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 1 
CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 2 

139TH REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 3 
Embassy Suites Hotel 4 
Carolina, Puerto Rico 5 

 6 
JULY 21, 2011 7 

 8 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council convened at the Embassy 9 
Suites Hotel, Carolina, Puerto Rico, Thursday morning, July 21, 10 
2011, and was called to order at 11:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman 11 
Eugenio Piñeiro. 12 
 13 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Good morning, folks.  Welcome to the 139th 16 
regular meeting of the Caribbean Fishery Management Council.  17 
We’re going to start the meeting with a roll call.  I want to 18 
remind you that Counselor Mike McLemore is here with us on the 19 
phone and I would ask for you to speak very clearly on the phone 20 
and microphone and identify yourself at all times, so that he 21 
knows who is talking.  We’re going to start the roll call with 22 
Livia. 23 
 24 
LIVIA MONTALVO:  Livia Montalvo, council staff. 25 
 26 
BRENDAN TAYLOR:  Brendan Taylor, Coast Guard. 27 
 28 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, AP chair. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Miguel Garcia, council member, Puerto Rico. 31 
 32 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Winston Ledee, vice chair, St. Thomas. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Geño Piñeiro, chair, Puerto Rico. 35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Miguel Rolon, council staff. 37 
 38 
DIANA MARTINO:  Diana Martino, council staff. 39 
 40 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, council member, St. Croix 41 
district. 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  Marcos Hanke, council member, Puerto Rico. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, standing in for Roy Crabtree, 46 
Southeast Regional Office, St. Petersburg. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 1 
staff. 2 
 3 
DAVID OLSEN:  David Olsen, St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We are all in.  It’s six members present and 6 
there’s one absent, which is the Virgin Islands Commissioner.  7 
We are going to start the meeting. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, we have Mike McLemore on the 10 
phone and also Bill Arnold, we have a letter in our files.  Dr. 11 
Roy Crabtree designated Bill Arnold as his representative at 12 
this meeting and so he can vote. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  As you know, during the 15 
last meeting, we had some problems with publication in the 16 
Federal Register of the meeting and we were not able to vote and 17 
so we went through the motions and we discussed it and at this 18 
meeting, we are going to vote to send the document for the 19 
public hearings.  With this, Miguel. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Before Graciela and Bill go over the document, 22 
this is exactly the same document that you saw before, but we 23 
need to develop the record officially and we have today also the 24 
benefit of having the report of the advisory panel. 25 
 26 
The advisory panel went through the document thoroughly and they 27 
have two specific recommendations regarding adding another two 28 
alternatives.  I discussed it with Mara Levy and she said that’s 29 
okay.   30 
 31 
We can select today preferred alternative management measures 32 
and we can add any, if you so desire, add anything that the AP 33 
suggests, provided it is within the range of the already 34 
discussed management measures in the document that you are going 35 
to be seeing today.  Anything that needs to be added can be 36 
worked into the paper to the public hearing and explained in the 37 
presentation at the public hearings. 38 
 39 
The next step after the public hearings is for you to take final 40 
action.  That will be at the meeting in August and that will be 41 
held in San Juan and there is when you will decide on the 42 
regulations that will be in front of you and the final draft 43 
document for you to take final action. 44 
 45 
At that time, if we get something from the public hearing that 46 
merits some significant modifications to the document, then we 47 
have to look at it and hopefully not, but you may even have to 48 
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go back to public hearings if there’s something out of the blue 1 
that nobody thought about.  If not, then the document will 2 
proceed its course and we will submit it this year to the 3 
Secretary. 4 
 5 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 6 
 7 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  I guess it’s Graciela and 8 
Bill.  We have to, first of all, adopt the agenda for this 9 
meeting.  Any comments or any changes?  Being none, can I get a 10 
motion? 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion to adopt the agenda. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 15 
 16 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s a second by Marcos Hanke.  Those in 17 
favor say aye; anyone who objects?  The agenda is adopted.  For 18 
the record, let me state once more that the Commissioner from 19 
the Virgin Islands is not going to be present today.  Thank you.  20 
Now we’re going to the ACL presentation. 21 
 22 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.  One minor detail is 23 
that this is probably the last time that we do this.  If you are 24 
not present, you cannot vote.  I discussed it with Mara Levy.  25 
The lawyers and other people that do not vote can be on the 26 
phone, but the vote counts, according to Roberts Rules, for 27 
those present only. 28 
 29 
I was asked whether they can vote by phone and unless we have a 30 
conference call that includes all council members and we have 31 
listening posts, which is really an official council meeting 32 
through the phone, and still that vote has to be ratified at the 33 
next council meeting -- A member is not allowed to vote if he’s 34 
not present, he or she present. 35 
 36 
I want to excuse the Commissioner.  She tried to do her best to 37 
attend the meeting and she couldn’t and I believe that Jed Brown 38 
is on vacation.  They will be at the next meeting in San Juan. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thanks for the clarification, Miguel.  Then I 41 
think it’s time to move on with the ACL presentation by Bill 42 
Arnold and Graciela Garcia-Moliner. 43 
 44 

