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 1 
CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 2 

137TH REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 3 
Marriott Frenchman’s Reef and Morning Star Hotel 4 

San Juan, Puerto Rico 5 
 6 

MARCH 29-30, 2011 7 
 8 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council convened at the 9 
Marriott Frenchman’s Reef and Morning Star Hotel, San Juan, 10 
Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, March 29, 2011, and was called to 11 
order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Eugenio Piñeiro. 12 
 13 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thanks for coming.  It’s a pleasure to see 16 
Ruth Gomez here.  It’s great to see you, Ruth, and thanks for 17 
coming.  Now we’re going to keep moving on with the agenda.  Are 18 
there any changes at this moment that someone would like to come 19 
up with?  20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The trap reduction program, we have Dr. David 22 
Olsen and in my report, rather than boring you with other stuff, 23 
we will have Juan Agar giving us a presentation about a survey 24 
on catch shares on the west coast of Puerto Rico and Tyler 25 
Smith, if he’s here, is going to give us a presentation about 26 
ciguatera.  If not, Mr. Chairman, we ask if we can accommodate 27 
him whenever you think. 28 
 29 
Then tomorrow, when we get the highlights of the data-poor 30 
workshop with Kim Gordon, we have Daniel, Jed, Todd, and Steve 31 
Turner talking about the path of a data point when we get it 32 
from the fishermen and how it goes to the Center and back as a 33 
report.  I understand that the order of presentation in the ACL 34 
Amendment, that you want to change that. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have the report of the scoping 37 
meetings and then the review of the ACL Amendment and perhaps 38 
approval for public hearings. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  Any other changes?  Being 41 
none, then if I get a motion, we can move on. 42 
 43 
STEVE TURNER:  We have a presentation to make on the 2011 ACL 44 
Amendment and so do I need to be on the agenda to be able to 45 
make that presentation?  It’s related to the years included 46 
recommended by the SSC. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, we can accommodate you sometime during 1 
the morning, in the ACL presentation.  It can be right after the 2 
SSC report, which is not the last one and now it’s the next-to-3 
late one.  We can do that.  Thank you, Steve.  Anything else?  I 4 
need a motion to adopt the agenda. 5 
 6 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would like to make a motion for the 7 
adoption of the agenda. 8 
 9 
ROY CRABTREE:  Second. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s seconded by Roy Crabtree.  Those in favor 12 
say aye; any opposition no.  It’s unanimous then.  Now let’s go 13 
to the Consideration of the 136th Council Meeting Verbatim 14 
Transcription. 15 
 16 

CONSIDERATION OF 136th COUNCIL MEETING VERBATIM TRANSCRIPTION 17 
 18 
MARA LEVY:  I had just a couple of things.  One is that we had 19 
two presentations in Spanish at the last meeting and we were 20 
able to hear them because we had the translation.  They’re not 21 
in here and it just says presentation in Spanish and I’m not 22 
saying that we have to transcribe the whole thing, but if maybe 23 
we could somehow add a brief summary as to what they were about. 24 
 25 
I know one was just an important lionfish competition and that’s 26 
clear, but the other one, maybe in the future when we have 27 
those, we can just add a little summary of what it was about, so 28 
that we know for the record if we ever had to go back and look 29 
about what was said. 30 
 31 
The other one is on page 16, line 37.  It’s not that big of a 32 
deal, but it says that you’re presenting Joe Kimmel with a 33 
“bottom of rum” and it was probably a “bottle of rum” and then I 34 
had one more. 35 
 36 
When we did the Administrative Committee meeting, all it says is 37 
the Administrative Committee meeting was held.  I don’t recall 38 
there being any closed portion at the last one, where we 39 
discussed national security or employment matters.   40 
 41 
Those aren’t closed unless we’re discussing the specific things 42 
in the Act and so that needs to be a part of the minutes in the 43 
future.  We can’t just say that we had the Administrative 44 
Committee meeting without any transcription of what happened, 45 
unless we’re discussing those specific things.  Thank you. 46 
 47 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  There was a few omissions, page 20, 38, and 39 48 
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and 40.  At the end of the speakers, from what I can see from 1 
the record is that we’re pressing the button off before we 2 
finish a sentence and so I would encourage you to make sure that 3 
you take your time to finish what you’re going to say and then 4 
push the button off, because we’re omitting usually the last two 5 
words. 6 
 7 
Of course, we have improved greatly, because now I need again to 8 
ask you to state your name before you make the presentation, so 9 
we know who is saying what.  Any other comments or changes in 10 
here?  No?  Then I’ll need a motion to adopt the transcription. 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would like to make a motion for the 13 
consideration of the 136th council meeting verbatim 14 
transcription.   15 
 16 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We have a motion.  Is there a second? 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Marcos Hanke.  All those in favor 21 
say aye; all those in opposition.  It’s unanimous.  The motion 22 
is adopted.  Now we’re going to enter into the Executive 23 
Director’s Report. 24 
 25 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’m going to talk only 28 
about the west coast catch share program.  I understand that 29 
there’s a small chance of getting any more money from the 30 
national lab for catch shares, but the council decided to 31 
continue with the project on the west coast of Puerto Rico. 32 
 33 
Just to refresh your memories, the fishermen off the west coast 34 
of Puerto Rico that fish for deepwater snappers and groupers 35 
asked the council in 2008 to put together a project to see 36 
whether a limited entry, privilege action program, or some sort 37 
of thing could be implemented on the west coast of Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
They have been working for the last year on this study or 40 
project and they are now -- Remember, we have a panel.  We call 41 
it in Spanish the Panel Participación de Capturas, which is the 42 
catch share panel.  With us, we have the coordinator, Nelson 43 
Crespo.  We just met informally with the local government 44 
representative from DNR, Dr. Miguel Garcia and Ms. Christina 45 
Cabrera. 46 
 47 
The idea was to have a brainstorming with the local authorities 48 
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to see whether there was any interest in participating with this 1 
project and the Secretary sent a message that if and when the 2 
local fishers of the west coast of Puerto Rico agree with having 3 
a program, a catch share program, the local government will 4 
support those efforts, but the main issue here that the 5 
Secretary would like to see is the majority of the fishers that 6 
are involved participate in and that he then will support 7 
whatever the group decides regarding catch shares. 8 
 9 
We asked Dr. Juan Agar to see if he could help us.  We had Dr. 10 
Juan Agar and Walter Keithly working with us on the catch share 11 
program and Dr. Bonnie Ponwith agreed and she sent us a letter 12 
that this is something that they support and endorse and so we 13 
will have a presentation today with Dr. Juan Agar about the 14 
survey that is needed for this project. 15 
 16 
The baseline survey will be a socioeconomic survey of how many 17 
fishermen are there and what their catch is and what are the 18 
other parameters, socioeconomic parameters, that we need to look 19 
at as a baseline for the study. 20 
 21 
In addition, we will have another one, which is something that 22 
the fishermen requested.  It’s a survey, a very quick survey, 23 
asking the fishermen how much they are really catching.  They 24 
believe that, when Daniel Matos from Puerto Rico Fisheries 25 
Laboratory gave a presentation on the statistics, that they were 26 
totally off, because one fisherman said that he catches what was 27 
reported for the entire year for the entire Puerto Rico fishery 28 
in half a year and so we understand that we need to work on that 29 
one. 30 
 31 
The panel understands that this is -- For the next year, what 32 
they’re looking at is the possibility of establishing the catch 33 
share program.  They are not saying that this is the catch share 34 
program yet and here I will stop, because I believe that we have 35 
a distinguished guest that you want to introduce. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  First of all, we have Mr. 38 
Ed Schuster who just got in and then at this time, I would like 39 
to introduce you and it’s a pleasure to have you here, Alicia 40 
Barnes, Commissioner of the U.S. Virgin Islands.  Welcome to the 41 
Caribbean Council.  It’s a pleasure to have you here. 42 
 43 
ALICIA BARNES:  Thank you and good morning.  It’s a pleasure to 44 
be here and my apologies for my tardiness. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We would like to briefly introduce you to our 47 
council members.  First is Carlos Farchette from St. Croix and 48 
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then Dr. Miguel Garcia from the government of Puerto Rico, 1 
Winston Ledee right here from St. Thomas.  That’s Dr. Roy 2 
Crabtree from NMFS and Mr. Marcos Hanke from Puerto Rico.  Thank 3 
you and so we are onboard and once again, welcome here. 4 
 5 

PRESENTATION ON PUERTO RICAN WEST COAST CATCH SHARE PROGRAM 6 
 7 
DR. JUAN AGAR:  What I want to do today is talk about a project 8 
we’re about to start.  Basically, what we’re trying to do is 9 
survey commercial fishermen who fish for deepwater snapper so we 10 
can help the process that Walter Keithly is leading.  He’s 11 
basically trying to see whether fishermen are interested in 12 
establishing a catch share program in the Caribbean. 13 
 14 
What I want to do in this presentation is basically introduce 15 
the contents of the proposed data collection, briefly discuss 16 
the methods, the timeline, and seek some feedback from council 17 
people. 18 
 19 
Just as background, in 2009, basically the deepwater snapper 20 
fishery yielded about $2.1 million and landings accounted, and 21 
these are reported landings, to about 0.7 million pounds. 22 
 23 
When we look at the landings, we see the silk and queen snapper 24 
account for roughly 93 to 95 percent of the revenue and so those 25 
are the two dominant species and the other species considered 26 
for the catch share program are basically blackfin, vermilion, 27 
misty, black and yellowfin groupers.  These tend to be 28 
relatively minor. 29 
 30 
The fishery is primarily prosecuted by hook and line and to a 31 
lesser extent, by trap gears.  Like Miguel was saying, basically 32 
it’s concentrated on the west coast of Puerto Rico.   33 
 34 
The way we have structured this survey is basically divided it 35 
into four sections.  One is kind of the background section.  36 
We’re collecting sociodemographic information, like, for 37 
example, fishing experience, age.  Also, we are collecting some 38 
information on vessel information, size of the boat, how much 39 
horsepower the boat has, kind of to set the scene, if you will. 40 
 41 
The second part, which I think is the more interesting one, 42 
looks at fishermen’s attitudes and perceptions about the 43 
proposed data collection and then the third part inquires into 44 
their preferences as far as the design of the program and the 45 
last part basically looks at their costs and earnings structure.  46 
The idea here is to model what the gains if people adopted that 47 
program would be. 48 
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 1 
The second section, which I mentioned was the interesting one, 2 
basically looks at the attitudes and perceptions and we have 3 
three objectives in this section.  The first one is to look at 4 
once they identify the perceived problems in the fishery, we’ll 5 
want to be able to identify performance metrics, so if the 6 
council decides to go with catch shares, we can look how well or 7 
how badly the program is doing. 8 
 9 
We also want to use this action to be an educational tool.  We 10 
want to gauge how familiar they are with the program.  If 11 
they’re not familiar, that means that we need to do more 12 
education.   13 
 14 
Then once we ask them whether they’re familiar, we ask them 15 
whether they support the program or whether they’re opposed and 16 
we’re trying to identify the reasons.  Then there’s a section 17 
where we ask them about their expectations about the likely 18 
outcomes of the program, whether they expect the harvesting 19 
costs to decrease, for example, or dockside prices to increase 20 
or whether they think the catch share will improve safety at sea 21 
and reduce bycatch and enhance stock size in the long run. 22 
 23 
The third part of this section, again, gets at this outreach and 24 
education section.  It’s basically to ask them if they want 25 
additional information about certain details of the program and 26 
to tell us which they are. 27 
 28 
Again, like I mentioned before, once they identify the problems 29 
in the fishery, if the council decides to adopt the program, we 30 
can set different objectives and see how well we’re achieving 31 
that objective by coming up with performance metrics to evaluate 32 
the program over the long run. 33 
 34 
The third part of the survey looks at preferences about the 35 
design.  We know that the hardest part of any catch share 36 
program is deciding on the initial allocation and so we want to 37 
ask them, who do they feel should be eligible to receive share, 38 
whether it’s only crew, owners of boats, or captains.   39 
 40 
We also want to ask them about which qualifying criteria they 41 
think should be weighted more heavily.  Should it be catch 42 
history or just participation in the fishery, for example 43 
measured by having a valid fishing license? 44 
 45 
We also ask them what’s the minimum quota requirement in order 46 
for them to remain commercially viable in the fishery, because 47 
if this doesn’t happen, the program probably won’t run.  We ask 48 
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them whether they’re in favor of transferability, the purchase 1 
and leasing of shares. 2 
 3 
We ask them whether they believe that there should be 4 
restrictions on who can buy shares, for example, or whether 5 
share sales should be only limited to captains or crew. 6 
 7 
Then a big issue every time we set up a catch share program is 8 
how to deal with new entrants and so we ask them whether they’re 9 
willing to donate some of their share in order to create this 10 
new entrant fund, because if you ask fishermen, are you willing 11 
to support a new entrant fund, they’re always going to say yes, 12 
but if you ask them how much they’re willing to donate, maybe 13 
they look more at the tradeoff of that. 14 
 15 
Last in this section, we ask them about suggestions for quota 16 
monitoring, which I guess is one of the hardest parts for 17 
developing a catch share in a small-scale fishery. 18 
 19 
The last section basically looks at costs and earnings and the 20 
idea here is, again, if the council decides to go this way, 21 
there’s ways to be able to model the benefits and costs of a 22 
catch share and basically I’m going to take you through a 23 
process. 24 
 25 
We’ll be asking about variable costs, for example how much they 26 
spend on fuel.  Our hope is that we’re going to be able to 27 
estimate some sort of marginal cost curve.  Basically, the cost 28 
curve is upward sloping, because as fishermen catch more fish, 29 
they’re going to take more inputs to catch that fish. 30 
 31 
If we know what the price is, we can estimate what the profit 32 
for each unit of catch is going to be.  It’s going to be given 33 
by that line.  If they catch more, then that profit from that 34 
second unit of fish is going to be smaller and smaller. 35 
 36 
If we actually plot this information in a different graph, we 37 
can get at people’s willingness to pay for quota and this 38 
information is useful because we can use it to estimate what the 39 
market price is going to be under different quota scenarios. 40 
 41 
Once we derive that willingness to pay for quota, we basically 42 
estimate that for each boat and we derive the fleet willingness 43 
to pay for quota by summing up the individual boat level and the 44 
individual boat level derived demand and we get the market 45 
derived demand for quota. 46 
 47 
Once the council sets the quota, where supply equals demand, 48 
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basically we get the price and this market price is going to 1 
tell each individual fisherman what their optimal allocation of 2 
quota should be. 3 
 4 
For argument’s sake, let’s suppose that this fisherman gets this 5 
much quota and has this initial allocation and he gets the 6 
market price.  The lease price of the quota is going to be this 7 
much.  Basically, the way that this fisherman is going to react, 8 
because he’s making that much profit and he knows he can buy 9 
more quota at a lower price, this guy is going to expand his 10 
initial allocation.  He’s going to go from Qinitial to Q*, which is 11 
his optimal allocation, and he’s going to end up buying more 12 
allocation. 13 
 14 
The cost of buying that allocation is going to be this area, 15 
this red area, but his net profit is going to be this top green 16 
area here and so this is how we expect catch shares to work when 17 
you have an efficient producer. 18 
 19 
Conversely, if we have a less efficient producer, he’s got a 20 
high initial allocation, but the profit he’s making from that 21 
allocation is below the market price and then it pays for this 22 
guy to basically reduce his quota allotment and go to the 23 
optimal allocation for him and so he’s going to reduce his 24 
allocation.  He is going to be able to sell it at this price and 25 
his net profit is going to be this area, the area above this 26 
area here.   27 
 28 
Briefly, to talk about method, this is still tentative, but 29 
we’re thinking about interviewing between forty to sixty 30 
fishermen.  We plan to do a stratified random sample by 31 
production levels and the sampling frame is basically going to 32 
come from DNER and we want to look at people who landed 33 
deepwater snapper species. 34 
 35 
Basically, the timeline of this project, we already put out a 36 
Federal Register notice and now we’re kind of telling the 37 
council what we want to do and hopefully we’ll start pre-testing 38 
the instrument over the next two weeks.  After we’re done with 39 
the pre-testing, we’ll submit it to OMB and we hope to be doing 40 
some fieldwork in September of 2011.  That’s basically it.  41 
They’re printing a copy of the survey and so I’ll be happy to 42 
distribute that.  Thanks for listening. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Are there questions for Juan?  I’ve got a 45 
brief one.  What’s your time table for this?  Do you have a time 46 
table for this? 47 
 48 
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JUAN AGAR:  Basically, we’re hoping to pre-test the instrument 1 
in the next two or three weeks and be in the field in September 2 
and so hopefully we’ll have a final report by March of next 3 
year.  This is contingent on getting funding, obviously.  They 4 
promised us funding, but it’s wait and see in Congress. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You don’t think there’s going to be any 7 
trouble with keeping up with the time table? 8 
 9 
JUAN AGAR:  I don’t think so.  You never know, but I’m 10 
confident.  This means a margin of -- There’s some buffer added 11 
into this time, let’s put it that way. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Juan.  Any other questions for 14 
Juan?  Being none, Juan, thank you very much for your 15 
presentation.  Our next presentation will be by Sam Rauch.  It’s 16 
the President’s Ocean Policy and Coastal and Marine Spatial 17 
Planning Presentation. 18 
 19 
PRESENTATION ON PRESIDENT’S OCEAN POLICY AND COASTAL AND MARINE 20 

SPATIAL PLANNING 21 
 22 
SAM RAUCH:  I’m Sam Rauch and I’m the Deputy Assistant 23 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs with NOAA.  That means I 24 
am the most senior career person within the Fisheries Service.  25 
I oversee the various regional offices and the headquarters 26 
offices in terms of all federal fishing policy, endangered 27 
species policy, and also our habitat conservation program. 28 
 29 
It is my pleasure to come here and talk to you about the 30 
National Ocean Policy.  It’s something that I’ve been involved 31 
in for not only the Fisheries Service, but for NOAA for some 32 
time now. 33 
 34 
I was one of the chief negotiators for NOAA on this policy.  35 
This is something that the President did on July 19th of last 36 
year.  There was a series of recommendations in a very detailed 37 
document which is available on the web and we’ll talk about what 38 
it says and also, there was a follow-up Executive Order that the 39 
President issued to the federal agencies requiring us to 40 
implement this policy. 41 
 42 
This is a policy that binds the Fisheries Service and NOAA and 43 
other federal agencies and we’ll talk basically about what the 44 
policy itself was, about the interagency structure that it 45 
created, the National Ocean Council, about the priority 46 
objectives and areas of emphasis that it outlined, and then I’m 47 
going to spend the rest of the time on coastal marine spatial 48 
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planning, something that the councils and the territories have 1 
been interested in. 2 
 3 
As I said, the challenge here was that there are something like 4 
144 different statutes dealing with the oceans.  If a person is 5 
trying to do something on the ocean, it has a morass of federal 6 
agencies it has to go through. 7 
 8 
We were disjointed in our efforts to communicate and coordinate 9 
better.  We did not have an overarching vision and these are the 10 
things that the President wanted to fix by laying out a clear 11 
vision for where we needed to go, a clear policy statement for 12 
us to follow, and, perhaps more importantly, a structure and 13 
areas of emphasis that we needed to carry out and I’m going to 14 
talk about that in a minute. 15 
 16 
The policy itself, I’ve got two slides of the policy.  You can 17 
read it.  It talks about maintaining the health of the ocean and 18 
all the uses on which that health is based. 19 
 20 
It is not a policy that says the ocean should be set aside and 21 
not used.  It is not a policy that says we should maximize all 22 
potential uses of the ocean.  It says that we need to recognize 23 
that all of the economic values that we generate from the ocean 24 
are built on a healthy, sustainable ecosystem and we need to 25 
recognize those linkages, but we need to maintain access and 26 
maintain productivity. 27 
 28 
The oceans are important not just environmentally, but also 29 
economically.  They are huge portions of our coastal economy 30 
that is dependent on the oceans and we need to protect not only 31 
the oceans themselves, but those economies. 32 
 33 
There’s also, throughout, an important recognition that what we 34 
do on land matters in terms of the ocean.  There is a clear 35 
linkage between land-based activity and the health of our oceans 36 
that is apparent not just in island ecosystems like the ones 37 
we’re on right now, but around the coast.  The things that you 38 
do in the middle of the country affect the Gulf of Mexico and 39 
other places like that. 40 
 41 
Recognizing those linkages and making sure that when we take 42 
actions on land that we understand their effects on the oceans 43 
is an important part of this policy. 44 
 45 
Another important part of the policy is understanding the 46 
oceans, education, building an ocean literacy, not just of the 47 
public, but also improving our scientific knowledge.  I think at 48 
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NOAA, we view this as one of our primary missions and we welcome 1 
the President’s emphasis on increasing scientific understanding 2 
and education as an important part. 3 
 4 
There are a number of international aspects.  The policy does 5 
encourage the United States to accede to the law of the sea.  6 
That is something that requires congressional action to do, but 7 
this policy is fully consistent with those ideas. 8 
 9 
That’s the policy itself and before I talk about the structure, 10 
let me just summarize that the policy is intended to guide the 11 
federal agencies.  It is not a new law that we have to comply 12 
with, but as we are undertaking actions in the ocean, we need to 13 
be mindful of the policy and attempt to follow its, at the 14 
moment, idealistic goals.  It doesn’t specifically dictate what 15 
you do in any one area or another. 16 
 17 
I think it’s largely consistent with what the councils are doing 18 
under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Act.  Many of the 19 
principles adopted in the policy since we helped negotiate it 20 
are the things that the councils try to do anyway.  That’s where 21 
we’re leading. 22 
 23 
As I said, one of the main problems that the President 24 
identified was the disjunction between all the various federal 25 
agencies, between the Commerce Department and the Interior 26 
Department, the Defense Department and the Coast Guard, and all 27 
of these other federal agencies, the EPA, that undertake actions 28 
in the ocean and not being coordinated. 29 
 30 
He created a cabinet-level National Ocean Council made up of the 31 
secretaries of these various departments and NOAA, the head of 32 
NOAA, being the only non-cabinet-level official, is also on the 33 
Ocean Council. 34 
 35 
They have a permanent staff.  They meet fairly regularly for a 36 
group like that and they are supposed to guide the 37 
implementation of this policy, the creation of the various tasks 38 
that we’re going to talk about in a minute. 39 
 40 
One important part of that is that there is a new structure 41 
called a Governance Coordination Committee and the idea behind 42 
this is that there are state, tribal, and local jurisdictions 43 
who are our partners in the ocean.  The federal government 44 
recognizes that the ocean is not solely a federal responsibility 45 
or a federal interest, but everything that we do there has to be 46 
undertaken in partnerships. 47 
 48 
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In fact, many of the critical activities that go on in the ocean 1 
happen within three miles of the coast, in areas which are not 2 
traditionally federal waters, and so there is a Governance 3 
Coordinating Committee designed to provide direct input from 4 
regional, state, local, and tribal interests. 5 
 6 
That committee was just recently formed within the Caribbean.  7 
There is a specific GCC member for the Caribbean and it’s Paige 8 
Rothenberger from the department here in the USVI.  That was a 9 
very good addition. 10 
 11 
They are going to be providing guidance on all matters of ocean 12 
policy to the Ocean Council.  I don’t know whether they’ve met 13 
yet, but I know that they’re planning to meet soon and so we’re 14 
looking forward to that.  That is a new structure.  That did not 15 
exist and we hope that that will be a vibrant way to create 16 
partnerships. 17 
 18 
I imagine that at some point the larger national structure will 19 
engage in more outreach to the various regions.  As I said, 20 
there’s a specific Caribbean member and there are members from 21 
other localities.   22 
 23 
The group is only about thirteen or so members nationally, in 24 
order for it to be an effective body, but there needs to be some 25 
way for that Governance Coordinating Committee to get input from 26 
a broad area of the region that they represent and that’s part 27 
of their task, is to figure out how to not just represent 28 
themselves individually, but in terms of representing the 29 
region, how do you go about doing those kinds of things? 30 
 31 
It is a rotating chair.  Within that, there is a broader -- The 32 
box underneath, the Ocean Research and Resources Advisory Panel, 33 
is something that preexisted this structure.  It’s a FACA 34 
committee, a Federal Advisory Committee.   35 
 36 
It is designed for the public at large to provide input into 37 
ocean policy and ocean research.  There is fishing interest on 38 
it, but one of the directives from the President is to consider 39 
expanding that.  40 
 41 
It has typically been dominated by the sort of research question 42 
and not the management issues and we wanted to make sure that we 43 
expanded that to provide a direct resource from stakeholders and 44 
not just in the research aspect, but to look at a broader 45 
interest. 46 
 47 
Within that, the structure is two sub-structures.  One is on 48 
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management and one is on science.  The science one largely -- 1 
Both of these, elements of these, had existed before.  The 2 
science one worked fairly well to coordinate the national ocean 3 
and scientific policy, but the resource management structure did 4 
not work all that well, mainly because it didn’t have a task to 5 
do and now it does, in that it is primarily responsible for 6 
carrying out the missions of the policy and I’ll talk about that 7 
right now. 8 
 9 
Within this broader structure, the President has identified nine 10 
priority objectives, things that he wants this group to focus on 11 
in particular. 12 
 13 
Over the course of the next six to twelve months, the President 14 
has asked for a strategic action plan for each of these priority 15 
objectives and the CMSP plan, the Coastal Marine Spatial 16 
Planning plan, will actually be sooner, in six to nine months, 17 
since the date that he issued that. 18 
 19 
I say that and for those of you who have the calendar and 20 
realize that the President issued this in July of last year, we 21 
are already at nine months and we don’t have the strategic 22 
action plan for the first one and I imagine we will still run 23 
that one out first, but everything is going to be a little bit 24 
delayed.  Many of our ocean expertise was diverted because of 25 
the Gulf oil spill last year and so we are behind. 26 
 27 
The objectives here, the first two really are the bull work of 28 
the whole policy.  One is ecosystem-based management and to not 29 
just look at single species management, but to look at all of 30 
the things that you do in the ecosystem.   31 
 32 
It’s something that NOAA has been working on for a long time.  I 33 
think the councils in general embrace this idea.  Where we have 34 
data, we should be considering the effect on the entire 35 
ecosystem, to consider the effects of essential fish habitat on 36 
the stocks, to consider what happens when we take out a predator 37 
species or the prey species on the entire trophic level.  38 
Everything that people may catch either below or above that is 39 
affected by those kinds of things. 40 
 41 
The limitation from NOAA’s part is not embracing the idea or the 42 
council’s part, but I think it is data.  We often don’t have the 43 
data to make those kinds of decisions. 44 
 45 
Coastal marine spatial planning we’ll talk about in more depth 46 
in a minute.  Under the blue side, the how we do business side, 47 
there is improved decisions and understanding.  This is improve 48 
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our science and the public understanding of the impacts of the 1 
ocean. 2 
 3 
Coordinate and support doesn’t sound all that interesting, but 4 
this is where the President has asked us to go look at the 5 
interrelationships between all these structures and all these 6 
jurisdictional entities.  When you have to go get twenty 7 
different permits, how can the federal government do that 8 
better?  How can we make sure that it is as streamlined as 9 
possible? 10 
 11 
If there are gaps, if there are places where we believe 12 
legislative changes need to be made in order to achieve the 13 
objectives of this policy or there’s something that we need to 14 
do, this is the group that is tasked with finding those gaps and 15 
making proposals. 16 
 17 
The ocean policy right now does not call for any legislative 18 
initiatives, but does set up a process where if there are 19 
barriers to carrying out our objectives that we can identify 20 
what those are and create a mechanism to deal with that. 21 
 22 
On the more substantive side, the more specific side, resiliency 23 
and adaptation to climate change and ocean acidification was a 24 
strong theme in this.   25 
 26 
The question is not whether the oceans are changing or whether 27 
the climate is changing, but how we can adapt and how we can 28 
better deal with local communities to make sure that they are 29 
situated to deal with climate change, either rising sea level or 30 
with ocean acidification in particular, that may have an effect 31 
on fish stocks, in terms of where they are, on coral reefs, how 32 
productive they are. 33 
 34 
We not only need to deal with the communities, but also with the 35 
fishing industry to make sure that they can weather those 36 
situations as well.  While the government has a broader plan on 37 
trying to ameliorate the effects of climate change, to hopefully 38 
one day stop it and reverse it, in the meantime, we need to make 39 
sure that our communities and economies are as situated as best 40 
they can to adapt to it. 41 
 42 
The second one is regional ecosystem protection and restoration 43 
and this is large-based issues.  The assessment was that the 44 
federal agencies, including my agency, do a fairly good job on 45 
small-scale restoration projects. 46 
 47 
Where we fall down is looking at the big picture, what is really 48 
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going on for the watershed?  By watershed, I’m talking about 1 
things like the Chesapeake Bay, the Mississippi River, the 2 
Sacramento River, the Caribbean Basin.   3 
 4 
What is going on in these large areas?  Are we really getting at 5 
the root of the problem or are we just dealing with symptoms 6 
when we do things like small-scale stream diversions? 7 
 8 
The task here is to take all the resources of the federal 9 
government and try to put it more holistically towards a large 10 
region and work on it from the root causes. 11 
 12 
The third one on this side, the water quality, as I mentioned, 13 
the linkages between what happens on land and what happens in 14 
the ocean are profound.  This one is being led by both the U.S. 15 
Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Department of 16 
Agriculture, in trying to get at some of our lingering problems 17 
between the land/water interface. 18 
 19 
The one down below may not be as of much interest here.  It is 20 
an interest to the country in terms of the Arctic, changing 21 
conditions in the Arctic.  As the sea ice melts up there, 22 
opportunities arise for economic development and also questions 23 
arise in a very fragile ecosystem that is undergoing profound 24 
change. 25 
 26 
The last one is observation and mapping and infrastructure.  27 
It’s impossible to do anything in the ocean without data, 28 
without ways to observe what you’re doing, without the right 29 
platforms on which to do the work.  We have, for a long time, 30 
been investing in these kinds of observation structures and this 31 
is an indication that the President wants that investment to 32 
continue. 33 
 34 
CMSP, coastal and marine spatial planning, and let me just tell 35 
you why it is coastal planning and not just marine spatial 36 
planning.  That is because the Great Lakes are a part of this 37 
policy and the Great Lakes are not truly an ocean, but they do 38 
have a large coast and this policy is intended to apply to the 39 
Great Lakes as well. 40 
 41 
As I indicated, the federal agencies, including the Fisheries 42 
Service, traditionally goes out and looks at what is best for 43 
their particular area of expertise.  In case of fishing, we try 44 
to maximize fishing opportunity and we are concerned with 45 
fishing conservation.  46 
 47 
We are less concerned with things like oil and gas development 48 
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or transportation or other kinds of things that may occur in the 1 
ocean.  We do try to look at them, but they’re not our primary 2 
focus and the same is true for other parts of the federal 3 
agency. 4 
 5 
For instance, the Department of Interior is very focused on oil 6 
and gas development and the problems that arise with that.  They 7 
look at fishing impacts peripherally, but that’s not their main 8 
focus and so we generally do not work as well together as we 9 
could. 10 
 11 
What generally happens is that we will go through our regulatory 12 
process with our relevant stakeholders and at the end of the 13 
day, we may come up against some intractable problem, the fact 14 
that an oil company wants to make an oil well in the fishing 15 
grounds or they want to do a wind farm somewhere. 16 
 17 
These are problems that could be diverted if before we engage in 18 
a massive permitting cycle that we take the time upfront to 19 
think about the oceans and think about what should be done in 20 
the ocean and how can we maximize the benefits to everybody in 21 
the ocean and how can we take that into account ahead of time? 22 
 23 
Those are the goals of marine spatial planning.  It is not 24 
intended to be a zoning process where you say you can only do 25 
this here and you can do that there.  Rather, it is an effort 26 
to, at a minimum, get the federal agencies together to talk 27 
about what the best uses of the ocean are before we have people 28 
invest millions of dollars in some large project somewhere. 29 
 30 
Because we recognize that the federal interest in the ocean is 31 
limited and that we can’t do it without partners, we want to 32 
reach out and include the states, the territories, the local 33 
governments, in this kind of planning process. 34 
 35 
We can’t force them to be a part of that, but we can force the 36 
federal agencies to do it, but we want their participation and 37 
we’ve tried to provide incentives to the participation, because 38 
the federal governments are coming to the table with all their 39 
discretionary activities and are willing to talk and so this 40 
provides a forum for discussion. 41 
 42 
There is a regional focus on coastal marine spatial planning.  43 
Although this is a national policy and because it is a national 44 
policy, there are some elements in that that are included from 45 
above, including the fact that we want an open and transparent 46 
process.   47 
 48 
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We want the federal agencies to engage and certain other top-1 
down things, but really, this is supposed to be a locally-2 
driven, bottom-up approach. 3 
 4 
The country has been divided up into these various regions and 5 
each region will have its own regional planning body and what 6 
they decide to do may vastly differ between the different 7 
regions and in my view, that is perfectly acceptable. 8 
 9 
How they choose to engage and what issues they choose to address 10 
may be very different.  What the plan looks like may be very 11 
different depending on the different regions. 12 
 13 
Six of these nine regions had existing governance organizations, 14 
largely driven by the states.  With assistance from NOAA, the 15 
states in these regions had gotten together as jurisdictional 16 
entities and said here are the issues that are important to us 17 
and we want to work together. 18 
 19 
Those could form the basis of these regional planning bodies and 20 
in fact, we encourage those to do so, because they have brought 21 
the states together and they are trying to focus on some of the 22 
issues and it is a very good model for collaboration. 23 
 24 
Other ones, in particular, Alaska, the Pacific Islands, and the 25 
Caribbean, do not have one of these organizations in place yet.  26 
In the Caribbean, I know that the Governors of the Virgin 27 
Islands and Puerto Rico are discussing forming one of these 28 
bodies and there is -- The Nature Conservancy has applied for a 29 
grant from us to help fund those efforts. 30 
 31 
If we get a federal budget, we can act on those grant 32 
applications.  We don’t have a federal budget after April 8 and 33 
so that’s in limbo. 34 
 35 
I think that they are in the process of developing an MOU 36 
between the two territories to highlight what it is they want to 37 
work on and how they want to interact.  That’s a very positive 38 
step forward to that group becoming the regional planning body.  39 
You would then add the federal agencies and you would have a 40 
group that could be the regional planning body for the Caribbean 41 
region. 42 
 43 
It remains to be seen whether or what will be the regional 44 
planning body here, but that’s a very promising sign and we are 45 
very hopeful that that effort will get off the ground.   46 
 47 
There are other similar efforts underway in the other areas.  48 
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None of the regional planning bodies themselves have been 1 
identified yet and so there’s a difference between these 2 
regional governance organizations, which in large measure are 3 
preexisting, and what is formally the regional planning bodies. 4 
 5 
Those governance organizations may become the regional planning 6 
bodies, but they are not yet, because the national organization 7 
has wanted to get input from that Governing Coordinating 8 
Committee before the make decisions on who or what should be the 9 
regional planning body.  That process is ongoing and I expect 10 
that within the next four to six months that we’ll get those 11 
done. 12 
 13 
The immediate next step on coastal marine spatial planning is 14 
that there is going to be a national workshop and this slide is 15 
actually out of date.  It is not going to be May 3 through 5.  16 
It is going to be now in -- Maybe it’s right. 17 
 18 
It was going to conflict with the Council Chairs Meeting, which 19 
was I think the May 3 through 5, and so they’ve moved it back to 20 
June, in part so that the councils can participate, can send a 21 
representative.  Each council can send one representative to 22 
this workshop, which I think is a very good sign.  I’ll talk in 23 
just a minute about the role of the councils. 24 
 25 
At least with the council chairs, we’ve discussed repeatedly 26 
that the councils need to participate and so having them at this 27 
workshop is very important. 28 
 29 
There will be an opportunity for the public to participate after 30 
this workshop in which the participants will sort of flesh out 31 
what it is, what common themes, what kinds of things they would 32 
like to do, how they would like to form these regional planning 33 
bodies.  34 
 35 
They will go back to their regions and there will be regionally-36 
specific workshops related to this CMSP.  At some point after 37 
that, the regional planning bodies themselves will be formed.  38 
The various agencies have been working on what that should look 39 
like.  40 
 41 
From NOAA’s view, what they should look like should be very 42 
driven by what the regions themselves want them to look like and 43 
that there is no one-size-fits-all model for what is or is not a 44 
good regional planning body, other than we want to make sure 45 
that it is based on science.  We want to make sure that whatever 46 
comes out of this is based on science. 47 
 48 
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We want to make sure that there is clear and open public 1 
participation from all the interested parties, including the 2 
federal stakeholders.  The idea is that they will create a plan, 3 
in some manner. 4 
 5 
The plan will then be adopted by the federal agencies through 6 
this process and then the federal agencies will have to comply 7 
with that plan.  The federal agencies, by agreeing to it 8 
upfront, will say we agree with this and we have the authority 9 
to do this and we want to comply with that. 10 
 11 
That obviously has implications for the fishery management 12 
councils, because of all the activities, ocean fishing is an 13 
important part.  In order to do coastal marine spatial planning, 14 
you have to address fishing in some manner, in terms of 15 
highlighting fishing and importance in other things. 16 
 17 
The councils have a lot to bring to the table as a consulting 18 
agency, in terms of their experience and science and the way 19 
that they can bring constituent input. 20 
 21 
From NOAA’s perspective, the councils also have a defined 22 
management role, as you know, in this process and we cannot talk 23 
about what should be going on in terms of managing the fisheries 24 
without involving the councils and so we would like the councils 25 
to actually step up and be a part of these regional planning 26 
bodies themselves, to be part of the coauthors of the plan. 27 
 28 
I think being able to participate in the regional forums and 29 
being specifically invited to the national workshop is a very 30 
good sign, in that the federal government agrees with NOAA’s 31 
views about that. 32 
 33 
The policy itself did not put the councils on the regional 34 
planning bodies as an initial matter.  What it says is that 35 
regional planning bodies are made up of the various federal 36 
agencies and the state and local jurisdictional representatives, 37 
but it does say that -- It leaves open that the councils may be 38 
added to the regional planning bodies at a later date and that 39 
at a minimum they have to be consulted. 40 
 41 
What we have stressed to the council chairs is that the best way 42 
to get the councils on these regional planning bodies is to have 43 
the councils involved early in the process in these regional 44 
governance groups, to have the local entities ask for the 45 
councils to participate, ask for the councils to be on there.  46 
That is the best way to have the councils on there. 47 
 48 
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We are seeing some very positive signs, in that where these 1 
governance groups are already set up and are discussing how the 2 
regional planning bodies would look like, they’re asking for the 3 
councils to be on the planning bodies and so there’s a lot of 4 
support for that and I hope that will continue. 5 
 6 
Hopefully within the Caribbean, that will continue as well, in 7 
terms of when the territories come together, in terms of how 8 
they want to interact, that they will see an important role for 9 
the councils in the process and actually ask for the councils to 10 
be on the regional planning body. 11 
 12 
Separate and apart from the councils, it is important the 13 
fishing community, the commercial and the recreational 14 
community, be a part of this process. 15 
 16 
We’re talking to the councils and so I highlighted the councils, 17 
but we don’t want to ignore the fact that the councils, apart 18 
from their management responsibilities, are a conduit for 19 
stakeholder input, but not the only source. 20 
 21 
The stakeholders should have a mechanism to engage directly with 22 
the regional planning bodies.  That is one of the few criteria 23 
that the federal government is going to require of the regional 24 
planning bodies, is that there be an open process for getting 25 
the stakeholder input. 26 
 27 
As I said, we want the councils to have a more constructive role 28 
in terms of drafting whatever measures may or may not be -- 29 
However we deal with fishing in the plan, but the stakeholders 30 
need to have input. 31 
 32 
In addition to the management authorities, one of the other 33 
aspects of the marine spatial planning that is important is 34 
information.  When you talk to people who are enthused about 35 
marine spatial planning, oftentimes they will tell you about a 36 
mapping function that they have, the importance of mapping and 37 
the importance of data. 38 
 39 
It is important.  It is important that we, in one centralized 40 
location, bring together all the information that we have, but 41 
too often, I think we end it at that.  Often, too many 42 
presentations on marine spatial planning say I’ve got this great 43 
new product and that’s all that you discuss, but you need to 44 
take that product and get to the plan. 45 
 46 
That product is only a tool.  There are other products that can 47 
be out there that you can use and other ways to organize 48 
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information.  They all should serve the plan.  Nevertheless, the 1 
data is very important.  It is difficult to create a plan if the 2 
agencies and all the various entities can’t talk to one another. 3 
 4 
There is a requirement for the creation of a national 5 
information management system that not only can the entities 6 
within a region talk to each other, but between regions that you 7 
can share the data and get some of the national perspective.  8 
There is an interagency effort working on this within the first 9 
nine months, which, for those of you who are savvy, once again, 10 
that’s now and we’re not going to have it now.   11 
 12 
We will have guidance on how to work with the data and a 13 
prototype portal will be operational for how we are going to do 14 
that.  There is a workgroup to deal with these.  These are very 15 
important issues and from the Fisheries Service side, we have 16 
people working on this to make sure that all of the various 17 
fishing data and the data the councils have get worked into the 18 
system, but it is not an easy task. 19 
 20 
The budget.  In the 2011 budget, which was not passed and we’re 21 
under a continuing resolution, and in the 2012 budget, there is 22 
$6.7 million to NOAA to carry out our coastal marine spatial 23 
planning efforts. 24 
 25 
This is for us to staff and to work on these issues.  There is 26 
an additional $20 million that is designed to go to our regional 27 
partners through regional grants.  There was a competition for 28 
this.  The governors, states or territories, had to support the 29 
grant idea.  If there wasn’t state or territorial support, those 30 
grants did not go forward. 31 
 32 
There has been a request, as I said, from the Nature Conservancy 33 
to support this effort between the Virgin Islands and Puerto 34 
Rico on the creation of a regional ocean partnership which would 35 
form the basis for coastal marine spatial planning. 36 
 37 
That is the only request in the Caribbean region.  I think it’s 38 
looked on favorably, but, as I said, we currently don’t have a 39 
budget and the federal government doesn’t have a budget past 40 
April 8 and so we can’t act on those grants until we get a 41 
federal budget. 42 
 43 
When we get a federal budget, assuming that this money stays in 44 
the budget, then we would act on that and my hope is that we’ll 45 
get one that the money is retained and we’ll be able to disperse 46 
that to various entities, including to this Caribbean effort, 47 
but we won’t know until Congress acts, much like the last 48 
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presentation that we had. 1 
 2 
This is my next-to-final slide.  Within NOAA, we have developed 3 
a CMSP program and regional CMSP leads to work on this to 4 
interact with our regional partners.  For the Caribbean region, 5 
it’s Billy Causey and Dana Wusinich-Mendez. 6 
 7 
They are the ones that are reaching out and they are also 8 
working with the two territorial governments, as I indicated, on 9 
trying to create this.  We do have a core staff, a small core 10 
staff, within NOAA. 11 
 12 
Our view has been that to the extent that we get any money, it 13 
should go to the regions where they’re actually developing and 14 
working on this, rather than to create a large bureaucracy in 15 
D.C. and so we’ve only got three people in D.C. to manage the 16 
program for the entire country. 17 
 18 
Any other funds that we get would be distributed back to the 19 
regions or at least that’s our plan.  That is the presentation 20 
and I’ll be happy to take any questions. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Sam. 23 
 24 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just an update.  I’ll be going to the workshop in 25 
the summer and I’ve been in conversation with Miguel Garcia.  26 
The planning board that they’re planning for the U.S. Caribbean 27 
will include the council somehow in the future, but they wanted 28 
to first formalize the regional management body and then we’ll 29 
be included somehow.  That’s the latest that we’ve got. 30 
 31 
SAM RAUCH:  I think that’s perfectly fine.  A lot of these 32 
bodies are still in the creation stage.  We’re still trying to 33 
figure out how to do that.  We’ve got a lot of people that say 34 
that when we get to the point of creating the planning body that 35 
we want to include the councils, but we still need some ground 36 
work to do that and so I think you’re basically situated much 37 
like everybody else is situated. 38 
 39 
We’ve heard strong support from most of our local partners and 40 
our state partners and territorial partners about wanting to 41 
include the councils, because it’s important for fishing that 42 
the councils be a part. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One last question.  Sam, is there examples being 45 
considered in other areas of how to incorporate the 46 
stakeholders? 47 
 48 
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SAM RAUCH:  I think that is something that is going to be 1 
discussed in particular at the workshop.  There are a number of 2 
regional activities that we carry on right now.  The fishery 3 
management councils are one of them and there are others for 4 
other kinds of things. 5 
 6 
Some of these existing governance structures have stakeholder 7 
input and so there’s not one model that is right and I don’t 8 
think the federal government is going to say you have to do it 9 
this way, but we want to make sure that whatever model is chosen 10 
that it has stakeholder involvement and that it is not just 11 
something that the agencies and the states go back into a back 12 
room and do something, that there is a mechanism for stakeholder 13 
involvement.  They will, at the workshop, discuss all the 14 
various models, the council model being one, but there are 15 
others, for how you get that. 16 
 17 
ALICIA BARNES:  I don’t have a question more so as a comment, 18 
but to just commend you on the presentation.  I thought it was 19 
excellent and also, I am happy to see the comprehensive approach 20 
and taking into consideration non-point source pollution on 21 
fisheries as well, because I believe that’s been absent from the 22 
dialogue and that’s one of the items that I hope that can have a 23 
more prominent place in our discussions as we look at the whole 24 
issue of fisheries management. 25 
 26 
I was very happy to see that the President’s policy incorporates 27 
development and also takes into consideration the economic 28 
implications of what we do.  I think those things have been 29 
relatively absent, from my observation, from the dialogue and so 30 
I’m very happy and I commend you on the presentation.  I’m very 31 
hopeful in this regard. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Commissioner.  I have a question 34 
for you, Sam.  At what stage are the current meetings between 35 
Governor de Jongh and the Puerto Rico Governor?  36 
 37 
SAM RAUCH:  I have not been privy to all of those meetings, but 38 
what I understand is that they have been meeting and they are 39 
working on a draft document which would reflect the 40 
relationship.  I don’t know that that draft document has gone 41 
back and forth between the two governments yet, but I know 42 
they’re working on it. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Sam.  Any other questions or 45 
comments?  Being none, we thank you.  Do you have something, 46 
Jed? 47 
 48 



24 
 

(The question is not audible on the recording.) 1 
 2 
SAM RAUCH:  The policy is a U.S. domestic policy and the 3 
mechanisms it establishes are U.S. domestic mechanisms.  4 
However, other than the difficulties of international 5 
relationships, there is no inherent reason why you couldn’t have 6 
a broader marine spatial planning effort with our international 7 
partners where we share borders, not only here where we have 8 
like the British Virgin Islands, but also with Mexico or Canada 9 
in other areas of the country. 10 
 11 
I think that there are models.  We would like to encourage our 12 
international partners to join, but really, I think they are 13 
going to wait and see whether we can do the job well.  They want 14 
to make sure that this achieves its optimistic goals and not 15 
some of the negative goals or negative implications that people 16 
might have associated with it. 17 
 18 
If we can demonstrate that we can do our job well, I think that 19 
we’ve got a basis for bringing in our international partners.  20 
More broadly speaking, NOAA is working on a broader Caribbean 21 
strategy which is to look at how NOAA, and perhaps the federal 22 
government in general, can engage more strategically with our 23 
number of international partners in the region and not just the 24 
British Virgin Islands, but all of the other ones. 25 
 26 
It is apparent that we have many similar goals to many of our 27 
international partners.  We can be working better together in 28 
many different aspects.  We work well on science-related issues, 29 
but poorly on management-related issues. 30 
 31 
We are trying to determine how best to marshal NOAA’s resources 32 
and perhaps other agencies’ resources to go to those other 33 
international groups, international countries, and achieve 34 
common objectives, but that’s a work in progress still.  We’re 35 
still working on that. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Sam, I’m sure that you’re aware of the United 38 
Nations Caribbean Conservation Commission and they have a very 39 
ambitious plan to encompass everything that has to do with 40 
marine resources in the Caribbean. 41 
 42 
At the scientific meeting in Barbados, there were a couple of 43 
agencies from the states represented there and they asked the 44 
question of whether in the future there would be some 45 
involvement of the U.S. into this new organization. 46 
 47 
It’s relatively new.  It has been around for three to four years 48 
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and so almost nobody knew about it until that meeting in 1 
Barbados and the Department of State is in coordination with the 2 
commissions, with all the commissions, and so do you have belief 3 
or any plans to engage in the commission? 4 
 5 
SAM RAUCH:  There are a number of bodies in the Caribbean, I 6 
think thirty-some-odd, which purport to have some sort of 7 
jurisdictional or interest in things fisheries-related or NOAA-8 
related. 9 
 10 
The United States is a member of some of them and not of others 11 
and even where we’re not a member, we are often an observer.  12 
Like the Virgin Islands is a member of some or Puerto Rico that 13 
the United States itself is not a member. 14 
 15 
Part of the challenge is if we are going to effectively engage 16 
in fisheries policy and not just science, but policy, where 17 
would we engage? 18 
 19 
This organization has some promise as a new effort to do that 20 
and we -- I think we met with them two weeks ago up in D.C.  21 
They came up here and so I think there’s some promise and we are 22 
looking at how we would engage in that and if that effort is 23 
where we should focus our resources.  I don’t want to say no, 24 
but I don’t want to say yes yet.  We’re still looking at all 25 
those, but that’s, I think, a very promising potential avenue. 26 
 27 
KONSTANTINOS ALEXANDRIDIS:  Since the nine priorities really 28 
emphasize for the first time a lot of new ideas, like 29 
resilience, social culture, understanding of community-based 30 
management, and also the role of information and uncertainty, 31 
would you care to comment a little bit about those three areas? 32 
 33 
The first is the social role, including the understanding of 34 
communities and the role on the management.  The second is the 35 
uncertainty in information and the third is how integrated those 36 
priorities will be, because before you talked, we saw the 37 
presentation on the catch shares and that focused exclusively on 38 
monetary values and it ignores, for example, any source of non-39 
monetary aspects of evaluating the value of those resources. 40 
 41 
SAM RAUCH:  The policy does talk about the importance of 42 
communities and the resilience of communities and about the 43 
community’s reliance on ocean products and not just the 44 
ecosystem itself.  There are aspects of the communities that may 45 
be reliant on tourism and other kinds of things and there may be 46 
communities that rely on extractive uses from the ocean. 47 
 48 
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All these are important and the role of communities in local 1 
governments are very important.  There are local government 2 
representatives to that Governing Coordinating Committee as 3 
well. 4 
 5 
It also talks about uncertainty.  It adopts the precautionary 6 
approach to say that we need to address uncertainty in our 7 
decisions.  We cannot presume that all decisions are perfect and 8 
we have to look at that. 9 
 10 
I think in terms of fishing management that we already look at 11 
that.  The councils are encouraged and do account for 12 
uncertainty when they make their management decisions.  They 13 
look at that and they explicitly consider that.  There’s no set 14 
mechanism for how you’re supposed to do that, but the policy 15 
does require that federal agencies address that in their 16 
decision making, something that the councils struggle with 17 
often. 18 
 19 
In terms of the priority, I think that is one of the advantages 20 
of the coastal marine spatial planning being a local effort.  21 
Deciding what the localities want to do with the ocean 22 
holistically, bringing all the stakeholders together, is 23 
something that is an effort to mesh all those different things. 24 
 25 
Individuals may want to do different things, but at some point, 26 
the community needs to decide what they want to do and what they 27 
want to focus on and what they don’t want to focus on and so 28 
that is one of the advantages of bringing that in there. 29 
 30 
It’s impossible for the federal government to say in any 31 
location that this is what you need to do.  That has to be done 32 
at a local level and we don’t know that.  We just want to set up 33 
a process to where those decisions can be made at a local level 34 
with all the partners involved and not to presume that the 35 
federal government knows what to do everywhere, because we 36 
don’t. 37 
 38 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you very much, Sam.  We are going to 39 
take a short break and immediately after, we have three 40 
presentations that I want to wrap up.   41 
 42 
We have Tyler Smith who is going to give a presentation on 43 
ciguatera and they’re we’re going to go with Gabrielle Renchen 44 
for the lost trap study and then David Olsen is here and he’s 45 
going to do his study and then finally, the trap reduction 46 
program update by St. Croix fishermen and Tony Iarocci.  I would 47 
really like to wrap those four up by noon and so let’s take a 48 
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short ten-minute break and stretch and be back here in ten 1 
minutes.  Thank you. 2 
 3 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The next presentation is going to be by Tyler 6 
Smith and it’s about the ciguatera project. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This presentation was something that was 9 
suggested by David Olsen the last time that we met and Dr. Tyler 10 
Smith has been working with ciguatera and also with coral reef 11 
monies from the council and so we asked him to come today and 12 
give this presentation. 13 
 14 
Ciguatera is part of the component of when you take into 15 
consideration the optimum yield of the fishery.  In the 1970s, 16 
1980s, and 1990s, we accommodated the ciguatera issue, the 17 
problem that we have, in the optimum yield that we have and so 18 
this is important for the council members and it’s a good 19 
opportunity to ask questions about this issue, especially as 20 
related to the fisheries of the area. 21 
 22 

