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 1 
CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 2 

140TH REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 3 
La Concha Beach Resort 4 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 5 

 6 
AUGUST 30-31, 2011 7 

 8 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council convened at the La 9 
Concha Beach Resort, San Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday morning, 10 
August 30, 2011, and was called to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by 11 
Chairman Winston Ledee. 12 
 13 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Good morning, everybody.  Welcome to San Juan 14 
for the 140th Regular Meeting of the Caribbean Fishery Management 15 
Council.  We are going to start this meeting with a roll call. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 18 
staff. 19 
 20 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, Southeast Regional Office. 21 
 22 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, Puerto Rico. 23 
 24 
MARCOS HANKE:  Marcos Hanke, Puerto Rico. 25 
 26 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, 27 
Miami. 28 
 29 
MARA LEVY:  Mara Levy, NOAA Office of General Counsel. 30 
 31 
ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, NOAA Fisheries. 32 
 33 
DIANA MARTINO:  Diana Martino, council staff. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Miguel Rolon, council staff. 36 
 37 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Winston Ledee, council member, St. Thomas. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Miguel Garcia, council member, Puerto Rico. 40 
 41 
JED BROWN:  Jed Brown, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and 42 
Natural Resources, proxy for the Commissioner, Alicia Barnes. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, council member, St. Croix 45 
District. 46 
 47 
GREG SNOW:  Lieutenant JG Greg Snow, U.S. Coast Guard, Sector 48 
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San Juan. 1 
 2 
LIVIA MONTALVO:  Livia Montalvo, council staff. 3 
 4 
SCOTT SANDORF:  Scott Sandorf, Southeast Regional Office. 5 
 6 
ADAM SCRINDINSKI:  Lieutenant Junior Grade Adam Scrindinski, 7 
Enforcement Division, Sector San Juan. 8 
 9 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Aida Rosario, Puerto Rico Department of Natural 10 
Resources. 11 
 12 
MARIA LOPEZ:  Maria Lopez, student at University of Puerto Rico. 13 
 14 
SARA DREVANAK:  Sara Drevanak, Pew Environment Group. 15 
 16 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Tony Blanchard, Chairman of St. Thomas/St. John 17 
Trap Reduction. 18 
 19 
DAVID OLSEN:  David Olsen, STFA. 20 
 21 
TONY IAROCCI:  Tony Iarocci, Florida. 22 
 23 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  Gerson Martinez, Vice Chair of St. Croix 24 
Fishermen’s Association, representing Tom Daley and the trap 25 
reduction program. 26 
 27 
DARYL BRYAN:  Daryl Bryan, St. Thomas commercial fisher, Vice 28 
Chair of Trap Reduction, St. Thomas/St. John. 29 
 30 
TRACY DUNN:  Tracy Dunn, NOAA Fisheries Enforcement. 31 
 32 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 33 
 34 
PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, NOAA Fisheries. 35 
 36 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  The next item on the agenda is adoption of it.  39 
Would anybody like to add anything to it? 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mr. Chairman, I propose that we discuss the ERAEF 42 
project, perhaps tomorrow morning, the first thing in the 43 
morning.  That would be before the SEDAR St. Croix meeting 44 
report. 45 
 46 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Any other additions to the agenda?   47 
 48 
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MARCOS HANKE:  I’ve been here in the last meetings and I know 1 
that stated over the table the discussion of compatibility of 2 
regulations through the Abril la Sierra Bank and Bajo de Sico 3 
and I would like to talk about this in Other Business, in order 4 
to put it on the agenda in the near future. 5 
 6 
JED BROWN:  Under New Business, could we also get an update on 7 
the 2010 ACL Amendment, if that’s possible? 8 
 9 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like a motion to adopt the agenda as 10 
modified. 11 
 12 
ROY CRABTREE:  So moved. 13 
 14 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Second. 15 
 16 
WINSTON LEDEE:  All in favor say aye.  17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, Nelson didn’t say anything, 19 
Nelson Crespo.  The other thing on the agenda is that Dr. Roy 20 
Crabtree would like to swear in the new council member.  Nelson 21 
Crespo, would you please come forward? 22 
 23 
(Whereupon, Nelson Crespo is sworn in as a new council member.) 24 
 25 

ELECTION OF COUNCIL CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 26 
 27 

