 29 
those, that increase, most probably, would disappear. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, because the correction factor is 0.5 32 
divided by -- The number divided by 0.5 in 2009 and 2010.  Since 33 
it’s the same correction factor for those two years, the 34 
increase in 2010 presumably is more real. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  2009 will look more like 2008.  2010, that 37 
rise from 2009 to 2010 will stay the same, because the expansion 38 
factor is the same, but 2011 will drop, because a lot more 39 
reporting was going on there.  Maybe that can explain the 40 
overrun in 2010 and then the subsequent drop, but still over in 41 
2011, but you would actually have to run the correction factors 42 
to see on that trend. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, just to make sure.  Does that mean that we 45 
would like to get that information prior to the finalization of 46 
our recommendation or is it just, given the fact that we’re 47 
looking at the enhanced monitoring to account for the overage 48 
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and because of the fact that Puerto Rico calculates an annual 1 
correction factor, that it’s not going to make any difference 2 
anyway? 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I personally would like to see those trips 5 
expanded, to see whether there really is a trend in the number 6 
of trips that might track the variations in catch that we’re 7 
seeing, in which case all of this may be driven by the expansion 8 
factor. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you want the same thing for the number of 11 
fishers as well, because that’s not expanded either. 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  You can’t expand number of fishers. 14 
 15 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Number of fishermen isn’t really the issue.  16 
It’s how many times somebody went fishing. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We will just be asking for the trips for Snapper 19 
Unit 2 to be expanded. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, my understanding is that the ACL 22 
was based on the expanded data and so the expansion of the 23 
number of trips will just make an effect in the CPUE, no? 24 
 25 
I agree and I perfectly like that analysis and in fact, I like 26 
the analysis.  What I don’t like is the conclusion that no 27 
matter what, what we care about here is the ACL and the 28 
relationship between total landings, expanded data, versus what 29 
was decided to set as the ACL for this group. 30 
 31 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s not going to affect catch per unit 32 
effort.  The units for that are constant. 33 
 34 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  If you increase the number of trips, it’s 35 
going to -- If you expand the number of trips, it’s going to 36 
have an effect on CPUE. 37 
 38 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The CPUE was determined with the unexpanded 39 
catch and the unexpanded trips.  If you had expanded both the 40 
catch and the trips, you would have gotten the same CPUE and so 41 
as long as they’re on the same basis, unexpanded or expanded, 42 
you’re going to get the same CPUE and so the CPUE was determined 43 
correctly.  The ACL is based on expanded catch and that’s what 44 
we’ve been looking at. 45 
 46 
Now, again, whether the expansion factors are correct, that’s a 47 
matter of debate, but certainly we’ve been looking at the 48 
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expanded catch figures. 1 
 2 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Let me see if I understood.  What we are 3 
looking at now is on the expanded data, on the expanded 4 
landings, but the unexpanded trips and that’s correct?  If you 5 
expand the number of trips -- No?  Then I don’t know. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The ACL is based on the expanded landings.  8 
The estimate of catch per unit effort is not based on the 9 
expanded landings.  It’s based on unexpanded landings and 10 
unexpanded number of trips. 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay.  Now I understand.  I thought it was 13 
based on expanded landings, but unexpanded effort and now I’m 14 
clear. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you want to make any changes to this now or 17 
do you want to wait until we get the other information that 18 
Meaghan is in the process of asking for?  She may be able to get 19 
it or may not.  Is there anything -- Do we want to just wait 20 
with this until we see if we can get that? 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Meaghan, you don’t have the values that 23 
went into those graphs? 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I was not given that.  I was given the graphs, 26 
but not the commercial landings data. 27 
 28 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You have most of the Snapper Unit 2 that would 29 
be west coast and you already showed us the correction factor by 30 
coast and so can you just take that -- I think it was the second 31 
slide you showed yesterday that had the correction factors by 32 
coast and you ought to be at least able to eyeball it and I 33 
don’t know if it’s such -- I don’t know if it’s embedded so you 34 
can just touch and get the values on that. 35 
 36 
It seemed that most of the landings are west coast and you can 37 
just use that graph that showed the expansion factors for that 38 
coast to at least get an estimate on the number of trips. 39 
 40 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, just a question.  The overage of 41 
139,000 pounds is for 2010 and 2011 combined or -- 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It is from the average landings on 2010 and 44 
2011, the difference between the ACL and the average, the mean, 45 
landings of 2010 and 2011.  It’s not additive, but it’s the 46 
mean. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s the mean per year? 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s just the mean of 2010 and 2011 landings 3 
compared with the ACL. 4 
 5 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  For the two years, the total overage is how 6 
much?  It’s how many pounds for the two years? 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t know, but you can look at this graph. 9 
 10 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  You want the percent overage? 11 
 12 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Total pounds. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The graph up there sort of shows it. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  The scale is so huge that it’s -- 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The overage was 156,000 pounds. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But in 2010, it was about 380,000 pounds was not 21 
the overage, but the total landings.  It was around 200,000 22 
pounds in 2011 and so that means that the overage was much 23 
higher in 2010 than it was in 2011, but it was high in both 24 
years.  It’s really significant in both years, over 54,000 25 
pounds in 2011 and well over 100,000 pounds, 150,000 pounds, in 26 
2010.  The graph is up showing the expansion correction factors 27 
by coast and year. 28 
 29 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  You wanted to see what the number of trips per 30 
coast would -- The number of trips was aggregated across coasts. 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I really don’t want anything, but I’m just 33 
saying if you assume that most of that catch is from the west 34 
coast, which I think it is, you can take that, whichever one is 35 
west there, the blue or whatever, and use that as your 36 
correction factor. 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I think it’s the other one.  That’s the 39 
south. 40 
 41 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  It’s the darker blue.  In 2011 for the west 42 
coast, the expansion factor is 0.88 and the number of trips in 43 
2011 is about -- The reported is 2,019 and so if you divide that 44 
by 0.88, it’s almost 2,300 trips.  That would be for 2011. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are we waiting for something else? 47 
 48 
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MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I just quickly did the expanded trips for 2010 1 
and it was about 1,500 and so I don’t know how that’s -- 2009 2 
would be 2,100, about, and 2008 would be about 1,900. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What was 2008? 5 
 6 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  2008 was about 1,900.  Sorry, but 2010 was 7 
3,700.   8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Of course, the issue is that the expansion 10 
factor for 2010 was not calculated. 11 
 12 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and so that was using 2009’s expansion 13 
factor. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there any reason to think that 2009’s 16 
expansion is better for 2010 than 2011’s expansion factor?  That 17 
would change considerably the overage. 18 
 19 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s a good point and I do not know and Daniel 20 
is not here.  I think they’ve just been operating under the 21 
assumption that just use the expansion factor the year before. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and they probably did that because in 2010 24 
they wouldn’t have had the 2011 expansion factor. 25 
 26 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Actually, I thought of it and Daniel did say 27 
something yesterday that 2011 was much improved.  They had done 28 
something in 2011, but I can’t remember what it was. 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The Secretary had allowed people who had 31 
late reports to actually submit those. 32 
 33 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s right and so there was that change in 34 
2011 and so that’s the reason that they used -- At least I 35 
assume that was the reason that they used 2009 rather than some 36 
average between the two years. 37 
 38 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I believe you’re right there and that didn’t go 39 
into effect until 2011 and so the 2010 data would be closer to 40 
2009, because the fishermen were not turning in those extra 41 
reports. 42 
 43 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I did just hear back from the lab and there’s 44 
some question about if these expansion factors -- There should 45 
be a separate set of expansion -- They thought there should be a 46 
separate set of expansion factors for trips and they want 47 
confirmation from Daniel for that and I just told them that he’s 48 
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not here.  I don’t think we can get the expanded effort by the 1 
end of today, unless they can get in touch with Daniel 2 
relatively quickly. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you could go back to the graph that 5 
shows the actual expanded landings, what we are sort of at is 6 
that maybe 2010 is so high because the expansion factor used was 7 
inappropriate, given that reportings were so much better in 2011 8 
and if trend had actually started in 2010, and we need to get 9 
that from Daniel, that could drive it, but it wouldn’t save 10 
2011, which is still over, but, of course, not nearly as bad. 11 
 12 
This, of course, has a big impact on the accountability measures 13 
that are going to go into place as to how much over we are 14 
talking. 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In essence, we need reconfirmation and maybe 17 
during the break we can call him and find out, because I think 18 
people have his telephone number, when the actual ability for 19 
fishermen to turn in late reports was put into place and so 20 
would it affect the 2010 data or only the 2011?  As I recall, it 21 
was only 2011. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It was merely 2011. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But the discussion was that way because we 26 
didn’t have a factor in 2010 and so weren’t talking about the 27 
impacts of 2010.  When he talked about why it had changed in 28 
2011, he was talking about that, but we never discussed whether 29 
that backtracked into 2010. 30 
 31 
At least my understanding of the conversation was we had locked 32 
into 2011 because that’s the year we were discussing and not was 33 
there something going on in 2010.  If you remember it better 34 
than I, I will yield to that. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not sure if I do, but I remember thinking 37 
to myself at the time why these 2009 correction factors for 2010 38 
were not an average of both 2009 and 2011.  Then he started 39 
talking about in 2011 they changed the system, as you were just 40 
talking about. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I think it has to do with -- Well, I was 43 
guessing that it had to do with the fact that they don’t go back 44 
and so when they hit 2010 and they didn’t have a correction 45 
factor, they used 2009 and at 2011, they didn’t go back to 46 
correct what that might be, but we need to talk to Daniel about 47 
this. 48 