PRESENTATION ON CIGUATERA RESEARCH 23 
 24 
TYLER SMITH:  Good morning.  My name, again, is Tyler Smith.  25 
I’m from the Center for Marine and Environmental Studies at the 26 
University of the Virgin Islands and I want to talk today, as 27 
Dr. Rolon mentioned, about climate and dinoflagellates, which 28 
are these microalgae, and ciguatera fish poisoning as it occurs 29 
in St. Thomas. 30 
 31 
Right off, I should mention that this project has been going on 32 
for about 1.5 years, with some preliminary data before that, but 33 
most of the data I’m going to show you is very preliminary and 34 
so we’re just getting a sense of this project and trying to get 35 
it really rolling and it’s a three-year project altogether. 36 
 37 
The structure of the project is -- Really, the core of it is 38 
trying to understand and predict and reduce the risk of 39 
ciguatera fish poisoning across the Caribbean.  It involves 40 
numerous partners, who I’ll mention in a second, but we have 41 
environmental studies, climate studies, toxin studies, 42 
epidemiological studies, and clinical studies that are all 43 
concurrently ongoing with this project. 44 
 45 
It’s funded by the Center for Disease Control.  Again, it’s a 46 
three-year project.  The principle investigator is John Glen 47 
Morris, or Glen Morris, who is the Director of the Emerging 48 
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Pathogens Institute at the University of Florida.  The umbrella 1 
of it has a very human health and epidemiological flavor, but it 2 
involves, again, numerous aspects of environmental sampling and 3 
community organization and also human health. 4 
 5 
Elizabeth Radke and Lynn Grattan from the University of Maryland 6 
is a neurobiologist who is on the project.  Margaret Abbott is 7 
the local field coordinator.  She works at the Schneider 8 
Regional Medical Center here and intervenes the emergency room 9 
cases as they come in with symptoms and signs of ciguatera fish 10 
poisoning. 11 
 12 
On the dinoflagellate biology side, the toxin profiling side, we 13 
have Don Anderson and Mindy Richlen, both from the Woods Hole 14 
Oceanographic Institution, and they’re really the brains behind 15 
these little microalgae that originally create the toxins that 16 
eventually lead to ciguatera fish poisoning. 17 
 18 
Robert Dickey, Alison Robertson, and H. Ray Granade are from the 19 
Gulf Coast Seafood Lab at the Food and Drug Administration and 20 
they’re the brains behind really the toxin analysis and they’re 21 
some the world leaders in understanding these ciguatoxins and 22 
how they lead to ciguatera fish poisoning. 23 
 24 
Myself, I’m a coral reef person, a coral reef ecologist, and so 25 
my role is to understand how changes in the reef environment are 26 
going to change the incidence of ciguatera fish poisoning as it 27 
goes up through the system, through the trophic levels, through 28 
the food chain, and reaches consumers. 29 
 30 
At the top end, over all this, is Vasu Misra, who is at Florida 31 
State University.  He’s a climatologist and his role is to 32 
really understand what’s going to happen with the Atlantic warm 33 
pool, which is the seasonally warm area that bathes the 34 
Caribbean. 35 
 36 
As we project into the future with changing seas and changing 37 
ocean conditions, what might happen in these areas?  Then we’ll 38 
feed in our models of changes in the environment, changes in 39 
toxicity of these algae, and hopefully understand how this might 40 
change the incidence of ciguatera fish poisoning in the future. 41 
 42 
Other partners include David Olsen, who is a fisheries 43 
scientist, and they’ve been very, very helpful in both giving us 44 
a lot of information that’s guided our research.  The St. Thomas 45 
Fishermen’s Association has been great, providing samples.  46 
Really, without the knowledge of these groups, we couldn’t 47 
effectively do this study. 48 
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 1 
Then just also from the outside, I would like to point out that 2 
we believe that fishermen are really prophylactic against 3 
ciguatera fish poisoning in our community.  They are the ones 4 
that -- It’s in their best interest and also out of their moral 5 
interest, I believe, to keep ciguatoxic fish from reaching 6 
consumers.  Obviously some get through, but we really believe 7 
that they are prophylactic in that respect. 8 
 9 
Then another major supporter has been Clayton Wheatley, who is 10 
the Director of the Emergency Room at the Schneider Regional 11 
Medical Center.  He’s the one who is intercepting these cases 12 
and giving them to Margaret and allowing them to participate in 13 
this study. 14 
 15 
I’m sure most of you are aware of how ciguatera works.  It’s a 16 
marine dinoflagellate, most commonly associated with a group of 17 
species called gambierdiscus.  They produce gambier-toxins, 18 
which are eaten by fish as they graze the reef surfaces.  Often 19 
they grow epiphytically on macroalgae and other reef surfaces 20 
and these are herbivorous fish and they end up ingesting them. 21 
 22 
They then become concentrated and also transformed within these 23 
herbivorous fish.  They start to become ciguatoxins, or what we 24 
identify as ciguatoxins, that can cause ciguatera illness.  25 
Eventually they make their way into predatory fishes and again 26 
are bioaccumulated.  They’re magnified in their flesh and also 27 
transformed and so you end up with very concentrated and 28 
transformed toxins in the flesh of the predators. 29 
 30 
The project working hypothesis is that climatic disturbances and 31 
disruptions of reef areas in the Caribbean result in overgrowth 32 
by dinoflagellate algae, through numerous processes, with 33 
subsequent and predictable increases in fish toxicity and 34 
ciguatera disease incidence. 35 
 36 
We’re really trying to link, again, the environment and the 37 
climate all the way up to the social side of human health and 38 
illness. 39 
 40 
The specific aims are broken down into our focal groups.  Of 41 
course, we want to characterize the current clinical syndromes 42 
associated with ciguatera.  How big of a problem is it?  We want 43 
to develop accurate estimates of the disease incidence. 44 
 45 
Specific Aim 2 is to characterize the influence of environmental 46 
parameters on the toxicity of dinoflagellate populations in fish 47 
and to determine relationship to ciguatera disease incidence and 48 
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so really linking the environment to humans. 1 
 2 
Then on the bottom end with climate, we want to understand the 3 
influence of climatic patterns on toxic dinoflagellate 4 
populations as they grow on reef surfaces here in St. Thomas and 5 
by extension, ciguatera disease incidence for predictive model 6 
development and so the end would be some sort of predictive 7 
model that can allow us to predict what’s going to happen with 8 
ciguatera fish poisoning in the future. 9 
 10 
I’m just going to go through some preliminary results.  Again, 11 
you can ask me any questions after the talk, but these are just 12 
some data that we’ve gotten out of the first year-and-a-half of 13 
this project. 14 
 15 
There’s been a public ciguatera fish poisoning questionnaire.  16 
Of course, there’s been an emergency room questionnaire for 17 
those identified with ciguatera fish poisoning.  We invite them 18 
to be in the study and answer questions. 19 
 20 
From the emergency room questionnaire, the top three fish 21 
consumed and believed to be related to poisoning were barracuda, 22 
red hind, and snapper.  We often don’t know which particular 23 
snapper are identified as that and that accounts for about 54 24 
percent of the people that enrolled in our study.   25 
 26 
At the point of this data, it was only 17, but even by then, you 27 
saw a very large proportion of those cases involving these three 28 
fishes and it was equal among those there fishes, 18 percent for 29 
each. 30 
 31 
The source, the large majority were purchased, 65 percent.  32 
There’s a degree of “Other”, which is probably gift fish or fish 33 
that are just given, with a smaller proportion coming from 34 
restaurant or self-caught. 35 
 36 
Among those participants, most of them had had ciguatera fish 37 
poisoning in the past, which is probably how they knew what was 38 
going on with them.  18 percent of them actually had more than 39 
one incidence, two incidences, and 12 percent had three or more 40 
cases of ciguatera fish poisoning throughout their lives. 41 
 42 
These were very frequent fish consumers, typically.  Most, more 43 
than 50 percent, ate fish one to two times a week or so and many 44 
of them ate fish more than three times a week and so very, very 45 
frequent fish eaters. 46 
 47 
From the household survey, and so these are epidemiological 48 
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surveys.  These are going out and doing interviews with the 1 
community.  They’re randomized, hopefully to get a broad swath 2 
of the community, to really understand what the incidence of 3 
ciguatera is. 4 
 5 
They identified the most common fish that were consumed were 6 
included in these six species in quotes, because some of them 7 
are not identified accurately to the species.  75 percent were 8 
actually eaten in the home.  Of interest also is that 76 percent 9 
were bought, purchased, and of those 76 percent, 34 percent came 10 
from the market and 57 percent came from local fishermen in the 11 
community. 12 
 13 
13 percent of those interviewed knew the location of the catch.  14 
59 percent came from the north of the island and 29 percent from 15 
the south of the island and so this might be of interest to some 16 
of the management council. 17 
 18 
From those interviewed, it was believed that the fish that were 19 
most likely to be poisonous were barracuda, snapper, and to a 20 
lesser degree, grouper.  They thought that avoiding eating fish 21 
species was the best mechanism for avoiding ciguatera fish 22 
poisoning. 23 
 24 
There are ways that people believe that you can tell if a fish 25 
has ciguatoxins in its flesh, flies not landing on the fish.  26 
You can cook silver with the fish to see if it turns black and 27 
you can put the fish on an ant bed.  There’s various levels of 28 
anecdotal or traditional ways of avoiding ciguatera fish 29 
poisoning. 30 
 31 
Then for treating fish poisoning, about 54 percent said you go 32 
to the emergency room.  18 percent go to a doctor and then a 33 
lesser degree, some of these traditional remedies. 34 
 35 
The largest symptoms were diarrhea and abdominal pain and also 36 
weakness.  The hot and cold reversal, which is the telltale sign 37 
of ciguatera fish poisoning, actually only occurred in 2 percent 38 
of people interviewed. 39 
 40 
About 62 percent took to bed and the mean time was about 3.5 41 
days.  This represents a very large loss of productivity among 42 
those people.  48 percent missed work and often a week or more 43 
of week. 44 
 45 
36 percent did go to the emergency room, where we would actually 46 
intercept them and the other portion of the study.  13 percent 47 
went to a doctor and others relied on traditional remedies, 48 
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including over-the-counter medications. 1 
 2 
In terms of the fishes tested and, again, this was from a 3 
preliminary screening and so were actually interested initially 4 
in fishes that aren’t normally tested for ciguatoxins, 5 
particularly the primary herbivores that would be consuming on 6 
reef surfaces and where they may made the initial input for 7 
these toxins within the fishes. 8 
 9 
We found that, surprisingly, the three-spot damselfish was -- 10 
Almost 80 percent of those tested had levels of toxin found 11 
within their flesh and also the doctorfish, a type of 12 
surgeonfish, had over 50 percent of toxins in their flesh.   13 
 14 
It should be pointed out that this is not necessarily of a level 15 
that would cause ciguatera fish poisoning, but it just indicates 16 
that we’re seeing differences probably in the feeding behavior 17 
of these fishes, which is leading to different rates of 18 
ingestion of these algae or even something physiologically about 19 
these fishes that are not processing the toxins the same way and 20 
so they’re not bioaccumulating in their flesh in the same way. 21 
 22 
Among our field sites, we had four field sites where we were 23 
collecting fishes.  Both in Brewers Bay and Flat Key on the west 24 
of St. Thomas and also off the Mangrove Lagoon, near Benner Bay, 25 
and a deeper reef called Seahorse Cottage Shoal, which is just 26 
outside the Mangrove Lagoon. 27 
 28 
We found that there were very specific differences in the 29 
percent of total fish that were toxic.  For example, Black 30 
Point, which is in Brewer’s Bay, was identified as an area where 31 
90 percent of the fish tested -- Again, these were those 32 
herbivores and not a full range of fishes at this point, but 33 
they were found to have levels of toxicity in their tissue. 34 
 35 
One surprise too is decided to look at the invasive Indo-Pacific 36 
lionfish, to understand whether or not, because they are 37 
piscivores and they eat fish, whether or not they could 38 
accumulate ciguatera in their flesh. 39 
 40 
We found that among seven preliminary fish that were tested, 41 
although we’re doing a lot more sampling now, five of the seven 42 
initial fish did show some level of toxicity.  Four of those 43 
seven fish actually showed enough reactivity for Caribbean 44 
ciguatoxin that it would cause potentially cases of ciguatera 45 
fish poisoning if you had consumed it.  That’s worrisome, again.   46 
 47 
St. Thomas is an area that’s hyperendemic for ciguatera 48 
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poisoning.  The south side, particularly, of the island has been 1 
identified as an area, repeatedly, where there’s potential for 2 
ciguatoxic fish and so we may not be surprised.  This may not 3 
hold true throughout the Caribbean, but it does lend some 4 
caution to recommendations for consumption of fishes. 5 
 6 
I guess the recommendation right now would be treat lionfish as 7 
you would treat any predatory fish, with some caution in terms 8 
of ciguatera fish poisoning, before you yourself eat it or if 9 
you’re agency, before you recommend people eat it wholesale.  It 10 
may be one of those things that we have calibrate this to figure 11 
out where there might be problem areas with lionfish.  Another 12 
bad news note for lionfish in the Caribbean. 13 
 14 
One very interesting aspect though was the schoolmaster, 15 
Lutjanus apodus, which is a fish that’s often considered to be 16 
very toxic -- These, again, were samples that were graciously 17 
collected by the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association and provided 18 
to us by David Olsen. 19 
 20 
What was interesting for those is that two of eleven fish were 21 
at levels that were likely to cause ciguatera fish poisoning, 22 
but this fish which has long been considered to be extremely 23 
toxic and extremely potent was actually less reactive than say 24 
the Pacific lionfish.   25 
 26 
There’s a lot we’re finding out new about some of these fish 27 
species and, again, this is ongoing.  We’re testing a whole 28 
suite of species now and we’ll have a lot more information in 29 
the next couple of years. 30 
 31 
Then just I wanted to finish up on the actual environmental 32 
sampling and so this is looking at reef surfaces and trying to 33 
understand how the population of these dinoflagellates which are 34 
creating these toxins are changing over time. 35 
 36 
We’re, again, looking at monthly surveys at four sites on the 37 
south side of St. Thomas and within those monthly surveys, we 38 
are essentially collecting samples to look at the amount of 39 
gambierdiscus.   40 
 41 
We’re looking at, within large concentrations of those 42 
gambierdiscus, what the per cell toxicity is for those, in terms 43 
of gambier-toxins, and so understanding if it’s a change in 44 
abundance which might be leading to increased ciguatoxins in 45 
fishes or if it’s a change in toxicity of the algae, per cell 46 
toxicity, which might be leading to increases in toxicity in the 47 
fishes.  Again, at the same time, these same sites, we’re 48 
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collecting fishes monthly to test whether or not ciguatoxins are 1 
accumulating at different rates within the flesh. 2 
 3 
Just some preliminary results.  We are finding that temperature 4 
is correlated with the abundance of gambierdiscus and it’s hard 5 
to see, but this tiny bar here -- The lowest bar actually is 6 
gambierdiscus.  It’s actually not very abundant relative to 7 
other dinoflagellate species.  This represents three species of 8 
dinoflagellate, gambierdiscus being this small bar there. 9 
 10 
It’s actually one of the least abundant, although it has large 11 
effects because of its toxicity.  It is correlated with 12 
temperature.  Higher temperature leads to higher abundances of 13 
these gambierdiscus on the reef or I should say it’s correlated.  14 
There could be other factors also related to temperature which 15 
could be causing this, but this is good news in terms of model 16 
development. 17 
 18 
This means that we potentially have an environmental parameter 19 
that does correlate with gambierdiscus abundance and it means 20 
that we potentially have a mechanism for modeling that. 21 
 22 
Then we’re looking at changes at macroalgal abundance on reef 23 
surfaces.  We see that they undergo large seasonal swings in 24 
abundance, orders of magnitude swings in abundance, particularly 25 
for the species dictoyota in shallow-water environments.   26 
 27 
This is one of the primary habitats for these toxic 28 
dinoflagellates.  They coat the surfaces of these macroalgae and 29 
so the change in abundance of those macroalgae may have a big 30 
role to play in the change in abundance with these small 31 
microalgae that cause the poisoning and so we’re looking at this 32 
as a potential mechanism. 33 
 34 
This, of course, also relates -- Obviously there was no change 35 
in herbivores over this period, but a large change in this type 36 
of macroalgal cover and so there are other environmental 37 
variables to macroalgal cover than just the fish species 38 
abundance and so as we go forward, one of our roles will be to 39 
understand what’s generating this change in macroalgal cover and 40 
how this relates to increased or decreased abundances of the 41 
microalgae on reef surfaces.  I believe that’s all and I would 42 
be happy to take any questions. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any questions? 45 
 46 
MARCO HANKE:  In the beginning of your speech, you were 47 
mentioning the herbivores ingested and I was not very clear on 48 
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one point.  The toxin originally was ingested, the primary 1 
toxin, from the dinoflagellate, and it’s transformed to another 2 
chemical component or does it transform the concentration of it?  3 
I’m not very clear. 4 
 5 
TYLER SMITH:  It’s actually both aspects and that’s an excellent 6 
question.  For one, these toxins, they’re gambier-toxins when 7 
they’re in the gambierdiscus, the dinoflagellate.  When they’re 8 
ingested, the fish, as they process them through their liver and 9 
through various detoxifying mechanisms, they change those toxins 10 
and then they’re lodged in the flesh, the fat, of the fish. 11 
 12 
You can have the fish causing an effect, where it intensifies 13 
the toxin in its own flesh, so that if something else consumes 14 
it -- It’s not doing this purposefully, but it’s just something 15 
its body is doing, but it may be actually intensifying the 16 
effect of that toxin. 17 
 18 
The gambier-toxins themselves are not very toxic.  They are 19 
fairly toxic, but not like the end product, ciguatoxins, as they 20 
are in predatory fishes. 21 
 22 
Also, each step you go up in the ladder -- Since that fish had 23 
to consume ten times the amount of fish for its own body weight 24 
trophically as you go up the ladder, you’re getting ten times 25 
the accumulation of that toxin and so it’s building up.  You 26 
would expect that big fish -- They’ve eaten a lot of small fish 27 
and they would have much more of the toxin per gram. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  I understand that point and that’s the classic 30 
approach that we have been hearing in the past, but it was 31 
interesting to me to know if it was a concentration issue 32 
through all the food chain or is that the toxicity change, 33 
because the chemical properties or the chemical itself, the 34 
toxin, are a little different and more toxic.  That’s one 35 
question and let me do all the questions in a row. 36 
 37 
With the herbivores, there is a part on your study that they are 38 
ciguatoxic and that’s one and second, is there any part of this 39 
study that addresses how long a fish should be living or eating 40 
to bioaccumulate?  I know there is not a number, but to give you 41 
a range in terms of how long a fish lives that will be more 42 
suitable, a higher probability, for those fish to -- Let’s say a 43 
predator that lives twenty years or thirty years on their life 44 
cycle or they need seven years of eating to accumulate enough 45 
toxicity or something like that. 46 
 47 
TYLER SMITH:  The first question about herbivores is that we’re 48 
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finding ciguatoxin reactivity within them.  It may not be enough 1 
to trigger ciguatoxin symptoms in the consumer, but it may be 2 
one of the reasons that someone who has had ciguatera fish 3 
poisoning and eats a fish that’s believed to be non-ciguatoxic 4 
may actually elicit symptoms again more easily, because you have 5 
these other compounds in there that are like ciguatoxins are and 6 
they’re precursors to the higher level ciguatoxins that are 7 
actually causing that reactivity.  Again, I’m a benthic 8 
ecologist and this is way over my head, but this what my project 9 
collaborators tell me.  Then the third question was -- Can you 10 
remind me again? 11 
 12 
MARCOS HANKE:  The relation of the time needed for the predator 13 
throughout the food chain to -- If there is any study or any 14 
data that indicates that if a fish gets mature or gets a certain 15 
size at a certain time, the high probability to bioaccumulate 16 
enough ciguatoxin. 17 
 18 
TYLER SMITH:  That’s a very interesting question, because there 19 
is evidence that fish can detoxify themselves over time and so 20 
there’s actually a half life to how these ciguatoxins exist in 21 
the fish flesh. 22 
 23 
Fish can be ciguatoxic a previous year and then the next year be 24 
not ciguatoxic, depending on what they’ve ingested.  That means 25 
to us that there is -- If have the reef surfaces changing in 26 
terms of the gambierdiscus or the ingestion rates that these 27 
fish are encountering the ciguatoxins, you should see peaks and 28 
then decreases in the ciguatoxin over time. 29 
 30 
Probably spaces that are hot at one time aren’t remaining so and 31 
that you’ll see maybe a lagged effect in fish.  The algae get 32 
hot and it’s a matter of speaking, but the herbivores then get 33 
hot and you see it in the piscivores maybe three or four months 34 
later and that may be related to when you actually see incidence 35 
of ciguatera fish poisoning enter the hospital.  It may have 36 
been something that happened four months earlier. 37 
 38 
MARCOS HANKE:  One last question is there any approach -- This 39 
is something that personally worried about, on educating the 40 
fishermen on seeing the effect of, for example, putting 41 
barracuda and any other fish that are ciguatoxic as bait, for 42 
example for the silk snapper, which is a deeper water snapper, 43 
and then there is reports of silk snapper being ciguatoxic 44 
because they were eating poisoned fish in the traps.  That’s 45 
something that really worries me and I don’t know if you can 46 
talk about it a little bit. 47 
 48 
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TYLER SMITH:  I wouldn’t know about that, but it’s very 1 
interesting.  You would have to expect it would have to be a 2 
high level of baiting or those barracuda are very, very toxic, 3 
which they often can be.  One case here was almost fatal last 4 
year with somebody eating a barracuda and so that’s interesting 5 
and thank you. 6 
 7 
AIDA ROSARIO:  That was very interesting work that you’re doing.  8 
I have a couple of questions.  You mentioned the lionfish and 9 
the level of toxicity on the meat compared to other species.  Do 10 
you have any report of any person being sick with ciguatera by 11 
ingesting these lionfish? 12 
 13 
TYLER SMITH:  That’s an excellent question and I probably should 14 
have mentioned that in the talk.  No, there’s been no verified 15 
link between someone consuming lionfish and even in areas where 16 
ciguatoxin is a problem, in parts of the Cayman Islands, people 17 
have been eating them for a long time and no one yet has linked 18 
lionfish to having that and that’s one of the uncertainties 19 
about which toxins are actually causing the worst cases of 20 
ciguatera fish poisoning. 21 
 22 
We can see that they have reactivity with sodium ion channels, 23 
neuro sodium ion channels in the lab, but whether or not that 24 
translates to humans actually getting sick is another question 25 
and it’s all part of this huge complex model as it has to do 26 
with ciguatera fish poisoning. 27 
 28 
AIDA ROSARIO:  The other question will be you mentioned that the 29 
schoolmaster -- That is one of the species that had been 30 
identified as well in Puerto Rico.  We had the same problem with 31 
this species, to be highly ciguatoxic.  The concentration of 32 
toxin in the meat is lower than you had expected in regard to 33 
all the species and that might be that you caught probably those 34 
specimens in time where the toxicity has been dropping from the 35 
animal. 36 
 37 
TYLER SMITH:  That’s an excellent point.  This is not 38 
recommended as guidelines for what to eat and what not to eat.  39 
That’s why you have to use every caution about what you know 40 
locally, about seasonality, about places where there might be 41 
more toxic fish to understand really what risk those fish might 42 
pose. 43 
 44 
Hopefully this study, not even this study, but the next study 45 
and the next study down the road, we might have a better handle 46 
on what that actually means.   47 
 48 
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I put that up that it was just interesting that one fish that is 1 
known to be ciguatoxic and is often considered to be almost 2 
inconsumable in certain areas actually showed much lower 3 
toxicity than we would have expected.  We would have expected 4 
all those fish to be hot, but it’s an excellent point.  There’s 5 
a lot of variability. 6 
 7 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Just to finish, with the schoolmaster in Puerto 8 
Rico, it just seems to be something regional.  You do not eat 9 
schoolmaster from the southeast coast of Puerto Rico from let’s 10 
say Guayama up to Ponce.  They are highly, highly toxic, but 11 
from other areas, you can eat it and you have no problem at all 12 
and so you might consider that with the different sites that you 13 
are studying and see how it changes the levels of toxin. 14 
 15 
TYLER SMITH:  Absolutely and here, it’s considered the north 16 
side of the island is much less at risk than the south side of 17 
the island and so there’s very long term understood, by the 18 
fishermen and the consumers, differences in the fish 19 
populations. 20 
 21 
That may have to do with water motion that dislodges the algal 22 
cells.  There’s numerous hypotheses you could generate and test, 23 
which we hope to do, about that, but there’s definite spatial 24 
relationships between where ciguatoxin occurs in fishes across 25 
the seascape.  It’s a very interesting question in itself. 26 
 27 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I find it a little interesting how you choose 28 
to put the doctorfish on the board as a picture of a fish that 29 
was studied.  From the time I was a little boy, I’ve been 30 
fishing and I’ve been a commercial fisherman for the last 31 
twenty-eight years. 32 
 33 
Up to this date, the doctorfish, as far as I know, has never 34 
poisoned anybody.  You’re saying it could be the manner in which 35 
the fish processes the toxins.  The problem I see with doing a 36 
study like this is depending on how you look at it, it could 37 
show something contrary to what it is. 38 
 39 
It would be a perfect example, just like Marcos brought up a 40 
point earlier, is you seem to think, as a scientist, that the 41 
bigger a fish is that the more toxic it will be, especially a 42 
predator fish. 43 
 44 
I could give you a perfectly different example that will prove 45 
my point.  You could have a much smaller predator fish, let’s 46 
say, for example, a barracuda, feeding off of the same smaller 47 
fish that’s feeding off the toxin in a much higher area and 48 



39 
 

catch it in one area and the fish is dead poison.  You catch a 1 
much bigger fish in a different area and you have a complete 2 
different turn to what you’re looking at. 3 
 4 
I noticed that you had the red hind on the list as being one of 5 
the fish studied for toxins.  They’ve been here long enough and 6 
you ask some of the other guys and the red hind is probably one 7 
of the top, if not the top, seller in the Virgin Islands when it 8 
comes to trap fish for consumers, yet it does pose a threat for 9 
poisoning, but if you’re going to tell me that one fish out of 10 
maybe a hundred thousand are poisoned or two-hundred thousand -- 11 
I know it’s not at a great rate that these fish are poison. 12 
 13 
You need to, in my opinion, study why some fish process or don’t 14 
poison as much as others.  Just like you said, it could be how 15 
the body processes it and when you put out a list, you have to 16 
be very careful when you as a scientist put out a list. 17 
 18 
If you put out one of my top sellers as a poison fish on the 19 
market, number one, that destroys my sale and on the other hand, 20 
if you don’t have the proper science to back what you are 21 
stating, you’re doing me an injustice, because just like I made 22 
a point a while ago that I have never heard that the doctorfish 23 
is poison and you decide that they pose a threat because of such 24 
and such a situation and we can put this on the list, that list 25 
just put a noose around my neck. 26 
 27 
TYLER SMITH:  Those are actually excellent points and you 28 
actually pointed out one thing that I forgot to mention in my 29 
study and we’re very sensitive to causing changes in the market. 30 
 31 
We’re not trying to recommend different species or throw people 32 
off species and one thing I forgot to mention is that -- This is 33 
preliminary data to show what we found and that was from a 34 
household study.  It wasn’t actually a toxicity study about red 35 
hind and that was actually from three emergency room cases that 36 
identified that fish. 37 
 38 
You’re absolutely correct that the volume -- If most people are 39 
eating red hind and there happens to be a tiny percentage of 40 
those fish that are toxic, red hind is going to show up more in 41 
the hospital just because so many people are eating it, even 42 
though it’s a relatively safe fish and that it’s very, very rare 43 
that you would get poisoned. 44 
 45 
This is not to make recommendations about what people should be 46 
eating or not eating and in terms of doctorfish, again, finding 47 
toxins in the doctorfish wasn’t about necessarily saying that 48 
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they are ciguatoxic or cause ciguatera fish poisoning. 1 
 2 
That doesn’t make sense, because, as you say with your long-term 3 
knowledge, they’ve never poisoned anyone or no one has related 4 
it to being poisoned.  That’s more of an investigation of how 5 
these toxins are entering the food chain and then if those 6 
surgeonfish are eaten by predatory fishes, how they’re 7 
magnifying. 8 
 9 
You’re exactly right that it’s probably -- Both of you are 10 
pointing out some excellent points.  It’s about space, where the 11 
fish are hot and where they’re not, and it’s about what toxins 12 
they may have at those particular times and it’s probably about 13 
which species of fish are eating those and so some are probably 14 
changing those toxins in ways that are different from other 15 
fishes, which is one of the reasons that they may not be hot. 16 
 17 
It probably also has to do with the behavior of those fish in 18 
terms of what prey items they select and so it’s a very complex 19 
model and you’re absolutely right. 20 
 21 
We’re definitely trying not to make recommendations to throw 22 
people off of certain fishes or onto other fishes.  We’re not 23 
trying to make market recommendations, but we need especially 24 
the input of the Fishermen’s Association and your input to 25 
understand what these results mean. 26 
 27 
I’m putting them out there to a high-level audience that has all 28 
this knowledge to really understand what do these things mean in 29 
terms of ciguatera fish poisoning in St. Thomas and maybe 30 
abroad. 31 
 32 
TONY BLANCHARD:  You had on the board there as to the north side 33 
and the south side of the island.  My take on this is the 34 
reasoning for that, percentagewise, is because you have the 35 
strong pull on the north of the island and so if these 36 
microflagellates or whatever it is that grow on the shoreline -- 37 
When the sea comes in, it turns everything up and it pulls it 38 
out. 39 
 40 
You’re not going to have the concentration on the north as you 41 
would on the south.  My question to you is this.  When you made 42 
this study, what time of the year did you make and whether the 43 
ground sea was on or if it was off?  Do you understand? 44 
 45 
TYLER SMITH:  That particular site was just -- The question I 46 
believe you’re referring to was just the 13 percent of 47 
participants who were interviewed for the hospital survey and 48 



41 
 

where they believed -- If they knew where their fish was caught 1 
and then where it was caught and then I think it was 56 percent 2 
identified the north side and 37 percent identified the south 3 
side.   4 
 5 
It had nothing to do with ciguatera incidence in those fishes, 6 
but I think you’re hitting on the exact working hypothesis, is 7 
that it’s the ground sea -- It’s disturbance that’s changing the 8 
incidence of ciguatera fish poisoning and why there may be north 9 
to south differences in the territories, one important aspect to 10 
that.  11 
 12 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Water temperature and another thing is when you 13 
interview these individuals that was poisoned, did you ask them 14 
how the fish was prepared and whether it was filleted or whether 15 
it was boiled or steamed or whatever? 16 
 17 
TYLER SMITH:  I’m not a participant in the emergency room 18 
studies and so I’m not sure.  I believe it probably is.  The 19 
current belief is that you can’t heat change ciguatoxins and so 20 
no matter how you prepare them, you can’t change them.  If you 21 
know something different, that would be really interesting. 22 
 23 
TONY BLANCHARD:  The reason I bring that up is for the fact that 24 
I think certain ways of preparing the fish brings out the toxin 25 
in the meat more than others.  That’s just my take on it, from 26 
experience. 27 
 28 
TYLER SMITH:  That’s interesting. 29 
 30 
TONY BLANCHARD:  My question is if you have ever looked into it 31 
and whether it was fact or fiction and your take. 32 
 33 
TYLER SMITH:  We do have meal remnants for some of these cases 34 
and those have actually gone up and then those themselves are 35 
tested and all the meal remnants we’ve tested for cases that 36 
identified themselves as having ciguatoxin, not surprisingly, 37 
identified that they had ciguatoxins in them. 38 
 39 
The key aspect of that will go in with more fine resolution 40 
techniques to really identify what toxins are in there and what 41 
molecules are in there and if those are profile different 42 
between different types of cases or, as you mentioned, between 43 
different types of cooking.  That’s a good point and I’ll bring 44 
that up with the investigators.  45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Tony.  Marcos, last shot and then 47 
we have to move on to another presentation. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  One comment which I think is an important comment 2 
from a fishing perspective is first of all, when the fishermen 3 
sell their fish on the fish market, if the people want to hear 4 
that it’s caught from the south or from the north, they’re going 5 
to say so.  That information has to be clear, that it’s not very 6 
accurate and that’s one. 7 
 8 
Second, there is a big problem in the fishing community and the 9 
people that fish doing fish identification.  When you talk about 10 
red hind, I’m really worried on the report on the emergency room 11 
when the nurse is asking them what they ate or whatever.  That 12 
can be a rock hind and it can be a graysby or it can be many 13 
other and that has to be taken into consideration very deeply, 14 
because I’m sure there will be a lot of trouble with that. 15 
 16 
The third question, which is a personal opinion that I have, is 17 
mutton snapper addressed or have you heard about the reports 18 
with specifically mutton snapper? 19 
 20 
TYLER SMITH:  For the second question, we know that people are 21 
misidentifying these fishes, which is why I had snappers in 22 
quotes and groupers in quotes, because it’s a range of fishes.  23 
People will tell you it’s a snapper and it could be tilapia, in 24 
some cases.  Not in the market, obviously, but there’s a big 25 
problem with that. 26 
 27 
The only way we can get around it is we do get the meal remnant 28 
samples.  We can actually have the flesh bar-coded to identify 29 
the exact species that’s in there, but we can only do it with 30 
samples where we actually get the meal remnant with the case, 31 
but that’s an excellent point. 32 
 33 
All of these are questions that are people’s beliefs.  We’re not 34 
taking these as verbatim fact from the community and so it’s 35 
with a grain of salt, but it’s to understand more what the 36 
perception of the community is rather than the absolute truth 37 
and try and get at that multiple ways, so we can understand what 38 
the absolute truth is. 39 
 40 
Then the mutton snapper issue, I’m not -- We haven’t tested any 41 
mutton snapper in this study that I’m aware of, but, again, 42 
that’s considered to be typically a safe fish, but if you have 43 
other information, that would be very interesting to know.   44 
 45 
Caribcatch.org is our website and you can contact me at 46 
tsmith@uvi.edu and I can put you in contact with any of the 47 
project partners that you have specific questions for. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  One more question. 2 
 3 
DAVID OLSEN:  Mine is really a comment.  I go around, as I’ve 4 
said repeatedly, to the fish markets every Saturday and I’m 5 
extremely impressed with the species identification skills of 6 
the normal Virgin Islands consumer.  They really know the fish 7 
really well and so I think it’s easy to pass that comment off 8 
without realizing that. 9 
 10 
Secondly, I think one of the really significant things about 11 
schoolmaster snapper is that it is almost universally discarded 12 
as bycatch and it’s very rare when you ever see one onshore and 13 
yet, that fish has a 20 percent risk of poisoning. 14 
 15 
That is a risk that fishermen have decided is too great to pass 16 
on and so you don’t have to have every fish being poisoned 17 
before the fishing community decides it’s just too much of a 18 
risk. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Tyler.  I 21 
think you’re going to be here for a while and so if anyone has 22 
any extra questions for Tyler, you can do it at lunch. 23 
 24 
TYLER SMITH:  I’m actually not. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You’re not?  Then sometime next year.  Thank 27 
you, Tyler.  Our next presentation is going to be by Gabrielle 28 
Renchen and it’s going to be the lost trap study. 29 
 30 

PRESENTATION ON LOST TRAP STUDY 31 
 32 
GABRIELLE RENCHEN:  Good morning, everyone.  I’m a masters 33 
student at the University of the Virgin Islands and I’m here to 34 
give you an overview of a project that’s being conducted by the 35 
NOAA Biogeography Branch, in partnership with the St. Thomas 36 
Fishermen’s Association. 37 
 38 
I just want to quickly recognize some of the people involved.  39 
We’ve got Simon Pittman, Randy Clark, and Chris Caldow from the 40 
Biogeography Branch and also David Olsen from STFA. 41 
 42 
I’m sure all of you know this, but a derelict fish trap is just 43 
a trap that’s been lost or discarded in the environment for a 44 
number of reasons.  They can be lost due to weather.   45 
 46 
A common problem here is they get entangled with other ships 47 
passing through and there’s also been some mention of traps 48 
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being discarded in the environment after they’re at the end of 1 
their useful lifetime, where here, for St. Thomas, I’ve heard is 2 
about five years and they’re usually discarded with doors cut 3 
off and all the ropes cut off, so they can’t catch any fish. 4 
 5 
This project came about because there was concern from the 6 
federal agencies about derelict traps functioning as marine 7 
debris and also concern from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s 8 
Association about these derelict traps could potentially affect 9 
their livelihoods. 10 
 11 
There seems to be a pretty big knowledge gap here.  In the 12 
Caribbean, there’s not really been a whole lot of work done in 13 
understanding how these traps function and what they do in the 14 
environment. 15 
 16 
We wanted to determine the scale of the problem and try and 17 
figure out, get an estimate, of how many derelict traps there 18 
are around St. Thomas and St. John and experimentally examine 19 
the ecological interactions.  We want to know what’s being 20 
caught and if there’s an economic loss associated with that, if 21 
the traps move, how fish behave and if there’s possibly a 22 
positive function with these, such as working as artificial 23 
reefs. 24 
 25 
This map is from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association.  These 26 
guys went out and got coordinates of derelict traps around the 27 
Virgin Islands and so the grid is actually the fishing effort 28 
and the red dots are all of the trap locations. 29 
 30 
We used this as part of our study to do a pilot study to see if 31 
we could use an autonomous underwater vehicle to locate derelict 32 
traps on the seafloor and so Tim Batista and Randy Clark from 33 
Biogeography came down to St. John and they deployed the AUV and 34 
this is an example of one of the outputs the AUV gives. 35 
 36 
In that little square with the red circle is a derelict trap and 37 
what’s nice about the AUVs is they have these sonar images, but 38 
they also can take nice pictures, as well as so you can see what 39 
the trap might actually look like. 40 
 41 
This is one off of St. John and here’s another one as well.  42 
Basically, they found that the AUV could work as a potential 43 
tool to locate derelict traps in our waters around here.  They 44 
were able to consistently identify twenty-one out of twenty-five 45 
traps in this study.  The others were unidentifiable and so 46 
there is some variance there, but it might be something that we 47 
can continue using in the future to get a better grasp on how 48 



45 
 

many traps are out there. 1 
 2 
As I mentioned before for the ecological impacts, we want to 3 
know what species are being caught, what they’re doing in the 4 
traps, how long are they staying in there, and if there’s any 5 
economic loss associated with the ghost fishing. 6 
 7 
We deployed twelve fish traps off the south side of St. Thomas 8 
and so we’ve got Perseverance Bay, which is right here by the 9 
University, and then Flat Key.  We have a shallow inshore site 10 
and a deeper offshore site.  I want to note that the commercial 11 
fishermen fish in deep waters greater than sixty feet deep and 12 
there’s also some concern about unregistered illegal fishermen 13 
and so that’s why we have this shallower inshore site, because 14 
that’s where their fishing is mostly concentrated. 15 
 16 
We deployed traps in habitats right next to coral reefs and also 17 
in sand habitats further from coral reefs and so as I said, 18 
twelve traps.  We had six of them actively fishing, meaning we 19 
had the doors closed with the biodegradable wrap cord on there 20 
and also we had six of them with all of the escape panels open. 21 
 22 
We did this for six months.  I went out three days a week and 23 
counted all the fish that were in the traps and if there were 24 
any mortalities and just general behavioral observations.  We 25 
also wanted to keep track of trap movement, if it occurred, and 26 
so we put stakes on either sides of the traps so that if they 27 
did move, we could get an estimate of how far. 28 
 29 
To give some preliminary results, these are some of the major 30 
species or groups of fish that we had caught.  Surgeonfish 31 
comprised most of the catch, with snappers, porgies, and 32 
angelfish coming in after that.  Those species are all important 33 
commercially around here and there will be an interesting note 34 
about the surgeonfish here later on. 35 
 36 
Something we didn’t expect were that 95 percent of the fish 37 
caught were able to escape the traps, meaning they were able to 38 
find their way out back through the vent where they entered the 39 
traps. 40 
 41 
On average, they spent about eight days in the traps, which 42 
interestingly, the fishermen -- I’ve heard fishermen here leave 43 
their traps in the water for about seven days or so and so that 44 
corresponds pretty well with that. 45 
 46 
We did have some mortality.  It was very, very low, 5 percent 47 
mortality overall, so twenty fish.  These came from the closed 48 



46 
 

traps.  We did have one mortality in an open trap.  It was a 1 
barracuda and there were usually a lot of juvenile fish 2 
surrounding these traps and so we think it just kind of was 3 
interested in the juvenile fish and got stuck, but that was 4 
definitely not typical of the study. 5 
 6 
Just to break down the mortality of porgies, it made up most of 7 
the mortality, with snappers coming in second.  One interesting 8 
point I want to point out is that the most fish we caught were 9 
surgeonfish, but yet, they had zero mortality and so there might 10 
be some kind of species-specific cases here on which fish are 11 
more able to escape the traps or ones that are more likely to 12 
die in the traps. 13 
 14 
For the economic loss, we estimated the total length for all the 15 
fish caught and I went to the fish markets and talked to members 16 
of STFA to get the local market prices for some of the fish. 17 
 18 
Overall, it only came to $160 for the six-month period or if you 19 
average that out, it’s about $26 per trap per year, which is 20 
very, very low and our study was -- The scale of our study is 21 
much smaller than the scale of the actual fishery. 22 
 23 
The STFA did a bycatch study a couple of years ago and we used 24 
your average pound per trap and how much was caught and it was 25 
about two times higher than what we had and so the economic loss 26 
might be a little bit higher if you consider the scale of the 27 
fishery, but you have to be very careful with this, because a 28 
lot of times you see derelict fish traps out there and they’ve 29 
been there for a long, long time and they have lots of stuff 30 
growing on them and you don’t see fish in them and so there’s a 31 
lot of variability in the function and condition of derelict 32 
traps that we still don’t know a lot about. 33 
 34 
Hurricane Earl came through here at the end of August and we did 35 
have some traps move.  These were all at the shallow inshore 36 
site.  The water depth was about twenty feet.  The greatest 37 
distance moved was about 150 meters and the smallest was 38 
nineteen meters. 39 
 40 
We went out and a did a survey after this and from what we could 41 
see, we didn’t see any habitat damage associated with this 42 
movement, but I want to point out that most fishermen deploy 43 
their traps in much deeper waters, where movement is not likely 44 
going to occur and so this probably isn’t a normal case 45 
scenario.  The shallow waters might be representative of the 46 
unregistered illegal fishermen rather than the commercial 47 
fishermen. 48 
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 1 
One positive thing we saw from these traps is they can function 2 
as artificial patch reefs and this isn’t really discussed in the 3 
literature too much.  Usually on any occasion we saw around 350 4 
to even 400 juvenile fish surrounding these traps. 5 
 6 
We also have traps out there that have coral and other reef 7 
species growing on them and so if they’ve been there for a long 8 
time, they’re probably a lot more stable and are going to stay 9 
in their environment and they can possibly have a positive 10 
function for the environment. 11 
 12 
Another aspect of the study we were interested in is the 13 
behavior of fish in the traps and so how they’re acting in there 14 
and how are they allocating their time?  Are they spending more 15 
time trying to escape or are they trying to graze or whatever?  16 
It might be species-specific differences. 17 
 18 
We were also interested in entry and exit times for these fish 19 
and so we’ve been deploying a camera for twenty-four-hour 20 
periods to record the stuff and we’re still kind of going 21 
through the footage, but I have some short clips to show you 22 
some cool stuff we’ve seen so far. 23 
 24 
This is showing how these surgeonfish -- It’s probably why we 25 
caught so many, but had no mortality, is they’re able to get in 26 
and out of these traps pretty easily.  This is just the short 27 
clip showing how they come in and out.  This is just for a 28 
twenty-four-hour period, but this clip is just a minute or so 29 
long.  These guys aren’t too excited about anything really. 30 
 31 
This is one of the reasons we did this, was so we could see if 32 
there’s species-specific cases in the mortality which would help 33 
illustrate that better. 34 
 35 
There’s one more video that’s a lot more interesting.  We had 36 
some predator attraction to these traps, which is pretty cool to 37 
see.  Those fish that are in there are trapped and I guess these 38 
guys were attracted to them for some reason. 39 
 40 
I’ve also had cases of a cubera, which I think Dave is going to 41 
show.  He’s been around the traps pretty consistently in every 42 
clip at some point or another and I’ve also had barracudas try 43 
to get in there as well.  That was just some cool stuff that 44 
we’ve seen. 45 
 46 
Our next steps is we’re working pretty closely with Ron Hill and 47 
the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association on the escape gap 48 
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project, to see if those can be used to reduce herbivore catch.  1 
We’re also hoping to get more funding to do more of the AUV 2 
surveys around St. Thomas and St. John, so we can get a better 3 
grasp on how many derelict traps there really are out there. 4 
 5 
Hopefully we can make some recommendations on ways to minimize 6 
ghost fishing.  My only recommendation right now is that you 7 
guys keep doing what you’re doing and following regulations and 8 
use your biodegradable cord.   9 
 10 
We still don’t know if like disposing of traps in the 11 
environment is the best option, but if you’re going to do it, at 12 
least make sure the ropes are removed and all the doors are 13 
open, which I’ve heard is pretty much the thing they do anyway. 14 
 15 
Once we finish this up, the managers are going to have to decide 16 
if this is enough information for them to figure out if traps 17 
are okay to leave in the environment or should we be pulling 18 
them out.  That’s all I’ve got and thank you. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Good presentation.  Any questions or comments? 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Have you asked the commercial 23 
fishermen if where the deploy the traps -- When they deploy the 24 
real traps that they are fishing, if they derelict traps are 25 
around, do they get more fish or less fish in their own traps? 26 
 27 
GABRIELLE RENCHEN:  I have not asked that.  Do you know about 28 
that? 29 
 30 
TONY BLANCHARD:  It shouldn’t affect the trap in any way, 31 
because they’re going to the derelict trap as structure.  It 32 
would be the same thing as they do in Florida where they deploy 33 
artificial reefs.  This is an artificial reef in itself.  34 
Anybody that fishes understands this.  A diver would understand 35 
this, to some degree.   36 
 37 
As for everybody has a big problem with the coral, as to the 38 
destruction of the coral, but if you talk to a guy that runs 39 
traps, you put traps out, depending on where and what time of 40 
the year the traps is deployed, by the time you turn around, 41 
you’ve got coral growing on the trap. 42 
 43 
You can’t make an argument to me stating that the trap, once you 44 
destroy it, is going to take a hundred years or fifty years to 45 
recover when I know different.  As to taking them out of the 46 
environment, I think it would be an asset to leave them in the 47 
environment, because if we’ve got people that are building 48 
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artificial reefs to put into the water, for the same basic 1 
reason, why should we take out what is already artificial reef? 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s precisely why I’m asking, 4 
because most of the commercial fishing is done on hard grounds, 5 
rather than anywhere near coral reefs or actual big structures.  6 
You are adding rugosity to the area where you’re fishing and 7 
therefore, you’re either attracting larger fish or smaller fish 8 
that will grow up in that area. 9 
 10 
That’s why your information, in addition to the information that 11 
they’re collecting by viewing the traps, should add up to being 12 
beneficial to the fishery and removing it from hard ground -- 13 
Yes, you’re removing coral from the trap, but if the traps are 14 
within coral structures -- There was one picture that showed 15 
that it was stuck between the coral.  The question would be 16 
whether that coral is alive and well and then the decision would 17 
come to remove it or not remove it. 18 
 19 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I could tell you what would happen.  Once that 20 
trap is dead and the coral starts to grow in it, it fuses with 21 
the reef that is there already. 22 
 23 
GABRIELLE RENCHEN:  I have heard that from some of the dive 24 
shops as well, that they do become part of the reef.  That’s, 25 
again, a call that we’re going to have to make, to see -- Weigh 26 
the impacts of whether it’s more of an impact to remove it or 27 
leave it there. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  This question is for the fishermen.  How deep do 30 
you guys normally deploy your traps and the other question is is 31 
there any study done on deploying those traps in over 200 feet 32 
of water? 33 
 34 
GABRIELLE RENCHEN:  We haven’t been able to do that.  I was 35 
doing all the diving observations and so we were limited to 36 
depths that we could dive in and so like seventy feet or 37 
shallower for us, but NOAA does have opportunities to use the 38 
AUVs and the ROVs and that might be something they could do for 39 
the deeper waters, to get a better idea of something that’s more 40 
on the scale of what the commercial fishermen are doing. 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  It’s a recommendation to add to your list of 43 
things as an alternative, because of the beneficial effects as 44 
artificial reef for deepwater snappers and other things that may 45 
be very helpful on areas where there is no structure around. 46 
 47 
GABRIELLE RENCHEN:  Definitely.  That’s a good point. 48 
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 1 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Let me just answer you, Marcos.  I usually run 2 
my traps in I would say no less than eighty foot of water, 3 
eighty to 180.  Just like she stated before as to the depth of 4 
the water, the depth of the water comes into play, yes, 5 
especially when you’re dealing in shallow water like that. 6 
 7 
You have a storm pass through and the trap is going to move more 8 
in the shallow water than in the deeper water.  That’s just 9 
common sense, because of the surge, as well as everything else, 10 
the water kicking out of the sea line and coming back out.  It 11 
causes a dragging action and so it’s going to move further. 12 
 13 
The deeper water, you’re going to have less of an effect and 14 
that’s why you find some guys when they know the weather is 15 
coming in -- They would rather set a trap in the deeper water 16 
than in the shallow water, because you not have the movement. 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  My question was when you finish with a trap, when 19 
you’re going to deploy them to leave there, where usually do you 20 
guys do it? 21 
 22 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Just like she said.  We strip the trap.  23 
Speaking for myself, I strip the trap and take off all the ropes 24 
and everything and take off what I can use from the trap and 25 
then put it overboard.  How deep?  Just like I said, I don’t run 26 
my traps in less than about eighty foot of water, eighty to 180.  27 
It all depends on where it is. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Tony, and thank you, Marcos.  Any 30 
other comments or questions for Gabby?  Being none, let’s do 31 
lunch and be here at quarter after one, please.  Thank you. 32 
 33 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on March 29, 2011.) 34 
 35 

- - - 36 
 37 

March 29, 2011 38 
 39 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 40 
 41 

- - - 42 
 43 

The Caribbean Fishery Management Council reconvened at the 44 
Marriott Frenchman’s Reef and Morning Star Hotel, San Juan, 45 
Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, March 29, 2011, and was called 46 
to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Eugenio Piñeiro. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Good afternoon.  We’re back in business.  This 1 
afternoon’s first presentation is going to be a trap vent study 2 
by Dr. David Olsen. 3 
 4 