ACL/AM 2011 DRAFT DOCUMENT FOR SPECIES NOT OVERFISHED OR 45 
UNDERGOING OVERFISHING 46 

 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What we’ve done, you have a copy of 48 
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Section 4, which has all the actions and alternatives that are 1 
considered in the document, in the draft document.  You have, on 2 
the left-hand side of the screen -- We’ve already written out 3 
the language for you for the motion, so that if you select one 4 
of the alternatives as a preferred alternative, then we just 5 
type in the action number and the letter that you want as a 6 
preferred alternative, because we have to go through the whole 7 
document today. 8 
 9 
There is no obligation of choosing a preferred alternative.  You 10 
can send the document to public hearings without a preferred 11 
alternative and let the public give you feedback on these 12 
alternatives or actions. 13 
 14 
On the right-hand side, on that other screen, we’re going to go 15 
action-by-action.  You’ve heard and you’ve read the document 16 
before and so this is just a matter of selecting or deciding not 17 
to select an action.  We also have additional information from 18 
the advisory panel that met last week and so we already have the 19 
language from their alternatives if you wish to include them in 20 
the document. 21 
 22 
We have a disclaimer to make, because there are three versions 23 
of the document which are the same, except for editorial 24 
changes, and they’re dated June 20, June 29, and June 30, 2011.  25 
Except for editorial changes, they are the same versions. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  At each section and alternative, we need to allow 28 
the chair of the AP to let us know what the AP decided and we 29 
have distributed copies of the minutes, the summary minutes.  30 
The summary minutes do not have the thorough rationale for each 31 
one of them and so you can ask questions to the chair or to the 32 
staff and Carlos was there also, Carlos Farchette, and so we can 33 
develop the record with the rationale that is presented to you 34 
by the advisory panel chair. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’ll begin with Section 4.0.  4.1 is 37 
Action 1, which deals with management reference points for 38 
species not undergoing overfishing or overfished and so we’re 39 
not talking about groupers, snappers, parrotfish, or queen 40 
conch. 41 
 42 
The Action 1A is to establish the year sequence for determining 43 
the average annual landings for the reef fish species and you 44 
have Alternative 1, no action.  Alternative 2 is to select the 45 
sequence of years and within that, you have three alternatives 46 
with different year sequences.  Do you want me to go one-by-one 47 
or do you want to use your reference and let us know which -- Do 48 
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you want me to read them off? 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mike McLemore is on the phone and it would be 3 
good if you read them. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The thing is that the record that we developed at 6 
the last meeting is a non-record, because of the requirement.  7 
My advice to the council is to allow Graciela to read them very 8 
quick.  If you have a good memory, you’re supposed to vote the 9 
same way that you thought that you were going to vote, but at 10 
this time, maybe something will recall, something that you 11 
forgot.  Be free to add it to the discussion. 12 
 13 
What we want to do today is to make sure that we develop the 14 
record for each one of the alternatives and the rationale as to 15 
why you are selecting that alternative for public hearings. 16 
 17 
Given that this is just to decide which alternative you are 18 
going to send to public hearings, the debate is whether we have 19 
been able to accommodate the range of alternatives that will 20 
solve your problem and comply with the requirement.  At the 21 
final version, you have to develop your rationale for adopting 22 
each one of the specific alternatives that you have in front of 23 
you. 24 
 25 
You will have a copy of the public hearing document and a copy 26 
of the comments received and the regulations and you go one-by-27 
one and do that.  At this time, what we want from you is to tell 28 
us whether we as a council and the staff have encompassed all 29 
the possibilities that you can think of within reasonable bounds 30 
of the different alternatives that you have. 31 
 32 
As we said before, most of the first alternatives are kind of 33 
technical in nature.  Either you take it or you have to really 34 
develop a technical rationale as to why not, for example, the 35 
time series that the SSC is recommending, the Southeast 36 
Fisheries Science is recommending, and Graciela will do that. 37 
 38 
In the case of the AP, that’s what we did.  The AP went through 39 
the sequence and those alternatives that they found are 40 
technical in nature, they relied on the advice of the technical 41 
people.  42 
 43 
For example, when you go and discuss the median and the mean, if 44 
you don’t have a grasp of what a median and a mean is, we can 45 
explain it to you, but that’s probably one of the technical 46 
aspects that you have to discuss. 47 
 48 
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In the meantime, think about -- You have the document in front 1 
of you and if you need to go back to anything that Graciela will 2 
present, we can go back, but we should not leave the room 3 
without any question answered. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  Go ahead, Graciela. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Remember that every action, the first 8 
alternative is a no action and so that is a default.  Every 9 
action, the first one is a no action. 10 
 11 
For establishing the year sequence, then you have Alternative 2, 12 
which would use the longest year sequence of reliable data.  You 13 
see there will be tables that show for each island and for each 14 
sector, only in Puerto Rico for the recreational, the year 15 
sequence that is available for developing the average catch 16 
landings data. 17 
 18 
The first one is to use the longest year sequence.  As you can 19 
see here for Puerto Rico, it would be 1988 to 2009.  For the 20 
recreational only, from 2000 to 2009.  That’s when MRFSS began.  21 
For St. Croix, it’s 1999 to 2008 and St. Thomas, it’s 2000 to 22 
2008. 23 
 24 
The reason for that being the longest time series for the Virgin 25 
Islands is because that’s when the family data became available.  26 
Before that, it was either by year or other such reports. 27 
 28 
For Alternative 3, you have the year sequence for everything 29 
that is before the SFA and so 1999 to 2005 for Puerto Rico 30 
commercial, 2000 to 2005 for the recreational in Puerto Rico, 31 
1999 to 2005 in St. Croix, and 2000 to 2005 in St. Thomas.  32 
Again, anything that happened before the SFA, when a lot of 33 
management measures came into effect. 34 
 35 
Alternative 4 is have the longest year sequence of recent 36 
reliable data and so we have the Puerto Rico commercial is the 37 
one that is different.  That’s 1999 to 2009 and the reasons for 38 
selecting that year are depending on how the data were reported, 39 
the factors that went into making the data more reliable, et 40 
cetera. 41 
 42 
Alternative 5, then you have the ones based on the most recent 43 
years and that was a specific request by the U.S. Virgin Islands 44 
government and so it would be 2005 to 2009 for Puerto Rico 45 
commercial and recreational and for St. Croix, it would be 2004 46 
to 2008, because that’s the last year that we have information 47 
available.  That would be your Action 1A, in selecting the year 48 
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sequence for each of the islands and each sector. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to give you some perspective on this, the 3 
SSC’s recommendation would be Alternative 2.  You don’t 4 
necessarily have to adhere to that recommendation, but it will 5 
make the math a lot easier.  You cannot exceed their 6 
recommendation for the actual OFL that they provided at their 7 
meetings. 8 
 9 
Any of these alternatives could be, using uncertainty factors 10 
and other applications of math, could be reduced below the OFL 11 
that they recommended, using Alternative 2, but the most 12 
straightforward approach would be to select as your preferred 13 
Alternative 2 for Action 1A. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  AP? 16 
 17 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended Alternative 2, to redefine 18 
the management reference points for the Reef FMP based on the 19 
longest year sequence of reliable landings data. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Schuster.  We have now all the 22 
alternatives have been read and all the council members have 23 
them in front of them and we have gone through this for a long 24 
time.  At this time, would you rather vote for it individually 25 
instead of waiting for the whole thing?  If that’s the case, the 26 
chair is asking for a motion for the alternatives. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  On the left-hand side, you have Action 29 
1A, year sequence for the Reef Fish FMP.  This is the default 30 
language that we have for every single one: The council selects 31 
Alternative - as the preferred action for Action -. 32 
 33 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I will make a motion to accept Alternative 2 34 
as the preferred for Action 1A. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Carlos.  Do I get a second? 37 
 38 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second the motion. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Dr. Miguel Garcia. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We need to add, Graciela, 1A of 4.1.1, just to 43 
make it idiot proof. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s correct.  Is everybody ready?  We’ll 46 
start voting with Dr. Garcia. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 1 
 2 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent and the 11 
motion carries. 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Moving on, Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, 14 
deals with establishing management reference points for the reef 15 
fish species not undergoing overfishing.  In this, you have 16 
three sub-actions, to establish management reference points for 17 
reef fish species not undergoing overfishing in Puerto Rico, and 18 
that’s Sub-Action 1.  In St. Croix is Sub-Action 2 and in St. 19 
Thomas/St. John is Sub-Action 3. 20 
 21 
Each of these has two alternatives.  Alternative 1 is the no 22 
action and that is shown in Table 4.1 and so these are the 23 
reference points as they were established by the SFA document of 24 
2005. 25 
 26 
Alternative 2 goes through 2a through 2o in Table 4.1.5, which 27 
redefines then every one of the proxies, the MSY, the OFL, OY, 28 
ABC, and ACL.  Remember that this is separated for each island 29 
and so we’re dealing first with Puerto Rico and you have two 30 
alternatives.  Alternative 1 is no action and Alternative 2 is 31 
to go through this table and select from each group one of the 32 
preferred alternatives. 33 
 34 
I’m reading, for the record, Table 4.1.5, the management 35 
reference points or proxies proposed for the reef fish species 36 
not undergoing overfishing under Alternative 2.  The reference 37 
points are then maximum sustainable yield, which has three 38 
alternatives, 2a, 2b, and 2c. 39 
 40 
The MSY proxy equals the median annual landings selected by the 41 
council in Action 2A.  The MSY proxy mean annual landings 42 
selected by the council, depending on the year sequence, and 2c 43 
is the maximum of a single year of recreational landings times 44 
three.  This is because some of the species are only part of the 45 
recreational harvest.  That’s where you had some of the poundage 46 
landed. 47 
 48 
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The SSC looked at those values and in order to get a commercial 1 
value, multiply that number by three, so that there will be some 2 
landings allowed.  The SSC also recommended, for Puerto Rico, 3 
we’re dealing only with Puerto Rico now, the use of the median 4 
annual landings. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, before you go, let’s take the first 7 
part.  We need to decide on, for each area, on whether we take 8 
the no action or Alternative 2a.  I would like to offer some 9 
language. 10 
 11 
You can say in Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, to select Alternative 12 
2a for each one of the three areas, Puerto Rico, St. Croix, and 13 
St. Thomas/St. John.  If somebody says that I so move, we can 14 
put it together. 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  So moved. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I have a motion by Marcos Hanke from Puerto 19 
Rico and is there a second? 20 
 21 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 22 
 23 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Carlos Farchette.  Any discussion?  24 
The AP chair, please? 25 
 26 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  When we held our AP meeting, a motion was 27 
passed by Virdin Brown to adopt that same language, to move to 28 
adopt 2a for all three islands in Sub-Action 2a through 2o. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Then let’s move on with 31 
it and let’s vote.  The motion is by Marcos Hanke and seconded 32 
by Carlos Farchette.  We need the language for the motion. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It is for Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, to adopt 35 
Alternative 2 of each subsection for the three areas, Puerto 36 
Rico, St. Croix, and St. Thomas/St. John. 37 
 38 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster, that’s the language that the AP 39 
recommended through Virdin Brown?  Is that correct? 40 
 41 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Yes, the motion was by Virdin Brown and 42 
seconded by Pat Skov. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Then let’s vote.  Marcos, would 45 
you start? 46 
 47 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 4 
 5 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  That’s six yes and one absent.  The 10 
motion carries. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we go to the table and there was a 13 
typo on this table that I just fixed, because this table refers 14 
to the reef fish and it’s to Action 1, the year sequence that 15 
you have just selected in Alternative 2 of Action 1A. 16 
 17 
Now for 2A, 2B, and 2C, this is the MSY proxy.  The SSC had 18 
recommended to use for Puerto Rico the median annual landings, 19 
depending on the year sequence that you have selected.  For the 20 
U.S. Virgin Islands, although it was not discussed at the last 21 
SSC meeting, it had been discussed at the previous -- 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, what’s the difference between the 24 
median and the mean? 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The median is the half value of all 27 
the dataset that have.  The mean takes into account every single 28 
year and weights it depending on the number of years that you 29 
are taking into that average.  For example, from 1988 to 2009 30 
for Puerto Rico, that annual landings divided by the number of 31 
years. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is just for the record.  What will be the 34 
difference between picking the median versus the mean in any of 35 
the particular cases here?  That’s the way that we discussed it 36 
in the AP also. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  It’s important for the median to have those data 39 
in order and then that middle variable of that distributional 40 
data is the median.  It has to be in order.  It couldn’t be 41 
random. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  One thing that we discussed at the advisory 44 
panel, on the line assumption by the advisory panel, it was that 45 
they wanted to maximize return to the fishermen for both 46 
sectors, recreational and commercial. 47 
 48 
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In the case of the datasets that we have, whenever you have a 1 
variation and you have a longer time of data, then you can apply 2 
the mean and it will be a better fit to the datasets.  In the 3 
case of the median, it’s like people here.  If we line up 4 
everybody by height here, the one in the middle that is not that 5 
tall or that small is the median. 6 
 7 
In the case that we take the average, then we add all the data 8 
that we have and we divide it by the number of people here.  9 
This is a simplification, because the mean and median gets more 10 
complicated, but the thing is that the more data you have, the 11 
more trust you have in the mean and the less variable it is. 12 
 13 
In the case of St. Thomas/St. John, Dr. David Olsen advised to 14 
the AP that especially in the case of the spiny lobster, they 15 
have thirty years of data or better and the best years that we 16 
collected here warrants that we use the mean.  For other areas, 17 
they suggested to keep the median, the SSC.  That’s the 18 
difference, just for the record, of what it is. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Dr. Garcia, and thank you, Miguel. 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  One of the key differences that was taken into 23 
account by the SSC when determining whether to use the mean or 24 
the median really is the range of the data, the outliers.  If 25 
you’ve got extreme outliers, the median will overcome those and 26 
they won’t be so influential. 27 
 28 
If you take the average, you could have -- Say you’ve got ten 29 
numbers.  Nine of them could be very close together and one 30 
could be very extreme, an order of magnitude greater.  That one 31 
is going to push the mean up kind of artificially. 32 
 33 
If you use the median in that case, that outlier really wouldn’t 34 
have much influence.  You would just be choosing the middle of 35 
those numbers and so you wouldn’t get such extreme bias in the 36 
data and that’s really what you need to think of. 37 
 38 
Think of, for example, Puerto Rico recreational data.  There’s a 39 
lot of zeros in the dataset and so if you chose the median, 40 
you’re going to end up with a zero.  If you choose the mean, 41 
then you will end up maybe -- You might have ten numbers and 42 
only three of them are not zeros and you could kind of get -- At 43 
least you would get some number. 44 
 45 
In fact, for some of the recreational FMUs, that’s why they 46 
chose the third alternative, which was just to use the maximum 47 
year from the recreational data, because there were so many 48 
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zeros that even with -- With either the median or the mean, you 1 
were getting extremely low values. 2 
 3 
Alternatively, if you look at the Puerto Rico commercial data, 4 
keep in mind that in 2008 or whatever it was, when you have an 5 
extreme outlier high and that was biasing weight upward and the 6 
median tends to damp that out a little bit.  Those are things 7 
you might want to keep in mind. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Arnold. 10 
 11 
DAVID OLSEN:  One thing is the St. Thomas/St. John data don’t 12 
have outliers.  They’re very consistent and so that’s not a 13 
factor, but one of the factors that I used in making that 14 
recommendation is that we can explain an average to our 15 
fishermen.  It’s understandable.   16 
 17 
The median is an entirely new concept to them and if you listen 18 
to yourselves explaining what the median does, it’s not clear 19 
and it’s not understandable to anyone and the mean is a long-20 
accepted term.  This median thing is a brand new introduction 21 
and it would take a lot of time to explain to the fishermen and 22 
in fact would create suspicion. 23 
 24 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In this case, we don’t care what the people 25 
think.  What we want to do is to fit the data with the model as 26 