202 
 

 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Do we have the unexpanded data for Snapper 2 
Group 2, the unexpanded data, essentially the raw data, the 3 
landings, the weights? 4 
 5 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I do not have the raw data with me.  I just have 6 
these expanded landings that I’m showing you. 7 
 8 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But you’re going to check and see if you can get 9 
it? 10 
 11 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Sure and I will do that right now. 12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, in the future, it would be nice to 14 
have graphs with both the expanded and the unexpanded data in 15 
the same graph.  It would be useful to see what is the final 16 
product made of, because the data is -- It’s not real.  It’s a 17 
multiplied thing or divided, whatever. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s going to be a little bit before you get 20 
that information, Meaghan?  Is that right? 21 
 22 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, I just sent a message. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Meanwhile, are there any other changes that you 25 
want to make in this right now or any other comments? 26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara, on Line 4, when you say the expansion 28 
factor for 2010 was identical to the 2009 expansion factor, I 29 
would say that the 2009 expansion factor was used in 2010, 30 
because saying it was identical could be interpreted as it was 31 
calculated, but it just turned out to be the same. 32 
 33 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Just maybe following up on a previous 34 
comment by Rich, whether we could consider using an expansion 35 
factor for 2010 based on an average between 2009 and 2011. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think we have to talk to Daniel, because 38 
obviously in 2011 they had a unique situation and that unique 39 
situation may have extended into 2010, but it’s unclear and the 40 
unique situation was that the Secretary allowed fishermen to 41 
turn in their catch reports beyond the sixty-day limit that 42 
previously pertained. 43 
 44 
That meant that a lot of fishermen were turning in their catch 45 
reports in 2011 for sure.  Whether they were doing that in 2010 46 
as well or for part of 2010, we don’t know and so we need to 47 
talk to Daniel about that. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What you’re saying is that part of that 2 
effort was from 2010?  No? 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’m saying that we don’t know when the 5 
Secretary actually changed the rules about when they can turn in 6 
their data.  We know it did not happen in 2009 and so the 2009 7 
factor should be as it is.  We do know it happened in 2011 and 8 
so that’s okay.  We don’t know whether that rule was first put 9 
into place in 2010 and may have affected that 2010 data.   10 
 11 
If it did, then yes, using something like the average of the two 12 
might be the way to go or even using the 2011 one if it covered 13 
all the 2010 year, but I don’t think he was talking about we got 14 
a lot -- He didn’t say we got a lot more reports in 2010, but as 15 
I said, we weren’t really talking about that year so much, 16 
because we didn’t have a correction factor to talk about. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  Maybe I missed something, but I thought it was 19 
pretty clear from what Daniel said that that relaxation took 20 
place about halfway through 2011 and that’s what my notes say. 21 
 22 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought the same thing. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you have it written down, then I’m 25 
willing to go with that and then we’re stuck with 2010 the way 26 
it is. 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I wanted to ask, are there international 29 
waters in Mona Passage or all the waters are federal 30 
jurisdiction beyond the nine miles? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  All the waters are federal until you hit 33 
the Dominican waters. 34 
 35 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Which is where? 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Between Mona and the Dominican Republic to 38 
about the big point of Pichincha is basically split Puerto Rican 39 
and Dominican. 40 
 41 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Okay, because Pichincha is where most of 42 
this catch is coming from.  Fishermen in Rincon are going to the 43 
Pichincha to fish for queen snapper. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I had a discussion with Capella about what 46 
do fishermen mean by Pichincha and he says it’s not just that 47 
seamount, but it’s the whole ridge running up to it and so where 48 
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exactly along there actually becomes important and so unless 1 
we’re getting GPS coordinates on these vessels, which would be 2 
really nice to have had, because expansion of this fishery out 3 
along that ridge has certainly occurred during the time period 4 
that we’re looking at and that may be one of the reasons we have 5 
such a constant catch per unit effort and such a good looking 6 
size structure.   7 
 8 
It’s not because they’re underfishing, and I’m not saying 9 
they’re overfishing, but that they’re just expanding into new 10 
areas, into unexploited stocks.  There’s enough unknowns there 11 
that the scenarios are multiple.  12 
 13 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  That’s why my comments on the SEDAR meeting, 14 
that one of the things to be considered in setting ACLs for 15 
these species is the habitat range is huge.  It’s a huge habitat 16 
and it’s not constrained to the small coast of Puerto Rico.  17 
That was one of my points and now we’re seeing that it’s working 18 
for the fishermen and it’s working for the fisheries and 19 
unfortunately, now we are tied.  We are tied up in our own 20 
decisions. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think, Richard, what you were saying is that 23 
there is a large habitat out there, but there’s been kind of 24 
sequential harvesting of the habitat and so on, which may have 25 
kept the size of the fish high and the catch per unit effort. 26 
 27 
The question becomes is what’s happening now in terms of this a 28 
function of just the fact that it’s a large habitat and the fish 29 
population -- You can harvest it at this rate or will you see a 30 
decline in future years because people have gone out and fished 31 
the whole of the habitat? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right, but the impact on ACLs is such that 34 
the time period under which the ACL was set was probably not 35 
looking at the entire area available and therefore, it would 36 
basically artificially restrict fishing into whatever area they 37 
were fishing during that time and so the impact would be 38 
artificially low. 39 
 40 
We didn’t get anybody at the SEDAR meeting, any of the 41 
fishermen, coming up and saying yes, this is how the fishery 42 
expanded and whatnot.   43 
 44 
There were some kinds of, I think, nods that suggested that 45 
that’s what happened, but if we had some information to say in 46 
2000 we were fishing here and in 2003 or 2005 we were there and 47 
how it expanded, we could build that expansion of range 48 
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consideration into what the stock availability might be and then 1 
what the ACL might be, but without that data, we were stuck with 2 
what we were doing and so, again, it’s -- The less data we have, 3 
the more our decisions can be criticized, but the basis of the 4 
criticism is the amount of information that we had in the first 5 
place, which comes from the fishermen.  This may be a case where 6 
the ACL needs to be revisited, but that’s a decision for the 7 
council. 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Should that be a recommendation of the SSC, 10 
based on what you’ve just said, Richard? 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not sure I want to make it a 13 
recommendation.  I think we need to point out that there may be 14 
some factors involved in the fishery that affect both the ACL 15 
and our estimate of what the catch has been.  I am really 16 
disturbed about the effect of the 2010 correction factor and 17 
both of these things are in play here. 18 
 19 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I am going over my notes from Daniel Matos’s 20 
presentation and he says that they have three port samplers and 21 
then three assistants, biologists.  The regular port samplers do 22 
it four days a week and the assistants two days a week. 23 
 24 
The fishermen have sixty days to report the catch, but in 2010 25 
and 2012, the Secretary allowed additional time and therefore, 26 
fishers responded with the -- I have 2010 and 2012.  That’s what 27 
I have here, 2010 and 2012.  That might be my mistake, but 28 
that’s what I wrote down. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Maybe what we should do is a couple of things.  31 
Richard, could you write up what you’ve just talked about 32 
regarding just adding a piece about the -- Not necessarily 33 
revisiting the ACL, but the recommendations of this.  I will try 34 
to contact Daniel Matos and find out that information and then 35 
we’ll just take a break for about ten minutes. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Let me say something else, Barbara, about 38 
these western fisheries.  I need to confirm this, but I am 39 
almost positive that I had a conversation with Dr. Manuel Valdes 40 
Pizzini, who knows that fishery, and he mentioned that in the 41 
early 1990s there was an effort from the commercial fishers from 42 
the west to have some sort of collaborative thing with the 43 
Dominican Republic, because they were harvesting in Dominican 44 
Republic waters. 45 
 46 
From that conversation, we need to explore if this is not really 47 
a recent phenomena and if it may have been happening since a 48 
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long time ago, but I will call Manuel to see, because I really 1 
don’t know the west fisheries and I have no idea.  He is the guy 2 
for that. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you could do that also during the break and 5 
then we could get that information and that would be great.  6 
Let’s just take a ten-minute break and see if we can’t answer 7 
some questions. 8 
 9 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much, everybody.  I think we’ve 12 
got some information.  Daniel Matos indicated -- I talked to him 13 
during the break and Daniel Matos indicated that it was only in 14 
2011 and 2012 that the Secretary had allowed fishermen to turn 15 
in catch reports beyond the sixty-day limit and so in 2010, that 16 
was not one of the decisions of the Secretary.  2011 data was 17 
unique and different from what would have been in 2009 and 2010. 18 
 19 
Then the other thing is Richard wrote up for us, based on our 20 
discussion, a section on the concerns of the SSC and if you can 21 
read that, there’s two paragraphs.  It goes over a little bit 22 
the screen here and so if you just take a look at it and then I 23 
will scroll down.  Are there any comments? 24 
 25 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t know if you want to include in there or 26 
mention that that SEDAR found that the queen snapper were not 27 
undergoing overfishing. 28 
 29 
JIM BERKSON:  Meaghan and I were just discussing this and if the 30 
fishery expanded, it could be because the areas that had been 31 
fished were depleted and so it doesn’t necessarily mean, by 32 
definition, that the ACL would or should be increased if a 33 
depletion has taken place and for that reason the fishery has 34 
expanded. 35 
 36 
Even if we had say GPS locations where the fishermen were 37 
fishing, that wouldn’t be sufficient information to suggest that 38 
the ACL should be increased.  It would be extremely helpful to 39 
have that, but that alone wouldn’t provide those answers to us. 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t mean to imply, and I thought I was 42 
being careful not to say, that we would actually increase the 43 
ACL and that the ACL could be revisited and that’s why I said 44 
that there are other explanations for that trend. 45 
 46 
The expansion could be that to maintain catches and economic 47 
viability that they were actually forced to go further, but if 48 
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we really want to be able to address this thing, we need that 1 
kind of information.  Where were they fishing when?  Then we can 2 
look at things like catch per effort and how that was changing 3 
with the distance they were fishing. 4 
 5 
Without that information, I don’t think we can deal with that 6 
and when they bitch about this, I would like to point that I 7 
deal a lot with the Jamaican conch fishery and they export to 8 
Europe and the EU requires very extensive standards for the 9 
quality of their products. 10 
 11 
They need to know that their stuff is coming from healthy waters 12 
and so all the conch boats, which are like the boats that are 13 
fishing the snapper here and they’re small, open boats and 14 
everything like that, now all have to be with mandatory GPS 15 
things that are satellite tracked. 16 
 17 
These are small boats and it’s so that their environmental 18 
quality division can say here’s the water quality that was 19 
tested in these areas of Pedro Bank, and so this is way out 20 
there, and here’s where the boats were fishing and therefore, we 21 
can say the product was coming from areas of clean water. 22 
 23 
They even have toilets installed on these vessels to meet these 24 
requirements and so the kinds of things that we’re asking for 25 
are really a drop in the bucket compared to what some other 26 
fisheries have to do because they’re being forced to do it by 27 
their market. 28 
 29 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say that I briefly talked 30 
with Dr. Valdes Pizzini and he mentioned that the commercial 31 
deepwater snapper fishers from the west have been using 32 
resources in the Dominican Republic and other islands of the 33 
Caribbean at least since the late 1970s and basically he pointed 34 
to another person to document the more recent trends on that, 35 
because he lost track of it for more recent years. 36 
 37 
Another thing that may be important while that was going on is 38 
that the reporting was grouped as silk snappers, for the most 39 
part.  All deepwater snappers were reported as silk snappers, 40 
apparently. 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Back in the 1980s, yes. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  However, this ACL was not based on data way back 45 
there and then in the 1970s, wasn’t that when we had the big 46 
fishing fleets and stuff like that that were roaming the whole 47 
of the Caribbean and when the EEZs were created and they were 48 
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kicked out of these fishing areas, then they ended up coming 1 
back to Puerto Rico and boat sizes became smaller and the big 2 
fishing boats probably left, but the actual ACL -- That’s why I 3 
included it up here, I think, and it was based on average 4 
landings between 1999 and 2005, to make it clear what period of 5 
time we’re talking about for the ACL. 6 
 7 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Have we decided what we’re going to do with all 8 
this discussion on the number of trips and all, since it’s 9 
meaningless discussion since the figures are not expanded? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t think there’s much you can say, 12 
other than the expansion factors themselves have a tremendous 13 
impact on whether we’re having an overage or not. 14 
 15 
Historically, the expansion factors are dealt with basically on 16 
an island-wide, or more recently coast-wide, basis and not an 17 
individual sector basis and now we’re asking that data to be 18 
applied in a much more refined way than it was ever designed to 19 
do.  We’re basically getting caught in a data trap here. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I’m not sure how the data was collected and 22 
what the expansion is meant for.  My only point is that there’s 23 
a lot of discussion in this about the unexpanded number of trips 24 
and so forth, as if it has meaning.  To me, it has no meaning, 25 
since it’s not expanded.  Any trend in the unexpanded data has 26 
no content in it, because it’s not expanded. 27 
 28 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Right and so for the rough data that 29 
Meaghan gave us, there is a huge increase in 2010 in the number 30 
of expanded trips and as a consequence -- 31 
 32 
WALTER KEITHLY:  What expanded data for 2010? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  She did the rough calculations and gave us 35 
the -- 36 
 37 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I thought she said then that the Center thought 38 
that there was a separate expansion for trips and therefore what 39 
she gave us was possibly -- 40 
 41 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Possibly meaningless and that’s correct. 42 
 43 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Yes, exactly.  After we had done this exercise, 44 
then I had heard back that they have a separate trip expansion 45 
factor that we don’t have and I think they were trying to get in 46 
touch with Daniel Matos to figure out what needs to be done to 47 
get that and so it’s not going to be done by the end of today, 48 
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but I am waiting, and should within the next fifteen minutes or 1 
so, get the reported catch and effort, non-expanded.  I don’t 2 
know if that’s going to be helpful at this point.  That was 3 
asked for as well and so I’m just waiting on that. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We can do catch, because we have the -- We 6 
can back calculate the catch ourselves.  The problem is the 7 
number of trips and without that, we can’t see if 2010 is really 8 
blown up because of the effect of the expansion factor. 9 
 10 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I also asked for that, just so I could re-plot 11 
that. 12 
 13 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t want to take up a lot of time, because 14 
it seems like we’ve already spent quite a bit of time on these 15 
species, but it just seems at this point any discussion of trips 16 
and so forth is misleading, potentially very misleading, since 17 
it’s not expanded. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What I’m going to do is save this as another 20 
document and I’ll remove the information associated with the 21 
description of the trips.  I am going to get rid of all of this 22 
between here and what about the number of fishers?  Should I 23 
leave that information in? 24 
 25 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would say no. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and so we’re just -- The first paragraph 28 
only talks about landings and then we’re going to get rid of -- 29 
There’s no indication that enhanced monitoring and reporting for 30 
the overage in snapper -- We can’t even say that anymore?  Help 31 
me out here, guys.  We probably should change the wording here 32 
and should we get rid of this whole paragraph? 33 
 34 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I wouldn’t get rid of that paragraph.  35 
They don’t do expansions every year, because 2010 was not done 36 
and that’s the issue here, in the sense that because 2010 is 37 
really driving the magnitude of the overage. 38 
 39 
If that’s based on an incorrect expansion factor, because the 40 
expansion factor wasn’t calculated for that year, what we might 41 
be seeing is, to some extent, artifact, although that’s the best 42 
available data and I don’t know how we would otherwise deal with 43 
it, but it’s a caveat to the interpretation of what’s going on.  44 
I am more comfortable with 2011, but 2010, to me, is the issue. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Take a look and see if that paragraph -- Some of 47 
those things seem to be covered in the following paragraphs, but 48 
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just take a look and see if this is okay the way it is.  I might 1 
end up changing it later, when I finalize this, but -- Then I 2 
would be sure to pass it by all of you. 3 
 4 
JIM BERKSON:  I know we’ve been discussing this all morning and 5 
half of yesterday, but what’s our bottom line for this unit?  6 
What’s our overall conclusion for the question we’re being 7 
asked? 8 
 9 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think the conclusion is stated in that second 10 
paragraph for Snapper Unit 2, is that based on the number of 11 
fishers, it appears that the overage is real and not owing to 12 
enhanced monitoring or increased reporting, which was the 13 
factors we were supposed to be looking at, but we do have some 14 
caveats down here related to possible revisiting of the ACL. 15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  We were asked about the overage for 2010, correct, 17 
or just 2011?  Can you remind me? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We asked Daniel about the overage for 2010, 20 
because we were -- The 2011 overage declined substantially from 21 
2010 and so the question was, because they used the 2009 22 
expansion factor for 2010, whether the Secretary’s decision to 23 
allow fishermen to turn in catch reports after the sixty-day 24 
period pertained to 2010 and 2011 or just 2011.   25 
 26 
It only pertained to 2011 and so the expansion factor for 2009 27 
was probably more appropriate, although there could have been a 28 
lot of other factors involved, but at least with respect to the 29 
number of fishers reporting, the Secretary had not given 30 
fishermen permission to turn in catch reports after the sixty-31 
day period. 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  Is the council asking us to discuss whether 34 
reporting may have been a factor for the 2010 overage or for the 35 
2011 overage?  For 2010 or 2011 or both?  Remind me on that. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This is a species unit that was undergoing 38 
overfishing and it was considered overfished and so the ACL was 39 
established for 2010 and so we include the 2010 and 2011 data.  40 
For some species, it was only in 2011 that the ACL was 41 
established and those were species that weren’t undergoing 42 
overfishing or overfished. 43 
 44 
JIM BERKSON:  I am just trying to synthesize all the discussion 45 
we’ve had and everything that’s up there.  Given that we don’t 46 
have an expansion factor calculated for 2010 and we’re using the 47 
expansion factor for 2009, doesn’t that mean by definition that 48 
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reporting had changed and that the methodology had changed, 1 
because we don’t know whether that expansion factor -- How close 2 