PRESENTATION ON FISH TRAP VENT STUDY 5 
 6 
DAVID OLSEN:  This is part of our attempts to engineer trap 7 
vents so that we can reduce the amount of bycatch in the fish 8 
traps in St. Thomas and one of the things that has come out of 9 
this study is a sense of how dynamic these things are. 10 
 11 
A lot of people have the impression that the fishermen just go 12 
throw these traps in the water and wait for fish to go in them 13 
and haul them and put them back and that it’s not very dynamic 14 
and what we’ve seen is a very different picture. 15 
 16 
This is another one of Gabby’s videos of one of her traps and 17 
the thing I like about it is it just shows how busy it is around 18 
a fish trap.  There’s fish swimming in through the vents and 19 
there’s big predators going around and there’s fish going in the 20 
funnel and coming out the funnel and there’s a lot going on in 21 
the fish traps.  If you oversimplify it, you miss a lot of that 22 
detail. 23 
 24 
We saw the thing in Gabby’s picture with a school chasing around 25 
the thing and the fish are definitely using the trap as 26 
protection from a big predator there. 27 
 28 
This study has two elements to it.  One is these initial diving 29 
studies, where we looked in detail about what’s going on within 30 
the trap, and then second is taking the information from that 31 
and subsequent tests to try and field test to develop a vent 32 
that will accomplish what we want with the reduction in bycatch. 33 
 34 
There have been a couple of prior studies that I’m aware of and 35 
there may be more.  Monro did a study in Jamaica and the BVI and 36 
I don’t remember her name, Ms. Johnson, did another study in 37 
Aruba.  We did a pilot study in 2008 funded by the council, the 38 
Science Center, and Sea Grant and then the one that we’re doing 39 
right now. 40 
 41 
The difference between these studies is the trap mesh size.  You 42 
can see in both the Aruba and the Monro studies that the total 43 
number of fish being caught per trap is ten and twelve fish, 44 
where in our studies with the two-inch mesh, we have under five 45 
and eight fish per trap.  Basically, the two-inch mesh is 46 
already allowing a lot of escapement. 47 
 48 
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This is from a Monro paper in which he calculated the length, 1 
length/width, and it should be possible with something like this 2 
to take, if you’ve got the age of maturity, which is the long 3 
box, and calculate, if fish were little blocks, what size vent 4 
would be required to let them out. 5 
 6 
I’m going to come back to that.  The W infinity figure he has 7 
for blue tangs out there, 1,101 grams, if you take those 8 
length/width things, you can calculate what size vent will allow 9 
fish to be released prior to their reaching the length at 10 
maturity. 11 
 12 
For almost everything, a one-inch mesh will let it out.  One-13 
and-a-quarter and one-and-three-eighths will let almost 14 
everything out and the only thing left is the yellowtail 15 
snapper, which the W infinity for yellowtail snapper at maturity 16 
seems to be extremely high.  Our fishermen say that they 17 
reproduce very small and so that that’s not relative. 18 
 19 
As far as the height of the vent, a two-inch vent will let a lot 20 
of stuff out and a four-inch vent should let everything else out 21 
and so theoretically, one-and-three-eighths-by-four inches would 22 
let fish out prior to them reaching maturity. 23 
 24 
One of the things is Monro had 1,101 grams for the weight 25 
infinity for blue tangs and here we have one that is twice that 26 
and we saw -- We had a presentation at one of the meetings when 27 
Jerry Ault came down to tell us all that we didn’t know anything 28 
about our fish and he had length infinities for yellowtail 29 
snapper that were 200 millimeters less than we see pretty 30 
regularly and red hinds, his sizes were less than we see pretty 31 
regularly. 32 
 33 
This is a body of information that fishermen have.  They know 34 
this and it’s available to people and one of the things I really 35 
want to thank Miguel for is putting on the fishermen’s forum 36 
thing, in which we actually had the Australians come up and talk 37 
about fishery management techniques that involved a lot of 38 
participation. 39 
 40 
It involved trying to gather this information from NGOs and from 41 
fishermen and from scientists and from managers and funneling 42 
that through an analytical process that could be used to make 43 
recommendations for fishery management. 44 
 45 
I want to congratulate the Fisheries Forum for doing an 46 
excellent job and you all know me and I don’t give very many 47 
compliments. 48 
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 1 
Anyhow, one of the reasons I do what I do and go around to the 2 
fish markets every Saturday and spending time on the boat with 3 
Daryl Brien, who was a full participant in this study, is that 4 
there’s just a huge amount of information that fishermen are 5 
using all the time and not just in trap fisheries, but in 6 
others, and it would really benefit management to see that 7 
incorporated in the process. 8 
 9 
We think there are values to be learned from the data management 10 
workshop.  We think that if the only criteria for information to 11 
be included in a stock assessment is that it’s in the scientific 12 
literature, that there’s a lot of crap in the scientific 13 
literature and that fishermen’s knowledge about things like I 14 
was saying about the yellowtail -- They universally feel that 15 
the yellowtail reproduce much earlier than was in that table of 16 
Monro’s.  I think Monro has got to be considered the senior 17 
Caribbean fisheries scientist.  You have to respect his 18 
experience here. 19 
 20 
They’re changing their fishing habits according to the moon and 21 
seasonality and because fishing allows -- Use of the fishermen 22 
involves sample sizes that are just unaffordable if you try and 23 
do it as a purely scientific study. 24 
 25 
I think that these fairly frequent significant variables are not 26 
included in scientific studies.  The data collection, the 27 
fishermen are the ones that actually have to fill in the forms 28 
and they can tell you in the beginning what’s going to succeed 29 
and what’s going to fail. 30 
 31 
I thought the Australians came with approaches that recognized 32 
the expertise of all the participants and I’m really pleased 33 
that Miguel is considering trying to use some of these in trying 34 
to implement some of these. 35 
 36 
I think, reading Magnuson, that Magnuson has problems with 37 
incorporating this kind of management, since Magnuson emphasizes 38 
these quotas.  We have always supported collaboration and we 39 
hope that the workshop is going to lead -- What we heard at the 40 
workshop was really positive and we’re hoping that it will lead 41 
to action. 42 
 43 
Here’s the diving study.  We used standard St. Thomas fish 44 
traps, rectangular and arrowhead design.  They were set in 45 
strings of ten and we were telling the fishermen to fish them 46 
like they normally do.  We’re not trying to restrict their 47 
activities. 48 
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 1 
In the diving studies, we have control traps with no vent and we 2 
have one-inch-width-by-five-and-three-quarter-inch vent along 3 
the entire eighteen-inch edge of the trap and one-and-a-half and 4 
1.75.  The 1.75 was purchased from a guy in Maine that 5 
manufactures them.  Then the vents are set in random order along 6 
the string and so there’s no trap-by-trap interaction.  7 
 8 
These are the vents used.  Here’s the one-inch edge along one 9 
end and the one-inch and one-and-a-half and then the orange is 10 
1.75 and then we’ve moved into the next phase of testing, which 11 
I’ll talk about at the very end, where we’re using one-and-12 
three-eighths-by-ten and one-and-three-eighths-by-5.75.  They’re 13 
arranged in the corners of the trap. 14 
 15 
The diving studies consisted of we dove each string and census 16 
the fish in the trap.  From that, we developed an estimate of 17 
how many fish we would need to stock the traps and then we went 18 
and hauled some of Daryl’s traps to build up that size. 19 
 20 
We learned very quick that you have to do it on a string-by-21 
string basis.  The fish don’t do very well if you just keep them 22 
on the boat for too long. 23 
 24 
Then we hauled the experimental traps and measured the total 25 
length of all fish and examined the fish for fin clips, which we 26 
used for the fish that we were stocking it with.  Then we 27 
stocked the traps with fish from the experimental and non-28 
experimental traps that had been fin clipped and we set the 29 
traps for one, three, five, and seven days before revisiting 30 
them. 31 
 32 
This is the area.  This is St. Thomas on the left and St. John 33 
on the right and Thatch Key and the other Keys up there.  The 34 
points should perfectly overlap, but the traps tended to move a 35 
little bit between hauls. 36 
 37 
Here’s the summary of the trap hauls.  We had 322 initial dives, 38 
366 initial hauls, and we stocked 254 traps.  In the first round 39 
of field testing, we hauled 205 traps.  In the field testing 40 
that’s ongoing right now, we have 190 hauls. 41 
 42 
One of those variables that needs to be incorporated in any 43 
study using traps is that there’s a lunar variable.  Trap data 44 
is very variable in the first place.  It’s very hard to analyze 45 
them, but you see an increase in the catch, and this is the 46 
control traps only, right around the full moon and it decreases 47 
before and after. 48 
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 1 
This is the number of empty traps.  It’s pretty pronounced.  It 2 
goes from during the dark of the moon from about twenty-five of 3 
our traps were empty down to around five during the full moon.  4 
Again, what it’s indicating is there’s more fish being caught 5 
during the full moon. 6 
 7 
There may be some difference between the first part of the lunar 8 
cycle and the last part.  That’s highly variable data, but it 9 
shows that the moon age has a negative slope to it. 10 
 11 
The pilot study that we did in 2008 had a total of 817 trap 12 
hauls and we used that as a guide toward deciding how many fish 13 
to stock and what sample size we need for hauling.  The pilot 14 
study catch per trap haul was around, except for the two-by-four 15 
vents, was around five fish per trap and so that’s what we used 16 
for stocking the traps. 17 
 18 
One of the issues is how many samples do you need in order to 19 
develop something?  This is from the pilot study, the control 20 
traps, and you need somewhere between seventy and ninety traps 21 
before you get a good solid estimate of what the catch per trap 22 
is and so that gives us an idea about how long we need to keep 23 
carrying out these phases. 24 
 25 
These are the fish that we used in stocking the traps.  In the 26 
MARFIN study, we found that there was an element of mortality in 27 
the blue tangs and so we are trying, as part of the vent thing, 28 
to select vents that will release narrow-bodied fish like the 29 
blue tang.  We did not deliberately select blue tangs.  There 30 
are just really a lot of them out there.  We stocked 1,285 fish. 31 
 32 
The next studies are just some analysis of variance tables to 33 
show that we didn’t bias the samples.  The average length of the 34 
stocked fish was not significantly different between the vents. 35 
 36 
One of the concerns that I had, and an obvious concern, was we 37 
were lifting these fish up and fin clipping them and then 38 
putting them back down and we were concerned that this would 39 
introduce a lot of mortality.  In fact, the mortality of the 40 
fin-clipped fish, which had gone up and down, was less than just 41 
mortality we found in the traps over the period and it was 0.4 42 
percent, as opposed to 0.5 percent. 43 
 44 
If we do a comparison of the catch per unit effort between the 45 
various vent types, the difference between them was significant 46 
at the 0.01 level.  You can see from the averages there that the 47 
catch per unit effort is primarily the larger vents, the one-48 
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and-a-half and the 1.75, that didn’t catch very much. 1 
 2 
The average sizes by vent type did not vary significantly.  The 3 
probability value is around 0.2.  One of the things that came up 4 
unexpectedly is that when we were looking at empty traps 5 
comparing the initial dive to the initial haul, we had, as you 6 
might expect, escapement between the dive and the haul, except 7 
in one case we had more fish in the trap when we hauled it than 8 
we did during the dive.  We had more escapement, again, in the 9 
larger vents. 10 
 11 
The change in numbers between dive and haul, again, was 12 
marginally not significantly and that’s coarse numbers.  If you 13 
take for each trap in the initial haul and count the number of 14 
each species and then take the same trap, the trap in the dive 15 
and then in the haul and compare them, you find that in most of 16 
the traps there was no change and it was pretty much the same. 17 
 18 
In some traps, there were more fish in the trap than there were 19 
when it was censused and some less and so we had both, in that 20 
less than one hour between the dive and the haul, we had fish 21 
going into the traps and we had fish coming out of the traps. 22 
 23 
The net change in numbers was a net increase between dive and 24 
haul for the small width vents and a very slight net decrease 25 
for the larger vents. 26 
 27 
If we talk about escapement, escapement is, not strictly 28 
speaking, purely escapement, because we have this recruitment 29 
issue also, but in terms of the net changes, we had escapement 30 
values for the various traps of between 11 and 18 percent.  31 
Escapees between dive and haul, there were more escapees in the 32 
bigger vents than in the smaller vents and this is most likely 33 
because many fish have escaped from the bigger vent traps. 34 
 35 
If you only look at the escaped fish, there is a significant 36 
difference between the various vents and the larger vents are 37 
letting more fish out.  For the various species, here’s the 38 
species that escaped and what percent of them escaped, going 39 
from 32 down to zero. 40 
 41 
Here’s the catch per trap haul and set length.  You see all of 42 
the vents are pretty similar except the two larger vents fall 43 
out below there and this is for the various set lengths.   44 
 45 
There’s a big exit, as you might expect, immediately following 46 
the stocking, as the fish have had enough trauma and they want 47 
to get out as fast as they can.  After that, the escapement is 48 
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much more even. 1 
 2 
Of the fin-clipped fish, you have the same kind of picture.  3 
Again, it’s a big drop in that first day.  If you take the total 4 
catch for these various things, you see that with a one-day set 5 
that most of the fish are the fin-clipped fish and that falls 6 
off pretty dramatically after that first day.  Most of the fish 7 
in the traps after that first day are new fish. 8 
 9 
Here’s just for some species detail.  We would have liked to 10 
have seen something pretty dramatic for blue tangs for the 11 
various vents.  Again, at the very bottom of these things is 12 
always the largest vents. 13 
 14 
Here’s for a whole variety of species and here’s, again, some 15 
breakouts for individual species.  Another thing is the species 16 
composition.  We had tested this in the beginning, that the 17 
species composition for the control traps didn’t change, except 18 
for some reason the day-five sets, we had some unusual 19 
occurrence and the species composition held together for the 20 
control and the one-by-sixes and the one-inch edge until the 21 
seven-day set, but very early on, the escapement from the 1.5 22 
and the 1.75 vents was creating significant differences in the 23 
species composition between what was stocked and what was caught 24 
in the traps. 25 
 26 
The total length of the stocked fish -- One of the benefits, we 27 
hope, of getting an escape vent size is that we will see 28 
increases in the average size of the catch.  This basically 29 
shows that the stocked fish -- The fish retained in the traps is 30 
the opposite of that.  The fish retained in the traps are bigger 31 
than the stocked fish. 32 
 33 
Here’s a total comparison by set length and, again, the -- This 34 
is not showing a really -- It’s marginally non-significant at 35 
the 0.5 level. 36 
 37 
Traps with larger width vent sizes are empty more frequently.  38 
There appears to be continual movement into and out of the 39 
traps, as evidenced by changes in numbers.  The vents exhibit 40 
significantly different escapement rates during hauling. 41 
 42 
The larger vent sizes retain significantly fewer fish and the 43 
average length of fish in the trap hauls was significantly 44 
larger than stocked fish and the larger vent sizes did not 45 
appear to retain any larger fish. 46 
 47 
Larger fish were found in longer sets.  40 to 80 percent of the 48 
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stocked fish left during the first day.  The highest escapement 1 
was in traps with the widest vents.  For all vent sizes, almost 2 
all of the fish, 90 to 100 percent of the stocked fish, were 3 
gone within seven days. 4 
 5 
The larger vent sizes had faster exit rates and there were no 6 
species-specific tendencies that we saw in the exit, although 7 
the larger vent sizes exhibited significant changes in species 8 
composition. 9 
 10 
These are the field testing results.  The Phase 1 field testing 11 
we did with the vents that were used in the diving study, the 12 
one-inch edge, the one-inch control, the one-and-a-half, and the 13 
1.75. 14 
 15 
In Phase 2, we substituted out the 1.75 and the one-inch edge 16 
and replaced those with one-and-three-eighths-by-five and one-17 
and-three-eighths-by-ten-inch control traps. 18 
 19 
We currently have six fishermen with ten-trap strings and after 20 
about ten hauls, we intend to rotate to other fishermen, to try 21 
and involve as many fishermen as possible, so that we don’t see, 22 
as we did with the pilot study -- We saw Winston was catching 23 
way more fish than the other three guys. 24 
 25 
Then Phase 3, if we settle on a width, we’ll look at questions 26 
like should it be horizontal or vertical and whether that orange 27 
color -- The orange color response kind of warrants following up 28 
and so we’ll do -- Phase 3 is not designed as yet.  We’ll design 29 
it from the results of Phase 2. 30 
 31 
Here’s the commercial fish catch for all the various ones using 32 
the pilot study.  You see that the control catch per unit effort 33 
is higher for both the current study and the pilot study.  The 34 
pilot vent sizes of 1.4 and 1.6 and the 1.6 and one-inch edge 35 
are all pretty similar, but there’s still some reduction in 36 
catch. 37 
 38 
Once we introduce the one-and-three-eighths vents, we’re getting 39 
a significant drop in catch and the one-and-a-half is a drop and 40 
then the two-by-four in the pilot study and the one-and-three-41 
quarters in the current study, there’s a huge drop in the catch.  42 
We’re definitely trying to maximize the catch in whatever vent 43 
size we finally end up with. 44 
 45 
Here’s the percent empties.  It’s like the inverse of the other 46 
one, with the big vent sizes have a big high percentage of 47 
empties. 48 
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 1 
Here’s the bycatch.  The bycatch has a variety of elements.  2 
One, the green there are small -- The reason for the bycatch is 3 
they are too small and the blue are also too small, but those 4 
are boxfish and boxfish are very wide and there’s no vent size 5 
that we’re going to be able to select to reduce the catch of 6 
boxfish that won’t also just really let a lot of the catch out.  7 
The white up there are other ciguatoxic and non-commercial 8 
members of the bycatch. 9 
 10 
What we’re trying to do is we’re trying to optimize catch per 11 
unit effort for the fishermen, release of bycatch, and trying to 12 
handle this in a way that is going to result in an increase in 13 
the average size of the fish. 14 
 15 
In the pilot study, the catch per unit effort fell off a little 16 
bit and then plummeted with the two-by-four.  The small bycatch 17 
that we’re trying to release stayed all at a similar pattern and 18 
then plummeted by the two-by-four and the average size of fish 19 
in the two-by-four was much larger than any of the other three 20 
vent options. 21 
 22 
In the current study, we have the small bycatch drops off pretty 23 
significantly with the one-and-three-eighths and is low for the 24 
remainder of that and so one-and-three-eighths would let a lot 25 
of the bycatch out. 26 
 27 
We see some indication and we only have -- The one-and-three-28 
eighths is only forty hauls so far and so we have a long ways to 29 
go, but we see some indication of larger sizes in these vents, 30 
but basically, we’re not seeing a significant increase in size. 31 
 32 
What we do see that’s problematic here is we’re seeing a 33 
significant drop in catch per unit effort of the commercial fish 34 
and so when we end up with our hundred or so samples in here, 35 
we’re hoping that this picture will be different. 36 
 37 
This is a picture my sister sent me.  A friend of hers went 38 
fishing in Santa Barbara Harbor and saw that.  That’s a great 39 
white and that’s about a hundred yards from a surf spot. 40 
 41 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any questions or comments for Dave?  Being 42 
none, thank you, David.  Next in line is we’re going to hear a 43 
report from the Trap Reduction Effort with I believe that Nicky 44 
is going to step in for Mr. Tom Dailey, who couldn’t make it 45 
here, and Tony Iarocci. 46 
 47 
TONY IAROCCI:  Can we do the St. Thomas first? 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, we can do St. Thomas first. 2 
 3 

TRAP REDUCTION PROGRAM UPDATE 4 
 5 
TONY IAROCCI:  Good afternoon, everybody.  First off, I want to 6 
take this opportunity to especially thank the fishermen and 7 
members of these two steering committees.  A lot of nights, 8 
these guys, after coming in from fishing, took the time to be 9 
there and late at night and I can say late at night.  I think 10 
last time, Nicky, on St. Croix we went until 11:30 that night, 11 
at that meeting. 12 
 13 
Also, I want to take this opportunity to thank the council, 14 
NMFS, and Fish and Wildlife, to give the fishermen the 15 
opportunity to be proactive and to come up with a plan that 16 
they’re working on right now. 17 
 18 
It’s very important that they are trying to involve all the 19 
fishermen and by some reasons of being fishing late and not 20 
being there at the meeting and especially on St. Thomas, these 21 
guys have bent over backwards to try to get all the fishermen 22 
involved and to get the word out to the right people and that’s 23 
very important when we’re trying to get fishermen involved in a 24 
limited entry program, because the last thing you want to do is 25 
take the blame or have the fishermen take the blame for people 26 
that aren’t there. 27 
 28 
You have to come up with a quorum and you have to come up with a 29 
committee that’s going to be proactive and try to get the right 30 
people at the table and hopefully the end result of this, the 31 
appeals board that these guys are coming up with, will address 32 
these issues. 33 
 34 
I want to touch base on timing, too.  I think by the next 35 
steering committee meeting, which will be around May 10, 36 
hopefully the data questions and some of the things that have 37 
been lacking will all be answered and there will be almost a 38 
full update on boats. 39 
 40 
We’re pretty close on St. Croix, but in St. Thomas, there’s 41 
still some information that you’ll be hearing about that’s kind 42 
of lacking. 43 
 44 
When you look at what’s going on with this timing and 45 
everything, I think it’s very important to realize that these 46 
guys are trying to do it right and make sure everybody is 47 
involved and get this where it will be compatible in both 48 
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territorial and federal waters.   1 
 2 
With that said, I would like to bring, if we could, I think, 3 
Ruth Gomez and Tony Blanchard to the table so that they can make 4 
their presentation and Daryl Brien.  Thank you. 5 
 6 
RUTH GOMEZ:  Good afternoon.  My name is Ruth Gomez and I speak 7 
on behalf of the members of the St. Thomas Trap Reduction 8 
Committee.  With me today is Chairperson Louis Blanchard, Jr., 9 
and Co-Chair Daryl Brien.   10 
 11 
What we will present today is a brief status update on the work 12 
completed since the December 2010 meeting in Puerto Rico.  13 
Monthly meetings were held on March 1 and March 28.  At the 14 
March 1 meeting, Heather Blough, Special Assistant to the 15 
Regional Administrator of the National Marine Fisheries Service, 16 
was in attendance. 17 
 18 
Topics discussed included eligibility, trap allocation, 19 
transferability, enforcement, effort reduction strategy for fish 20 
traps only, appeals, and general oversight.  At the meeting in 21 
December, this committee proposed three ideas of reduction: a 22 
tiered system and percentage reduction, 10 and 20 percent. 23 
 24 
It was discussed and decided that the idea of a 20 percent 25 
reduction seemed to be the best alternative in order to achieve 26 
the desired goal.  This reduction would be carried out over a 27 
three-year period, 10 percent the first year and 5 percent the 28 
second and third years.  The maximum number of traps would be 29 
set at 250. 30 
 31 
The problem this committee encountered was a spreadsheet 32 
generated from the summary of catch reports which would serve as 33 
a root basis for this committee, regardless of alternative 34 
chosen, was filled with errors. 35 
 36 
Several trap numbers allocated to certain stakeholders were 37 
clearly wrong.  Deceased or non-active fishers were reported on 38 
this list as well. 39 
 40 
As discussed in December, the highest reported number of traps 41 
over the last five years would serve as a basis for determining 42 
reduction.  With a dataset or spreadsheet plagued with errors, 43 
this committee is at a standstill. 44 
 45 
Fish and Wildlife was asked to fix these problems at the March 1 46 
meeting, but again at last night’s meeting, we were presented 47 
with a spreadsheet filled with gross errors. 48 
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 1 
This committee has asked DFW to proof the datasets as well as 2 
reach out to fishers via telephone to inquire about future 3 
fishing activity level and the reason we want to do that is 4 
present activity and past activity is important, but just as 5 
much, we would like to factor in the future as well. 6 
 7 
Dr. David Olsen has offered to look at trap hauls versus trap 8 
totals as an additional alternative and if you want to discuss 9 
that further, he’s the man to explain that to you.  That’s way 10 
past our technical level. 11 
 12 
This will be done using work carried out by the St. Thomas 13 
Fishermen’s Association as well as the best data available 14 
presently.  15 
 16 
This committee clearly wants to do the work necessary to get the 17 
job done.  We recognize that there is no easy solution to 18 
accomplish reduction, but data that the stakeholders can stand 19 
in front of is critical.  Our next meeting is set for May 10.  20 
Thank you. 21 
 22 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I think Ruth clearly stated what the problem 23 
was and is.  We hit a wall because the information that has been 24 
provided to us is not accurate and so you cannot draw up a plan, 25 
a good plan, on inaccurate information. 26 
 27 
We butt heads time and time again to try and get it straight and 28 
we still can’t get it straight.  Now, I gave Jed until the next 29 
meeting to clear up the problems that we have with this 30 
paperwork, because clearly there’s a problem when you have a guy 31 
that is on the committee saying that the information that was 32 
provided is not accurate. 33 
 34 
This is two and three guys on the committee that’s saying the 35 
same thing and then if these are the guys that are on the 36 
committee, just imagine the other information that is on that 37 
data for guys that can’t speak for themselves that wasn’t there. 38 
 39 
I think it would be inappropriate or not -- I shouldn’t say 40 
inappropriate, but I don’t think it would be a good idea to try 41 
and come up with a plan once you don’t have accurate 42 
information.  I think it would just be that, a plan, and not 43 
necessarily meaning it’s a good plan. 44 
 45 
In my opinion, to make a good plan, you’ve got to have good 46 
information.  Like I said, we hit a wall.  I think if we could 47 
get this information together by the next meeting that we would 48 
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make some pretty good progress, but like I said, you can’t 1 
expect to move ahead if you don’t have the information in front 2 
of you, accurate information. 3 
 4 
We don’t have the information because we are not the keepers of 5 
the records.  DFW is the keeper of the records.  I can only 6 
speak for myself.  The other guys have got to speak for 7 
themselves, but these are the record holders and so that burden 8 
should not fall on my shoulders.  It should fall on theirs. 9 
 10 
Like I said, we’re trying to do our best and we’re trying to do 11 
our job, but they have to provide what we need in order for us 12 
to get what we want and I ain’t going up there and making a plan 13 
with inaccurate information, because that don’t make no sense to 14 
me and I’m pretty sure that some of you would think the same 15 
way. 16 
 17 
Dave came up with a suggestion last night that’s to look into 18 
trap hauls and we’re considering looking at what he has to bring 19 
to the table and so it would just be another avenue to look at 20 
and I’m not saying that we’re not going to take it or I’m not 21 
saying that we’re going to take it, but it would just be 22 
something else to look at.  Like I said, that all depends on the 23 
data that is provided and so, like I said, we hit a wall and 24 
I’ll leave it on that note. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Chairman Blanchard.  27 
 28 
JED BROWN:  I just wanted to point out that there were some 29 
discrepancies between an earlier version of the numbers that 30 
that trap committee came up with and the numbers that Heather 31 
developed based on number that we provided her. 32 
 33 
The reason for that is because she used the rule and applied 34 
that rule across the board and it came up based on the maximum 35 
number of traps that fishers had over five years.  That number 36 
was a bit higher than the committee number, which was based not 37 
only on the top number or the maximum number of traps that 38 
fishers had over five years.  There were a couple of errors, but 39 
other than that, I don’t think there’s a tremendous amount of 40 
problems with that data. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Jed, do you think that there is a possibility 43 
that that wall, that bridge, that it can come down to reality of 44 
what it is out there? 45 
 46 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you. 1 
 2 
TONY BLANCHARD:  You know, I don’t think Jed really understands 3 
what he’s asking.  I don’t think he really understands the 4 
severity of what he’s doing.  He seems to think it’s just little 5 
mistakes, but who is really paying for the mistakes when he 6 
makes them or whoever is in charge makes them?  It’s not him.  7 
It’s us. 8 
 9 
You want me to make decisions on your shortcomings is what 10 
you’re telling me and by you coming up here and saying that you 11 
don’t think it’s a big deal, what are you telling me?  You’re 12 
affecting my job and my livelihood as well as the rest of the 13 
guys and so you can’t tell me it’s not a big deal.  It is a big 14 
deal because if your neck was in the noose, you would think it’s 15 
a big deal. 16 
 17 
The problem I have is it seems to be it’s not really a big deal 18 
because I’m not affected.  You tell me when you’re affected what 19 
is a big deal on that and then maybe you could come back to the 20 
table and get it straightened out. 21 
 22 
He doesn’t seem to find that there is a point of urgency or 23 
seriousness.  I think in his opinion that yes, we need to deal 24 
with it, but then we need to deal with it.  That’s how I see it 25 
and some people could agree with me and some people might not, 26 
but that’s my take on it. 27 
 28 
When your next is in the noose and your job is on the line, then 29 
you tell me how serious you think it is and so then you ask me 30 
about the data. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you. 33 
 34 
TONY IAROCCI:  Mr. Chairman, before we move on to St. Croix, I 35 
do want to address the data and the question.  We talked about 36 
it last night and correct me if I’m wrong, but I think 75 37 
percent of the landings and the data and the catches out of the 38 
fish traps come from, on St. Thomas, from the Association and 39 
the fishermen and pretty much most of their catch reports and 40 
the data that’s involved with those guys are pretty much 41 
correct.  There’s some discrepancies in some of the data. 42 
 43 
I do think -- They passed a motion last night giving Fish and 44 
Wildlife the timing of until the next steering committee meeting 45 
to come up with the right numbers to make the comparisons and 46 
Dr. Olsen did state that he would put something together. 47 
 48 
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I feel very confident if David follows through with that and we 1 
make the comparison and follow through with what Ruth has been 2 
saying, the review, and make sure that these numbers are semi-3 
correct and then look at them by the next meeting, I do believe 4 
that that wall will be down and they’ll be able to do that. 5 
 6 
These guys are putting a lot of time and Julian is not here 7 
today.  He had previous things to do, but he’s put his heart and 8 
soul into this and last night, he was calling and texting and 9 
trying to get these guys here to the meeting late and they’ve 10 
been over backwards to try to make sure everybody is involved. 11 
 12 
They want to do this thing right, but nobody at this table, 13 
myself included as a past council member, should support or try 14 
to push forward any kind of a plan, especially a reduction plan 15 
that’s going to affect fisheries, with faulty data. 16 
 17 
That is not the way these councils operate and that’s not the 18 
way fishermen could get behind something.  They want to get 19 
behind a plan that’s being done right with the proper 20 
information.  All they want are the proper tools to do that and 21 
I think we’re this close to getting everybody at the table to 22 
work together on these issues. 23 
 24 
All we need are a few things that are going to come together and 25 
I think between now and then that they’ll do it and, Roy, I want 26 
to thank you especially for having Heather come down, because 27 
she’s been a great asset to try to pull this stuff together. 28 
 29 
JED BROWN:  I just wanted to point out that the trap numbers are 30 
self-reported numbers and so if an individual is not being 31 
truthful or is exaggerating or is underestimating or 32 
overestimating, we have no idea of that.   33 
 34 
We just put in the number that he has and if that number looks 35 
awkward to the other fishers or they don’t think that fisherman 36 
is truthful, we have no way to basically lie detect that thing.  37 
We just use the number that they provide us. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Jed, what will be the best way to correct the 40 
issue, if any, to harmonize the two sets of data on a timely 41 
basis, within the timeframe that we have this year?  Do you 42 
think it can be done with the proposed course of action of 43 
having Dr. David Olsen and you work together and see if there’s 44 
any difference? 45 
 46 
The other question is how can we improve the system so they will 47 
have reliable data that everybody will believe is the best data 48 
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available? 1 
 2 
JED BROWN:  To answer the second part first, a suggestion or 3 
something that this group did already was survey fishers and ask 4 
them how many traps they had and the current number that they 5 
had was roughly in line with numbers that they came up with by 6 
looking at the CCRs. 7 
 8 
When you did the maximum number, you got a little bit higher 9 
number than that survey, which just indicated the current number 10 
of traps that a fisher had.  In other words, five years ago, a 11 
fisherman might have had 300 traps and currently he has a 12 
hundred traps and so the committee number might have been a 13 
hundred, whereas if you go by this rule that Heather applied, 14 
which is the maximum over five year, you got 300.  There’s a 15 
discrepancy because of that. 16 
 17 
As for the first part of the question, yes, I think that working 18 
with Dave, we can try to figure out where some outliers are, if 19 
there are outliers in the dataset. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  It sounds to me like there are a lot of things 22 
going on here and we just need to work through this.  I agree 23 
with Tony that we’ve got to make sure we have the best dataset 24 
we can have to go on this, but you guys have come way too far 25 
and put too much in this and so we need to get this fixed and 26 
work through it and keep this going and I’m committed to do 27 
that. 28 
 29 
I know that the Division is going to work to do that and so 30 
let’s not let this stop us dead in our tracks.  Let’s fix it and 31 
let’s move forward and get this done and it sounds like to me 32 
we’ve got a number of things going on here. 33 
 34 
Maybe if there are errors and mistakes, those need to be 35 
corrected.  If the rule being applied is doing unexpected 36 
things, then we need to look at the rule and see what’s there 37 
and then it also sounds like there may be multiple surveys that 38 
have been done that don’t give the same answer in terms of how 39 
many traps. 40 
 41 
I don’t know how you deal with that.  We’re going to have to 42 
figure it out, but I just urge everyone to let’s not let this 43 
stop us from moving forward. 44 
 45 
Let’s figure out how to fix this and how to get it corrected and 46 
keep this moving forward, because I think it’s important.  I 47 
think it’s something you guys want and the fishermen want and I 48 
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think it’s something we all support, but we just need to figure 1 
out how to get this fixed.  I know it’s frustrating and 2 
difficult, but we just need to hang in there and try to get it 3 
done. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I agree with you and I want to point out that 6 
I understand 100 percent what Chairman Blanchard and Ruth are 7 
saying.  I’m a commercial fisherman myself and I know how 8 
difficult it is and how frustrating it is to regulate without 9 
the right data, but I want to leave this right here, as Roy 10 
says. 11 
 12 
Chairman Blanchard says that he’s going to meet and there’s a 13 
certain date where he’s going to meet, once again, with Jed.  14 
Meanwhile, Jed is going to work with Dr. Olsen and Tony and I 15 
would rather wait until we come back to see if this problem has 16 
been fixed.  If it’s not fixed, then we’re going to have to take 17 
measures to fix it, but let’s give everyone the benefit and once 18 
again, I understand what you’re going through, because it 19 
affects your livelihood, and this cannot go on.  This has to 20 
stop. 21 
 22 
TONY IAROCCI:  Roy, to your comments, I agree.  I think we can 23 
definitely pull this -- These guys, they want this done right, 24 
they really do.  One question we talked about last night with 25 
legalese questions of when you do look at the big picture and 26 
you do look at going five years back with the criteria, and I 27 
think you’ll see a little difference with three years and what’s 28 
going on in St. Croix for the eligibility criteria. 29 
 30 
If we do go five years back and you go into like -- Like one guy 31 
we met with last time, Winston, Cappy, who now is fishing 100 32 
traps, but you go five years back and he was fishing three-33 
hundred-and-something traps. 34 
 35 
If you go five-year allocation and we were talking about putting 36 
in a phrase of “actively fishing now” and that comes into when 37 
you do limited entry and if you involve all the fishermen that 38 
are actively involved in the fishery or are fishing so many 39 
traps.  Do you allocate that guy the hundred traps that he’s 40 
actively fishing now or do you say the five-year criteria? 41 
 42 
That’s where the question in the numbers and that’s where we’ve 43 
had a problem and so before this can go, we have to make sure 44 
that somebody from the legal sector is involved and can help 45 
with questions like that too, because that can be a stumbling 46 
block and that between now and then we can address with some of 47 
the meetings. 48 
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 1 
Like I said, before the next committee meeting, steering 2 
committee meeting, on May -- I think we’ve got it set up to do 3 
May 8 or 9 on St. Croix and then the 10th on St. Thomas.  We can 4 
get a lot of these questions through the council or NMFS or 5 
whatever and with Heather to try and get this stuff eliminated. 6 
 7 
I do, I honestly believe that this can be done.  It’s just this 8 
much and it was that wall and I’m glad it just came to a head 9 
and now I think we can move past it and fix it. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Tony.  Now we’re going to do the 12 
St. Croix report and Nicky. 13 
 14 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Good afternoon.  My name is Gerston Martinez 15 
and I’m here to represent our chair, Tom Dailey, that was absent 16 
due to personal reasons.  Our fish trap reduction steering 17 
committee on St. Croix is composed of eight members, which three 18 
are not active, and we have three non-voting members and it’s 19 
coordinated by the Department of Planning and Natural Resources. 20 
 21 
The program goals and objectives are to preserve and protect the 22 
historical and cultural trap fishery in a sustainable manner by 23 
limiting participation in the fishery, capping the maximum 24 
number of allowable fish traps by fishers, reducing the number 25 
of traps by about 10 percent relative to the subtotal of maximum 26 
number of traps recorded by each individual fisher between 27 
February 10, 2006 and February 10, 2011. 28 
 29 
After some discussion, the committee determined they will 30 
address the lobster trap fishery through a separate plan 31 
initiative. 32 
 33 
Key program elements are initial eligibility, initial 34 
allocation, effort reduction, strategy, transferability, 35 
monitoring by enforcement, appeals, and general oversight. 36 
 37 
Current proposed, all fishers who held a U.S. Virgin Islands 38 
commercial fishing license and recreational landings with fish 39 
traps and gear on commercial catch records between February 10, 40 
2008 and February 10, 2011 will be eligible to receive a fish 41 
trap endorsement with a U.S. Virgin Islands commercial fishing 42 
license. 43 
 44 
The net result effects are based on the DPNR commercial catch 45 
record data, thirty-nine to forty-one fishers will meet this 46 
eligibility criteria.  Two are deceased. 47 
 48 
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CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would like to expound a little bit on this 1 
part, because the thirty-nine to forty-one number may reduce, 2 
because there are some fishers during the survey that said that 3 
they’re just about ready to come out of that fishery and go to 4 
something a lot easier and so that number may reduce a little 5 
bit. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, I believe that you meant to say 8 
“recorded landings” rather than “recreational landings” when you 9 
were reading. 10 
 11 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  A correction.  Based on the DPNR commercial 12 
catch report data, thirty-nine to forty-one fishers will meet 13 
this eligibility criteria. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can you repeat it just for the record? 16 
 17 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Sorry.  This is my first time doing it. 18 
 19 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Don’t worry about it.  It’s just that we have a 20 
lawyer here and we have to be sure that the record is straight. 21 
 22 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Initial allocation, effort, reduction 23 
strategy, current proposed, the number of tags allocated, each 24 
fisher will be determined based on the maximum number of traps 25 
each recorded on commercial catch records between February 10, 26 
2006 and February 10, 2011, reduced by 10 percent. 27 
 28 
The maximum number of tags that any fisher could receive as an 29 
initial allocation or hold at any given time therefore is 150 30 
traps.  Nobody can have more than 150 traps.  Actually, right 31 
now, only one fisherman has 140 traps and the second highest 32 
person has 100 and the rest have less than fifty traps. 33 
 34 
The steering committee is not proposing to specify a maximum 35 
trap size, because they believe that larger traps do not 36 
necessarily catch more fish.  Rather, the extra room they 37 
provide allows trapped fish to live longer.  An example is the 38 
yellowtail snappers. 39 
 40 
Also, the size of the boats that we have typically used in our 41 
fishery are twenty-foot to thirty-two-footers and only two 42 
thirty-two-footers we have.  One is a line fisherman and the 43 
other one is a trap fisherman.  We cannot carry large traps in 44 
quantities to fishing sites. 45 
 46 
Initial allocations and effort reduction strategy, net results 47 
and effects, this initial allocation by Fish and Wildlife effort 48 



70 
 

reduction strategy will result in 932 registered fish traps, 1 
representing 101.5 percent increase in fish traps relative to 2 
the sum of maximum number of fish traps recorded by each 3 
individual on DPNR commercial catch records during the 2010/2011 4 
fishing year.  We had 463 traps then. 5 
 6 
STEVE TURNER:  101 percent increase is actually a doubling and 7 
so I think really the intention is a 1.5 percent increase.  It’s 8 
not a 101.5 percent increase, but that’s a clarification I’m 9 
asking of the committee. 10 
 11 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  We have 908 according to a survey that was 12 
done performed by Carlos Farchette. 13 
 14 
STEVE TURNER:  Right and so it’s not a 100 percent increase, but 15 
it’s a 1 percent increase. 16 
 17 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  With that correction, I’ll continue.  Due to 18 
the amount of traps that we have actually right now is because 19 
of the displacement of the fishermen that used to do the gillnet 20 
and trammel net.  Most of them moved into the trap fishery and 21 
that’s why the numbers went up that high. 22 
 23 
It’s a 47 percent increase in the fish traps relative to the 24 
maximum number of traps fished annually, an average over the 25 
last five years of 635. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s a minor thing, but going back to the 101, 28 
the answer to your question is they doubled, from 463 to 932 and 29 
so they are correct when they say 101.5 percent increase, at 30 
least in that paragraph. 31 
 32 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  That’s due to the movement of fishermen from 33 
one type of gear to another because of the ban that the FAC, the 34 
Fisheries Advisory Committee, banned the gear type.  We had a 3 35 
percent increase in fish traps relative to the total number of 36 
traps currently reported in the fishery throughout the St. Croix 37 
fish survey, which was done by Carlos Farchette via phone.  He 38 
came up with numbers different to Fish and Wildlife, which are 39 
908 instead of 932.   40 
 41 
A 76.5 percent decrease in fish traps relative to the total 42 
number of traps estimated in the fishery prior to Hurricane 43 
Hugo, which were 4,000 traps.  Transferability, the current 44 
proposed is no transferability provision yet proposed. 45 
 46 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I want to expound on that transferability a 47 
little.  Presently in the Virgin Islands code, Title 12, Section 48 
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312 does not allow for transferring of fishing licenses.  Title 1 
12, Section 312(e) allows for the transfer of gear and so that 2 
may have to take a -- We’ll get together with the Commissioner, 3 
because we may have to take legislative action to allow for the 4 
transferability of licenses. 5 
 6 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  To continue, current opinions being 7 
considered includes trap endorsement and tags will be 8 
transferable only as a package and only to U.S. Virgin Island 9 
licensed commercial fishermen.  Traps will not be transferred 10 
independent of any endorsement.   11 
 12 
U.S. Virgin Island commercial fishing licenses, endorsement, and 13 
tags will be freely transferable without restriction and would 14 
likely require legislative action. 15 
 16 
Enforcement, the proposed is only tagged traps could be legally 17 
fished.  Any fisher who loses traps, documented by the NOAA lost 18 
trap study, at 10 percent a year, will have to certify to DPNR 19 
Enforcement that the traps were lost before getting replacement 20 
tags. 21 
 22 
Appeals, goals, and oversights, the proposed is the St. Croix 23 
Steering Committee will evolve into a permanent oversight 24 
committee to deal with appeals and other trap-related issues.  25 
This committee could potentially be a subcommittee to the St. 26 
Croix Fisheries Advisory Committee.  Any questions? 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any questions? 29 
 30 
ROY CRABTREE:  Back to the trap numbers, when we were talking 31 
about the 101.5.  We’re talking allowing in 932 fish traps and 32 
then it looks to me like we’ve got one source of data that said 33 
there were 463 traps during 2010 and 2011 and I guess that’s 34 
where the 101 comes from, but then later on, it talks about a 35 
St. Croix fisher survey that estimated 908 fish traps and so it 36 
looks like we’ve got real different estimates of how many traps 37 
are actually there.  That’s part of the problem, I guess, is we 38 
really don’t know how many traps there are out there? 39 
 40 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Actually, myself, I was the owner of a 41 
gillnet fishery and I was displaced from that fishery and I 42 
invested X amount of money and I have 100 pots right now.  The 43 
reason I stopped at that number was because by February of this 44 
year, a stop was put. 45 
 46 
According to what you put on your monthly catch report, you 47 
couldn’t go over that after that month and so a lot of other 48 
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fishermen who were displaced from gillnets were doing the same 1 
thing, buying materials and the effort to build traps -- It’s so 2 
expensive and time consuming that it’s not easy to just build 3 
traps and put them in the water that fast.  It took me about six 4 
months to reach that amount and I believe that’s the reason why 5 
that number went up that high, unless Carlos can better explain 6 
it. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I believe what may have happened there also 9 
is that in the data, the catch record that the fisher submits to 10 
Fish and Wildlife, maybe they -- I think that happened a couple 11 
of times, where we found out that they were just reporting 12 
number of traps hauled that day as opposed to number of traps 13 
that you have as a total figure. 14 
 15 
ROY CRABTREE:  The fisher survey, the 908, might be a better 16 
number of how many there actually are? 17 
 18 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Right. 19 
 20 
ROY CRABTREE:  The stop you’re talking about, is that the 21 
control date that was announced? 22 
 23 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Yes, sir. 24 
 25 
ROY CRABTREE:  Prior to that, you could have gotten all the 26 
traps you wanted with no limit on them? 27 
 28 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Correct. 29 
 30 
STEVE TURNER:  I’m very interested in the reduction of number of 31 
traps since Hurricane Hugo and so I would ask how the 4,000 32 
traps at the time of before Hurricane Hugo, how were those 33 
counted?  Were those counted using the CCRs or are they counted 34 
from people’s memories or how was that number derived? 35 
 36 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  According to Jed Brown, that’s the 37 
information that Fish and Wildlife had on the CCR reports. 38 
 39 
STEVE TURNER:  The CCR reports indicate that prior to Hurricane 40 
Hugo, there were roughly 4,000 and in 2010 and 2011, there were 41 
on the order of 463 and so that’s on the order of an 85 percent 42 
or 90 percent reduction in the number of traps as reported by 43 
fishers. 44 
 45 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  I’ll let Jed Brown answer that question. 46 
 47 
JED BROWN:  Yes, that’s correct, but the effort is transferred 48 
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into different aspects of the fishery.  In other words, trap 1 
fishermen transferred into different areas of the fishery other 2 
than traps. 3 
 4 
STEVE TURNER:  Right, but trap effort, this is an indication the 5 
trap effort may have reduced.  That effort may be -- Those 6 
vessels may be fishing in some other manner, but in terms of 7 
trap effort, there’s an indication of a substantial reduction in 8 
trap effort? 9 
 10 
JED BROWN:  That’s correct. 11 
 12 
MARA LEVY:  I’m just curious.  There are two separate plans 13 
right now and is the intent to keep them separate, meaning St. 14 
Thomas fishermen have their one trap plan and St. Croix has the 15 
other and if that’s true, how in the eligibility criteria do you 16 
distinguish who is who? 17 
 18 
So far, I’ve seen that you have to have a USVI fishing license 19 
and recorded trap hauls, but other than you all knowing who you 20 
are, are you planning on specifying that you have to have had 21 
landings or that you have your traps in certain areas or have 22 
indicated that anywhere? 23 
 24 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  I may be corrected, but according to the 25 
information that you gave Fish and Wildlife in monthly catch 26 
reports, it will determine the amount of traps that you have 27 
fished between those years and the maximum amount of traps that 28 
you have ever fished, you will -- Either that or the maximum 29 
amount of traps that you actually have and it will be taking 30 
away 10 percent. 31 
 32 
ROY CRABTREE:  They’re looking at -- This is the St. Croix plan 33 
and so you have to have fished those traps and landed your fish 34 
in St. Croix. 35 
 36 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  The reason we did this is because the numbers 37 
off of St. Thomas and St. Croix, there’s a huge difference.  If 38 
regulations from St. Thomas were compatible with St. Croix, 39 
we’ll be hurt big time, because if you reduce our fishery by 40 
greater than 10 percent, we will be out of business in St. 41 
Croix. 42 
 43 
ROY CRABTREE:  Is there anybody who fishes both areas, St. Croix 44 
and St. Thomas? 45 
 46 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  Never. 47 
 48 
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ROY CRABTREE:  Everybody is specific to each island. 1 
 2 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  They’re specific to each island. 3 
 4 
MARA LEVY:  I would just suggest maybe considering adding 5 
something like that to your eligibility criteria so that it’s in 6 
there that it’s fish from this area landed in this place, 7 
because right now, it just says USVI fishing license and 8 
recorded landings, which would seem to encompass everybody and 9 
not just the St. Croix area and then the St. Thomas area. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Tony Blanchard, do you wish to comment on 12 
that? 13 
 14 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Yes, I’ll comment on that.  As for the 15 
proposals, St. Croix is coming with their own proposal and how 16 
they want to deal with their trap reduction.  St. Thomas/St. 17 
John is coming with theirs and so that’s two different plans 18 
we’ve got going. 19 
 20 
As for the landings and the catch report, it specifies where you 21 
fish out of and basically where the fish is landed and so that 22 
will clarify that as to where you would be fishing and so that 23 
should be pretty straightforward. 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  I’m interested in the difference between the 908 26 
traps recorded in the survey and the 463 traps recorded in the 27 
CCRs.  Is it common that a fisher would have on the order of 40 28 
percent of their traps not in the water at one time or are most 29 
of a fisher’s traps in the water at one time? 30 
 31 
GERSTON MARTINEZ:  The way St. Croix is fished, and bear in mind 32 
that we just banned a major gear type, people are still building 33 
traps.  The reason they stopped building traps is because of 34 
that control date. 35 
 36 
Because of our size of vessels, we can only carry out a certain 37 
amount of traps a day at a time and those traps stay out there, 38 
but we have to bear in mind too that recently we were trying to 39 
encourage fishermen to be accurate in the monthly catch reports. 40 
 41 
According to what Farchette said earlier, that came to mind too 42 
and that some fishermen used to put what amount of traps they 43 
haul a day and they didn’t understand that they had to put at 44 
the top that if you have a hundred traps, you put at the top 45 
that you have a hundred pots and you haul X amount per day and 46 
maybe when that was corrected, that’s why the numbers are so 47 
uncertain.  48 



75 
 

 1 
TONY IAROCCI:  We are running short on time and I just want to 2 
make one last comment to that, to your question.  I think this 3 
is very relevant to what happened on St. Thomas also.  When we 4 
had discussed and both committees had proposed a control rule, a 5 
control date, and to get the notice out, there was a lot of time 6 
in between. 7 
 8 
Both groups were very concerned about fishermen building up X 9 
amount of traps and adding them to the fishery and when you look 10 
at some of the older numbers and the number of traps -- When you 11 
look at the current numbers right up until the control rule, 12 
like Nicky said, guys were building traps and that was one of 13 
the main concerns with Daryl, who was constantly harping on 14 
we’ve got to get this control rule. 15 
 16 
I think, finally, thanks to Kelvin and the Commissioner and 17 
staff, that was done and so that is on the record, the control 18 
rule.  The public notice is proposed and that’s done and I want 19 
to thank you for having the extra time to get this out, because, 20 
like I said, this is very important and I want to make sure that 21 
the council is up to speed on what’s going on and the issues at 22 
stake here and good job, Nicky. 23 
 24 
JED BROWN:  I just wanted to clarify Tony’s comments.  That’s 25 
correct and the public notice regarding the control date was 26 
published in newspapers on St. Thomas and on St. Croix around 27 
mid-March, March 15 or so. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  At this point, I want to thank 30 
Tony Iarocci for his initiative and Nicky for stepping up for 31 
Chairman Dailey.  Thank you, Mr. Blanchard and Ruth, and now 32 
we’re going to move on to the ACL Amendment.  The first 33 
presentation is the report of the scoping meetings by Graciela 34 
Garcia-Moliner.  Before that, Miguel, do you wish to address 35 
something? 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The way we’re going to do this, Mr. Chairman, is 38 
we are going to have on the screen what was taken to the scoping 39 
meeting, the document.  You already have pre-drafted language 40 
for some of the sections that we are going to be discussing. 41 
 42 
What we’re going to do is on the screen, you will have the 43 
document that was submitted to the scoping meetings and then on 44 
the other screen, Graciela will go through the comments received 45 
at those scoping meetings. 46 
 47 
Remember this meeting is not for making a decision on the 48 



76 
 

regulations that will result out of the full process.  What we 1 
want to hear from the council today is your reaction to the 2 
scoping meeting comments collected and then to beef up the 3 
sections of the document that is going to be taken to public 4 
hearings. 5 
 6 
Once we have your blessing on that document today, we are going 7 
to go to public hearings probably the middle of the summer and 8 
there, the public will have an opportunity to comment on the 9 
measures. 10 
 11 
One question I have, Mara, is do we need to take action to 12 
identify preferred actions at this time or we just can go ahead 13 
and work on the document as it is? 14 
 15 
MARA LEVY:  You can pick preferreds if you want to.  You don’t 16 
have to do it for the public hearing DEIS, but if you go through 17 
them and you want to select those, then after discussing why and 18 
such, then you can do that. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Thank you and one good thing about having 21 
preferred alternatives identified to the public is that the 22 
public will know where you’re heading with this.  The other 23 
thing that we wanted to tell you is that when you get to go 24 
through the ABCs, remember that the SSC is the one now in charge 25 
of setting the overfishing level definitions and the allowable 26 
biological catch definitions for the council and those are 27 
almost the final words on each one of those actions. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Graciela, before you start, I want to point 30 
out that in this section of the meeting, I want all the council 31 
members to be very much aware that this is the scoping meetings 32 
that we received and so the idea here is not going back and 33 
forth.  This is just to comment on the comments that were 34 
received. 35 
 36 
Number two, this part of the agenda is only for council members.  37 
This one is for council members only.  At the end of the 38 
presentation, if members of the public or fishermen want to add 39 
anything else, we will give a five-minute period per person and 40 
so you can do it.  Let’s go. 41 
 42 