best as possible and that’s why when we discussed it at the AP, 27 
every AP member understood after the discussion what this is all 28 
about.   29 
 30 
That could be an issue, but what the SSC is doing is to fit the 31 
best model to the data that we have at hand and I believe that 32 
what Dr. Arnold just introduced into the record is an 33 
explanation of why we’re taking the median one time and the mean 34 
in another. 35 
 36 
We need to get the best fit model for the data that we have at 37 
hand and remember in the case of the AP, they want to maximize 38 
the return to investment, land as many fish as possible for the 39 
people involved.  This way, the data can be explained by the 40 
median in those two areas and better explained by the mean in 41 
others. 42 
 43 
Of course, what Dr. David Olsen is saying is important, because 44 
when you go to the public and you go with terms that are 45 
difficult to grasp if you are not a statistician or have a basis 46 
for it, it’s very difficult, but our role is to explain that as 47 
best as possible. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  Mr. Schuster, the 2 
recommendation from the AP was? 3 
 4 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  In reference to Table 4.1.5 in Section 4.1.2, 5 
Action 1B, the AP recommends under maximum sustainable yield, 6 
Alternative 2a. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Schuster. 9 
 10 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  2a under overfishing threshold, Alternative 2e 11 
under acceptable biological catch, Alternative 2b, ABC equals 12 
OFL, and under the optimum yield, Alternative l, OY equals ACL 13 
equals ABC. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I believe it’s 2h rather than 2e. 16 
 17 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  It’s 2h, ABC equals OFL. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  A clarification.  Is this for Puerto 20 
Rico or for all three islands? 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  For Puerto Rico. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Puerto Rico and it’s 2a, right?  Graciela, can 25 
you clarify that for me? 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  2a, I was going to ask Mr. Schuster to 28 
go over the record, the recommendations again. 29 
 30 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  For the record, again, the AP recommended, in 31 
4.1.5 in Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, the AP recommends under 32 
maximum sustainable yield, Alternative 2a.  Under overfishing 33 
threshold, Alternative 2e.  Under acceptable biological catch, 34 
Alternative 2h, ABC equals OFL.  Under optimum yield, 35 
Alternative l, OY equals ACL equals ABC. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Ed, can you go slower so that Livia can write 38 
that down? 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He is making the recommendations to 41 
the council members from the AP.  Now the council members have 42 
to then go one-by-one and let us know, how do you want us to 43 
fill in the blanks?  You’ve heard what the AP has to say. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You would like to go one-by-one of the 46 
islands, right?  You have a motion for Puerto Rico and could I 47 
get a motion for Puerto Rico in Action 1B? 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  This isn’t a motion.  I just want to point out 2 
that this is not just for Puerto Rico.  It’s also for a subset 3 
of the FMUs for Puerto Rico.  It excludes three of those fishery 4 
management units, those being tilefish, surgeonfish, and 5 
angelfish.  Please keep that in mind. 6 
 7 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, we are aware of that.  Thank you.  Let’s 8 
move on then.  I need a motion for the alternative for Action 9 
1B. 10 
 11 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You don’t have a motion yet.  What you have is 12 
the language that the AP suggested to you.  If you agree with 13 
that language, say so moved and Livia will put it on the board 14 
and you discuss it and then you approve it or disapprove it. 15 
 16 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do the council members agree with the 17 
language? 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  Before I answer your question, did the SSC have 20 
any opinion or any input on this motion? 21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, the SSC recommended Alternative 2a for Puerto 23 
Rico FMUs except tilefish, angelfish, and surgeonfish.  They 24 
recommended Alternative 2b for all Virgin Island fisheries and 25 
they recommended Alternative 2c for tilefish, angelfish, and 26 
surgeonfish in Puerto Rico. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Would the council like to go through all the 29 
language of that motion now?  We have all the language in there. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill, can you provide the language for the motion 32 
that includes what you just said? 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  The motion would be the council would choose 35 
Alternative 2a as a preferred to establish the MSY proxy for 36 
Puerto Rico reef fish FMUs, except for tilefish, surgeonfish, 37 
and angelfish FMUs. 38 
 39 
A second motion would be the council would choose Alternative 2b 40 
as a preferred to establish an MSY proxy for all the USVI reef 41 
fish FMUs. 42 
 43 
A third motion would be the council chooses Alternative 2c as a 44 
preferred to establish the MSY proxy for Puerto Rico angelfish, 45 
tilefish, and surgeonfish FMUs. 46 
 47 
MARCOS HANKE:  I don’t have any problem with this language and I 48 
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would like to move the motion. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Can I have a second then? 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any discussion on this one?  7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The motion cannot be made that way.  You have 9 
three motions or you have one motion that encompasses three of 10 
those things.  You can read it for the record and your motion 11 
will be that the council chooses Alternative 2a as the preferred 12 
and establish a -- Read the three things as your one motion and 13 
then you can take the three actions one at a time or if you 14 
prefer, you can have one motion for each one of them. 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  I didn’t read it because it was just mentioned on 17 
the record and it was in accord with the language that is 18 
written on the board, but if you want to, I can read it right 19 
now. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mike doesn’t know what was on the board and for 22 
the record, you go ahead and read it. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We keep forgetting about Mike and so, Marcos, 25 
would you be kind enough to read them all?   26 
 27 
MARCOS HANKE:  The motion would be the council chooses 28 
Alternative 2a as a preferred to establish the MSY proxy for 29 
Puerto Rico reef fish FMUs, except for tilefish, surgeonfish, 30 
and angelfish FMUs.  The council would choose Alternative 2b as 31 
a preferred to establish an MSY proxy for all the USVI reef fish 32 
FMUs.  The council chooses Alternative 2c as a preferred to 33 
establish the MSY proxy for Puerto Rico angelfish, tilefish, and 34 
surgeonfish FMUs. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Marcos.  It was seconded by Carlos 37 
Farchette.  Is there discussion? 38 
 39 
WINSTON LEDEE:  This is for the AP chair.  You have it 40 
different.  The AP has it different than what’s on the board 41 
there right now.  The second motion that the council chooses -- 42 
You have it as the council, but that’s what the SSC chose for us 43 
for the USVI? 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, the first part you already voted on.  The 46 
motion that we have now is the last three and that includes what 47 
the SSC recommended, what the advisory panel discussed.  At this 48 
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time, you can -- Remember this is for public hearing and you can 1 
go ahead and vote on it.  Going back to Winston’s question, it’s 2 
the last three lines that we’re discussing at this time. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Let’s go for a vote, starting with Dr. Garcia. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 7 
 8 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I abstain. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay.  Mr. Farchette. 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s five yes and one abstention and one 19 
absent.  The motion carries.  Let’s move on. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now you move into 2d, 2e, 2f, or 2g 22 
for the OFL.  The OFL equals the MSY proxy adjusted according to 23 
the ORCS scaler.  Overfishing occurs when annual landings exceed 24 
the OFL. 25 
 26 
OFL equals MSY proxy adjusted to the ORCS scaler and overfishing 27 
occurs when annual landings exceed the OFL, unless NOAA 28 
Fisheries Southeast Fisheries Science Center, in consultation 29 
with the council and its SSC, determines that overage occurred 30 
because data collection and monitoring improved rather than 31 
because landings actually increased. 32 
 33 
2f is OFL equals MSY proxy and overfishing occurs when annual 34 
landings exceed the OFL.  2g is OFL equals the MSY proxy and 35 
overfishing occurs when annual landings exceed OFL unless NOAA 36 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center, in consultation with the 37 
council and its SSC, determines that the overage occurred 38 
because data collection and monitoring improved rather than 39 
because landings actually increased. 40 
 41 
BILL ARNOLD:  Barbara Kojis, if you remember at the last council 42 
meeting, explained the ORCS, which is the only reliable catch 43 
statistics procedure.  That procedure involves two steps.  One 44 
is to establish a catch statistic.  That’s essentially what we 45 
did when we determined the year sequence.  The second is to 46 
determine what a scaler would be to adjust that for various 47 
factors and in every case, the SSC determined that that scaler 48 
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would be 1.0. 1 
 2 
This is an essential process-oriented step.  The outcome may be 3 
no different than between, for example, 2e and 2g, but the 4 
process is substantially different and so it does make a 5 
difference as to how we explain this in the record. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The council will have to decide.  As 8 
Bill explained, you have that difference in the process.  One 9 
takes into consideration that there might be something else 10 
rather than just an increase in the landings without any reason, 11 
because you know that the data forms have changed over this past 12 
year or so and so that needs to be taken into account and so 13 
what is the council preference in terms of basically the 14 
process? 15 
 16 
BILL ARNOLD:  Also keep in mind that at their last meeting, when 17 
the SSC addressed the ORCS approach, they only addressed it for 18 
Puerto Rico.  They did not apply that approach to the United 19 
States Virgin Islands.  20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Bill.  Do any of the council 22 
members want to address this? 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  Because of what Bill mentioned and because this 25 
is a new process for us and this is a very sensitive issue for 26 
me, that if we as an industry do a good job and the government 27 
and everybody to collect the data that’s justified to increase, 28 
I really don’t know, personally, how ORCS -- I can understand 29 
that it’s something that is established that is easy to explain 30 
on the record, but I really don’t know if I want to lock on that 31 
now, because I don’t know about it.  I don’t understand right 32 
now about it, the procedures and so on. 33 
 34 
Maybe I would prefer to -- Maybe we’re going to choose that in 35 
the future, but have the ball rolling in other mechanisms and 36 
other sources of explanation to justify this on the record and 37 
with good arguments. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What?  I didn’t get anything of what you said. 40 
 41 
MARCOS HANKE:  Sorry.  Maybe I was sleeping.  The ORCS, it’s 42 
like a procedure that the data passes through, correct?  The 43 
difference between the Alternative 2e and 2g is exactly that.  44 
One has an established procedure and the other one doesn’t, but 45 
it doesn’t mean that we cannot pass towards the 2g.  It can be 46 
chosen by us in the future to pass the ORCS, correct? 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  I got it.  Listen, guys.  This is exactly what we 1 
discussed before in the overfishing definition.  It’s exactly 2 
the same thing.  One difference here is that rather than this is 3 
what you’re going -- Rather than lock yourself into one number, 4 
a jackknife approach, and once you get that number, that’s it, 5 
and recognizing the variability of the data, the way that we 6 
collect the data, the timeliness, et cetera, that section there 7 
is telling you that rather than adopting -- 8 
 9 
Remember, all this will trigger accountability measures whenever 10 
you reach a certain level.  What they’re saying in this section 11 
is that once we get the number, rather than acting immediately, 12 
we are going to look into these numbers with the Southeast 13 
Fisheries Science Center and the local government and what have 14 
you, to determine whether that occurrence is due to a change in 15 
the fishery rather than an artifact of the way that we collect 16 
the data.  That’s the important part of it.  That section will 17 
go with what you’re saying and you can go ahead and vote on it. 18 
 19 
The other two, ABC equals OFL for the acceptable biological 20 
catch and OY the same, OY equals ACL and ABC, according to the 21 
SSC and the discussion with the AP, that will maximize the 22 
return to investment for the fishers and the fishery. 23 
 24 
Given that the fish that we are dealing with at this time are 25 
not suffering overfishing or are not overfished, it is sort of 26 
safe to say that you can adopt ABC equals OFL in one and OY 27 
equals ACL equals ABC. 28 
 29 
If you are not sure of that and you want to include a buffer, 30 
you can say rather than have it at that level, you can multiply 31 
that level by whatever, a scaler.  0.5 is you are really 32 
pessimistic and 0.85, you are not that pessimistic or 0.90 if 33 
you believe that you can have that safe there. 34 
 35 
The AP recommended to multiply that by one, which is to adopt 36 
ABC equals OFL, and for the OY, OY equals ACL, acceptable 37 
biological equals to ABC.  Remember that ABC is set by the SSC 38 
and the council cannot change that ABC and in this case, the SSC 39 
is telling you that ABC equals OFL and so that’s it. 40 
 41 
This is one of those cases that you are taking this to public 42 
hearings and if you find something totally different, or 43 
significantly different, affecting this, then we can come back 44 
to the drawing board. 45 
 46 
I believe that the AP has some language similar to what we 47 
discussed before, where they say for -- They have the same in 48 
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Section 4.2, to adopt, in this case, Alternative 2a for maximum 1 
sustainable yield, overfishing threshold is 2e, and under 2 
acceptable biological catch, 2h, and optimum yield, Alternative 3 
2l.  This is what the chairman of the advisory panel read 4 
before. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s very much consistent, the AP with the SSC 7 
recommendation.  That would be the road to follow, if you ask 8 
me. 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  I don’t have any problem, especially because it 11 
passed through the AP, to agree with this language and these 12 
options. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Then would you like to move to adopt this? 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to move the language written. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I would like to read it for the record so Livia 19 
can put it there.   20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I was going to suggest we are dealing 22 
with the OFL from 2d through 2g and so for Puerto Rico on the 23 
first part of the slide and for the U.S. Virgin Islands on the 24 
second.  If you give us the letter that you want in there, then 25 
you can read the motion for the OFL as one.  That would be 2e.  26 
From what you just said, it’s 2e for both.  If you write the 27 
council chooses -- 28 
 29 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Let me tell you what we have here and then you 30 
can figure out where to put it.  In reference to Table 4.1.5, 31 
Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, the recommendation is to adopt, under 32 
maximum sustainable yield, Alternative 2a and under overfishing 33 
threshold, Alternative 2e and under acceptable biological catch, 34 
Alternative 2h, which means ABC equals OFL, and under optimum 35 
yield, Alternative 2l, which means OY equals ACL equals ABC.  Is 36 
that, Graciela, acceptable? 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What we’re going to do, we’re going to 39 
write in what you just read and you’ll have the motions with the 40 
exact language. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  While we wait for Livia to write the language, 43 
Bill and Graciela have some clarifications to make and in this 44 
case, we are talking about Puerto Rico or we can have the 45 
exception for the USVI in one of them.  They can add that 46 
language into the discussion. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  There were two SSC meetings this year that 1 
pertained to what we’re doing, one in March and one in May.  The 2 
one in March essentially boiled down to recommendations for the 3 
Virgin Islands and the one in May essentially boiled down to 4 
recommendations for Puerto Rico. 5 
 6 
At the May meeting, this ORCS approach was brought to the table 7 
by Jim Berkson and discussed and applied to those Puerto Rico 8 
stocks, but it was not applied to the USVI stocks.  If we chose 9 
to take the ORCS approach for the USVI, in my mind, and I could 10 
be wrong, but in my mind, that should require that the SSC be 11 
reconvened to consider the USVI data and the application of the 12 
ORCS approach to those USVI data. 13 
 14 
Again, from my perspective, I think that the most efficient 15 
recommendations that I could provide would be to either use 2e, 16 
and I would personally prefer 2e for the Puerto Rico stocks, and 17 
2g for the USVI stocks.  18 
 19 
You could also apply 2g to the Puerto Rico stocks and skip the 20 
ORCS approach.  Functionally, that would make no difference, but 21 
in a process sense, it makes considerable difference.  As I 22 
said, my recommendation would be 2e for Puerto Rico and 2g for 23 
the USVI. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill, that little paragraph there, you can 26 
incorporate the same language there, so we can have it in one 27 
motion. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  First, the second motion on the screen, the bottom 30 
lines on the screen, I would say the council chooses Alternative 31 
2g as a preferred to establish OFL for all USVI reef fish FMUs.  32 
If I was making the motions, I would make two separate motions, 33 
as we have on the screen, and I would vote on those separately.  34 
We don’t have to, but that would be probably the clearest 35 
approach. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That means that they vote on the first paragraph 38 
and then on the other two? 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  The top one wouldn’t be voted on.  It would be a 41 
motion that the council chooses Alternative 2e for Puerto Rico 42 
and then a second motion would be the council chooses 43 
Alternative 2g for the USVI.  It’s two separate motions.   44 
 45 
The top part would simply be explanatory.  I wouldn’t be putting 46 
the recommendations in there, because we will go to these other 47 
aspects in separate slides and so most of that stuff in the top 48 