to accurate that expansion factor is. 3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In essence, you’re saying that maybe the 2010 5 
overage should be eliminated because we didn’t get a -- 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t know what action needs to take place or 8 
how that’s handled.  All I know is I think the accuracy of that 9 
2010 number is in doubt when compared to other years, because we 10 
don’t have a value for that expansion factor. 11 
 12 
2009 was deemed by the experts in Puerto Rico to be the best 13 
expansion factor to use out of the choices available because 14 
they didn’t have 2010, but given the variability we’ve seen in 15 
that expansion factor over time, it makes me uncomfortable to 16 
use 2009. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I think a lot of this is expressed in that third 19 
paragraph down.  Richard has written this and so what outcome 20 
from this do you -- What’s the conclusion? 21 
 22 
JIM BERKSON:  Well, I mean I agree that it’s in there.  I just 23 
think we were asked a very specific question and I think, like 24 
when I started this round of questions, I was having a hard time 25 
finding the bottom line for that simple question in amongst all 26 
of these paragraphs. 27 
 28 
I think for me the bottom line is the overage in 2010 -- Well, 29 
that’s not -- The question was were there differences in 30 
reporting methods in 2010 and I think there were, because we 31 
don’t have an expansion factor based on 2010 data. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would have a -- We can put a 34 
recommendation or a statement at the bottom of here’s our 35 
bottom-line statement, which says something like given the data 36 
available, that data shows that there’s an overage.  However, we 37 
do question the quality of the data in that determination, but 38 
this is the best available data that we have at the moment and 39 
that’s our statement. 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just want to note that the actual reading of 42 
this thing is -- I believe this is the wording that was used and 43 
it’s owing to enhanced monitoring or increased reporting and so 44 
that’s -- It really doesn’t say anything about whether the 45 
accuracy of the data or what have you. 46 
 47 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s a good point. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  What the codified text actually says is because of 2 
enhanced data collection and monitoring efforts.  The codified 3 
text regarding what you guys are doing here today says because 4 
of enhanced data collection and monitoring efforts. 5 
 6 
JIM BERKSON:  Then the point I’m making is really irrelevant to 7 
the question we’re being asked. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  This isn’t the question you’re being asked.  You 10 
had a list of questions you were asked and this is what the 11 
codified text says.  This is the guiding regulation. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I still think it’s within our purview that 14 
if we see problems that are related to significant issues that 15 
the council is going to be dealing with that it’s our obligation 16 
to make them aware of those. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Given this discussion, is there any 19 
recommendations for wording changes on what is up there? 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just want to mention that it seems embedded in 22 
this is the implication that you not use the 2010 data and maybe 23 
that’s not the case and I don’t know where you guys are going 24 
with this, but if that’s even an implied suggestion -- Because a 25 
determination has to be made as to where we are relative to the 26 
ACLs. 27 
 28 
You can use the 2010 data and accept all of these complications 29 
or you cannot use the 2010 data.  My point is that if you don’t 30 
use the 2010 data, then you have to look at the 2011 data for 31 
all of the species and not just for the Snapper Unit 2. 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  In my comments, I’m not suggesting not to use the 34 
2010 data.  From what we heard from Daniel and from our 35 
discussion, it’s the best scientific information available.  I 36 
am just mentioning that the accuracy of 2010 is probably less 37 
than other years, due to that issue with the expansion factor 38 
not coming from 2010 and coming from 2009, but, once again, 39 
Daniel and the group that would know the best say that that’s 40 
best scientific information available and we have no reason to 41 
doubt that. 42 
 43 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any wording change that needs to be made here, 44 
based on this discussion? 45 
 46 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Not really, because if the statement “and 47 
monitoring efforts”, I mean monitoring effort is a very ample 48 
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definition.  I mean monitoring effort can include the use of 1 
different expansion factors and everything that we’ve been 2 
talking about, analyzing the number of reported trips and number 3 
of people.  All that is under monitoring efforts and so 4 
everything that we’ve been doing falls under that category and 5 
so I would leave it like that. 6 
 7 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to see a statement at the end, 8 
because that statement is now buried in that paragraph, and so 9 
if we had a concluding statement that just reiterated that point 10 
that we think that the overage is real, based on the data 11 
presented, and we feel that the data presented is, while 12 
questionable, is the best available. 13 
 14 
JIM BERKSON:  I don’t know that I agree with the term 15 
“questionable”.  I like “less accurate”. 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s fine. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and so give me the wording, please. 20 
 21 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Make this a separate paragraph, so it 22 
sticks out. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you want to say concludes -- 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would say, based on all of the above, the 27 
SSC concludes -- Which we understand to be the best available.  28 
Then something like: However, we feel that the data for 2010 -- 29 
What was the term you had, Jim? 30 
 31 
JIM BERKSON:  Less accurate. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Is less accurate, which may have impacted 34 
the results. 35 
 36 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I, for one, am uncomfortable with that last 37 
sentence.  I have no way of knowing whether 2010 is less 38 
accurate than any other year.  It may have been correct to use 39 
the 2009 figure and 2010 may have been -- The correction factor 40 
may have been exactly what 2009 was and so unless you have 41 
information to the contrary, I don’t think that last sentence is 42 
valid. 43 
 44 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the point of the first sentence.  45 
It’s the best available data and that’s what we’re basing our 46 
conclusions on. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Then to say that we feel the 2010 data is less 1 
accurate than other data I don’t think is valid.  It could be 2 
that if they had gone out and had the personnel to determine the 3 
correction factor for 2010, it may have been the same correction 4 
factor that they used for 2009 and so you don’t know. 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I agree that we don’t know and we don’t 7 
know which direction it would go.  It could show the fishery was 8 
actually worse than we’re thinking, but I guess what I would 9 
like to do is get the council to think about how the data is 10 
being used in these things and the impacts and as a consequence, 11 
do they want to suggest changes that in the future might make us 12 
have even better available data? 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind that it’s not really the comparison 15 
of the accuracy of the data in 2010 versus the accuracy in 2009.  16 
It’s the accuracy of the 2010 data compared to 1999 to 2005 when 17 
these ACLs were calculated. 18 
 19 
Nobody has made any discussions about what flaws there may be in 20 
the expansion factors for 1999 to 2005.  I am not suggesting we 21 
go there, but you may find that there are similar flaws and 22 
complications in those expansion factors that led to less 23 
accurate results when we were calculating the ACLs originally. 24 
 25 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  To me, it’s the best available data we have 26 
and we have to go with it, but if you ask me what one thing is 27 
influencing catches to a significant degree, it’s the expansion 28 
factors that are being applied that are being calculated on the 29 
basis of the whole coast and not the specific sectors that are 30 
being analyzed. 31 
 32 
Of course, the more you tease this data out, the more you’re 33 
setting yourself up for small sample size and random results and 34 
so I’m not sure where a more in-depth analysis would get us 35 
without actually having better and more data collected in the 36 
first place. 37 
 38 
However, I think if you look at the 2000 -- If you look at the 39 
longer trends in data, the landings clearly were less during the 40 
time that we did the ACLs and I don’t think that’s necessarily 41 
an expansion factor result. 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  I think my point would be that you need to say 44 
less accurate than what. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are we getting close to being happy?  Is there a 47 
consensus that this is -- Walter has got a grin on his face and 48 
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so that means he has something else coming up. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In the previous paragraph, it says 3 
“unfortunately, there are no data available to verify” and then 4 
the next sentence is “The SSC felt, however, that such 5 
information was available” and so on one line you’re saying the 6 
data is not available and the next line you’re saying it is 7 
available, but it just hasn’t been given to us. 8 
 9 
I may suggest changing it to -- How about “no data publicly 10 
available to verify, yet the SSC feels that data might be 11 
forthcoming from fishermen” or something of that nature? 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you please say that again then for this? 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Unfortunately, there are no data publicly 16 
available, though the SSC felt that fishermen may have such 17 
information or data.  Take out the period after “ACL” and though 18 
the SSC felt fishermen may have such information or the needed 19 
information. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you want to include “if fishermen were 22 
willing to provide it” as well? 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  No, I think cut it. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Cut it right there, okay.  Anything else? 27 
 28 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In the third line of the third paragraph, it 29 
says this trend is consistent with an expansion in the area 30 
fished.  Unfortunately, there is no data publicly available to 31 
verify such an expansion in the fished area or -- There is 32 
something missing there.  In the fishing area or whatever? 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other changes?  This is the unexpanded 35 
landings data. 36 
 37 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is just showing you the reported landings 38 
data, which is the blue line, for Snapper Unit 2 in Puerto Rico 39 
and then the red line is the unexpanded number of trips and so 40 
there’s a primary axis which marks the catch in whole pounds and 41 
the secondary Y-axis just shows you the number of trips.  They 42 
seem to be tracking each other. 43 
 44 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They are both unexpanded? 45 
 46 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Both are unexpanded. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  The catch per trip is only about one pound or 1 
maybe one-and-a-half? 2 
 3 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This would be -- 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They are different units.  I’m sorry.  You have 6 
different units on the right-hand side. 7 
 8 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s why CPUE stays constant. 9 
 10 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Exactly. 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Of course, this assumes all trips are equal 13 
and so if they are going further, that part of their increased 14 
effort is not accounted for in the trip basis. 15 
 16 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I am still analyzing this, but what does that 17 
tell us about the MSY?  You would expect a decrease in the catch 18 
as the number of trips increased, but yet the catch is 19 
equivalent.  It’s in harmony with the number of trips. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  This is unexpanded data and remember in 2011 -- 22 
You’ve got some increase, but the 2011 data is a little bit 23 
funny data, because of the fact that you’ve got more fishermen 24 
reporting because they could turn in their catch reports late. 25 
 26 
JIM BERKSON:  What are we supposed to be seeing with the 27 
unexpanded data? 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The only purpose for me for seeing this was 30 
to see why catch per unit effort was staying the same.  If the 31 
upward trend holds when things are expanded, then we do have a 32 
real question as to why catch per unit effort is staying 33 
constant despite a substantial increase in effort over time, 34 
other than expansion of the fishery into new areas. 35 
 36 
JIM BERKSON:  Thanks, Rich.  That makes sense.  I can’t say that 37 
I’ve ever seen data that track that closely between catch and 38 
effort from 2005 on through 2011.  It’s not that that means that 39 
it’s incorrect or there are problems with it, but it’s just 40 
fascinating.  That could be expanding into new areas.  That’s 41 
one thing that could possible explain it. 42 
 43 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Or a very healthy stock. 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Or recruitment has been really good 46 
consistently. 47 
 48 
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WALTER KEITHLY:  Jim is correct that it is rarely do you see 1 
that relationship between effort and catch, but a couple of 2 
things to keep in mind here.  One is that the fishermen, in my 3 
understanding, are often placed on limits on how much they can 4 
catch per trip. 5 
 6 
I have heard Genio saying you get an order and you go out to 7 
catch that amount and so I think that may be part of what’s 8 
going on.  Now, having said that, I’m going to go and give some 9 
contradictory information based on some conflicting information 10 
in that even though we see this constant relationship, we still 11 
have a relatively large standard error around the CPUE graph a 12 
while back.  Those are just a couple of points to keep in mind. 13 
 14 
What I find most interesting on this is that I had always 15 
thought that the high variability in the total catch was largely 16 
due to the variability in the expansion factor, the annual 17 
variability.  What this is showing is there’s quite a bit of 18 
variability in that catch without even adding in that expansion 19 
factor.  This is the unexpanded catch. 20 
 21 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ve got this and any more comments?  Are we 22 
happy with the write-up for snapper as it is now then?  Is there 23 
consensus that that’s what we’re going to go with?  Is anybody 24 
objecting to that? 25 
 26 
Then that one is finished.  We have no other species that were 27 
on our list, I believe, that we need to look at that have 28 
overages.  Some of the ones that were on our list didn’t have 29 
overages after they looked at it more closely and there were 30 
other species that had overages, but they weren’t on the agenda 31 
in the first place. 32 
 33 
The only thing I would just like to do, because of my 34 
incompetence, is just have another look by you guys at this 35 
grouper unit that we went over for St. Thomas and St. John the 36 
other day and make sure that you’re happy with this, because I 37 
had to put it back together again, because that document I had 38 
up there, I lost it. 39 
 40 
This is what I put together from the two emails I got from 41 
people and I just want to make sure that you still concur and I 42 
made a few changes to it as well as I read through it. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  I am sure I’m looking at the right thing and the 45 
annual catch limit is 51,849 pound and you’ve got 50,000.  The 46 
average landings were 56,833. 47 
 48 
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RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Average of what? 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s no average. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, there is.  Grouper are a 2010 species and so 5 
you would use the 2010 and 2011 average. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s probably what was in that other one too 8 
and the average landings were 56,833. 9 
 10 
BILL ARNOLD:  The percent over was 9.6 and you will have to do 11 
the math on the pounds over. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Meaghan, if you could just check it. 14 
 15 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I gave you the expanded landings, because that’s 16 
what I had at the time. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  These should be expanded too. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  There is no expansion in the USVI. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s right and there is no expansion. 23 
 24 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The point being, Walter, do you want to 25 
amend your motion to include 2011? 26 
 27 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s the average landings.  I gave you the 28 
annual landings for 2009, 2010, and 2011 and so if you take the 29 
average of those of 2010 and 2011 and so you have 60,000 pounds 30 
and 53,000 pounds. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Can you confirm that we established the ACL for 33 
grouper in 2010? 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s correct and so when you’re comparing 36 
landings to the ACL to determine if there’s an overage, you 37 
should use the average of the 2010 and 2011 landings. 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  For species that we determined the ACL for in 40 
2010. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, for the snapper, grouper, parrotfish, and 43 
queen conch. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let me just -- We probably should rewrite this a 46 
little bit if we’re going to use 2010 and 2011 data, because 47 
this pertains pretty much to 2011.  Let’s do that after lunch.  48 
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The other thing, unfortunately, that I lost was the request for 1 
timely availability of information for the SSC to review the ACL 2 
overages and so I rewrote that. 3 
 4 
Just to go through, this is what we have.  We have the wrasse 5 
section that we did with the table and then this is the queen 6 
conch for St. Croix and we have the grouper that we were just 7 
discussing and we’ve got Snapper Unit 2. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  What did you say about wrasses? 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The recreational for recreational fishers for 12 
wrasses, it’s right up here.  This is the recreational and I 13 
will try to put this together within the next week as well and 14 
just send it off to all of you with a final, so that you can all 15 
review it and get back to me with any comments and we can 16 
finalize it via email. 17 
 18 
I will probably add a few graphs to this as well, just so that 19 
they’re available so that people can see what we were looking at 20 
when we were making these statements.  This is the section for 21 
timely availability of information for the SSC to review ACL 22 
overages and I have probably changed this a bit, because having 23 
lost it and then trying to remember what we did, but I said the 24 
SSC requests that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center 25 
finalize the list of species units that have exceeded the ACL in 26 
the prior year and provide the SSC with a list of these species 27 
units along with pertinent information regarding the 28 
jurisdictions in which the overages occurred and the amount of 29 
overage by October 1.  Maybe it should say “of each year” and I 30 
don’t know. 31 
 32 
The SSC will review the list and request specific data analyses 33 
from the SEFSC to help it determine if the ACL was exceeded 34 
because of enhanced data collection and monitoring efforts 35 
instead of an increase in the total catch of the species or 36 
species group. 37 
 38 
These analyses should be available no later than two weeks 39 
before the SSC meeting at which these ACL overages will be 40 
addressed so that the SSC has time to comprehensively review the 41 
data and request any further analyses.  Does that sound fine and 42 
is two weeks sufficient or should we ask for three weeks or 43 
what?  Two weeks is fine?  Okay.  That covers it pretty well? 44 
 45 
We had another paragraph and I can’t remember what that other 46 
paragraph was at all, but I don’t think it was -- I think this 47 
pretty much covers what we had and I was a little bit more 48 
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specific on what we wanted than we had put in there before. 1 
 2 
I was going to send this then to Steve Turner and I haven’t done 3 
so, because I was reconstituting it, to see if those dates will 4 
be satisfactory and that October 1 is a reasonable date. 5 
 6 
Then we’re pretty much done with this, except we’ll go back to 7 
the grouper after lunch.  The next item on the agenda is the 8 
research priorities and so if you can pull that information out, 9 
we have two things here.  One that is probably of most 10 
importance with respect to this is the original research 11 
priority document that we worked on and then the second was the 12 
recommendations or suggestion of Mike Sissenwine regarding the 13 
actual organization of our research priorities to discuss. 14 
 15 
Then the other aspect of it -- I guess there’s three aspects of 16 
it.  Obviously we don’t have the time after all this discussion 17 
with the ACLs to go through this and do a comprehensive document 18 
regarding research priorities and what do we want to do to make 19 
sure that this can get done? 20 
 21 
Do we want to go back to our original recommendation, et cetera?  22 
Let’s take this thing one at a time.  My recommendation is we 23 
discuss Mike’s recommendations for the topics that we discuss 24 
first and remember -- 25 
 26 