ACL AMENDMENT 43 
REVIEW OF SCOPING MEETINGS-FEBRUARY 2011 44 

 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Number one, we apologize for the dates 46 
on the slide on the left, but those were left behind from the 47 
presentation in the Virgin Islands, because the presentation in 48 
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Puerto Rico was all in Spanish. 1 
 2 
On your left-hand side is the presentation from the options 3 
paper that was taken to the public.  On the right-hand side are 4 
the comments received from the public, the SSC, and the letters 5 
that were received in relation to the scoping document. 6 
 7 
The options paper, it’s dated December 22, 2010.  After that, 8 
the council members have received various versions of the draft 9 
public hearing document for the ACL 2011. 10 
 11 
At the presentation to the public, it was a complete 12 
presentation regarding the purpose and need and the data that 13 
was available for the ACL Amendment of 2011 and it included the 14 
various reef fish species that are being considered for the 15 
amendment in 2011.  This doesn’t include the groupers, the 16 
snappers, the parrotfish, and the queen conch, Strombus gigas.  17 
It includes all the other species of conch. 18 
 19 
The options paper also deals with all the Reef Fish and Coral 20 
FMP species that are part of the aquarium trade and that’s a 21 
very, very long list and it revises the data that was available 22 
up to the time that the document was presented to the public. 23 
 24 
These are the tables that you have in your documents, as well as 25 
the graphs.  I’m going through this very quickly because this 26 
information was presented at the scoping meetings. 27 
 28 
In relation to the proposed management alternatives that were 29 
taken to the public -- Before I do that, let me give you a 30 
summary of the scoping meetings.  We held five scoping meetings, 31 
one in St. Thomas, one in St. Croix, and three in Puerto Rico, 32 
San Juan, Mayaguez, and Ponce. 33 
 34 
The table that you see on the screen, on the right-hand side of 35 
the screen, includes the number of people were in attendance at 36 
these meetings, the number of people that had made any kind of 37 
comments at the meetings, and on the right-hand side also is the 38 
written comments that were received by the council. 39 
 40 
This includes, especially for -- I forgot St. Thomas also had 41 
the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association and the St. Croix 42 
Fishermen’s Association was also represented, as well as six 43 
associations from Puerto Rico. 44 
 45 
The scoping meetings in Puerto Rico were done in a fashion that 46 
every time we had one of the actions on the screen, the public 47 
will make comments specifically on that action and they would, 48 
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among themselves, reach consensus or not and so all of the 1 
comments that were received are part of the briefing book. 2 
 3 
There are minutes that include the attendance sheets signed by 4 
the people in attendance, of course, and the one from Mayaguez 5 
actually includes a verbatim transcription of an ornamental 6 
fisher, people who are very involved in the ornamental fishery, 7 
and they were very adamant about having the information 8 
presented to the council. 9 
 10 
Specifically to Action 1 that requests or shows the options for 11 
determining a sequence of years to be used for the MSY proxies 12 
to look at the average catch that’s available, most of the 13 
comments had to do with the specific landings that were used, 14 
the specific years for the landings that were used, in the ACL 15 
2010.  That’s the 1999 to 2005 for Puerto Rico. 16 
 17 
There were some comments regarding a longer time series, to use 18 
the data from 2000 to 2010, believing that that data, it’s more 19 
truthful than the previous years. 20 
 21 
There were some comments regarding using the highest landings no 22 
matter what the time series was.  There is a recommendation by 23 
the Pew Foundation regarding the use of the average landings, as 24 
the South Atlantic has been doing, and that includes also 25 
looking at a longer time series and specifically, you have a 26 
recommendation from the SSC. 27 
 28 
What I’m going to try to do is to actually go through all the 29 
comments and include in each action the comments from the SSC.  30 
Dr. Barbara Kojis has a microphone also, but the recommendation 31 
from the SSC is to start looking at the landings data for Puerto 32 
Rico specifically since 1983 and that it be ended in 2009, based 33 
on the premise that it began in 1983. 34 
 35 
For the recreational information, that’s the most limited from 36 
2000 to 2009 and to use the whole time series for the 37 
recreational catch in Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, very quickly and briefly, do you have 40 
the rationale for the first one? 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The SSC’s rationale for including what is in 43 
essence all the data that’s available, all the commercial 44 
landings data available for Puerto Rico, was that all of the 45 
data have a certain amount of uncertainty with regard to them. 46 
 47 
None of the data was perfect and so there’s no outstanding 48 
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reason, but there was no outstanding reason to eliminate any of 1 
the data and this data will incorporate variability and it was 2 
pointed out by a number of people at the meeting that there’s 3 
cycles in nature, oceanographic cycles, that affect fish 4 
populations. 5 
 6 
The longer the dataset, the better with respect to incorporating 7 
those cycles and so the oceanographers in particular said that 8 
they have detected cyclic oceanographic patterns which likely 9 
affect fisheries production and the longer time periods will 10 
incorporate the cyclic nature of the ocean and fisheries cycles 11 
and so the longest time period was felt to be the best. 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want me to go through the whole 14 
set of actions? 15 
 16 
ROY CRABTREE:  I don’t know.  Do we want to talk about this now?  17 
One of the concerns I would have though, Barbara, is there does 18 
-- We went through this in the 2010 ACL Amendment and we talked 19 
a lot about time series and part of the reason we in that 20 
amendment used the more recent time series is because there was 21 
the feeling that there is a trend in the uncertainty and the 22 
uncertainty was much higher in the earlier part of the time 23 
series than in the latter part.  It seems to me that would need 24 
to be taken into account. 25 
 26 
Maybe the best thing to do is go ahead through this and let the 27 
Center have their presentation and then we can talk about this 28 
after they’ve made their presentation. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Steve, are you going to make your presentation 31 
now or, Graciela, what is -- 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The best way is for the council to have a fresh 34 
memory of what is happening and so here if your presentation can 35 
add to this part, what we propose is that we discuss these 36 
issues one at a time and then the council can vote or decide if 37 
this is okay for public hearings. 38 
 39 
Here, if the council would like to hear that presentation, which 40 
is germane to this, it’s probably the best time, Steve, to do 41 
it. 42 
 43 
STEVE TURNER:  That’s fine with me.  However you wish to 44 
proceed. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Go ahead and please do it. 47 
 48 
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STEVE TURNER:  Considering the SSC decision to use all available 1 
data to calculate average landings, overfishing limits, and 2 
allowable biological catches, the Southeast Center reviewed the 3 
SSC’s decision to base the OFL and ABC on the average landings 4 
in Puerto Rico from 1983 to present for all remaining species 5 
included in the 2011 amendment.  The SEFSC recommends that the 6 
council request the SSC to revisit this decision evaluating the 7 
data on a case-by-case basis.   8 
 9 
Why are we using average landings?  Well, we have an inability 10 
to determine the stock status in relationship to MSY.  We’re 11 
working on that.  We’re working on improving that condition, but 12 
right now, we don’t have stock status relative to MSY. 13 
 14 
Therefore, the best available information that we have available 15 
is the reported and expanded landings, the reported landings 16 
from the USVI and the expanded landings from Puerto Rico. 17 
 18 
Using this approach, then the key assumptions are that we’re 19 
dealing with a period of sustainability and the stock is in 20 
equilibrium and that we’re not seeing trends in stock size or we 21 
don’t think there might be trends in stock size. 22 
 23 
Also, that the period that we’re using is representative of the 24 
current fishery, i.e., what we’re monitoring for the ACL is 25 
similar to what we’re using as our benchmark. 26 
 27 
This is basically the same information on the left-hand side.  28 
I’m going to concentrate on the left-hand side of this figure.  29 
Our reported landings are essentially coming from the reporting 30 
behavior of the fishermen and so we’re assuming that that 31 
reporting behavior is consistent throughout the time period that 32 
we’re using and that the behavior of the fishermen, the depths 33 
they’re fishing at, the gears they’re using, the amount of 34 
effort they’re expending, is consistent over time.  That would 35 
tend to lead to a more stable population, which is our 36 
objective. 37 
 38 
Sources of uncertainty in annual landings, this is really what 39 
the SSC is concerned about and factors that might affect this 40 
variability over time.  We expect a stable fishery and accurate 41 
fishing data on the fishery and as I said a minute ago, fishing 42 
behavior and reporting behavior could influence this. 43 
 44 
We’re assuming a stable stock size and that there are not 45 
changes going on due to natural causes, such as environmental 46 
changes, coral reef changes, warming trends, et cetera, and 47 
there are not major changes in the removals from the fishery by 48 
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fishing. 1 
 2 
What is an appropriate year sequence to use?  Year sequences 3 
recommended in the 2010 amendment were based on extensive 4 
evaluations made during multiple meetings between 2008 and 2010.  5 
Five of those meetings are listed here. 6 
 7 
What’s an appropriate year sequence?  Single year.  We could 8 
pick the last year, 2008, in this figure and we would have a 9 
very different value than if we picked 2009 and so clearly this 10 
suggest that single years are not an appropriate tool. 11 
 12 
Clearly a multiple-year average is certainly sensible.  This is 13 
what the SSC was thinking about.  They’re trying to get a hold 14 
on the variability and the best estimate of our average is going 15 
to be a multiple year mean, but as we said, we’re looking for 16 
consistency in the years we use to do that calculation. 17 
 18 
For average of a recent period, we’re looking for stable 19 
reporting and stable fisheries.  As we said before, 2010 used 20 
most recent years.  Excuse me.  The 2010 excluded the most 21 
recent years, due to effects of regulatory change.  You see here 22 
on the right-hand side that from 2004 to 2005 that we generally 23 
see a bit of a decrease for many of the species. 24 
 25 
This is essentially the time period.  The red bar reflects the 26 
time period that the council used, which was something like 1999 27 
to 2005.  These species are not the species that were addressed 28 
in the 2010 amendment.  These are some of the species groups 29 
that are being addressed in 2011 and so there are some patterns 30 
there, but I’m going to not go into those in detail. 31 
 32 
Averaging of a longer time series, the objective is to remove 33 
noise from the annual estimates.  The difficulties of the longer 34 
time trends are, as we’ve discussed, fishery changes, reporting 35 
changes, environmental changes, and changes in biomass due to 36 
exploitation. 37 
 38 
If we have trends in a declining stock, perhaps overfishing is 39 
going on or perhaps something environmental is going on.  If we 40 
took an average across a long time series, in the most recent 41 
years we would biased high.  We would be setting the target far 42 
too high for what may be some condition of the stock or if we 43 
have an increasing time period -- I note on the left-hand side 44 
that 1983 through 1986 or 1987 are zeroes in the database. 45 
 46 
If we just grab 1983 arbitrarily, we’re going to be including 47 
zeros that may be due to reporting error.  Maybe this species, 48 
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whatever it is, was aggregated with some other species in the 1 
reporting or maybe there was no fishery, but we would have to 2 
understand the data to be able to use it. 3 
 4 
In this case if we used the average of 1983 to 2008, we would be 5 
taking less yield than could be extracted from the fishery on a 6 
rational basis and so we see that if we took an average of the 7 
later time period, we would probably be coming up with a much 8 
higher ACL. 9 
 10 
The upper graph is silk snapper and the lower graph is queen 11 
snapper and so for silk snapper, what the council did in 2010 12 
was they used 1999 through 2005, which is probably rational for 13 
that time period, a rational indicator, but the 1983 to 2009 14 
line is shown there and that would have been -- If we believe 15 
that 1999 through 2005 is really a rational usage, you see that 16 
we would have been estimating too high had we used the longer 17 
time series. 18 
 19 
For queen snapper, once again, the longer time series would have 20 
set the level lower than what might be a rational level for this 21 
stock and so, once again, we see the values that the council 22 
used for 2010. 23 
 24 
What we’re going to look at next is some of the species, and 25 
really the primary species in the 2011, where use of 1983 to 26 
current average catch may be inappropriate.  You’ll note that in 27 
the beginning what we said was to review the data on a case-by-28 
case basis and these are some of the primary cases that we have 29 
concerns about. 30 
 31 
Here we have goatfish.  Something funny is going on in the data 32 
early on and were we to use the entire data series, there’s a 33 
strong suggestion from the long line that we would be setting 34 
the average too high. 35 
 36 
For white grunt, there’s also -- Most of the landings since the 37 
late 1980s are below the average line and so, once again, 38 
there’s a suggestion that we would be setting the mark too high. 39 
 40 
For horse-eye jack, we have the opposite problem.  I don’t know 41 
what’s going on with this dataset.  We really need to work with 42 
our Puerto Rican colleagues to understand these patterns.  There 43 
is a suggestion that perhaps the level might be set too low. 44 
 45 
Bar jack, we see a similar problem.  Boxfish, we have both upper 46 
and lower, though there’s some indication that perhaps it could 47 
be a little low and so once again, the Center reviewed the SSC’s 48 
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decision to base the OFL and ABC on the average landings in 1 
Puerto Rico from 1983 to present for all remaining species 2 
included in the 2011 amendment.   3 
 4 
The SEFSC recommends that the council request the SSC to revisit 5 
this decision, evaluating the data on a case-by-case basis.  I 6 
have one more point to make.  We also recommend that the council 7 
request that the SSC reconsider the USVI OFL and ABC 8 
determinations for a couple of species, angelfish and hogfish. 9 
 10 
Here’s the angelfish and hogfish data for St. Thomas on the left 11 
and St. Croix on the right.  Looking at St. Croix, we see 12 
hogfish, there’s no reports through the time series and we see 13 
some very low numbers for angelfish for most of the recent years 14 
and so the SSC is going to have to look at this data and maybe 15 
consult with the people who are really knowledgeable about those 16 
fisheries to try to figure out what are appropriate time periods 17 
to use for these data. 18 
 19 
Perhaps there are some time periods that are useful, but there 20 
are certainly some problems either for properly managing these 21 
species or properly extracting the optimal yield from these 22 
stocks with just a blanket approach.  Thank you very much. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Steve. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Steve, so in other words, we should be looking at 27 
the way that we maximize return to the fishers, so they would 28 
not be losing yield, but at the same time, we make sure that the 29 
resource will be exploited on a sustainable basis? 30 
 31 
STEVE TURNER:  Yes, that’s correct. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Then what you’re saying is that the SSC should 34 
revisit this on a case-by-case basis.  My question to the 35 
council, especially to Roy and the others, is do we have time to 36 
do that parallel to the process that we are embarking to finish 37 
this by December of 2011? 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  It’s hard for me to say, because all I’ve seen of 40 
the SSC recommendations is that one slide and so are we going to 41 
see what they recommended?  Did they just recommend a time 42 
series or did they then give us OFLs and ABCs and fishing level 43 
recommendations, because I don’t know exactly what they’ve 44 
recommended to us. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Two things.  One is they highly recommend that 47 
1993 time series, but they also have ABCs and OFLs for the rest 48 
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of the other species and so maybe we can table the discussion 1 
until you finish that part of the SSC and then you can go back 2 
to the discussion. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I would suggest to have the SSC.  I 5 
have the presentation altogether here. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s better to have you finish that and then as 8 
the members ask questions, then we can go back and discuss it, 9 
but the issue here is that there’s some problems with adopting 10 
1983 to 2008 if we have a blanket assumption for all the 11 
species. 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I need to go back to the presentation.  14 
Action 1b then had to do with establishing the MSY proxies, 15 
which I think what you wanted to see next.  The public in 16 
general, the reaction to this was these species are not 17 
overfished or undergoing overfishing and there should be no 18 
action and there should be no revisiting the MSY proxies and 19 
there should be no reduction in any of the ACLs to be 20 
determined. 21 
 22 
The SSC does have the following comments specifically.  23 
Regarding Action 1b, Option 2(b), which is to -- Table 7, this 24 
all refers to the options paper and that specifically refers to 25 
OFL equals the MSY proxy and overfishing occurs when annual 26 
catches exceed the OFL unless NMFS, the Southeast Fisheries 27 
Science Center, in consultation with the Caribbean Fishery 28 
Management Council and its Scientific and Statistical Committee, 29 
determines the overage occurred because data collection and 30 
monitoring improved rather than because catches actually 31 
increased.  That’s the one recommendation that they made 32 
specifically regarding the MSY proxies. 33 
 34 
The SSC looked at the time series that was available in the 35 
options paper, which includes the data from 1983 through 2008, 36 
at the time, for Puerto Rico and the 1998/1999 for St. Croix to 37 
2007 and for St. Thomas, from 2000 to 2007. 38 
 39 
They did look at the information that was available at the time 40 
on a family-specific basis and there is a recommendation 41 
specifically for two of these families coming up and so the 42 
recommendation is basically to use, for spiny lobster and reef 43 
fish, the longest time series available for both islands, also 44 
for St. Thomas/St. John, and then for St. Croix, 1999 to the 45 
present.  For all cases, to use the longest time series. 46 
 47 
The SSC also recommended that the OFL equals the average annual 48 
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commercial landings for the year sequences selected above and so 1 
for the longest time series, to use that specific OFL will equal 2 
the average catches. 3 
 4 
This is the other thing that the SSC recommended and it has to 5 
do with specifically for the surgeonfish and the angelfish, that 6 
they be looked at differently than they would be for the rest of 7 
the families. 8 
 9 
They had discussions on the non-reporting of hogfish, for 10 
example, which is in the family of the wrasses, from St. Croix 11 
and they had discussions on the variability of the landings for 12 
the angelfish, for example, on the two islands. 13 
 14 
There is a fairly marked difference in terms of the preference 15 
by the people of the two islands regarding the species that are 16 
targeted, favored, and consumed and that shows in the landings 17 
data that was available at the time of the discussion.   18 
 19 
I would like Dr. Kojis to explain further if there is anything 20 
that she would like to add of the recommendations that you made 21 
in terms of the ABC equals OFL, which is the main recommendation 22 
that the SSC has made to the council. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  The recommendation with ABC equals OFL is 25 
because these species are not undergoing overfishing or 26 
overfished and so the SSC felt that ABC should equal OFL. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The two families for which they 29 
recommended an actual scaler or a reduction in the OFL would be 30 
for the angelfish and the surgeonfish. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let me just explain a little bit more about 33 
that.  The two species, obviously the surgeonfish is a herbivore 34 
and the angelfish is a spongivore.  One of the people from the 35 
SSC is going to be providing further information to support 36 
this. 37 
 38 
The recommendation from the SSC was to include the reduction as 39 
a preferred alternative for the council or an alternative for 40 
the council that this would be something that would be brought 41 
up for the council to discuss, the public to discuss, et cetera, 42 
and further information would be provided by one of the SSC 43 
members on the importance of these species in terms of the coral 44 
reef. 45 
 46 
The Pomacanthidae, the angelfish, the large ones, are 47 
spongivores and as a consequence, they may be important in 48 
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keeping populations of boring sponges as well as sponges that 1 
maybe able to overgrow reefs in check. 2 
 3 
The surgeonfish are obviously herbivores and those are important 4 
as well for the reef in keeping algal populations down for the 5 
competition for corals, but the recommendation for this 6 
reduction was meant to be put in the options or whatever, the 7 
ACL paper, for public discussion. 8 
 9 
ROY CRABTREE:  I guess, Barbara, I’m somewhat confused.  Is the 10 
SSC giving us a fishing level recommendation or are they not?  11 
If you are, then the council cannot exceed it and it’s not just 12 
an alternative for public consideration.  It’s a ceiling that we 13 
can’t go over and so it’s confusing to me. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  We discussed that, because I knew it would be 16 
confusing.  We discussed this at the meeting and this is as far 17 
as the recommendation that we’ve made for the option for the 18 
angelfish and for the surgeonfish, the recommendation is that 19 
this just be one of the options. 20 
 21 
In fact, I think if you go to the next slide, that’s just the 22 
rationale, but it says here that because these species may play 23 
an ecological role, and this is the SSC’s motion, in essence, in 24 
regulating algal and sponge populations of the corals reefs, the 25 
SSC recommends that a new option under Action 1b, and so it’s an 26 
option, be considered.  For these two species units, this is an 27 
option to be considered and not a fishing level recommendation 28 
with respect to these. 29 
 30 
ROY CRABTREE:  For the other species, are those fishing level 31 
recommendations or are those just options? 32 
 33 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Those were fishing level recommendation. 34 
 35 
ROY CRABTREE:  You’ve given us fishing level recommendations for 36 
those, but you’re not giving us one for Acanthurus or 37 
Pomacanthus? 38 
 39 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Not at this stage, no. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One of the problems, Barbara, is that the law is 42 
very clear.  Either you give us an ABC or you don’t.  In this 43 
case, once an ABC comes out of the SSC, that’s it.   44 
 45 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Let me be clear, because we discussed this at 46 
the SSC and we discussed this as being an option only for the 47 
reduction part of it, to bring this to the public, because the 48 
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person who made this recommendation did not have the data with 1 
him at the time. 2 
 3 
It was felt that it was important to bring this before the 4 
public to also get the public recommendation and possibly by the 5 
time this is available for the public meetings and so on that 6 
information also would be available from the person who made the 7 
recommendation. 8 
 9 
We discussed this a couple of times at the meeting, because 10 
there was concern about the recommendation, because this was not 11 
something that most of the SSC members had information about 12 
with respect to the reduction. 13 
 14 
ROY CRABTREE:  Are we going to have a written SSC report?  This 15 
is very confusing.  What you seem to be saying is because you 16 
think these two groups are more important because they have 17 
ecosystem functions that you’re not going to give us an ABC for 18 
those, but you are for the others. 19 
 20 
Then I’m having a hard time reconciling this with previous SSC 21 
recommendations on parrotfish, where we had extensive 22 
discussions and there were presentations to the SSC about the 23 
ecosystem importance of parrotfish, yet then you made an ABC 24 
recommendation to set that at average catch levels, but now you 25 
seem to be saying we should reduce and so I’m concerned about a 26 
whole lot of things here. 27 
 28 
One is shifting the time series.  We just went through a whole 29 
amendment using one time series and now the recommendation seems 30 
to be to use a different one without a lot of explanation and 31 
then it seems like there are a lot of inconsistencies and 32 
confusion, which I guess comes back to I’m inclined to agree 33 
with the Science Center’s recommendation that we need to put 34 
together a list of questions for the SSC to better explain 35 
exactly what some of these things mean and then I suspect we’re 36 
going to need to reconvene the SSC. 37 
 38 
It does create real problems for us in terms of the timing of 39 
all of this, because we’re rapidly running out of time to get 40 
this done. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may, I asked Todd whether he could clarify, 43 
because the SSC went through all of this and probably it’s the 44 
wording and everything and, Todd, can you -- 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The reason I stepped in here was to make the 47 
clarification on the point.  For these two groups, the blanket 48 
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SSC recommendation from 1987 to present applies to these two 1 
groups also and so there are fishing level recommendations for 2 
these two groups, because that year sequence applies to 3 
everything and anything that isn’t included in 2010. 4 
 5 
There are OFL recommendations and an ABC corresponding for 6 
everything and this, the SSC just discussed the fact that these 7 
play an ecosystem important role and therefore that another 8 
option should be potentially included for the council to 9 
consider and that’s up on the screen. 10 
 11 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One more thing.  Do we need to do any 12 
clarification in writing so the council members can see what you 13 
just said? 14 
 15 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think on that point, that is pretty clear. 16 
 17 
MARA LEVY:  I’m wondering when it says the option they want to 18 
add is ABC equals OFL times 0.50, that’s not really the option.  19 
What you’re saying is that you want the council to consider you 20 
gave an ABC and an OFL based on the time series and you want 21 
them to consider reducing that ABC recommendation by 0.5, which 22 
would be the ACL then.   23 
 24 
To me, that’s where the confusion is coming from.  It should be 25 
ACL equals OFL equals ABC, consistent with what’s up there 26 
already about ACLs equaling OFLs and being reduced by 50 27 
percent.  Is that right, then? 28 
 29 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Yes, I think you’re right there and the ABCs had 30 
not been previously recommended and so the language that is in 31 
the current document is OFL times the scaler and so that’s where 32 
I think some of the confusion is coming from, because what was 33 
considered throughout the previous amendment was looking at OFL 34 
recommendations and therefore, scaling those down to get an ACL. 35 
 36 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think in part that’s because in the previous 37 
amendment, the SSC didn’t give us OFLs for most things and so 38 
the council had to figure all of this out, but the council 39 
doesn’t have any ability to reduce the ABC once they’re given 40 
one from the SSC and so they would have to reduce the ACL down. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would just like to make a couple of comments.  43 
I thank Todd for clarifying that, but the other aspect of this 44 
is with respect to the parrotfish, the parrotfish we took 45 
average annual catch and concurred with the ACLG with respect to 46 
that, but the average annual catch for St. Thomas and Puerto 47 
Rico was fairly low. 48 
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 1 
If you looked at a comparison with the St. Croix catch, it was a 2 
very low catch, because it’s not a preferred species over in 3 
those two, the District of St. Thomas/St. John and in Puerto 4 
Rico. 5 
 6 
On St. Croix, we gave our rationale as well for why we had a 7 
higher recommendation for St. Croix, where St. Croix had a 8 
higher average annual catch of parrotfish because it’s a 9 
preferred species over there and it’s caught a lot, but it also 10 
possibly has predator release and it’s got a different shelf, 11 
different habitats and so on, that may allow for far more 12 
parrotfish on that shelf than over on St. Thomas/St. John and 13 
maybe even Puerto Rico. 14 
 15 
There were various factors involved in that, but the other thing 16 
I had a question -- My understanding is that the ABCs, and this 17 
was what the SSC discussed, were ABCs by species group, really 18 
the family, and not by species. 19 
 20 
What Steve put up there was white grunt for Puerto Rico and so 21 
on and I know Puerto Rico can break down their data by species, 22 
but my understanding, and the SSC never discussed species with 23 
respect to that.  We discussed and the information we were given 24 
was information for species group or family group, really. 25 
 26 
You may have just been using that as examples, but I wanted to 27 
know whether there’s changes in the way the ABC and OFL is going 28 
to be determined. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We’re worried about the process.  Certainly 31 
Steve’s presentation has a lot of weight and importance on this 32 
discussion.  That’s something you didn’t have when you met and 33 
so the question is, number one, we probably need to meet the SSC 34 
again for certain aspects of this and not for everything.  We 35 
don’t have to rehash the whole discussion again. 36 
 37 
Also, we need to have a precise recommendation from the SSC of 38 
ABC and do you have ABC, yes or no.  Once you have it, it’s a 39 
number for the council and so the question is, do we have the 40 
time?  We have the money.   41 
 42 
Then the question for the Center is whether we will be able then 43 
to have your assistance if the SSC revisits, as you’re 44 
suggesting, some of these items in the discussion.  Let’s put it 45 
this way.  Can we meet in April and sort this out and come back 46 
in May sometime and have a final answer from the SSC?  We don’t 47 
need to do the whole ball of wax again.  It’s just some of the 48 
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areas that Todd was referring to before. 1 
 2 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I don’t see why the SSC couldn’t meet again and 3 
discuss it if we’ve got new information, because a lot of this 4 
information was not available and a two-day meeting for the SSC 5 
is not very long as well and so we didn’t even get through the 6 
whole agenda, because of our discussion. 7 
 8 
We need to probably know if these things are really big issues, 9 
because I looked at the data afterwards from the data that was 10 
available on the tables that was there and there didn’t seem to 11 
be a lot of difference in the numbers. 12 
 13 
You may want the rationale to be there, because it looks better 14 
if you’ve got real good rationale for the years that you’re 15 
using and you’ve pulled out all of these various things, but the 16 
numbers don’t seem to be all that different, especially given 17 
the amount of uncertainty with respect to some of the data. 18 
 19 
We kind of chose the biggest and longest period and in essence 20 
reduced the uncertainty in a way, because you have more data out 21 
there, but if you want to go over some aspects of this, if 22 
there’s a concern, then certainly I’m sure the SSC would be 23 
willing to do that. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is for the council members.  You have a 26 
presentation by Steve Turner indicating that in some cases you 27 
may be penalizing the fishers, because they will be taking less 28 
yield than the numbers tells you that it can take. 29 
 30 
In others, you have to be careful because you might be 31 
overfishing at the level that you were allowed and that would be 32 
to put the resources in jeopardy.  It’s not a little light 33 
thing.  It’s similar to the discussion about the traps, where 34 
Tony Blanchard was saying if we’re going to do this, I would 35 
like to have the best available data. 36 
 37 
I know we are under the gun and we don’t know how much money 38 
we’re going to have and everything after April 8, but if we can 39 
accommodate these discussions for the SSC and the Center on 40 
these topics and maybe expand the number of days that you need, 41 
we can have the best figures for the council to consider and the 42 
public, when we go to the final public hearings. 43 
 44 
STEVE TURNER:  I think we can support the SSC in this activity.  45 
I think it’s a high priority for us.  I really want to say that 46 
we think it’s critical to have a very solid rationale for how we 47 
come up with these numbers that is consistent across species and 48 
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family groups so that if it’s challenged, there’s a logical 1 
basis for it. 2 
 3 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One of the issues that the SSC also 4 
discussed was the presence of certain fisheries over that long 5 
period of time, but recognizing that they did look at the data 6 
that was available for the assessment, specifically for Puerto 7 
Rico, since 1983 and for the Virgin Islands for the years in 8 
which family data were available. 9 
 10 
What other data could be available in addition to the landings 11 
data like, for example, from the biostatistical data, the same 12 
thing that was done for the silk and the queen snappers last 13 
year, that could help in looking at the changes in the 14 
populations over that period of time? 15 
 16 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I would like to ask especially Roy, the big boss, 17 
can we just table some of this discussion until we have the SSC 18 
and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center meet again over this, 19 
because we’re spinning our wheels on this one. 20 
 21 
ALICIA BARNES:  I just have a question.  When you say table, as 22 
it relates to the specific agenda item, what would we be 23 
specifically tabling?  What does that speak to in reference to 24 
what’s noted here and the items that we are to address this 25 
afternoon?   26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In the case of what I’m referring to is a 28 
specific item within the agenda of the scoping meeting and the 29 
recommendation from the SSC.  What the Center has presented to 30 
us today is that they are highly recommending the council to ask 31 
the SSC to revisit some of the specifics regarding the species 32 
that we have and the data that we have and the time series that 33 
you can use for those data. 34 
 35 
For example, if you use 1993 to 2008, some of those numbers are 36 
zero and zeroes are not good for this kind of exercise.  The 37 
other issue is that in some particular species, looking at the 38 
data that’s been analyzed now by the Center and has been 39 
presented to us, the fishery may lose some yield that otherwise 40 
would be available to the fishery. 41 
 42 
ALICIA BARNES:  It’s your recommendation at this point in time 43 
to give us more time to digest the information that’s being 44 
presented? 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  To allow the SSC and the Center to put together 47 
an agenda where they can meet, the SSC, and that’s what Dr. 48 
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Turner is saying that they are willing to support, the SSC on 1 
this endeavor. 2 
 3 
When we get to be back here in the summer, the council members 4 
will have better elements of judgment regarding these issues and 5 
in the case of the SSC, the importance is that the law is very 6 
clear that once they tell us the OFL, the overfishing level 7 
definitions, and the allowable biological catches, those numbers 8 
are the ones that we are supposed to use as a council for the 9 
distribution of the fishery, et cetera. 10 
 11 
STEVE TURNER:  I think one of the differences between what the 12 
SSC did and what we presented is we were looking at things on a 13 
species basis and whereas the SSC had data available on a 14 
species group basis and they were looking at that. 15 
 16 
Some of the work for the 2010 amendment was done on a species 17 
basis and some was done on a species group basis, because of 18 
aggregation, specifically groupers.  Even in current times, 19 
they’re represented often by unclassified grouper and so that’s 20 
a difficult problem.  You can’t handle that on a species basis. 21 
 22 
I think really -- My understanding is the amendment says species 23 
or species groups and so if we are to move forward with the 24 
understanding that we’re going to be looking, where possible, on 25 
a species basis and where the data doesn’t support it, they’ll 26 
look at the information on a species group basis and is that the 27 
council’s desire? 28 
 29 
ROY CRABTREE:  At this time, it is mostly species groupings, as 30 
laid out in the document, and we’re not contemplating splitting 31 
them out into individual species at this point.   32 
 33 
Now, some of them, like lobster, are individual species, but 34 
many of them, I think, are family level kinds of ACLs and we 35 
don’t have time to readdress that at this stage, contemplating 36 
changing that.  That would have to be something to do down the 37 
road if the data justified it. 38 
 39 
I think if in one of these species groups there are a number of 40 
species, for example, with zero landings or things like that and 41 
then I think that is a problem.  The other thing that’s 42 
worrisome to me is we went through the 2010 amendment and we 43 
selected a time series of years and we built a record as to why 44 
we chose that and I think the SSC reviewed that document. 45 
 46 
If we’re going to change that now, we need to explain why it was 47 
appropriate for the 2010 document but we’re going to change it 48 



93 
 

in this document.  The other thing to me is it doesn’t seem 1 
like, to me, this is a hard and fast the science says it has to 2 
be this way. 3 
 4 
It seems to me any of these time series is going to have pros 5 
and cons and there are going to be a variety of reasons why you 6 
may or may not choose it and I think my preference, and what I 7 
would like to ask the SSC to do is rather than just telling us 8 
here’s the time series you have to use, I would rather them give 9 
us the benefits and pros and cons of making different choices, 10 
understanding that we already have some precedents set here and 11 
that we can come back and relook at this at some point. 12 
 13 
Those are my concerns with it and then for some of these like 14 
spiny lobster, where we are doing an individual species and it’s 15 
a major, high-dollar fishery down here, I would like to really 16 
look hard at that one in terms of what is the trend over time. 17 
 18 
It’s my understanding with spiny lobster that probably 19 
recruitment is coming in from other areas.  We have a fairly 20 
large minimum size limit and I don’t see any evidence -- I think 21 
it’s one of the healthiest fisheries we probably have in the 22 
U.S. Caribbean. 23 
 24 
I would like them to really look at that and see if there’s a 25 
basis for potentially setting the OFL at something higher than 26 
what the average catches have been, because I think it is a 27 
special case because of the long duration larval stage and the 28 
amount that may be coming in from other areas. 29 
 30 
I know with spiny lobster in Florida that we did have some 31 
trends in the time series and landings have come down in recent 32 
years.  Now, I don’t know if that’s happened here or not, but we 33 
set the OFL at a higher level, based on a number of these 34 
things, and I don’t know that we want to end up having to reduce 35 
that fishery, necessarily. 36 
 37 
I think because that one is an individual species OFL, that’s 38 
one we need to ask them to really look at and give us some 39 
advice on, but I do think, Miguel, trying to get them back 40 
together again to address some of these kinds of things is a 41 
good idea and is probably what we need to do. 42 
 43 
In the meantime, we have the various alternatives in the 44 
document and I agree we’re not going to resolve these things now 45 
and so we could, I guess, go through the rest of the scoping 46 
comments and then come back when we go through the document, 47 
which I guess will be tomorrow at this point. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I agree with Roy and I’m going to raise a 2 
point here that there’s a problem here because we went through 3 
the 2010 ACL overfished species with a set and now we’re going 4 
to go with another set of years and the fishermen took enormous, 5 
great sacrifices and to ask them now to go to a different set of 6 
years, I don’t believe it’s the way to go.  Marcos, go ahead and 7 
then we’re going to have a break. 8 
 9 
MARCOS HANKE:  Very quickly, if there is any way that today on 10 
the species, on the species groups or whatever, the way they’re 11 
going to be presented for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 12 
the ones that we have enough data that it’s not problematic to 13 
establish and to decide today or is it better to wait to do them 14 
all at once? 15 
 16 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What I propose after the break is to allow 17 
Graciela to finish.  Just as Roy said, there are some issues 18 
that we need to convey to the SSC.  In my terms, the way I see 19 
it, is let’s start by showing you the document that we have and 20 
move forward and then those areas that are really technically 21 
important areas, allow the SSC to revisit them with the help of 22 
the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 23 
 24 
That way, you will be able to have a clear picture of what is it 25 
that you’re going to take to public hearings and also, when you 26 
come back, you will be able to have the benefit of the 27 
discussion of the SSC and if the SSC needs more time, three days 28 
or four days or a whole week, then they can use it and then 29 
we’ll be able to have that information there.  The thing is that 30 
we have to be very careful with the timing, because we do have a 31 
mandate to finish this this year. 32 
 33 
MARA LEVY:  I just have a question.  Are you proposing that you 34 
don’t decide today whether to send this to public hearing and 35 
you wait and have the SSC reconvene and then decide or are you 36 
going forward? 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  To finish the discussion and to see how can we 39 
best do it and the timing.  I would like to get out of this 40 
meeting with a time table of this is what we’re going to do and 41 
this is what we’re going to take to public hearings and this is 42 
the way we’re going to present it. 43 
 44 
I would like to allow the technical people to sit down and come 45 
up with a course of action regarding this too, because just by 46 
listening to Dr. Steve Turner’s presentation, there are 47 
significant differences that we need to take into consideration 48 
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when we discuss all this, something that the SSC didn’t have. 1 
 2 
My point is that I don’t know personally, at the end of these 3 
two days, how we are going to end up doing it.  We have to 4 
decide it and the time schedule and everything and be sure that 5 
we know what we’re going to be doing between here and the next 6 
meeting. 7 
 8 
MARA LEVY:  You could decide that -- Like Roy said, you have the 9 
entire time series already in there as options.  You could 10 
decide, after discussing it, to still submit this particular 11 
thing and go to public hearings and do the DEIS on it while the 12 
SSC reconsiders. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Everyone agree with that?  Let’s take a break 15 
now and we’ll reconvene. 16 
 17 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay, Roy. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest, if I 22 
could, that we table this discussion on the 2011 amendment until 23 
tomorrow morning and that we go ahead and have the presentation 24 
on the biological opinion and have the parrotfish discussion and 25 
try to finish that up this afternoon, if we could. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I think that’s a very good idea and that’s 28 
exactly what we’re going to do and so let’s start with the 29 
presentation on the biological opinion with David Bernhart.  30 
He’s going to do the honors. 31 
 32 

PRESENTATION ON PARROTFISH BIOLOGICAL OPINION 33 
 34 
DAVID BERNHART:  Good afternoon, everybody.  My name is David 35 
Bernhart and I’m the Assistant Regional Administrator with NOAA 36 
Fisheries in our Protected Resources Division and so I oversee, 37 
in the Southeast Region, our Endangered Species Act program and 38 
I’m here to give you an update on the status of the Section 7 39 
consultation on the Caribbean reef fish fishery, but 40 
particularly as it relates to the 2010 ACL Amendment and the 41 
parrotfish issue. 42 
 43 
In this presentation, I’ll discuss some things that you’ve heard 44 
previously from probably Ms. Jennifer Lee, but to review ESA 45 
consultation requirements in general, to talk specifically about 46 
some of the data and process that’s been applied in our effects 47 
analysis, particularly with respect to the Acropora corals and 48 
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Acropora critical habitat. 1 
 2 
I’ll talk about what the possible outcomes of that evaluation 3 
would be, because at this point, it’s still in progress.  Next 4 
would be to talk about some other similar scenarios, perhaps, 5 
and actions that have been taken by either NOAA Fisheries 6 
Service and/or the councils to deal with a potential jeopardy or 7 
destruction or adverse modification situation and hopefully have 8 
this be a presentation that facilitates your discussion of 9 
possible modifications to the 2010 ACLs in consideration of ESA 10 
species impacts. 11 
 12 
Under ESA Section 7, there are two main requirements.  The 13 
first, called the 7(a)(1), is the conservation requirement, 14 
which essentially allows federal agencies to use their 15 
authorities, even if they’re not explicitly endangered species 16 
conservation authorities, to still use those authorities to 17 
carry out conservation for endangered and threatened species. 18 
 19 
In other words, this makes it a requirement to use, as 20 
appropriate, say the Magnuson-Stevens Act for Endangered Species 21 
Act conservation, but more particular to this process is the 22 
Section 7(a)(2) requirement to consult. 23 
 24 
That section requires that federal agencies, in consultation 25 
with the Secretary, which is the National Marine Fisheries 26 
Service in this case, ensure that any action authorized by them 27 
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 28 
threatened or endangered species or to result in the destruction 29 
or adverse modification of critical habitat. 30 
 31 
Then we have the wonderful acronym for that mouthful which is 32 
DAM.  So I’ll be talking about that DAM critical habitat quite a 33 
bit. 34 
 35 
The biological opinion is the analytical document that looks at 36 
the effects of a particular federal action on endangered and 37 
threatened species and their critical habitat.  The fundamental 38 
conclusion of that document needs to be whether or not it is 39 
likely to jeopardize a species or to result in DAM. 40 
 41 
It’s the product or the end result of the formal consultation 42 
process.  When we issue the biological opinion, the process is 43 
basically complete, except for then implementing whatever 44 
requirements there might be for it. 45 
 46 
With respect to the Reef Fish FMP and just to be clear, the 47 
scope of the consultation we usually set as the whole FMP, 48 
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including all of the fishing effort that occurs underneath it, 1 
since that’s authorized through the Magnuson Act. 2 
 3 
We typically do conduct those consultations when we hit one or 4 
more triggering events and so in this case, we’ve got a couple, 5 
the changes in the fishery, perhaps, that would result from the 6 
2010 ACL Amendment and also the fact that Elkhorn and Staghorn 7 
coral were listed as threatened species and critical habitat was 8 
designated for them since the previous biological opinion we had 9 
issued. 10 
 11 
Then we have just an important point there at the end that the 12 
ESA information standard is best available information and that 13 
comment to err on the side of conservation for the species.  14 
Generally, that means we need to not ignore possible effects 15 
when they’re there and maybe to tilt the information standard a 16 
little bit in favor of conservation versus potential impacts. 17 
 18 
We would probably not want to -- We wouldn’t want to take the 19 
risk of ignoring potential effects if that is going to create a 20 
significant conservation risk for the species. 21 
 22 
We’ve been proceeding with the reinitiated consultation on the 23 
Caribbean reef fish fishery and that process is not yet complete 24 
and so what we’ve been up to so far is assembling literature and 25 
available information on potential effects. 26 
 27 
We’ve developed a preliminary effects analysis and by that, I’m 28 
referring to sort of a key section of the opinion of what we 29 
think is going on that’s different from what the overall 30 
conclusion is and I’ll talk a little bit later in this talk 31 
about potential conclusions. 32 
 33 
Then we’ve also requested the Southeast Science Center to review 34 
the information and analysis in that preliminary effects 35 
analysis. 36 
 37 
Summarizing what we’ve got in there, the biological opinion will 38 
consider sea turtles and I won’t spend too much time talking 39 
about them.  Impacts to sea turtles were considered in previous 40 
opinions and not considered too significant.  We do also have 41 
designated critical habitat for sea turtles.  The green sea 42 
turtle is surrounding Culebra and the hawksbill sea turtle is 43 
surrounding Mona Island and the leatherback sea turtle critical 44 
habitat is off of the Sandy Point nesting beach. 45 
 46 
Of more interest to us are the newly listed species.  Elkhorn 47 
and Staghorn corals were listed as threatened in May of 2006 and 48 
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then we designated critical habitat in November of 2008 and you 1 
can see in those little maps the area covered by the critical 2 
habitat, which is all waters either out to thirty meters or a 3 
hundred feet, but I’m going to talk a little more about what 4 
critical habitat means. 5 
 6 
Those are the areas, but perhaps more important are what I’m 7 
going to talk about next and so in the text of the rule 8 
designating coral critical habitat, we identified the 9 
conservation objective for corals that this critical habitat was 10 
supposed to be serving and we identified really a single 11 
objective, which was to facilitate increased incidence of 12 
successful sexual and asexual reproduction. 13 
 14 
There are a range of different kinds of critical habitat 15 
designations out there for different species.  Some of them 16 
address everywhere the species lives and all of their life 17 
history requirements.  This critical habitat designation focused 18 
fairly narrowly on this conservation objective. 19 
 20 
Then there’s an element of the statute that requires us to base 21 
the critical habitat designations on particular essential 22 
physical or biological features and so we identified that 23 
essential feature to support that conservation objective and 24 
then the designated areas really followed that.  It’s the area 25 
where we expect to find those features, but what we’re really 26 
concerned about protecting is the feature as opposed to just 27 
that whole area in general. 28 
 29 
For this particular critical habitat designation, the essential 30 
feature was defined as substrate of suitable quality and 31 
availability to support larval settlement and recruitment and 32 
reattachment and recruitment of asexual fragments and then we 33 
defined the suitable substrate as natural consolidated hard 34 
substrate or dead coral skeleton that is free from fleshy or 35 
turf macroalgae cover and sediment cover and so larval or 36 
fragment attachment. 37 
 38 
Now let me come into the effects analysis that we’ve been 39 
working on so far and I want to run through some key assumptions 40 
that we have in the document and these follow along a little bit 41 
on some of the discussion that we heard from Steve and the 42 
Science Center on what we do with landings and how we may 43 
interpret them. 44 
 45 
We’re doing this in now a forward-looking way, because what 46 
we’re trying to do is predict what the effects of the fishery 47 
under this ACL amendment will be and so assumptions we’re using 48 



99 
 

in the opinion are that the proposed ACL harvest levels will be 1 
met.  That is all of the available ACL will be caught. 2 
 3 
We’re considering that the proposed ACL levels are similar to 4 
recent harvest levels.  We do not know the biomass of the 5 
parrotfish stocks that are being harvested.   6 
 7 
We do know that three species of parrotfish will have an ACL of 8 
zero, the large-bodied parrotfish.  However, we’re not able to 9 
quantify what the biomass response is for those and then 10 
overall, we’re having -- A sort of simplifying assumption is 11 
that the stock biomass, or biomass if we want to look at 12 
parrotfish all together, that the biomass will remain constant 13 
under the proposed ACL.  That is it won’t decrease or increase. 14 
 15 
Then in our effects analysis, we looked at particular roots of 16 
effects of concern, specifically the competition between coral 17 
and algae for space, and considered that algae and corals are in 18 
competition for available space and light and that algal biomass 19 
interferes with coral recruitment, suppresses coral growth and 20 
fecundity, and can cause direct mortality. 21 
 22 
The reproductive potential of coral populations is diminished by 23 
algae coverage and that as algal coverage increases even 24 
further, it can form feedback loops that drive further reef 25 
decline.  That is, turn into a process that gets harder to 26 
reverse. 27 
 28 
Then we look at the role of herbivorous fish grazing in that 29 
algal/coral competition and discuss how herbivorous fish affect 30 
corals indirectly by removing or perhaps mediating the algal 31 
competitors, facilitating coral recruitment, and that the role 32 
of herbivorous fish in coral recovery and resilience likely 33 
depends on the numbers of fish, their biomass, and the diversity 34 
of species participating in the grazing. 35 
 36 
Then more sort of simplified assumptions here are that increased 37 
fish biomass is associated with increased grazing and with 38 
decreased fleshy algal abundance on reefs and also looking at 39 
some of the papers on this, it does appear that a diversity of 40 
species and a high biomass are needed to effectively graze 41 
reefs, especially as coral cover decreases and the potential 42 
space for algae to occupy increases. 43 
 44 
In our effects analysis, we’ve looked back to see how this may 45 
have played out in the past.  The role of parrotfish as grazers 46 
probably became much more important after 1983, when there was 47 
the die-off of the diadema sea urchin.  At that time, fish 48 
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became the primary reef grazers without the urchins anymore. 1 
 2 
There was a rapid increase measured in just days and then in a 3 
longer term, over years, in macroalgae response with the removal 4 
of those urchin grazers.   5 
 6 
That was sort of compounded by the fact that the die-off of 7 
Elkhorn and Staghorn coral from disease was occurring in the 8 
early 1980s, creating open space on the reef for algae to occupy 9 
as well as having lost the grazing pressure from the diadema.  10 
We saw at that time, with the herbivorous populations at that 11 
time, a rapid change towards algal coverage. 12 
 13 
Looking more recently, when maybe the system has stabilized a 14 
little bit from that disturbance, we assessed some of the 15 
monitoring data that’s available for the Caribbean, the U.S. 16 
Caribbean, and had two primary datasets that we looked at, the 17 
Virgin Islands DPNR and the University of the Virgin Islands, 18 
have a monitoring program that’s been in place since 2001 at 19 
permanent transects in a number of reef locations, with annual 20 
monitoring. 21 
 22 
Then the NOAA Biogeography Program has a different sampling 23 
regime that includes random sampling, also in place since 2001, 24 
and that does also include Puerto Rico in it. 25 
 26 
Boiling down those results down to a few bullets, what we saw 27 
was that our coral species occurred so rarely in those 28 
monitoring data that we could not use them to examine the status 29 
and trends of just Elkhorn and Staghorn coral and so we focused 30 
on corals generally and then also on algae and critical habitat 31 
or what we mean by that is areas that potentially contain that 32 
essential feature, that is that hard bottom or dead coral 33 
substrate of suitable quality and availability. 34 
 35 
What we saw was that habitat coverage values were highly 36 
variable both within and across years, which probably is 37 
consistent with what a lot of the folks here have experienced.  38 
The status of different reef areas can vary greatly, but we did 39 
see that the trends in cover were consistent across the areas. 40 
 41 
That is, we generally saw the same thing in the different island 42 
areas and what we saw is that coral cover collectively and 43 
critical habitat, that is essential feature coverage, appear to 44 
be declining since 2001 and algae and macroalgae appear to be 45 
increasing since 2001. 46 
 47 
Presenting some detailed information here, because in St. Croix 48 
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we saw some slightly different things and so we examined whether 1 
Buck Island Reef National Monument, which took up a lot of the 2 
sampling sites, was affecting the results and we found this 3 
result, that coral coverage was significantly higher inside the 4 
monument than out and that algal coverage was much lower inside 5 
the monument than outside. 6 
 7 
I just want to note that little asterisk.  That particular 8 
analysis was done using the pre-expansion boundaries, but we’ve 9 
been working on the updated areas as well. 10 
 11 
In summary, what we think we’re looking at through our effects 12 
analysis is that there’s been a slow episodic progression 13 
towards high algae cover and low coral cover on reefs that’s 14 
been occurring in the U.S. Caribbean. 15 
 16 
With unreduced fishing, that is the proposed ACL levels, we’re 17 
assuming that there will be no substantial increase in 18 
parrotfish biomass.  In fact, we’re assuming no changes and 19 
therefore, the grazing rates and the effects of grazing fish on 20 
algae cover would also not change. 21 
 22 
Now the future steps for the opinion, we’ve gotten comment back 23 
from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and we need to look 24 
at that and make sure that we are in fact dealing with the best 25 
available information in our opinion and having done that, 26 
proceed to do the jeopardy and DAM analysis.  Those are the true 27 
conclusions of the biological opinion.  I’ve been running 28 
through kind of quickly and so should I take a pause here for 29 
anything or press on?  I’ll press on. 30 
 31 
Now I’ll talk about the jeopardy and DAM process in general.  32 
This is not this is what we do for every biological opinion.  33 
Like I said, we haven’t proceeded to this step in the case of 34 
the Caribbean reef fish biological opinion. 35 
 36 
The question that we’ll be asking is whether fishing under the 37 
amendment, given all the other manmade and natural factors 38 
affecting coral and coral critical habitat, is likely to reduce 39 
appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of 40 
the species in the wild.   41 
 42 
That’s the jeopardy analysis and the destruction or adverse 43 
modification analysis is whether the action is likely to allow 44 
critical habitat to remain functionally established to serve the 45 
intended conservation role for the species.  Actually, that last 46 
one is constructed a little bit backwards.  If it is likely to 47 
allow it to remain functional, then that would be not 48 
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destruction or adverse modification. 1 
 2 
The potential outcomes of those two analyses, and those are two 3 
separate analyses that are both in the biological opinion, you 4 
can either have no jeopardy and no destruction or adverse 5 
modification and for shorthand, I’ll wrap those all up together 6 
and call them no jeopardy, or you could have a jeopardy finding, 7 
which is that the adverse effects will cause jeopardy 8 
destruction or adverse modification or both.   9 
 10 
I’ll wrap those all up and call them a jeopardy finding, because 11 
the consequences of any of those, whether it’s one or the other 12 
or in combination, are largely the same.  That’s a little bit of 13 
a simplification, but the impacts of jeopardy or destruction or 14 
adverse modification are basically the same. 15 
 16 
The implications of the no jeopardy finding, that means that we 17 
do think that there are adverse effects, but since they are not 18 
jeopardizing, we take the relatively minor step of issuing what 19 
are called reasonable and prudent measures and terms and 20 
conditions. 21 
 22 
The goals are just to minimize the impacts of incidental take 23 
and those RPMs cannot be very major changes.  We can’t alter the 24 
basic design, location, scope, duration, or timing of an action. 25 
 26 
On the other hand, a jeopardy finding requires something called 27 
a reasonable and prudent alternative, or an RPA.  An RPA can be 28 
a much more serious issue.  The limitations on an RPA are that 29 
they -- We try to achieve something consistent with the intended 30 
purpose of the action.   31 
 32 
RPAs have to be within the legal authority and jurisdiction of 33 
the agency and they have to be economically and technologically 34 
feasible, but feasible doesn’t necessarily mean very palatable, 35 
but just that it is actually accomplishable.   36 
 37 
The first bullet that I skipped over, that’s the main 38 
requirement of the reasonable and prudent alternative.  It needs 39 
to remove the jeopardy or destruction and adverse modification 40 
that would otherwise be the result of the action. 41 
 42 
Just a couple of thoughts on RPAs in general.  Like I said, we 43 
have to remove that likelihood of jeopardy.  Because it only 44 
addresses impacts from the particular action under 45 
consideration, it may not necessarily ensure the survival and 46 
recovery of the species overall.  It just has to remove the 47 
contribution of the action to that negative situation. 48 
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 1 
Again, it has to be something that’s within the authority of the 2 
action agency and so within the regulatory authority of NOAA 3 
Fisheries Service in this case.  We can’t address each and every 4 
potential threat to corals in the case of a coral jeopardy call. 5 
 6 
I’m going to change over to some examples of RPAs from other 7 
regions to give you a sense of the scope of things that we can 8 
get into when and if we get to any kind of jeopardy conclusions.  9 
It’s something that has happened around the country in different 10 
regions of NOAA Fisheries. 11 
 12 
The first one here is up in Alaska.  The groundfish fishery up 13 
there had a jeopardy finding for their impacts on stellar sea 14 
lions and the RPAs led to large area closures and three stellar 15 
sea lion critical habitat areas with fishing prohibited in large 16 
areas of those critical habitat, 90,000 square miles, and 17 
seasonal fishing protections elsewhere, seasonal fishing 18 
restrictions in areas outside of the critical habitat, and a 19 
reduction in ABC that’s allowed to be caught inside the critical 20 
habitat.  That was a pretty extensive impact on the fishery 21 
management of the Alaska fisheries from that RPA. 22 
 23 
Similarly, out in Hawaii, there was a jeopardy finding on the 24 
longline troll hand line fishery, but particularly pelagic 25 
longline, because of impacts to green, loggerhead, and 26 
leatherback sea turtles. 27 
 28 
There was the closure of the swordfish fishery.  It’s now 29 
reopened under some very strict monitoring requirements with a 30 
very limited bycatch of sea turtles allowed.  There were large 31 
time/area closures and participation restrictions. 32 
 33 
On the Atlantic coast or Atlantic and Gulf, we had a jeopardy 34 
finding for impacts to leatherback sea turtles from the Atlantic 35 
pelagic longline fishery, for primarily tuna and swordfish.  36 
There was an emergency large area closure and ultimately 37 
requirements to change gear types and even baits in the fishery 38 
as a result of the RPAs. 39 
 40 
Then actually one of the oldest ones in the Southeast, we’ve had 41 
a jeopardy finding for impacts to the Kemps ridley sea turtles 42 
from the shrimp fishery, which led to requirements to use turtle 43 
excluder devices, to develop particular turtle excluder device 44 
technologies, and to increase enforcement and compliance with 45 
those same requirements. 46 
 47 
Those are all fishery management actions that have produced a 48 
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jeopardy situation.  I wanted to highlight a recent situation 1 
where the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was faced 2 
with a reinitiation of consultation, so a requirement to write a 3 
new biological opinion, for the Gulf of Mexico reef fish fishery 4 
because of the effects of high bycatch of loggerhead sea 5 
turtles. 6 
 7 
Going into that consultation, one option was for the council to 8 
take no action and have us evaluate those higher loggerhead sea 9 
turtle bycatch as the status quo fishery, but instead, before we 10 
proceeded with the biological opinion, the Gulf Council modified 11 
the action regulating the longline sector of the fishery to 12 
reduce sea turtle bycatch. 13 
 14 
They implemented a longline endorsement which reduced 15 
participants by approximately 50 percent in that sector of the 16 
fishery or with that gear type and then they enacted a seasonal 17 
area closure of approximately 31,000 square miles and placed 18 
limits on the amount of longline gear that longline participants 19 
could use. 20 
 21 
Then in that case, the biological opinion considered the fishery 22 
as modified by this amendment and so there was a no jeopardy 23 
finding and no additional RPA restrictions on the fishery 24 
resulting from that.  I’ll take any questions if there are any. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any questions from any council members? 27 
 28 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I have just a couple of comments.  There’s not 29 
any data from Puerto Rico there for the parrotfish fisheries or 30 
coral reef cover and also the algae, but besides that, one thing 31 
it’s talking about is bycatch of fishing, which is not always 32 
easy to observe.  There are two different scenarios. 33 
 34 
I’m talking about the effect of removing a grazer and that if 35 
you relate that to an impact in the habitat, it’s very ambitious 36 
and you need to do some kind of experiment to really prove that 37 
the effects of the grazer is the effect that you are thinking is 38 
causing the habitat.  That’s something that needs to be taken 39 
into consideration, something that’s competition and something 40 
that’s just bycatch or fishing like that. 41 
 42 
ALICIA BARNES:  I would have to agree with Miguel and also add 43 
that I just noted some key words during the presentation, 44 
“preliminary” and “potential” and “key assumptions” and 45 
“predict” and another “potential”. 46 
 47 
I do agree that trying to make the correlation simply without 48 
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totally looking at other impacts as well as the impact of 1 
nonpoint source pollution, the impact of development, global 2 
warming, climate change -- I really think that we’re hard 3 
pressed to prove a point solely targeting one component, one 4 
specific criteria, and we may want to broaden our scope and the 5 
evaluation when we conduct what you’re calling a jeopardy 6 
analysis, which already connotates some sort of -- It gives a 7 
negative connotation from the outset. 8 
 9 
Then the acronym DAM further is giving a negative connotation 10 
and just the human psyche and the implications associated there 11 
with it, I think we really need to be mindful of what we’re 12 
proposing moving forward.  I would just like to echo the 13 
sentiment of Miguel Garcia and just add those couple of comments 14 
moving forward. 15 
 16 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to say that when we’re talking about 17 
the responsibility of the agency under the Endangered Species 18 
Act in this context, the agency can only look at the federal 19 
action that we’re talking about taking and they have to look at 20 
the potential effects or impacts of that action. 21 
 22 
While I’m sure there’s lots of things that affect the corals, 23 
like we’re talking about non-point source pollution and 24 
everything else that impacts these, the responsibility under the 25 
Endangered Species Act is to look at what action the agency is 26 
going to be taking and determine what, if any, effect there 27 
would be. 28 
 29 
The second thing I wanted to say is also under the Endangered 30 
Species Act.  If the science or the information is not available 31 
to determine precisely the effects, the Endangered Species Act 32 
is written in such a way that you err in favor of the species. 33 
 34 
It’s not that you prove that something is actually affecting the 35 
species, but you have to do the reverse.  You have to prove that 36 
it’s not having the effect that you’re talking about or you have 37 
to come in and err on the side of the species.  Those are just 38 
the two points I wanted to make. 39 
 40 
ALICIA BARNES:  Thank you for that and I just would like to add 41 
that notwithstanding the terms and conditions or the mandates of 42 
the Endangered Species Act, that in all that we do as policy 43 
makers and as scientists that we have to exercise a 44 
comprehensive view in all that we do and not just have a 45 
targeted, tunnel-vision approach. 46 
 47 
I think we need to consider all implications and all nuances, 48 
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economic and cultural and the scientific, as well as the 1 
management of the resource, which appropriate resource 2 
management is not solely addressed by the mandates of the 3 
Endangered Species Act, even though I recognize that this is the 4 
mandate that we are employing to facilitate a specific intent, 5 
notwithstanding that I think it’s prudent for us to be mindful 6 
of all of the broad implications. 7 
 8 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think that’s a very good point, Commissioner.  9 
I think that’s part of the reason why we’re here to revisit this 10 
today.  Biological opinions are different sorts of documents. 11 
 12 
As Mara pointed out, they don’t really take into account 13 
economics and you can characterize it as tunnel vision, I think 14 
you did, but it’s a narrow perspective on things and that’s just 15 
the way the Endangered Species Act is laid out. 16 
 17 
You as a council can do exactly what you’re saying, which is to 18 
take a more broad view of things, take into account the 19 
economics, and that’s why I’m urging you to do what the Gulf 20 
Council did, which is to take an action to try and avoid 21 
jeopardy today. 22 
 23 
We still have a chance with this document, because it hasn’t 24 
formally entered into the review process, to revisit the ACL 25 
selection for parrotfish and we’ve got two principle issues 26 
here. 27 
 28 
One is I think the statement in the presentation that basically 29 
said with unreduced fishing that no substantial increase in 30 
parrotfish biomass is expected and that’s a problem. 31 
 32 
I think we would be much better suited if we could say with the 33 
action we’re taking through the ACL that it is going to reduce 34 
fishing from where we’ve been and so we do expect an increase in 35 
parrotfish grazing to occur and so things are going to in fact 36 
be improved by the action we’re taking and that’s really the key 37 
to have a biological opinion come out and say no jeopardy, no 38 
adverse modification.  Can we make a good argument that the 39 
action we’re taking is going to improve the situation? 40 
 41 
There’s no magic number as to what that ACL would be and we’re 42 
going to have to figure that out, but that’s what the Gulf 43 
Council decided to do with turtles.  They didn’t wait on the 44 
biological opinion, because if you do, once the biological 45 
opinion comes out, it kind of lays the law down and we’re stuck 46 
with it. 47 
 48 
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I think what we need to do is have some discussion about what 1 
that ACL is.  I think where it’s set right now, it’s really at 2 
relatively high levels where we’ve been fishing for a while and 3 
it’s not easy to make an argument that it’s going to improve 4 
things and so I think we ought to revisit that. 5 
 6 
The other problem we have is we applied an 85 percent reduction 7 
to almost every other species in that document for scientific 8 
uncertainty, but for whatever reason, we didn’t apply that same 9 
reduction to parrotfish and I don’t think we have a really good 10 
explanation for why there’s less uncertainty in the parrotfish 11 
situation than there is for the other species. 12 
 13 
I think that’s a problem that we need to look at and so I would 14 
encourage us to have a good discussion about the magnitude of 15 
this ACL and where could we bring it down to in order to be able 16 
to make a strong argument for how this is going to make things 17 
better. 18 
 19 
It’s a tricky balance.  You can take into account the impacts on 20 
the fishermen and all those kinds of things, but I would 21 
encourage us to go through that this afternoon, rather than 22 
allowing a group of NMFS coral experts back in St. Petersburg to 23 
decide what’s going to happen here.  I think you would be better 24 
off to get on top of this yourself and take charge of this 25 
fishery. 26 
 27 
AIDA ROSARIO:  I would like to point out that the Coral Reef Act 28 
requires that you take into account the effects that have the 29 
land-based sources of pollution as well as any other actions or 30 
anthropogenic actions that might affect any coral reef. 31 
 32 
That includes the Acropora.  I do not agree with this tunnel 33 
vision where you are only taking into account the effects of 34 
fishing and not taking into account the other threats to this 35 
species, the Acropora, specific to the palmata that are so close 36 
to shore and that are very impacted by many other activities 37 
rather than fisheries over the removal of a specific group of 38 
fishes. 39 
 40 
You have to take a holistic vision of this and you cannot -- I 41 
don’t think it is appropriate to single out one activity over 42 
the others and I have a very hard time to take a decision right 43 
now or keep on discussing this when no data has been presented 44 
from Puerto Rico. 45 
 46 
There’s eleven years or twelve years of data on the status of 47 
the coral reefs in Puerto Rico, including Acropora.  One of 48 
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those studies is a very good population of Acropora and so it’s 1 
kind of difficult to keep on moving in this direction when we 2 
don’t have all the data presented in the appropriate way at this 3 
moment. 4 
 5 
ROY CRABTREE:  Those types of information will all be looked at 6 
in the biological opinion and I don’t think David’s intent was 7 
to go through the details of all the types of data and this 8 
isn’t the only thing we’re looking at. 9 
 10 
We do biological opinions in the U.S. Caribbean on any number of 11 
things, developments and other things that look at different 12 
types of things.  It’s not as if we’re only doing biological 13 
opinions on fisheries issues. 14 
 15 
In fact, we do more biological opinions on non-fishery related 16 
projects by far than anything else and I’m sure that’s accurate, 17 
David.  He might could give you the numbers on it, but the way 18 
the Endangered Species is set up, it’s done for each federal 19 
action and a biological opinion is done. 20 
 21 
In this case, the federal action is this fishery and so that’s 22 
what it’s going to focus on.  If it was a development occurring 23 
somewhere that had dredging going on and was going to cause 24 
runoff and point sources of pollution, then that’s what it would 25 
look at and those kinds of things do happen. 26 
 27 
ALICIA BARNES:  Let me see if I understand what we’re saying 28 
here.  We are being asked to make a decision on a yet to be 29 
determined impact.  Is that what we’re saying?  We’re saying 30 
that we need to make the decision for ourselves before the 31 
federal government makes that determination, because the 32 
determination or the action that they take could be more severe 33 
than what we do here on our own?  Is that what I’m hearing, that 34 
we’re being asked -- Let me be clear. 35 
 36 
We’re being asked to deliberate and make a decision based on a 37 
yet to be determined cause and effect matrix because it’s best 38 
for us to do that now than to wait for a determination to be 39 
made and/or action taken by the federal government that may be 40 
more severe? 41 
 42 
ROY CRABTREE:  The biological opinion will be written in the 43 
next couple of months or so and if it were to come to a 44 
conclusion of jeopardy or adverse modification, then it would 45 
have the reasonable and prudent alternatives that David talked 46 
about and they would be non-discretionary. 47 
 48 
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It would say these things must happen for this fishery to remain 1 
open and it would specify now what has to happen.  I think what 2 
we as a council are looking at is that we don’t want that to 3 
take over management of this fishery. 4 
 5 
We want management of this fishery to stay with this council and 6 
so the question is can we relook at this ACL for parrotfish and 7 
make some adjustments to it to enable us to make a better 8 
argument in the ACL amendment that we have that we’re taking 9 
into account the interaction between these herbivorous fish, 10 
parrotfish, and what we know about corals and that our action is 11 
sufficient to result in increases in parrotfish populations and 12 
so we think the action we’re taking today is beneficial to 13 
corals. 14 
 15 
What we’re effectively doing is we’re kind of preempting the 16 
biological opinion and saying here’s what we think and here’s 17 
what we’re willing to do, balancing all the things, and here’s 18 
the way we think it’s going to affect the fishery.  Then the 19 
biological opinion will be written and it will come to its 20 
conclusion. 21 
 22 
ALICIA BARNES:  I’m new and so pardon my ignorance.  What 23 
happens if an action is taken to reduce the annual catch limits 24 
and then this jeopardy determination is made, notwithstanding 25 
the reduction in the annual catch limits that we may or may not 26 
take today? 27 
 28 
Will that then create further limitations on the harvest or 29 
would that then create a scenario where it would be justified to 30 
again reduce the annual catch limits based on the jeopardy 31 
finding? 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  If you have a jeopardy finding, then the law will 34 
require something to happen.  It could be closure of the fishery 35 
or it could be something less, but in a jeopardy situation, you 36 
have to change it.  That’s what the law requires. 37 
 38 
What we’re trying to do is avoid that jeopardy opinion and I 39 
think we can do that by reducing the ACL, but if you have a 40 
jeopardy finding, then there will be additional regulations and 41 
changes. 42 
 43 
ALICIA BARNES:  There’s no guarantee then that action today or -44 
- There’s no guarantee that we won’t have a closure, 45 
notwithstanding any action that’s taken today?  This action that 46 
will be or may not be taken today does not guarantee that at 47 
some time that there will be a determination where it would 48 
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prompt the closure of the fishery? 1 
 2 
ROY CRABTREE:  I can’t make any guarantees about what will 3 
happen in the future, but I can tell you by making changes to 4 
your actions today that you can greatly, greatly change the 5 
probabilities of the outcome of this.  You do have a chance to 6 
make a big change in how this is likely to come out, but I can’t 7 
promise you what’s going to happen in the future. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may, especially to the Commissioner, we 10 
discussed this before with the SSC and we had the opportunity in 11 
Miami to go over some of the draft discussions regarding the 12 
parrotfish. 13 
 14 
What we’re looking for at this time is for the council to take 15 
action, proactive action, rather than waiting until the time 16 
that the people who work on this opinion come up with a 17 
different alternative, but an alternative where they declare 18 
jeopardy because of lack of other information. 19 
 20 
Being proactive, without guarantees, you will be able then to 21 
show that the ACL document has taken into consideration the role 22 
of the parrotfish in the coral reef community and be able to 23 
have it there, but you’re right that there’s no guarantees, but 24 
this gives you a better opportunity, a great opportunity, to 25 
avoid DAM and jeopardy. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  What I see so far, Miguel, is that this is 28 
kind of a situation of we had better walk before they make us 29 
run.  That would be the end of things. 30 
 31 
MARCOS HANKE:  I’m going to endorse what Alicia said and what 32 
Miguel said, but I want to state my point on this and I stated 33 
this on previous meetings, about the adverse effect on Acropora 34 
palmata cervicornis and the runoff and all the things mentioned 35 
by them. 36 
 37 
I think we have to move forward as a council to show that this 38 
council has a compromise to protect them.  That’s my first point 39 
and the second point to add to that is that because we are 40 
taking an action, proactive action, to protect the Acropora, 41 
setting ACLs and considering building a record on it, we also 42 
should add to that the compromise from the other agencies or 43 
from the people that do the biological reports and ask for other 44 
spectrum or other people that have involvement on the depleting 45 
or the affecting Acropora and the corals to step up and do their 46 
part too. 47 
 48 
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I think that is the approach of this council and most of the 1 
fishery community will agree with it and I just want to clarify 2 
that and as a council member, I’m willing and I think and 3 
believe that we have to step forward on this, but at the same 4 
time link to a compromise from the agencies and the people that 5 
prepare the biological information to pursue the other elements 6 
that do affect the Acropora and the corals.  It’s going to be 7 
fair and better for the environment. 8 
 9 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to reiterate, again, that I think it’s 10 
true that there are a lot of other elements and we really want 11 
other people that are having actions that affect corals or any 12 
other species or any other ecosystem to somehow have input on 13 
that and somehow include that in the analysis, like you’re 14 
talking about. 15 
 16 
The focus and the problem is that we can only focus on the 17 
federal action and we can’t sort of reach out and touch 18 
everybody, because it doesn’t give us the authority to do that. 19 
 20 
It gives us the authority to look at the particular federal 21 
action and determine those effects and then address those 22 
effects.  I understand what you all are saying about it.  In 23 
this case, the law is quite narrow and constraining in that 24 
regard. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Because you have twenty minutes before we break 27 
and Graciela and Bill -- They have the information regarding the 28 
parrotfish and if you want to pursue this, you had better look 29 
at it. 30 
 31 
Graciela, whenever you’re ready, we’re going to give you a 32 
framework for discussion.  We’re talking about issues that are 33 
not solving the problems for anybody, but the other things is 34 
that the fishers, of St. Croix especially, they have met for 35 
several days discussing this and I believe that Carlos Farchette 36 
and Gerston have some ideas about how much the fishery can 37 
tolerate, quote, unquote, the socioeconomics of this. 38 
 39 
They understand that because in the past actions of different 40 
agencies, when they were not taken into consideration in the 41 
discussions, they got the wrong end of the stick. 42 
 43 
The other issue I wanted to tell you is that the council is not 44 
the only one who looks at this.  We have NGOs and other people 45 
who are looking at this and if they see nothing done proactive 46 
by the council or the agency involved, especially remember the 47 
action agency is NMFS, then they will have less chance of 48 
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considering the parrotfish fishery when they finalize their 1 
opinion and that’s what we’re talking about here. 2 
 3 
If you go by the history of this discussion, the history of 4 
biological opinions, with the stellar sea lion in Alaska, the 5 
biological opinions really went over and created havoc there. 6 
 7 
If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like Graciela to lead us through 8 
what we have in terms of parrotfish so far, so that you have the 9 
element of discussion and then you can go back to the issue. 10 
 11 
ALICIA BARNES:  My apologies and I didn’t intend to make this a 12 
debate, but I am concerned about a perceived trend here.  Most 13 
persons who don’t know me will find that I’m extremely frank and 14 
I do not see this as a proactive measure. 15 
 16 
I see it as a reactive measure to a looming threat and we are 17 
prepared to make a decision and move forward on this particular 18 
initiative, but I want us to be clear that something was put out 19 
there and persons are being told to act to demonstrate a 20 
proactive stance, but it’s really in reaction to a looming 21 
threat and we need to be clear about what we’re saying here and 22 
not be disingenuous and play with words. 23 
 24 
I have met with the St. Croix fishermen and I have met with the 25 
Fisheries Advisory Council and Dr. Crabtree is correct in that 26 
certain concessions are able to be made moving forward, but I 27 
really do not want anyone’s intelligence to be insulted here by 28 
using the word “proactive” and to make persons feel that we are 29 
in fact doing something to demonstrate some sort of initiative, 30 
when in fact there’s a looming threat out there that we are 31 
reacting to, which we are prepared to react to today. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the annual catch limit amendment to 34 
the fishery management plan of 2010, parrotfish was one of the 35 
groups that was considered overfished and undergoing overfishing 36 
and for which ACLs had to be determined at that time. 37 
 38 
For example, this is what you have for St. Thomas/St. John from 39 
2000 to 2009, which includes more data than was considered at 40 
the time. 41 
 42 
This line here is just the average over the period of time and 43 
this arrow here, it’s the ACL as was recommended by the SSC to 44 
the council, 50,000 pounds for St. Thomas/St. John. 45 
 46 
For St. Croix, that would be 300,000 pounds was the 47 
recommendation from the SSC.  This is the annual landings for 48 
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1999 to 2009, again, the average for that period of time, and 1 
the ACL.   2 
 3 
Again, for Puerto Rico, it’s the same thing.  It’s the average 4 
since 1983 and these were not -- For St. Thomas and St. Croix, 5 
the whole time series was considered up to 2005.  For Puerto 6 
Rico, it was the 1999 to 2005.  Those were the years that were 7 
considered for the ACL determination, but this shows the whole 8 
data series, the average for that whole time, and the ACL of 9 
80,000 pounds for Puerto Rico. 10 
 11 
The SSC had discussed this and all the groups, the ACLG, TMCT, 12 
the SSC in various meetings, and especially in a meeting in 13 
Miami, where we had presentation from the Protected Resources 14 
regarding the issue of the parrotfish and the importance of 15 
these to the coral ecosystems. 16 
 17 
The SSC discussed this at length and requested at that time that 18 
perhaps a white paper from the information that had been 19 
gathered by Protected Resources be provided to be looked at by 20 
the SSC. 21 
 22 
The papers that were available at the time that were being used 23 
as the basis for the Protected Resources concern were all 24 
reviewed by the SSC at that meeting in March and notwithstanding 25 
the information that was presented then, the SSC remained in 26 
favor of the recommendations that they had made regarding the 27 
ACLs for parrotfish. 28 
 29 
That’s, in a nutshell, the information that you discussed over 30 
2009 and 2010.  The preferred alternatives, because they have 31 
not been finalized, this is only the preferred alternatives that 32 
were taken to the public hearings, et cetera, and what the 33 
council had recommended to put forth as final action with the 34 
ACL 2010 FMP Amendments. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We’ve been here for forty-five minutes and do 37 
the council members -- I’m going to ask this question only to 38 
the council members, but do you have any comments or any 39 
questions or anything else to add to this? 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I have a question, because are we ready to 42 
take an action?  Is that what we’re doing now? 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I asked for discussion and I want to engage 45 
for a last clear chance for the council members, and only the 46 
council members first, to see if the council members have 47 
questions or comments. 48 
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 1 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  No, I don’t have any comments.  I think I 2 
understand both sides of the floor. 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  In terms of the numbers, in terms of the 5 
importance of the fishing and for St. Croix and St. Thomas, I 6 
can see the numbers and I can interpret it myself and that’s 7 
fine, but I would like to know the input from the fishing 8 
community, because I know that they worked hard on those numbers 9 
and they have some rationale behind their numbers.  As a council 10 
member, I would like to hear that discussion. 11 
 12 
DAVID OLSEN:  The ACLs were passed last year based on data up to 13 
what year? 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The data that was available for St. 16 
Croix and St. Thomas varied, because they began -- 17 
 18 
DAVID OLSEN:  Just the final year. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The final year was 2005, taking into 21 
consideration that that’s when the SFA was implemented. 22 
 23 
DAVID OLSEN:  But they were passed.  Those ACLs are already 24 
passed. 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 27 
 28 
DAVID OLSEN:  Now you’re adding four more years of data and 29 
changing the ACLs. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, that’s not it. 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  The ACLs were talking about have not been passed 34 
yet.  The council has voted, but they haven’t gone through the 35 
review process and so they’re not established and the document 36 
is not formally submitted yet and so we can change those today. 37 
 38 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, St. Croix, AP Chair, Chairman 39 
of the Fishery Advisory Committee, President of the St. Croix 40 
Commercial Fishermen’s Association.  This parrotfish issue is 41 
very touching and personal within our community. 42 
 43 
Parrotfish is a staple food in our island.  It’s considered as 44 
bycatch and garbage fish in other fisheries.  1989, the gillnets 45 
were introduced after a catastrophic hurricane.  Fish pots were 46 
phased out because of destruction. 47 
 48 
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The FAC, St. Croix Fishery Advisory Committee, made a proactive 1 
step towards the banning of the gill and trammel nets.  Before 2 
this ban was enforced, the St. Croix Commercial Fishermen’s 3 
Association came up with a proposal.  That was 2007 and 2008. 4 
 5 
This proposal was a limited entry into the fishery with nine 6 
gillnet fishers with shortened lengths of nets, increased mesh 7 
sizes, a closed season, penalties, and a 26,500-pound quota 8 
within the nine gillnet fishers, which was equivalent to 241,000 9 
pounds. 10 
 11 
This proposal was put forward to the St. Croix Fish Advisory 12 
Committee and moved forward and was supposed to be moved forward 13 
to the Commissioner at that present time, which he would then 14 
forward it on to the council. 15 
 16 
This proposal did not go beyond the Department of Fish and 17 
Wildlife.  It has never met the Commissioner’s Office and it did 18 
not reach the council.  If it had been forwarded to this 19 
council, we would not be here today.  It would be the first role 20 
model in this fishery for catch shares for every other fishery 21 
to follow. 22 
 23 
In this presentation, I have not seen any credit for the 24 
proactive steps that we, meaning St. Croix, has put forward to 25 
manage our own resources.  Now we’re here making a determination 26 
which only one section of this fishery is going to be impacted 27 
harshly and it will be the fishermen. 28 
 29 
I want everybody here to know that we have not been recognized 30 
and given a chance to manage our own resources proactively on 31 
behalf of the proposal that was ignored and when things like 32 
this happen, I think it’s a total disrespect in regards to the 33 
fishermen and the intelligence that we come here and put forward 34 
in our information to preserve our fishery for the future of the 35 
fishermen.  Thank you. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Eddie, how did the proposal that you put together 38 
compare with the numbers that we have here? 39 
 40 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The proposal compared to here is the SSC has 41 
recommended a 300,000-pound consistency, despite the spike in 42 
the graph there.  What we did is it would be equivalent to 43 
240,000 pounds. 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In other words, Eddie, you’re saying that the 46 
fishers of St. Croix are willing to even go lower than that 47 
number that you have there? 48 