21 
 

bullet is sort of extraneous and actually adds confusion. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The other thing we need to identify what is it 3 
that we’re talking about when we say the council chooses the 4 
alternative of what.  We need to add Section 4.1 or Table 4.1 of 5 
Section -- Bill, is that clear enough? 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  You need to add under Action 1B. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The same in the second one.  The top language, 10 
the top part, we can drop that one and restate the motion.  Then 11 
that language or whatever will be part of the document, 12 
somewhere and someplace, but the two motions that we want the 13 
council to vote on are the last two on that page. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s correct. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Following Roberts Rules, we can now have the two 18 
motions, one at a time, please.  The first thing is to withdraw 19 
the other language. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s what I was going to say.  Do you 22 
withdraw yours, Marcos? 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  I understand the process and to simplify what 25 
you’re saying, I withdraw my original motion. 26 
 27 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Wouldn’t that also have to read Alternative 28 
2e of Table 4.1.5, Section 4.1.2? 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is that clear enough for everyone?  Do we need 31 
to read that for the purpose of Mike McLemore?  Marcos, are you 32 
making the motion?  Carlos?  Would you please read it out loud? 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Would it be two separate motions?  The motion 35 
is to choose Alternative 2e of Table 4.1.5, Section 4.1.2, 36 
Action 1B as the preferred to establish OFL for all Puerto Rico 37 
reef fish FMUs. 38 
 39 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Can I get a second for that motion? 40 
 41 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Winston Ledee.  Let’s vote. 44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 46 
 47 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 2 
 3 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 6 
 7 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 8 
carries.  Do I get a motion for the second part? 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion to choose Alternative 2g of Table 11 
4.1.5, Section 4.1.2, Action 1B as the preferred to establish 12 
OFL for all U.S. Virgin Islands reef fish FMUs. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Carlos.  Do I get a second for that 15 
motion? 16 
 17 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Second. 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Miguel Garcia from Puerto Rico seconds the 20 
motion.  Is there discussion?  Being none, let’s vote.   21 
 22 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 25 
 26 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 27 
 28 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 33 
carries. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we can move on to the ABC.  You 36 
have Alternatives 2h, i, j, and k.  ABC equals OFL, ABC equals 37 
OFL times 0.85, ABC equals OFL times 0.75, or 2k is ABC equals 38 
OFL times 0.5. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, it’s Table 4.1.5, Section 4.1.2. 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What alternative do you prefer, 2h, i, 43 
j, or k, ABC equals OFL or multiplied by some uncertainty 44 
factor? 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Did the AP say something? 47 
 48 
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EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended Alternative 2h, ABC equals 1 
OFL. 2 
 3 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Can we get a motion or do we have 4 
questions? 5 
 6 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Would that be for all three islands or are 7 
you separating them again, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands? 8 
 9 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You could separate them, but you could 10 
also do them for the three islands at once. 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I make a motion to choose Alternative 2h of 13 
Table 4.1.5, Section 4.1.2, Action 1B, to establish ABC equals 14 
OFL for reef fish FMUs for all three areas, Puerto Rico, St. 15 
Croix, and St. Thomas/St. John. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Can I get a second for that one? 18 
 19 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Second. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Dr. Garcia seconds.  Any comments or 22 
discussion? 23 
 24 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to make sure everybody is clear on this, the 25 
ABC is the acceptable biological catch and the OFL is the 26 
overfishing limit.  It is considered within the many comments 27 
that have been made regarding the Magnuson-Stevens approach that 28 
it is acceptable for the acceptable biological catch to equal 29 
the overfishing limit and so this is an entirely appropriate 30 
option to choose. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any further discussion on this one?  No?  Then 33 
let’s start voting. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 36 
 37 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 38 
 39 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 40 
 41 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 46 
carries. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  On the right-hand side of the screen, 1 
now you have the optimum yield and the annual catch or the 2 
annual catch limit, where Alternative 2l reads OY equals ACL 3 
equals ABC. 4 
 5 
Alternative 2m is OY equals ACL equals ABC times 0.85.  6 
Alternative 2n is OY equals ACL equals ABC times 0.75 and 7 
Alternative 2o is OY equals ACL equals ABC times 0.5 and so 8 
everything from ACL is equal to what you just selected to a very 9 
conservative approach of using 0.5 as a scaler to reduce that 10 
ACL. 11 
 12 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Do you want to know what the AP recommended?  13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes. 15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Under the optimum yield, the AP recommended 17 
Alternative 2l, OY equals ACL equals ABC. 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to know the input from the SSC. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Marcos asked for the input from the SSC on this.  22 
The SSC basically established that it’s up to the council to 23 
choose the risk factor that should be applied, based upon their 24 
knowledge of the fisheries. 25 
 26 
This aspect of arriving at the ACL was left to the council to 27 
choose, based upon the range of alternatives that we have in 28 
this table.  Keep in mind that the range of alternatives here, 29 
from no reduction to a 50 percent reduction, are largely based 30 
upon and follow the logic that was used in the 2010 amendment 31 
that addressed snapper, grouper, parrotfish, and queen conch. 32 
 33 
A couple of things you should keep in mind here is you do have 34 
the option of suggesting other uncertainty factors that could be 35 
applied here.  As we discussed earlier in the meeting, as long 36 
as they fall within the range that we have already established 37 
and that are being approved as part of the DEIS. 38 
 39 
You could go anywhere from one to 0.5 with suggestions of other 40 
alternatives and that’s thing.  The other is that the council 41 
has already established a preferred alternative for surgeonfish.  42 
That was at our March meeting and that uncertainty factor was 43 
0.75. 44 
 45 
Now, that doesn’t mean, in my understanding of the process, that 46 
you have to stick with that.  You could choose a different 47 
preferred alternative, but that one is already out there. 48 
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 1 
Then the third thing is at their meeting, the SSC also discussed 2 
and proposed, for a variety of reasons, that actually the 3 
surgeonfish and the angelfish uncertainty factors should be 0.5.  4 
That was not a formal recommendation, but that was discussed and 5 
put forward as what they would feel would be the most 6 
appropriate uncertainty reduction for surgeonfish, which are, 7 
like parrotfish, critical grazers in coral reef habitat and they 8 
cleanse substrate to allow for settlement of Acroporid corals, 9 
and angelfish, which are spongivores, which also tend to provide 10 
or create habitat. 11 
 12 
As I said, those were not firm recommendations.  They were just, 13 
whatever you want to call them, guiding points or whatever.  14 
That’s basically what came out of the SSC on this. 15 
 16 
I would also add that anything less restrictive than 0.85 is 17 
going to be extremely difficult to get passed by the Secretary 18 
of Commerce.  Two things have to happen when we submit this 19 
thing for approval by the Secretary. 20 
 21 
One is that the Science Center has to certify that we’re 22 
applying the best available science and the second is that the 23 
Secretary of Commerce has to agree that this is the best 24 
approach and approve it and a variety of things could happen. 25 
 26 
They could say fine, move the amendment forward and we like it.  27 
They could say no, we don’t and we’re not going to approve any 28 
of the amendment or they could approve some portion of the 29 
amendment and disapprove other portions of the amendment.  Those 30 
portions that were approved could go forward and those that 31 
aren’t approved would have to be reconsidered in one way or 32 
another. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The guidelines that are official allow 35 
for OY equals ACL equals ABC. 36 
 37 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to present a motion that the council 38 
chooses Alternative 2l as the preferred alternative to set ACL 39 
for reef fish FMUs, except angelfish and surgeonfish. 40 
 41 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Could I get a second? 42 
 43 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there discussion? 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That means that we would be setting a 48 
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different alternative for the angelfish and surgeonfish? 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s correct.  Let’s vote.  Dr. Garcia, 3 
we’ll start with you. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 6 
 7 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 10 
 11 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  We have five yes, one no, and one 16 
absent.  The motion carries.  Bill, it’s up to you if you want 17 
to have an explanation for your no.  Would you care to do that? 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  To a large degree, I did already.  I think that 20 
the likelihood of getting an OY equals ACL equals ABC is 21 
essentially non-existent and so although this is a perfectly 22 
legitimate preferred alternative, I think ultimately it will not 23 
survive the process, but it’s still up to the council to make 24 
these decisions. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill, is that for all the species?  I don’t see 27 
the point of disapproving something just because of it. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  What we’re doing here, this is where we have 30 
chosen -- By choosing Alternative 2h in the previous motion, 31 
that the ABC will be equal to the OFL, we have focused our 32 
uncertainty application on the OY/ACL/ABC relationship. 33 
 34 
What we are saying is that there’s no uncertainty in the data, 35 
no scientific uncertainty and no management uncertainty.  The 36 
United States Department of Commerce will look at that and say, 37 
and I will paraphrase, you mean that you understand these 38 
fisheries perfectly in every sense and you understand the 39 
landings, you understand the activity, you can apply in-season 40 
accountability measures as you need, you can apply post-season 41 
accountability measures as you need and everything can be done 42 
in a perfect manner. 43 
 44 
That is not the case and I don’t think that the Department of 45 
Commerce will perceive that it’s the case and I don’t think our 46 
General Counsel will perceive that it’s the case and in that 47 
way, they will not go along with it.  Now, this has nothing to 48 
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do with personal opinion.  This has to do with the process and 1 
the likelihood of success. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL ROLON:  By the way, the reason we asked why the no is 4 
because you’re representing Roy Crabtree and the Regional 5 
Administrator usually explains the no vote.  The question to you 6 
is that -- That’s true for all the species that we have under 7 
the U.S. flag, by the way.  How about 0.95?  Is that technically 8 
something that the lawyers can swallow or the people in the 9 
process? 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  Anything less restrictive than 0.85 is going to 12 
have an extremely difficult time surviving the process. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Why?  We adopted 0.85 for the species suffering 15 
overfishing and overfished, for the species that we don’t know 16 
beans about it, and now we are talking about species that are 17 
not suffering overfishing or -- I’m not trying to give you a 18 
hard time, but just to develop the record for the guy on the 19 
phone here. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  I anticipated that this is where the debate would 22 
be most intense.  My perception would be that there’s no reason 23 
to think that our uncertainty in the management of these species 24 
is any different. 25 
 26 
In spite of the fact that some are undergoing overfishing and 27 
some are not, we still don’t necessarily have any better data 28 
for those that aren’t undergoing overfishing.  We still can’t 29 
apply in-season accountability measures.   30 
 31 
We still have a lot of holes in our knowledge that we need to 32 
fill and so ultimately, the uncertainty in our scientific 33 
understanding and our capabilities of managing are essentially 34 
the same for those species that are undergoing overfishing and 35 
those species that are not undergoing overfishing. 36 
 37 
Keeping in mind that a lot of people were extremely 38 
uncomfortable with the 0.85 uncertainty in the previous 39 
amendment, I think for those reasons, there is very little 40 
likelihood, as I’ve said, of getting this through the process 41 
successfully. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The other alternative is that we can take is that 44 
you take 1.0 and let the people in power to worry about it and 45 
let them disapprove it and if they disapprove it, then fine and 46 
we can have the Center disapprove it because we don’t have the 47 
data and so give us the data and we’ll move on.  This is one 48 
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strategy the council can use. 1 
 2 
What Bill is saying is very important.  We are going to be 3 
submitted to a rigorous process for all the species that we have 4 
here and so it’s a matter also of a strategy that you can use. 5 
 6 
For the majority of the species that we have here, there is no 7 
way we will ever get the information that we need to get the 8 
ACLs and ABCs and all those acronyms the way it’s supposed to be 9 
and that’s something that you need to know and that’s why I 10 
asked Bill to explain it, because it’s important to the council 11 
members and we develop the record on this type of discussion. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel, and I have to concur at 14 
this point with the Executive Director.  I think this is one of 15 
the items, one of the things, that we’re going to leave for the 16 
Secretary of Commerce. 17 
 18 
If they reject it, then we’ll talk and we’ll still have public 19 
hearings.  This is not final action.  I won’t be here for final 20 
action, but my sense is that the council is going to stick to 21 
its guns, to 1.0, in the sense that if I wasn’t a fisherman and 22 
if I was just someone who works out on the street and sits at 23 
this table, what we’re saying is thanks for a job well done and 24 
now you’re going to take a cut and that is very hard to swallow 25 
for the fishermen.  It’s very hard to swallow and I know that 26 
everybody in here knows exactly what I mean. 27 
 28 
Anyway, we just took the vote and that’s going to be in the 29 
paper and I suggest that given that we don’t have much time, we 30 
move on and move on with the other motions. 31 
 32 
MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  Can I ask a question?  We’re just selecting 33 
preferreds to go out to public hearing, right? 34 
 35 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes. 36 
 37 
MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  My advice would be to select the more 38 
restrictive ones, because after you get your public comment, if 39 
you have a record that will suffice it, you can back off of 40 
that, but it’s going to be harder to go the other way if that’s 41 
what your record that you’ve developed indicates you need to do. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I guess that at the scoping meetings, the 44 
council had that one and it was overwhelming that they went to 45 
1.0, but what exactly do you suggest? 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  As a matter of strategy, what Mike is saying is 48 
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if you choose the more restrictive one, 0.85 for example, and 1 
then you come to public hearings and then at the public hearings 2 
you get enough elements to raise it to 1.0, then your rationale 3 
to raise it to 1.0 would be stronger, rather than deciding here 4 
you take the 1.0 and then you go to public hearings and people 5 
will see the 1.0 and the rationale is not developed that way. 6 
 7 
Either way, the council has to make up your mind what is it that 8 
you want and what are the consequences at the end.  Let’s say 9 
that you take the 0.85, for the sake of argument, here rather 10 
than the 1.0 and you go to public hearing and nobody says 11 
anything about it -- Actually, everybody agrees that 0.85 should 12 
be the one. 13 
 14 
Then when you come back to your discussion, you can reinforce 15 
your 1.0 regarding what you hear in the public hearings or you 16 
can add more rationale to 0.85, so you can submit it to the 17 
Secretary. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m just going to provide an example.  This is the 20 
sort of approach that could be taken to provide a reasonable 21 
rationale for being a little more liberal with your uncertainty 22 
factor. 23 
 24 
You could say that based upon the data used to set snapper, 25 
grouper, parrotfish uncertainty that you used a certain time 26 
sequence of data and it had a certain mean and it had a certain 27 
variance around it. 28 
 29 
Again, this is an example.  You could come in and you could say 30 
for the data we’re using now, for the species we’re using now, 31 
for the year sequences we’re using now, we have a mean and we 32 
have a variation around that mean, a standard deviation or 33 
variance, and it’s less than it was for the species that we were 34 
dealing with in the previous amendment. 35 
 36 
That could be the kind of logic that could be validly considered 37 
as a reduction in the scientific uncertainty, because there’s 38 
just not as much variability.   39 
 40 
Scientifically, we have less likelihood of butting up against 41 
our overfishing level and exceeding the level at which we have 42 
to take action and begin a rebuilding program, because that’s 43 
one of our major concerns.  We don’t want to exceed to the point 44 
where these species fall under overfished and we have to 45 
implement a rebuilding program.   46 
 47 
Those are the kinds of thoughts that could go into this process.  48 
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Thoughts such as these aren’t overfished and these aren’t 1 
undergoing overfishing and the other ones don’t really get at 2 
the heart of the matter.  They don’t address the uncertainty 3 
component of it.  They just address the history of fishing 4 
relative to the stock abundance and it is an important 5 
distinction to make. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just for the record, let me remind you 8 
what the species are that you are dealing with.  It’s angelfish, 9 
boxfish, goatfish, grunts, wrasses, jacks, porgies, 10 
squirrelfish, surgeonfish, triggerfish, and filefish.   11 
 12 
There is a difference in the landings in Puerto Rico and the 13 
Virgin Islands.  You have, in the document, Table 3.2.1.2.3, et 14 
cetera, that shows you the history of the landings available for 15 
all those species. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Do you care about those species enough to vote 18 
for 1.0 or can that -- This is what you were talking about.  19 
This is really the crux of the matter and so we need to, for the 20 
record, to decide -- Thank you for that, Graciela, because it 21 
reminds you of what we are talking about.  We are not talking 22 
about the other species and we are just concentrating on those 23 
ones. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In addition to that, in the document 26 
you have, for your consideration, information on the number of 27 
fishermen that are fishing and actually the changes in the 28 
fisheries and so that’s documented in the draft document and so 29 
you do have that information of changes in gear, from trap to 30 
hook and line, et cetera.  All that information is in the 31 
document and available for your perusal. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I want to ask Marcos and Bill -- Marcos is a 34 
council member and Bill is having two hats today, the scientist 35 
that always helps us and Roy Crabtree Part II.  We want Bill to 36 
come back in one piece when he gets back to the Regional Office. 37 
 38 
Seriously, for the council and especially Marcos, if we -- Now 39 
that Graciela has refreshed our minds as to what we’re talking 40 
about, could we adopt anything less than 1.0?  Then, that way, 41 
we’ll be kind of ensuring that that section of the plan will not 42 
be disapproved. 43 
 44 
Remember, this is -- As Mike said before, we are just going back 45 
to public hearings and there we may have some different ideas 46 
that we haven’t thought about before and so the question, again, 47 
is can you be happy, quote, unquote, happy, with 0.85 for those 48 
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species that Graciela just read? 1 
 2 
In that case, maybe what we should do is include it in the 3 
motion, so people will understand what we’re talking about, the 4 
species that she just read.  Then take the document to public 5 
hearings with that motion in mind. 6 
 7 
MARCOS HANKE:  I understand the composition of the species and I 8 
understand especially in terms of the fish value for the Virgin 9 
Islands.  There are some species there that have bigger value in 10 
the USVI than in Puerto Rico, but once we pass through the 11 
public hearings and we have the input from the public, from the 12 
other fishermen and so on, then I think the council will be in a 13 
better position to really establish this. 14 
 15 
In terms of strategies and how to present this to the public, me 16 
personally, I would prefer to present the OY equals ACL equals 17 
ABC of 1.0 instead of 0.85. 18 
 19 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Why, Marcos? 20 
 21 
MARCOS HANKE:  Because those fish have been fishing for so long 22 
and as far as I remember, there is not a big change in terms of 23 
more effort into this fishery.  In my experience as a fisherman 24 
on the water, I’m not seeing a change in technique or people 25 
targeting them.  I’m talking about Puerto Rico now. 26 
 27 
The thing has been pretty stable for those species that we are 28 
talking about and I would like, as a council member, because I 29 
don’t have expertise on them and I don’t target most of those 30 
fishes, to hear in the public hearing and then to decide the 31 
appropriate scaler for it. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is what Mike is trying to say.  If we do 34 
that and we go with 1.0, people won’t see any problem with that 35 
and so the only rationale you will have for the Secretary is 36 
what you just said and if you consider that’s enough, then fine, 37 
but if not, I would go to public hearings saying we want to have 38 
ABC equals ACL equals OY of 0.25.   39 
 40 
The poor guys chairing the meeting will be tarred and feathered 41 
out of the room, but we will get more information, more input, 42 
as to why not rather than if 1.0 should be chosen for this 43 
particular management measure.  That’s really the crux of the 44 
matter. 45 
 46 
Of course, given human nature, people will try to say give me as 47 
much as you can and forget about the numbers and I don’t care 48 
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about the numbers, but just one point and that’s what I want, 1 
but they will develop the rationale for you and so you will have 2 
a better document, at least.   3 
 4 
I don’t care one way or the other.  You can go which way you 5 
want, but you need to decide what will be the best for you to 6 
support your recommendation to the Secretary, your best strategy 7 
to get the rationale that you need.  That’s all we’re trying to 8 
do here. 9 
 10 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  One of the things I would like to see at the 11 
public hearing is for this particular issue here to be broken 12 
down into fishermen’s language, because just as much as some of 13 
us don’t really understand it, we get confused with the process, 14 
much less some of the fishers that might attend the meeting that 15 
has not followed the process as intense as we have. 16 
 17 
It would be a good idea to explain, for example, OY equals ACL 18 
equals ABC would be that it would be as a 1.0 and break it down, 19 
explaining to them that you would take a 15 percent reduction 20 
and the next one is a 25 percent reduction and 50 percent 21 
reduction and explain why the process should be or that choice 22 
should be our preferred.  That’s what I would like to see, 23 
because some of them sit there and they don’t understand exactly 24 
what’s going on. 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  To what Ed says in terms of the presentation to 27 
the people in the public hearing, the list of species at the 28 
time that this is being discussed should be available for the 29 
people to see and to process and to relate the fishery that they 30 
execute and they do it day-by-day. 31 
 32 
Otherwise, it’s going to be too much elements to judge on 33 
abstract.  We are assuming that they have a clear idea what you 34 
are talking about and this way, to eliminate this problem in 35 
some way and to find a way to present more clearly the list of 36 
species and the implication of what we are talking about. 37 
 38 
Just to complement my comment before, I was talking -- I was 39 
very clear that I was talking about Puerto Rico.  I don’t feel 40 
that you’re going to change the strategy on the fishery so much 41 
over time in the future, but as far as I can see for the Virgin 42 
Islands, there are some species there that are important and 43 
probably there is a scaler that’s going to naturally come down, 44 
because our fish that are heavily -- Not heavily fished, but 45 
they fish more in the Virgin Islands and they have more interest 46 
in catching them than in Puerto Rico.  I would like to hear a 47 
comment from somebody from the Virgin Islands. 48 