MIGUEL ROLON:  At this time, Mr. Chairman, we are going to the 28 
Election of Officers and I ask a representative from the Coast 29 
Guard to preside over this session and so, please. 30 
 31 
GREG SNOW:  Good morning.  We’re going to now open up the voting 32 
for the chairman of the council.  We only have one member and 33 
are there any others?  Everyone in favor, please raise your 34 
right hand.  Are there any candidates for chairman of the 35 
council? 36 
 37 
JED BROWN:  I would like to nominate Mr. Carlos Farchette. 38 
 39 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 40 
 41 
GREG SNOW:  We’re going to go ahead and vote now.  Everyone in 42 
favor for Carlos Farchette please raise your right hand.  Now 43 
we’re voting for vice chairman of the council.  Are there any 44 
nominees?  45 
 46 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I move to nominate Marcos Hanke as vice 47 
chair. 48 
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 1 
ROY CRABTREE:  Second. 2 
 3 
GREG SNOW:  Marcos Hanke for vice chairman, everyone in favor 4 
please raise your right hand.   5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We now have a chairman and a vice chair and we 7 
would like to switch chairs and so you can come here and while 8 
they do so, I would like to thank the Coast Guard.  We ambushed 9 
him into this session and we’re sorry, but this is something 10 
that we do every year and thank you very much. 11 
 12 
Winston, thank you very much for all those years of vice chair 13 
and sitting there and I see that you have a very happy smile on 14 
your face.  You don’t have to suffer through the annual meetings 15 
and all that, but thank you very much and I hope that you 16 
continue working with the council with your new position for the 17 
next year or so. 18 
 19 
Now, Mr. Chairman, we will follow the agenda that we have and 20 
the next thing that we have is the Consideration of the 138th and 21 
139th meetings.  Remember that we were instructed to have an 22 
intermediate meeting between the last one and this one in July, 23 
because of whatever happened with the Federal Register. 24 
 25 
This is the time that we open the floor for any correction or 26 
additions to the minutes or the verbatim transcription of those 27 
two meetings. 28 
 29 

CONSIDERATION OF 138TH AND 139TH COUNCIL MEETING VERBATIM 30 
TRANSCRIPTIONS 31 

 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  First of all, I want to thank you all for the 33 
vote of confidence here and I’m sure that with the brilliant 34 
minds to my right and to my left that I think that I’ll do okay.  35 
At this time, we would like to -- Any comments on the 36 
Consideration for the 138th and 139th Council Meeting Verbatim 37 
Transcripts?  Hearing none, the next agenda item is the 38 
Executive Director’s Report. 39 
 40 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  We don’t want to take 43 
any more time than is needed, because we have the ACL final 44 
amendment today.  What we are going to do is that Graciela and 45 
Livia, as we did before, we have the two screens, the two 46 
projectors, and we will follow the presentation that covers the 47 
document that was taken to public hearings and the comments 48 
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received so far. 1 
 2 
We probably will have to go through the presentation one at a 3 
time or you can allow Graciela to go through the whole thing 4 
with Bill Arnold and then you can come back to each one of them 5 
and make sure that the sense of the council and the side of the 6 
council is taken on the screen in writing so we can vote.  Each 7 
vote will be on a roll call, because this is something that is 8 
going to be submitted to the Secretary. 9 
 10 
The other thing I have to mention is that with the ERAEF 11 
project, we are going to discuss it tomorrow and so we’ll leave 12 
that for tomorrow, that discussion. 13 
 14 
Then regarding the catch share program, Nelson is the 15 
coordinator of the catch share program and at the last meeting, 16 
the group decided to ask the council and the local government of 17 
Puerto Rico to work together to see if we can put a pilot 18 
survey, and not a full survey, on the socioeconomics of the west 19 
coast fishers of deepwater snappers and groupers of Puerto Rico, 20 
of course. 21 
 22 
Then I will have a meeting with Dr. Juan Agar from the Southeast 23 
Fisheries Science Center on Friday morning to discuss how we can 24 
do that survey and we will have one survey that will be the 25 
socioeconomic survey that already we have a pilot project 26 
conducted by Dr. Juan Agar and one of the graduate students.   27 
 28 
We will follow with something that the fishers requested.  They 29 
requested to have a landings data survey, because of the 30 
presentation that they received a few meetings back.  The 31 
reported landings for the entire of Puerto Rico were less than 32 
half of the landings of one fisherman, only one fisherman, in 33 
one year. 34 
 35 
The fishermen would like to know really what is the situation 36 
and they are going to be designing a quick survey with Dr. Juan 37 
Agar, the Department of Natural Resources Fisheries Research 38 
Laboratory, with Daniel Matos.  Once we have that, we will be 39 
able to move forward. 40 
 41 
Remember, the idea of the project is to determine at this time, 42 
at the stage that we are, it’s to determine by 2012, around May 43 
or June of 2012, whether this is a feasible tool for the 44 
management of the deepwater snapper grouper fishery off of the 45 
west coast of Puerto Rico. 46 
 47 
The panel that we have is composed of fishers and we have the 48 
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benefit also of the presence of Dr. Miguel Garcia from the 1 
Department of Natural Resources, representing the Secretary, at 2 
every meeting.  Hopefully by May we will be able to have a clear 3 
picture of their decision. 4 
 5 
In between, we will have the socioeconomic report presented to 6 
the group and to the council and the data on the -- The report 7 
on the harvesting of those particular species. 8 
 9 
Regarding the budget, we all heard what happened and we are okay 10 
until next year.  The Executive Directors and the National 11 
Marine Fisheries Service will be meeting in January to go over 12 
what we need to do and the budget situation for the outer years 13 
and also within the years remaining with the five-year cycle 14 
that we are in.  That’s it for what we have. 15 
 16 
Also, on the corner here, we have a place for the deponents.  We 17 
will have an opportunity for the public comment period today for 18 
five minutes, but also, if the council so desires and you want 19 
to get some public input on any of the discussion that we are 20 
going to have on the ACL, then so be it, but at this time, we 21 
want to hear from the council members first and once you satisfy 22 
all your questions and an answer is given to you, then we can 23 
proceed with the discussion, but it’s up to you to whenever you 24 
have a motion and you have the discussion, if any of the members 25 
of the public would like to bring something new or reemphasize a 26 
point, this is the time to do so.  Graciela, are you ready and 27 
Dr. Arnold? 28 
 29 