116 
 

 1 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That’s correct and that was even before the 2 
85, 75, 50 was even an alternative.  Looking back at it, it 3 
would be about a little more than a 15 percent reduction, if I’m 4 
not mistaken.  15 percent is actually about 250,000-something 5 
pounds off of 300,000 and so it would be about 256,000 pounds.  6 
We even went lower than that. 7 
 8 
240,000 would be something that we could live with, but I don’t 9 
know if on this graph or what the SSC recommends, if we’re going 10 
to go on a 75 or an 85 uncertainty to have a 15 percent or a 25 11 
percent reduction, but this was before and it would be 241,000 12 
pounds. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is a question for Roy.  At the stage that we 15 
are with the 2010 amendment and considering what we just 16 
discussed today about the biological opinion, would it be safe 17 
to say that we can use that number that we have as a 18 
recommendation from the SSC or do we have to go lower as to what 19 
the numbers proposed by the fishers of St. Croix are indicating? 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  We have the recommendations from the SSC and I 22 
think probably what we could do would be to look at the 85 23 
percent we applied for everything else for St. Thomas and Puerto 24 
Rico and then the question is St. Croix. 25 
 26 
Now, with my numbers, if you went 75 percent in St. Croix, it’s 27 
225,000 pounds off of the 300,000 pounds from the SSC and so I 28 
think something like that -- The difference with St. Croix, and 29 
we’ve talked about it today, is it’s the only area where there’s 30 
really a directed fishery for parrotfish.  I think it’s just 31 
incidental catch and no one is targeting them in St. Thomas and 32 
Puerto Rico. 33 
 34 
There’s more concern in St. Croix than in the other areas and 35 
the magnitude of the catches is much higher there and so I think 36 
staff has structured some alternatives that would let us get to 37 
there, but I think it’s something where you applied the 85 38 
percent to Puerto Rico and St. Thomas and then you came in and 39 
applied some greater reduction in St. Croix that gets you down 40 
in the 200,000 or 225,000 or somewhere down in that neighborhood 41 
might be reasonable. 42 
 43 
You can see from the St. Croix figure that if you got down into 44 
that neighborhood, I think you can make a good case that you’re 45 
lower than the catches have been over the past several years and 46 
that we ought to see a substantial increase in parrotfish 47 
populations.   48 
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 1 
I think that would be a reasonable approach and I would rely on 2 
Billy and Graciela, I guess, to show us what alternatives would 3 
get us there. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Roy, that would also consider 0.85?  Can we 6 
consider 0.85 rather than 0.75 for St. Croix or do we have to 7 
stick with the 0.75?  0.85 gives you 255,000 and 0.75, of 8 
course, is lower than the number you gave us. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would encourage you to go beyond that in St. 11 
Croix and they’ve offered to go beyond that in St. Croix and I 12 
think you have to conclude that that’s where the fishery is 13 
really directed and so that’s where the impacts are. 14 
 15 
It would be hard for me to see how you wouldn’t go more in St. 16 
Croix than in the other areas, but I think we can have that 17 
discussion.  As I’ve said, there’s not a magic number here that 18 
I can tell you this is the exact number.  It’s just not that 19 
precise. 20 
 21 
MARCOS HANKE:  A clarification from Ed.  When you gave the 22 
description of the fishery in terms of the gear used, those 23 
numbers that you’re talking about is for a specific gear or it’s 24 
for all the methods that catch parrotfish? 25 
 26 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  A specific gear.  Can you repeat the question? 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  Does 245,000 or the two-hundred-and-forty-29 
something that you mentioned, this is for all the parrotfish 30 
caught with every technique? 31 
 32 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Yes. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  The way I devised this I think will work is a two-35 
step process.  The first step in the 2010 ACL Amendment would be 36 
an overall adjustment to the total allowable parrotfish catch, 37 
U.S. Caribbean-wide. 38 
 39 
That would be reduced down.  There was no uncertainty factor 40 
applied to the SSC recommendations and so the thought is that 41 
there are three options to reduce that, the same as there were 42 
for every other species and species group that is considered 43 
within the 2010 ACL. 44 
 45 
That is reduced by 15 percent, which is an 85 percent.  We get 46 
these kind of reversed.  We’re really reducing by 15 percent, by 47 
25 percent, or by 50 percent. 48 
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 1 
That would apply to everybody and in that case, you would end up 2 
with 255,000 pounds in St. Croix, 42,500 pounds in St. Thomas, 3 
and 68,000 pounds in Puerto Rico that would effectively become 4 
the ACLs, if that’s what the council chooses. 5 
 6 
Then the second step actually occurs in Action 4 and it is 7 
specific to St. Croix.  That is a further reduction due to the 8 
additional uncertainty of this directed fishery and its impacts 9 
on Acropora critical habitat.  That reduction, depending upon 10 
where you want to go, could range anywhere from obviously zero 11 
percent, but I did it in 5 percent increments. 12 
 13 
Just to give you some ideas, using a 15 percent initial 14 
reduction, which is what all the other species groups have 15 
gotten, if you applied a 5 percent additional reduction, that’s 16 
going to bring you down to about 242,000 pounds. 17 
 18 
If you apply an additional 10 percent reduction, that will bring 19 
you down to right around 230,000 pounds, 229,500.  I’m not going 20 
to go through all these, but if you applied another 15 percent, 21 
you would get down around 216,750 and I could go on, but that’s 22 
what we’re looking at. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Edward, what was your number? 25 
 26 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The number was 241,000 pounds proposed by the 27 
St. Croix commercial fishermen. 28 
 29 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to say the way that it’s structured 30 
with the 15 across the board and then Bill was talking about 31 
another reduction for St. Croix, there’s nothing to preclude you 32 
from considering further reduction for St. Thomas, St. John, and 33 
Puerto Rico. 34 
 35 
I just want to make sure that all those options are on the table 36 
and if you decide that’s not necessary, that’s fine and if 37 
there’s a reason for it, then that’s great, but I don’t want to 38 
just presume that it’s St. Croix only that you could reduce 39 
further. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I’m going to ask a question, at the risk of being 42 
tarred and feathered out of this room, but if we get 240,000, 43 
what would be the percentage, if we do it backwards, Bill?  44 
Let’s say that we are okay with 240,000 and how would that be 45 
constructed? 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  For St. Croix? 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Yes. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s a 20 percent overall reduction. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If that’s acceptable by the authorities and the 6 
scientists and everything, it would be a good opportunity to go 7 
with the fishers for once. 8 
 9 
If that satisfies the biological opinion and satisfies whatever 10 
we need to satisfy, all the hoops that we have to jump through, 11 
it would be a good opportunity for the council to take an action 12 
that would be supported by the data that you have and would be 13 
supported by the requirements that you are discussing now.  Most 14 
importantly, it would be supported by the fishers. 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  I totally agree with what you said, Miguel, and 17 
they have been stepping forward to the council and we need the 18 
good data to prevent the situation that we’re discussing now and 19 
the only way to address that is to hear the fishermen and to be 20 
on their side.  I totally agree with your point. 21 
 22 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can you make a motion so you agree more? 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to state a motion to set up the ACL 25 
for St. Croix with a 20 percent across reduction, which is the 26 
number -- Can you repeat that number? 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  A 20 percent reduction for St. Croix would result 29 
in an ACL of 240,000 pounds for St. Croix.  It’s not quite that 30 
straightforward, but I could adjust the step-wise percentages.  31 
The percentages might look kind of strange, but it could be made 32 
to equal 240,000 pounds. 33 
 34 
MARCOS HANKE:  A 240,000-pound ACL for St. Croix. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Do I get a second for that motion?  37 
 38 
MARCOS HANKE:  That’s my intent, the motion that is on the 39 
board. 40 
 41 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We have a motion by Marcos Hanke.  Is there a 42 
second? 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos Farchette seconds the motion.  Any 47 
further discussion?  Then we’re going to vote then and we’re 48 
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going to start with Mr. Hanke. 1 
 2 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 3 
 4 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
ALICIA BARNES:   Yes. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s unanimous and the motion carries.  15 
Thank you. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would move that we apply a 15 percent reduction 18 
to the St. Thomas and Puerto Rico parrotfish ACLs. 19 
 20 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do we have any discussion?   23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  Can we have the rationale for that and some 25 
explanation? 26 
 27 
ROY CRABTREE:  The rationale for that would be that that’s the 28 
uncertainty reduction that we’ve applied for all of the other 29 
stocks in the ACL Amendment and for all the reasons that are in 30 
the amendment, there’s no reason to believe that the uncertainty 31 
is any less for this stock than it is for the others and so to 32 
be consistent, I think we need to do that. 33 
 34 
MARA LEVY:  Can we have any discussion about why an additional 5 35 
percent isn’t needed like St. Croix? 36 
 37 
ROY CRABTREE:  Because in St. Croix you have a directed, 38 
targeted fishery, where fishermen are going out specifically to 39 
catch parrotfish.   40 
 41 
In Puerto Rico and St. Thomas, by and large, you don’t have that 42 
and they’re incidentally caught.  The landings are much lower.  43 
I think in St. Thomas they’re running in the neighborhood of 44 
40,000 pounds or so and in Puerto Rico, they’re in the 60,000 to 45 
70,000 pounds area. 46 
 47 
I think there’s every reason to believe that the impacts of the 48 
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fishery on parrotfish stocks in Puerto Rico and St. Thomas are 1 
much, much smaller than they are in St. Croix.  If you look at 2 
the amount of bottom, particularly in Puerto Rico, that’s 3 
available, it’s much larger than what you have in St. Croix. 4 
 5 
We think that the parrotfish stocks are probably less affected 6 
by fishing in Puerto Rico and St. Thomas and so whatever impact 7 
fishing on parrotfish stocks is then having on coral populations 8 
is going to be less in Puerto Rico and St. Thomas than it is in 9 
St. Croix. 10 
 11 
To me, it seems appropriate to be more concerned about St. Croix 12 
and to apply more of a reduction there and you need to think of 13 
this not just as an uncertainty reduction, but also taking into 14 
account the importance of parrotfish to the ecosystem and to the 15 
reefs. 16 
 17 
MARA LEVY:  Just one additional question.  I don’t know if there 18 
is an answer to this, but is there any -- I know we’re talking 19 
about larger reef areas in Puerto Rico and is there any evidence 20 
or do we have anything to show that the reefs there are in 21 
better shape than the ones in St. Croix or is it all just an 22 
unknown? 23 
 24 
ROY CRABTREE:  Not that I’m aware of, because this is a 25 
complicated situation and we know that corals are being affected 26 
by a number of things and so I think this is just one of many 27 
factors that play into it. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Then we’re ready to vote.   30 
 31 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 34 
 35 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 36 
 37 
ALICIA BARNES:  Yes. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  The motion carries and it’s unanimous. 44 
 45 
ROY CRABTREE:  Then I would like to ask that staff take what 46 
we’ve said we want to do here and put it into the form of 47 
preferred alternatives that are consistent with the layout of 48 
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the document and that they show us those in the morning, how 1 
this would then fit into the document. 2 
 3 
Otherwise, I think it’s going to be awkward to put those in and 4 
I think they can do exactly what we want to do and show us how 5 
it would go into the form of alternatives and where they would 6 
go in the document.  I think Bill has that worked out and they 7 
could show us that tomorrow morning. 8 
 9 
JED BROWN:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 10 
 11 
ROY CRABTREE:  No, we’ve had public comment and we’re making 12 
changes that are within the range that was in the document and 13 
it’s already gone out.  All we have to do at this meeting is 14 
we’re going to have to vote to submit to the Secretary again and 15 
then we’re going to have to deem the regulations again, which I 16 
think staff can modify the codified text and we can look at that 17 
and take care of that tomorrow as well.  I suppose we could vote 18 
to resubmit tomorrow after we view the layout of it, at that 19 
time.  That would be my recommendation. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s 5:30 and we have like I guess three more 22 
hours or four more hours of discussion with the ACLs, for the 23 
ACLs.  I would like to adjourn for today and start tomorrow.  24 
You’ve been great and I thank you for the hard work and we’ll 25 
see you tomorrow. 26 
 27 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 28 
 29 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mr. Chairman, this will be very easy.  The AP and 30 
SSC membership, they are okay until July of this year and so we 31 
believe that we can wait until the next meeting for the three 32 
appointments. 33 
 34 
In the case of the budget, we do not have a budget until -- We 35 
have money until probably the summer, but we don’t have a budget 36 
yet.  As you all know, it has been in the press that we have a 37 
continuing resolution until April 8 and so at this time, the 38 
only authorization we have is to use the money that we have at 39 
hand. 40 
 41 
As we speak, there are people really working very hard to see if 42 
they can put together a budget after April 8 and regarding the 43 
SOPPs, the Executive Directors and the Chairs agreed to wait 44 
until after the Chair and Executive Director Meeting, the CCC, 45 
in May to finish all the eight councils SOPPs. 46 
 47 
The reason for this is that we have new guidelines for the 48 
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Standard Operating Procedures for each council.  We have new 1 
guidelines that have to be included in those SOPPs and you 2 
already voted on the majority of the issues that are going to be 3 
included. 4 
 5 
Now, the next step is for the staff of the eight councils to 6 
work on each respective council to finish the SOPPs document 7 
that is going to be submitted to the Secretary for review and 8 
just to refresh your memory, this document is your standard 9 
operating procedure for everything you do, your grants, and it 10 
includes ethics and behavior and you name it.  It’s all there, 11 
including personnel management and so forth. 12 
 13 
Once you as a council approve a draft, this is sent to the 14 
National Marine Fisheries Service and it goes through a process 15 
similar to the FMPs, where the National Marine Fisheries Service 16 
reviews each SOPPs to make sure that it complies with applicable 17 
laws and regulations.  That’s it, folks.  That’s all I have. 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  All right.  In that case, meeting adjourned 20 
and we’ll see you tomorrow. 21 
 22 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on March 29, 2011.) 23 
 24 

- - - 25 
 26 

March 30, 2011 27 
 28 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 29 
 30 

- - - 31 
 32 

The Caribbean Fishery Management Council reconvened at the 33 
Marriott Frenchman’s Reef and Morning Star Hotel, San Juan, 34 
Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, March 30, 2011, and was called 35 
to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Eugenio Piñeiro. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Good morning, everyone.  Today is Wednesday, 38 
the 30th of March, 2011, and we are going to continue with the 39 
137th regular meeting of the Caribbean Fishery Management Council 40 
and we’re going to start with a roll call down that side. 41 
 42 
(Whereupon, a roll call was conducted.) 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We’re going to continue with yesterday’s work. 45 
 46 

CONTINUATION OF ACL AMENDMENT 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  Yesterday, you instructed the staff, Graciela and 1 
Bill, to put together the language for the parrotfish and they 2 
did so and at this time, we would like for you to read it or 3 
just to take a look at it and then we need a motion for 4 
submitting the new language into the document that is going to 5 
be reviewed by the Secretary. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yesterday, you made the following 8 
motions, to accept the ACL for St. Croix of 240,000 pounds and 9 
apply a 15 percent reduction to the St. Thomas and Puerto Rico 10 
ACLs for parrotfish as the preferred alternatives into the 11 
document to be seen tomorrow and that’s what Bill has done. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is the table out of the most recent version 14 
of the 2010 Caribbean ACL Amendment and all I’ve done in this 15 
table -- This is the Caribbean-wide reference point and so this 16 
takes the entire U.S. Caribbean and addresses the catch levels 17 
and the establishment of the OFL, OY, and ACL throughout the 18 
U.S. Caribbean. 19 
 20 
We have to do this because, as I’ve explained before, this 21 
transitions us from the 2005 SFA Amendment to the new approach 22 
to fisheries management in the U.S. Caribbean.  All I’ve done is 23 
add three alternatives, including one preferred alternative, and 24 
those are actually sub-alternatives under Alternative 2(g). 25 
 26 
Alternative 2(g) established the SSC recommendations for 27 
parrotfish and that was 300,000 pounds for St. Croix, 80,000 28 
pounds for Puerto Rico, and 50,000 pounds for the combined St. 29 
Thomas/St. John. 30 
 31 
That totals up to 430,000 pounds.  Each of those three island 32 
groups got a percentage of that and that’s going to come into 33 
play later, but first, we wanted to adjust that downward, 34 
because when the SSC set these recommendations originally, we 35 
applied no uncertainty adjustment to those recommendations. 36 
 37 
Now, according to the motion yesterday, we’re going to do that.  38 
The preferred alternative is going to be a 15 percent reduction 39 
and so our preferred amount, the actual ACL, will be 85 percent 40 
of that SSC recommendation. 41 
 42 
The other two alternatives are as they were for all the other 43 
species, 75 percent of the SSC recommendation and 50 percent of 44 
the SSC recommendation.  Those are Subalternatives 2(g)(ii) and 45 
2(g)(iii). 46 
 47 
That’s all that changes in this table and, again, the preferred 48 
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alternative would be 2(g)(i), allocating as the annual catch 1 
limit 85 percent of that SSC recommendation. 2 
 3 
The way this would be done, and it’s simple if you actually did 4 
it yourself, but it can be very confusing, is we take the 5 
430,000 pounds and we multiply that by whatever this is, and 6 
we’re going to use 0.85 as our example, and we get the reduced 7 
value, which is I think it’s right around 355,000 pounds. 8 
 9 
Then we apply those percentages that each island group gets and 10 
so we end up with the ACL allocation for parrotfish as a unit 11 
for each of the island groups and those are on the following 12 
table.  They will be, for St. Thomas/St. John, 42,500 pounds.  13 
For St. Croix, it will be 255,009 pounds and I don’t know who is 14 
going to get the extra nine. 15 
 16 
Then for Puerto Rico, we have to further split that according to 17 
the historic percentages allocated to the recreational versus 18 
the commercial.  We further split that between those two sectors 19 
and end up with 52,724 for the commercial sector and 15,259 20 
pounds for the recreational sector. 21 
 22 
That sets up each of the island groups throughout the U.S. 23 
Caribbean and then we have to take a further step in another 24 
action, and this is going to be Action 4, where we’re adding 25 
Action 4(c) and that is going to be species-specific parrotfish 26 
prohibitions and this, as according to the council, can be made 27 
to apply to all three island groups individually. 28 
 29 
We either don’t or we do further reduce parrotfish catch on each 30 
individual island group.  The preferred alternative would be to 31 
do that and the preferred subalternative would be -- Well, it 32 
doesn’t have to be preferred and it’s up to you, but 33 
Subalternative (a) would apply this additional reduction to St. 34 
Croix. 35 
 36 
Subalternative (b) would apply it to St. Thomas/St. John and 37 
Subalternative (c) would apply it to Puerto Rico individually 38 
and so you could select any one of these or any two or any 39 
combination you want to choose as a council. 40 
 41 
This reduction as I have it written in here is 5.885 percent.  42 
The reason I chose that is because if you apply it to the amount 43 
that St. Croix gets after the 15 percent Caribbean-wide 44 
reduction, that additional 5.885 percent reduction will bring 45 
that down to 240,002 pounds, I think, which is as well as I 46 
could round it off.  That’s how the rule would be modified. 47 
 48 
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ROY CRABTREE:  Our motions yesterday, Bill, would make 1 
Subalternative (a) the preferred and so I think you should go 2 
ahead and put that in, because that’s what we decided. 3 
 4 
Then I would move, Mr. Chairman, that we add these alternatives 5 
to the document to reflect the decisions we made yesterday 6 
afternoon, with the preferreds as indicated. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I need a second for the motion. 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Carlos.  Are we ready to vote for 13 
this one?  Let’s vote then. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 18 
 19 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 22 
 23 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  The motion carries and there’s one 26 
absent. 27 
 28 
MARA LEVY:  I’m wondering if we can just -- Since we all know 29 
what we’re talking about, if we can just, when we write the 30 
motion down, make it a little more specific, because it says 31 
“add these alternatives”, but if we’re just reading that, we 32 
won’t know what that is and so can we specify what exactly we’re 33 
adding, just to the written part?  I think we all know what you 34 
mean. 35 
 36 
ROY CRABTREE:  Could we just put a sentence in the record there?  37 
Bill, it was alternative -- Which was the first one? 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  The first one is Subalternative 2(g)(i), (ii), and 40 
(iii). 41 
 42 
ROY CRABTREE:  Then Action 4, Alternative 2, Subalternative (a). 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  It would be actually Action 4(c), Alternative 2. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mara, is that what you believe the best -- Will 47 
that language satisfy your -- Okay. 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have the motion as corrected on 2 
the screen. 3 
 4 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Go ahead with the rest of the presentation. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Please go on with the rest of the 7 
ACL presentation.  Thank you. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I know that there was a concern by council 10 
member Winston Ledee as to one of the boundaries by Sail Rock 11 
and I would turn to Winston to discuss this issue. 12 
 13 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I’ve never seen GPS coordinates before until we 14 
got this document and one of the GPS coordinates says 65, 05, 38 15 
and that’s above Sail Rock, above our territorial boundary, and 16 
so I’m not sure how you came about those lines.  It doesn’t seem 17 
correct, because the practice of St. Thomas fishermen is to fish 18 
below that line in some areas where our local waters are and so 19 
it’s going to -- I don’t know how it’s going to affect that 20 
right now. 21 
 22 
Our practice is to fish the territorial waters between Puerto 23 
Rico and St. Thomas and so I think the line would be better if 24 
you just had that line east of the territorial waters. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That line is by cartography and not because of 27 
tradition.  Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have set that 28 
line and the line is where they drew the line and at the meeting 29 
that we had with the Government of Puerto Rico and the Virgin 30 
Islands, they agreed to have a line by using the cartography 31 
that usually is done with the law of the seas.  In this case, 32 
because they are not states involved and it’s two territories, 33 
it’s up to the two local governments to come to that division 34 
between them. 35 
 36 
ROY CRABTREE:  I don’t think we can change the territorial line.  37 
It’s the EEZ part of the line, but I think that NOAA Law 38 
Enforcement had some concerns and maybe Tracy could come up -- 39 
Could we see the lines again? 40 
 41 
They had raised some concerns that Subalternative (a) is our 42 
preferred right now and obviously it has a number of diagonal 43 
lines that cut in and come back, which I think enforcement had 44 
expressed some concerns about. 45 
 46 
TRACY DUNN:  We always try to put forth the opinion that for 47 
enforcement purposes, the more complex your line system is, the 48 
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harder it will be down the road to take anything to court and so 1 
we always ask that we have clear straight lines as long as 2 
possible on latitude and longitude lines. 3 
 4 
It’s always a lot simpler that way for everybody involved.  Even 5 
when you’re underway and you have a fisher that’s out there, he 6 
doesn’t have to plot everything and try to figure out where they 7 
are.  They just look at their GPS. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The problem is it’s a little bit more complicated 10 
than just the enforcement issue.  It’s similar to the boundaries 11 
over Bajo de Sico.  It’s a stupid boundary, but it’s a boundary.  12 
When you have a chip of it that belongs to Puerto Rico and 13 
another chip that is in the EEZ and now we have a problem, 14 
because the fishermen tend to say I wasn’t there, but I was over 15 
there, whatever is convenient to them. 16 
 17 
In this case, the issue is between the two local governments, 18 
really, because for fisheries management, you’re right that if 19 
you have a straight line that it’s easier to enforce and either 20 
you are to the left or the to the right of a straight line.  21 
Anyway, it’s up the two local governments to say something. 22 
 23 
MARA LEVY:  I’m just trying to see if I understand this.  To me, 24 
you already had three alternatives.  One was the equidistant one 25 
that created all those diagonals because you were just going to 26 
the middle point and we’re talking about the EEZ now and not the 27 
boundaries between the territories. 28 
 29 
You had two straight line choices, one presented by the St. 30 
Thomas Fishermen’s Association and another one based on just 31 
drawing the straight line from certain points and so you have 32 
two options in there that are straight lines as opposed to those 33 
diagonal lines that Tracy was talking about.  It’s not like you 34 
can’t reconsider and pick one of the two straight line options 35 
if that’s what you want to do. 36 
 37 
TRACY DUNN:  Just for the record, we understand these things are 38 
a lot more complex than just the enforcement issues, but we feel 39 
it’s important that you understand the enforcement issues when 40 
you’re making these decisions. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  So where are we?  Do we want to have a preferred 43 
or just leave it as it is? 44 
 45 
ROY CRABTREE:  We already have a preferred and it’s (a), which 46 
you can see has the diagonal line on the north run and out and 47 
then it has those two diagonal lines there and then you have two 48 
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other alternatives that are largely straight lines. 1 
 2 
You already have a preferred, but the question is do you want to 3 
change the preferred to either (b) or (c)?  If you don’t, then 4 
you don’t need to take any action and it’s done, but if you want 5 
to change the preferred, you would need to make a motion to do 6 
that and now would be the time, if that’s what you want to do. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I don’t understand very well the law enforcement 9 
concerns, but it was already discussed between the two 10 
governments and it was something that was already established 11 
and we kind of put out a point of agreement and if there’s any 12 
changes, it needs to be discussed back with the governments 13 
again, at least from my side, for sure. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I guess until the governments get together and 16 
speak, is the consensus to leave it as it is? 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes, I agree with what you just said. 19 
 20 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Bill Arnold, you tried to explain it to me one 21 
time that these are soft lines and not hard lines and so maybe 22 
you want to explain that to us again, how that works. 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  I did use the terminology of “soft lines”.  What I 25 
meant by that was that the fishermen can go over these lines.  26 
It’s not like a guy from St. Thomas can’t go over into Puerto 27 
Rico or St. Croix waters and fish. 28 
 29 
What happens is whatever they catch, they’re going to land it on 30 
one of these islands and when they do, what they land, 31 
theoretically, assuming it’s properly reported, is going to 32 
count against that island’s annual catch limit. 33 
 34 
When that annual catch limit for that particular island is 35 
reached, then the accountability measures that entail from 36 
reaching that annual catch limit are going to be applied within 37 
these boundaries. 38 
 39 
For example, if the accountability measure was that you have to 40 
reduce your daily catch by 50 percent, then within that 41 
subdivision, all fishermen fishing there would have to reduce 42 
their catch by 50 percent. 43 
 44 
The most clear-cut example, and I kind of hate to use it, but 45 
the most clear-cut example is if the accountability measure 46 
results in that particular fishery being closed.  Then if the 47 
fishery is closed, you would no longer be able to fish for that 48 
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species or species group within that subdivision of the EEZ.  1 
Then those boundaries would become very hard. 2 
 3 
ROY CRABTREE:  That’s correct and so these are the boundaries 4 
that determine where the accountability measures apply or if we 5 
go to some permitting strategy along the lines of the St. Thomas 6 
plan and the St. Croix plan, this would be the boundaries of the 7 
EEZ where those permitting requirements would apply. 8 
 9 
Until an accountability measure kicks in or something else 10 
happens down the road, they don’t affect you and you can fish on 11 
either side of them and go about your business, but potentially 12 
at some point, they could have some impact. 13 
 14 
Of course, this is something you can revisit at some point if 15 
the lines don’t work and you want to relook at them again and so 16 
they’re not set in stone. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Then the consensus is we’re going to leave it 19 
the way it is?  Okay and we’re going to move on. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  We’re done with the 2010 ACL Amendment and so 22 
what’s going to happen now is Bill is emailing back to my office 23 
and they’re going to go in and make the changes to the rule to 24 
reflect the ACLs we selected. 25 
 26 
Then they’re going to email those changes back to Bill and he’s 27 
somehow going to put them up on the screen or give them to us 28 
and when we get those, we can then vote to submit the document 29 
to the Secretary and vote to deem the regulations and so Bill 30 
will let us know when he has all that and we can do that 31 
sometime during the day and then we’re done with it.  I guess 32 
now, Genio, we can go into the 2011. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Let’s roll. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We left off yesterday with the ACL 37 
2011 at Action 1c, which is the allocation of the ACLs.  The 38 
comments received by the public include to keep the allocations 39 
separate by island and to keep the equidistant line as the 40 
alternative to be considered. 41 
 42 
We are going to move into Action 2, which deals with the 43 
management of aquarium trade species.  This is based on the 44 
options paper dated December 22, 2010. 45 
 46 
The comments from the public ranged and included the no action.  47 
The reason for selecting the no action was that most of the 48 
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aquarium trade harvesting occurs in the state waters, of Puerto 1 
Rico specifically.  The U.S. Virgin Islands has very strict, 2 
even no allowance, rules on aquarium trade species. 3 
 4 
They also suggested to look at the Options 2 and 3 and the 5 
specifics of options that deal with what are you going to do in 6 
terms of moving the species around.  There were specific 7 
recommendations regarding the moving the two sets of aquarium 8 
trade species from the Reef Fish FMP and the Coral FMP into a 9 
separate FMP and deal with the aquarium trade species 10 
separately. 11 
 12 
There were comments regarding that the federal government should 13 
take over the management of the aquarium trade species and also 14 
the opposite recommendation, that the authority should be 15 
transferred to the state governments.  There were some specific 16 
recommendations from the Pew Foundation and the SSC regarding 17 
moving all these species into a separate FMP. 18 
 19 
Those were the comments received regarding the aquarium trade 20 
species.  You do have in the briefing book the minutes from the 21 
scoping meetings and you also have a verbatim transcription from 22 
people involved in the ornamental fishery. 23 
 24 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can you finish the whole thing and then we can go 25 
back, one-by-one? 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Regarding Action 3, which deals with 28 
the recreational fishery, the comments really had to do with 29 
separating the ACLs for the recreational and the commercial.  No 30 
one voiced the opinion that they should be one. 31 
 32 
For Action 3b, which deals with the bag limits for the 33 
recreational fishers, the comments ranged from allowing only 34 
five fish to allowing no fish to most of the people agreed on 35 
the Option 6, which is an aggregate number of fish.   36 
 37 
There was one suggestion that was very restrictive to only allow 38 
one or two days per year for recreational fishing.  The example 39 
had to do with the lobster fishery in Florida. 40 
 41 
There are other specific recommendations that were made that 42 
would be either less restrictive or more restrictive than the 43 
ones we have in the document and I’ll show you those in a 44 
second.   45 
 46 
They are the ones that you have on the screen and so what they 47 
wanted to do was to have five fish per species and so all the 48 
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families that are listed in the FMUs, you would allow them to 1 
catch five of those fish for every single species that is 2 
included in that family or to allow two fish per species and 3 
there was also one more recommendation to specify a five-4 
organisms bag limit.  That will be the limit, five of them only, 5 
to a maximum of fifteen organisms per fishing day total and so 6 
that’s even more restrictive than some of the ones that you have 7 
in the document. 8 
 9 
The basic recommendation was definitely to set bag limits on the 10 
recreational harvest, which is one of the fastest growing 11 
sectors in terms of fisheries. 12 
 13 
Regarding the Action Number 4, which had to do with 14 
accountability measures, based on the majority opinion of the 15 
public that there wasn’t a situation of species being overfished 16 
or undergoing overfishing, that no action was a prudent one. 17 
 18 
Others supported the Option a, which has to do with a number of 19 
-- Option 2 and that’s what you have on the left-hand side of 20 
the screen and Suboption a, to use just one single year of 21 
landings from 2011. 22 
 23 
For 4b, which has to do with applying the accountability 24 
measures, again, most people said that no action was required.  25 
They did not want Option 3, which is the one that requires a 26 
payback if you go over the ACL and so those were the comments 27 
that we received and there were very few regarding Action 4. 28 
 29 
Finally, for Action 5, which has to do with the framework, most 30 
people supported the no action and in the Virgin Islands, there 31 
was one person voicing support for either Options 2 or 3 of 32 
Action 5a and 5b.   33 
 34 
Those are the comments.  There are a number of ancillary 35 
comments in the minutes regarding some of the issues with the 36 
state licensing and permitting, et cetera, but regarding the 37 
document for the ACL 2011, the options paper, those were the 38 
comments you received. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, we should go now back one-by-one and 41 
what we are doing here, remember, is we want to make sure that 42 
we are responsive to the comments that we received and we would 43 
like to have the slate of alternatives to be presented to the 44 
public for the next iteration, which are the public hearings for 45 
the document that you are going to be considering at the next 46 
meeting. 47 
 48 
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That document will be your submission to amend all the 1 
management plans to establish the ACLs and so at this time, what 2 
we need from the council is your reaction to the comments 3 
received and whether you want to add or delete or modify somehow 4 
the alternatives proposed that you have. 5 
 6 
For example, one comment that came from St. Croix is to split 7 
the lobster out of the group of the other species and dedicate 8 
some language to the lobster fishery and we will see that here 9 
and so I don’t know -- Mara, I don’t think that we need a motion 10 
for each one of them, but just to make sure that we add the 11 
language that is needed? 12 
 13 
MARA LEVY:  It’s up to you what you want to do, but I know when 14 
we went through the last one before you submitted it for the 15 
DEIS, you went through each action that’s going to be in the 16 
draft paper and sort of discussed it to see whether you wanted 17 
to pick preferreds or you had any issues with each one.  We went 18 
through the public comments and it might be helpful if you 19 
actually go through the document. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, then we will go one-by-one, the 22 
comments and then we will decide whether you would like to see a 23 
preferred alternative or not.  The first one is? 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There are a couple of things.  One, on 26 
the left-hand side of the screen, you’re looking at the actions 27 
as they were presented to the public during the options paper. 28 
 29 
This is a living document and the document has metamorphosed 30 
into the new version that you have received, the March 25, 2011 31 
version.  Basically, what it does is it rearranges the actions 32 
and separates the reef fish from the spiny lobster and separates 33 
the queen conch species that are included in the FMU to be 34 
deliberated on at this time into separate actions. 35 
 36 
Basically, the actions that we have included, the reef fish, the 37 
spiny lobster, and the queen conch FMU that were left over from 38 
the ACL 2010 and so it has more actions, but the essence of the 39 
actions are the same. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  With that explanation, can we go one-by-one 42 
again? 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The ones that you have in the options 45 
paper, Action 1 is management reference points.  Action 1a 46 
establishes a year sequence for determining average annual 47 
landings that can be applied to each island group for both the 48 