33 
 

 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Before you get into that, that’s what I said 2 
before, that they have seen the motion that you are discussing 3 
or that are about to discuss.  We can ask Livia and Graciela to 4 
list the species that we’re dealing with and then at the 5 
presentation at the public hearings, when we have the PowerPoint 6 
presentation, you can have a slide that says these numbers refer 7 
to these particular species. 8 
 9 
Then we can also say the difference between optimum yield or ACL 10 
and ABC is this and that will be a better way to explain it to 11 
the group.  Also, for the record, we need to say something about 12 
what ORCS or whatever the SSC means, because although we 13 
understand the principle behind it, we need to spell out what it 14 
is. 15 
 16 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Can we take a five-minute break 17 
and then we’ll continue?  Tell you what.  Let’s finish this 18 
motion, so we can give time to Livia to write down the species 19 
and we can vote on that now or come back after lunch. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Do you want the 0.95 or do you just 22 
want 0.85 to take to public hearings?  What is the scaler that 23 
you’re looking for?  You already have -- 0.95 would be a new 24 
alternative to be in there, but it’s already within that range, 25 
because that goes between 0.5 and 1. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What I suggest that we do now is write the 28 
language with the species and then leave it blank for the 29 
Alternative 2 whatever and then we’ll discuss which one they 30 
want, 1.0, 0.95, or 0.85. 31 
 32 
What Bill said before is that it’s very unlikely that they will 33 
approve anything higher than 0.85 and for discussion’s sake, we 34 
were saying that you can go to the public hearing with 0.85 and 35 
then you will be getting input from the public and if you have a 36 
rationale from the public that 0.85 is too low and that we 37 
should go up to 1.0, then your rationale for the final action 38 
will be stronger than just saying de facto let’s go with 1.0. 39 
 40 
What they want to see in the language is that the council 41 
chooses Alternative 2e in reference to -- You can say in 42 
reference to these species and then list them. 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Alternative 2m is the 0.85, for 45 
example, and then list the species. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Leave the 0.85 and whatever blank now and just 48 
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write the species that you just listed. 1 
 2 
MARCOS HANKE:  We can send this to public hearing without 3 
preferred alternatives?  Do we need a motion for that? 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, what we discussed is the issue about 6 
preferred alternatives is that you offer a target to the public 7 
so they can emphasize their comments.  If you go with a 8 
preferred alternative, which is something that you can do, the 9 
strategy at that time is that you would like then to let the 10 
public guide you as to the preferred alternative that should be 11 
sent to the Secretary.  That’s the strategy. 12 
 13 
People recommend, in many cases, a preferred alternative, 14 
especially if you have a contentious issue.  That way, people 15 
can concentrate on that issue and this is one of them.  16 
Remember, when we went to public hearings with the fisheries 17 
that were suffering overfishing and overfished, that was a big 18 
issue and I remember one council member making a joke about 0.85 19 
and it happened to be the one that everybody adopted. 20 
 21 
This is the kind of things that the process will let you have, 22 
for you to make a final decision.  Because personally, I believe 23 
this.  You are trying to comply with the law and have the best 24 
document that you can think of and to send it to the Secretary. 25 
 26 
You may be as hard-headed as I am and send it to the Secretary 27 
with 1.0 and let them fight it out or you can go to less than 28 
1.0 and looking for the best possibilities of getting the whole 29 
document approved, but it’s up to you, really, what you would 30 
like to do. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Let’s give Livia a five-minute break, inside 33 
the room, for Livia to finish writing down the list and then 34 
we’ll be here in five minutes. 35 
 36 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 37 
 38 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Let’s get back to business.  We have a long 39 
day ahead of us.   40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What you have on the screen now is let’s call it 42 
a template for a possible motion and what you have is choose OY 43 
equals ACL equals ABC times blank, whatever you choose, as a 44 
preferred to set the ACL for all reef fish fishery management 45 
units, including boxfish, goatfish, grunts, wrasses, jacks, 46 
porgies, squirrelfish, triggerfish, except angelfish and 47 
surgeonfish FMUs. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  What Miguel just read there, I would like to 2 
present a motion, that the council chooses OY equals ACL equals 3 
ABC times 1.0 as the preferred to set ACL for all reef fish 4 
FMUs, including boxfish, goatfish, grunts, wrasses, jacks, 5 
porgies, squirrelfish, triggerfish, except the angelfish and 6 
surgeonfish FMUs. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos Farchette seconds the motion.  Do you 11 
want to discuss it further, Marcos? 12 
 13 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to mention something as council we 14 
did in the past in terms of the gear that is already in place 15 
and used with the mesh size, the escape vents that are coming up 16 
into play, and many other things that for, example, in the case 17 
of the goatfish, they are not caught anymore and this is just 18 
one example.  There are many other things related to that that 19 
are already protecting them, because we created protection and 20 
that’s part of the rationale in terms of establishing 1.0. 21 
 22 
DAVID OLSEN:  This is a point to something that Marcos said.  23 
We’re doing these studies of escape vents and I looked at what 24 
the impact of the ones that we have testing right now would be 25 
upon angelfish and surgeonfish and the vents that we have now 26 
would reduce the angelfish catch by 34 percent. 27 
 28 
It would reduce the catch of surgeonfish by 41 percent and if 29 
you factor in the small ones that are caught by bycatch and then 30 
released, it would reduce the catch of surgeonfish by 90 percent 31 
and so there are other management tools that are protecting the 32 
resource, but I was just talking to Bill. 33 
 34 
You are hamstrung by these numbers that you have to have for 35 
ACLs and it’s unclear to me how you would incorporate something 36 
like that in the management. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would also like to point out that we don’t 39 
have any type of gillnets used to catch these fishes. 40 
 41 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Also, to add to what Dave and Winston Ledee 42 
mentioned, in St. Croix and St. Thomas, we have increased to a 43 
two-inch mesh and so the goatfish and some of these other 44 
species go straight through the mesh, the wrasse also. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I think we’ve had fair discussion.  If there’s 47 
more discussion, it will come after the public hearings and the 48 
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final action.  I’m pretty sure it’s going to be another heated 1 
discussion, but for the time being, there’s a motion on the 2 
table and are we ready to vote on it? 3 
 4 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 5 
 6 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s five yes and one no and one absent.  15 
The motion carries.  Now we’re going to move down to the 16 
angelfish and the surgeonfish FMUs. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have a point of clarification.  The 19 
first motion that you made, 2l, reflects the same thing that you 20 
just voted on.  Now you have to deal with the OY equals ACL 21 
equals ABC for the angelfish and the surgeonfish. 22 
 23 
As Bill had said earlier, these are herbivores and spongivores.  24 
There is some concern that the SSC has and also the council had 25 
looked at a scaler in this case and so what would be the 26 
preferred alternative to take to public hearings in this case? 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  I will recommend Alternative 2o, OY equals ACL 29 
equals ABC times 0.5. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I’m sorry, but I wanted to have the opinion of 32 
the SSC and the AP.  Is that a motion, Marcos? 33 
 34 
MARCOS HANKE:  It’s a motion. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second for that motion?  If not, 37 
the motion dies.  The motion dies. 38 
 39 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I thought we had already set a 0.75, 2n, for 40 
angelfish and surgeonfish a while back. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We did. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  We set a preferred alternative of 0.75 for 45 
surgeonfish at the March meeting.  We did not address angelfish. 46 
 47 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Bill. 48 
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 1 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Can I make a motion? 2 
 3 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Certainly. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  To choose Alternative 2n as a preferred to 6 
set the ACL for angelfish and surgeonfish, Alternative 2n. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s 0.75.  Is that correct? 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos Farchette has made a motion.  Do I have 13 
a second for that? 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Hanke seconds the motion.  Is there any 18 
further discussion?  No?  Let’s vote on it. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 21 
 22 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 31 
carries.  Graciela, please. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You are done with Action 1, regarding 34 
reef fish and reference points.  Now you’re moving on to Action 35 
2.  This has to do with management reference points for the 36 
spiny lobster. 37 
 38 
Action 2 is Management Reference Points for the Caribbean Spiny 39 
Lobster.  Action 2A is to establish the year sequence, as you 40 
did for the reef fish, for determining the average annual 41 
landings for Caribbean spiny lobster. 42 
 43 
Again, each alternative, number one alternative, is no action.  44 
Alternative Number 2 would be to redefine the management 45 
reference points for lobster based on the longest year sequence 46 
of reliable landings data.  For Puerto Rico, it’s 1988 to 2009 47 
and for St. Croix, it’s 1999 to 2008 and for St. Thomas, it’s 48 
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2000 to 2008.  There is no recreational landings recorded and 1 
available for lobster in either Puerto Rico or the Virgin 2 
Islands. 3 
 4 
Alternative 3 is to use the longest year sequences of pre-5 
Caribbean SFA, so pre-2005, landings data.  That would be 1999 6 
to 2005 for Puerto Rico and St. Croix and 2000 to 2005 for St. 7 
Thomas. 8 
 9 
Redefine the management points for lobster based on the longest 10 
year sequence.  The longest year sequence would be beginning in 11 
1999 for Puerto Rico and St. Croix, but it will go to 2008 only 12 
for the Virgin Islands.  That would be Alternative 4 and the 13 
last alternative is to use the most recent five years of 14 
available landings data, so 2005 to 2009 for Puerto Rico and 15 
2004 to 2008 for St. Croix, St. Thomas, and St. John.  What’s 16 
the pleasure of the council regarding the preferred alternative? 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I would like to hear the AP recommendation on 19 
that and also, Mr. Arnold, if you can shed some light. 20 
 21 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended, for 4.2.1, Action 2A, 22 
Alternative 2, to redefine the management reference points for 23 
proxies for the Caribbean Spiny Lobster FMP based on the longest 24 
year sequence of reliable landings data. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The question by Mr. Hanke was is it for the 27 
three islands and the answer by the AP chair was yes. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC recommendations for spiny lobster were 30 
essentially the same as those for the reef fish.  Their 31 
recommendation here would be Alternative 2, to use the longest 32 
time series for each of the island groups.  Also, that’s going 33 
to hold pretty much throughout this Action 2. 34 
 35 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Bill, if more data becomes available before this 36 
stuff is done, would it be added? 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  No, we have essentially come to a point where the 39 
data in the document are the data that we are going to use.  40 
They could be used for comparative purposes, to say here are the 41 
ACLs we’re going to end up with and here are the recent landing 42 
activities that we have, but they wouldn’t influence the 43 
alternatives or the time series or the actual outcomes. 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  More data will become available when 46 
you trigger the accountability measures.  The data would have to 47 
be reviewed by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and the 48 
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council, to determine if it’s a real increase, and then it will 1 
be into the running average that you will select in Action 7 and 2 
then come back to reassess the ACLs, depending on what you 3 
select on Action 8. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Graciela.  Given that the 6 
recommendations by both the SSC and the AP are about the same 7 
and that we have discussed this at length in the past, the chair 8 
would be willing to entertain a motion regarding the spiny 9 
lobster.  Any one of the members care to move on? 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would like to make a motion for 4.2.1, 12 
Action 2A, Alternative 2 for spiny lobster, which is to redefine 13 
the management reference points or proxies for the Caribbean 14 
Spiny Lobster FMP based on the longest year sequence of reliable 15 
landings data. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second for that motion? 18 
 19 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Winston Ledee seconds the motion.  Is there 22 
any further discussion this time?  No?  Let’s vote. 23 
 24 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 25 
 26 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 29 
 30 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 35 
carries.  Graciela. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’re going to go through the same 38 
exercise that we did for the reef fish regarding Action 2B, 39 
establishing management reference points for the spiny lobster.  40 
You have three sub-actions, to establish these reference points 41 
for Puerto Rico, then for St. Croix, then for St. Thomas. 42 
 43 
The first alternative under every sub-action is the no action 44 
alternative and then the second alternative reads, Alternative 45 
2a through 2n, redefine management reference points or proxies 46 
based on the year sequence of landings data as defined in Action 47 
2A, Alternatives 1 through 5.   48 
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 1 
You’ve already done that and if we move to the table, which is 2 
Table 4.2.5, then you will go through the same thing and so for 3 
maximum sustainable yield, Alternative 2a reads the MSY proxy 4 
equals the median annual landings selected by the council and 5 
Alternative 2b is the MSY proxy equals the mean annual landings 6 
selected by the council in the previous action.  Again, the 7 
difference is due to the SSC recommendation to the council to 8 
use the median for Puerto Rico only. 9 
 10 
On the left-hand side of the screen, you do have the same 11 
language for you to select the alternatives for MSY for Puerto 12 
Rico and then for the Virgin Islands. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster? 15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended, for Action 4.2.2, Action 17 
2B, to establish the management reference points for the 18 
Caribbean spiny lobster, Sub-Action 1, establishing management 19 
reference points for the Caribbean lobster in Puerto Rico -- Our 20 
recommendations were the same for all three islands, which we 21 
preferred Alternative 2a through 2n, redefine the management 22 
reference points for proxies based on the year sequence of 23 
landings of the data as defined in Action 2A, Alternative 1 24 
through 5. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC recommendations in this regard for Puerto 27 
Rico would be Alternative 2a, to use the median annual landings.  28 
For all islands within the USVI, to use Alternative 2b, to use 29 
the mean annual landings. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I would suggest that you address the 32 
MSY first and then the OFL. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I agree.  I totally agree.  Thank you, Bill.  35 
Thank you, Mr. Schuster. 36 
 37 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The AP, I believe, recommends the 38 
adoption of Alternative 2a in this case, the median annual 39 
landings.  I don’t know if that’s for the three islands or just 40 
for Puerto Rico. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I believe Mr. Schuster said it was for the 43 
three islands, right? 44 
 45 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That’s correct.  All three islands had the 46 
same alternative. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Schuster. 1 
 2 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What’s the pleasure of the council 3 
regarding to use that language as it’s on the screen or -- 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Could I get a motion then? 6 
 7 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to accept the recommendation of the 8 
AP, using Alternative 2a as the preferred alternative for all 9 
the islands. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I get any second? 12 
 13 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Dr. Garcia.  Dr. Garcia seconds the 16 
motion.  Is there further discussion? 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I believe that in the case of the AP, in St. 19 
Thomas and St. John, they wanted to have the mean rather than 20 
the median, but in the discussion, that didn’t come very clear 21 
in the record and that’s why we have what we have there.  At the 22 
end, we came with the mean, but they were discussing having the 23 
median for St. Croix and Puerto Rico and the mean for St. Thomas 24 
and St. John, given that they have better datasets and all that. 25 
 26 
Also, in play with that discussion came the issue of explanation 27 
to the fishers and the confusion that can be created and that’s 28 
why they discussed it and adopted the mean. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  The argument here is the same as it was for the 31 
reef fish.  The SSC had the two separate meetings, one in March 32 
and one in May.  The March meeting essentially addressed USVI 33 
issues and the May meeting essentially addressed Puerto Rico 34 
issues.   35 
 36 
That’s going to hold throughout this Action 2 and so the March 37 
approach, the USVI approach, was to use the mean annual 38 
landings.  The Puerto Rico approach was to use the median annual 39 
landings and to use the ORCS procedure that was not applied for 40 
the USVI. 41 
 42 
Now, if we do choose to, and this can be done, but if we choose 43 
to use the median for the USVI, then we’re going to have to go 44 
back and have another SSC meeting, so that they can address the 45 
median, so that they can apply the ORCS procedure to the USVI 46 
data, et cetera, et cetera.  This is going to affect the 47 
process. 48 
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 1 
Also consider that for these species, which are not as heavily 2 
harvested in Puerto Rico as they are in the USVI, the -- For 3 
which we don’t have recreational data for any of these, the -- 4 
This may not be as good of an argument, because this is a single 5 
species group that we’re dealing with now, but it might be more 6 
difficult to apply the median approach and it might be less 7 
defensible, and it may not, to apply the median approach in the 8 
USVI, but it is going to cause those problems.  I just wanted 9 
you guys to be aware of that before we vote.  For that reason 10 
alone, my recommendation would be median in Puerto Rico and the 11 
mean in the USVI. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:   This is one of those things that doesn’t matter 14 
how you go.  What Dr. Arnold is stating is a matter of 15 
procedure.  We don’t want to hold the process unnecessarily. 16 
 17 
In this case, the SSC is in charge of giving you the OFL and the 18 
ABC and they are equating the OFL and MSY and so in this case, 19 
given that they are recommending the median for Puerto Rico and 20 
the mean for the USVI, and that won’t change much, then you can 21 
go with that recommendation of the SSC, rather than having one 22 
for everybody. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The motion was seconded by Miguel Garcia.   25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  Keep in mind when you’re making these decisions 27 
that the actual difference between the mean and the median for 28 
the time period we have chosen is about a thousand pounds and so 29 
it’s almost inconsequential.  We could miss that on a day of 30 
sampling.  The process is going to be extremely more difficult 31 
and the outcome will be almost nonexistently different. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In addition to that, the Table 3.2.1 34 
and subsequent tables do have both the average and the median 35 
for all islands and so you can also look at those tables. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Graciela.  I think we’re ready to 38 
vote. 39 
 40 
MARCOS HANKE:  For everything that was explained, for me it’s 41 
more important that the fishermen understand what we are talking 42 
about when we go to public hearing and I reinforce my motion. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Marcos.  Let’s vote and we’ll start 45 
with you. 46 
 47 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 4 
 5 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s five yes and one no and one absent.  10 
The motion carries.  Graciela. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, make a note there that you have to 13 
convene the SSC to answer that one question and it has to be 14 
before the council makes a final action.  It could be done via a 15 
conference call or probably via a conference call would be 16 
better.   17 
 18 
It’s just one question, if we don’t come up with something else 19 
for them, so they can clarify that.  Then in the process, they 20 
will get hard-headed with that and you will have to take a final 21 
decision at the end and decide why not. 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For clarification purposes, it would 24 
be to determine whether the median versus the mean should be 25 
used for the spiny lobster in the Virgin Islands. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If you can adopt the mean for the entire three 28 
areas.  That will be an easier question. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to make sure we’re clear on this, it was the 31 
median that was chosen and not the mean. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  David, did you want to make a comment? 34 
 35 
DAVID OLSEN:  I have a question.  I’m not really clear.  You 36 
have chosen the median for all three islands, even though the 37 
St. Thomas choice in the AP panel was for the mean? 38 
 39 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes, that was the vote, yes.  Okay, Graciela. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The SSC and the AP are telling you that the USVI 42 
has all this information and you don’t have a rationale for 43 
taking that for three areas, except for what you just said 44 
today. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You can have two motions and separate 47 
the islands and select the mean for one and the median for the 48 
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other.  It’s up to the council.  The AP makes a recommendation, 1 
but the council actually decides.  Now you have to decide on the 2 
overfishing threshold. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Excuse me, Graciela.  Before you move on, we 5 
have a situation here that perhaps we overlooked, even though 6 
it’s only a thousand pounds and it’s a very fine line, but if we 7 
select the median for Puerto Rico and the mean for the Virgin 8 
Islands, we are going to avoid the problem of having to get the 9 
SSC together and we are running out of time and that’s another 10 
expense and so I would like to reconsider that. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Really, the choice between 2a and 2b is not going 13 
to make that big of a difference.  The big difference is going 14 
to be felt between 2d and 2f and we still have that in front of 15 
us and so if we chose the median for everything, we have data on 16 
the median and we can move forward with that.   17 
 18 
That’s not a problem.  It just changes the numbers very 19 
slightly, but this is acceptable.  The mean or the median is 20 
really not going to make much difference for the overall outcome 21 
of the process and what the fishermen are left able to catch. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Exactly what Bill is saying.  That’s the reason 24 
when you have these kinds of things, the next step is how you go 25 
to the public with your mean and the median.  The fishermen are 26 
telling you that they would like to use the mean and they 27 
supported the mean and the AP panel is telling you the mean and 28 
the SSC is telling you the mean and you only have a thousand 29 
pound difference and go with the flow.  Don’t fight for -- Get 30 
your fight for the next two.  You can keep it the way it is and 31 
I don’t care, but it’s a matter of procedure and a matter of 32 
perception of the public of what you’re saying and what you’re 33 
doing. 34 
 35 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Just for the record, St. Thomas was really 36 
strong about picking the mean and they felt through the 37 
consultation of Dr. Olsen and Julian Magras, who is an AP 38 
member, that the data was pretty consistent over the years 39 
selected and they would be affecting their harvest and so the 40 
mean was a preferred alternative for the Virgin Islands, since 41 
the data was pretty consistent over the years.  That’s just for 42 
the record, since it was mentioned. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is that correct, Dave?  Now that everything is 45 
clarified, would the council like to amend it or reconsider the 46 
motion and put a median for Puerto Rico and the mean for the 47 
U.S. Virgin Islands?  Would I get a motion in that sense? 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just to follow Roberts Rules, so the lawyer 2 
doesn’t jump at us, you need to have a motion to reconsider and 3 
second it and then you vote on it and then you go back and 4 
decide what you want to do. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I need someone to come up with a motion to 7 
reconsider.  Do I get it? 8 
 9 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  A motion to reconsider what we already voted. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Dr. Garcia has a motion.   12 
 13 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Carlos Farchette.  I don’t think 16 
there is more discussion needed. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You need to discuss why you want to reconsider 19 
and then you vote.  If you have already discussed it to death, 20 
then you just vote. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I think we did actually, but we can do it a 23 
little bit further.  The reasons are because the AP, the St. 24 
Thomas and the Virgin Islands delegation, moved that they wanted 25 
to do the mean annual landings and the SSC and for Puerto Rico, 26 
it was the median.  Is there anything else to add in here for 27 
this reconsideration motion?  Let’s vote. 28 
 29 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 30 
 31 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 32 
 33 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 34 
 35 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 36 
 37 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 38 
 39 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and there’s one absent and 40 
the motion carries.  Now we’ll go to the motion for Puerto Rico 41 
and then for the Virgin Islands.  Do I have a motion for Puerto 42 
Rico? 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Now what you have to do is you are reconsidering 45 
the language of the motion that you previously approved and what 46 
you need to do now is to amend that motion.  By doing that, you 47 
add the language different.  The owner of the motion restates 48 
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for the record that now I want the motion to read and then you 1 
read it. 2 
 3 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Marcos, you’re the owner of the motion and so 4 
would you kindly -- 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You voted in favor of reconsideration and so 7 
you’re entitled to amend your own language of the motion.  Go 8 
ahead. 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  The council chooses Alternative 2a as the 11 
preferred alternative to establish MSY proxy for spiny lobster 12 
for Puerto Rico and Alternative 2b for the USVI. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second for that? 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Mr. Farchette.  Is there discussion?  19 
Being none, let’s vote.   20 
 21 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 22 
 23 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 26 
 27 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 32 
carries. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, don’t call the SSC. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Now that we are not calling the SSC, Graciela, 37 
go on. 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now for the overfishing threshold, you 40 
have Alternative 2c, which reads OFL equals MSY proxy adjusted 41 
according to the ORCS scaler.  Overfishing occurs when annual 42 
landings exceed the OFL. 43 
 44 
2d is OFL equals MSY proxy adjusted according to the ORCS 45 
scaler.  Overfishing occurs when annual landings exceed the OFL 46 
unless NOAA Fisheries Southeast Fisheries Science Center, in 47 
consultation with the Caribbean Fishery Management Council and 48 
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its SSC determines the overage occurred because data collection 1 
and monitoring improved rather than because landings actually 2 
increased. 3 
 4 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, will you please spell out ORCS, or 5 
Bill? 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC recommendations on this were Alternative 8 
2d for Puerto Rico, where the ORCS scaler was applied, and 9 
Alternative 2f for the United States Virgin Islands, where the 10 
ORCS scaler approach was not applied, keeping in mind that the 11 