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FIVE-YEAR RESEARCH PRIORITIES 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara, yesterday you asked me to find out what 29 
the deadline date is on this and there is no defined deadline 30 
date.  It is not January 1 or anything else.   31 
 32 
Now, the council may establish a deadline date for you to get 33 
this to them, but there is no deadline date to get it to the 34 
Secretary and we asked not just -- We consulted the MSA, which 35 
explains that this has to be done, and we also asked General 36 
Counsel and they said there is no established deadline date and 37 
we asked the other branch of the South Atlantic and Gulf and 38 
they said they don’t have a deadline date and may not even do 39 
five-year research priorities, but that’s a separate topic.   40 
 41 
I don’t think that you’re under -- According to all this 42 
information, you’re not under any pressure to get this thing 43 
done by any particular time, at least according to the MSA.  44 
Now, according to the council, that is different, but according 45 
to the MSA, I don’t think you have a heavy brick laying on your 46 
head to get this thing done. 47 
 48 
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BARBARA KOJIS:  It would be the council that would have the 1 
brick laying on their head.  We’re supposed to be just working 2 
with the council and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, et 3 
cetera. 4 
 5 
The council has asked us to come up with research priorities and 6 
they recommended that we use the format that the Western Pacific 7 
Fisheries Management Council used, which you should have a copy 8 
of, and then we -- Some people from the SSC were not here at the 9 
meeting where we worked on this and when I sent out the 10 
information to everybody, Mike Sissenwine came back and made 11 
some recommendations as to how he thought this should be done. 12 
 13 
His seemed to be more focused on the type -- Taking into 14 
consideration what the Southeast Fisheries Science Center really 15 
needed and what they would want to do and felt that their input 16 
was very important on this. 17 
 18 
The other aspect of it was he asked about the audience for this 19 
plan and I emailed back regarding that, indicating that it was 20 
the council and -- I guess I would have to pull that up, but it 21 
was the council and the audience is anybody really who is doing 22 
research in the area who would be possibly taking a look at this 23 
list of research priorities to see where maybe their possible 24 
research would fit in there. 25 
 26 
Obviously the Southeast Fisheries Science Center is one of the 27 
most important people involved in this, but other people as well 28 
would be possibly doing this research and not necessarily using 29 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center funds or even Caribbean 30 
Fisheries Management Council funds, but using funds that they 31 
get from their own research projects. 32 
 33 
JIM BERKSON:  I wasn’t at the meeting that started this and I 34 
apologize for that, but that was due to funding issues, but I 35 
guess the initial question I have is given that there are so 36 
many research needs documents out there, whether SEDAR or 37 
different organizations or what, what is it we’re hoping to 38 
accomplish that’s unique with our list that isn’t just another 39 
list of lists?  Do you know what I mean? 40 
 41 
Granted, the council wants us to do it and we need to do it, but 42 
where does this fit into the grand scheme of Caribbean research 43 
lists? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If I could, SEDAR has a very specific focus 46 
and that is individual stock assessments.  I think our research 47 
needs are much broader than that.  In fact, I would go as far to 48 
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argue that if we were to put all our efforts into SEDAR, we 1 
would be missing the management boat, because kind of where 2 
we’re going with this is trying to make assessments on those 3 
stocks that are left and I don’t think that’s the way we want to 4 
do our management. 5 
 6 
We really want to get some of our stocks that are probably 7 
fairly depressed back up and that’s totally outside of the SEDAR 8 
process and I felt, a couple of weeks ago, very uncomfortable 9 
going to a meeting where we’re looking at parrotfish and 10 
surgeonfishes. 11 
 12 
That’s really not what we should be fishing and yet here we are 13 
and we could continue doing this kind of stuff forever, but we 14 
really need to get management to focus on those kinds of things 15 
which is going to give the system more resilience and more 16 
productivity overall. 17 
 18 
I think the research needs, as a consequence, go well beyond the 19 
demands of SEDAR.  SEDAR certainly has very valid things that it 20 
asks, because that process is going to be important, but I think 21 
it needs to target a different set of species to achieve those 22 
goals and so, to me, there’s a big difference between the two. 23 
 24 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s really helpful, Rich, but I didn’t mean to 25 
limit my question to SEDAR.  I am just assuming if you looked up 26 
research needs lists for the Caribbean, the U.S. Caribbean, you 27 
could come up with twenty lists from twenty different meetings 28 
or organizations and SEDAR would be only one of them. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I am just trying to look at -- How do you guys 31 
want to address this?  Do you want to look at what the comments 32 
were that Mike Sissenwine made and do that first?  Okay. 33 
 34 
What we did was we divided the topics into five categories, 35 
which were, for those of you who weren’t there, stock status; 36 
the assessment of the impacts of current federal management 37 
regulations on stocks; ecosystem-based research, watershed 38 
approach, large spatial and temporal studies; the fourth 39 
category was fishing-associated human impact communities; and 40 
then new and alternative sampling techniques. 41 
 42 
We divided people up to address each of these areas and then 43 
these are Mike’s comments.  He felt that Categories 1 and 2 are 44 
the same, except that Category 2 lists specific stocks to be 45 
assessed and then category -- As you recall, Category Number 1 46 
was more topics and wasn’t addressed in detail. 47 
 48 
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Category 5 is a subcategory of Category 1 and Category 3 is 1 
interesting research, but its priority in terms of decisions the 2 
CFMC and NMFS need to make to fulfill management requirements is 3 
unclear or inadequately justified and then 3 was ecosystem-based 4 
research.  Then Category 4 was clearly important. 5 
 6 
He made recommendations that instead of having those just four 7 
categories that we have another series of four categories and so 8 
just take a look at what he is recommending here.  He is kind of 9 
using integrated ecosystem observing system like integrated 10 
oceanographic observing system and just combining things in a 11 
bit of a different way. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am willing to start off by saying I very 14 
much like Mike’s organization.  My caveat is at the moment we 15 
have substantial investment in the other format and how much 16 
time would it take us to revamp what we’ve done to fit it into 17 
this format and make sure that we have each one of those sub-18 
things thought about and suggestions made as appropriate for 19 
those? 20 
 21 
If this a long-term process, I would say let’s go adopt this 22 
approach.  On the other hand, this is going to add time and make 23 
us backtrack a little bit and at this point, is that -- Do we 24 
have that luxury of time that we would want to do it that way 25 
and, as a consequence, should we just move forward with what we 26 
have just because of the time invested in that? 27 
 28 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any other comments? 29 
 30 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Is that a motion? 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, because he’s leaving it open for two 33 
different things. 34 
 35 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  It’s just to start the discussion. 36 
 37 
JIM BERKSON:  I think the logic behind this organization is 38 
stronger than the logic behind the existing organization.  I 39 
also think that Mike has worked on probably a lot of these 40 
documents and so this format would be more consistent with 41 
existing documents trying to do the same thing. 42 
 43 
Given that we don’t seem to have a pressing deadline and not 44 
that we want to keep this going forever -- I don’t know, but I 45 
kind of like the idea of shifting it over to this format, but 46 
there are a lot of committee members here and a lot of opinions, 47 
I’m sure. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Count me in on that one, too.  I like this 2 
format much better. 3 
 4 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would like to make an addition to this 5 
one.  In ecosystem studies, he has habitat degradation impacts 6 
on resource species and I would like to see a priority on the 7 
effects of fishing on habitat degradation, ecosystem 8 
degradation. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I will put it in italics so we know we added 11 
this one.  Any other comments about just the organizational part 12 
of this? 13 
 14 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I would reword it a little bit and I would 15 
rather state it like effects of fishing on ecosystem structure 16 
and function, because degradation already implies fishers are 17 
harming the environment and so it has a negative implication. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Now there’s another part to this that he made a 20 
recommendation on too and it’s invite experts to identify and 21 
justify how will the results influence management decisions and 22 
cost priority studies. 23 
 24 
The SSC can then attempt to integrate the proposals and set 25 
priorities.  The goal should be for the agency to use the plan 26 
to prioritize existing resources and as a justification for a 27 
budget initiative.  28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would expand that in the sense that -- 30 
The comments that you had made in your response to him was that 31 
in addition to what he just mentions, there’s this path where 32 
people writing proposals, to say the Cooperative Research 33 
Program or MARFIN or things like that, can address this list and 34 
say the council has identified this as a research priority as 35 
part of the justification for the work that they’re proposing. 36 
 37 
In addition to the funds that the Southeast Center could address 38 
directly with their staff and resources or the council can do 39 
with the money they get from the coral program and other 40 
sources, there is that third line of people writing proposals to 41 
NOAA or Sea Grant or whomever, even private foundations. 42 
 43 
I would also point out that that’s the hard part.  We’re coming 44 
up with a list, but to actually fit it into how this is going to 45 
help management is -- I think it’s exceedingly important, 46 
because that’s really what is going to generate priority.  47 
That’s where a lot of discussion is going to be taking place, I 48 
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think. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are we in agreement then that we will revise the 3 
framework for putting these research priorities together based 4 
on what Mike has said here?  Are there any other changes or 5 
additions to this framework?   6 
 7 
I am particularly interested in the social and economic impact 8 
assessment, because that’s not my background and Miguel and 9 
Walter are here and this looks like it may be -- I don’t know 10 
whether this is a confining number of topics or whether all the 11 
things that you think should be done in relation to social and 12 
economic impacts would be able to be subsumed under these 13 
headings. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I would say it’s very different from the 16 
original and, for instance, one of the topics that I would 17 
prioritize -- I don’t know where it will fit there and let me 18 
see. 19 
 20 
Obviously if we stick to that, it will be under community 21 
profiling, but I don’t know and I think that addressing and 22 
documenting the community perceptions regarding marine and 23 
coastal ecosystem status -- I had that as one of the topics the 24 
community perceptions regarding marine and coastal ecosystem 25 
status and the reasons for those perceptions, because that will, 26 
among other things, help to predict the expected levels of 27 
voluntary compliance with conservation and management measures. 28 
 29 
I don’t know and where will that fit?  Honestly, I’m a bit 30 
confused right now, because it’s a complete change from the 31 
original. 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Miguel, do you want that added as a topic or -- 34 
 35 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  We can put it there and I’m not sure if these 36 
headings are just like headings that we’re going to work and 37 
expand and that will go under community profiling or if it will 38 
be a different -- Honestly, I have to think about it. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Why don’t we leave it there then like 41 
that and then we can always change this later, because this -- I 42 
would think these are major topics and there could be a number 43 
of items under each one.  That’s the way I see it.  Walter, you 44 
weren’t here and you’re always prescient with respect to these 45 
types of things.  Do you have any comments on this? 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  On 3a, I would change the modeling recreational 48 
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and commercial demand to modeling recreational and commercial 1 
demand and supply relationships. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I have a question.  Now are we going to spend 4 
the rest of this meeting, of the afternoon, dealing with this 5 
and we are expected to come up with something sort of final or 6 
are we going to have a couple of weeks?  What’s the 7 
determination after all the things about having or not having 8 
deadlines? 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s one of the things I want to discuss with 11 
-- The next topic, if we think that this is a good framework and 12 
we can take what we’ve done previously maybe and fit it in here, 13 
but at the same time, what would be the best way of handling 14 
this? 15 
 16 
We made a recommendation before about having a meeting and we 17 
recommended two people from the SSC to attend a meeting to 18 
formulate a research priorities with the Southeast Fisheries 19 
Science Center with another team of people. 20 
 21 
Some of the reason we did that, I think, was because people 22 
outside are pretty much volunteers and unless we have a lot of 23 
time at an SSC meeting to do this, we probably would have to 24 
spend two or three days at least, and maybe more, doing this 25 
sort of thing. 26 
 27 
It may be better to have a group of people involved and 28 
certainly Mike was concerned about having the Southeast 29 
Fisheries Science Center involved in the formulation of this, so 30 
that we’re not getting off on tracks that they don’t think are 31 
important and then the council staff probably need to be 32 
involved as well, because they have certain areas that they’re 33 
interested in, and the chair of the council as well. 34 
 35 
I don’t know.  I don’t know what the best way of going forward 36 
with this is and I would like recommendations from the SSC.  We 37 
have a limited amount of time we can continue to work on this 38 
and possibly refine -- By working on it, refine some of this 39 
framework more fully today, but we’re going to not be able to 40 
move forward too far with this in the limited time we have left 41 
and so what’s the recommendation as far as the SSC? 42 
 43 
It doesn’t look like we have at least a requirement, according 44 
to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as far as deadline is concerned and 45 
so the council doesn’t look like it’s under a hammer to get 46 
stuff done, although without Graciela here, we don’t know what 47 
Miguel and the CFMC has been told.  What would you like to do as 48 
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far as going forward with this? 1 
 2 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would point out that some of the 3 
categories that we were dealing with at the last meeting we 4 
actually didn’t get to and so there’s more work that needs to be 5 
done in terms of filling that out, but I suspect it would take 6 
us the rest of the afternoon just to convert what we had into 7 
this new format and maybe flesh out a little bit more how the 8 
thing kind of meshes together. 9 
 10 
JIM BERKSON:  Would we need the whole committee to do that or is 11 
that something that can be done by one or two people and then 12 
have the committee work on the next stage of it? 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What we did last time was we divided up so that 15 
the people who were involved in -- Like Miguel and then Walter 16 
this time would work on the Topic 3 here and other people worked 17 
on different sections. 18 
 19 
That way, we didn’t have the whole committee working on this as 20 
a whole.  We just divided up so people could actually get to 21 
work and get some stuff done and we used people -- People 22 
volunteered for different areas based on their expertise. 23 
 24 
JIM BERKSON:  But if what Rich is talking about is we take the 25 
items that were organized in the past and move them over to this 26 
structure, it’s just a matter of -- Maybe I’m trivializing it, 27 
but it’s cutting and pasting into the new appropriate sections, 28 
but I don’t know that that takes the eight of us or seven of us, 29 
whatever there are, to go through that.  That sounds like a 30 
really painful way to do it. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The best way of doing it might be that the 33 
people that were working on the socioeconomic impact assessment 34 
take that information and put it into the socioeconomic and they 35 
work on that section and then the people that were doing 36 
ecosystem studies work on that to incorporate what was done 37 
before and change the wording and then with resource and 38 
integrated observing systems, they could also -- People who were 39 
working on things related to that, because this sort of 40 
separates things for integrated observing system and resource 41 
assessment a little bit different than was previously done. 42 
 43 
JIM BERKSON:  At what point do we come back together as a whole 44 
to brainstorm these individual topics and also to prioritize 45 
these individual topics, because I think sort of thinking 46 
outside the box and beyond just our own specialties is a really 47 
important part of this process, so that we get new ideas out and 48 
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we think about what these sections mean to fishery management 1 
and not just to what we’re used to staring at all the time in 2 
our own research.  I am wondering how that is going to come into 3 
play. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What we could possibly do is just say we’ll go 6 
to lunch and we can come back and divide up into these groups 7 
and at three o’clock we come back with everybody having 8 
incorporated things into this new format, using the table format 9 
that I sent out to you, and just changing the topic covers and 10 
you can just use it for your own thing.   11 
 12 
Then we can come back at three o’clock and start taking a look 13 
at this, after people have kind of thought about it and then 14 
thought about how they’re putting what they did before into this 15 
format.  Does that make sense, Jim? 16 
 17 
JIM BERKSON:  It makes sense.  I don’t think it’s nearly enough 18 
time to do what I’m talking about. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That would be then coming back and discussing 21 
everything at that point and people explaining what they’ve 22 
done, because like you weren’t here when we did this before and 23 
it’s a matter of putting things together again and maybe you can 24 
even work with some of the groups as well and see and we can 25 
even add a few more things by three o’clock. 26 
 27 
VANCE VINCENTE:  We did this already.  We did quite a bit of 28 
brainstorming when we discussed the five-year plan.  We did our 29 
homework, but, Barbara, the table that we’re talking about, the 30 
categories are the ones that we had of stock status, fisheries 31 
dependent and fisheries independent and so on?  Is that what 32 
we’re talking about? 33 
 34 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and I can email that table to everybody 35 
again if you want.  That was the final table.  Let me do that.  36 
I have just emailed you the latest one.  This is what we worked 37 
on at the August SSC meeting. 38 
 39 
Let’s just maybe make sure we all agree with what the direction 40 
is going to be with respect to this and who is going to be 41 
working on each little section.  There was the stock status that 42 
was being done by Todd and Richard last time and Graciela and I 43 
and Bill Arnold worked on the section that had what were the 44 
status of the various species that had regulatory action taken 45 
for them. 46 
 47 
Then for the ecosystem-based research, it was Vance Vincente and 48 
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Reni and then for -- Miguel del Pozo and presumably Walter, but, 1 
Miguel, you worked with I think Carlos as well on the fisheries-2 
associated human communities.  Then we had the new and 3 
alternative sampling techniques which was Todd and Richard. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  But we actually never got to anything. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s a little bit here.  You did get there, 8 
because you worked on that more than you did the stock 9 
assessment, as I recall, because the stock assessment --  10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Maybe it was the other way around, because 12 
Todd kept going out. 13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes and so people who have worked on these 15 
different sections can continue to work on those sections and 16 
incorporate them into the new framework and then I would say 17 
Walter would work with Miguel.  Then Vance and Reni would still 18 
work on the ecosystem and, Jim, what section would you want to -19 
- 20 
 21 
JIM BERKSON:  I assuming it would be the -- Can you put Mike’s 22 
organization back up on the screen?  Resource assessments would 23 
be the main section. 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  I think the part that I had and Bill 26 
worked on fits into probably integrated observing system and the 27 
resource assessment section and so we can work together on that 28 
and just put it into those areas.  29 
 30 
Richard, you were working with Todd on that as well and so I 31 
would imagine you would be working with us then and there would 32 
be four of us.  That’s kind of cumbersome, but -- 33 
 34 
JIM BERKSON:  This is a really easy format, because Number 1 is 35 
data and Number 2 is really analysis and modeling. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes.  The only thing that’s being left out then 38 
is that section where -- You may want to work on that too, but 39 
it’s the part about new technologies and so on, new methods of 40 
sampling and analysis of biological samples.  It’s new 41 
alternative sampling techniques and it could be -- We can work 42 
on different sections of this and stuff and see where it fits. 43 
 44 
The suggestion is to take this table and revise it for your 45 
section and then later on, I can pull them all together and just 46 
set it up in a similar table format, so we’ve got a standard way 47 
of doing it.   48 
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 1 
Why don’t we just plan a lunch break and then let’s try to get 2 
back together again with all of this kind of incorporated with 3 
what was done before, and if there’s anything else, about three 4 
o’clock.  Is that fine with everybody?  Meaghan, do you want to 5 
work with -- 6 
 7 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I was wondering what I should -- Should I join 8 
one of the groups or -- 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, I would think that would be a good idea.  11 
Do you have a preference on which group? 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Probably the data or the assessment groups, 14 
either one.  Was that two different groups?   15 
 16 
JIM BERKSON:  Join us with the assessment group. 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Okay.  I am joining the assessment group. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay and that will be a fairly big group, but we 21 
can just whip it all together there quickly and there’s two 22 
sections and we may be able to divide it up.  That sounds good 23 
and so let’s just adjourn right now for lunch and for working on 24 
this and be back to get together at three o’clock. 25 
 26 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on November 1, 2012.) 27 
 28 