134 
 

commercial and the recreational sectors. 1 
 2 
Option 1 is no action, retain current management reference 3 
points or proxies for species or species groups within the reef 4 
fish, lobster, and coral FMUs.  Then Option 2 is establishing 5 
the year sequence for determining the average annual landings 6 
for each species or species groups within Puerto Rico and that 7 
includes all the suboptions, beginning in 1983, 1998, 1999, 8 
2000, 2003, and 2004, as the start date for determining average 9 
annual landings for each species or species group within Puerto 10 
Rico. 11 
 12 
Option 2 then would be to establish a year sequence for 13 
determining average annual landings for each species or species 14 
group -- 15 
 16 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, Mara has a question. 17 
 18 
MARA LEVY:  I heard you say that -- Is that the one from the 19 
options paper or is -- 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s the one for the options paper.  22 
That’s what I asked, if you wanted to look at the options paper 23 
or if you wanted to look at the newer version. 24 
 25 
MARA LEVY:  Okay.  You decided to look at the options paper? 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The options paper, yes. 28 
 29 
MARA LEVY:  That’s not what is going to go out to public hearing 30 
and so I think that it would probably be better if you looked at 31 
the version that’s going to be the DEIS, which is the one 32 
printed out.  It’s structured a little bit different and if you 33 
just look at this, you’re not even going to be able to decide 34 
whether to pick preferreds. 35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We wanted to look at both.  It’s just that in the 37 
new document, the staff took some liberties of rearranging the 38 
document as per the comments received and so if you don’t have 39 
any quarrels with that, we can just jump into it and it will 40 
save some time and just go to the new document. 41 
 42 
MARA LEVY:  I think you can look at the new document and if you 43 
have any questions or things you want to add or change to it 44 
based on the comments that you don’t think were addressed, then 45 
you can specify that, but I think it’s going to be more 46 
confusing if you go back to the old one and try to jump to the 47 
new one. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  I was not very clear and I’m happy that I was not 2 
the only one.  I want some clarification on the process, because 3 
I’m not very clear. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We can take off the one on the left-6 
hand side of the screen, which is the options paper.  The one on 7 
the right-hand side is the March 25 version of the document. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, do you have the comments on the screen 10 
or can we just put it over there, the new one, so you follow the 11 
screens? 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’ll put the new version on the left-14 
hand side. 15 
 16 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Let’s give five minutes to Graciela and Livia and 17 
that will help the confusion. 18 
 19 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Some of the council members are a little bit 22 
confused about the process.  We are now on 2011, the second set 23 
of amendments to the management plans.  We came back from public 24 
hearings called scoping meetings and the scoping meetings gave 25 
us some comments and the documents that you had before, you took 26 
to public hearings for the scoping process and they have been 27 
modified by the staff to reflect what was needed to be done 28 
according to the comments that we received. 29 
 30 
Now we need the blessing of the council, based on those comments 31 
and the new language that you have in front of you, to go one-32 
by-one and say this is the document I want to see submitted to 33 
the public in the next iteration of the public hearings, where 34 
you’re going to receive comments. 35 
 36 
Then when you come back from those public hearings, you will 37 
make a decision as to the document that you are going to submit 38 
to the Secretary. 39 
 40 
There are several issues involved and I want to just discuss 41 
this and give you a scenario of what could happen.  This is 42 
March and May, the middle of the May, the SSC can meet with the 43 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  The reference point will be 44 
given to them today and then they will harmonize the information 45 
that they need. 46 
 47 
We can have a one-day meeting after that and you will see the 48 
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document finalized.  That’s one scenario and that will be the 1 
document that will be submitted to public hearings and then you 2 
come back sometime in August or September, depending on how many 3 
hurricanes we have this season, and you decide at that time on 4 
the document that you’re going to submit to the Secretary and 5 
then it would take the course of the document as we have done 6 
with the 2010. 7 
 8 
At this time, Mr. Chairman, what we need to do is to finish the 9 
examination of the metamorphosed document that Graciela is going 10 
to present to us and then that will be the part of the document 11 
that you already decide that yes, this is the language that I 12 
would like to see at the public hearings. 13 
 14 
Mara told us that you can take one at a time and identify your 15 
preferred action or not.  It’s up to you.  Personally, I like to 16 
see preferred actions, because that gives an indication to the 17 
public of where you’re going, where you’re heading to, and they 18 
can fine tune their comments to you, but it’s up to the council 19 
what you would like to do.  Graciela, can we roll through one-20 
by-one, please? 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The 2011 document applies to 23 
angelfish, boxfish, goatfish, grunts, wrasses, jacks, porgies, 24 
spiny lobster, squirrelfish, surgeonfish, and triggerfish and 25 
the aquarium trade species and the conch species that are not 26 
Strombus gigas. 27 
 28 
You have in front of you a document dated March 15.  That’s the 29 
latest version of the document and so that’s the one that is 30 
making reference to the management alternatives on the left-hand 31 
side of the screen. 32 
 33 
The way that the document has changed is that the Action 1 that 34 
makes reference to the management reference points for those 35 
species that are not overfished in the Reef Fish FMP -- Now 36 
you’re going to see the actions separated by reef fish, spiny 37 
lobster, conch, and coral species. 38 
 39 
The first thing is to establish a year sequence for determining 40 
the average annual landings for each group within the Reef Fish 41 
FMP and in Table 4.1.1, you have the various sequences of years 42 
that are available for discussion. 43 
 44 
That’s where you have the information from the public regarding 45 
the sequence of 1999 to 2005, the pre-SFA years, the 2000 to 46 
2010 for the commercial harvest, or the SSC recommendation to 47 
use the longest time series, premised on the 1983 to the latest 48 
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year that is available from the landings.  That’s Action 1. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  At this time, this is probably the discussion 3 
that we need to postpone until we get the SSC and the Center 4 
meeting and so you will fine tune what you would like to see as 5 
your preferred.  You can go and just leave the document as is, 6 
because whatever the SSC and the Center come up with has to be 7 
within that range somehow, from the beginning of time to the end 8 
of time.  As long as we have that range, then you can go ahead 9 
and leave the document as written. 10 
 11 
MARCOS HANKE:  I have a question.  Puerto Rico, 1999 through 12 
2005 is for commercial also or that’s for recreational and 13 
commercial or what is it? 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the recreational fishery, you only 16 
have data starting in the year 2000.  You can’t go further than 17 
that.  That’s the beginning.  The comments had to do mostly with 18 
the commercial harvest.  That’s most of the people that we had 19 
at the meetings.  They were from the commercial sector. 20 
 21 
Then you have one separate action for each of the islands and so 22 
Puerto Rico commercial, Puerto Rico recreational, St. Croix 23 
commercial, St. Thomas commercial.  That’s the one that you want 24 
to wait until the SSC comes back to you with a time series and 25 
the Science Center, right, or do you want to see each of them 26 
for each separate island? 27 
 28 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What I’m saying is you can leave it as is, 29 
because that wouldn’t matter at this time. 30 
 31 
MARA LEVY:  I’m sure you all remember this, but I just want to 32 
note that you did pick a time series for 2010.  It’s included in 33 
there and at some point, whenever you discuss this, if for some 34 
reason there’s a change, it would be good to have a discussion 35 
about why this one would be a different time series as opposed 36 
to the 2010 document. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s precisely why we would like to wait until 39 
we have the Center discuss it. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  We will need some flexibility on these dates, 42 
because, for example, by the time we get all this together, we 43 
may have the 2009 full year data for the USVI and since we’ve 44 
been working on this, we’ve gotten the 2009 data for Puerto Rico 45 
and so we already have 2009 in hand for Puerto Rico and it’s 46 
reasonably likely we would have 2009 for the USVI as well.  47 
They’re not up there on those tables, but they would certainly 48 
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be included if the SSC said the longest available time series. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mara, is that flexibility something that we just 3 
take it as understood by the council and let the staff work on 4 
it? 5 
 6 
MARA LEVY:  I think that’s okay.  I’m not sure exactly what the 7 
process is going to be, since we have all of these divided up 8 
now, and whether you’re going to skip the discussion of all the 9 
groups, except I would like you to spend a little bit of time on 10 
queen conch, because there are other issues besides the time 11 
series in that. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can we move to the next one? 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 1b then will establish the MSY 16 
proxies for the species not considered to be overfished within 17 
the Reef Fish FMP and so depending on the time series that you 18 
select, one of the options is to leave the SFA parameters as 19 
they were and another option would be as they were for the 2010, 20 
to actually use the time series that is selected in the previous 21 
action to modify it. 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  It seems those fish are not suffering overfishing 24 
and I don’t see from here a preferred alternative on this and if 25 
it’s a good time for the council to decide, I’ll present a 26 
motion to use Alternative 2c as preferred alternative for those 27 
fishes. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I have a second for that one? 30 
 31 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos Farchette seconds the motion. 34 
 35 
ROY CRABTREE:  That’s kind of a problem though, because that 36 
reduction was based on uncertainty and I’m not sure it really is 37 
related to whether the stock is overfished or not.   38 
 39 
There’s still uncertainty in the catch levels and the other 40 
problem is if you set the ACL at the overfishing level, then 41 
every time you exceed the ACL, you’re going to be listed in the 42 
report to Congress as undergoing overfishing and then you’re 43 
going to get a letter from the Fisheries Service saying you’re 44 
overfishing and you have to take action immediately to reduce it 45 
and other things like that happen. 46 
 47 
I really think one of the things that the SSC needs to look at 48 
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is where we’re setting these OFLs and we’re basing them on over 1 
catch, but for some of these stocks, and spiny lobster is an 2 
example, where we don’t think there are any problems with that 3 
stock, is there not a basis for setting the OFL higher than 4 
average catches in some cases? 5 
 6 
Some of the other councils, the Gulf Council and the South 7 
Atlantic Council, are both looking at for stocks where there’s 8 
no evidence of a problem, at the possibility of setting the 9 
overfishing level at like one standard deviation higher than 10 
average catch or something like that. 11 
 12 
Then it allows you to have this uncertainty buffer without 13 
having to reduce catches, because where we are now, you end up 14 
having to reduce the catches of all these stocks, but for some 15 
things, and again I’ll come back to spiny lobster, I’m not aware 16 
of a good reason why we need to do that. 17 
 18 
I think one of the things that we ought to ask the SSC to look 19 
at is for stocks where we don’t have any evidence of a problem, 20 
when they look at the trends in landings and things, would there 21 
be a basis, potentially, for setting the OFL at a somewhat 22 
higher level? 23 
 24 
Maybe the Center or someone could go over some of the approaches 25 
that some of the other councils have used on this.  I know Jim 26 
Berkson, who is on our SSC, is also on the South Atlantic 27 
Council’s SSC and I believe, Steve, that Jim has done a paper on 28 
looking at these kinds of things.  I don’t know what state it’s 29 
in, but I know he’s familiar with what’s going on. 30 
 31 
I probably couldn’t support the motion as it’s written right 32 
now, but I understand where you’re coming from, Marcos, and I 33 
tend to agree with you that I don’t think we want to reduce 34 
these fisheries if we don’t have a good reason to do it, but I 35 
think we need to do some more work with the SSC to try and 36 
figure out exactly how to do it. 37 
 38 
MARCOS HANKE:  To your point, part of what I’m thinking of is 39 
that because they are not being overfished and this is what the 40 
data show and what we have on hand now, with other 41 
considerations besides the data. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The issue is we just have to back engineer, if I 44 
can use that term without getting into legal troubles, what you 45 
want to do.   46 
 47 
What Roy is saying with for example in spiny lobster is there’s 48 
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no problem with it and so you have to make certain if you don’t 1 
have any problem with it and still you have to comply with the 2 
process that you develop some strategy so you don’t have to send 3 
that fishery to Congress as overfished when it’s not necessary 4 
to do so.  That’s why we need to do that.   5 
 6 
Probably this is one of those that you should drop the preferred 7 
until you get the SSC and the Center together and get 8 
information from them and then at the meeting in June, then you 9 
can go over this again and say these are my preferred 10 
alternatives that I want to take to the public hearings. 11 
 12 
MARCOS HANKE:  I agree and it’s okay. 13 
 14 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to respond by saying that it’s in the 15 
guidelines, the National Standard 1 Guidelines.  It says if the 16 
council recommends an ACL which equals ABC and the ABC is equal 17 
to OFL, the Secretary may presume the proposal would not prevent 18 
overfishing in the absence of sufficient analysis and 19 
justification for the approach. 20 
 21 
I’m not saying it can’t be done, but it’s just that you would 22 
have to justify it very well and the other thing I just wanted 23 
to ask is I don’t know whether you need to do this or you want 24 
to do this, but when we went back to the parrotfish in the 2010, 25 
we added those options to do the reduction for the SSC 26 
recommendations, because they were also based on annual catches.  27 
I didn’t know if you wanted to have those same options here or 28 
you just want to wait.  I was just bringing that up. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Guys, if I were you, I would just wait until we 31 
get the SSC and the Center together, because right now, you’re 32 
shooting in the dark.  You don’t know how it’s going to spin out 33 
and we’ll get it over with, because all this discussion is --  34 
 35 
Keep it to yourself until you get to the point that you are 36 
going to be discussing it and really make the decision.  At this 37 
time, the only thing that we need to do is to go over the 38 
document and make sure that the staff has put together a 39 
document that reflects what you said before, the comments 40 
received, and that you have a document that encompasses the 41 
bookends of the management alternatives that you have to submit 42 
to the public to comply with NEPA and other regulations that we 43 
have. 44 
 45 
The specific discussion and the little details, we need to be 46 
discussing it more with an element of judgment when we have the 47 
SSC and the Center meeting. 48 
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 1 
The example that Roy is bringing to you is probably the one that 2 
shows the problem.  If you go to the spiny lobster and you don’t 3 
have this precautionary approach, quote, unquote, because it’s 4 
not precautionary for yourself, you’re going to shoot yourself 5 
in the back, way down the back, if you don’t take in 6 
consideration that this action may shut your fishery down and 7 
it’s a fishery that doesn’t need to be shut down.  You have to 8 
have the buffer and you have to have all that. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  If you think about where this is going to leave 11 
us, you almost have to have some buffer.  Otherwise, if you set 12 
the overfishing level and the ACL at average catch, you’re going 13 
to be over about half the time and so that means you’re going to 14 
end up overfishing about half the time and that’s not really a 15 
situation that we can get in. 16 
 17 
You either have to put this buffer in and then you’re going to 18 
have to take some action to slow the catches down, but I think 19 
the better thing is to talk to the SSC about fisheries that we 20 
feel are in good shape. 21 
 22 
Basing the OFL on average catch does not mean that the average 23 
catch has to be the absolute limit.  It means you’re going to 24 
base it on it, but if you think the stock is healthy, then you 25 
could set it potentially above it and I don’t know that the SSC 26 
-- Todd, you were there and have they discussed this at all? 27 
 28 
I think this is something and you’re here and this is something 29 
we need to have a discussion on.  Otherwise, we’re going to have 30 
some real problems, I’m afraid. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  I’m about ready to table my motion, but I want to 33 
make a comment.  One of the reasons I made this motion that we 34 
are discussing is because I was the person that presented the 35 
bag limit and the strategies to have some control on the 36 
recreational fishing and it’s my intention to apply it to this 37 
group of species too and that’s a mechanism to try to control 38 
the fishing level and the fishing pressure on those fishes. 39 
 40 
That’s the combo of thinking behind my motion, but I agree that 41 
we can wait and we can do this analysis later and so I’m tabling 42 
my motion then. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second.  I agree. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Marcos.  Thank you, Carlos. 47 
 48 



142 
 

GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’re back on the table.  We’re still 1 
dealing with the reef fish and there are a number of options 2 
within this alternative, for example Alternative 2.  There is 3 
the need to select the years, but you can go ahead and look at 4 
Alternatives 2A and 2B that are not really dependent on the time 5 
sequence to set them as preferred. 6 
 7 
This means that if the landings increase, it means that the 8 
council and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center will look at 9 
the information to tell you whether it’s increasing because of 10 
better data reporting or because of other reasons.  That was 11 
your preferred alternative during the ACL 2010. 12 
 13 
MARCOS HANKE:  I prefer to say that I agree with the 14 
alternatives that are presented there.  They cover all the 15 
spectrum that we decided on the record and I prefer not to 16 
decide on a preferred alternative at this point. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  To speed this up a little bit, if you prefer not 19 
to have any preferreds, then read the document and if you are 20 
happy that the document encompasses all that is needed for 21 
public hearings, then just go ahead. 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  Just to make clear, and it’s a personal opinion, 24 
what I’m seeing on this is that we have to judge what is written 25 
there that reflects all the spectrum of our intentions and we 26 
have to do it little by little for everybody to read and make 27 
sure and to best analyze this the way we should and as far as I 28 
understand, the preferred alternatives to choose now is not 29 
important and so let’s do it little by little and pass over it. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Keep in mind that these are scoping comments 32 
by the people and this is not written in stone.  This is not the 33 
end of it and so we’ll come back to it. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The same thing, to establish the MSY 36 
proxies for reef fish in St. Thomas/St. John.  The same 37 
alternatives are considered there. 38 
 39 
This is different.  The spiny lobster has been separate from the 40 
original action and so the same things will apply, to select a 41 
year sequence for Puerto Rico, St. Croix, and St. Thomas, to 42 
look at the MSY proxies, either to maintain the proxies as they 43 
were set during the SFA in 2005 or to modify them according to 44 
the table that you’re seeing on the screen, Alternative 2. 45 
 46 
It’s the same thing then for spiny lobster in St. Croix, the 47 
same two alternatives, and the same for St. Thomas for the spiny 48 
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lobster and now we go into the queen conch. 1 
 2 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to make a comment.  I like what is 3 
written there and I think it’s my intention as a council member 4 
to be presented to the public the way it is, the spiny lobster 5 
apart the way it is.  It’s just a comment. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to clarify, there are four fishery management 8 
plans that are being addressed in this amendment and what we 9 
have done is we have split out those four fishery management 10 
plans and so we’ve got reef fish and now we’re going through 11 
lobster and we’ll go through the queen conch and we’ll do the 12 
corals and associated species and so that’s what this step-wise 13 
progression is. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to keep doing the same process and 16 
to read what is presented. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we’re dealing with the queen 19 
conch, to set the management reference points for species not 20 
overfished within the queen conch resources FMP. 21 
 22 
MARA LEVY:  I just have some questions and issues with the way 23 
this is set up for queen conch.  The Queen Conch FMP had queen 24 
conch, which you dealt with in the 2010 amendment, and it has 25 
other species in there that are in there for data collection 26 
only right now. 27 
 28 
They don’t have management reference points from the SFA 29 
Amendment.  You never set those, because we put them in data 30 
collection only.   31 
 32 
I’m not sure what type of year sequence landings we have for 33 
those or not and so this one might not be such a problem, but 34 
when we come to establishing the MSY proxy for these species, 35 
the alternatives are not written to address the fact that there 36 
are no current management points and they’re in data collection 37 
only. 38 
 39 
I would suggest that somehow that be reworked and that perhaps -40 
- I know you’re going to talk about aquarium trade species and 41 
the options of removing them from the fishery management plan 42 
and you may want to consider a similar option for all the 43 
species in the queen conch plan that you don’t currently really 44 
manage at this point. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela and Bill, is that something that you can 47 
do without any further instructions? 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  It would not be difficult to do and I certainly 2 
support Mara’s approach, because I haven’t been able to find any 3 
landings data for any of those species, any clear-cut landings 4 
data, and so I don’t know how we would set an ACL other than 5 
zero or make one up.  I would be happy to remove them from the 6 
management unit. 7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  This is a question for the record.  (The rest of 9 
the comment is not audible on the recording.) 10 
 11 
(There is a break in the audio recording at this point of the 12 
meeting.) 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I suggest that we allow the staff to prepare 15 
language that will separate the species the same as we did with 16 
the other example that you gave us and so the document will 17 
reflect that.  We have queen conch Strombus gigas and then you 18 
have an alternative that encompasses all the other species and 19 
then an alternative to be able to remove those species from the 20 
management plan and put them in another category, data or 21 
ecological or whatever, whatever language is appropriate. 22 
 23 
MARA LEVY:  I just want to clarify.  Right now, they’re in a 24 
data-collection-only category based on the SFA and what that 25 
allowed you to do.  Now with the reauthorization, although 26 
they’re in this data-collection-only category, they’re presumed 27 
to still be in the fishery. 28 
 29 
If they’re in the fishery, they need management reference 30 
points.  They need ACLs and AMs.  The only way not to do that is 31 
to either make them ecosystem component species, but if you do 32 
that, there are a number of guidelines, including them being 33 
non-targeted and not generally retained for sale or use, which 34 
would seem to maybe be a problem. 35 
 36 
The other option is to completely remove them from the FMP so 37 
they’re not federally managed and that they would therefore be 38 
managed by the territories, essentially.  You have some language 39 
in the 2005 SFA Amendment that talks about the reason for moving 40 
them to data collection only. 41 
 42 
At that time, it seemed like the council didn’t feel that they 43 
needed active federal management and so if that’s still true, 44 
taking them out is an option.  I just want to clarify that you 45 
can’t have that morph as a data collection only category, where 46 
you don’t actually set the management reference points for them. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we have to deal with the corals 1 
and reef-associated plants and invertebrates FMP.  The harvest 2 
of corals is prohibited from the shoreline to the 200 nautical 3 
mile limit, but you also have, in addition to that, a list of 4 
species that are allowed for the aquarium trade, for which you 5 
have some commercial landings as well as recreational landings 6 
for some of these species. 7 
 8 
There are a number of issues.  Some of these aquarium trade 9 
species are treated by Puerto Rico separately from the 10 
commercial harvest.  They are dealt as the ornamental fishery 11 
and that dataset, we do not have. 12 
 13 
We have the information from the commercial fishers for some of 14 
these species that are either bycatch or they’re being used as 15 
bait or used as something from their harvest.  We need to deal 16 
with the time series for those species that are under the 17 
aquarium species and you do have the landings information in the 18 
document and so there might be a selection of the year 19 
sequences. 20 
 21 
St. Croix and St. Thomas have no take for the aquarium trade 22 
species.  Basically, this is for completion and some of the 23 
species that are listed within the aquarium trade are species 24 
that are under the other families and harvested for commercial 25 
purposes.  The same thing we did for the reef fish and the spiny 26 
lobster is the same actions that you have for the corals. 27 
 28 
MARA LEVY:  I have the same question with this as I did for 29 
queen conch.  A lot of these seem to be listed as data 30 
collection only and I don’t know and I haven’t been able to 31 
determine whether you’ve actually set MSY and OY for these in 32 
the 2005 SFA Amendment. 33 
 34 
If you haven’t, then these alternatives would need to be 35 
restructured too, because the no action wouldn’t be retaining 36 
the current reference points, because there aren’t any.  Again, 37 
there are so many species here that I don’t know what MSY and OY 38 
have been set for or haven’t been set for, but it looks to me 39 
from one of these charts that the aquarium trade as a group 40 
doesn’t have MSY and OY established for them. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You are correct and they don’t.  There 43 
are certain species that are listed here, such as the octopus, 44 
for example, that is a commercially harvested species, but the 45 
council did not set -- During the SFA development, they had not 46 
set any MSY or OY, et cetera. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  Anyway, Mara, do we need to add another 1 
alternative here or we can leave it as it is? 2 
 3 
MARA LEVY:  I think it needs to be restructured to reflect the 4 
fact that there is no current MSY/OY management reference point 5 
for this group, just like the conch species that we’re dealing 6 
with. 7 
 8 
No action would be essentially leaving them in data collection 9 
only, I suspect, which really isn’t an action that you could 10 
take just like the other no actions, but it would be the no 11 
action alternative. 12 
 13 
Then I guess you would have alternatives for setting these 14 
things or I know you have another action in here that talks 15 
about consolidating them or just removing them and so that’s 16 
dealt with for these species, but in terms of just restructuring 17 
this to reflect what the actual no action alternative would 18 
mean. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Legally, can we do the no action, as a council? 21 
 22 
MARA LEVY:  I don’t think under any of these scenarios that the 23 
no action is really an option that you can choose, because 24 
they’re all the SFA, but you have to have them in there and then 25 
analyze what the effects would be based on the status quo, which 26 
is that.  It has to be there and I don’t think it’s something 27 
that you could choose and then get approved, because it wouldn’t 28 
be consistent with the MSA. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I just wanted to have that for the record, 31 
because people tend to get confused with the no action.  32 
Sometimes the no action is an action. 33 
 34 
MARA LEVY:  It needs to be there for analysis and NEPA purposes. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The Action 4, the coral species, will 37 
be restructured depending on the action on the next set.  Now 38 
Action 5 is the management of the aquarium trade species and so 39 
this is where the options that are available include moving the 40 
aquarium trade species from the Reef Fish FMP into the Coral FMP 41 
and vice versa, consolidating the two groups into one separate 42 
FMP, so your reef species and your coral species that are for 43 
the aquarium trade will be separated into a separate FMP 44 
altogether. 45 
 46 
I believe that if that is the preferred alternative, then 47 
another FMP will be developed for that and those species that 48 
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are under the data collection grouping right now would be part 1 
of that FMP. 2 
 3 
The last of the options within managing the aquarium trade has 4 
to do with transferring the authority of the management to the 5 
local governments and you have on the right-hand side the public 6 
comments regarding these actions. 7 
 8 
MARA LEVY:  With respect to this one, the Alternative 4 that 9 
Graciela mentions, the transfer management authority, I think 10 
that that needs to be clarified exactly as to what the means.  11 
Under the MSA, you can essentially transfer management authority 12 
by removing it, so that the territories can manage it because 13 
it’s not part of the federally managed FMP, or you can 14 
officially delegate it to the territories. 15 
 16 
If you do that, it stays in the FMP and you still have to 17 
identify ACLs and AMs and the territories have to have 18 
compatible regulations and laws.  They can’t be inconsistent. 19 
 20 
I’m not sure whether transfer authority means delegate or not, 21 
but if it does, then I think that needs to be specific and if it 22 
doesn’t and you just want to consider removing it, you already 23 
have that option in here and Alternative 4 is just repetitive. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Do we need to specify an alternative that says 26 
delegate or can we have in parentheses to delegate or eliminate 27 
from the management plans? 28 
 29 
MARA LEVY:  They’re two separate things and so you have an 30 
alternative in here that I believe one of them already says to 31 
remove them from the FMP.  If you want Alternative 4 to be 32 
delegate, then I would just suggest using that language from the 33 
Act. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One thing that I have here for the council to 36 
consider is similar to all the other discussion.  What we are 37 
doing here is allowing the staff to add another paragraph or the 38 
appropriate language in the appropriate place to include that 39 
option, which is to delegate to the local governments. 40 
 41 
From what Mara is telling us, that doesn’t mean that you have 42 
relinquished your -- It’s your preferred alternative on what 43 
you’re going to do in the management plan, but you still have to 44 
then provide ACLs for each one of those species or species 45 
groups within that management plan. 46 
 47 
MARCOS HANKE:  I understand the process and no problem. 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The question to the council members is 2 
whether this Alternative 4, instead of transfer, will mean 3 
delegate management. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, what she said was to add the language.  Mara 6 
said to use the language and so I believe what the council is 7 
saying is that you already have one alternative that removes 8 
this species from the management unit and what she’s saying is 9 
that we need to add another one that says delegate. 10 
 11 
MARA LEVY:  I’m just saying that Alternative 4, if transfer 12 
means delegate, to change delegate, if you want that to be an 13 
option that you consider.  If you all decide that that’s 14 
something that you’re going to consider now and maybe reject and 15 
you don’t want it to be a part of the analysis, because you’ve 16 
already decided that that’s not what you would want to do, you 17 
can do that too.  I just want to make sure that the language is 18 
more precise. 19 
 20 
If this means delegate, then it’s delegate management and not 21 
transfer and then decide whether you want that to be part of the 22 
DEIS or whether you want it to be considered and rejected at 23 
this point or what you want to do with it. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s to make sure what we take to public hearings 26 
and not to decide what we like and what we don’t like to submit 27 
to the Secretary at the end.  The question is -- I want to make 28 
it easier. 29 
 30 
MARA LEVY:  Right.  I’m just saying that if this is an option 31 
that you’ve already at this point decided you don’t want to 32 
consider, you can leave it in there and that’s fine, but what 33 
leaving things in there means is that you analyze it for 34 
purposes of the document. 35 
 36 
If it’s something that you at this point have no desire to 37 
consider, then you can discuss it and say that you considered it 38 
and rejected it, but if you want to leave it in there, you can.  39 
Nothing is written in stone. 40 
 41 
(There is a break in the audio recording at this point of the 42 
meeting.) 43 
 44 
MARA LEVY:  Correct.  An official delegation just delegates it 45 
to the state.  It’s still within the FMP and you still have to 46 
set the ACLs and the AMs.  The state basically or the 47 
territories have to agree to the delegation and the state laws 48 
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and regulations have to be consistent with the fishery 1 
management plan. 2 
 3 
It’s more of a formal process.  It’s not just the council takes 4 
them out and so they’re not under federal management and 5 
therefore, the state has the authority to manage them in state 6 
waters and the EEZ for vessels that are licensed by that 7 
particular territory or state. 8 
 9 
AIDA ROSARIO:  A follow-up to that.  If it is taken out of the 10 
FMP, what would be the language to take it out of the FMP so 11 
that it would remain within the authority of the state to 12 
implement whatever management measures? 13 
 14 
MARA LEVY:  The council would simply vote to remove it and have 15 
a rationale for removing it, meaning that it doesn’t require 16 
federal management and conservation measures.   17 
 18 
That’s a little bit in there already, because when they got 19 
moved to the data collection only, there was a discussion for 20 
the fact that at that point, in 2005, the council didn’t feel 21 
that they needed active management.  You would just need some 22 
rationale for saying that that’s true and they’re mostly in 23 
state waters, whatever the reason might be.   24 
 25 
The MSA states that the state may regulate a fishing vessel 26 
outside the boundaries of the state in the following 27 
circumstances: a)the fishing vessel is registered under the law 28 
of that state and there is no fishery management plan or other 29 
applicable federal fishing regulations for the fishery in which 30 
the vessel is operating. 31 
 32 
If there’s no plan for that fishery, the vessel is regulated 33 
under the territories and they can regulate that vessel outside 34 
the boundaries and so that’s how that would work if you took it 35 
out. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Guys, the question is if we are sure that the two 38 
local governments can manage those fisheries according to the 39 
law of what we have, then fine.  If not, we can say delegate and 40 
keep the authority to work on all this.  This is similar to the 41 
salmon fishery, to give you an idea, an example. 42 
 43 
In the case of the salmon, the North Pacific Council doesn’t 44 
want to establish an ACL for the salmon fishery.  They believe 45 
that the state can manage it.  The lawyers there are telling 46 
them no, if you have the salmon in your management plan, you 47 
must have an ACL.  This is a big Pandora’s Box and there, 48 
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there’s a lot of things at stake.  This is similar, but less 1 
dangerous consequences, I would say. 2 
 3 
In the case of the aquarium trade, there’s only guy or two that 4 
fish in the EEZ for the aquarium trade.  Most of the other guys 5 
fish within the area of jurisdiction of Puerto Rico and the 6 
Virgin Islands. 7 
 8 
In the case of the Virgin Islands, the aquarium trade is 9 
regulated by the local government on a case-by-case basis.  In 10 
Puerto Rico, if it’s considered not a commercial venture, Puerto 11 
Rico has regulations that deal with the aquarium trade. 12 
 13 
Going back to the question of what Graciela needs to know from 14 
you is if that word “transfer” can be changed to the word 15 
“delegate” and that’s it.  Then you have the two alternatives 16 
there and you comply with the regulations and you know when you 17 
come back then you can describe them.  That’s what Mara is 18 
trying to say from the beginning.  Can we just do that, put 19 
“delegate” there and does everyone agree and is happy with it? 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There is some information regarding 22 
the aquarium trade species that are found in the EEZ, just to 23 
let you know, from the seasonal area closures. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, delegate or transfer and let’s move. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you and we’ll go on. 28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 6 now deals with the geographic 30 
allocation and management of the reference points.  This has to 31 
do with what you had discussed earlier regarding the EEZ 32 
separation for Puerto Rico and St. Thomas and St. Croix.  33 
Specifically regarding that action, comments from the public, 34 
they want the equidistant EEZ separation and they want 35 
everything separated by island. 36 
 37 
Action 7 deals with the management of the recreational fishery.  38 
The comments from the public regarding the separation of the 39 
commercial from the recreational, there was large consensus that 40 
they should be separate ACLs for the commercial and the 41 
recreational. 42 
 43 
Regarding establishing bag limits for the recreational harvest, 44 
then you have the comments from the public regarding the 45 
specifics of alternatives.  For example, to allow a zero fish 46 
aggregate bag limit or to specify a two fish aggregate bag 47 
limit, to establish an aggregate bag limit of ten per fisher or 48 
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the one as per the ACL 2010, to establish an aggregate bag limit 1 
of five per fisher, including not more than two surgeonfishes.  2 
That’s for the Reef Fish FMP. 3 
 4 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Anything else? 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  There were a couple of other 7 
alternatives regarding the recreational bag limits from the 8 
scoping hearings and one of them had to do with only allowing 9 
five organisms of whatever they were, reef fish or spiny lobster 10 
or conch, everything in one bag limit of five, for a maximum of 11 
fifteen.  That’s not included in the options that we have right 12 
now. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s a comment that we received as a 15 
suggestion? 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It specifically says five organisms to 18 
a maximum of fifteen. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The thing is that they suggested it as an 21 
alternative and this the kind of thing that now you want the 22 
document to reflect another alternative. 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  The language that is already in there I think is 25 
related to the discussion that we had previously and it reflects 26 
the intention of the council, in my opinion.  The comments is a 27 
variation of that and personally, I don’t think it’s -- It 28 
doesn’t match with the process that we passed in the past. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, if we have already encompassed that 31 
range with what we have, then we don’t have to do anything else. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Let me make clear that this is not one 34 
of the options that has been considered thus far.  It says five 35 
organisms to a maximum of fifteen and that means that 36 
recreational fishers would only be allowed one fish, three 37 
lobster, and one -- It’s more restrictive than anything that you 38 
have. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Do we have that in the range of management 41 
alternatives that we have or not?  If we don’t have it, then we 42 
have to add it. 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Or you can discuss it and reject it 45 
now so that it doesn’t go in.  It’s up to the council. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You’re right. 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That means that that would be included 2 
in the DEIS analysis. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  There’s no final action for anything. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, it means that it’s going to be 7 
analyzed and you can discuss it now and reject it or discuss it 8 
now and accept it and therefore, it will be part of the 9 
development of the ACL, including all the analysis that has to 10 
go into it. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What we are hearing from Marcos is he doesn’t 13 
want that to happen. 14 
 15 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I agree.  I would like to reject that five 16 
organism.  I make a motion to reject the five organism 17 
alternative or action, whatever. 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If the lawyer tells us that we don’t need a 22 
motion, so be it. 23 
 24 
MARA LEVY:  You have the document that has the alternatives in 25 
it.  This was a public comment.  If you want to change the 26 
document and add something, then you could do a motion.  If you 27 
just want to discuss it and say you don’t want to add it, 28 
there’s nothing to motion. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just say you don’t want to add it. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  I don’t want to add it. 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I have a question on the bag limits.  Are 35 
these going to be island specific, because I know we have issues 36 
with certain districts targeting recreationally more species 37 
than others and if possible, we would like it to be island 38 
specific. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The way that it’s set up right now for 41 
the recreational limit, it’s for all of the EEZ.  It’s not 42 
separated by island specific.  In the ACL of 2010, the five and 43 
the fifteen or the ten and fifteen was an action that was 44 
submitted to the council by specifically the St. Croix FAC, 45 
which is not the preferred alternative for the document of 2010, 46 
but it’s also included in this document. 47 
 48 
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MARCOS HANKE:  A clarification, because I’m a little confused on 1 
this.  The bag limits and the ACLs I know are two different 2 
things, but they are -- For all the EEZ, it’s not just for 3 
Puerto Rico EEC or just for St. Thomas and St. John? 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The ACL is considered for each of the 6 
areas separately.  The bag limit is for any recreational fisher 7 
fishing in the EEZ.  It has to be under the following 8 
regulations. 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  That was just a clarification. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The ones that you have seen thus far 13 
only deal with the Reef Fish FMP. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may, this is one that Mara is saying, that 16 
if you want to add something that is island specific to the 17 
recreational, this is the time to include the language in the 18 
document, if you wish to do that. 19 
 20 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes, I would like to do that, because I think 21 
that for even in the 2010, everything has been island specific, 22 
because we’re targeting -- Each island targets different 23 
species, both commercial and recreational, and when we speak 24 
about the five and say, for example, the five and the fifteen 25 
bag limit, we were specific for St. Croix fisheries, because St. 26 
Thomas and Puerto Rico may not be too interested in certain 27 
species that we’re targeting and vice versa.  I would prefer it 28 
to be island specific. 29 
 30 
MARA LEVY:  In the 2010, it’s not island specific and I’m just 31 
wondering, and this is just a question, how you would enforce 32 
that.  The ACLs are island specific because they’re reporting.  33 
The bag limits are you can’t have more than this number of fish 34 
on your vessel. 35 
 36 
Are you going to put in some place that if you can’t -- If 37 
you’re a recreational fisher, you can’t transport across 38 
boundaries and so if you catch them in St. Croix and there’s a 39 
different bag limit in St. Thomas, that you can’t travel across 40 
it?  There’s no way to enforce it, because you won’t know where 41 
they caught it if they all have different bag limits.  It’s just 42 
a question. 43 
 44 
MARCOS HANKE:  I have a question to Carlos.  This adjustment 45 
that you want to do is thinking on St. Croix specifically, 46 
right, or St. Croix and St. Thomas and St. John? 47 
 48 
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CARLOS FARCHETTE:  St. Croix specific and a forty-mile 1 
difference, we’re not going to have Puerto Rico or St. Thomas 2 
fishermen coming into our EEZ to fish for recreational.  They 3 
would fish in theirs.  Our furthest fish attractor is nineteen 4 
miles and both areas use it, but they don’t come and land on 5 
each island.  They go back to their island to land. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Then the question to Mara and enforcement and the 8 
council in general is it is possible then to have a management 9 
alternative that says for the St. Croix area that these are the 10 
bag limits for the recreational sector?  Is that possible? 11 
 12 
MARA LEVY:  I also guess I’m wondering -- It’s hard for me to 13 
tell without seeing exactly what you want to do, but it’s my 14 
understanding that you have the ACLs and the bag limits are to 15 
sort of control the rate of fishing, so that you don’t reach the 16 
ACL too fast or you don’t go over it, because you don’t want 17 
people catching all this fish at one time. 18 
 19 
In terms of that being the rationale, I would need to hear more 20 
about it and I guess see what the rationale for having the 21 
separate bag limits would mean in terms of the ACLs and not 22 
meeting them or not going over them. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A point of clarification.  We are not 25 
dealing with any of the coastal pelagics that are fished around 26 
the FADs.  We’re specifically talking about the reef fish, the 27 
porgies, the hogfish, angelfish, et cetera. 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  What about yellowtail snapper? 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That was already dealt with in the 32 
2010 amendment under the snapper category and so there is a 33 
recreational bag limit that applies to the fish that were 34 
treated in the 2010. 35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The same rationale that you have for the forty 37 
miles, it seems that you don’t have a problem and so if you 38 
don’t have a problem, you don’t need a solution.   39 
 40 
Maybe at the point in time where we see a bunch of Puerto Ricans 41 
coming to St. Croix to fish for recreational species within this 42 
management unit that we’re dealing with, then we will have a 43 
problem, but it seems that at this time, we may not have to 44 
react to that issue yet, because you have the fortune of being 45 
surrounded by that expanse of water that will defend you from 46 
any adverse reaction of recreational fishers in your quota or 47 
your ACL or whatever is needed in St. Croix.  I want you to make 48 
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sure that that is the case. 1 
 2 
MARCOS HANKE:  On your idea of adjusting this bag limit, what 3 
species is your concern to make the adjustment to the different 4 
alternatives we have here? 5 
 6 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Now that I’m looking at it, since we are 7 
talking about reef fish, that really isn’t much of an issue.  My 8 
issue was the yellowtail snapper, which she said is in the 2010, 9 
and also for pelagics, like the mahi in particular. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Marcos, and thank you, Carlos.  Go 12 
ahead, Bill and Graciela. 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  There was one other issue brought up during these 15 
scoping meetings and that was we’ve established an aggregate bag 16 
limit over here, or at least we’re working in that direction, 17 
for snapper grouper and parrotfish. 18 
 19 
Now in the 2011 amendment, we’re going to establish another 20 
aggregate bag limit for triggerfish, surgeonfish, et cetera, et 21 
cetera.  The issue that they had was that those should be a 22 
single bag limit.  Their recommendation was to use the 2010 23 
five/fifteen preferred alternative, but all of the fish go into 24 
that and so the total aggregate bag limit would be five/fifteen. 25 
 26 
The way it’s set up now, you would be allowed to have five and 27 
fifteen snapper grouper and parrotfish and then in another pile 28 
on the deck of the boat, you’re going to be allowed to have 29 
whatever bag limit you establish for the species we’re 30 
addressing now.  I just want to make sure you guys are clear on 31 
that and understand where you’re going with this. 32 
 33 
MARCOS HANKE:  I’m very clear on that and I think for my way of 34 
thinking, the way I understand this, because they are species 35 
that are overfishing and species that are not overfishing, we 36 
shouldn’t mix them on the bag limit. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The issue is not -- If I’m a recreational 39 
fisherman and go my merry way and fish and I use the regulations 40 
that will come out of the 2010, I have a pocketful of fish.  41 
Then I use this one and I will have another big pocketful of 42 
fish and for some people, they say that’s too much fish for a 43 
recreational fisher. 44 
 45 
Technically speaking, it doesn’t matter.  If you are not hurting 46 
the fishery with your bag limit on one, then you can load the 47 
boat with whatever you want.  The question to the council 48 
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members is do you need to react to that comment or not, so the 1 
staff doesn’t have to do anything else?  You’re saying that 2 
you’re okay with keeping the document as it is? 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes and the other argument to support this idea 5 
is -- 6 
 7 
(There is a break in the audio recording at this point of the 8 
meeting.) 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the spiny lobster, you have the 11 
Action 8, which are the accountability measures.  The actions 12 
are the same that you dealt with in 2010, except that the year 13 
sequence changes starting in 2011 and what will trigger the 14 
accountability measure and how you will be applying the 15 
accountability measures, whether there will be a payback from 16 
the overage or not and you will stop the fishing season. 17 
 18 
Regarding AMs, those are the comments that you have.  Basically, 19 
the public doesn’t want any payback if they go over the ACL.  20 
Again, this would be the time if you wanted to decide on a 21 
preferred alternative for these. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, they said no preferreds and that’s it for the 24 
document, Graciela? 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  No, we still have Action 9 for the 27 
framework.  You will have the framework with the same options 28 
that you dealt with the spiny lobster.  It was not amended last 29 
time and for the corals and reef-associated plants and 30 
invertebrates and that would be it. 31 
 32 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mr. Chairman, we’re finished with the document.  33 
Remember that we have some motions tabled and we are going to 34 
have now, in between now and the next meeting, an SSC meeting 35 
with some terms of reference. 36 
 37 
Roy has one of those terms of reference that he would like for 38 
the SSC to consider, is what to do with all species that are 39 
okay, that are healthy.  How do we deal with that from the point 40 
of view of the technical people? 41 
 42 
Then the other terms of reference is to go over the Southeast 43 
Fisheries Science Center’s presentation, Steve Turner’s 44 
presentation, and then I believe that today, Graciela, the chair 45 
of the SSC, Todd Gedamke, and Steve will meet briefly to get 46 
some structure to the next meeting of the SSC. 47 
 48 
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Then when we come back from the SSC, and I’m trying to shoot for 1 
May, sometime in the middle of May, we can have a one-day 2 
meeting or whatever days you need to go over those points, only 3 
those points, and then that would affect the document and so 4 
we’ll be back with the document, hopefully in the final form, 5 
and then you can give the okay for the staff to take that 6 
document to public hearings.  If everybody agrees with that, 7 
that’s the action we’re going to take.  Mara is not saying 8 
anything and so I guess that we’re finished. 9 
 10 
I just want to say thank you to Graciela and Bill and there’s a 11 
guy who is not here, Miguel.  He’s scratching his head trying to 12 
think of what we are thinking today and what we’re talking about 13 
today, but he’s the one doing all the analysis back at the 14 
office and, of course, Roy and Bonnie Ponwith, the two big 15 
bosses, because they are the ones who allow these people to work 16 
for us.  My thanks to Bonnie and please convey that to her. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Let’s get a ten-minute break and we’ll come 19 
back with Kim Gordon from the data-poor project. 20 
 21 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 22 
 23 

HIGHLIGHTS OF DATA POOR WORKSHOP 24 
 25 
KIM GORDON:  Thank you for inviting me back to present back the 26 
results of the workshop to the council.  My name is Kimberly 27 
Gordon and I work for the Fisheries Leadership and 28 
Sustainability Forum.  I’m based out of Duke University in North 29 
Carolina. 30 
 31 
The Fisheries Forum is a partnership between four institutions: 32 
The Nicholas Institute at Duke University, the Woods Institute 33 
at Stanford, the Environmental Defense Fund, and the Center for 34 
Ocean Solutions. 35 
 36 
The Fisheries Forum provides education and ongoing support to 37 
members of regional fishery management councils.  We do this in 38 
two ways.  First, we host biannual forums where we invite 39 
members from all eight regional councils and we provide an 40 
educational opportunity on a specific topic. 41 
 42 
Last fall, we covered allocation and this coming spring, we’re 43 
going to be talking about data collection and monitoring, with a 44 
focus on recreational fisheries.  The second way in which we do 45 
this is through our ongoing support program and we provide 46 
targeted education to specific fishery management councils. 47 
 48 
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Last month, the Caribbean Council and the Fisheries Forum held a 1 
workshop in San Juan, Puerto Rico to explore the tools for 2 
improving management for data-poor stocks.  We had a great group 3 
of participants and had representatives from all of the 4 
different groups that you see on the screen. 5 
 6 
The goal of the workshop was to provide decision makers in the 7 
U.S. Caribbean with an opportunity to explore some of the tools 8 
available for addressing data-poor stocks and to consider how 9 
the region can best move forward. 10 
 11 
The workshop was developed through a collaborative and 12 
participatory process.  We consulted with representatives from 13 
all the different stakeholder groups involved in fisheries 14 
management in the U.S. Caribbean to provide a relevant and 15 
timely agenda. 16 
 17 
The agenda for the workshop can be loosely divided into these 18 
five categories and I’m just going to run through real quickly 19 
for the benefit of people who weren’t at the workshop. 20 
 21 
We kicked off the workshop with presentations by Dr. Rod Fujita 22 
and Dr. Luiz Barbieri on the Magnuson-Stevens Act and fisheries 23 
science and we talked about how uncertainty is related to the 24 
MSA and to fisheries science. 25 
 26 
Next, we learned how some other regions managed and improved 27 
data collection for their data-poor stocks.  We heard from Dr. 28 
Jeremy Prince, who told us about some work he had done gleaning 29 
lessons learned from fisheries around the world and he also 30 
talked to us about the Australian abalone fishery. 31 
 32 
Dr. Todd Gedamke talked to us about some of the work that he did 33 
in New England with the scallop fishery and Dr. Rod Fujita told 34 
us the experiences from California with the California near-35 
shore finfish fishery. 36 
 37 
Next, we had some presentations to examine the current data 38 
collection and data improvement efforts here in the U.S. 39 
Caribbean.  We had presentations from Daniel Matos and Dr. Jed 40 
Brown, who you’ll have the benefit of hearing from today as 41 
well. 42 
 43 
Dr. Bob Trumble presented on the U.S. Caribbean Commercial Data 44 
Improvement Project and Dr. Todd Gedamke presented on the St. 45 
Croix trap study. 46 
 47 
Next, we explored some innovative data-poor approaches.  We 48 
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heard from Dr. Jeremy Prince about a decision tree framework 1 
that uses spawning potential ratio.  Jonah Wilson talked to us 2 
about another decision tree framework which uses the size 3 
frequencies of fish populations from within and outside of 4 
marine protected areas. 5 
 6 
Dr. Beth Babcock talked to us about a method she’s been working 7 
on called the density ratio control rule, which uses the 8 
densities of fish populations from inside and outside of marine 9 
reserves, to help inform control rules. 10 
 11 
Next we heard from Ross Daley, who presented on a method that 12 
was developed by CSIRO in Australia called the Ecological Risk 13 
Assessment for the Effects of Fishing.  This is a three-step 14 
process which progresses from qualitative to more quantitative 15 
and helps to prioritize where to put funding. 16 
 17 
We concluded the workshop by breaking into two small groups and 18 
we had discussions to reflect on the information that was 19 
presented at the workshop and also to think about how to go 20 
forward. 21 
 22 
We had a lot of great discussions at the workshop and it 23 
generated a lot of ideas and so what I did was I combined the 24 
ideas that came out of both of the different breakout groups and 25 
I organized them into these seven categories. 26 
 27 
The ideas that are presented on this handout are in no 28 
particular order and the ideas that are marked with an asterisk, 29 
those denote ideas that were identified as priorities by the 30 
participants at this workshop and so I would like to take a 31 
minute to just walk through these. 32 
 33 
Some general holes that were identified from these breakout 34 
sessions are that participants didn’t want to end up going in 35 
the wrong direction.  They wanted to make smart decisions that 36 
would benefit them in the future.  People also wanted 37 
sustainable, viable fisheries, to end overfishing, to have more 38 
effective control of fisheries, and to reduce uncertainty. 39 
 40 
The first category of the recommendations was fisheries data and 41 
the goals identified for this category are to collect both 42 
fisheries-dependent and fisheries-independent data, to protect 43 
and utilize fishers’ knowledge, to increase research capacity, 44 
to use each region’s data for management decisions. 45 
 46 
Specific recommendations for fisheries data I categorize as 47 
fisheries-independent and fisheries-dependent.  For fisheries-48 
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independent, recommendations include to perform studies that can 1 
be representative of the fishery, to utilize existing marine 2 
protected areas for data, including using historical data, and 3 
coordinating with government agencies to conduct research on 4 
MPAs and parks. 5 
 6 
A specific way that was recommended to do this or to begin this 7 
process is to have the council meet with the National Park 8 
Service to determine protocol and to get reports and acquire 9 
permitting for monitoring studies. 10 
 11 
The second recommendation is to incorporate cooperative research 12 
through building fishermen sampling into fisheries-independent 13 
data.  This was a recommendation that Dr. Jeremy Prince had 14 
about asking fishermen to sample or to fish 5 percent of the 15 
time in the same location with the same gear, to help contribute 16 
towards fishery-independent data. 17 
 18 
Another recommendation was to continue the trap study, to 19 
evaluate the effectiveness of current management actions, 20 
including seasonal closures, spawning aggregation closures, and 21 
marine protected areas. 22 
 23 
For fisheries-dependent data, recommendations include to develop 24 
an island and region-specific catch reporting form and to 25 
disentangle the multispecies fishery catch on those forms, to 26 
acquire good catch and effort data, and to examine port sampling 27 
data in addition to commercial catch reports and to have more 28 
accurate landing estimates. 29 
 30 
The second category of recommendations involve exploring new 31 
approaches for data collection and management.  The goals 32 
identified for this category are to maximize the utility of 33 
existing data, to use realistic and simple methods, to determine 34 
a method to assess annual catch limits over time. 35 
 36 
Specific recommendations include to explore local examples of 37 
the spawning potential ratio approach, to create a decision tree 38 
to determine sustainable yield, to try a surplus production 39 
model in certain island regions, and to use the ecological risk 40 
assessment for the effects of fishing to determine appropriate 41 
harvest controls and sustainability targets.  Participants noted 42 
particularly to conduct Level 1 and 2 ERAEF assessments.   43 
 44 
The third category is communication and improving relationships.  45 
Participants identified the following as goals, to rebuild trust 46 
between fishermen and managers, to increase co-management 47 
opportunities with stakeholders, managers, and scientists, and 48 
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to actively work to improve communication and strengthen 1 
relationships. 2 
 3 
Specific recommendations to those ends are to use small meetings 4 
to increase awareness, understanding, and support; to create 5 
pathways for feedback between managers and fishers; to gather 6 
commitment from managers and fishers to actively and 7 
productively engage to build trust in both directions; to 8 
develop rules and engagement, which would detail what’s needed 9 
from each side; and to share data with fishermen. 10 
 11 
The next category is outreach and education.  The goals 12 
identified were to increase outreach and education activities, 13 
to inform fishermen and encourage participation, and specific 14 
recommendations are to develop an acronym list for stakeholders, 15 
to use a language all groups can understand, conduct 101 level 16 
meetings and workshops with fishermen, to articulate a list of 17 
all the data required to do a stock assessment with whatever 18 
method the council decides, to conduct outreach regarding 19 
accuracy and uncertainty, to perform outreach on a person-to-20 
person basis, to perform geographically-specific outreach with 21 
fishers. 22 
 23 
The next category is structural alternatives for management.  24 
The goals identified are to have a simple and fishermen-friendly 25 
management process, to improve rights, incentives, and 26 
engagement of fishers, to have regulations that match how the 27 
fishery is prosecuted. 28 
 29 
Recommendations for structural alternatives for management are 30 
to develop different management approaches for different parts 31 
of the U.S. Caribbean.   32 
 33 
One specific way to do this is to discuss short and long-term 34 
priorities, models, funding, timelines, and action items for 35 
each region.  It was also suggested that specific workshops in 36 
each region could be one way to do this. 37 
 38 
The next recommendation is to have separate ACLs for commercial 39 
and recreational sectors, to update the U.S. Virgin Island 40 
fishing regulations; to revise the licensing program, including 41 
recreational licenses; to explore limited entry and perhaps 42 
catch shares; to move toward ecosystem-based management, where 43 
fishers are considered part of the ecosystem. 44 
 45 
The sixth category is management and data collection capacity.  46 
The goals identified here were to increase capacity to adequate 47 
levels, to use existing resources to increase capacity, and to 48 
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get the industry involved in science and data collection. 1 
 2 
Specific recommendations are to work with the Parks Service to 3 
use students from universities, fishermen, and territorial 4 
governments to gather and analyze data, to get more staff for 5 
territorial governments and fill all funded vacancies, to 6 
appoint a permanent Director for the USVI Department of Fish and 7 
Wildlife, to use local knowledge for fishery-independent 8 
research, and for fishers and scientists to work together to 9 
design surveys. 10 
 11 
The last category is other items to address and these were 12 
categorized as other during the discussion and also just didn’t 13 
quite fit within the first six categories.  The first is 14 
outreach to politicians, enforcement of fishing regulations, 15 
particularly at the marketplace, and to consider amending the 16 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Are there any questions right now, before 17 
we move on? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Do you have a report on this that elaborates on 20 
each of these recommendations? 21 
 22 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  Yes. 23 
 24 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s available online? 25 
 26 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  It is currently in the works and so we’re 27 
going to be producing a final report which will be out in June 28 
and it’s going to walk through each of the presentations and the 29 
discussions that we had and actually, these recommendations are 30 
in this document as they were identified by the participants and 31 
so we have some information behind some of the discussions that 32 
occurred to come to these conclusions of these recommendations, 33 
but this is kind of where the workshop stopped, was culminating 34 
with identifying these recommendations. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  Now what?  Do you have any particular agenda to 37 
do something next, like meet with the local government or more 38 
training or what? 39 
 40 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  That’s really in the council’s court.  This 41 
workshop was designed to bring some new ideas to the table and 42 
to provide an opportunity to have some good discussions and 43 
think about some steps that you guys might like to take. 44 
 45 
I have a few more slides and so I’m happy to go through those 46 
now and then we can reopen for questions, but if there are any 47 
specific questions on this list of recommendations, I’ll talk 48 
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those. 1 
 2 
KONSTANTINOS ALEXANDRIDIS:  I was wondering if that workshop 3 
managed to look at integration, because I see here fishery-4 
independent data and fishery-dependent data and was there any 5 
discussion about those things merge together and what 6 
interactions between them and how we could learn from combining 7 
and merging those things together? 8 
 9 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  There was some discussion about that and when 10 
I put this document together, I was trying to compartmentalize 11 
the recommendations to make it more digestible, but participants 12 
definitely had some discussion about how fisheries-independent 13 
and fisheries-dependent data are really complementary and where 14 
you might consider putting more resources towards fishery-15 
independent data to get the information that you need and what 16 
sorts of fishery-dependent data might still be really important 17 
to capture.  Does that answer your question? 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  There’s a recommendation to amend the Magnuson-20 
Stevens Act and are there specific recommendations in that 21 
document and what were they? 22 
 23 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  There are not specific recommendations.  This 24 
document captures everything that everybody put on the floor and 25 
so if the individual is here who put that information up, I ask 26 
that they address that. 27 
 28 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What you’re receiving today is an update of what 29 
happened at the data-poor workshop, but we have to wait until we 30 
have the final product to where we are going to distribute it to 31 
you.  We wanted to give you an advance. 32 
 33 
Remember, almost all the council members were there and the AP 34 
members were there and what Kim has done is that she put 35 
together all the recommendations with no caveats and no second 36 
agenda and no weighting of the recommendations, just that they 37 
were provided at the data-poor workshop. 38 
 39 
However, out of the data-poor workshop, there were a couple of 40 
things that we could work on and we have at least two of the 41 
scientists interested in working in the Caribbean with data 42 
management and improving the data system.   43 
 44 
Within this agenda item, we also have Daniel Matos, Jed Brown, 45 
and Steve Turner giving you a perspective of how the data point 46 
given by a fisherman goes through the different agencies and 47 
comes back as a report to you and also we are going to discuss 48 
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the timeliness of that program, that system. 1 
 2 
This is connected to the monitoring of the fishery, monitoring 3 
of the management plans, and it’s what we just approved last 4 
year, in 2010, and also it will give us some indication as to 5 
the next steps that we can take.  I would encourage you to allow 6 
Kim to finish and then we can move back to specific points that 7 
we can provide to the council so that we can move forward with 8 
this if you desire to. 9 
 10 
KIMBERLY GORDON:  After the workshop, we asked everyone to spend 11 
a few minutes to complete an evaluation and we got some really 12 
positive feedback.  Participants felt that this was a positive 13 
and worthwhile experience and we thank you all for your feedback 14 
and also some ideas about how we can do our job better. 15 
 16 
One of the questions on the evaluation asked what information, 17 
questions, or areas of discussion from this workshop would you 18 
most like to see the council examine and/or consider moving 19 
forward? 20 
 21 
I wanted to share the results from this question with the 22 
council, because I think that you might find them valuable.  23 
What I did here is I combined the different responses in an 24 
anonymous fashion to give you an idea of how participants 25 
responded to this question. 26 
 27 
The numbers in parentheses are the number of responses that 28 
addressed these topics and so first was to organize, prioritize, 29 
and implement these suggestions, to use ERAEF, SPR decision 30 
tree, and data collection and MPAs; to work with each separate 31 
geographic region and/or sector to create a data collection 32 
process that’s specific to the fisheries in that region and 33 
sector; to work with fishers on data collection, including both 34 
sector-specific catch forms and to develop fishery-independent 35 
studies; to work on relationships between all parties, including 36 
outreach, building trust, and improving communication; to have 37 
small group meetings with fisheries, such as a fishery 38 
management 101 workshop; identify funding to support the effort 39 
and to identify funding priorities; to consider alternatives to 40 
existing ACL development; to determine ways to use current data 41 
in the multispecies harvest. 42 
 43 
It was also recommended for the council to stay nimble and not 44 
put things in stone and to allow the evolution of management 45 
measures and also data collection for the recreational 46 
fisheries. 47 
 48 
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The final steps in wrapping up this workshop are, as already 1 
mentioned, the final report that we’ll have out in June and that 2 
will detail all of the different presentations and give an 3 
anonymous but comprehensive look at some of the discussions that 4 
took place and it will end with outlining, just as I have done 5 
here, the recommendations that were identified by participants. 6 
 7 
The background materials are already up on our website and we’re 8 
currently working on loading presentations from the workshop and 9 
so I’m happy to take any other questions and my contact 10 
information is up on the screen and I encourage you to get in 11 
touch with me if you have any other comments or questions that 12 
you would like to discuss. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  After the meeting, we discussed some possible 15 
projects with participation of David Olsen, Jeremy, and Ross, 16 
some of the scientists who came to the meeting.  I asked Jeremy 17 
to -- Jeremy is the expert who is working with this SPR, the 18 
spawning stock recruitment indices for stock assessment, and 19 
he’s willing to work with the Caribbean, send his team and start 20 
working with the local fishers and the local scientists to see 21 
what can be done. 22 
 23 
Also, with Ross’s presentation of the ERAEF project and David 24 
Olsen and a couple of other people, but we were thinking that 25 
probably that’s a project that’s worth pursuing in the St. 26 
Thomas/St. John area. 27 
 28 
We also have Todd Gedamke working in St. Croix and the 29 
scientists agree that that approach is particularly well suited 30 
for what they’re doing in St. Croix. 31 
 32 
There’s a possibility here that we can test these models in real 33 
life and have, for example, the ERAEF group to start working 34 
with the University of the Virgin Islands and the fishery of the 35 
Virgin Islands.  We will give more support, if needed, to what 36 
Todd Gedamke is doing and then see if this SPR group can also 37 
work here. 38 
 39 
Remember, the goal is to get the best available information and 40 
the best available models applied to the area and in the case of 41 
Puerto Rico, they’re also willing to work with Puerto Rico.  We 42 
told them that in our case now, with the West Coast Catch Share 43 
Project, there’s an opportunity there to enhance the way that we 44 
collect the information and that’s what was in this discussion. 45 
 46 
We asked Daniel, Jed, and Steve at the Center to give us the 47 
information on how is it that we collect the data now and how we 48 
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process that data and given that we are close to lunchtime, the 1 
Chairman may have some way of rearranging the agenda.  If we 2 
have the presentation made within the allotted time, we’ll be 3 
able to discuss that here. 4 
 5 
I believe that this is probably one of those things that you 6 
want to see in the next council agenda, once we discuss it with 7 
the local people and discuss it further with the scientists and 8 
also after April 8, we will have an idea of how much money we 9 
will have.  Then we can dedicate some time and to give some 10 
structure to the possible adoption of these recommendations that 11 
came from this data-poor workshop. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  With that said, let’s do 14 
lunch and be here by one o’clock.  I really want to start at one 15 
o’clock so we can accommodate everyone.  There are some people 16 
with travel plans.  17 
 18 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on March 30, 2011.) 19 
 20 