ORCS scaler is 1.0 and so the actual outcomes don’t differ.  12 
Again, the process is very important. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Mr. Schuster? 15 
 16 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Regarding Action 4.2.5, management reference 17 
points or proxies proposed for spiny lobster, under Action 2A, 18 
the AP recommends adoption of Alternative 2a, Alternative 2d, 19 
Alternative 2g, and Alternative 2k. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That’s the recommendation by the advisory 22 
panel. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  ORCS stands for Only Reliable Catch 25 
Stocks and so it’s a method that was developed by a group of 26 
people.  There is a technical memorandum by Jim Berkson. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster, may I trouble you again?  Could 29 
you repeat to us the recommendations of the AP? 30 
 31 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Regarding the Table 4.2.5, management 32 
reference points or proxies proposed for spiny lobster under 33 
Alternative 2, the AP recommends adoption of Alternative 2a, 34 
Alternative 2d, Alternative 2g, and Alternative 2k. 35 
 36 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  37 
 38 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  If I am following you correctly, the SSC 39 
recommendation and the AP recommendation are the same for Puerto 40 
Rico.  It is only different for the USVI. 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to make a motion that the council 43 
choose Alternative 2d for the preferred alternative as a 44 
preferred to establish OFL for spiny lobster in Puerto Rico. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Second. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Miguel Garcia seconds the motion.  Is there 1 
discussion?  Are we ready to vote? 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Wouldn’t this bring up the same issue with 4 
the median and the mean, if we’re just going with 2a?  Is it for 5 
all three islands? 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s for Puerto Rico only. 8 
 9 
BILL ARNOLD:  I will second that motion. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s already seconded. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  But you can vote on it and just say yes. 14 
 15 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 16 
 17 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 18 
 19 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 24 
 25 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  We have six yes and one absent, which is 26 
Fish and Wildlife.  The motion carries.  Let’s move on. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We need to select one for the U.S. 29 
Virgin Islands. 30 
 31 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I’ll make that motion, to choose Alternative 32 
2b as a preferred to establish OFL for spiny lobster in the 33 
USVI. 34 
 35 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  May I make a correction?  It would 36 
have to be 2c, d, e, or f, because we’re defining OFL.  It’s 37 
either by using the ORCS, which the SSC only considered for 38 
Puerto Rico, or not using the ORCS, but still do the 39 
consultation for the Virgin Islands. 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I’ll correct that and it will be Alternative 42 
2f. 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’ll second that one. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Arnold.  You were kind of 47 
anxious of seconding something and it came through, Bill.  Let’s 48 
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vote on this one. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  We have six yes and one absent, which is 13 
Fish and Wildlife.  The motion carries.   14 
 15 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we’ll do the ABC, the acceptable 16 
biological catch.  For Alternative 2g, it’s ABC equals OFL.  2h 17 
is ABC equals OFL times 0.85 and Alternative 2i is ABC equals 18 
OFL times 0.75.  Alternative 2j is ABC equals OFL times 0.5. 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Can we have the AP recommendations? 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.3.1, Action 3A, redefine the management of 23 
aquarium trade species?  24 
 25 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Now we’re talking about the ABCs for the spiny 26 
lobster complex. 27 
 28 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  My bad.  The AP recommended 2g and 2k.  I’m 29 
sorry.  Now I’ve got it.  For the record, the AP recommended 2g, 30 
ABC equals OFL. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you. 33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  The SSC did not make recommendations.  At this 35 
point, they left the reduction to the council.  They provided 36 
estimates of risk, but they left the actual uncertainty 37 
development to the council. 38 
 39 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay.  Then a motion? 40 
 41 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to make a motion to accept 42 
Alternative 2g, ABC equals OFL for spiny lobster. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  For spiny lobster.  Do I get a second for that 45 
one? 46 
 47 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Winston Ledee seconds that motion.  Do you 2 
want to vote on that? 3 
 4 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 5 
 6 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just for the record, Mr. Chairman, the motion 15 
reads: The council chooses Alternative 2g as the preferred to 16 
establish ABC, ABC equals OFL for spiny lobster. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 19 
carries.  Thank you.  Graciela. 20 
 21 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now you move to the optimum yield and 22 
the actual annual catch limit.  Alternative 2k is OY equals ACL 23 
equals ABC.  2l is OY equals ACL equals ABC times 0.85.  2m is 24 
OY equals ACL equals ABC times 0.75 and 2n is OY equals ACL 25 
equals ABC times 0.5.  That’s for spiny lobster. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  AP? 28 
 29 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended, for optimum yield and 30 
annual catch limit, Alternative 2k, OY equals ACL equals ABC. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  Again, the SSC left this to the council. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We need a motion then for this alternative. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to present a motion to the council 37 
and the motion would be to adopt Alternative 2k, OY equals ACL 38 
equals ABC. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do we have a second? 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  The motion is the council chooses Alternative 2k 43 
as the preferred alternative to set ACL for spiny lobster. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do we have a second? 46 
 47 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Winston Ledee seconds that motion. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  I would like to repeat all of my concerns that I 4 
brought up regarding the ACL establishment for the reef fish.  5 
They all apply to the lobster as well.  I won’t go through them, 6 
but you can look in the record. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you for sparing us.  We appreciate that.  9 
I think we’re ready to vote on that.  10 
 11 
MARCOS HANKE:  Once we deal with the measurement for the lobster 12 
recently, we are very proactive in protecting the lobster and 13 
concerned with the lobster.  We are the only ones in the U.S. 14 
jurisdiction with a 3.5 carapace length and that’s something to 15 
state on the record, that we do care about lobster and that’s 16 
part of the arguments here. 17 
 18 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I concur with Marcos and also, that is one 19 
species that I think we have the best data on.  We have species-20 
specific data and it’s been pretty constant over the years, the 21 
catch rate. 22 
 23 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Ledee.  Let’s vote then. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 26 
 27 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 30 
 31 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 34 
 35 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s five yes and one no and one absent.  36 
The motion carries. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now we move into Action 3, regarding 39 
the management of aquarium trade species.  The Action 3 reads to 40 
redefine the management of the aquarium trade species fishery 41 
management units within the Reef Fish FMP and the Coral and 42 
Reef-Associated Plants and Invertebrates FMP. 43 
 44 
You have Action 3A, to redefine the management of the aquarium 45 
trade species.  Alternative 1 is no action, to keep them in 46 
their respective FMPs.   47 
 48 
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Alternative 2 has three additional alternatives, to consolidate 1 
all of the aquarium trade species into a single FMP by either 2 
moving the aquarium trade species in the Coral into the Reef 3 
Fish, move the aquarium trade species in the Reef Fish into the 4 
Coral FMP or move all the aquarium trade species listed in both 5 
the Coral and the Reef Fish FMPs into a new FMP specific to 6 
aquarium trade species. 7 
 8 
Alternative 3 is remove all aquarium trade species from both the 9 
Coral and the Reef Fish FMPs.  Alternative 4 is manage only 10 
those aquarium trade species listed in either the Coral or the 11 
Reef Fish FMP for which landings data are available during the 12 
year sequence chosen in Action 1A, remove remaining aquarium 13 
trade species from the Coral FMP and the Reef Fish FMP. 14 
 15 
This alternative has four alternatives, 4a through 4d.  That is 16 
for aquarium trade species that continue to be federally managed 17 
under these alternatives will be retained in either the Coral or 18 
the Reef Fish FMP, as listed after the SFA Amendment. 19 
 20 
Alternative 4b is aquarium trade species that continue to be 21 
federally managed under these alternatives will be consolidated 22 
and moved into the Coral FMP.  Alternative 4c is those that 23 
continue to be federally managed will be consolidated and moved 24 
into the Reef Fish FMP or Alternative 4d is those that are 25 
federally managed will be consolidated and moved into a new FMP 26 
specific to aquarium trade species. 27 
 28 
Finally, Alternative 5 is delegate management authority for 29 
aquarium trade species listed in either the Coral or the Reef 30 
FMP to the jurisdiction of the appropriate commonwealth or 31 
territory, as defined in Action 5 of this document.  Those are 32 
all the alternatives that you have under Action 3. 33 
 34 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommended, under 4.3.1, Action 3, 35 
redefine the management of aquarium trade species FMU, the AP 36 
recommends adoption of Alternative 2, consolidate all aquarium 37 
trade species listed in the FMP for Coral FMP and the Reef Fish 38 
FMP into a single FMP, and Alternative 2c, move all of the 39 
aquarium trade species listed in both of the Coral FMP and the 40 
Reef Fish FMP into a new FMP specific to the aquarium trade 41 
species. 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Graciela is looking up the SSC recommendations.  I 44 
don’t off the top of my head remember what they were.  My 45 
personal preference, I think that you have to keep in mind that 46 
almost all of these animals are captured -- First, the USVI 47 
doesn’t allow any aquarium trade harvest and so they’re not 48 
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really part of this. 1 
 2 
Puerto Rico allows very restricted harvest and most of the 3 
harvest that occurs is in commonwealth waters and so it’s 4 
largely a commonwealth issue.  There may be a little bit of 5 
harvest in EEZ waters.  It would probably be well less than 10 6 
percent and so I would personally recommend, based upon this 7 
information, that we simply remove the aquarium trade species 8 
from the Coral and the Reef Fish FMPs. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In the case of the AP, their rationale was that, 11 
number one, they believed that Puerto Rico has a list of species 12 
that arbitrarily they have chosen and they also pointed out, 13 
especially one of the fellow industry members, that they do fish 14 
in the EEZ, especially on the west coast of Puerto Rico and 15 
there is more important species that they fish for in the 16 
aquarium trade. 17 
 18 
The rationale they developed at the advisory panel is that they 19 
would like to see an FMP addressing those issues, especially the 20 
life history of some of the species and some better data of the 21 
species that are in question.  That’s the rationale that they 22 
had behind their idea of having an FMP for these species. 23 
 24 
They also added that in the case of the aquarium trade, they 25 
should also include the lionfish.  The lionfish is spread out 26 
through the entire range of the EEZ and the local government and 27 
there is an industry being developed for aquarium trade 28 
regarding the lionfish, in addition to commercially being 29 
harvested now for restaurants and so forth.  Those are the two 30 
rationales that the AP used to suggest the alternative to have 31 
an FMP developed for these species. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  At the March meeting, the SSC had 34 
recommended to the council to move all the aquarium species 35 
listed in both FMPs into a separate FMP, but they did not 36 
consider this issue at the May meeting this year. 37 
 38 
If you do separate them into an FMP, then you have to go through 39 
the same exercise of setting MSY proxy, OFL, all the way to the 40 
annual catch limits and so the same exercise that you’ve done 41 
for the reef fish and the spiny lobster would have to be done 42 
for the aquarium trade species. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Bill, could you explain again, clarify again, 45 
what the SSC recommended and your point of view? 46 
 47 
BILL ARNOLD:  We’re prepared to go either way on this.  I think 48 
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that there are two predominantly attractive alternatives, that 1 
being completely remove them from the FMP -- Because they’re 2 
mostly caught in Puerto Rico commonwealth waters, it really is a 3 
commonwealth issue and there is no question that some small 4 
proportion are caught in the EEZ waters and so that argument is 5 
valid, particularly off the west coast of Puerto Rico. 6 
 7 
The alternative to combine them into an FMP certainly allows us 8 
to maintain management.  I think a reasonable argument could be 9 
made for that, especially as ACLs are applied and other 10 
fisheries are restricted.  There may be more movement into the 11 
aquarium trade industry and the aquarium trade industry may grow 12 
and so that’s certainly a valid concern that would argue for 13 
keeping them managed. 14 
 15 
Like I said, it’s not going to make much of a difference, 16 
because most of it is coming from commonwealth waters, but 17 
things can change over time and as I said, either way we’ve got 18 
-- If we do choose to keep them, under any circumstances, 19 
rearrange the FMPs or whatever, but keep them managed, then we 20 
have the action in here to be able to address the need to set 21 
ACLs for these species.  Either way you go, we’re ready to deal 22 
with it. 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  I think with the emphasis of the ecosystem-based 25 
management regime that we are engaged in now, I’m ready to make 26 
a motion to present an alternative, Alternative 2c, remove all 27 
aquarium trade species listed in both the Coral FMP and the Reef 28 
Fish FMP into a new FMP specific to aquarium trade species. 29 
 30 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Carlos Farchette. 33 
 34 
MIKE MCLEMORE:  May I ask a question?  Why would you need all 35 
the species in two different FMPs?  That sounds like you’re 36 
going to have to do double work.  As Graciela pointed out, 37 
you’re going to have all of the Section 303(a) mandatory 38 
requirements for an FMP and it looks like if you put them in 39 
both FMPs here, you’re just being redundant and you would have 40 
to do it twice. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  Maybe we’re not being clear.  What this proposed 43 
motion would do, it would take all of the aquarium trade species 44 
out of the Coral FMP and all of the aquarium trade species out 45 
of the Reef Fish FMP. 46 
 47 
MIKE MCLEMORE:  So you’re doing a new one just for the aquarium 48 
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trade.  I’m sorry.  I misunderstood. 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  Then we’ll just combine them into a single 3 
separate FMP. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, counsel.  All right, guys, Marcos 6 
has a motion and we need a second for that motion. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I’ll second that motion. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It was Miguel Garcia who seconded the motion 11 
and are we ready to vote on it? 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  Abstain. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 18 
 19 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 22 
 23 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s five yes, one abstention and one 24 
absent.  The motion carries.  Graciela, let’s move on. 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have to go through the exercise of 27 
Action 3B, to establish the reference points for the aquarium 28 
trade species.  Alternative 1 is no action, keep them in the 29 
data collection category only, which basically cannot be done. 30 
 31 
Alternative 2a through 2k refers to Table 4.3.2 and so that’s to 32 
establish the reference points for the aquarium trade species, 33 
as we did for the reef fish.  The reference points would be 34 
maximum sustainable yield, Alternative 2a, to use the MSY proxy 35 
equals median annual landings.  Alternative 2b is the MSY proxy 36 
will be the mean annual landings.  What’s the choice of the 37 
council, if you want to choose a preferred alternative? 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is one of those things that maybe you should 40 
leave it as is and do not take any preferred alternative and see 41 
what happens at the public hearings. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I agree with you. 44 
 45 
MARCOS HANKE:  Let’s leave it like it is, with no preferred 46 
alternatives. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  You don’t have to do anything. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We have decided to let a sleeping dog lie. 3 
 4 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, what you have done is that you 5 
have the document submitted to the public hearings as written in 6 
this section. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel, and thank you, Marcos.  Go 9 
ahead, Graciela. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Now for Action 4, to redefine the 12 
management of conch species FMU within the Conch FMP.  You have 13 
four alternatives and the first one is no action, not to 14 
reevaluate or revise the species list. 15 
 16 
Alternative 2 is to remove all the conch species except queen 17 
conch, Strombus gigas, from the Queen Conch FMP.  Alternative 3 18 
is delegate the management authority for all conch species 19 
except queen conch to the jurisdictions of the appropriate 20 
commonwealth or territory and Alternative 4 is retain all conch 21 
species under the Queen Conch FMP and define management 22 
reference points or proxies for all these species. 23 
 24 
Table 4.4.1 lists all these species and so you would keep, in 25 
this alternative, Strombus gigas.  That would be your main 26 
target and everything else, the milk conch, the West Indian 27 
fighting, the roostertail, the hawkwing, true tulip, the 28 
Atlantic tritons trumpet, cameo helmet, and the green star 29 
shell, they would all be removed from the queen conch FMU. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster? 32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.4, Action 4, redefine the management of the 34 
conch species FMU within the Queen Conch FMP, the AP recommends 35 
Alternative 2, remove all conch species except for the queen 36 
conch, Strombus gigas, from the Queen Conch FMP. 37 
 38 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay, Bill. 39 
 40 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t recall that the SSC had a recommendation 41 
regarding this.  There really are two viable alternatives, 42 
either remove them or leave them in and manage them under the 43 
queen conch landings data, because we don’t get landings data 44 
for these species. 45 
 46 
I’m not a conch fisherman, but my understanding is that some of 47 
these species are caught, but they’re just not reported 48 
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separately, like the milk conch or something.   1 
 2 
They’re thrown in the bottom, as any other queen conch is, and 3 
reported as queen conch and so we really would have a tough time 4 
separating them out and tracking their landings separately and 5 
so I think either Alternative 2 or Alternative 4 would be the 6 
more viable.  It’s just a matter of whether you want to keep 7 
them managed, and we’re not really, or whether you want to just 8 
focus on queen conch in the Conch FMP. 9 
 10 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  From Daniel Matos and the port agents, 11 
at least in Puerto Rico, 98 or 99 percent of the total landings 12 
are from queen conch. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  We don’t have a recommendation from the SSC, 15 
but we do have one from the AP and does that satisfy you guys?  16 
Can I get a motion for the preferred here? 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  Me personally, I don’t have an opinion about it.  19 
It’s something that I’m not really at this point ready to choose 20 
between both.  My only concern is to leave those species open 21 
with no management and with nobody taking care of them or not 22 
paying attention and that’s a concern that I have, no data 23 
collected. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would like to make a motion that the 26 
council chooses Alternative 2 as the preferred for Action 4. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Do I get a second for that one? 29 
 30 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 31 
 32 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Winston Ledee.  Let’s vote on that. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 35 
 36 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 39 
 40 
MARCOS HANKE:  Abstain. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  Abstain. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  We have four yes and two abstaining and 45 
one absent.  The motion carries.  Graciela. 46 
 47 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 5 deals with geographic 48 
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allocation and management.  Alternative 1 is no action.  1 
Alternative 2 is to divide and manage ACLs by island group, 2 
Puerto Rico, St. Thomas/St. John and St. Croix, based on the 3 
preferred management reference point time series selected by the 4 
council in Actions 1A and 2A. 5 
 6 
Alternative 2a is use the midpoint or equidistant method for 7 
dividing the EEZ among islands.  Alternative 2b uses trade line 8 
approach for dividing the EEZ among islands.  Alternative 2c is 9 
to use the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association recommendation for 10 
dividing the EEZ among islands.  This makes specific reference 11 
to this figure. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  AP? 14 
 15 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.5, Action, 5, geographic allocation and 16 
management, the AP recommends Alternative 2a, use a midpoint or 17 
equidistant method for dividing the EEZ among islands. 18 
 19 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Bill? 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  In the 2010 Amendment, we had a similar action and 22 
we chose Alternative 2a, to use a midpoint or equidistant 23 
approach.  Management and enforcement would be extremely 24 
difficult if we chose any other alternative at this time. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I get a motion?  We have discussed this at 27 
length. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to present the motion to choose 30 
Alternative 2a, to use a midpoint or equidistant method for 31 
dividing the EEZ among islands. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Do I get a second for that one? 34 
 35 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second the motion. 36 
 37 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Let’s vote on that. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 40 
 41 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 42 
 43 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 44 
 45 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 2 
carries.  Thank you.  Go ahead, Graciela. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 6 is the actual annual catch 5 
limit allocation and management.  Action 6A is separation of 6 
recreational and commercial sectors and this is only for Puerto 7 
Rico. 8 
 9 
Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 is to specify 10 
separate commercial and recreational ACLs based on the preferred 11 
management reference point time series. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  AP? 14 
 15 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.6, Action 6, annual catch limit allocation 16 
and management, 6A, separation of recreational and commercial 17 
sectors in Puerto Rico only, the AP recommends Alternative 2, 18 
specify separate commercial and recreational ACLs based on the 19 
preferred management reference point time series. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Bill? 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  This would only to species for which we actually 24 
have recreational data and so as Graciela mentioned, it’s only 25 
for Puerto Rico, but keep in mind it also does not include 26 
lobster in Puerto Rico, because MRFSS does not include lobster 27 
or conch in their recreational landings database.   28 
 29 
Ideally, we would see those numbers included in the future, but 30 
for now, it’s really going to be for those reef fish FMUs.  31 
Separating the commercial from the recreational sectors would 32 
apply to the reef fish FMUs. 33 
 34 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Dr. Arnold.  Do I get a motion for 35 
this one?   36 
 37 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I make a motion to choose Alternative 2 as 38 
the preferred for Action 6A. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Can I get a second for this one? 41 
 42 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second that motion. 43 
 44 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Let’s vote on it. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 1 
 2 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 3 
 4 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 7 
 8 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 9 
carries.  Thank you.  Go ahead, Graciela. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Section 4.6.2, Action 6B, establish 12 
bag limit restrictions on recreational reef fish harvest, 13 
Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 is establish a five 14 
fish aggregate bag limit per person per fishing day. 15 
 16 
Alternative 3 is establish a two fish aggregate bag limit per 17 
person per fishing day.  Remember that this would not apply to a 18 
fisher who has a valid commercial fishing license and so it’s 19 
only recreational. 20 
 21 
Alternative 4 is prohibit the harvest of species in the 22 
surgeonfish FMU.  Alternative 5 is establish an aggregate bag 23 
limit of ten fish per fisher, including no more than two 24 
surgeonfish per fisher or six surgeonfish per boat and a thirty 25 
aggregate fish per boat on a fishing day. 26 
 27 
Alternative 6 is establish an aggregate bag limit of five fish 28 
per fisher, including not more than two surgeonfish per fisher 29 
or six surgeonfish per boat and fifteen aggregate fish per boat 30 
on a fishing day.  That’s what you have in the document right 31 
now. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster? 34 
 35 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.6.2, Action 6B, establish a bag limit 36 
restriction on recreational reef fish harvest, the AP recommends 37 
to add an Alternative 7, establish an aggregate bag limit of 38 
five fish per fisher and fifteen aggregate fish per boat on a 39 
fishing day.  This would not apply to a fisher who has a valid 40 
commercial fishing license.  It’s not to include the 41 
surgeonfish. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Not to include surgeonfish, okay.   44 
 45 
BILL ARNOLD:  Eddie, correct me if I’m wrong, but I think what 46 
you’re doing is you’re combining Alternative 4 and Alternative 47 
6.  You’re establishing a five fish per person and a fifteen 48 
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fish per boat aggregate bag limit, with no allowed harvest of 1 
surgeonfish. 2 
 3 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That’s correct. 4 
 5 
BILL ARNOLD:  That would be consistent, somewhat, with the 2010 6 
Amendment, which established a five fish per person and fifteen 7 
fish per boat aggregate for snapper, grouper, and parrotfish.  8 
It did allow for some harvest of recreational parrotfish, two 9 
per person and six per boat. 10 
 11 
Also keep in mind that the proposed USVI recreational 12 
regulations would have, as I understand it, based upon the 13 
paperwork I have so far, and I know these things are changing, 14 
but that’s ten fish per person, thirty fish per boat, and that’s 15 
a total aggregate across all reef fish and so this would be 16 
somewhat compatible, particularly if the USVI broke down their 17 
ten and thirty into a five and fifteen for snapper, grouper or 18 
parrotfish or whatever and a five and fifteen for the other 19 
FMUs. 20 
 21 
We’re trying to be as compatible as possible and that’s 22 
something that we might want to keep in mind and the USVI might 23 
want to keep in mind as we’re moving forward with these 24 
regulations. 25 
 26 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.   27 
 28 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to make a motion to adopt 4.6.2, 29 
Action 6B, Alternative 7. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In the motion, you need to say to add Alternative 32 
7 to this section and that will be the council preferred 33 
alternative.  It has to do both.  We need to add Alternative 7 34 
and then copy and paste the language into this section.  Then 35 
you may say and adopt this as the council preferred alternative.  36 
Winston, is that the spirit of what you would like to see? 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Let me read it for the record.  Mr. Ledee’s 41 
motion is to add Alternative 7 to the Section 4.6.2, Action 6B, 42 
that will read: Establish a bag limit restriction on 43 
recreational reef fish harvest.  Establish an aggregate bag 44 
limit of five fish per fisher and fifteen aggregate fish per 45 
boat on a fishing day.  It would not apply to a fisher who has a 46 
valid commercial fishing license.  Adopt this as the council 47 
preferred alternative.  We may need to add something to the 48 