- - - 29 
 30 

November 1, 2012 31 
 32 

THURSDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 33 
 34 

- - - 35 
 36 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Caribbean 37 
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Verdanza Hotel, 38 
Isla Verde, Puerto Rico, Thursday afternoon, November 1, 2012, 39 
and was called to order at 3:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Barbara 40 
Kojis. 41 
 42 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF ACL RECOMMENDATIONS 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We are going to resume the meeting now.  Bill is 45 
having to leave at four o’clock and I just wanted to go over a 46 
couple of things that we had left to do on the report for the 47 
ACL overages. 48 
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 1 
One of them was if you remember, we were going over the grouper 2 
unit ACL overage and realized that we had to use both 2010 and 3 
2011 data and so I revised this and if you could take a look at 4 
it, this is the revision and these are the graphs, just to 5 
remind you. 6 
 7 
Groupers are the red line here and the ACL is the dotted line 8 
and you can see that this line runs just above or equivalent to 9 
the ACL line for commercial landings.  The actual trips 10 
increased from 2000 to 2004 and then declined until 2009 and 11 
then continued to decline in 2010 and 2011. 12 
 13 
On the other hand, with regard to fishers reporting, while it 14 
was pretty stable as far as the number of fishers reporting, it 15 
suddenly shot up in 2011 and so that’s just to remind you of 16 
what the data looks like and then this is the write-up with 17 
respect to that and so take a look at it and see if you’ve got 18 
any comments or corrections and we can maybe get concurrence on 19 
this or consensus. 20 
 21 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The sentence before that, the second to the 22 
last one, you have “was responsible for the 2011 grouper 23 
landings average” and I don’t think it’s an average if it’s the 24 
only one year you’re looking at. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s “overage”.  I will make it bigger for you, 27 
Walter.  Is everybody happy with that?  Okay.  Then the other 28 
thing was that we asked -- Remember the wrasses we looked at, 29 
they had an overage for Puerto Rico for the recreational 30 
landings for wrasses and we went through and that was okay and 31 
we asked Jim Berkson to write up a little blurb about the fact 32 
that it looked like they were sampling additional sites and so 33 
this is what he wrote up regarding the additional sites and the 34 
possible contribution they might have to this overage and so 35 
take a look at that, please. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Remember we talked yesterday about looking at 38 
the reports of spearfishing in the past in the MRFSS data, 39 
because I’m seeing there that -- If the fishers have used the 40 
additional previous sites in previous years -- No, that’s not 41 
it. 42 
 43 
Basically, my point is that if in the past, during those 44 
intercept interviews, there were no reports or very low reports 45 
of spearfishing and this is a species that is captured mainly by 46 
spearfishing, then obviously the new methodology will really 47 
impact the amount of individuals to be documented.  Does that 48 
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make sense? 1 
 2 
I know you guys went through that for a bit yesterday, but I 3 
don’t -- I think it’s more significant than -- It’s like a 4 
hotspot all of a sudden.  You have sites where there was no 5 
spearfishing pressure and now you’ve found that pressure and 6 
it’s like discovering charters, for instance, and you add them 7 
to the site register and then you’re hot-spotting on them.  8 
Obviously you’re going to increase the data collection of that 9 
particular species. 10 
 11 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I looked at the MRFSS data by gear type 12 
yesterday, the intercept data, and when you look at the annual 13 
number of trips in the recent years, they’re actually less and 14 
so in 2010 and 2011, the number of trips that were spearfishing 15 
trips are less than what you’re seeing in 2008 and 2009. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  What are those numbers? 18 
 19 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  In 2008, I see five intercepts and so five 20 
interviewed trips and six interviewed trips in 2009 and two in 21 
2010 and three in 2011. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Is that a correction factor as well? 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  This is the intercept data and so when you look 26 
at the expanded MRFSS effort and recreational catch, that’s 27 
adjusted by those telephone surveys, which are supposed to give 28 
you your effort estimate.   29 
 30 
I don’t think we’re seeing that big jump in reports in 2010 and 31 
2011 for spearfishing in the intercept data, unless people are 32 
saying in the phone interview that they’re specifically 33 
spearfishing and that’s going towards that total effort 34 
estimate. 35 
 36 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I would actually delete the last two 37 
sentences, partly because I don’t agree with them.  It’s not 38 
whether the fishers had been there before, but it’s whether 39 
their behavior is any different than anybody else’s and I think 40 
that’s -- What needs to be done is encompassed in that middle 41 
sentence comparing the estimates between the reduced and the 42 
expanded ones and that should show us if there’s any differences 43 
and just leave it at that. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jim, do you concur? 46 
 47 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I don’t. 48 
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 1 
JIM BERKSON:  Then go ahead. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Go ahead, Walter, and then we’ll go back to Jim 4 
and see what he -- 5 
 6 
WALTER KEITHLY:  As I mentioned yesterday, I just looked at the 7 
additional sites and that does not tell you whether or not this 8 
change, observed change, in catch is artificial or not.  The 9 
real question comes down to whether DNER began to sample at 10 
these additional sites because fishermen just now started to 11 
fish at those sites using whatever gear for targeting these 12 
species or whether they had always been fishing there. 13 
 14 
I think that’s the critical factor.  If fishermen had always 15 
been fishing there and targeting these species, then when they 16 
add these additional sites, then you lead to some bias in your 17 
estimates.  However, if the fishermen are new to these sites and 18 
this type of fishing or whatever, then it’s appropriate for DNER 19 
to pick up these sites and you should get a better estimate if 20 
you don’t have that bias.  I would prefer to leave those last 21 
two sentences in there. 22 
 23 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I still argue that it’s not a question of 24 
whether the fishermen were there or not.  It’s a question of 25 
whether their behavior was different from what was being picked 26 
up by the sites that have been traditionally used. 27 
 28 
Otherwise, you just expanded your sampling protocol to get 29 
better estimates of a behavior that’s going on on average.  If 30 
they’re moving into those sites because they think something 31 
different is going on there, that’s what is going to affect the 32 
-- 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  You would have to look to see what the 35 
targeting behavior is at those sites.  That, I agree.  I guess I 36 
just took that for granted that that would be looked at. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  In that regard, I don’t know, again, if the 39 
forms are the same, but in the past, the fishermen had to state 40 
what were the targeted species and I think there were three, 41 
Targeted Species Number 1 and then the second and three targeted 42 
species.  I think it was three of them. 43 
 44 
This was on the MRFSS form, on the intercept form.  They collect 45 
that data, what is the targeted species, regarding of that.  If 46 
those trips they are saying that they are targeting wrasses or 47 
hogfish, I don’t know, but we should have access to that.  We 48 
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should know if it’s a thing of behavior or not. 1 
 2 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Fishermen are allowed to, and I thought it was 3 
two, but maybe it’s three and I will check myself for a 4 
different thing, but specify which species they’re targeting and 5 
I don’t know how complete it is.  I know in the Gulf only 50 6 
percent, I believe it is, roughly, of the trips report any 7 
targeting behavior for a specific species and so you have that 8 
problem. 9 
 10 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Jim, do you have any suggestions? 11 
 12 
JIM BERKSON:  I like the idea of deleting the last two 13 
sentences, but I would like to add a sentence highlighting the 14 
point that Rich has made, to explain why we would do this 15 
analysis. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you have an idea for how you want to word it? 18 
 19 
JIM BERKSON:  I was hoping Rich would come up -- It’s a sentence 20 
and it’s his thought.  I couldn’t nearly capture the brilliance 21 
of that thought as well. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s Walter’s and Richard’s thoughts. 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  That’s a lot of brilliance and I can’t tackle both 26 
of them. 27 
 28 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just want to say this and probably it’s even 29 
for debate, but I just wanted to say that to be on the record, 30 
probably, that I just don’t get how we have an overage and on 31 
the intercept data we have five to eight people saying that they 32 
are spearfishing when it’s a species that is only caught by 33 
spearfishing.  It’s probably me being ignorant about the process 34 
and the telephone survey and stuff, but it just doesn’t make 35 
sense to me. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It seems like -- I was going to ask you what the 38 
total intercepts were for each of these years, so we just have 39 
an idea of what we’re dealing with in terms of data, because it 40 
may be that you catch one wrasse and suddenly you -- 41 
 42 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s exactly right.  An interesting thing 43 
would be how much does the estimate change per wrasse 44 
intercepted? 45 
 46 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Just adding to that, if we have eight people 47 
targeting -- We don’t know if they are targeting them, but they 48 