- - - 21 
 22 

March 30, 2011 23 
 24 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 25 
 26 

- - - 27 
 28 

The Caribbean Fishery Management Council reconvened at the 29 
Marriott Frenchman’s Reef and Morning Star Hotel, San Juan, 30 
Puerto Rico, Wednesday afternoon, March 30, 2011, and was called 31 
to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Eugenio Piñeiro. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Good afternoon.  We have to go back to the 34 
document for a minute.  35 
 36 

SURGEONFISH DISCUSSION 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  The 2011 Amendment, one of the things included in 39 
the Reef Fish FMP is surgeonfish.  Surgeonfish functions 40 
similarly to parrotfish on the reefs.  They’re grazers and they 41 
tend to keep macroalgae down. 42 
 43 
Because of that, the implications regarding surgeonfish to the 44 
implications regarding parrotfish, in that they have an indirect 45 
impact on the critical habitat availability of Acropora corals.  46 
Because of that, a biological opinion will have to be done for 47 
the surgeonfish just as it’s being done for the parrotfish. 48 
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 1 
My understanding is that that surgeonfish component of the 2 
biological opinion could be included in the parrotfish 3 
biological opinion that they’re presently preparing, but only if 4 
preferred alternatives, just for surgeonfish, are designated.  I 5 
just wanted to toss that out as a possibility, because it could 6 
streamline the amendment preparation and approval process. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You would need a motion, Roy, to -- 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  Well, do you need to talk about it and look at it 11 
and figure out what you want to do?  I don’t know what you want 12 
to do for a preferred on this one.  It’s going to come down to 13 
you’re going to have to choose a time series, I guess, and 14 
you’re going to have to deal with the percent reduction issue. 15 
 16 
If you’re willing to choose the time series and then go with a 17 
75 percent reduction or something along those lines, you can do 18 
that, but I don’t know what the council would want to do.  We’ve 19 
yet to talk about it and so I’m not sure what they want to do.  20 
We would need to have some discussion and look at what our 21 
options are. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, can you put on the screen the section 24 
on the surgeonfish and then you can discuss it? 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  In the meantime, can I ask a question?  It’s to 27 
either Winston or Carlos, because you guys are the ones that use 28 
them.  The surgeonfish, what’s your position on it? 29 
 30 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Mr. Crabtree I think said a 75 percent reduction 31 
and is that how you want to state it or a 75 percent scaler? 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  That would be the uncertainty scaler. 34 
 35 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We would have the option of starting from the 36 
85 all the way down? 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What we need to do is we need to look at the 39 
information that you have in terms of the surgeonfish only, the 40 
time series that you have, and then the numbers that you have 41 
and then you can discuss whether you want to leave it as is or 42 
you want to add alternatives or include it in your preferred 43 
alternative, which it will be a combination of some of the 44 
language that Graciela and Bill presented today. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Page 51 of your document, this is just 47 
one of the tables that you have available.  It’s the information 48 
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for St. Croix commercial landings for the years for which we 1 
have information or data available on a family level.  If you 2 
look on the right-hand side of the screen, all the way to the 3 
right, the next-to-last column is surgeonfish.  The data for St. 4 
Croix starts in 1999 and what we have available to date is 2008.  5 
St. Croix and St. Thomas do have landings for surgeonfish and 6 
Puerto Rico has very low landings, zeroes.   7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  That number is for St. Croix? 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is St. Croix.  All the data are 11 
separated by islands and this is only St. Croix. 12 
 13 
MARCOS HANKE:  The 5,534, which year is that? 14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  At the bottom of the page, you have 16 
the averages for 1999 to 2005.  That was the dataset that was 17 
used prior to the SFA, 1999 to 2007, 1999 to 2008, 2003 to 2007, 18 
and 2004 to 2008. 19 
 20 
DAVID BERNHART:  If I may, I would just like to comment for your 21 
benefit, for your consideration on the potential benefits of 22 
making the surgeonfish group preferred alternative now versus 23 
waiting and dealing with them as part of all of your 24 
considerations. 25 
 26 
After this meeting, we’re going to go back and we’re going to 27 
complete the biological opinion for the 2010 ACLs, focusing on 28 
the parrotfish that we talked about yesterday.   29 
 30 
If you do not select any alternatives on surgeonfish, we’ll just 31 
sort of deal with that as an implicit status quo for that part 32 
of the fishery and have to come back and deal with that later 33 
on, as Bill mentioned. 34 
 35 
If you do take action now, the benefits are that we would 36 
potentially save time in terms of how much time the biological 37 
opinion factors into the whole process and help get to the end 38 
goal of getting both of these ACL amendments done on time and 39 
also, as we talked about, the goals in the biological opinion 40 
for a no jeopardy outcome could be strengthened with reductions 41 
in the surgeonfish, because of their roles as grazers. 42 
 43 
Those are potential benefits now, but I guess if there is not 44 
the possibility of making these decisions quickly or if the 45 
quick decision is likely to be a status quo decision, then there 46 
probably is not additional benefit to you in terms of biological 47 
opinion considerations or deadlines.  Did that make sense? 48 
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 1 
MARA LEVY:  I also just wanted to point out that if you pick a 2 
preferred now and it’s the basis that goes on in the biological 3 
opinion, you obviously have the prerogative to change that, but 4 
then that will change what the biological opinion does. 5 
 6 
If you’re pretty sure about what you want to do and pick a 7 
preferred, that’s great.  If you think there’s a big chance that 8 
you’re going to come back and then -- Then basically you’ll just 9 
end up losing the benefits, but I just wanted to point that out. 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any motion that is made on the surgeonfish 12 
for St. Croix, I’m ready to take care of that, but I’m not sure 13 
if there’s any discussion that wants to be done for Puerto Rico 14 
or the St. Thomas district.  I would like to make the preferred 15 
alternative for surgeonfish for St. Croix an 85 percent 16 
reduction for surgeonfish, an 85 percent uncertainty. 17 
 18 
ROY CRABTREE:  Can staff put alternatives up on the board so 19 
that we could see them in the document or at least point them 20 
out to us?  What action and what alternative are we looking at? 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos, your motion, there is no second for 23 
your motion. 24 
 25 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Marcos.  David Olsen is going to 28 
address it while the alternatives are there. 29 
 30 
DAVID OLSEN:  I basically object to this getting pushed through 31 
at the very last minute.  One of the reasons is that a specific 32 
target for the trap vent study is to reduce the landings of 33 
surgeonfish and that study was reported on and is underway.  We, 34 
the Fishermen’s Association, is already taking actions to do 35 
that. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have reef fish for St. Thomas, for 38 
St. Croix, and for Puerto Rico.  For each of them, you have the 39 
redefining of the MSY parameters and so you have the same table 40 
for each item.   41 
 42 
If you want to separate the surgeonfish, for example, here in 43 
2(d), you would then multiply that by 0.15 to get the 15 percent 44 
reduction and so that can be the preferred alternative for the 45 
surgeonfish.  Please allow us to put it in the right context.  46 
If it’s only for St. Croix, then this table under St. Croix will 47 
have that for each. 48 
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 1 
ROY CRABTREE:  I can’t support the motion.  It’s less 2 
conservative than what we just did with parrotfish, which 3 
doesn’t make a lot of sense to me.  I’ll offer a substitute 4 
motion that Alternative 2(e) be our preferred, which would be 5 
the 75 percent scaler.  That would be applied everywhere, Puerto 6 
Rico, St. Thomas, and St. Croix. 7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  Just some clarification so that I’m very clear.  9 
You mentioned 95 percent? 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  85. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos, Dr. Crabtree is offering another 14 
motion, but you’re the owner of the motion. 15 
 16 
ROY CRABTREE:  I made a substitute motion and so now I need a 17 
second.  Otherwise it dies. 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Does anyone second the motion? 20 
 21 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would really need a couple of minutes to 22 
confer with the fishermen that’s here who know about the people 23 
that are harvesting the species, just to determine that we have 24 
-- That it’s balanced enough to go forward with that. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill and Graciela, if we don’t do anything and 27 
just leave it as is, what would happen? 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Mr. Chairman, I got my answer. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, go ahead. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  David is the expert and not I, but I believe that 34 
what it would result in is a separate biological opinion based 35 
upon the preferreds that we do come up with down the road and I 36 
think that’s a safe assumption and it’s based upon the 37 
likelihood that the parrotfish biological opinion would be done 38 
before we’re ready to really address the surgeonfish biological 39 
opinion. 40 
 41 
Personally, this is not a -- It will delay things.  I don’t know 42 
what to degree it will delay them, but there’s a consideration 43 
that’s worthy of discussion. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos, do you wish to address it? 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Is Roy’s motion still in play? 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  No. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL ROLON:  A point of order.  You have a motion and you 4 
didn’t have a second and it died and so you go back to your 5 
motion.  That’s what you’re discussing now and so the point is 6 
whether you want to call that a preferred alternative or not. 7 
 8 
In the previous one, when you were talking about the parrotfish, 9 
you were talking about a 20 percent reduction rather than a 15 10 
percent reduction.  The only thing that you’re doing here is 11 
that once -- Because they are going to do the biological 12 
opinion.  They have to do it anyway.  This will set us up in a 13 
way that the same biological opinion would consider the two 14 
species. 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Are you ready for a motion?  It’s to have the 17 
preferred alternative for surgeonfish for the St. Croix district 18 
only as Alternative 2(e). 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A clarification.  2(e) is what Roy 21 
Crabtree suggested as an alternative measure. 22 
 23 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Hold it.  Now you say it’s 0.75?  You have to 24 
withdraw your previous motion in order to -- Do you withdraw 25 
your motion? 26 
 27 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Marcos, you seconded it.  Do you agree with 30 
that? 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  So you have a second motion with is 2(e). 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What percentage? 37 
 38 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s 0.75.  That’s Alternative 2(e).  Have we 39 
got a second for that one? 40 
 41 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any more discussion? 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  This is for St. Croix only, right? 46 
 47 
MARA LEVY:  I understand what you all are trying to do, but 48 
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we’re choosing preferred alternatives within Alternative 2.  I’m 1 
assuming that you all are going to choose Alternative 2 as your 2 
preferred, which is to change the reference management reference 3 
points, but you haven’t discussed that, but we’re already 4 
picking subalternatives within an alternative that you haven’t 5 
chosen as your preferred and we’re kind of going out of order. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s my personal problem with the whole 8 
discussion, number one.  Number two, you told everybody that you 9 
are going to wait until the SSC meets with the Southeast 10 
Fisheries Science Center sometime in May to discuss and finish 11 
up on the time series and the other or what you’re going to do 12 
and then you discuss this, but it’s your council and you can do 13 
whatever you want. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  I think this came to the table because of the new 16 
issue brought to the table of the importance of those fish and 17 
so on and I’m going to give you my opinion on it.  It’s true 18 
that it’s important for the reef, because of the feeding habits 19 
of those fishes, and I would refer this to the people from St. 20 
Croix to see what they wish for.  I’m just supporting the 21 
fishing community. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You also have from this morning, I 24 
believe, or yesterday that the SSC recommended to the council to 25 
use 0.5 for the surgeonfish and the angel and so you are 26 
revising and asking the SSC to review everything, but that’s 27 
still a recommendation that they gave you earlier. 28 
 29 
ROY CRABTREE:  You need to have a discussion of why you’re -- I 30 
guess that was a suggestion from the SSC and we need to talk 31 
about why you’re not following the SSC’s suggestion.  We need 32 
more rationale for why we’re choosing what we’re choosing, I 33 
guess. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Exactly and this morning, you said that you were 36 
not -- Because you had the presentation by Steve Turner and you 37 
had the SSC and so either you do one or you do the other, but 38 
you cannot do both at the same time. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I’m going to make a suggestion.  I think if 41 
you agree that we can table it and let’s go back to the 42 
presentations we had and then at the end of today, we’ll revisit 43 
it and we’ll go over it and then we’ll decide what we’ll do.  Do 44 
you table your motion? 45 
 46 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I agree to table my motion. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  We’ll do that then and so we’ll go 1 
now with the presentations. 2 
 3 

PRESENTATION BY DANIEL MATOS ON COMMERCIAL FISHERIES DATA 4 
 5 
DANIEL MATOS:  Good afternoon.  Let’s talk a little about the 6 
commercial fisheries statistics program and procedures and 7 
availability of collected data.  Prior the program in 1967, all 8 
the commercial statistics were -- However, since the Law 278 9 
from November 29, 1998 as amended, the Puerto Rico Fishery 10 
Regulations 7949, fishers must submit trip tickets reporting the 11 
landings no later than sixty days. 12 
 13 
If the fishers doesn’t complete this requirement, the DNER is 14 
able to cancel the fishing license or also they can reject the 15 
renewal of the fishing license. 16 
 17 
In the commercial fisheries statistics program, we receive two 18 
types of data.  One is the ornamental fishery.  The ornamental 19 
fishers in Puerto Rico pay $400 to get the export permit.  We 20 
have twelve or less ornamental fishers. 21 
 22 
Their catch is reduced to the least.  At the beginning, they 23 
were able to catch almost everything except corals or live rock, 24 
but only with the new regulations, it’s the least of twenty fish 25 
species and nine invertebrates.  The list is distributed around 26 
here. 27 
 28 
We have data available from the ornamental fishery since 1997 to 29 
2008.  We also have the data from 2010.  However, due to some 30 
fiscal problems in the Puerto Rico government, we lost some 31 
personnel and so we have the 2009 and 2010 and very soon, we 32 
hope at least, to enter it in the computer.  Also, we were able 33 
to publish a report from 1997 to 2005 in the 60th meeting and 34 
it’s available in the proceedings of this meeting. 35 
 36 
This is only a pie chart just to mention something of the 37 
resource.  Gramma loreto is the most important species caught in 38 
the ornamental fishery in Puerto Rico.  45 percent of the catch 39 
is Gramma loreto and maybe only nine or ten other species are 40 
really important, commercially speaking. 41 
 42 
The fishers must submit their reports monthly to the commercial 43 
fisheries program.  In this case, they don’t have to report by 44 
the trip and so we receive only the reports of the number of 45 
individuals caught monthly.  They mention in the permit the 46 
place where they were fishing.  We need to improve this data.  47 
The data is received by the CFSP and the data is entered into an 48 
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Excel spreadsheet. 1 
 2 
The second type of data we are collecting is the biostatistics 3 
data or the TIP interview program, the TIP data.  Again, because 4 
of the Rule Number 7, one port sampler and one statistics clerk 5 
were lost and so we have some problems to collect the data in 6 
Puerto Rico, because we’re left with only two port samplers, a 7 
clerk, and myself and it’s very, very difficult to collect data 8 
off of all Puerto Rico with so few personnel. 9 
 10 
We received $30,000 from NOAA and we were able to contract three 11 
port samplers to work twenty hours per week and so they are part 12 
time, but they were contracted last December and so they started 13 
last January and right now they working and so finally we are 14 
moving with some progress. 15 
 16 
We have Jesus Leon working from Rio Grande to Arroyo and Aixa 17 
Tolentino, who is one of the new port samplers, she is working 18 
from Arecibo to Carolina.  Luis Rivera and Diana Vazquez are 19 
working from Cabo Rojo and Guayanilla and Katheleen Flynn is 20 
working from Ponce to Guayama and I am working from Mayaguez 21 
from the Hatillo and I also help in the south coast. 22 
 23 
The biostatistics data from 1998 to 2008 is already entered and 24 
has been sent to NOAA Fisheries, the Southeast Fisheries Science 25 
Center.  The 2009 and 2010 is currently in data entry.  We had 26 
problems.  We tried to start in 2009 to do the TIP online, but 27 
we had problems to have the high-speed internet in the 28 
geographic location of the fisheries lab. 29 
 30 
After that, we had the high-speed internet.  The service has 31 
solved a lot of the problems and we are working and we hope 32 
within a year we will start the TIP online data entry and so the 33 
port samplers will enter the data collected. 34 
 35 
Approximately 12,000 samples were entered by the statistics 36 
clerks every year and as I mentioned, we will start this year 37 
with the TIP online. 38 
 39 
Now let’s talk about how the landings methodology.  Fishers 40 
submit their trip tickets and report monthly to the commercial 41 
fisheries statistics program by mail or through the DNER 42 
regional offices.  Also, many fish houses report to the lab. 43 
 44 
Every fisher receives a report.  Landings report are required by 45 
Law 278 as amended and the Regulation 7949, as I mentioned 46 
before.  Data available in the files is from 1983 to 2009 and 47 
the 2010 will be available maybe in two weeks.  We are very 48 
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close to finishing last year’s data entry. 1 
 2 
It was distributed, the trip ticket, so you can see how we are 3 
collecting the data now, after many, many meetings with the 4 
commercial fishers and also we received a lot of recommendations 5 
from the council and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and 6 
the final is the document you received a few minutes ago. 7 
 8 
We are collecting a lot of data.  The fishers are happy and they 9 
are cooperating.  I am glad to say that, because I thought it 10 
would take a couple of years, but they are happy and they are 11 
cooperating with the new trip ticket and so thanks a lot to 12 
everyone who helped in this project. 13 
 14 
Once the fisher reports to the commercial fisheries statistics 15 
program, the data received are entered into the computer by the 16 
statistics clerks.  As I mentioned, the fishers have a maximum 17 
of sixty days to report.  They’re supposed to do it in thirty 18 
days and most of them do that, but they have thirty additional 19 
days. 20 
 21 
After data entry, the principle investigator runs the validation 22 
program to eliminate the duplicates and correct the dates and 23 
other errors.  Then the data is sent to Josh Bennett at the 24 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 25 
 26 
Because of the Law 7, we only have statistics clerk and so it 27 
takes ten to twenty labor days after the trip ticket arrives to 28 
the program to be entered into the computer. 29 
 30 
Approximately 66,000 landings records were submitted in 2010 and 31 
also 12,000 records of TIP data information.  We have only one 32 
statistics clerk and she has to receive the data, prepare the 33 
commercial fisheries receipt, edit with the help of the port 34 
samplers, file all the data, prepare a list of commercial 35 
fishers to the DNER and also respond to the phone calls and 36 
everything. 37 
 38 
In the past, when we had two statistics clerks, I would estimate 39 
that it probably took seven to ten days for the data to be 40 
entered in the computer. 41 
 42 
In conclusion, first we have to improve the ornamental data 43 
collection to be a trip ticket and also obtain data about the 44 
place and effort information.  The biostatistics data will be 45 
enter by port samplers starting in 2011 and so if that works 46 
fine, that will be great, because we’ll be online. 47 
 48 
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Most of the reported commercial fisheries statistics program 1 
data flows from fishers to the program in thirty days.  However, 2 
in the office, due to personnel reduction, landings data takes 3 
ten to twenty labor days from the office to be available in the 4 
electronic format and so maybe if we are able to find more 5 
funds, an additional full-time clerk will reduce the flow from 6 
ten to twenty labor days to five to seven days. 7 
 8 
I know the Southeast Fisheries Science Center is trying to 9 
develop software to do this data needs and commercial reports.  10 
Thanks for your kind attention and do you have any questions? 11 
 12 
MARCOS HANKE:  Once the capability is there to do it online, and 13 
I don’t know much about computers, but I have a high interest, 14 
because nowadays, most of the people have iPhones and they could 15 
do it from the phone.  That would be very helpful for some of 16 
the fishermen and it would be another tool, just in terms of to 17 
be doable through an iPhone.  That’s a recommendation or a 18 
Blackberry or whatever. 19 
 20 
DANIEL MATOS:  That will be great, Marcos.  I think three or 21 
four years ago we went to the DNER software people to mention 22 
that and they said we are working on that and I never heard 23 
anything back, but yes, it would be great if the persons are 24 
able to do that immediately.  It would be great. 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  That also is tools for the managers, because in 27 
the future, maybe once you have that system going on, maybe you 28 
can add other information, life information or something that is 29 
happening.  That agility I think is worth it to try to build the 30 
system for it. 31 
 32 
DANIEL MATOS:  Thank you and we will follow that. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Daniel, the main reason for these three 35 
presentations is to have an idea of how long it takes for a 36 
ticket, for a data point, to go through the system.  You told us 37 
that due to Law 7 and whatever that it takes anywhere from forty 38 
days for you to input the data in the current format with the 39 
system that you have now.  How long would it take you to process 40 
the data, for example, if we wanted the data of 2010?  When can 41 
we have it this year? 42 
 43 
DANIEL MATOS:  As I mentioned, hopefully in two weeks, because 44 
the last day we received the data and sixty days after the year 45 
start was March 2 and so we were working the data collected from 46 
March 2 and hopefully in one week or two the 2010 will be ready 47 
for the data. 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In other words, in the landings data, and I’m not 2 
talking about the other one, but the landings data, it takes 3 
about ninety days to have a report on the previous year.  You 4 
have the sixty days the fishermen has and then the thirty days 5 
to process the data and that would be ready, not as a report, 6 
but it would be ready to use by the scientists, let’s say.  Is 7 
that right? 8 
 9 
DANIEL MATOS:  Yes, it would be ready in the fourth month, maybe 10 
like ninety days, between March and April, and we send it for a 11 
whole year to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 12 
 13 
STEVE TURNER:  The current reporting, Daniel, is on the order of 14 
some people take sixty days and then there’s ten to twenty days 15 
of process and so that’s eighty days, forty after.  That’s at 16 
the end of the period. 17 
 18 
Now the period is so long and so since the beginning of the 19 
period, you’re looking at eighty to whatever that is, 110 days.  20 
That’s the minimum time under the current reporting requirements 21 
that that data could be available, a minimum of fifty to eighty 22 
days after fishing up to whatever it is, eighty to 110 days. 23 
 24 
To speed that up, there’s some minor improvements one could make 25 
on the -- Right now, the data are reported -- Actually, Daniel 26 
tells me that they’re reporting preliminary data twice a year, 27 
but with the online system, our expectation is that data would 28 
be entered into the system, which would be at the Southeast 29 
Fisheries Science Center and accessed remotely. 30 
 31 
Data would be essentially available much more quickly, but 32 
that’s just the data processing end.  The primary delay you’ll 33 
see in my talk is in reporting periods. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The question that I had, I had 36 
discussed with Daniel earlier that the data that gets into the 37 
fisheries research lab after the set date by law or by the 38 
requirement doesn’t get entered at all and so there is fair -- 39 
We don’t know exactly how much that data contributes to the 40 
total landings, but we talked about having an assessment to 41 
determine how much of the landings are left out of the database. 42 
 43 
DANIEL MATOS:  Can you repeat that? 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The data that goes into the fisheries 46 
lab has a set date.  If it gets there after the thirty days or 47 
the sixty days, you don’t use it and it doesn’t go into the 48 
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system.  The late reported data doesn’t go into the system and 1 
we don’t know how much that contributes to the total landings 2 
and we talked about kind of an assessment to determine how much 3 
really is missing from the actual database. 4 
 5 
DANIEL MATOS:  Yes, sometimes some fishers forgot by any reason 6 
and we’re not able to receive the data after sixty days and yes, 7 
Graciela and I talked about that and I mentioned that maybe we 8 
will put together this data and see if it’s significant in the 9 
system. 10 
 11 
MARCOS HANKE:  Addressing that, I have some of my data that I 12 
was waiting for the form that they didn’t have the new one and I 13 
wanted to submit on the new format.  As an example that now, 14 
because we are readjusting the formats and restyling the 15 
process, to balance that and take that into consideration for 16 
those numbers not to get lost. 17 
 18 
DANIEL MATOS:  We are receiving the old format too.  We still 19 
receive both. 20 
 21 
MARCOS HANKE:  I understand, but I’m just giving a personal 22 
example and those who in other situations that in the meantime 23 
we are redoing this or if there is a late report or something, 24 
we should take that into consideration in terms of the fishing 25 
that was actually fished and reported.  It may be late on the 26 
process, but it’s fished. 27 
 28 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I suggest we go with the other two presentations 29 
and we will have the three presenters here and then we can go 30 
and have some questions.  Remember, the goal of these three 31 
presentations is to figure out a way to speed up the process, 32 
but the first thing that we need to know is what are the 33 
bottlenecks and this is the first part and then Steve will give 34 
his presentation and he also will indicate where the other 35 
issues are regarding the flow of the data. 36 
 37 
AIDA ROSARIO:  To the point Marco was telling, we set a date to 38 
receive the data because there were so many problems with the 39 
people that were reporting one year after the event that we knew 40 
that they are not reporting what they catch and so we had to put 41 
a balance on what we’re receiving and giving some credibility 42 
that probably that person forgot it, but if it is a trend of 43 
this person to submit it late, we should not take that into 44 
account, because it is going to be something that might not be 45 
real and so that’s the thing that you have to take into 46 
consideration when you are receiving very late reports. 47 
 48 
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MARCOS HANKE:  Thank you for the clarification. 1 
 2 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Thank you, Daniel.  The next presentation is Jed 3 
Brown. 4 
 5 

PRESENTATION BY JED BROWN ON DATA COLLECTION 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  Thank you.  Just a little bit of background on our 8 
fisheries composition, there are about -- As of about two weeks 9 
ago, there are 114 registered commercial fishermen in the St. 10 
Thomas/St. John district and about 181 registered fishers on St. 11 
Croix. 12 
 13 
We collect fisheries-dependent data on the three different 14 
cooperative statistics program, the Interjurisdictional 15 
fisheries program, and MARFIN.  For the rest of this 16 
presentation, I’m going to talk about CCR data, which we collect 17 
as a federal program. 18 
 19 
As you guys all know, we don’t have a dealer system in the 20 
Virgin Islands and so fishers report their own catch.  They 21 
report this on a form called the commercial catch report, or a 22 
CCR.   23 
 24 
A bundle of CCRs for twelve months are provided to fishers when 25 
they register during the annual fishery registration in July and 26 
it’s a booklet form with tear-outs for each month.  On the left-27 
hand side, there’s a stub that is attached to the base of the 28 
book that serves as their receipt. 29 
 30 
Fishers are required to submit a completed CCR to the Division 31 
of Fish and Wildlife by fifteen days following the end of the 32 
month and an issue with CCR non-compliance, as of about two 33 
weeks ago, about 23 percent of fishers in St. Thomas and St. 34 
John had not submitted any catch reports from the fishing year 35 
which is from July to now and it was about 26 percent for St. 36 
Croix. 37 
 38 
ROY CRABTREE:  Jed, if a fisherman fails to submit his reports, 39 
as some of those are, what are the consequences?  What does the 40 
Division do? 41 
 42 
JED BROWN:  There’s some language in our legislative code and 43 
apparently if enforcement tickets someone under that provision, 44 
it goes to the court system rather than going through our own 45 
DPNR penalty system.  Is that correct, Carlos? 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Presently, the VI code speaks to suspension 48 
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of license first or one of the other penalties is a fine and 1 
yes, those fines can only be issued by law enforcement, which 2 
has to go to court.  There is no administrative fine. 3 
 4 
ROY CRABTREE:  Practically speaking, there’s not a good avenue 5 
other than -- Do you call up the people who are not complying? 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  We have done that and we also have a new 8 
commissioner within the next couple of weeks.  Obviously in the 9 
past this wasn’t that big of a deal, but with ACLs coming in, it 10 
is a very big deal. 11 
 12 
This is the top portion of the catch report form, the current 13 
catch report form.  It looks like days going down and speed 14 
going across.  Here’s an example of a well filled out catch 15 
report form.  All the fields are completed. 16 
 17 
Here’s an example, and it’s hard to see here, but this catch 18 
report does not have a lot on it, but it’s still well filled 19 
out.  All the fields are completed.  Here’s an example of a CCR 20 
that was not completed very well.  There’s a lot of data in the 21 
top left that was not completed. 22 
 23 
Here’s how our process works.  St. Thomas and St. John fishers 24 
send the reports to the Division of Fish and Wildlife and people 25 
submit them in person, by fax, or by mail.  Right now, we’re 26 
processing and entering the data for St. Croix and so weekly, 27 
the CCRs are sent from St. Thomas to St. Croix. 28 
 29 
They’re entered in St. Croix to the database that was developed, 30 
I believe by Josh Bennett, and then what we’ve been doing is 31 
sending this to Josh Bennett once a year via FTP. 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  The year ends and then sometime in the next year, 34 
about when do you send it, usually, to Josh? 35 
 36 
JED BROWN:  The first year I was here, we sent it towards 37 
November or December for the fishing year. 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  The fishing year is? 40 
 41 
JED BROWN:  July to June.  It ends at the end of June. 42 
 43 
ROY CRABTREE:  So about roughly five or six months later. 44 
 45 
JED BROWN:  That’s it. 46 
 47 
ROY CRABTREE: I guess if you have 25 percent of the trips that 48 
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don’t file the tickets and so you just send it as an 1 
underestimate or what do you do on that? 2 
 3 
JED BROWN:  What’s happened in the past is that these fishers 4 
will submit forms at registration and that will allow them to 5 
register for the subsequent fishing year, but it’s a problem 6 
because typically they’ll just come there with blank forms and 7 
fill them out there and we’re very sure that that’s not very 8 
good data. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  When they come in at the end of the year to renew 11 
their license, they have to fill out the rest of their trips to 12 
do that? 13 
 14 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 15 
 16 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Thank you, Jed.  Our next presenter is Steve 17 
Turner. 18 
 19 

STEVE TURNER DATA PRESENTATION ON DATA REPORTING TIMELINESS 20 
 21 
STEVE TURNER:  What we have here is columns of reporting period, 22 
submission timeliness, territorial processing, submission to 23 
SEFSC, and SEFSC processing.  The yellowish brown are where 24 
improvements might be made.  The upper box is Puerto Rico and 25 
the lower is the Virgin Islands. 26 
 27 
For Puerto Rico, there’s a monthly reporting period.  A fisher 28 
reports thirty months of trips and they’re reported within 29 
thirty days or, as Daniel said, sometimes up to sixty days, but 30 
most are thirty days and so we have a lag there from the 31 
beginning of the reporting period to on the order of up to 32 
thirty to sixty days there and if they’re further late, it may 33 
be up to ninety days. 34 
 35 
The territory processes the data in ten to twenty days and the 36 
data are delivered roughly twice a year, two to four months 37 
after that period.  I’ll show you a graph of what we’ve had over 38 
the last few years.  Our process takes a week to two.   39 
 40 
For the Virgin Islands, the current system is a monthly 41 
reporting period.  At the data improvement workshops, we did 42 
discuss shifting to biweekly reporting periods.  There is, once 43 
again, a thirty-day submission, but we’ve heard that there’s a 44 
lot of tardiness, at least for some fishers. 45 
 46 
Territorial processing takes a large amount of time.  I can’t 47 
quantify that and so I’ve written it down as months and we 48 
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receive the data six to nine months after the end of the fishing 1 
year.  Jed just indicated that previously, in the first year he 2 
was here, it was five to six months, which is about what I have 3 
here.  It takes us about fourteen days to process the data. 4 
 5 
Here’s the Puerto Rican timeliness.  The 2004 data, on the X-6 
axis, the horizontal, was received in April of 2005.  The 2005 7 
data was received early in January of 2006 and so basically, 8 
most of the data, the annual data, is received in roughly early 9 
April. 10 
 11 
For the Virgin Islands, we have -- The 2004/2005 year ended in 12 
the end of June of 2005 and we received data in early February 13 
to April of 2006.  For the next couple of years, 2005/2006 and 14 
2006/2007, we received it towards the first of the year or in 15 
December.  In 2008/2009, once again, it’s a little later.  16 
That’s being received in somewhere from January to April. 17 
 18 
If we look at the data on a calendar year basis, so a calendar 19 
year of data, we’re now waiting for two fishing years of data to 20 
come in and there’s a much greater delay and the ACL is 21 
developed on calendar years of data. 22 
 23 
2004, we didn’t have all of the 2004 calendar year in until 24 
early in 2006 and so we’re looking at if we decide to work on 25 
calendar years, we have substantial delays, because of the 26 
fishing year process.  Now, that might be changed by switching 27 
to doing our assessments on a fishing year basis or something of 28 
that nature.  That might speed things up. 29 
 30 
Caribbean Data Collection Improvement Plan, some improvements 31 
are we’re developing an online reporting system for the DNER and 32 
the VI DFW.  This is funded by funds from the NMFS FIS group in 33 
support of electronic reporting. 34 
 35 
We’re developing this landings system and we’ll have island-36 
specific data forms.  There’s actually going to be some 37 
differences and they’ll be listed by species names between St. 38 
Thomas and St. Croix, because of different names for the same 39 
animal in each area.  Of course, obviously we’ll have Spanish 40 
names for Puerto Rico.   41 
 42 
The system will have some compliance monitoring.  We’ll be able 43 
to track reporters and we’ll have some simple data extractions.  44 
The data entry and the reporter tracking, as we envision it, 45 
will be taken care of by the territories. 46 
 47 
This is just simply a data form.  This happens to be the Puerto 48 
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Rican data form.  We’ve actually built this at this point and 1 
this is in Spanish. 2 
 3 
Here, we have some compliance, an example of what we expect to 4 
build in compliance monitoring.  On the left-hand side, the 5 
left-hand most column, is permit identification and so we will 6 
be able to track what an individual permit holder has reported 7 
throughout the year. 8 
 9 
Here, we can track the same vessel or permit ID over time and 10 
we’ll have user access and the reason I put this up is obviously 11 
we’re going to have user access and Jed and Daniel and others 12 
will have access to the system, as will some data managers in 13 
Miami as we see fit, but in the long run, at the data 14 
improvement workshop there was discussion of having fishers be 15 
able to access their own data. 16 
 17 
Now, we have not built that part of the system yet and 18 
apparently there’s a lot of authentication and there’s a lot of 19 
-- It’s a lot more complex than just building a data system to 20 
allow other people into a federal system and so we hope to build 21 
that in the future so that a person who has reported data could 22 
actually come in and extract information.  Whether we’re able to 23 
do that under the federal security constraints remains to be 24 
seen, but that is one of the things we would like to be able to 25 
do in the future. 26 
 27 
What do we need to complete the system?  We have to complete our 28 
software development and expand the system.  That will probably 29 
occur, the expansions, as needed and corrections will occur 30 
next, year expect. 31 
 32 
Puerto Rico, we need to move into electronic reporting.  The TIP 33 
online has been available for a couple of years and dealing with 34 
internet access has been a problem.  Some of this has been lost 35 
for a considerable periods of time, internet access, and we’re 36 
hoping we will be able to address that this year and we’ll see 37 
if we’ll have the funds to do that and the capability.  38 
Obviously we need the timely data entry.   39 
 40 
The Virgin Islands, we need the species-specific data form.  41 
That’s basically about ready to go, depending on adoption by the 42 
DFW, and obviously we need timely data entry.  A primary need 43 
that’s outside of the electronic reporting is validation of the 44 
self-reported information. 45 
 46 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Are there questions? 47 
 48 
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ROY CRABTREE:  Steve, it sounds like part of the timeliness 1 
issue in the Virgin Islands is a result of having the ACLs on a 2 
calendar year, but the data is collected on a fishing year. 3 
 4 
STEVE TURNER:  I would say the historical problem has been 5 
timeliness issue, as far as my perspective.  There’s a 6 
substantial delay.  The reason the ACLs are built on data that’s 7 
two years old is the fishing year and the time delay, but a lot 8 
of it is the fishing year. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  We’re not going to be able to do that in this, 11 
but I wonder if in a subsequent amendment down the road if it 12 
would improve things to switch the ACLs onto, at least for the 13 
Virgin Islands, onto the fishing year, a July to June basis.  14 
They’re all based on average landings anyway. 15 
 16 
STEVE TURNER:  If you get the new system up and they’re using 17 
it, then we could do quasi-- If they’re working on a fishing 18 
year or a calendar year, it doesn’t matter, so long as the data 19 
is coming in quickly. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  Okay.  So this is something just to keep watching 22 
and hopefully this is going to lead to improvements and we won’t 23 
need to make the change. 24 
 25 
STEVE TURNER:  I think the improvements essentially will, 26 
should, change timeliness a huge amount, because the data is not 27 
going to go -- The way I envision it, it’s not going to have to 28 
go through a huge amount of delay at the territories.  Now, that 29 
assumes the territories have the personnel to move the data into 30 
the system, but the system will have quality control in it. 31 
 32 
ROY CRABTREE:  The species-specific form in the Virgin Islands, 33 
there’s been a push-back from the fishers on that.  Have we 34 
worked through those issues or do we still have problems there? 35 
 36 
STEVE TURNER:  It seems to me we’ve got a pretty complete form, 37 
but really, we’re working at the mercy of the territory.  It’s 38 
not a Science Center form.  We’re helping with the form.  When 39 
the territory says go, we’re ready to go. 40 
 41 
ROY CRABTREE:  I guess to Jed, Jed, have we largely gotten buy-42 
in from the fishermen now with this or are we still having to 43 
deal with some issues there? 44 
 45 
JED BROWN:  There’s still issues there, especially with fishers 46 
on St. Thomas.  I haven’t heard any issues from fishers on St. 47 
Croix. 48 
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 1 
ROY CRABTREE:  We’re working on a plan or something to figure 2 
out how to resolve some of these? 3 
 4 
JED BROWN:  I think that we’re at a standstill right. 5 
 6 
ROY CRABTREE:  Okay.  I think maybe, Winston and Carlos and Jed, 7 
we need to think about how to get beyond the standstill, because 8 
that’s not going to do any of us any good and so I think that’s 9 
something we need to spend some time talking about. 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Steve, there’s really two components to reporting.  12 
One is this near real-time that allows us to track landings and 13 
determine if they’re approaching their ACL, but then there’s the 14 
summary year in landings that actually allows us to determine if 15 
the ACL is exceeded. 16 
 17 
What I’m curious about is how long after the end of the year, 18 
which you have explained, is do we get not just the bulk of the 19 
landings, but they’re always coming in is the impression I get, 20 
but is there a point after which you no longer accept data and 21 
you lock your data down and say that’s it? 22 
 23 
STEVE TURNER:  No, I don’t support that sort of locking down 24 
data.  I think if there’s valid data that comes in that changes 25 
that data, I think we should maintain those, but those really 26 
are questions for territories, because we’re essentially 27 
receiving the data from the territories and so I would suggest 28 
you address that to Jed and Aida and Daniel. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  How do you suggest that we can help with the 31 
St. Thomas issue?  Puerto Rico is out of the woods and we don’t 32 
have that problem. 33 
 34 
ROY CRABTREE:  I don’t know.  All I’ve heard about the form are 35 
complaints about people don’t want to sort and it’s too time 36 
consuming and it’s too complicated.  On the other hand, if we’re 37 
going to get species-specific data, that’s going to require more 38 
on the part of the fishermen to fill it out. 39 
 40 
Maybe there are ways to redesign the form and things, but I 41 
don’t really understand what the compliant from the fishermen 42 
exactly is and we’ve had, I know, any number of sit-downs at 43 
council meetings between the scientists and the fishermen to try 44 
to iron this out, but then it doesn’t sound like we’re getting 45 
any closer on it and so I don’t know, Genio. 46 
 47 
I want to say the key here is for folks to sit down and has this 48 
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out, but I think everybody is going to have to be willing to 1 
make modifications, but to some extent, we’re going to have to 2 
have buy-in from the fishermen, since it is self-reported data.   3 
 4 
We already have some compliance problems, about 25 percent, and 5 
I would hate to see that go up and so I don’t know what to do, 6 
other than to bring folks together.  I think it’s going to be 7 
the territorial folks and the fishermen and talk about how to 8 
make this happen. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do you suggest getting the fishermen together 11 
with the territories and what kind of help could we offer? 12 
 13 
ROY CRABTREE:  You guys know these fishermen a lot better than I 14 
do and you’re going to have to -- I’m looking to you guys to 15 
figure this out.  You guys on this council are fishermen and so 16 
we need to figure this out and I don’t have the solution, Genio.  17 
There are other people here who know a lot more than I do. 18 
 19 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I would say to the fishers here, and this is for 20 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, would it help if we put together our 21 
minds and have a meeting and the council will take care of the 22 
logistics, just like we are doing it for the trap reduction 23 
program, and sit down with the fishers and the scientists to see 24 
what can be done? 25 
 26 
In the case of Puerto Rico, what we have done is that the 27 
laboratory has collected the information and the most important 28 
species that we need for monitoring the fishery and so forth. 29 
 30 
Of course, the Virgin Islands, you have to fight -- I’ve been 31 
doing port sampling in the past for the Division and literally 32 
they have to fight for the fish and we could sit down with the 33 
fishers and come up with some ways that the U.S. Virgin Islands 34 
can live with and at the same time can be something that would 35 
allow us to monitor the fisheries on a timely basis.  That’s the 36 
offer that we can have at this time. 37 
 38 
JED BROWN:  The main complaint from the St. Thomas trap fishers 39 
is that they feel it would take them two-and-a-half to three 40 
hours to sort and weigh their catch.  We would be willing to do 41 
a little workshop or group meeting, but it would also be helpful 42 
if a NOAA representative could be involved, to let us know what 43 
data they feel is absolutely essential on that form. 44 
 45 
STEVE TURNER:  To that point, I think at the data improvement 46 
workshop that we talked about -- weight as opposed to exact 47 
weights and so we wouldn’t be requiring the fishermen to weigh 48 
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all of their fish. 1 
 2 
Probably some species they would have a reasonable idea of what 3 
they caught and other species maybe would take some sorting.  4 
Then the validation would take care of that and that was the 5 
original design, the design and the thought, to use the dockside 6 
sampling to get correction factors, exact compared to self-7 
reported. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I don’t think that there’s much of a problem 10 
for St. Croix.  However, I know that the St. Croix Fishermen’s 11 
Association is willing to or has been talking during our 12 
Fisheries Advisory Committee meetings, to hold a workshop with 13 
the fishermen at a centralized location and go through this new 14 
data form. 15 
 16 
I know the hardest thing is for a fisherman to accept change.  I 17 
think after they get comfortable with something by practicing 18 
it, I think it can work and the Association is willing to, just 19 
like Miguel was mentioning with the trap reduction committee, 20 
have a committee to work with these fishermen and that’s doable 21 
on St. Croix and I think we can get somewhere with that. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I believe to finish up this part of the 24 
discussion that one of the strong recommendations that came out 25 
of the data-poor workshop was that and I was talking to Eddie 26 
sometime ago and he believed that probably that should be the 27 
next step. 28 
 29 
Provided that we still have a budget after April 8, my proposal 30 
is to allow the staff to work with the local folks, especially 31 
with the fishers, and maybe we can set some dates for April, 32 
after April 15, and then we can have a meeting in St. Thomas/St. 33 
John and another one in St. Croix and there we can go through 34 
the data workshop that we have. 35 
 36 
In Puerto Rico, we did that before.  Actually, some of the 37 
fishers were asking me again and Aida and I used to go 38 
everywhere giving the gospel of this is how we collect the data 39 
and this is the way that we -- We had a lot of good feedback 40 
from the fishers and that’s why they are ahead with this ticket 41 
system that they’ve put together. 42 
 43 
Probably, Mr. Chairman, if the council wishes, and you don’t 44 
have to make a motion on that, but it’s just allow the staff and 45 
the council to work together with the local folks and just do 46 
it. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We’ll do so.  Before we close, Aida, do you 1 
wish to make a statement? 2 
 3 
AIDA ROSARIO:  I have a comment for what Bill was asking to 4 
Steve regarding the data that comes after the close of the year.  5 
By law or regulations, we set a date to close the data to make 6 
you compliant with the law, but the data, we keep it.  We do not 7 
throw it away and we do not send it back. 8 
 9 
If you were going to use it for these ACLs, I don’t know.  10 
That’s something we have to discuss.  That’s something that we 11 
haven’t completed so far and we have not discussed that.  The 12 
question that I have for you is on the real-time reporting 13 
internet, how do you think to validate the data, because it 14 
still needs to be validated somehow. 15 
 16 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would like to hear from David what the 17 
remaining objections to the form are and how we get around this, 18 
because you understand, I’m sure, that we need better data and 19 
we need species-specific data.  How do we get there? 20 
 21 
DAVID OLSEN:  I have a variety of comments.  The Puerto Rican 22 
form here has fifteen groups of reef fish, fifteen species.  23 
They’re talking about fifty-one.  It’s simply unrealistic.  24 
You’re talking about self-reported data from a guy that’s been 25 
out fishing and Julian and Daryl tried this and it’s taking two 26 
to three hours for them to sort their catch and estimate it.  27 
They wanted to see what would be involved. 28 
 29 
I simply don’t believe that we’re going to get anything other 30 
than a version of what we have right now with that.  Most guys 31 
are simply not going to do it and we’re going to get made-up 32 
data again. 33 
 34 
I’ve said it before and I’ll say it again, that the port 35 
sampling entails actually handling fish and identifying fish and 36 
measuring fish and I think that the port sampling data and the 37 
gross landings, which the guys -- I think I have evidence to say 38 
that they try and report very accurately. 39 
 40 
When they have 215 pounds of fish, they report 215 pounds of 41 
fish, but what you’re not going to get is the species and I 42 
think that you can take, and you weren’t at the data management 43 
workshop, a series of port samples and see what it takes to 44 
stabilize an estimate of the proportion of a species there. 45 
 46 
It’s only like less than half and you end up with a straight-47 
line estimate and I think that that approach, accurate reporting 48 
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of the totals, is where you’re going to get the best data. 1 
 2 
The current data, if you take the port samples associated with 3 
the catch reports, is 20 or 30 percent -- The ACL for groups is 4 
20 or 30 percent too low and snapper is 27 percent too low and 5 
parrotfish, they could double their landings and stay under the 6 
ACL. 7 
 8 
You haven’t accomplished management of the resource.  What 9 
you’ve done is accepted conjectural data as opposed to actual 10 
data that you do have.  You do have these port samples. 11 
 12 
ROY CRABTREE:  What I’m getting at, David, is specific to the 13 
form.  How do we change the form? 14 
 15 
DAVID OLSEN:  I talked to the guys.  I gave a little 16 
presentation at the meeting and one of the questions was what do 17 
you think we should do with the form and I had to use all 18 
exclamation points and asterisks and stuff like that, because 19 
that’s what they think you should do with the form. 20 
 21 
I think the form -- I think they’re willing to give more precise 22 
information about location and that they’ll give accurate 23 
information on totals and effort and I took basically the top of 24 
the form from the Science Center and pretty much the top of 25 
form, you could get that information and then use the -- You can 26 
certainly get lobster and you can certainly get conch and maybe 27 
a popular fish like the yellowtail. 28 
 29 
In my feeling, I feel that the problem would be -- I think HMS 30 
deserves to have data and it ought to be on the form and it’s 31 
not necessarily going to come from any of the regular local 32 
fishing, but I think the regular local fishing needs to come 33 
from the port sampling. 34 
 35 
ROY CRABTREE:  I understand that, but I’m just -- It seems like 36 
the St. Croix guys are okay with what we’re doing and I think we 37 
have similar reporting to species level in Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
DAVID OLSEN:  No, you don’t.  You have fifteen reef fish. 40 
 41 
ROY CRABTREE:  Would you guys be willing to report fifteen 42 
species?  Is it the number of species? 43 
 44 
DAVID OLSEN:  Fifteen sounds okay, but when you look from your 45 
point of view, I don’t think -- I think you’re mandated to do 46 
species-level management, aren’t you?  Don’t you feel you are? 47 
 48 
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ROY CRABTREE:  No. 1 
 2 
DAVID OLSEN:  No? 3 
 4 
ROY CRABTREE:  We would like to, but I don’t think we’re 5 
mandated to. 6 
 7 
DAVID OLSEN:  I think that is where you want to end up and why 8 
not go directly to that?  I think you could put a smaller number 9 
and I’ve said it all along and I thought that number was ten to 10 
fifteen and I was surprised to go through the Puerto Rican form 11 
and see that they’ve ended up with fifteen. 12 
 13 
I think you’re going to be missing a lot of fairly important 14 
information.  I had hoped that you would do that PSA analysis 15 
that Trumble was talking about doing and you would at least 16 
identify the species which you thought were fairly sensitive or 17 
needed detailed information. 18 
 19 
Fifteen, I don’t think our guys would have problems with 20 
fifteen, but you’re almost on the verge there of getting this 21 
made-up data again. 22 
 23 
What you want, ideally, is what you get when you bring a boat in 24 
to a fish house in the states and the catch is all separated and 25 
the buyer and the seller are watching the scales and you get 26 
precise data.  That is your end game and once you get down from 27 
that, you’re getting variability that you don’t want. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I’m going to allow two more comments before we 30 
continue and we are going to do the workshop with you guys.  At 31 
least my idea, as in Puerto Rico, that fishermen come up and 32 
develop it.  Bring your paper and say this is what we want.  I 33 
want to see some proactive action from the fishermen.  Marcos 34 
and then I’m going to close with Carlos. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  This question is for David, because I need to 37 
understand something here.  A fisherman, how many pounds of fish 38 
does he catch in a normal fishing day of a trap fishing day? 39 
 40 
DAVID OLSEN:  150 to 400. 41 
 42 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think why the St. Croix fishermen really 43 
are not seeing an issue with the form, although they see it is a 44 
little confusing, but if you really look at what your method of 45 
fishing is, it becomes simple, because if you’re a trap 46 
fisherman, all you’re doing is filling out one column. 47 
 48 
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Then they’re not catching all fifty-one species and so they’ll 1 
be able to sort and using their helpers is what the Association 2 
is planning to educate them on, is use your helpers to assist 3 
you in dividing these fish and getting the stuff done. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Carlos.  Now we’re going to move 6 
into two presentations.  We have Dr. Richard Appeldoorn with 7 
Coral Ecosystems and Associated Fish Distributions. 8 
 9 
PRESENTATION ON MESOPHOTIC CORAL ECOSYSTEMS AND ASSOCIATED FISH 10 