62 
 

language. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second the motion. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Miguel Garcia seconds. 5 
 6 
BILL ARNOLD:  This does not capture his component of no 7 
surgeonfish in the limit.  That’s what distinguishes this from 8 
Alternative 6. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill, can you recommend the language? 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes.  A bag limit of five fish per fisher and 13 
fifteen aggregate fish per boat on a fishing day and I don’t 14 
know exactly how you want to work it, but with no allowance for 15 
the harvest of surgeonfish. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  That was the intention of Mr. Ledee.  Thank 18 
you.   19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No allowance for the harvest of surgeonfish. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is that it, Winston? 23 
 24 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  Because I have an alternative that I worked very 27 
hard before I got to this meeting to present to the council, 28 
which is to add another alternative, before the council votes on 29 
choosing this as the preferred alternative, I would like you 30 
guys also to listen to the alternative that I have to present to 31 
you guys.  I’m asking which is the mechanism to address my 32 
intention? 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For procedure, did we get a second for Winston’s 35 
motion?  If you have a second, then you have to discuss it.  You 36 
cannot substitute that.  You have to discuss it and now Marcos 37 
can say whatever your concern is. 38 
 39 
MARCOS HANKE:  I don’t agree with the alternative, because I 40 
have another alternative that addressed multiple other issues 41 
that we discussed in the past and my position is I don’t agree 42 
with this and if you guys, after this discussion, give me an 43 
opportunity, I will present the alternative or if you want to 44 
now, I can present it now. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You have two options.  You can say whatever you 47 
have to say within the discussion and vote no and then the 48 
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motion carries or not carries, depending on the voting, or you 1 
can have a reconsideration of the language, but you have to 2 
state why, et cetera, et cetera. 3 
 4 
My advice to you is just, in the discussion process now, 5 
incorporate in the record everything that you need to say about 6 
why not, why you don’t agree with this action. 7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  The reason I don’t agree is because the language 9 
that I’m proposing or the idea I’m proposing for the new 10 
alternative addresses the issues of the limit that is presented 11 
there for the recreational fishermen that’s going to affect our 12 
industry. 13 
 14 
It has been a steady argument to justify many things that we 15 
decide here either in the federal or the state water.  The 16 
recreational fishermen are selling the fish and they are really 17 
illegal fishermen and not recreational fishermen, the people 18 
that are selling the fish they shouldn’t sell. 19 
 20 
In order to help the commercial fishermen to address this issue, 21 
the language that I support, and I really think over this many 22 
times, is the original aggregate bag limit that I proposed in 23 
the beginning of this.  It was my intention to put a cap, to put 24 
a limit, on our industry to not exceed the ACL. 25 
 26 
Besides the ten fish per fishermen and the thirty per boat, put 27 
a cap on the deepwater snappers, not more than ten per boat on a 28 
fishing day.  This way, we will be addressing all the discussion 29 
that we had in the past and not creating an opportunity and 30 
making it easier for the law enforcement agents to make sure 31 
that the regulations are in place and are not against the 32 
commercial fishermen. 33 
 34 
That’s my point and I have other arguments here.  For example, 35 
the protection of the high-value fishes for the commercial 36 
fishermen, this language that I’m presenting will do that in 37 
some way.  It also presents some extra fishing protection. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Going back to discussing what you were addressing 40 
to the group, you’re going to go back to what you already 41 
approved for 2010 and so drop it.  In this case, what you’re 42 
doing is preparing a document for public hearings.  This 43 
alternative has been moved and seconded and so you have to take 44 
a vote.  You can say no and then you can offer to the group 45 
Alternative 8, with whatever language you deem necessary.  Then 46 
the council will vote yes or no on that one. 47 
 48 
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Remember, what you are doing today is you want to make sure that 1 
you offer the public as many alternatives as possible within a 2 
reasonable bounds and so that’s a mechanism that you have. 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  My problem with this is that besides the new 5 
language, it’s also a motion for a preferred alternative.  It’s 6 
not just the new language.  It’s being a preferred alternative 7 
at the same time on the motion. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s the point.  You take it to a vote and you 10 
have a no and a bunch of yes and that’s it and you drop it.  11 
That’s it and then you offer Alternative 8, which is not the 12 
preferred, but it will be submitted to the public. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes or no and it’s not important.  Yes or no 15 
is not important.  We are in the middle of a motion and we’re 16 
about to vote on a motion and then you can come up and present 17 
another alternative. 18 
 19 
However, something I heard, and I think Miguel understood the 20 
same and I don’t know about the rest of the council members, was 21 
that you addressed the 2010 ACLs of the overfished and 22 
undergoing overfishing species and I don’t think -- Maybe the 23 
council can shed some light on this, but I don’t think we can 24 
tackle that at this meeting. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s true, but remember we are developing the 27 
record without lunch here and we’re supposed to finish about 28 
three o’clock and what Marcos is projecting is something I’ve 29 
been telling you all along. 30 
 31 
Once we finish this, in 2012, you’re going to be fishing out 32 
there as a recreational fisherman and you will have an aggregate 33 
of this and a number of that and you have to combine it as a 34 
fishing trip.  In that fishing trip, you have to have -- In 35 
order to comply with the law, you have to have a couple of pages 36 
just to make sure that you have the proper aggregate, that 37 
proper number of species, et cetera. 38 
 39 
That’s okay, but in this case, you are just doing an exercise to 40 
present to the public your preferred alternative and an 41 
additional alternative in one motion.  Again, my advice on this 42 
time is to just vote on it and then get to Marcos’s other 43 
language and then you can decide whether you want to include it 44 
or not as Alternative 8. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I think it’s good advice and let’s vote on it 47 
and then wait to see Marcos’s Alternative 8.  With this said, we 48 
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don’t have too much time to waste in here and I’ll ask the 1 
council members to vote. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 4 
 5 
MARCOS HANKE:  No. 6 
 7 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 8 
 9 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 10 
 11 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Abstain. 12 
 13 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  We have four yes, two abstentions, and 14 
one absent.  The motion carries as it is.  There was one no, 15 
from Marcos. 16 
 17 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to present another alternative, 18 
Alternative 8.  It’s to add Alternative 8, establish an 19 
aggregate bag limit of ten fishermen per fisherman -- 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Marcos, you’re referring to the same section? 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Under Section 4.6.2, Action 6B, to add 26 
Alternative 8. 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  Establish an aggregate bag limit of ten fish per 29 
fisher and thirty aggregate fish on a fishing day where no more 30 
than five deepwater snappers per fisher or ten per boat.  This 31 
is the language. 32 
 33 
One thing that I want to mention to the council is this last 34 
part, the deepwater snappers that I addressed specifically 35 
there, can be taken too and this is something that I’m willing 36 
to change the language, for example making it for fishes that 37 
are being overfished or are more sensitive, but to keep a bigger 38 
bag limit and not to affect the industry. 39 
 40 
Like this, I’m showing you guys that I want to protect or give 41 
the relevance to the fishery, more to the commercial fishermen.  42 
I don’t mind that, but at the same time, we cannot cut the legs 43 
of the recreational fishermen, not being able to go out or not 44 
being eager to go out because it’s ridiculous, the number.  It 45 
will be impossible. 46 
 47 
To be responsible with the fishing and with all the industry 48 



66 
 

that I have been showing you guys that I have been -- I am the 1 
only recreational fisherman here, by the way.  I’m asking you 2 
guys to consider this and I need your input and I’m willing to 3 
change this language to address this case. 4 
 5 
What we have on the other alternative, I think it’s not 6 
workable.  Once this gets out there and is implemented and so 7 
on, it’s going to be another source of controversy and it’s 8 
going to add much more fire to something that, in my opinion, 9 
it’s not logical and it’s really affecting our industry. 10 
 11 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It’s your motion, Marcos, and you can put it 12 
there, but once again, I have to tell you that my concern is 13 
that we are talking about deepwater snappers and that unit, we 14 
decided that for the 2010 species and it’s two different things.  15 
I will leave it like that.   16 
 17 
If you have a second, we’ll get a second and we’ll vote on it, 18 
but I’m just telling you what it is.  We’re combining two things 19 
that are completely different and we already voted on that last 20 
year and that’s in the Secretary’s hands.  Did you get a second?  21 
Did Marcos get a second for this motion? 22 
 23 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  To second this is to have the motion as an 24 
alternative, does it not? 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Yes. 27 
 28 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I second it. 29 
 30 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You have a second by Dr. Garcia and so is 31 
there any further discussion on Marcos’s motion?  My point is 32 
that we already tackled the deepwater snapper fishery, which is 33 
an overfished and undergoing species.  It’s a different complex 34 
and it’s past water and I would like to hear from the counsel of 35 
how are we going to bring back something that we already voted 36 
on, in the last ACL document, to bring it into context today and 37 
be legal and follow the procedure correctly.  That’s my concern, 38 
but still, it’s your motion. 39 
 40 
MARCOS HANKE:  If you observe, I didn’t put the snapper unit 41 
there and because I want exactly for those issues to come 42 
afloat, what I want is for you guys to help me, as council 43 
members, to make the exceptions necessary to address the 44 
interest of the commercial industry with arguments and things 45 
that are reasonable, but at the same time, keeping some range of 46 
alternatives for the recreational fishermen to go out there and 47 
fish.  For example, you’re not including in those deepwater 48 
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species the queen snapper, correct? 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may, the point is you are mixing a couple of 3 
things.  You’re mixing the overfishing and overfished species 4 
that you discussed before.  You are mixing here allocation 5 
issues with recreational bag limits and you can do that if you 6 
want to, but you have to understand the rationale behind it. 7 
 8 
If you add this Alternative Number 8 and, again, you can add 9 
alternatives until the end of time, because this is just going 10 
to public hearings, you’re saying that you will have to have ten 11 
fish per fisher and a thirty aggregate. 12 
 13 
Within those thirty species or ten species, you don’t want to 14 
have more than five deepwater snappers per fisher per boat or 15 
ten per boat.  That’s what you’re saying?  It doesn’t make any 16 
sense, because you may need to split it if you want to address 17 
the snapper. 18 
 19 
Here, I have ten fish on my boat as a fisherman.  I can have 20 
five deepwater snappers and five others and then I can have ten 21 
snappers and twenty others and that’s what you want? 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  The intention of that language, and that’s what 24 
I’m asking the council to go over with me here, is not to allow 25 
a recreational fisherman or create a scenario in which the legal 26 
fishermen that are out there go and fish for thirty of the same 27 
species, of the high-value fish, and potentially sell them. 28 
 29 
At the same time, the other species that are not sensitive are 30 
not problematic to us to be open to the recreational fishermen 31 
to fish for. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I know what you mean, but the process is just to 34 
say it as you want.  You can leave the motion that you have 35 
there and add something regarding the deepwater snapper, that 36 
you don’t want any more than five deepwater snapper per fisher 37 
or no more than ten.  Just say so. 38 
 39 
BILL ARNOLD:  Just to make sure I’m clear on this, the 2010 40 
Amendment, the preferred alternative in that amendment, the one 41 
that we have submitted to the Secretary for approval, given if 42 
the bi-op ever goes through, already allows for five deepwater 43 
snapper to be caught. 44 
 45 
It also allows fifteen rather than ten per boat to be caught and 46 
so that’s kind of captured.  This would actually be further 47 
limiting the catch of deepwater snapper.   48 
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 1 
As far as the ten fish per fisher and thirty aggregate fish per 2 
boat, within the context of this amendment, that would only 3 
pertain to the species contained in this amendment and so what 4 
we would be saying is that instead of the preferred alternative, 5 
which is five of these FMUs, goatfish and triggerfish, et 6 
cetera, et cetera, we would be allowing ten and thirty of those. 7 
 8 
In addition to those ten and thirty, we would be allowing five 9 
and fifteen and so a boat could actually come in with forty-five 10 
reef fish total, of which five could be deepwater snapper -- Ten 11 
could be deepwater snapper instead of fifteen.  That’s where it 12 
gets very confusing. 13 
 14 
Really, the best way to address this, given the status of the 15 
2010 amendment, would be to come back later with a regulatory 16 
amendment that specifically addressed deepwater snapper and deal 17 
with them that way, if we found that we were having problems.  18 
Remember, as I said to begin this, this amendment, this motion, 19 
is actually reducing the opportunity to catch deepwater snapper. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s precisely the point.  If that’s what you 22 
want to do, you can do it some other time, but that’s what I 23 
said before.  If you go in 2012 to fish as a recreational 24 
fisherman, you have to combine the two, what we have in 2010 and 25 
whatever we approve this year. 26 
 27 
The composition of your catch in that boat, per fisher and per 28 
boat, will have to add all those two regulations that we have 29 
here and so if the intention for you is to offer more protection 30 
to deepwater snapper, say so and then the staff can tell us what 31 
is the best way of doing it. 32 
 33 
Bill just said that if that’s your intention, then you can drop 34 
that from this part and even take it to public hearing if you 35 
want to and then wait for a regulatory amendment when the 36 
management plan is approved for the other species, where this is 37 
contained. 38 
 39 
MIKE MCLEMORE:  Having just addressed this in the previous 2010 40 
amendment, I thought I heard a reference to asking counsel about 41 
that.  There’s no legal procedural reason you couldn’t do it.  42 
It sounds like there is maybe some significant questions about 43 
what support is in the record for it. 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mike, can you repeat that? 46 
 47 
MIKE MCLEMORE:  It sounded like you had a question.  Geño, I 48 
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thought you had a question about whether you could consider 1 
this, since you had just addressed it in the 2010 amendment.  2 
This is a subsequent amendment and so there’s no procedural 3 
reason you couldn’t take up the question again.   4 
 5 
The question I would have is what support in your record and 6 
your rationale is there for the measure and it sounds like 7 
that’s pretty much what you’ve been talking about, but was there 8 
another question you had for me? 9 
 10 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No.  We have to have a table where we combine 11 
2010 and 2011, so we can have an outreach and education project 12 
for the people out there, but at this time, what we need to do 13 
is to develop the record. 14 
 15 
Marcos, the record that you have for snapper and grouper last 16 
year is stronger than what you just said right now.  My advice 17 
to you guys is just to drop it and then you can take it up some 18 
other time. 19 
 20 
MARCOS HANKE:  I was clarifying to Bill that the intention of 21 
this discussion when I put this on the table -- First of all, I 22 
don’t pretend to be forty-five for the recreational fishermen.  23 
That’s not my intention.  It’s not combining one and adding the 24 
snappers. 25 
 26 
Because on the original council, when I presented this, I wanted 27 
to have one bag limit that addressed all the species or the 28 
possibilities when I go fishing on that bag limit, either saying 29 
that you can catch or how much you can catch or whatever. 30 
 31 
It’s not forty-five.  It’s thirty, including the snapper, is 32 
what I intend to do and I understand the considerations you guys 33 
are doing.  I really understand.  For example, if you put 34 
fifteen there, it will be more related to the numbers we 35 
discussed in the past.  I understand that. 36 
 37 
What I’m really trying to address here and show you guys is that 38 
the five and fifteen is not doable.  It will not work out.  39 
People will not take that as a real number.  People will not 40 
embrace it and people will not support that.  It’s going to 41 
create a lot of problem and I’m just advising you guys that the 42 
industry is not -- 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Marcos, you discussed the same thing last time 45 
and you were defeated, period.  You cannot come back now, using 46 
this mechanism, to readdress all that again, because of 47 
whatever.  You may be right and the other people will be wrong, 48 
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but that’s not what the procedure allows you to do at this time. 1 
 2 
The rationale that the council had for the five and fifteen last 3 
year is stronger than anything that you have here, because not 4 
only did you discuss it at the council, but you want to public 5 
hearings and you went to everybody.  If recreational guys don’t 6 
show up at public hearings, tough luck, but that’s the way it 7 
is. 8 
 9 
Here, what you’re doing is taking management measures again to 10 
the public hearings and just we don’t want to waste the public’s 11 
time on issues that have already been discussed.  If somebody 12 
raises it up, fine.  Actually, you can go to the public hearing 13 
and do it yourself, but at this time, the preferred management 14 
motion is that one. 15 
 16 
As I said, if you want to address the deepwater snappers, say so 17 
and take it separate or whatever and take it to a vote and the 18 
same with the aggregate. 19 
 20 
What you just said about the aggregate is what is going to 21 
happen in real life, but that’s not the way the system works.  22 
The fishermen fishing in 2012 or 2013 or whatever, when this is 23 
approved, have to have the two or three sets of regulations to 24 
make sure and the enforcement agents and the port guy will come 25 
and intervene with you to make sure that you have three of this 26 
and four of that and an aggregate of whatever, thirty or 27 
something. 28 
 29 
Then I do not read forty-five out of what you just said, but if 30 
Bill, you and I here discussing this, have this problem of 31 
understanding that language, imagine the public out there. 32 
 33 
Anyway, you can take it to a vote now and decide on this one, 34 
take it or drop it, or you can beef it up and make sure that the 35 
essence of what you’re trying to do is there, in your language, 36 
and avoid the confusion of forty-five versus thirty or whatever. 37 
 38 
MARCOS HANKE:  The language, because of the discussion -- I’m a 39 
very reasonable person.  I can understand the implications of 40 
what we did in the past and so on and through this exercise that 41 
was also an exercise for me and I don’t have any problem saying 42 
that. 43 
 44 
I’m just really, really concerned and mad because I created this 45 
concept and this concept has been twisted, because just like you 46 
said, Miguel, if the recreational fishermen don’t show up at the 47 
public hearings, it’s just me here screaming against the 48 
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majority of commercial fishermen. 1 
 2 
I don’t to tell you guys that this is going to happen and this 3 
is a starting point to start to really polarize the Caribbean 4 
that we didn’t have yet, recreational versus commercial, to an 5 
extreme point.  This doesn’t make any sense to my point of view 6 
as a recreational fisherman. 7 
 8 
To show you how reasonable I am, and thank you for the time and 9 
the patience, I can drop that language.  I don’t have a problem, 10 
but I just wanted to use this opportunity to discuss this with 11 
you guys and this is not that I’m cleaning myself inside or I’m 12 
mad, but I’m just really deeply concerned with this.  This is 13 
not correct, in my opinion. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Marcos, you asked about the procedure.  If you 16 
are so concerned, then I would push for it and take it to a 17 
vote.  Don’t drop it because you want to be a nice guy to the 18 
group.  You are a council member and you’re entitled to say 19 
whatever you want to say and include it there. 20 
 21 
Your Alternative Number 8 is not that bad.  It includes 22 
everything there and actually, if you drop the snapper issue, 23 
you are just saying ten and thirty and it’s different from the 24 
one that you have up there. 25 
 26 
The snapper grouper are already taken into consideration with 27 
the other one, but you are saying here, in the first part of 28 
your motion, ten fish and thirty.  That’s different from the one 29 
that was approved, five and fifteen.  You’re entitled to it. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I think it’s already one of the alternatives. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, is ten and thirty already included in 34 
any of the alternatives? 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Alternative 5 reads to establish an 37 
aggregate bag limit of ten fish per fisher, including no more 38 
than two surgeonfish per fisher or six surgeonfish per boat and 39 
thirty aggregate fish per boat on a fishing day. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Marcos’s language here, it doesn’t have any 42 
surgeonfish anywhere and so it’s a different alternative and it 43 
can be included. 44 
 45 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to address ten and thirty and 46 
prohibit harvest of -- Combining the Alternative 4 and prohibit 47 
harvest of the species in the surgeonfish FMU.   48 



72 
 

 1 
That’s the language I want on the alternative.  It’s ten and 2 
thirty fish per boat on a fishing day and prohibit -- Just add 3 
the language from Alternative 4.  Establish an aggregate bag 4 
limit of ten and thirty aggregate on a fishing day and prohibit 5 
the harvest of species in the surgeonfish FMU.  It will not 6 
apply to fishers who have a valid commercial fishing license. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Now the guy who seconded the motion, does he 9 
agree with this new language?  Do you still second the new 10 
language? 11 
 12 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes, I still second that motion. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is that the motion then, Marcos? 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes and I don’t have any discussion anymore. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, on the Section 4.6.2, Action 6B, 21 
to add Alternative 8 to establish an aggregate bag limit of ten 22 
fish per fisher and thirty aggregate fish per boat on a fishing 23 
day and prohibit the harvest of species in the surgeonfish 24 
fishery management unit.  It would not apply to a fisher who has 25 
a valid commercial fishing license. 26 
 27 
MARCOS HANKE:  Correct. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Miguel.  Let’s vote.  Bill, we’ll 30 
start with you. 31 
 32 
BILL ARNOLD:  No. 33 
 34 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 35 
 36 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  No.  It’s four yes, two no, one absent.  The 43 
motion carries. 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The people who say no have the right to say why 46 
not or just let it be.  You have to ask Bill and yourself 47 
whether you want to explain your no and if you don’t want to 48 
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explain it, say no, I don’t want to explain my no. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I will pass, no problem.  Go ahead, Graciela. 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Anything else on 6B?  No?  Nothing 5 
else on reef fish?  We will move on to spiny lobster.  Action 6C 6 
is establish bag limit restrictions on recreational spiny 7 
lobster harvest. 8 
 9 
Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 is a five spiny 10 
aggregate bag limit per person per fishing day.  These do not 11 
apply to fishers with commercial fishing licenses.  Alternative 12 
3 is a two lobster bag limit per person per fishing day. 13 
 14 
Alternative 4 is prohibit the harvest of spiny lobster.  15 
Alternative 5 is establish a bag limit of five spiny lobster per 16 
fisher and fifteen spiny lobster per boat on a fishing day.  17 
Establish a bag limit of two spiny lobster per fisher and twelve 18 
spiny lobster per boat on a fishing day and Alternative -- 19 
That’s the AP and so I’ll leave it for the AP to talk about 20 
that.  Those are the six alternatives that you have for the 21 
spiny lobster. 22 
 23 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.6.3, Action 6C, establish bag limit 24 
restrictions on recreational spiny lobster harvest, the AP 25 
recommends to add Alternative 7, establish a bag limit of three 26 
spiny lobster per fisher and ten spiny lobster per boat on a 27 
fishing day and this would not apply to a fisher who has a valid 28 
commercial license. 29 
 30 
This alternative was added by the recreational fisher that was 31 
there representing his industry and said that right now there is 32 
no restrictions or limit to what they can harvest and so he 33 
recommended this, because it was a free for all. 34 
 35 
MARCOS HANKE:  This actually, magically, is the number that I 36 
have in my mind for this.  I really think that this should be 37 
addressed and for three and ten or three and twelve, because we 38 
have to keep track, because this will apply to a dive boat that 39 
go diving and there is a lot of people in there. 40 
 41 
Maybe the ten or the twelve is going to be a short number and it 42 
will create a problem, a logistic problem, because those divers 43 
go down and you have forty divers down and then suddenly they 44 
come with twenty lobsters up and what is the -- How will we 45 
address that? 46 
 47 
Even though the guy just has two or just has three, this is 48 