235 
 

are spearfishing, which is the only gear where they can catch 1 
them.  It’s eight people and we are on an ACL of 5,000, more or 2 
less, and we are over that with five to eight intercepts and I 3 
don’t know what that means. 4 
 5 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t know that spearfishing is the only way 6 
you could catch a hogfish. 7 
 8 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  From the MRFSS database, there are three gear 9 
types associated with the capture of wrasse and so this is 10 
hogfish, Spanish hogfish, and puddingwife and so hook and line -11 
- From 2000 to 2011, there was fifty-one intercepts where people 12 
used hook and line and they caught wrasse. 13 
 14 
There is thirty-one intercepts over that time period that 15 
indicated that they caught wrasse and then yo-yo gear, there’s 16 
only six. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Hook and line. 19 
 20 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  There were six. 21 
 22 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  What was the third one?  You mentioned the 23 
number, but not the gear. 24 
 25 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Spear is thirty-one intercepts. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Meaghan, can you repeat the number per gear?  28 
Sorry.  I didn’t get it. 29 
 30 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Between 2000 and 2011, there were fifty-one 31 
intercepts that indicated they used hook and line and also 32 
caught wrasse.  Over that same time period, thirty-one 33 
intercepts indicated that they used spear guns to catch wrasse 34 
and then six indicated that they used yo-yo gear and that’s 35 
another type of hook and line. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  But that doesn’t make sense when you said there 38 
was like three and two people using -- 39 
 40 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:   That was by year.  I said two in 2010 and three 41 
in 2011.  I was saying for -- Those estimates were total number 42 
of intercepts per gear type over 2000 to 2011. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  That was from 2000 to 2011, but we’re 45 
looking for year, because that’s really -- That’s what we’re 46 
interested in, is the year, I think, because we’re looking at 47 
just one year for this ACL overage.  If there’s a real small 48 
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number of intercepts for that one year, then -- Can you tell us 1 
the number of intercepts in 2011 for each gear? 2 
 3 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  For hook and line it was two that caught wrasse, 4 
spearfishing was three, and zero for yo-yo. 5 
 6 
BARBARA KOJIS:  And the previous year, just to get an idea? 7 
 8 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Six using hook and line and two using spear 9 
guns. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I wanted to say that hogfish is the main 12 
species there and it will not bite on hook and line.  It’s only 13 
caught by spearfishing.  Puddingwife bites on the hook and line. 14 
 15 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Right and so this is for all the wrasses. 16 
 17 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  All the wrasses?  Okay.  I just wanted to 18 
clarify, because I fished for many, many years and never in my 19 
life with any kind of bait have I taken a hogfish. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to ask if for the purposes of 22 
MRFSS data collection in general if wrasses were as a family 23 
including -- It’s a huge family and some of the -- With tiny 24 
hooks, some of them can be caught and for management purposes, 25 
we’re dealing only with three species. 26 
 27 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That’s what I subset the data for, just the 28 
three species that we’re interested in in this ACL unit.  It’s 29 
not including all the other small wrasses.  It’s only those 30 
three. 31 
 32 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Just to add a little information on the 33 
hogfish, the reason why they don’t bite a hook is that they feed 34 
on sea urchins.  That’s their diet. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  If you put a sea urchin on the end of a hook, 37 
maybe they will bite it.  Why don’t you send to me the 38 
information that you’ve got for wrasses on the gears and the 39 
intercepts for all those years, because I think this should be 40 
rewritten a bit and I don’t think we have time to do it today, 41 
but I can send it around and just find out something, because I 42 
think we’re extrapolating from a very small dataset and that 43 
should be mentioned in here and I don’t think it is. 44 
 45 
There are very few intercepts where these fish are caught and I 46 
can find out from Grisel and so on, or maybe Dave Donaldson, if 47 
there’s anything where they’re using the telephone interviews 48 
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and if they get enough information from the telephone interviews 1 
to come up with this data, but if it’s just from intercepts and 2 
you only have like five intercepts for a year and then you come 3 
up with 5,000 pounds? 4 
 5 
WALTER KEITHLY:  That’s how they do it.  Meaghan, could you give 6 
me -- What was it for spearfishing again through the time?  Do 7 
you still have that? 8 
 9 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  Thirty-one. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The actual number of intercepts for spearfishing 12 
was lower, like three, in 2011. 13 
 14 
WALTER KEITHLY:  The total number of trips had fallen by half 15 
and so spearfishing could contribute a large percentage of the 16 
total even if the number had fallen over time, I guess, but I 17 
saw a statement up there about spearfishing and it was perceived 18 
somewhere that spearfishing had been increasing. 19 
 20 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  That also could just be overall.  Spearfishing 21 
effort could be increasing, but whether or not they’re targeting 22 
wrasse is a different question. 23 
 24 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Good point. 25 
 26 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I have a question.  They do this intercept 27 
by phone, right?  It’s not by phone? 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, the intercepts is actually in the field.  30 
They do a telephone survey for which they use that information 31 
to expand the information from the intercepts.  That’s my 32 
understanding of how it’s done. 33 
 34 
WALTER KEITHLY:  They get the number of participants, basically, 35 
from the phone survey and proportion -- I don’t know how it’s 36 
done in the islands, but on the mainland, coastal residents 37 
versus non-coastal and so forth, but basically, information you 38 
get from the intercept is what they caught or said that they 39 
caught. 40 
 41 
You have the A plus B1 plus B2 and A is where the port sampler 42 
sees what is caught and B1 is either released dead or the port 43 
sampler just doesn’t see it for whatever reason and then B2 is 44 
released alive.  The main function of the intercept is to figure 45 
out what is being caught and then they use the telephone survey 46 
to extrapolate up to the population on what’s being caught. 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  What are the chances of you making a 1 
telephone survey and hitting a person that spear fishes hogfish 2 
for a living or for recreational or whatever?  Is there a pool 3 
of fishermen they have the telephones or how in the world? 4 
 5 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  The telephone survey is just to get at effort.  6 
It doesn’t matter what you’re fishing for, what you’re 7 
targeting.  They want to know did you go fishing or not and how 8 
often did you go fishing over -- I think they do these 9 
interviews every two months. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do they ask what gear they fished? 12 
 13 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  I am not as familiar with the telephone survey 14 
in terms of the exact questions that they ask. 15 
 16 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I would think -- I was a little bit taken off 17 
guard that they asked the gear and it may just be down here.  I 18 
don’t think they do it in Louisiana, but I would think that the 19 
gear would be in the intercept portion of the survey, the same 20 
thing as what we talked about, the targeted species, I know is 21 
in the intercept portion. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s a random digit dial, supposedly, for most 24 
of these and I assume they do that in Puerto Rico as well.  They 25 
random digit dial so many households every month and then they 26 
do -- They’re supposed to go to all the sites that are randomly 27 
decided upon, based on -- They have already selected the sites 28 
and then they randomly ask people to go out to these different 29 
sites at different times, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, and 30 
then which site you go to and the frequency with which you go to 31 
and the times at which you go to is also based on how frequently 32 
you might find people there, so that you have a better chance of 33 
getting intercepts. 34 
 35 
They are changing the program so that people now with MRIP will 36 
go for six hours to a particular site and they will do this 37 
twenty-four hours a day, to try to get more information on 38 
things. 39 
 40 
Can you send me that information and then I’ll talk to Grisel 41 
and I’ll see if there’s anything else and I’ll get this all back 42 
to you guys, so that you can go and make comments on it. 43 
 44 
I think that’s all for our overages and so we’re done with that, 45 
as far as I know, and so let’s go and we’ll start with Rich on 46 
the -- 47 
 48 
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JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Barbara, what are you going to say about it? 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  About what? 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  About the wrasses for recreational in Puerto 5 
Rico. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I am going to go look at the data.  She is going 8 
to send me the data and I’m going to talk to Grisel and get more 9 
information about the sampling program and so on and what I 10 
might be saying, and I don’t know yet, but what I might be 11 
saying is that you have to take into consideration the fact that 12 
this overage is based on a very small sample size.  I just want 13 
the information. 14 
 15 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Use the word “extrapolation”, okay?  I like 16 
that. 17 
 18 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Extrapolated from a very small sample size.  You 19 
know you can say that and if you don’t have the data and you 20 
don’t even understand how small the sample size is, and I 21 
suspect the sample size is miniscule. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am sure it is.  You have an ACL that we voted 24 
on and they’re using the same technique and it’s overage. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, but it’s overage by 489 pounds, which may 27 
be equivalent to one quarter of fish or something. 28 
 29 
WALTER KEITHLY:  It also means the fishery will close one day 30 
early or something.  It’s not a big deal. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  No, it’s close to 10 percent of the ACL and so 33 
10 percent, that’s probably a month-and-a-half. 34 
 35 
WALTER KEITHLY:  In that case, it’s a significant amount, the 36 
overage. 37 
 38 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION REGARDING FIVE-YEAR RESEARCH PRIORITIES 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Bold takes on a real importance here and 41 
I’m not sure you can distinguish what’s bolded or not, but what 42 
we did was take the major headings from the previous version of 43 
this that we did at the last meeting and stuck in where we 44 
thought they would best go in the new outline, understanding 45 
that all the other stuff that was in the previous table would 46 
follow with that, but we didn’t try to make that structure into 47 
this at the moment. 48 
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 1 
Anything that’s bolded represents a change.  However, there were 2 
some things we deleted in some of the headings that Mike 3 
suggested, which, of course, weren’t bolded. 4 
 5 
What you can see is in the first one, the integrated ecosystem 6 
observing system, we just shortened everything to fishery-7 
dependent and fishery-independent monitoring for A and B and 8 
under A, we included the headings of improved landings data, 9 
increased TIP sampling, and studies to determine bycatch rates 10 
and studies to refine indices of effort, since those are all 11 
dependent on the fishery-independent monitoring and those are 12 
used to estimate total impacts such as catch rates and then 13 
efforts, which are going to feed into the analysis of both ACLs 14 
and the SEDAR assessments. 15 
 16 
Under fishery-independent, we had integration, linking, and 17 
coordination of multiple fishery-independent data collection 18 
efforts.  Again, it’s one that we talked about last time and 19 
there are lots of things going on and some of those are 20 
substantial and could feed into the assessment process. 21 
 22 
Under biological sampling, we moved in the age growth maturity, 23 
which is exactly what that heading is addressing.  Under new 24 
methods of sampling, we had alternate methods for assessing 25 
status of stocks and a subset of that, coming out of new 26 
techniques, was status of spawning aggregations.  That could be 27 
subsumed into the one above it, but we were keeping them 28 
separate at the moment. 29 
 30 
Under resource assessments, under the SEDAR process, we had 31 
designation of indicator species and FMUs and we think this is -32 
- That subheading was specifically designed to aid the SEDAR 33 
process so that we’re not suggesting things that are not really 34 
the high priorities for assessment. 35 
 36 
Under stock identifications, we put under the previous heading 37 
of stock structure, because that’s exactly what that was 38 
targeting.   39 
 40 
We created a new heading of investigate alternative management 41 
approaches to ACLs and as a sub -- That new heading was one of 42 
the things we had before and it didn’t fit anywhere and so E is 43 
a new thing for ACLs and then within that, from I think it was 44 
new approaches, at the end of the priority systems from the last 45 
go-round, we had the determination of MSYs within an ecosystem 46 
context as necessary for how we want to set ACLs. 47 
 48 
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Then F, the new category, assessment of the impacts of current 1 
federal management regulations, that and all the things 2 
underneath it is a straight copy of what was the previous 3 
section entitled “assessment of impacts from current 4 
regulations” and in other words, we didn’t see a specific place 5 
to put that and so we took that whole block and just went, boom, 6 
under resource assessments.  You can see there’s quite a bit 7 
there, but there’s no change in that.  8 
 9 
Then under ecosystem studies, we called it fishery ecosystem 10 
studies and so we are focused that this is related to the 11 
resources. 12 
 13 
We added a new one and this is one that we had added in our 14 
earliest discussion, fishing impacts on ecosystem structure and 15 
function.  I think the wording was Vance’s.  Then we added a new 16 
one from the old priority list which was habitat and resource 17 
mapping and there were several things that fell under that from 18 
the previous list, distribution and mapping of mesophotic reefs, 19 
resource/habitat relationships, movement studies, 20 
characterization of deepwater snapper ecosystem.  There we are. 21 
 22 
For the record, this is that group and so it was Group 2 that we 23 
just moved up as a block from the previous one and so this whole 24 
block is that Group 2.  It’s fairly simple. 25 
 26 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Did you think that improves the situation with 27 
respect to making sure that we’re covering everything, I 28 
suppose? 29 
 30 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t know if we’ve covered everything.  31 
We were able to put everything either in an existing thing that 32 
Mike had or we added a subheading to deal with that.  The big 33 
one that we really actually didn’t deal with was that grouping 34 
on assessment of management strategies, because we just created 35 
a new subheading and dumped everything in that. 36 
 37 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Any comments?  Okay.  Let’s see what other 38 
people did as well then. 39 
 40 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I will just tell you where I’m going.  41 
Documenting the cost structure of the commercial fishing 42 
industry, which I assume we’re just talking about commercial in 43 
that part, will allow a better understanding of this sector and 44 
changes in profitability that may be forthcoming from change in 45 
management regime. 46 
 47 
This can then be used to examine the benefits and costs 48 
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associated with alternative management measures.  However, since 1 
this cost structure is dynamic, assessment will be required on a 2 
periodic or ongoing, possibly, basis and then I went into 3 
possible research questions associated with that, following up 4 
on how it was last time, I guess, and they are how do costs vary 5 
for a given fishery, for example, trap, hook and line, across 6 
the island platforms? 7 
 8 
Second, are there economies of scale with respect to size of 9 
operation?  Third, how does the multispecies nature of many of 10 
the fisheries influence the cost structure?  I probably should 11 
say at the individual vessel level. 12 
 13 
How does cost structure change with changes in cost of primary 14 
inputs?  Was the degree of substitutability among inputs in the 15 
production process?  That’s all I have for that second part of 16 
the outline. 17 
 18 
The first part, I had not gotten as far on, modeling 19 
recreational and commercial demand and supply relationships and 20 
I just put down this project entails several components.  With 21 
respect to commercial demand, the issue is, one, of what factors 22 
influence demand for locally-produced seafood products? 23 
 24 
Functionally, this could be expressed as price equals a function 25 
of domestic product, species, substitute products, either 26 
domestically-produced or imports, and X I have, which a vector 27 
of exogenous factors likely determine demand and price.   28 
 29 
Then possible research questions are do domestic landings of the 30 
species in question influence the own price of that species?  In 31 
other words, if changes in Puerto Rico landings of snapper -- Do 32 
they influence that domestic price? 33 
 34 
How do changes in tourism influence demand for domestically-35 
produced product?  Again, domestic price is what that would be 36 
and are there seasonal influences on price after controlling for 37 
other factors and then with respect to recreational fishing 38 
activities, the issue is one of what factors determine the 39 
demand for fishing trips and I hadn’t gotten much farther than 40 
that yet, but it will be fishing trips as a function of income 41 
and cost of the trip and so forth.  That’s all I have.  Then I 42 
think Miguel is going to take the third portion. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  The third point under the social and economic 45 
impact assessment has to do with community profiles and 46 
basically this hasn’t changed as much from what you saw earlier 47 
or in the last meeting, I should say. 48 
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 1 
I dedicated myself mainly to improve the status, which was 2 
lacking in the past, but I will go quickly over them.  The first 3 
one is basic information about community profiles, demographics 4 
of ethnicities and employment, income sources, employment 5 
opportunities, et cetera, including information from households. 6 
 7 
The possible research questions here is what is the economic and 8 
social contributions of recreational and commercial fishing 9 
activities?  What are the impacts of fisheries regulations on 10 
the commercial and recreational sectors and what is the size and 11 
importance of recreational fishing? 12 
 13 
Historically, recreational fishing has been sort of overlooked 14 
when compared to commercial fishing from a sociological and 15 
anthropological perspective.  However, there are some studies, 16 
and I listed some of them there, and there are a couple of 17 
studies about the economic importance of bill fishing in Puerto 18 
Rico and stuff like that. 19 
 20 
Then the second part is about the community structures, 21 
identities, networks, and resiliency.  Documenting all of those 22 
would allow us to better understand the fishing industry. 23 
 24 
The possible research questions are how do we define commercial 25 
and recreational fishermen?  How do we define a fishing 26 
community or village?  Are our topologies about commercial and 27 
recreational fishermen in tune with the social and economic 28 
reality?  What sort of social arrangements and networks do 29 
recreational and commercial show?  Is there overlapping between 30 
those two sectors? 31 
 32 
What kind of strategies do fishermen implement to cope with 33 
uncertainty?  This relates a bit with management as well.  34 
Uncertainty is part of that, in terms of if we implement a 35 
measure, a regulation, where commercial fishers will be 36 
restricted in terms of their economic activity, will they move 37 
to a different kind of fish stock?  Will they just basically not 38 
follow the regulations and that kind of stuff?  There is one 39 
study quoted there. 40 
 41 
The next topic is pattern of resource utilization and 42 
dependence, including sources, uses, and distribution of fish in 43 
fishing communities. 44 
 45 
The research questions for this one is what fishing technologies 46 
are favored today?  Is there a shift from traditional ways of 47 
fishing to other techniques, like diving?  Can interconnections 48 