DISTRIBUTIONS 11 
 12 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Thank you.  I’m going to be talking about 13 
mesophotic coral ecosystems and the work we’ve been doing mostly 14 
in Puerto Rico, but somewhat in the Virgin Islands as well.   15 
 16 
I’ll start off with a definition, but I’ll point out first that 17 
I know that Reni Garcia has done a lot of work in the mesophotic 18 
areas and has reported to the council.  Our work basically 19 
starts where his leaves off and so we work from fifty meters 20 
down and his work goes down to about fifty meters and so what 21 
I’m going to tell you really doesn’t have overlap with his work, 22 
but the story, quite frequently, is the same. 23 
 24 
Mesophotic coral ecosystems are light dependent, but low-light 25 
corals and associated species that are found typically from 26 
thirty to forty meters and down and the dominant communities 27 
provide structural habitat that can be comprised of corals, 28 
sponges, and algal species that are used subsequently by the 29 
fishes. 30 
 31 
They’re important.  Quite frequently, the flora and fauna are 32 
quite unique and so they’re just different communities.  It is a 33 
potentially large area, and I’ll show a map of that, and they’re 34 
further removed from the land-based sources of pollution and 35 
stress and so they may be able to serve as points of refugia and 36 
I’ll discuss that issue quite a bit. 37 
 38 
Here’s what the map looks like for the data that we have and the 39 
yellow area is the area that is below thirty meters and so in 40 
Puerto Rico, that’s a fair amount of surface area and even more 41 
so in the Virgin Islands.  There’s a lot of potential areas that 42 
we’re talking about, although for the deeper areas, it’s really 43 
kind of the slope areas and so that narrows it down quite a bit. 44 
 45 
The objectives of our study have been primarily to first do 46 
characterization of communities and how they’re related to the 47 
geomorphology of the region. 48 
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 1 
We’re also looking at connectivity between deep and shallow reef 2 
habitats and the vulnerability of deep reefs to anthropogenic 3 
stress and this has largely been focused at looking at sites in 4 
Ponce. 5 
 6 
As methodologies, we’ve used quite a number of tools.  Multibeam 7 
bathymetry from NOAA has been very, very important.  We do our 8 
sampling with a small ROV and with mixed-gas rebreather divers.  9 
For the work off of La Parguera, it’s all small-boat-based and 10 
for our larger studies, we get some ship time. 11 
 12 
This is just some imagery.  You can see that it’s based from the 13 
ROV work.  We use this for gross habitat characterization and to 14 
preview sites that the divers might be going into and so you can 15 
see some sites here and we can measure corals.  There’s black 16 
grouper here and you can see the two dots from the lasers, so we 17 
can measure the sizes.  We can also do sampling of substrate 18 
using the ROV and it can go to depths deeper than what the 19 
divers can do. 20 
 21 
The divers are primarily doing photo quantification for the 22 
benthic work, census for the fish work.  They do collections for 23 
characterizations and also look at the geomorphology and they 24 
also put out our instrumentation.  Here’s an array of ADCPs that 25 
we have off of La Parguera and these show quite an interesting 26 
tale. 27 
 28 
You can see this is the seasonal variability and temperature 29 
that you’re seeing on the shallow meter and the middle meter is 30 
bouncing up and down and this is reflecting the activity of 31 
internal waves and the thermocline and so this meter is having 32 
the thermocline move up and down on very rapid time scales and 33 
you can see you’re going from maybe twenty-nine degrees down to 34 
twenty-six degrees in a matter of sometimes hours. 35 
 36 
There’s patterns to these.  The colors here are current 37 
directions and so you see here blue and a strong period of 38 
movement in one direction and then here the yellows are moving 39 
in the other direction and so it oscillates quite a bit.  40 
 41 
These are temperature records that show that there are events 42 
that are happening related to those events and these are, I 43 
think, tidal pressure recordings there and we also get periodic 44 
spikes from time to time, probably associated with these same 45 
events.  Here’s chlorophyll and turbidity and again, it’s on a 46 
fairly rapid time series. 47 
 48 
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The things I’m going to have embedded in the rest of what I’m 1 
going to talk about are as follows.  First of all, to reiterate 2 
we’re talking primarily about what’s happening between fifty and 3 
a hundred meters and actually a little bit less than that for 4 
most of the fish work. 5 
 6 
Distribution and characterization of both the benthic and fish 7 
components and the fish community structure, connectivity with 8 
shallow communities, what our anthropogenic impacts might be in 9 
these areas, a little bit about threatened resources, and 10 
embedded in all this will be some things about connectivity, 11 
both deep and shallow and across the region. 12 
 13 
Most of our work has been here at La Parguera and also here at 14 
Ponce.  For the core of our work, we did a cruise last year, 15 
where we did several sites at Mona Island and then over here at 16 
El Seco and then we were forced to go back here because of 17 
weather.  We did other sampling here and we were off Grammanik 18 
and Buck Island and Cane Bay in St. Croix. 19 
 20 
The green arrows, and I’m missing one here, are the cruise that 21 
we’re going on in another two weeks and so we’ll be going back 22 
to Mona, Desecheo, Bajo de Sico, Grappler Bank, again back to 23 
Grammanik, back to Cane Bay. 24 
 25 
One of the things that we’re finding is that areas where you 26 
find really good development of the benthic habitats are 27 
actually quite unique and somewhat rare, in the sense that 28 
they’re only found in certain areas and even in certain areas, 29 
they’re only found in certain parts of those areas. 30 
 31 
These are profiles and this is the range of depths we’re working 32 
in and you can see you can very gentle slopes or you can get 33 
quite steep slopes, depending on where you are, and these black 34 
bars show, for this site, which is La Parguera, one of the 35 
better sites in La Parguera, where we find really good coral 36 
development. 37 
 38 
In Vieques, it was just at this depth here, although we didn’t 39 
get really deeper on that one.  At El Seco, we got good coral 40 
development throughout at the place we dove, yet at Grammanik 41 
Bank, it was right at the bottom of this depth range that we 42 
only saw corals and so it’s somewhat of a hit or miss thing and 43 
the multibeam bathymetry is important to trying to pick that up. 44 
 45 
To give you a more exact idea of what we’re talking about, this 46 
is going to be a series of the shelf edge off of La Parguera and 47 
each red arrow indicates where we see really good development of 48 
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the benthic communities. 1 
 2 
You’ll see that in just a few sites, this area here, that little 3 
spot there, this one here, over here, and finally here.  In just 4 
a handful of sites, one whole slope off of La Parguera had 5 
really good development and they’re associated with the 6 
geomorphology. 7 
 8 
To give you an idea of what these look like, this is one of the 9 
nicer spots at La Parguera.  This is about fifty or sixty meters 10 
and contrast that at -- This is a wall at Mona and so here 11 
you’re actually looking down towards the sand, which then starts 12 
to slope off.  This is looking sideways along the wall, but lots 13 
of things kind of growing on it, but you can see a lot of 14 
sediment coming off as well. 15 
 16 
Cane Bay in St. Croix, Cane Bay is another area that has lots of 17 
sediment and you can see it pouring down this channel, but 18 
because the bottom is heterogenic, there are areas above the 19 
sediment where the corals can grow and so there’s very large 20 
development of these colonies in Cane Bay, down to about sixty 21 
meters, where it becomes a wall with a nice little cave, but not 22 
much growing on it. 23 
 24 
This is Grammanik Bank.  I mentioned that the corals were only 25 
found very deep and so most of the bottom, going down to eighty 26 
meters, was this kind of rubble habitat like that and then we 27 
had a change in slope, where it got deeper and all of a sudden, 28 
this is where all the corals are.  They’re very deep and so 29 
they’re very flat and we did record red hind down here and so 30 
this eighty-two meters that you’re seeing here. 31 
 32 
What drives it to be in that spot only?  We’re not fully sure, 33 
but it probably has something to do with stability of the 34 
bottom. 35 
 36 
This is Buck Island.  There’s lot of sediment and sand being 37 
developed at Buck Island and it all comes down to the deeper 38 
areas and so it’s very sediment covered.  Even what structure is 39 
there is very sediment covered.  Here’s a couple of ghost traps 40 
here.   41 
 42 
Most of these ghost traps on the ledge system that we saw there, 43 
even though they’re very sediment covered, have high densities 44 
of juvenile blackfin snapper and so they end up being important 45 
nursery areas, despite the lack of other kind of benthic cover. 46 
 47 
Ponce was our stress site and there’s lots of problems here.  We 48 
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have the rivers coming in and we have the Port of Ponce and we 1 
have dump sites, historically.  We have a deep outfall from the 2 
regional sewer system there and the blue Xs are all the places 3 
we did ROV dives and then we dove a subset of these with the 4 
divers. 5 
 6 
One of the things we found is that if you look off of Ratones, 7 
which is an emergent previously very healthy reef, you see 8 
tremendous sediment coverage.   9 
 10 
This is at fifty-six meters here and by the time you get down to 11 
seventy meters, it’s covering everything and so there’s really 12 
no development going on down here or if there was, it’s now 13 
buried and you can see there are some corals that are able to 14 
clean the sediment off themselves, but for the most part, you’re 15 
not going to get much more development here. 16 
 17 
The degree of turbidity is such that you actually are changing 18 
the depth distributions of the species and so this is recording 19 
the maximum depth at which corals are found and this is a 20 
reverse scale and so deep is at the top and so Ratones, which is 21 
the most sediment-covered area, we weren’t getting corals 22 
actually any shallower than thirty meters, whereas at the really 23 
nice sites east of Ponce, Caja de Muertos, we could get them 24 
down to eighty meters.  Then coming back away from Ponce, again, 25 
the water gets clearer and less turbid. 26 
 27 
Nevertheless, this is right near the outfall at Ponce and so 28 
it’s sixty meters and you do find large fish, like this cubera 29 
snapper. 30 
 31 
The benthic community is quite varied and so this is three 32 
colors here for different depths, forty-six, fifty-nine, and 33 
seventy meters, at one site off of La Parguera and all this is 34 
algae and this is the corals and sponge and so the vast amount 35 
of benthic cover that we’re finding is in fact of the algal 36 
communities.  That does not mean they’re highly productive. 37 
 38 
As you can see here, as you go deeper, the percent cover drops 39 
off quite markedly, because the light is declining, but it 40 
doesn’t always work that way.  You can see for the lobophora 41 
that they actually do quite well in the deeper waters and the 42 
corals are actually doing much better in the deeper waters at 43 
this site and so it’s not just a function of light. 44 
 45 
Just an example of some of the species we see in the forty to 46 
fifty meter range, and this is somewhat different than what we 47 
see deeper in the seventy to eighty range.  There is a shift in 48 
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species is what this shows here. 1 
 2 
This is forty to fifty meters, sixty, and seventy meters.  You 3 
can see there’s quite a transition somewhere in here, so that 4 
the deeper species complex is quite different than what you’re 5 
seeing at the shallower end. 6 
 7 
The same thing kind of happens with the fish community and the 8 
cutoff here is approximately sixty meters, where that’s the 9 
maximum depth we would find any of the surgeonfish or the 10 
damselfish, but it is the minimum depth that we would find some 11 
of the deeper-water species, blackfin snapper, purple reef fish, 12 
and the cherubfish as an example.  There’s a change in the fish 13 
community structure as well, although a lot of the species 14 
occupy all of this range. 15 
 16 
If we look at the composition of what we’re seeing and how it 17 
differs from shallow reefs, shallow reefs are predominantly 18 
these mobile invertebrate feeders and not so much the piscivores 19 
or as in the mesophotic areas, we’re getting a much higher 20 
percentage of species that are piscivores and so more predators 21 
are being found there. 22 
 23 
The zooplantivores look about the same, but this numbers of 24 
species.  If you look at numbers of individuals, the mesophotic 25 
area is dominated by zooplankton feeders.  However, this is 26 
numbers and you have to also consider this in terms of biomass 27 
and if it was biomass, all these species are really small and so 28 
the predators would start looking a lot larger, but the 29 
composition is very different than what you see in the shallow 30 
reefs. 31 
 32 
In terms of species with some fisheries value, about a third of 33 
the species have some value.  Some of them are obviously more 34 
important than others.  We do two different types of transects.  35 
We do a fixed width transect, so a fixed area, and then we start 36 
looking for the bigger things that enter the transects. 37 
 38 
Little things like graysby and coney are there, but we also get 39 
blackfin snapper and mutton snapper, schoolmaster, mahogany 40 
snapper showing up in the transects, but in the roving things, 41 
it’s the dog snapper really dominates.  Again, the schoolmaster 42 
and then black grouper and cubera. 43 
 44 
A lot of these things that we are seeing down there were once 45 
prevalent in shallow waters, but have now become a little bit 46 
more rare because of the overfishing problem and this is kind of 47 
illustrated by this comparison.  The blue data is ours and this 48 
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is sighting frequency, because that’s the best kind of data we 1 
can generate, because we don’t have lots and lots of data. 2 
 3 
The orange data is from the work that Mark Monaco’s group has 4 
done off of Parguera and so this is the shallow-water system and 5 
as you can see, we find the large fish much more frequently in 6 
these deeper areas than we did on the shallower shelves, even 7 
though the total area on the platform is much greater. 8 
 9 
We also looked at some issues about whether these are structured 10 
by the geomorphology.  There’s a very consistent pattern here 11 
where the side facing the incoming currents and waves has a 12 
broad platform and a shallow, relatively speaking, slope and the 13 
other side is fairly sleep and much more rugose and this is 14 
where we get a lot of good development of the benthic community 15 
versus what it looks like on the other side.  Again, this is one 16 
of our ADCPs. 17 
 18 
If you look at it on a per species basis, we actually don’t find 19 
too much difference between one side versus the other in the 20 
densities of individuals.  However, if you look at it in 21 
different ways, for instance for this species, we are finding 22 
the bigger fish in those more rugose habitats. 23 
 24 
Across all species, even though it doesn’t look that way from 25 
this graph, because the species are not normally distributed, 26 
but if you do the non-parametric test, we are in fact getting a 27 
substantially greater number of species in the highly rugose 28 
areas, as well as higher densities as well. 29 
 30 
Lastly, this is the picking genetic relatedness and this is just 31 
from small samples that were taken in our cruise last year as 32 
well as samples taken from La Parguera.   33 
 34 
What these are showing is each one of these connections is 35 
referring to one substitute in genome of one marker and what 36 
we’re seeing is that these are all from Mona and they’re all 37 
fairly related, but they’re also related to samples that were 38 
taken from St. Thomas. 39 
 40 
Yet, here we have one from La Parguera which is totally 41 
unrelated to any of the other types of the genomes there and 42 
then we have a St. Thomas one here that has eight substitutions 43 
to get it, but otherwise is related to another one at St. 44 
Thomas, but also one found deep at Mona. 45 
 46 
There does seem to be issues, at least with this species, 47 
indicating that there is genetic connectivity on some scale at 48 
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the scale of Mona to St. Thomas. 1 
 2 
To kind of summarize things in terms of what is the significance 3 
of what we’ve been finding, our habitat surveys show that 4 
southeast-facing slopes tend to have gentler gradients and lower 5 
relief than southwest-facing slopes. 6 
 7 
In areas subject to sediment delivery from the shelf edge, well-8 
developed mesophotic coral ecosystems are concentrated on 9 
topographic highs because of the sediment.  Thus, ecosystems are 10 
found to be more abundant and extensive on the southwest-facing 11 
slopes. 12 
 13 
Because of this, a consistent trend in the location of these 14 
systems suggests that it may be possible to predict where these 15 
systems are likely to occur and where do we get the really good 16 
development and that would be via having detailed multibeam 17 
bathymetry.  This information will help focus management and 18 
research efforts in the future. 19 
 20 
We have documented coral abundances and distributions within the 21 
MCEs and especially of dominant taxa, two of which are Agaricia 22 
lamarcki and Montastraea, particularly cavernosa.  Both Agaricia 23 
and Montastraea have been proposed in the 2009 Center for 24 
Biological Divergence conservation petition to be listed under 25 
the Endangered Species Act and we now have a substantial amount 26 
of data about their existence in mesophotic areas and they’re 27 
both quite abundant. 28 
 29 
We have the areas of high biodiversity, including many new 30 
species, and we’ve already documented several new invertebrates 31 
and algae and so special attention should be given to mesophotic 32 
areas for their biodiversity legacy and the potential for new 33 
and novel bioactive compounds.  The potential impact to these 34 
areas should be evaluated, for example, under Puerto Rico’s 35 
coral law. 36 
 37 
Many commercial species have been documented that were once 38 
abundant or common in shallow areas, such as Nassau and black 39 
groupers, cubera, and dog snappers, due to overfishing problems.  40 
It would suggest that mesophotic areas could be serving as a 41 
refugia for these heavily exploited species and therefore, 42 
conservation is warranted and either spatial or species 43 
protection could be used for that conservation.  Spatial 44 
protection obviously avoids decompression impacts, because you 45 
never go into bring the fish up in the first place. 46 
 47 
There is documented connectivity between shallow and deep coral 48 
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ecosystems in that some commercially important species commonly 1 
seen there are known to be dependent on shallow nursery areas.  2 
Mutton snapper is one example and barracuda and schoolmaster is 3 
another example and mahogany as well and so a lot of species 4 
that we’re finding on there actually settle in very shallow 5 
habitats. 6 
 7 
For these species, mesophotic populations are dependent on 8 
management effectiveness and conserving the extent on health of 9 
inshore habitat and it also suggests that management consider 10 
this spatial scale of this connectivity in activities such as 11 
spatial planning and MPA design. 12 
 13 
Fish abundance and diversity, especially for the larger species, 14 
is greater over more rugose topography and therefore, these 15 
areas of well developed benthic habitats are likely to have a 16 
greater species richness and a standing stock for fishes and 17 
therefore, they should be the focus for protection of 18 
biodiversity and fishery conservation. 19 
 20 
MCEs also serve as habitat for species of concern, particularly 21 
hawksbill turtles, which we’ve seen quite a number, and a number 22 
of sharks.  In fact, they use these areas extensively and so 23 
they should be given protection as well. 24 
 25 
The presence of large snappers and groupers and sharks suggest 26 
that MCEs have a more intact trophic structure than in shallower 27 
area and intact trophic systems may be contributing to the 28 
health of coral reefs, and in this case MCEs, relative to 29 
shallow areas.  It additionally suggests that with protection, 30 
these communities should recover more rapidly than shallow 31 
communities.  32 
 33 
We have a documented lionfish down to 270 feet in abundance and 34 
so they are particular invasive and voracious, as you know, and 35 
the fact that they’re found that deep means we’re not going to 36 
get rid of them.  However, management should be geared more 37 
toward controlling the impact. 38 
 39 
There has been a low incidence of disease or bleaching among 40 
corals.  We’ve seen one really solid case of it and hints of 41 
others and so corals at these depths may be buffered from some 42 
of the stresses observed in shallow areas, offering the prospect 43 
for greater survival and the potential for refugia to replenish 44 
the spawning stock. 45 
 46 
Having said that, there is a shift in the benthic community 47 
composition starting at about fifty-five to fifty meters and as 48 
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you go deeper, the community no longer reflects what’s happening 1 
in shallow areas and so it’s a different species complex and so 2 
the refugia aspect is going to be only those species that are 3 
actually in the shallower end of the MCEs. 4 
 5 
In addition, the corals that occur in these areas have small 6 
size and are low density, both of which would limit the effect 7 
of spawning potential.  Corals have to be a certain size before 8 
they mature and they have to be near one of the opposite sex for 9 
their gametes to mix and so both of those act against the 10 
refugia hypothesis in these deeper corals. 11 
 12 
Heavy sedimentation rates, as we saw in Ponce, can severely 13 
impact development of MCEs, with coral abundance and maximum 14 
depth increasing with distance from the source of the 15 
disturbance. 16 
 17 
This tells us that these habitats can be threatened by land-18 
based sources of pollution, especially those increasing 19 
turbidity and sedimentation and so projects that are potentially 20 
increasing these should be assessed for their impacts to the 21 
mesophotic ecosystems. 22 
 23 
Areas under the impact of high sedimentation would not be 24 
expected to have MCE communities.  You have a natural river 25 
system putting out sediment, you would not expect to find MCE 26 
development there. 27 
 28 
We looked at recruitment in Ponce, recruitment to new substrate, 29 
and it’s a deep outfall tube, and the surge backfill shows no 30 
recruitment of MCE corals and this is after about more than ten 31 
years since this system has been out.  We do see an abundance of 32 
sea whips, which we sampled extensively with the props in the 33 
ROV. 34 
 35 
This is the backfill area and as I said, we found no MCE corals.  36 
We did find some in very shallow depths and they were all very, 37 
very small.  Either coral recruitment rates are very slow at 38 
mesophotic depths or the conditions at Ponce are preventing 39 
coral recruitment.  Both of these statements suggest that 40 
mesophotic habitats are fragile. 41 
 42 
In summary, well developed mesophotic ecosystems are patchy put 43 
perhaps predictable.  They are biodiverse, unique, and fragile 44 
and this suggests that they warrant protection either through 45 
permitting or spatial planning. 46 
 47 
For fishes, there is evidence of a refugia role for MCEs, but 48 
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there’s a question about whether there are enough fish there to 1 
actually fulfill that role, even though there’s more than what 2 
we see in shallower areas, and so the deep stock should be 3 
protected. 4 
 5 
For invertebrates, the refugia effect is questioned by the low 6 
abundance, small size, and change in species composition and so 7 
individuals there may be more dependent on shallow stocks.  In 8 
this case, the deep mesophotic areas may not serve to repopulate 9 
shallow reefs. 10 
 11 
For some fishes, MCE stocks are dependent on shallow nursery 12 
areas and therefore, protection of shallow habitats are 13 
essential and spatial planning should link deep and shallow 14 
areas and I think that’s it and I would like to thank NOAA for 15 
sponsoring all of our work, as well as the Department of Marine 16 
Sciences and that’s our working crew. 17 
 18 
I would like to add just a note, because I was over at Riley’s 19 
Hump last week, with the State of Florida.  They asked us to go 20 
with our rebreather team and the ROV to look for actually 21 
particularly black grouper spawning there and we did find it, 22 
after several days. 23 
 24 
It started at about sixty meters and went down.  The place we 25 
saw the most fish was actually on the last dive and it ranged 26 
from -- Looking down to 200, because the divers couldn’t go down 27 
that deep, from about 160 to 170 feet down to 200 feet. 28 
 29 
In addition to black groupers, there were red groupers and there 30 
were scamp and there were cubera snappers and there were mutton 31 
snappers galore and all of this is happening at depths below 32 
fifty meters and this really questions if we’re going to do 33 
stock assessments based on a visual census the way they do in 34 
the Florida Keys, bring the boat down and do the diving, perhaps 35 
we want to do at least a subset area to look at the deep 36 
habitats to include into these areas, because we may be missing 37 
a lot that’s important. 38 
 39 
What we saw in Florida, they’ve been closed for ten years and so 40 
their abundance is obviously much greater than what we’re 41 
seeing, but the potentials are there. 42 
 43 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Did you see any spiny lobsters? 44 
 45 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Barely and not really deep, but we’re not 46 
really looking for them either.  If the antennae are out, we can 47 
see them, but we saw a lot more at Riley’s Hump, actually.  48 
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That’s also a closed area that we did in Puerto Rico, but the 1 
areas we’re working at are pretty steep. 2 
 3 
MARCOS HANKE:  When you refer to the aggregation that you worked 4 
in Florida, did you say between 160 to 300? 5 
 6 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  200. 7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  200, okay.  The other question is on your dives 9 
in Puerto Rico, in Ponce, did you see any silky sharks? 10 
 11 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Not here.  We saw a lot of them in Florida 12 
though. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  But not here? 15 
 16 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  I’ll say that, but I’ll also say that I’m 17 
not an expert in shark detection or the species and so we may be 18 
misidentifying it.  Some of them look quite alike and we were 19 
able to do that in Florida because we actually had some shark 20 
experts onboard and they could tell the difference between the 21 
species. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Did you see any conch?  The reason I’m 24 
asking is because we are assuming that below those depths off 25 
the west coast of Puerto Rico that there is a large population 26 
and up to fifty meters, it has been confirmed that there is 27 
quite a bit of conch. 28 
 29 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  That’s the sense from what we see, because 30 
we see the herbivores, the benthic herbivores, dropping out at 31 
about sixty meters and so the same restriction would apply to 32 
obviously the productivity for conch as well. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I do have another question.  Regarding 35 
the sites that you’re visiting to those depths, are they 36 
actually related to spawning aggregation sites that you have 37 
from the work that was done for identifying spawning 38 
aggregations around the edge? 39 
 40 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  Remotely, in the sense that we have worked 41 
off of El Hoyo.  We have a couple of sites, but the aggregation 42 
sites can be quite specific in their location and if you’re off 43 
a little bit, you wouldn’t see it and at El Hoyo, no one has 44 
seen red hind there for ten years now. 45 
 46 
The other sites, we really haven’t looked at in terms of what 47 
our work is, but we did take the ROV over to Mona and look at 48 
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the aggregation, to see how deep that went.  At the Mona site, 1 
it goes down to -- There’s a ledge that starts at fifty meters 2 
and it runs a long way out and down to about fifty-five meters 3 
before it finally drops and the fish just basically come to that 4 
first ledge and don’t go out on it.   5 
 6 
Because of the geomorphology there, they’re pretty much at that 7 
fifty-meter limit and so that’s the only time we’ve actually 8 
gone to look for spawning aggregations at a spawning aggregation 9 
time. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Graciela, and thank you, Richard. 12 
 13 
AIDA ROSARIO:  You mentioned that on Vieques you changed from a 14 
closer area to Vieques.  Is that the place that had been 15 
identified or how did you select that area? 16 
 17 
RICHARD APPELDOORN:  We had multibeam bathymetry and we looked 18 
for a place that looked interesting.  It was a snap decision 19 
because we couldn’t get out that day to El Seco because the wind 20 
was too high. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Richard, thank you very much for that very 23 
interesting presentation.  Next, we have Dr. Lisamarie Currubba 24 
with the Caribbean Marine Etiquette Video Project. 25 
 26 

PRESENTATION ON CARIBBEAN MARINE ETIQUETTE VIDEO PROJECT 27 
 28 
LISAMARIE CARRUBBA:  We’re going to completely switch gears, 29 
everyone.  No science and just fun.  I wanted to talk to you a 30 
little bit and some of you who have really long memories 31 
probably remember that a while ago I came and gave a 32 
presentation about the problems that we’ve been having in both 33 
Puerto Rico and the USVI with tourists collecting corals, 34 
shells, and other things as souvenirs. 35 
 36 
We started a campaign a while ago to actually try and reach 37 
tourists.  Many of you know that the council reprinted posters 38 
that were done by the Virgin Islands Network of Educators called 39 
“Leave Paradise in Its Place”.   40 
 41 
We also, with coral funds, had given additional funds to keep 42 
that Leave Paradise in Its Place message up on Go to St. Croix 43 
and go to St. Thomas and Go to John websites.  What we did then 44 
also is we transformed that idea into a video and we did the 45 
video in both Spanish and English and for those of you who are 46 
interested, I have some copies in English and a couple of copies 47 
in Spanish. 48 
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 1 
The video is just coming out.  Benico del Toro is actually our 2 
star in both the Spanish and English versions and we also have 3 
well known folks from Puerto Rico and the USVI as the other 4 
voices.  As you’re going to see, the sea creatures are actually 5 
talking to you and so they are the stars. 6 
 7 
For those tourists who aren’t necessarily all that familiar with 8 
the underwater world, we wanted to engage them more by having 9 
the animals actually talking to them about the importance of 10 
their home and the importance of conserving their home. 11 
 12 
I left with Diana the official press release that has come out 13 
through our regional office and also there are web postings on 14 
our NOAA internet sites, Twitter, Facebook, et cetera, that’s 15 
already out, because we had our first press conference yesterday 16 
at UVI. 17 
 18 
Actually, UVI was kind enough to donate to us the space and 19 
participate with us in that conference and if any of you saw the 20 
St. Thomas Source, it was already published in the St. Thomas 21 
Source today and so that’s very exciting stuff.   22 
 23 
We’re going to have our next press conference in Puerto Rico 24 
tomorrow.  For the video, we actually had a local Puerto Rican 25 
group who actually wrote the score.  The score is composed 26 
specifically for the video and I think that’s about all I want 27 
to say.  I do want to say also that Diana also has a list.  She 28 
has a list of all the partners, double-sided.   29 
 30 
Puerto Rico and the USVI assisted in the creation of the video 31 
and another one of all the partners who are assisting in the 32 
distribution and again, I just want to thank the council, 33 
because the council has helped us.   34 
 35 
They even did an article in the Puerto Rico tourism magazine a 36 
while back, when we first started the campaign, and now actually 37 
through the Puerto Rico Tourism Company, there will be another 38 
issue, the next one that’s coming out in April and May, that has 39 
a full article about the video now that it’s complete. 40 
 41 
The USVI Tourism Department has also been excellent.  They got 42 
us the list of all the hotels through the USVI Hotel and Tourism 43 
Association and we do know that the video is showing now at 44 
hotels and we are checking with hotels as to which ones are 45 
showing the video and so without further ado, I will let you 46 
watch the video. 47 
 48 
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I do also just want to make a note that the video is in Spanish 1 
and English, like I said.  It is closed captioned also and so 2 
it’s subtitled for folks who need subtitles and the Spanish 3 
version actually also has the English version, just in case 4 
anybody wants to compare it. 5 
 6 
(Whereupon, a video was presented.) 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can we put it on our webpage so the public can 9 
download it? 10 
 11 
LISAMARIE CARRUBBA:  You cannot put it so it can be downloaded, 12 
no.  That would be against our copyright agreement, but you can 13 
put it so people can view it and actually on the producer’s 14 
website, For the Sea Productions website, which is actually the 15 
website referenced in our press releases, the video already has 16 
its own page on that website, but it can’t be downloaded, just 17 
for copyright reasons. 18 
 19 
BARBARA KOJIS:  It’s already showing in the Virgin Islands, but 20 
the other aspects of this, are you working with the airlines to 21 
show this as they land? 22 
 23 
LISAMARIE CARRUBBA:  That has been the most painful process.  We 24 
have been trying and so far the answer has been that you can pay 25 
us and it is like $90,000 for a thirty-second spot to run for 26 
like a month or two. 27 
 28 
Obviously that’s beyond the realm of possibility right now and 29 
so we’ve been trying to get more directly to the airlines.  Many 30 
of them, like Jet Blue, they actually have environmental 31 
programs and so we’ve been trying to get to the right contact 32 
people, to see if we can just convince them out of the goodness 33 
of their hearts to play at least the thirty second one. 34 
 35 
The thirty seconds is just a summary of the brief messages and 36 
it’s got the do-not-do-this kind of thing on each of the images 37 
and so that’s what we’re trying to do, but we have not had much 38 
success yet with airlines.  That was the idea.  We really wanted 39 
to get to people when they’re landing, basically. 40 
 41 
The tourism department here and the tourism company in Puerto 42 
Rico have been great at enabling us to get to hotels and showing 43 
it at all their activities that they’ve had.  Puerto Rico just 44 
had the huge open golf tournament and they ran the thirty-second 45 
one there and also they’ve committed to running it all of their 46 
other public events, but the airlines, no. 47 
 48 
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In fact, the contacts that we have for the airlines are the ones 1 
that we got from the tourism departments and we have not had 2 
much success, unless we want to pay.  If any of you know a 3 
secret -- Are there other questions?  If anybody wants a copy, 4 
I’m going to give priority to our USVI folks, but I do have four 5 
in English and two in Spanish and so any of you who want a copy, 6 
please let me know.  Any other questions or concerns? 7 
 8 
At least in Puerto Rico, we have a contact at the Port 9 
Authority, because they’re the ones who actually run the 10 
airports, and the Port Authority is trying to show it not just 11 
at baggage claim, but maybe throughout the airports, on their 12 
monitors.   13 
 14 
She really loved the video and she’s really into it and she’s 15 
trying to get that approved, so that we could actually have that 16 
running on their little television monitors and so at least in 17 
Puerto Rico, it looks like that might happen. 18 
 19 
The USVI, we haven’t been able to get in touch with the Port 20 
Authority yet to see if we could do the same thing, but that’s 21 
something that we’ve wanted to do and we did a while ago have 22 
ads up through TransAd at the airports, but, again, it’s very 23 
expensive. 24 
 25 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Thanks, Lisamarie.  Next is Enforcement Reports. 26 
 27 

ENFORCEMENT REPORTS 28 
PUERTO RICO 29 

 30 
AIDA ROSARIO:  At the moment, we have not received the 31 
enforcement report from the Rangers Division, but in our lab, we 32 
maintain certifications of violations that they get to us.  They 33 
have been acting and enforcing the lobsters and queen conch and 34 
the spawning aggregation closures.  We have made several 35 
certifications for violations on the west coast of Puerto Rico.  36 
That’s what we can report at this moment. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Virgin Islands. 39 
 40 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 41 
 42 
AUSTIN CALL:  I’m Austin Call with the Director of Enforcement, 43 
U.S. Virgin Islands.  This report covers activity since our last 44 
report, August to February.  We did close area patrols in the 45 
red hind spawning aggregation seasonal closure from December 1 46 
to 28.  We spent seventy-three man hours doing that patrol. 47 
 48 
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We’ve done 217 dockside boarding hours, 108 sea patrol hours, 1 
fifty-four vessel hours.  We’ve issued thirty-two citations for 2 
conch, lobster, and reef fish.  We’ve issued thirty-eight 3 
warnings for the same and made seventy-six contacts and we’ve 4 
had eight clerical hours used. 5 
 6 
We’ve had quite a number of partnership activities with both 7 
NOAA and the Coast Guard.  We did three night operations back in 8 
June of last year.  We didn’t issue any warnings or citations.  9 
We didn’t have any encounters then.  We were doing a mutton 10 
snapper patrol. 11 
 12 
We did a patrol again in September.  It was called Operation 13 
Conch 2 with NOAA as well and the Coast Guard and there we were 14 
targeting, again, illegal fishing in the EEZ as well as conch 15 
enforcement.  We again partnered with NOAA on an investigation 16 
of a 500-pound swordfish caught off of St. Croix back in October 17 
on one of the sportfishing vessels there and that’s our report. 18 
 19 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Thank you, Austin.  Next is NOAA. 20 
 21 

NOAA OLE 22 
 23 
TRACY DUNN:  They said about everything I could say.  We have 24 
been partnering a lot with the local law enforcement.  I know 25 
we’ve done a lot of work at the airports with coral with a lot 26 
of success, at least catching a lot of small pieces going 27 
through, which can add up to a lot. 28 
 29 
Unfortunately, this is the end of our quarter today and so we 30 
don’t have a quarter report for the last three months, but I can 31 
submit the one previous to that. 32 
 33 
I think we only have two agents and they’re working quite hard 34 
with all the other law enforcement people and we’re still trying 35 
to work through some JEA issues, but I’m positive that we’ll be 36 
able to do that and keep funding flowing down here. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Thank you.  Next is the U.S. Coast Guard. 39 
 40 

U.S. COAST GUARD 41 
 42 
BRENDA CRYSLER:  To continue with that, we assisted NOAA Special 43 
Agent Len Rios with an operation that targeted illegal fishing 44 
on the west coast of Puerto Rico and this was also with DRNA 45 
agents as well and it was conducted throughout the duration of 46 
the closure seasons out there and the focus was mainly on 47 
deterrent and prevention and it was seen as an overall success, 48 
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because the local fishers had noted both air and surface asset 1 
surveillance during the time period. 2 
 3 
As a result, any time aircraft flew overhead, the fishers were 4 
reportedly on the lookout for Coast Guard cutters and DRNA 5 
vessels as well.  We intend to continue this operation in the 6 
future and to strengthen the enforcement within the closed 7 
areas. 8 
 9 
We also had one notable boarding that was conducted about a 10 
month ago and this was actually within state waters on the west 11 
coast and members of our small boat station, they had conducted 12 
a boarding on a vessel and when they got onboard, they 13 
encountered both conch and lobster. 14 
 15 
Things seemed fine at first, but in the middle of the boarding, 16 
they noticed some movement in a fender and also within a bag and 17 
so they looked inside and there were a total of ten undersized 18 
lobsters hidden within. 19 
 20 
There was some lobster that also had evidence of having had 21 
their eggs being stripped and on top of that, the master of the 22 
vessel was fishing in a commercial capacity with an expired 23 
fishing license and the whole case package was turned over to 24 
DNER and we’ll be looking for a follow-up soon.  I did pass 25 
pictures on to Graciela.  This case has received a lot of 26 
attention on our side.  It was about an eighteen to twenty-foot 27 
boat. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Graciela, are we waiting for something? 30 
 31 
BRENDA CRYSLER:  This photo is the picture of the outside of the 32 
fender and there you can see the lobsters hidden.  This is an 33 
example of one of the lobsters that had obviously been molested.  34 
There’s a little bit of the eggs still.  This photo is just 35 
showing that it’s undersized.  It’s part of the case package. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Graciela.  Thank you, Lieutenant.  38 
Thank you for your reports.   39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  There were two things pending.  The chair of the 41 
SSC and some of the SSC and the Center met and we already have a 42 
terms of reference for the meeting and some tentative dates and 43 
so we are ready to go and we are going to consult with the SSC 44 
members and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center as to their 45 
availability and so the meeting that we discussed this morning, 46 
they are going to undertake that prior to the next council 47 
meeting.  The other thing that was pending was your motion, 48 
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Carlos, on the reduction of the surgeonfish. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Can you repeat the motion?   3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I’m going to move to have our preferred 5 
alternative for surgeonfish for the Caribbean EEZ at Alternative 6 
2(e), at 0.75 uncertainty scaler. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do we have a second for that one? 9 
 10 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Second. 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s seconded by Aida and thank you.  Do we 13 
need more discussion on this one? 14 
 15 
AIDA ROSARIO:  I think that the intention is to remove the St. 16 
Croix, right, and leave it for the whole Caribbean EEZ.  Livia, 17 
you need to get out of there the “St. Croix”. 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Marcos, let’s vote and we’ll start 20 
with you. 21 
 22 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 23 
 24 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 25 
 26 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Abstain. 27 
 28 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 29 
 30 
ALICIA BARNES:  Yes. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six to one and the motion carries.  35 
Now let’s go to our agenda and we’re getting to the end.  We’ll 36 
do Administrative Committee Recommendations. 37 
 38 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  There are none. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We’ll start now with our Public Comment 43 
Period. 44 
 45 

2010 ACL AMENDMENT DISCUSSION 46 
 47 
ROY CRABTREE:  Before we wind up, we need to -- Do we have the 48 
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rule language?  We need to look at the rule language for the 1 
2010 Amendment and then we need to have a roll call vote to 2 
resubmit.  Do you want to do that before or after? 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Now and let’s get it done with. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  The changes are very simple.  There’s just four 7 
parrotfish ACL weight changes that are in the document.  The 8 
first one that we’re going to address is Puerto Rico commercial 9 
and that’s going to now be 52,724 pounds, as we discussed this 10 
morning when we went through the notice. 11 
 12 
Parrotfish recreational will change to 15,259 pounds.  St. Croix 13 
commercial will change to 240,002 pounds and St. Thomas/St. 14 
John, which is also commercial, 42,500 pounds.  Those are the 15 
only changes to the rule. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  I move that we resubmit the 2010 ACL Amendment to 18 
the Secretary of Commerce. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second? 21 
 22 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 23 
 24 
ROY CRABTREE:  You’re jumping the gun now.  I haven’t finished 25 
my motion.  And that we deem the regulations to be necessary and 26 
appropriate.  Now you can do a second. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you and let’s vote on it.  Carlos, we’ll 31 
begin with you. 32 
 33 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 34 
 35 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 36 
 37 
ALICIA BARNES:  Yes. 38 
 39 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 40 
 41 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s unanimous and the motion carries.  46 
Thank you.  We’re going to move into our five-minute comment 47 
period. 48 
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 1 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 2 

 3 
PAUL CHAKROFF:  My name is Paul Chakroff and I’m Director of the 4 
Virgin Islands Conservation Society and I’m thankful to have the 5 
opportunity to make these comments before the 137th Regular 6 
Meeting of the CFMC here in St. Thomas. 7 
 8 
The Virgin Islands Conservation Society, or VICS, recognizes and 9 
thanks the Caribbean Fishery Management Council for positive 10 
action on protection of USVI fisheries and coral reefs through 11 
the reduction of the annual catch limit on parrotfish to 240,000 12 
pounds per year in St. Croix and reducing the ACL by 15 percent 13 
in the St. Thomas/St. John District and Puerto Rican waters. 14 
 15 
I will note that we do have some concerns with the establishment 16 
of ACLs above the recorded catch levels and in herbivorous 17 
species where there are known issues with regard to macroalgae 18 
and coral protection, but I’ll develop those comments for later. 19 
 20 
VICS cannot allow statements made by the VI DPNR Commissioner 21 
Alicia Barnes prior to the CFMC vote on parrotfish ACL to stand 22 
without comment, however.  VICS appreciates that there are many 23 
factors impacting the sustained health and viability of 24 
populations and communities of marine fishes, coral, and other 25 
marine resources, including not just pressure from commercial 26 
and recreational fishing. 27 
 28 
Industrial and municipal pollution, loss of lagoons and other 29 
submerged lands, alteration of coastal conditions through 30 
construction of jetties, dredging of harbors, beach nourishment 31 
and other onshore and offshore development and climate change 32 
all take their toll on fisheries and other marine resources. 33 
 34 
VICS recognizes that the actions undertaken by the CFMC on ACLs 35 
are dictated and explicitly defined by federal law, including 36 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 37 
the National Environmental Policy Act, and the Federal 38 
Endangered Species Act. 39 
 40 
We further recognize that these federal statutes expressly 41 
require the CFMC to meet certain public notice and engagement, 42 
environmental and economic assessments, and other requirements 43 
in consideration of the federal actions taken by the council.  44 
We commend the CFMC on its careful attention to these 45 
requirements. 46 
 47 
Commissioner Barnes, on the other hand, is not restricted only 48 
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to Magnuson-Stevens in her authority to take action on behalf of 1 
marine fisheries, the important heritage of fisheries in the 2 
Virgin Islands history and culture, VI fishermen, their 3 
families, or future generations of fishermen. 4 
 5 
The DPNR Commissioner has authorities under the Federal Clean 6 
Water Act, the Federal and Territorial Coastal Zone Management 7 
Acts, Territorial Endangered and Indigenous Species Act, and 8 
other statutes that can greatly benefit the marine fishery, 9 
coral reefs, and fishermen. 10 
 11 
Careful review, conditioning, and enforcement of major and minor 12 
CZM permits, earth change and building permits, storm water 13 
pollution prevention plans, as well as the enforcement of 14 
fishery catch limits, all responsibilities of DPNR, would 15 
greatly benefit the marine fishery and fishermen. 16 
 17 
While VICS appreciates the DPNR Commissioner’s support of lower 18 
ACLs in her votes on the parrotfish, it is in her enforcement of 19 
ACLs and conditioning and enforcement of other federal and 20 
territorial statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that she 21 
has her greatest ability to benefit the marine fishery and help 22 
fishermen.  Respectfully submitted, Paul Chakroff, VICS 23 
Director.  Thank you. 24 
 25 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you very much. 26 
 27 
ROY CRABTREE:  I just wanted to make a comment.  I don’t think 28 
we have any intention of setting the annual catch limit above 29 
average catches for any of these herbivorous fishes and I think 30 
with parrotfish we reduced and we had a preferred alternative 31 
for surgeonfish to reduce. 32 
 33 
I think we understand the importance, and the council has shown 34 
that this week, of maintaining healthy coral reefs and managing 35 
the fisheries in order to do that.  What we are concerned though 36 
about are fisheries that we believe are healthy the way they’re 37 
operating now, fisheries like spiny lobster and potentially some 38 
others, and we don’t want to necessarily see regulations and 39 
reductions in catch when there’s no real reason to do it. 40 
 41 
I think it’s for those kinds of fisheries where we don’t any 42 
evidence of a problem and we don’t have those same ecosystem 43 
concerns that we’re interested in having the SSC consider 44 
possibly setting catch limits a little higher. 45 
 46 
PAUL CHAKROFF:  I recognize that and I appreciate that it’s not 47 
to unduly burden or set ACLs lower than necessary.  My concern 48 
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was in comparing the data that was provided by Bill Arnold prior 1 
to the vote on parrotfish.  2 
 3 
It appears that the ACL limit, the recommended limit that was 4 
voted on yesterday, 15 percent, for the St. Thomas/St. John 5 
District is actually equal to or lower than the recorded catch 6 
for parrotfish in that district averaged over the last ten years 7 
and especially over the last three years.  It’s actually above 8 
it. 9 
 10 
My concern is until we’ve established that there is no jeopardy 11 
from the loss of grazing potential from taking a parrotfish on 12 
macrophytic algae and that impact on coral, it may not be best 13 
to set ACL limits in that particular district higher than the 14 
recorded landings of that fish in that particular district, only 15 
in the sub-district. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  I understand now and we’ll take a look at that. 18 
 19 
PAUL CHAKROFF:  I’ll flesh that out more in written comment in 20 
the future. 21 
 22 
ALICIA BARNES:  If I may, I would be remiss, because apparently 23 
I’ve been on a lot of people’s minds, obviously, by the 24 
presentation.  I would just like to say that I am probably, 25 
since Virdin Brown, the only commissioner of DPNR that has been 26 
actively engaged in fisheries and will continue to do so.  27 
Notwithstanding your discourse, I know what the mandates are for 28 
DPNR and so that wasn’t necessary, notwithstanding.  Please get 29 
used to me being around.  Thank you. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Our next deponent is Sara Drevanak 32 
from the Pew Environmental Group. 33 
 34 
SARA DREVENAK:  Good afternoon.  My name is Sara Drevenak and 35 
I’m here representing the Pew Environment Group.  I’m also from 36 
St. Croix and I’m a recreational fisher.  There are a couple of 37 
specific things when you discussed the ACL amendment that I 38 
wanted to comment on. 39 
 40 
The first was removing species from the FMP and I think that in 41 
a lot of cases that you’re going to need to remove some species 42 
from the FMP, because they were put into the FMP not to manage, 43 
but I do think that I would urge you to be very careful in 44 
removing species from the FMP. 45 
 46 
Firstly, to make sure that the territories have the resources 47 
and the authority that they need to manage those species 48 
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properly and also that not all of the aquarium trade species are 1 
equal.  Things that do have some commercial harvest should not 2 
be removed from the FMP. 3 
 4 
The second thing was the buffer and I agree that for a lot of 5 
these species that are not in trouble that there’s got to be a 6 
way to set the OFL above average catch and there are some things 7 
that have been worked on to do that, but I do think that the 8 
idea of the buffer is to give you that wiggle room with 9 
increasing uncertainty. 10 
 11 
It would be hard to argue that for some of these species we have 12 
less uncertainty than we do with the species that we dealt with 13 
last year.  We have less data and so there’s more uncertainty 14 
and so that buffer should, hypothetically, be larger and so I 15 
would urge you to think about that and try to -- Even if the OFL 16 
has to be set higher on purpose, I think it makes the buffer 17 
make sense, because it is there to account for uncertainty and 18 
not for the status of the stock, whether it’s overfished or not. 19 
 20 
Last year, we were a little bit concerned about the ACL levels 21 
for parrotfish, because of the effects on the coral reef 22 
ecosystem in general, and we’re pleased to see the reductions 23 
that you’ve made this week and the surgeonfish reduction.  We 24 
think that those are critical to the well being of the ecosystem 25 
and the islands themselves.  That’s all I have and so I thank 26 
you. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We thank you, Sara.  Thank you for being here 29 
and giving us your perspective.  Anyone else for the public 30 
comment period?  No?  Then we will close the public comment 31 
period and the next item on the agenda is under Other Business, 32 
we have Bajo de Sico and Abril la Sierra and I’m going to ask 33 
you, Miguel, to help me figure this one out, because there’s a 34 
couple of actions involved in here.  35 
 36 

OTHER BUSINESS 37 
 38 
There’s Abril la Sierra and Bajo de Sico and the same 39 
regulations and then we have the compatibility from Puerto Rico 40 
and then, finally, the removal of spears and so how do we do it?  41 
How do you suggest we should do it on this one?  Should we go 42 
one-by-one or what? 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One-by-one.  Take it one at a time.  You 45 
mentioned the compatibility issue with Puerto Rico and probably 46 
we can ask Aida if she has anything new regarding Bajo de Sico. 47 
 48 
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AIDA ROSARIO:  In 2006, we were working with an amendment to 1 
regulations, the fishing regulations, in Puerto Rico and we were 2 
requested by the council to make compatible regulations for the 3 
closed areas off the west coast of Puerto Rico, to include the 4 
coordinates, latitude and longitude, of those three closed 5 
areas.  We were asked to close for bottom tending gear in those 6 
areas. 7 
 8 
In Puerto Rico, what we had in place, already in place, is the 9 
closure year-round in that area, in those three areas, Bajo de 10 
Sico, Abril la Sierra, and the Tourmaline Bank, to all tending 11 
gear and anchoring.  That’s already in place. 12 
 13 
We do not have any restriction on the trolling for highly 14 
migratory species, but that’s not clearly stated in our 15 
regulations and so maybe it will be necessary to do some 16 
clarification in that regard for those three areas.  We do not 17 
have in place any restriction for the use of spear guns or 18 
spearfishing in those three areas. 19 
 20 
One thing that we think might be different from the council is 21 
that, as I understand, you are going to -- That area is closed 22 
only for six months on the federal side and we have it closed 23 
year-round in the state side for all bottom-tending gear. 24 
 25 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay, but in the federal side, it’s also 26 
closed twelve months out of the year.  It’s an EFH and so it’s 27 
the same.  Actually there’s no difference.  Is there a petition 28 
to go to compatible regulations by the DNR with federal 29 
regulations? 30 
 31 
AIDA ROSARIO:  We will agree to go compatible with the federal 32 
government if it is requested that we include the spearfishing 33 
prohibition in that area.  In fact, what is going to be done, if 34 
it’s included, and it might be included for the three areas and 35 
not only for Bajo de Sico and Abril la Sierra, since our 36 
restriction is for the three closed areas off the west coast of 37 
Puerto Rico.  If that’s the case, then we will still be more 38 
restrictive than the federal government. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is the DNR asking then for compatible 41 
regulations? 42 
 43 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes, we will. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What Aida is saying is that the local government 48 
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regulations are more restrictive than the federal government and 1 
they have no plans to change that.  In addition, she said and 2 
she mentioned to -- Go ahead and repeat it again, the issue with 3 
the spearfish. 4 
 5 
AIDA ROSARIO:  We can include the spear gun restriction in those 6 
three areas, because it’s allowed, the trolling, for highly 7 
migratory in those three areas. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s allowed to fish in the water columns, 10 
yes. 11 
 12 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Probably we can do some clarification on the 13 
regulations that make it clear for the fishers and the 14 
enforcement people to understand that it is allowed and the 15 
other point is that we would like to, if it is necessary, to 16 
prohibit the use of spear guns in those areas, spearfishing. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Basically, the only area that was not 19 
compatible, you’re saying that it’s compatible, which is that 20 
trolling is allowed in the water column.  In the federal 21 
jurisdiction now, after the amendment, it’s open.  After the 22 
amendment, it’s open and so it’s compatible. 23 
 24 
AIDA ROSARIO:  We are more restrictive, because we have the 25 
restrictions in the three closed areas.  You were asking to do 26 
this for two of the three closed areas and we had the three. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Graciela, what -- 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I would like to ask for a recap on 31 
what -- The regulations for the federal side of Bajo de Sico 32 
include the year-round bottom tending gear prohibition.  It 33 
includes the six-month new closure that changed from the three-34 
month closure. 35 
 36 
It opens the water column to fishing and it prohibits anchoring 37 
within that area and for the six months, fishing, other than HMS 38 
and coastal pelagics, it’s prohibited.  Those are the 39 
regulations that are in place right now for the federal side. 40 
 41 
AIDA ROSARIO:  That’s the same thing that we had in place in 42 
Puerto Rico and we are more restrictive because we have that in 43 
place in Bajo de Sico.  That’s what I understand and that does 44 
not include Abril la Sierra and Tourmaline Bank. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Abril la Sierra and Tourmaline -- 47 
Abril la Sierra, it’s all federal.  Tourmaline, it’s a shared 48 
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jurisdiction and for three months, December, January, and 1 
February, it’s closed to all fishing, including from the surface 2 
to the bottom, to all fishing.  There is a prohibition on all 3 
bottom tending gear throughout the year. 4 
 5 
The prohibition for all fishing for Tourmaline and Abril la 6 
Sierra is for three months, but it goes from the surface of the 7 
water to the bottom.  There is no fishing allowed in those two 8 
areas. 9 
 10 
AIDA ROSARIO:  If it’s all federal, then we do not have to do 11 
anything there, do we? 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Excuse me? 14 
 15 
AIDA ROSARIO:  You said that Abril la Sierra is all federal 16 
jurisdiction and so we don’t have to put anything in place to be 17 
compatible, right? 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  It’s for Tourmaline and -- 20 
 21 
AIDA ROSARIO:  We are talking different things here. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In your regulations, Abril la Sierra 24 
is included as part of it. 25 
 26 
AIDA ROSARIO:  We were requested, when it was first issued, to 27 
set up compatible regulations for the three places and so we had 28 
in our regulations the three areas with the coordinates, 29 
although it might be federal waters, to close to all bottom 30 
tending gear year-round, including anchoring in the three areas.  31 
It is allowed to fish for highly migratory species and if we are 32 
going to restrict the spearfishing, then we need to amend it to 33 
include the prohibition for the spearfishing in those three 34 
areas. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Roy, I have a question.  Then we don’t have 37 
anything do with Bajo de Sico regarding compatibility, because 38 
it’s compatible with Puerto Rico. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If they prohibit the use of 41 
spearfishing. 42 
 43 
AIDA ROSARIO:  No, right now we do not include spearfishing.  If 44 
we are requested to include that, we can amend it to do so. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The Puerto Rican side of Bajo de Sico is to go 47 
spearfishing and so, Roy, if we already understand and it’s in 48 
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the record that the regulations in Bajo de Sico are the same for 1 
both Puerto Rico and the federal waters regarding it’s open in 2 
the water column and it’s closed to bottom tending gear and it 3 
has a closed season and there are no traps and no pots, my 4 
question is who did require a regulatory amendment to prohibit 5 
spearfishing in Bajo de Sico?   6 
 7 
I have talked with Marcos and the change in regulations for Bajo 8 
de Sico has been hugely successful.  People have been able to 9 
fish for pelagics in what once was a closed area, a closed water 10 
column, and so we’re happy, but we have a situation where some 11 
people have been diving and we would like to remove the spear 12 
from the equation, because it’s a very shallow place.  It’s 13 
small, but shallow.   14 
 15 
On the Puerto Rico side, they have no possibility of doing that, 16 
because it’s very deep.  I guess that’s why they don’t even have 17 
it in the regulations.  If we were about to amend the plan for 18 
Bajo de Sico and prohibit spearfishing, what would be required?  19 
What would be the counsel of the road to go? 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think you could do another regulatory amendment 22 
and do that.  I think that’s in the plan.  I would have to 23 
check, but you would have to an amendment, either a regulatory 24 
amendment or a plan amendment. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The next question is are the council members -27 
- Marcos, do you have something to say about that? 28 
 29 
ROY CRABTREE:  Let me suggest that we put this on the agenda for 30 
the next meeting and ask staff to develop some alternatives and 31 
advise us on how to do this. 32 
 33 
MARCOS HANKE:  What Genio described is -- I share his opinion.  34 
I think what we did was that Bajo de Sico is a success story for 35 
this council.  The system has been working and improved the 36 
resource and the fishermen, in terms of allowing to fish in the 37 
water column.  We are just fine-tuning something to close the 38 
gap on the problem and we should pursue that aggressively. 39 
 40 
ROY CRABTREE:  You’re the chairman and you’ll decide the next 41 
agenda. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We can just go ahead and put it on the agenda 44 
unless someone happens to make a motion right here right now. 45 
 46 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think you can put it on the agenda for 47 
discussion at the next meeting.  We’re not going to have a 48 
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regulatory amendment by the next meeting, because we’ve got to 1 
get the ACL done, but we can talk about it in more detail and be 2 
prepared then. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That sounds fair then.  Miguel, anything else?  5 
For the record, one of our council members, AP members, a 6 
charter operator, went to the marina, and I’m saying this for 7 
the record so that it states, and he found some charter 8 
operators coming back with two large Nassau groupers. 9 
 10 
Marcos and I don’t call them charter operators.  We call them 11 
water taxis, because they really don’t have a charter lobster 12 
and they shave lobster and unfortunately, that day there was no 13 
one from enforcement, no federal and no state, and they got away 14 
with that and we really don’t want to run into that situation 15 
and so we would like to have that as a regulatory amendment put 16 
in the agenda for the future. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s it. 19 
 20 
ROY CRABTREE:  We’re on the way to putting in place these new 21 
ACLs for parrotfish for St. Croix and they’ll hopefully be in 22 
place next year, but Ed Schuster talked to us about he had a 23 
plan for parrotfish that was never brought before the council 24 
and never implemented. 25 
 26 
I think along the way, Carlos, that some of the fishermen have 27 
mentioned spawning season closures and some other types of 28 
things and so I think where we are now, the catches in St. Croix 29 
right now are higher than the ACL is and I think it would be 30 
good to talk to the St. Croix fishermen about some other ideas 31 
they have for things that may need to be done with parrotfish, 32 
because I don’t think they’re going to want to exceed the ACL 33 
and have those things factored in. 34 
 35 
I think it would be nice if between now and the next council 36 
meeting if we could have the fishermen have some discussions and 37 
maybe come forward with some proposals and things that they 38 
think would make sense to try and keep the catches in line with 39 
the new ACL. 40 
 41 
I’ve listened to Eddie about it and I think he said if this had 42 
been put in place, we wouldn’t be in this position right now and 43 
so I would like to see us get on top of it and maybe, Alicia, 44 
you all could get with the fishermen some and see about what 45 
ideas they have to put some things in place so that we don’t get 46 
in another problem situation a couple of years from now. 47 
 48 
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CARLOS FARCHETTE:  The Fisheries Advisory Committee has been 1 
working on this issue before this parrotfish issue came up and 2 
there are three items that we will be forwarding to the 3 
Commissioner. 4 
 5 
It didn’t happen with the previous commissioner and so now we’re 6 
going to resubmit, which is the three big parrotfish with an ACL 7 
of zero, the midnight, the blue, and the rainbow, and they’re 8 
looking for the highest spawning period, which I think Gerston 9 
Martinez did some work with the Nature Conservancy and so he has 10 
some ideas as to those months. 11 
 12 
Then we’re looking at considering a net ban of a new method that 13 
some of the fishermen came up with to reduce the ACL or keep the 14 
ACL or the harvest landings below the agreed ACL. 15 
 16 
ROY CRABTREE:  That would be great and maybe at the next 17 
meeting, we could maybe have Eddie or the St. Croix Association 18 
give a presentation to us about some proposals they have and 19 
what progress is being made. 20 
 21 
(There is a break in the audio recording at this point of the 22 
meeting.) 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Obviously there were a certain type of nets 25 
and so we have to tweak the definition of that net that is going 26 
to be used to harvest reef fish, which is what we’re looking at. 27 
 28 
ALICIA BARNES:  Also, just to add that there are additional 29 
issues that we’re looking at, issues relative to our wetlands, 30 
and so with that, we’re going to present a comprehensive 31 
strategy that we feel would address some of the fisheries 32 
management issues. 33 
 34 
What I would like to propose is prior to even making a 35 
presentation to the council that we have some collaborative 36 
interaction prior to, so that when a presentation is made, it is 37 
a document that may have been already reviewed and would have 38 
had some collaborative input prior to. 39 
 40 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think that’s a real good idea and I would 41 
welcome that. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Commissioner.  Thank you, Roy.   44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Is there anything else under Other Business? 46 
 47 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s it under Other Business. 48 
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 1 
NEXT COUNCIL MEETING 2 

 3 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The next council meeting, as I said before, we 4 
are going to have the SSC looking at the terms of reference that 5 
we discussed already and the next meeting probably will be 6 
around June and it will be in St. Croix.  The staff and the 7 
chair will coordinate with everybody to pick the best date for 8 
the meeting and certainly we would like to coordinate with your 9 
office to make sure that Roy can attend the meeting and it will 10 
be maybe a day-and-a-half or one day and I don’t know, but it 11 
all depends on the development. 12 
 13 
The meeting of the SSC will be the key for the discussion that 14 
we have and I hope that we don’t have to rehash the whole 15 
discussion again, except for those issues that you left pending 16 
for the meeting of the SSC. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  Guys, you heard it from 19 
Miguel and it’s going to be in June in St. Croix and I want to 20 
thank all of you guys for the hard work that you did and all the 21 
people who made presentations and Graciela and Bill and Todd too 22 
and David.  I extend a warm welcome to Alicia Barnes, the 23 
Commissioner.  It’s a pleasure to have you here with us.  Guys, 24 
this is it.  The meeting is adjourned. 25 
 26 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on March 30, 2011.) 27 
 28 

- - - 29 