74 
 

something that we have to think about it and I would like to 1 
hear the council and the opinion about this.  Even though in a 2 
regular based activity of a single boat, a family going out, two 3 
friends going out for fish or whatever, the three and ten, it’s 4 
fine, but we have to see how we will address the commercial 5 
diving boat operation. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  At the AP we discussed that too and they have 8 
that in consideration, especially the person representing the 9 
recreational group.  He understands that three and ten is 10 
enough. 11 
 12 
MARCOS HANKE:  It is? 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It is enough for the fishery.  He stated that, 15 
number one, if you restrict this fishery to less than three, one 16 
or whatever, you may create an issue unnecessarily, because 17 
people are already happy with the three. 18 
 19 
Besides, you have a 3.5 carapace length that applies to all the 20 
sectors and that way, from a biological standpoint, the lobster 21 
fishery is protected. 22 
 23 
The issue about ten versus twelve versus thirty versus forty 24 
also was discussed and they believe that this at least, you have 25 
a regulation that will have three and ten, will keep you -- 26 
While it’s implemented, it will give you an idea of whether you 27 
have a problem or not in the future. 28 
 29 
What they said is this will be the preferred alternative that 30 
they would like to see added, an alternative and the preferred, 31 
and then if while implementing this measure, once the measure is 32 
implemented and we have a problem with, for example, headboats, 33 
and that’s what we are talking about, then that can be addressed 34 
separately, as they have done with other species in the Gulf 35 
Council area and other areas. 36 
 37 
The AP agreed that this would allow for the recreational use of 38 
the spiny lobster, but at the same time, it will have a cap not 39 
to have an explosion of people catching spiny lobster 40 
recreationally, in detriment to the commercial fishing.  That’s 41 
the rationale behind it. 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to make a motion to include that new 44 
alternative. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  My concern is compatibility with the territory and 47 
this is the Fishery Advisory Committee recommendation.  Theirs 48 
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is six per person and twenty-four per boat.  I’m not passing 1 
judgment as to whether that’s good or bad, but I sure would like 2 
to see compatibility from the start, rather than having to work 3 
towards it later.  I just wanted to throw that out for the 4 
council.  Now, we may influence the territorial government by 5 
setting something lower, but this is a consideration and a 6 
concern. 7 
 8 
MARCOS HANKE:  This is Virgin Islands? 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes. 11 
 12 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Bill is referring to a coral 2006 13 
grant that was given to the U.S. Virgin Islands to develop their 14 
recreational regulations.  MRAG was under contract with the 15 
government to fulfill that. 16 
 17 
There have been a number of workshops and meetings regarding 18 
setting the development of these regulations.  They have been 19 
sent out to the partners for review, but they have not been 20 
presented to the legislature or to the commissioner, I believe, 21 
at this time. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is one of those cases that whoever hits 24 
first asks for compatibility. 25 
 26 
BILL ARNOLD:  One option here that seems particularly attractive 27 
is to not establish a preferred here.  Let’s go out to public 28 
hearings and hear what people have to say and go from there. 29 
 30 
MARCOS HANKE:  I want the commercial fishermen to listen to what 31 
I’m going to say.  This is a recreational fisherman saying it.  32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Excuse me, but you’re a commercial fisherman 34 
too.  You have a license. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  That doesn’t fish lobster.  Right now, I am 37 
representing something else here.  Six lobster for the price it 38 
has for a single person, for a guy that wants to make some 39 
bucks, is a quantity.  That’s why we have to stick with the 40 
three and the ten or the three and twelve. 41 
 42 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  In deference to the AP, if you ask me, I would 43 
defer to them, because they are really the experts and they took 44 
into consideration recreational fishermen and they were there 45 
and they made their deliberations and so I would defer to the 46 
AP. 47 
 48 
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EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Just two clarifications.  Bill mentioned 1 
something that this came from the U.S. Virgin Islands, where 2 
this was recommended from our FAC, which means the Fishery 3 
Advisory Committee, of six and twenty-four. 4 
 5 
I am also a member of that committee and I do not think that 6 
that six and twenty-four represents an accurate number.  I may 7 
be wrong.  MRAG was the hired consultant to be the mediator 8 
between both districts, St. Thomas and St. Croix, but this was 9 
recommended -- Alternative 7 was recommended by a recreational 10 
fisher representing his industry, where there is no cap or limit 11 
on the recreational harvest. 12 
 13 
He said that three and ten would be fine for recreational 14 
harvest, three per person and ten per boat.  That was his 15 
recommendation. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may also, what Bill is presenting is a study 18 
and not the actual draft bill of the U.S. Virgin Islands and I 19 
want to make that distinction.  The Virgin Islands may end up 20 
not adopting the recommendation of the study and the overseers 21 
will recommend something else to the legislators or the 22 
Governor. 23 
 24 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Is it a study or you said it came from the 25 
FAC? 26 
 27 
BILL ARNOLD:  This is titled “Decisions of the Joint Fishery 28 
Advisory Committee for USVI Recreational Regulations” and it’s 6 29 
and 7, November, 2010. 30 
 31 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to concur with what Hanke said.  I 32 
agree anybody catching more than three to ten lobster, they’re 33 
going to end up selling them.  That’s the purpose of catching 34 
more. 35 
 36 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t want you guys getting me wrong.  I’m not 37 
proposing six and twenty-four.  I’m just pointing out that we’ve 38 
got compatibility issues. 39 
 40 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to make a motion to adopt what the 41 
AP recommended, the alternative the AP recommended. 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Marcos Hanke. 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Before we go to that motion, I want to 48 
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address -- 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  No, we have a motion and we have a second and 3 
so we’re going to put it here and then -- 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We need to have the motion stated by Winston.  6 
Winston, what you said was that you want the council to add 7 
Alternative 7 as recommended by the AP and so that’s the motion 8 
we have. 9 
 10 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  It was seconded by Marcos Hanke and is there 13 
discussion? 14 
 15 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I do believe that we are working -- The FAC 16 
is working to change that six and twenty-four for better 17 
compatibility with the EEZ and so that six and twenty-four will 18 
probably change, because everybody was in agreement that that 19 
was a little too much and that’s going to be changing. 20 
 21 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Any other comments?  Do you want to vote? 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 24 
 25 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 26 
 27 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 34 
carries. 35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  DO you want to take this to the public without a 37 
preferred alternative or do you want to take any of these as 38 
your preferred alternative? 39 
 40 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I would prefer the three and ten to be the 41 
preferred alternative. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do you want to make a motion? 44 
 45 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I move that the Alternative 7 be the 46 
preferred alternative. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second? 1 
 2 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Second. 3 
 4 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Dr. Garcia seconds the motion.  I think we’ve 5 
had discussion on this one and let’s vote. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 8 
 9 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 12 
 13 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 16 
 17 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 18 
carries. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We have two actions left, Actions 7 21 
and 8. 22 
 23 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  I hear people mumbling about hunger, but 24 
there’s no hunger in here until we’re finished.  There is no 25 
relief in sight. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 7 has to do with the 28 
accountability measures.  Action 7A is triggering the 29 
accountability measures and this has to do with the alternatives 30 
of how many years to use for monitoring the ACL and you have 31 
three alternatives, depending on the number of years that you 32 
want to use. 33 
 34 
Alternative 2 doesn’t take into consideration any consultation 35 
whatsoever, while Alternative 3 takes into consideration the 36 
consultation with the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and the 37 
council and the SSC, so that the overage occurs because of 38 
improving data collection. 39 
 40 
Alternative 3 was the one that you had chosen for the 2010 41 
Amendment, with Alternative 2c that uses first a single year and 42 
then a two-year running average and finally a three-year running 43 
average and thereafter.  3c had been the one that you had 44 
selected for the 2010 Amendment. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Ed Schuster? 47 
 48 
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EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Action 7, accountability measures for species 1 
considered in this amendment, the AP recommends, under Action 2 
7A, to adopt Alternative 3 and Sub-Alternative 3c under Action 3 
7A. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The alternative chosen is? 6 
 7 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Alternative 3 and Sub-Alternative 3c. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I get a motion then? 10 
 11 
MARCOS HANKE:  I move Alternative 3c to be the preferred 12 
alternative under Action 7A. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I have a second? 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 17 
 18 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Second by Carlos Farchette.  Any more 19 
discussion?  No?  Let’s vote. 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 26 
 27 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 28 
 29 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 30 
 31 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 32 
carries. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 7B has to do with applying the 35 
accountability measures.  Alternative 1 is no action.  36 
Alternative 2 is if the AMs are triggered, based on the criteria 37 
that you have chosen, reduce the length of the fishing season 38 
for that species or species group the year following the trigger 39 
determination by the amount needed to prevent such an overage 40 
from occurring again. 41 
 42 
Alternative 3 is if the AMs are triggered, then reduce the 43 
length of the fishing season for that species in the year 44 
following the trigger determination by the amount needed to 45 
prevent such an overage from occurring again and to pay back the 46 
overage.  In the 2010 Amendment, you had selected Alternative 2 47 
as your preferred. 48 
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 1 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The AP recommends, under Action 4.7.2, Action 2 
7B, applying accountability measures, the AP recommends to adopt 3 
Alternative 2, rejecting the payback provision. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Council members? 6 
 7 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to move Alternative 2 in Action 7B 8 
to be the preferred alternative. 9 
 10 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Is there a second for that one? 11 
 12 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Carlos Farchette seconds that motion.  Let’s 15 
vote on that one. 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 22 
 23 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 28 
carries. 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Finally, Action 8, framework measures.  31 
For Action 8A, establish framework measures for the Spiny 32 
Lobster FMP, Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 is to 33 
amend the framework procedures in the Lobster FMP, providing a 34 
mechanism to expeditiously adjust the following reference points 35 
and management measures through framework action.  This includes 36 
everything from quota, annual catch limits, trip and bag limits, 37 
FMUs, gear restrictions, et cetera. 38 
 39 
Alternative 3 is to amend the framework procedures for a subset 40 
of those in Alternative 2.  You had selected Alternative 2 as 41 
the preferred for the 2010 Amendment. 42 
 43 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Mr. Schuster? 44 
 45 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  4.8.1, Action 8A, establish framework measures 46 
for spiny lobster, the AP recommends Alternative 2. 47 
 48 
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EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do we have a motion? 1 
 2 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion to choose Alternative 2 as the 3 
preferred for Action 8A. 4 
 5 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Could I get a second? 6 
 7 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 8 
 9 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Marcos Hanke seconds the motion.  Thank you, 10 
Marcos.  I think we’re ready to vote on this one. 11 
 12 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 17 
 18 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 21 
 22 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 23 
carries.  Thank you.  Graciela. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Finally, Action 8B is to establish the 26 
framework measures for the Coral and Reef-Associated Plants and 27 
Invertebrates FMP.  Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 28 
reads exactly as the previous one, to amend the framework for 29 
quotas, seasonal closures, area closures, et cetera.  30 
Alternative 3 is to do the amendment for a subset of Alternative 31 
2.  For 2010, for the two FMPs, you had selected Alternative 2. 32 
 33 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Go ahead, Mr. Schuster. 34 
 35 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  In the case of the AP, 4.8.2, Action 8B, the 36 
AP also recommends Alternative 2, amend the framework procedure 37 
for the Coral FMP to provide a mechanism to expeditiously adjust 38 
the following reference points and management measures through 39 
the framework actions. 40 
 41 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  You heard the man.   42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to move the motion for Action 8 for 44 
Alternative 2 to be the preferred alternative. 45 
 46 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Do I have a second? 47 
 48 
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WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Winston Ledee seconds the motion. 3 
 4 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 5 
 6 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 9 
 10 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 13 
 14 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 15 
carries.  One more, Graciela. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Does the council wish to move the 18 
amendment forward to public hearings in August? 19 
 20 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Certainly and why not?  That’s a good idea, 21 
but I need a motion for that. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  So moved. 24 
 25 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 26 
 27 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Winston Ledee seconds the motion.  Let’s vote 28 
on it. 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 35 
 36 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Yes.  It’s six yes and one absent.  The motion 41 
carries.   42 
 43 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s it. 44 
 45 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The struggle is over. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We haven’t finished yet.  The chairman of the 48 
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advisory panel has other recommendations from the advisory 1 
panel.  There are actually two or three. 2 
 3 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Under Other Business, the AP recommends that 4 
the council write a letter to the Department of Planning and 5 
Natural Resources to set up a workshop for the fishermen to help 6 
them understand the importance of data collection in St. Thomas, 7 
St. John, and St. Croix. 8 
 9 
The AP members also recommend the following persons to be 10 
reappointed and appointed to the advisory panel.  In the case of 11 
Puerto Rico, to reappoint Greg Enstrong to another two-year 12 
term, to appoint Geño Piñeiro for a two-year term, substituting 13 
Nelson Crespo, who has been appointed as a council member as of 14 
August 2011. 15 
 16 
In the case of St. Croix, to reappoint Jens Skov, Gerson 17 
Martinez, and Edward Schuster for another two-year term.  In the 18 
case of St. Thomas, that the CFMC consider the following names 19 
to be appointed to the AP for a two-year term.  This was 20 
recommended by the AP member that was present, which was only 21 
one representative, but Louis Blanchard, Gregory Ledee, and 22 
Daryl Brian.  These names were recommended by Julian Magras. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Let’s vote on those 25 
recommendations and let’s start with Mr. Hanke. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We don’t have a motion. 28 
 29 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Marcos, can you move to adopt the 30 
recommendations? 31 
 32 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You can have one motion that will say to adopt 33 
the recommendations made and as read by the chairman of the 34 
advisory panel. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  I so move. 37 
 38 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 39 
 40 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Okay.  Let’s vote now. 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes. 45 
 46 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 1 
 2 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Abstain.  Since my name is on there, I have to 3 
abstain.  That’s four yes and one abstention and two absent.  4 
The motion carries. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The motion is to adopt the recommendations made 7 
by the advisory panel as read by the chairperson of the advisory 8 
panel. 9 
 10 

OTHER BUSINESS 11 
 12 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  In Other Business, and I think this is the 13 
final one, is for the twenty-five years of service by Diana 14 
Martino.  The council is awarding her $100 per year and we hope 15 
that you keep working with us for a long, long time and we thank 16 
you.  Miguel is in the same boat and so thank you, both of you, 17 
and good luck and good health and we hope you stay working with 18 
this council for a long, long time. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The public hearings are scheduled 21 
already for August 2, 3, 4 in San Juan, Ponce, and Mayaguez, St. 22 
Thomas, and St. Croix.  They will be concurrent. 23 
 24 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  The next council meeting will be -- 25 
 26 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  August 30 and 31. 27 
 28 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  August 30 and 31 in San Juan.  Anything else? 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  She is going to kill me, because I insisted to 31 
say something nice.  To be in any council for twenty-five 32 
continuous years is very difficult and I’ve been fortunate 33 
enough to have Diana next to me for those twenty-five years, 34 
kicking me under the table whenever I say the wrong thing. 35 
 36 
Only a few members of other councils have achieved that, to 37 
suffer for twenty-five years, but actually, for me, it has been 38 
a great experience to get to know people from the Virgin 39 
Islands.  I consider them my neighbors and my brothers and my 40 
sisters for all these years. 41 
 42 
We cannot have done it without working together the way we work 43 
and I hope that the other members of the staff, Livia and 44 
Graciela and the others who are at the office, will continue 45 
working with us for the next few years so they can achieve the 46 
same goal of working for the council for twenty-five years. 47 
 48 
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I also hope that the Republicans leave the council alone with 1 
the budget situation that we have now, because otherwise, none 2 
of these people will reach the twenty-five years.  Thank you, 3 
Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to serve with the council and 4 
the recognition to the staff. 5 
 6 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you.  Thank you very much. 7 
 8 
DIANA MARTINO:  I just want to thank you all for this 9 
recognition and I want to tell you that I am very happy that 10 
twenty-five years ago I landed here and that I am really 11 
thankful that I have these great coworkers, this great boss, and 12 
all of you people who are very good people and very good council 13 
members and staff.  Thank you. 14 
 15 
EUGENIO PIÑEIRO:  Thank you, sweetheart.  We feel the same for 16 
you.  This is time to go and this is my last council meeting and 17 
so I want to say goodbye to you and thank you for all the 18 
support you’ve given over the years and the same to Roy 19 
Crabtree, whenever he is, and I don’t want to forget Bill 20 
Hogarth, who was great to this council.  Thank you so much and, 21 
boys and girls, the song is over and let’s go.  The meeting is 22 
adjourned. 23 
 24 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned on July 21, 2011. 25 
 26 
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