244 
 

be identified between fishing techniques and ecosystems and fish 1 
stock status? 2 
 3 
How are the fishing harvests being distributed?  Are fish houses 4 
still a pivotal mode within the distribution network or is there 5 
an increase on alternative ways of distributing and selling 6 
fishing harvest?  Obviously this relates to data collection as 7 
well, as we were talking yesterday with Daniel. 8 
 9 
The next topic is community -- In my opinion, this is a very 10 
important one, but community perceptions regarding marine 11 
coastal ecosystem status and the reasons for those perceptions.  12 
 13 
The possible research questions are what is the perceptions of 14 
primary stakeholders about the marine coastal resource?  Are 15 
there common grounds on how managers and primary stakeholders 16 
understand the resource?  There is some studies there as well. 17 
 18 
The next topic is potential impacts on marine ecosystems from 19 
economic downturns on fishing pressure effort.  Historically, as 20 
we talked before, this could have, on the one hand, the effect 21 
of increasing pressure, effort, due to displaced workers looking 22 
for an alternative in commercial fishing or, on the other hand, 23 
that the demand for fish will decrease due to the higher cost of 24 
fresh fish compared to imports.  To see those tendencies will be 25 
important research. 26 
 27 
Possible research questions here is has the prevailing economic 28 
recession increased or decreased the fishing pressure?  Has the 29 
number of commercial fishermen decreased due to a lack of job 30 
opportunities or, on the other hand, are commercial fishermen 31 
fishing less due to the cost of their activity and lower demand 32 
for fresh, but more expensive, fish? 33 
 34 
Is the number of recreational fishing trips lower due to the 35 
economic and high fuel costs?  Apparently we seem to have an 36 
agreement on that, the SSC, from what we have been seeing, but 37 
it would be nice to quantify that on a more scientific way. 38 
 39 
The direct and indirect impacts of coastal development on marine 40 
resources, beach, and fishing access and the possible research 41 
questions that I’m suggesting is how does recreational use of 42 
the resource affect the commercial sector and vice versa?   43 
 44 
Is there a real conflict between play and work and if so, which 45 
of them and how have they been addressed?  Are fishing 46 
communities suffering the gentrification process?  The status on 47 
this one was empty and I just included some studies like this 48 
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one about La Parguera and this other one on the bottom is all 1 
Dominican Republic based.  It’s power and resource allocation in 2 
a Caribbean coastal community, but it may be pertinent. 3 
 4 
Lastly, and as you can see, there are no status here, because I 5 
have no idea about this, but I think it’s pertinent.  I have no 6 
idea about the literature on it, but it’s the impacts of global 7 
climate change ocean acidification on sea level rises on island 8 
communities and understanding the likely and actual impacts of 9 
these pressures will allow fishery managers to develop, 10 
recommend, approve, and implement appropriate regulatory 11 
responses in a timely manner. 12 
 13 
Possible research questions are what is the impact of global 14 
climate change on fish stocks of commercial value and therefore, 15 
on fishing-dependent communities?  What is the impact of global 16 
climate change on fish stocks of recreational value and on the 17 
recreational sector and basically, that’s all I have done to 18 
date. 19 
 20 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thanks, Miguel.  Reni, do you have a question? 21 
 22 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Miguel, I was wondering if it would be worth 23 
considering what’s the new regulations on fisheries and the 24 
impact of new regulations on fisheries will have on fishermen 25 
and how will they manage in light of them. 26 
 27 
Likewise, related on that issues, for example, the issues of 28 
fishermen reporting dynamics.  When would they go with -- When 29 
would they like to do it and when would they not and how could -30 
- Working along with them or fishery management strategies deal 31 
with this situation, with both, both with the dynamics of 32 
fishermen reporting and also how would that interaction look 33 
like. 34 
 35 
Knowing that we already see a drastic decline in the fishermen 36 
population, how would that remaining population deal with the 37 
fact of more or continued regulation of their fisheries? 38 
 39 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Somewhere here -- These kind of address your 40 
point here on the second sub-point on the community structures, 41 
identities, networks, and resiliency.  Basically, that’s what 42 
I’m referring to. 43 
 44 
If you look at Question 4, where it says what kind of strategies 45 
do fishermen implement to cope with uncertainty, I am talking 46 
about the biophysical uncertainty and social uncertainty and 47 
economic uncertainty as well and part of that social and 48 
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economic uncertainty is just the effect that those regulations 1 
will have on them.  Probably I should be more specific on what 2 
you’re pointing out. 3 
 4 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  You get my point, right? 5 
 6 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Yes.  Basically, we talked about that 7 
yesterday as well, that the regulations may have and will have 8 
an impact on the data collection.  That’s basically your point, 9 
right? 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It was one of the points and also, for 12 
example, another point is if -- As just as an example and this 13 
might not happen and this might not be real, but it’s just a 14 
mere possibility. 15 
 16 
What if we close the deepwater snapper season for four months?  17 
What’s the likelihood of those fishermen continuing the 18 
livelihood as fishermen?  Is that something that merits 19 
reasonable examination and evaluation of some sort?  These 20 
people, they are providers.  21 
 22 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  Indeed and I think that that research topic is 23 
spread out through all the topics.  Like if you look here, how 24 
the -- Somewhere here, I got a question of what is the impact of 25 
regulations on not only the commercial sector, but the 26 
recreational sector as well.   27 
 28 
I think we could argue that the commercial sector will be more 29 
strongly impacted by those regulations, but the recreational 30 
sector as well, we need to take a look at that and it’s not only 31 
in economic terms, in my opinion, because it’s not only 32 
livelihood and income, but it’s a matter as well of cultural 33 
loss and -- If you see a shift from that kind of activity due to 34 
regulations, you may see the end of communities whose identities 35 
are bound around fishing activities. 36 
 37 
The impact could be like further than just only the economic 38 
aspects of it and we are talking, in many cases, about 39 
communities where the social capital makes for them more 40 
difficult to find jobs in the formal economy and we may be 41 
talking about people moving to certain sectors that as a society 42 
we don’t want them to go. 43 
 44 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I understand. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  So yes, indeed that should be in a point of 47 
its own. 48 
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 1 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  In light of this new era, I think you should 2 
incorporate those.   3 
 4 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Anything else, Miguel?  We can move on to Reni 5 
and Vance. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I just wanted to say, and this is ontological, 8 
probably, comment, but I would love to at some point in the near 9 
future to see this kind of research questions to be included in 10 
the ecological topic, because these fellows are not separate, in 11 
my opinion, from that marine and coastal ecology.  We shouldn’t 12 
observe that differentiation.  It’s part of the ecology.  13 
 14 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much and, Reni and Vance, could 15 
you make your presentation? 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  I will see you, folks.  It’s four. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thanks very much, Bill.   20 
 21 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I will be discussing on the ecosystem study.  22 
In bold is what Mike suggested as categories to be included 23 
under ecosystem studies, which are habitat degradation impacts 24 
on resource species, response of resource species to climate 25 
variability and climate change, relationship between fisheries 26 
and resource species and ESA-protected species and then Richard 27 
and I added effects of fishing on ecosystem structure and 28 
function. 29 
 30 
I excluded that, because it pretty much falls under the category 31 
of the above, the relationship between fisheries and resource 32 
species and protected species.  I think it’s a little bit 33 
redundant to separate that as a category, especially when we’re 34 
trying to reduce and simplify and integrate. 35 
 36 
These are the modifications.  What I did is I took the status 37 
information and pretty much put it as an introduction, so that 38 
Mike sees the importance, because sometimes maybe Mike may be 39 
lacking a little bit of experience on some of the benthic 40 
habitat issues and essential habitats. 41 
 42 
Anyhow, under ecosystem study A, habitat degradation impacts on 43 
resource species, what I wrote there was habitat degradation 44 
within a watershed, for example by deforestation, agriculture, 45 
development, has significant effects on coral reefs, seagrass 46 
beds, lagoons, mangrove forests, and on other essential fish 47 
habitats. 48 
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 1 
For example, there may be a strong link between historical 2 
changes in watershed properties, for example nonpoint sources, 3 
on pelagic demersal fish populations.  There is a significant 4 
amount of information, historical and recent, available for 5 
different watersheds in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands 6 
from U.S. geological surveys since 1900. 7 
 8 
Changes in rainfall affects sedimentation, nonpoint source 9 
contaminants, nutrients, and other components which affect or 10 
modify benthic and pelagic community characteristics. 11 
 12 
Some MPAs, marine protected areas, are strongly influenced by 13 
watersheds, such as JOBANEER, which is one of NOAA’s estuary 14 
research sites, and have long-term collection programs on water 15 
chemistry and on physical parameters, such as salinity, 16 
turbidity, sea surface temperature, and others, throughout 17 
various stations in Jobos Bay. 18 
 19 
Outwelling of nutrients and detrital matter from lagoons, which 20 
have become, for example, enriched by runoff and from nutrients 21 
and energy from the watershed, have been documented in the west 22 
coast of Puerto Rico. 23 
 24 
The outwelling issue I think is very important, because it shows 25 
that this excess energy that is produced or accumulated with the 26 
near-shore coastal water can be exported to pelagic resources, 27 
where you have other commercial fisheries areas. 28 
 29 
Then the research question are how do changes, historical and 30 
climatic and recent, in watershed systems of Puerto Rico and the 31 
Virgin Islands affect reef fish complexity and fisheries 32 
landings? 33 
 34 
How do differences among, for example between Puerto Rico and 35 
USVI watershed characteristics, geological and biological, 36 
affect fish species composition, production, and landings?  37 
Number three, what is the importance of outwelling from coastal 38 
lagoons and other coastal waters on reef fish production? 39 
 40 
This may seem like it may cost a lot of money, but much of these 41 
ideas or much of these topics can be addressed from the desktop-42 
existing available information.  It’s not that you’re going to 43 
go establish a whole bunch of rainfall collection stations 44 
throughout a huge watershed and do geological studies.  Much of 45 
this has been done already, but nobody has put it together 46 
within a fisheries perspective. 47 
 48 
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Response of resource species to climate variability and climate 1 
change, sustained changes in the physical and chemical 2 
properties of coastal waters can select in favor of species 3 
different from present ones.  This, in turn, may cause a shift 4 
in commercial target species, which in turn may require new or 5 
modified regulations.  I think that’s quite a good justification 6 
of addressing that topic. 7 
 8 
Simply put, as a research question, which resource species are 9 
more vulnerable to long-term climatic changes within the coastal 10 
and open waters of Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands?  For 11 
example, what criteria are going to be used to establish such a 12 
category? 13 
 14 
It may sound simple and you say that’s a pretty simple question 15 
to examine, but it’s not.  It’s a very -- How do you assess for 16 
vulnerability?  How do you assess vulnerability?  It’s a very 17 
difficult task. 18 
 19 
Next is relationship between fisheries and resource species and 20 
Endangered Species Act protected species.  Tropical ecosystems 21 
support a wide array of biological resources of commercial 22 
value, ecological value, and rarity value.   23 
 24 
Excessive fishing pressure on a given commercial species, for 25 
example a reef herbivore, may affect the ecological integrity of 26 
essential fish habitats, thinking of the reef environment, 27 
critical habitats, thinking of designated critical habitats for 28 
green turtles, which are seagrass beds, which in turn is also an 29 
essential fish habitat, as well as marine species listed as 30 
threatened or endangered, for example Acropora palmata and 31 
Acropora cervicornis, which are protected under the Endangered 32 
Species Act. 33 
 34 
Research questions are what is the ecology of commercial fish 35 
species which exert significant measureable impacts to marine 36 
wildlife and protected resources in Puerto Rico and the U.S. 37 
Virgin Islands?  Do we know enough about the ecologies of these 38 
target species in order to evaluate this topic? 39 
 40 
Next is historical and regional differences of reef fish feeding 41 
habits and I didn’t make any changes from the run.  All I did 42 
was move the status in sort of like an introduction of 43 
justification or justification of the topic.  The rest are all 44 
the same and most of them were developed by Reni and he knows 45 
more of this stuff than me and so I just left it intact, but 46 
following that same format. 47 
 48 



250 
 

JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Those I explained last time and so -- 1 
 2 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Yes and so the rest is nothing else different 3 
and so that’s what I was able to do, what Reni and I was able to 4 
do. 5 
 6 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I did some rearranging, but I didn’t change 7 
anything. 8 
 9 
VANCE VINCENTE:  So are you happy with that? 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Yes. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Just an addition.  For the climate change 14 
and vulnerability, as a status report on that, NMFS Southeast 15 
Center has been working -- Actually, it’s NMFS as a whole has 16 
been working on a -- What do they call it? 17 
 18 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  A climate vulnerability workshop. 19 
 20 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That was the workshop, but they had a model 21 
or something like that.  Just my point is that in terms of a 22 
status, that’s kind of where we stand at the moment. 23 
 24 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I will then add that already there has been an 25 
initiative on this issue by holding a workshop on this. 26 
 27 
BARBARA KOJIS:  First of all, if you’ve gone over all of this 28 
and so on -- When you’re done with whatever corrections or 29 
changes you’re going to make, can you email it to me?  Then the 30 
second thing is we have this now and we’ve put these things 31 
together and what should the next steps be with respect to this? 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I don’t see this being, at least the stuff 34 
I’ve been working on, as nearly complete and if you go back to 35 
when we were fitting in things to Mike’s outline, there were 36 
parts of his outline that weren’t even touched by the stuff that 37 
we did before and yet there’s clearly worthy things that need to 38 
be developed in that. 39 
 40 
Also, I think, for at least for the stuff I was working on last 41 
time, they were not fleshed out to the degree that we were 42 
initially talking about in terms of the status and what studies 43 
feed into that, et cetera.   44 
 45 
There’s still a lot of fleshing out here and then what we didn’t 46 
assess last time and we just left those blank were actually 47 
priority rankings, if we were going to get that far, because 48 
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right now we’re kind of outlining not so much the five-year plan 1 
as the overall needs. 2 
 3 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Given that, how would you recommend we go 4 
forward with this?  Do we need another SSC meeting where we all 5 
get together and we work on this?  Is that the best way of doing 6 
this?  How would you recommend? 7 
 8 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I am not going to recommend anything.  I 9 
thought that was the primary purpose of this meeting. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It was. 12 
 13 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had half a day to work on it. 14 
 15 
WALTER KEITHLY:  We had two hours. 16 
 17 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That was the primary purpose, but I think the 18 
thing that had to be done was those ACL overages.  That was the 19 
first topic and the primary topic to get through so we could 20 
make recommendations to the council and obviously that took us a 21 
lot longer than was anticipated. 22 
 23 
JIM BERKSON:  I think we each could continue to work on fleshing 24 
that table out and adding research topics and additional 25 
background to that and then giving them to you, Barbara, or 26 
someone to put it together and synthesize it and then we could 27 
even prioritize it from afar without necessarily having to get 28 
together by having each person do their own priorities, rank 29 
things, and then we could start -- We could combine those and 30 
get a rough ranking as a starting point.  It wouldn’t have to be 31 
the final ranking, but it would give us some idea as to how 32 
close we are with our thinking. 33 
 34 
All that we could do from our own offices over the next two or 35 
three months or something like that or shorter, whatever people 36 
want, without needing to get together. 37 
 38 
I would think that the next time we need to meet on this is to 39 
do the final shot at it, where we’re really saying what are our 40 
priorities for the next five years and how do we get to a point 41 
where we all agree on that, but there’s a lot of work we can do 42 
first. 43 
 44 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The only problem I have with respect to that is 45 
oftentimes when we have these things -- Even this time that was 46 
what was anticipated and then, to a certain extent, with Mike 47 
sending his revised format for this, I think it kind of stalled 48 
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everything, but are people going to be able to find the time to 1 
do that?   2 
 3 
Are they willing to do that on their own time, because that’s 4 
been an issue with a lot of this, is we can say we’re going to 5 
do it, but people have so many other things that they’re doing 6 
in their lives that they never get to it. 7 
 8 
JIM BERKSON:  I am kind of strict on these things, but I don’t 9 
have any problem at all with the concept that we set dates and 10 
anyone who doesn’t contribute to a stage by that date can’t go 11 
back and we can’t reopen that stage again. 12 
 13 
If it’s a matter of brainstorming ideas or fleshing out ideas as 14 
the first stage and that’s due by January 1 and then the initial 15 
ranking is due by February 1, someone can’t come on January 20 16 
and say I want to add things to the list, because our due date 17 
was January 1.  If they don’t participate in the ranking, they 18 
can’t do it two weeks later.  We can’t keep opening the door on 19 
this or else we’ll never get done.  If people don’t contribute, 20 
they don’t contribute. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are people going to find time, because if nobody 23 
is contributing, then we run into real problems. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I guess that Barbara’s question is whether -26 
- It’s not whether we want to contribute or not, but it’s 27 
whether we may ask for a meeting to do it or do it as homework.  28 
That’s the point, but then do we have time for more meetings?  29 
Does the council have a budget for more meetings and how could 30 
it be better if we are all together?  Making sure that it gets 31 
done, because --  32 
 33 
I frankly believe that it is difficult -- As the document as it 34 
is, it’s too -- It has too much hairs.  It’s too furry and it 35 
needs to be cleaned out further, more.  The ideas are kind of 36 
raw and I don’t see clear-cut bullets where you could actually 37 
pick from.  I frankly think that it needs one more stage of 38 
depuration before you can actually select priorities from it. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That certainly would be either you do that with 41 
your homework or we have another meeting that we spend a few 42 
days doing this and so if you feel like you’ve got the time to 43 
spend a day or it might be two days as homework, in essence, to 44 
do this, then that would probably work out. 45 
 46 
We could set a date and you get a -- It would still be a draft, 47 
but get the information together that you think is important for 48 



253 
 

each of these topics and, again, it would be like Vance and Reni 1 
work on the ecosystem part of this and if other people have 2 
ideas, they can contribute as well, because I think Rich added 3 
the habitat and resource mapping section. 4 
 5 
If people are willing to do this kind of on their own, then we 6 
could do that and just set a date and we have lots of different 7 
items right now and it could be that -- Because this is just the 8 
five-year plan, we don’t have to include everything.   9 
 10 
We can go through what the items are right now and say these are 11 
the three or four that I think are the most important and flesh 12 
those out and then later on try to prioritize.  We could all try 13 
to prioritize.  14 
 15 
VANCE VINCENTE:  It depends on to what level you want us to 16 
develop this work.  It could take half an hour or one day or 17 
three months.  If you want to look at the background and the 18 
status of each of these, you could spend two weeks on one of the 19 
topics, on one of the questions.  That depends on to what level 20 
you want to take it. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  To what level do you think we should be taking 23 
it, because I -- If somebody does a research topic like this, 24 
picks one of these out, they really are the ones that -- If 25 
they’re going to do a grant application, they would be the ones 26 
who would pick all this information out and so we need to know, 27 
I guess -- Put in a little bit about the status of it so we have 28 
an idea of where we stand with respect to that this is really a 29 
need and that it hasn’t been addressed someplace else, I guess, 30 
and I don’t know.  Maybe you really need to go through 31 
everything to find out. 32 
 33 
VANCE VINCENTE:  At a Level 1, which is what I believe we were 34 
asked to do, we’re done, really, because from here, it can go to 35 
the universe.  As a matter of in relation to time, the last 36 
meeting in Miami, the last question that we were asked, the 37 
participants, was how long did it take you to fill out these 38 
forms and it was four days and eight days to fill out the forms 39 
responsibly. 40 
 41 
You have to go to the literature and go back and forth and make 42 
sure that what you put there -- The vulnerability value, that 43 
takes a lot of time and you have to evaluate the life history of 44 
the species and historical knowledge about the species and how 45 
they have reacted in the past to different climatic scenarios.  46 
It took me four days just to fill out the form and on top of 47 
that, three days of meetings and that’s seven days.  It depends, 48 
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again, up to what point you want us to develop this. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The other aspect of it, and I suppose we should 3 
discuss that, is is it worth doing something like this if we 4 
don’t do it in depth, because for some of these topics, if very 5 
little has been done, it’s pretty easy to do and say this is a 6 
topic that really needs to be covered. 7 
 8 
You could look at the stock assessment and say age and growth 9 
and what species have we got age and growth information for this 10 
area and which species are coming up on the SEDAR and which 11 
other species are needed?  Do we do our primary fisheries 12 
species that we need this information for and we could set the 13 
priorities for doing this? 14 
 15 
Some of these other things, it may be real important to go 16 
through and do this in depth in order to focus and find out what 17 
has been done, but it’s kind of -- Then you’re getting into a 18 
research plan and you’re getting into hours and hours of work 19 
and a question is what do we really want to do and what do we 20 
need to do? 21 
 22 
VANCE VINCENTE:  I think the answer to that, to how much time we 23 
develop this, it depends on what kind of feedback we get with 24 
what we hand in.  I think that we have covered very good all the 25 
topics and if we get a good feedback, say, oh, by the way, we 26 
are really interested in these particular topics.  That way, you 27 
don’t spend time on shooting rocks at the moon. 28 
 29 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In some cases also, and that’s where the 30 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center I guess can come in and they 31 
have a plan and we can pull the things out of their plan, to a 32 
certain extent, but we really need representatives for the 33 
social aspects, social and economic aspects, and the biological 34 
aspects, stock assessment and so on, to make sure that we’re 35 
focusing on things and where they’ve seen needs that they, with 36 
the stock assessments in particular, that they don’t have the 37 
information and is it possible for us to get that information 38 
listed here at least, so that people understand and focus on 39 
that? 40 
 41 
MEAGHAN BRYAN:  One suggestion, in terms of the Science Center’s 42 
viewpoint, at least the Sustainable Fisheries Division, I can 43 
write up some of our research priorities if you want to add that 44 
to the stock assessment portion.  I don’t know if that’s 45 
appropriate, but I can do that. 46 
 47 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, that would be good.  I think that would be 48 
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a very good idea. 1 
 2 
JIM BERKSON:  In terms of what level of depth do we want to do 3 
this thing in, the easiest would be to do it the same level of 4 
depth that the SEDAR research recommendations are written up, 5 
which is the same level that you’ll see in MARFIN and CRP and 6 
Coral Reef Recovery Programs, all of their RFPs. 7 
 8 
There are sort of bullets for each topic and they don’t give you 9 
a lot of depth, but it’s enough to give you a sense as to what 10 
the overall priorities are and I don’t know that that would be 11 
that taxing.  It also wouldn’t allow us to get into the real 12 
nitty-gritty details, but that would take a lot more time and 13 
effort. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I agree with you.  The only problem is like when 16 
they have research topics from a SEDAR, they’ve already done a 17 
huge bunch of -- They’ve reviewed a whole lot of documents and 18 
done a big report and everything else and then they’re pulling 19 
out of that and so, in essence, they’ve got a huge -- If we 20 
similarly go look at the SEDAR report recommendations and some 21 
of the other recommendations and then pick and choose primarily 22 
from those or even put in there that it’s a SEDAR 23 
recommendation, then that would be fine, but if we have a brand-24 
new topic that we think needs to be covered, I think there needs 25 
to be some documentation behind it to ensure that the work 26 
hasn’t been done before and that it isn’t just somebody’s idea, 27 
but that this is something that’s been a targeted need and there 28 
hasn’t been work done before. 29 
 30 
So are people willing to do homework or some?  I’m not talking 31 
about -- Spend a day, a day or two days or something like that 32 
and no more, to just kind of look at the sections and -- If we 33 
do that, what date could you have, as Jim mentioned, the initial 34 
draft document, your portion of it, ready by and I will then put 35 
it together into a format?  What would be a reasonable date for 36 
that and then we can -- 37 
 38 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Each of us working on our section? 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes.  January?  January what? 41 
 42 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  January is a non-month.  In Puerto Rico, 43 
there is nothing to be done before January 20.  At least I don’t 44 
do anything, because I can’t.  It’s just like July.  I have 45 
people at my house all the time and it’s just crazy.  People 46 
want to party until the end and I am in the wrong place all the 47 
time. 48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  All the time partying? 2 
 3 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Sometimes it’s fun to be in the wrong place.  4 
What I mean is that there’s a lot going on in January and then 5 
UPR starts, which complicates things furthermore. 6 
 7 
JIM BERKSON:  February is Presidents Day and I don’t know about 8 
you, but I am -- It goes on for weeks and you’ve got Lincoln and 9 
you’ve got Washington and just February is lost. 10 
 11 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  February is good. 12 
 13 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It sounds like we should have this done by 14 
December 15. 15 
 16 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  There’s November, December, January. 17 
 18 
JIM BERKSON:  But January doesn’t count because it’s not a 19 
month. 20 
 21 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  It’s not a month and so February. 22 
 23 
WALTER KEITHLY:  I’ve got to chirp in here.  How much detail do 24 
you want on this stuff?  I thought it was like a page or two at 25 
the most and it’s going to take three months to write two pages?  26 
Maybe I am confused.  If our homework is something that’s going 27 
to take weeks or months, Miguel will be good at it is all I can 28 
say. 29 
 30 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  December 15 is not bad. 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  The problem is not the amount of work.  33 
Someone said two days.  You want two days out of me, come to me 34 
in January. 35 
 36 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Reni said that January is no good.  I would say 37 
that let’s try for like December 20 and then if Richard can’t do 38 
anything, maybe he can just read what the rest of us put 39 
together, because that will be -- December 20.  I think if we 40 
wait much longer than that, people will forget as well and so 41 
on. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  I may have problems with December. 44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You just need to -- You can do it tomorrow and 46 
send it to me, because all it is, it’s sending it to me before 47 
December 20.  You can do it tomorrow or the next day or the next 48 
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day.  In fact, I would recommend doing it as soon as possible, 1 
while it’s still fresh in your mind, because it’s going to take 2 
you half the time to do it. 3 
 4 
WALTER KEITHLY:  Could you remind us on December 19 to give us a 5 
little bit of time to work on it?  Maybe December 18?  Yes, make 6 
it the 18th. 7 
 8 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  Are you going to be sending like a report for 9 
the council meeting? 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s good point, because the -- 12 
 13 
IRIS OLIVERAS:  The council meeting is the 19th and the 20th. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s the 19th and the 20th and so if you guys 16 
could get it to me by the 16th of December. 17 
 18 
JIM BERKSON:  Barbara, do we need the council to see these in-19 
between stages?  Do we want to wait until we have the finished 20 
product? 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  You’re right.  You probably don’t need to do it.  23 
I just have to do a little report and say what we’re doing. 24 
 25 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  Give them what we’ve done today and the day 26 
before, which we were almost the entire day on it. 27 
 28 
JIM BERKSON:  It’s a work in progress and I don’t think you give 29 
works in progress out. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ll do that. 32 
 33 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I was going to comment that at some point, 34 
when we get to the priorities, I do think that we need to meet 35 
with a diverse group as possible and so that would have the 36 
people from the Center as well, because we all have our 37 
priorities individually, but what we’re trying to come up with 38 
is something that’s a consensus of where the average should be. 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay. 41 
 42 
JIM BERKSON:  We will have to figure out how to do that, because 43 
of the budget situation.  It’s going to be very hard to get 44 
people from the Center to travel. 45 
 46 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We’ll just have to get a lot of work done on the 47 
plane.  In essence, we’ve decided that people will do a little 48 
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homework and they’re not going to go into a lot of detail. 1 
 2 
If their particular topic that they come up with and so on is a 3 
recommendation of SEDAR, they can reference the SEDAR without 4 
going into a lot of detail, because the rationale for that topic 5 
will presumably be in the SEDAR document.  They can reference 6 
the actual SEDAR document. 7 
 8 
Otherwise, just provide just a reasonable amount of rationale 9 
for why the topic is important and a little bit of status that 10 
might be relevant on that, but have it emailed to me by December 11 
20 and I will remind you probably a couple of times, but I will 12 
also remind you on the 18th of December, but my recommendation is 13 
do it as soon as possible after you get back so that you don’t 14 
forget and you’ve got it fresh in your mind. 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  If you do get things early, could you send 17 
them out to the rest of us? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, I will.  Do you think we should -- I can 20 
just take this stuff and put it that table format that we had 21 
before that allowed for the rank to be off on the side.  Is that 22 
a good idea, to have that table format?  Should I put in the 23 
table format, the original table format, because it’s got a 24 
column for rank? 25 
 26 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I am not going to get bent out of shape 27 
about the rank.  I think the material that was in the original 28 
plan, all of it needs to be transferred over to the new one and 29 
whether it’s in that table format or not, I don’t care. 30 
 31 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  I think I prefer the table format, 32 
because then we’ve got a space to put the rank in and it’s 33 
clear.  The ranks are not necessarily 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, but 34 
more like 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6, but not -- They’re more 35 
than 1 and 1. 36 
 37 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  High, medium, or low. 38 
 39 

QUEEN CONCH LISTING UPDATE 40 
 41 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, high, medium, or low, that sort of thing.  42 
Is everybody happy with that?  I will make sure that that goes 43 
out to everybody who isn’t here as well and hopefully Mike can 44 
contribute, since we’ve chosen his formatting. 45 
 46 
Then the last item on the agenda was the conch update and I 47 
guess the only thing with respect to that -- Maybe if Graciela 48 
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was here, she would give us more of an update, but you all 1 
should have received a letter that the council has sent out and 2 
they’ve already sent it out, because it was the comments were 3 
due and they did extensive work and looked at documentation and 4 
so on regarding the status of the queen conch in the U.S. 5 
Caribbean. 6 
 7 
If you have read it, they recommend against having conch be 8 
declared threatened or endangered and so because it’s already 9 
been sent, there’s no need for us to necessarily review it at 10 
this meeting or anything like that. 11 
 12 
I guess if in the comments, because comments are finished, it’s 13 
not like we could sit down and formulate something else for a 14 
comment and so are there any other questions about that? 15 
 16 
VANCE VINCENTE:  Can we, just to wrap up that queen conch 17 
subject, see if there is unanimity in approving the letter and 18 
saying that the conch, Strombus gigas, should not be listed 19 
under the Endangered Species Act either as threatened or s 20 
endangered?  I think if there’s consensus, that would just put 21 
an end to it.  I am sure there is consensus. 22 
 23 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Is there consensus? 24 
 25 
JIM BERKSON:  I think if we were to take a vote on that, I would 26 
probably have to abstain, since I’m part of the agency that’s 27 
evaluating that.  I don’t know.  I have never been asked that 28 
before in the middle of one of these, but I would abstain. 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Okay.  Any other comments? 31 
 32 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I haven’t read it yet.  I would like to 33 
have a few minutes to look at it. 34 
 35 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I will give everybody ten minutes to go take a 36 
look at it or fifteen minutes. 37 
 38 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 39 
 40 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Are you ready for a final?  Are you ready to 41 
just kind of make a -- I guess we have on the floor, by general 42 
consensus, with a definite abstention from Jim Berkson, that the 43 
SSC I guess supports the letter submitted by the Caribbean 44 
Fisheries Management Council to recommend not listing the queen 45 
conch as threatened and endangered. 46 
 47 
JORGE GARCIA-SAIS:  I support. 48 
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 1 
VANCE VINCENTE:  In favor. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL DEL POZO:  In favor. 4 
 5 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  In favor. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  In favor and Jim Berkson is abstaining. 8 
 9 
JIM BERKSON:  I abstain. 10 
 11 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I believe that’s the end of the meeting then, 12 
unless there’s any other topic that anybody needs to announce or 13 
a topic that needs to be covered.  Then thank you very much for 14 
coming to the meeting.  Three days is a bit long, but I think we 15 
got things done and hopefully we’ll be able to do the ACL 16 
overages faster next time and please don’t forget your homework.  17 
To me, the sooner the better.  Very good and thank you very much 18 
and the meeting is adjourned. 19 
 20 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned for on November 1, 2012.) 21 
 22 

- - - 23 
 24 