2011 COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL CATCH LIMIT (ACL) AMENDMENT FOR THE 30 
U.S. CARIBBEAN - PUBLIC HEARINGS REPORT AND FINAL ACTION 31 

 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Good morning.  We are going to present 33 
the results from the public hearings for the Comprehensive 34 
Annual Catch Limit Amendment for the U.S. Caribbean FMPs, 35 
including Amendment 6 to the Reef Fish, Amendment 5 to the Spiny 36 
Lobster, Amendment 3 to the Queen Conch, and Amendment 3 to the 37 
Coral and Coral-Associated Species. 38 
 39 
What we are going to put on the screen on your left, it’s going 40 
to be the management actions as they were taken to public 41 
hearings and what you are going to have on the right-hand side 42 
are any new alternatives that were presented during this period. 43 
 44 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment of 2011 includes the species 45 
that you are seeing on the right-hand side of the screen.  These 46 
are angelfish, aquarium trade species, boxfish and trunkfish, 47 
goatfish, grunts, jacks, spiny lobster, porgy, squirrelfish, 48 



7 
 

surgeonfish, tilefish, triggerfish and filefish, and wrasses.  1 
In 2010, we dealt with snapper groupers, parrotfish, and queen 2 
conch. 3 
 4 
The participation at the public hearings is shown on the right-5 
hand screen.  We hosted five public hearings between August 2 6 
and August 4 in San Juan, St. Croix, Ponce, Mayaguez, and St. 7 
Thomas.  You have a list of attendees, in terms of the number of 8 
people who actually sign the attendance sheet.   9 
 10 
There were probably a lot more people at any one of these 11 
meetings, but they didn’t want to sign the forms and you also 12 
have on the right-hand side the people who actually made 13 
comments or who submitted written comments.  You should have 14 
received already a copy of the public hearing summary minutes 15 
for each one of these, with a copy in the appendices of all the 16 
people who attended the meetings and all the written comments 17 
that were received. 18 
 19 
This year, we had quite a number of fishing associations 20 
represented at the public hearings and this includes Rincon 21 
Commercial Fishers Union, the St. Thomas Fishermen’s 22 
Association, the St. Croix Fishermen’s Association, Association 23 
de Pescadores de Puerto Real and Puerto Rico Free Diver’s 24 
Association.   25 
 26 
You had representation from both the commercial and the 27 
recreational sectors as well as NGOs, specifically at St. Croix, 28 
the Virgin Islands Conservation Society and written comments 29 
from Pew and the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association.  You have 30 
received also today the comments from the Department of Interior 31 
regarding the draft environmental impact statement.  32 
 33 
What we’re going to do is go to Action 1.  This year at the 34 
public hearings, we gave a presentation on what the actions were 35 
and what it meant regarding the way that it was set up and the 36 
years that were being discussed and the species and then we 37 
proceeded to the public comment period. 38 
 39 
There were quite a number of issues that were raised at the 40 
public hearings that are outside the realm of the ACL 2011 41 
Amendment, but we will bring them up at the end of the public 42 
hearing summary. 43 
 44 
I would like to know how the council would like to do this.  We 45 
can go through all the actions.  We had taken to the public 46 
preferred actions for most of the actions.  There were a couple 47 
of actions that the council had not chosen a preferred and had 48 
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asked the public to comment on these. 1 
 2 
In general, we received a few comments regarding the preferred 3 
alternatives and in some cases, the associations, for example, 4 
Pew, were in favor of the preferred alternatives in most of the 5 
document, but we were also offered new alternatives by the 6 
public and so do you want me to go action-by-action and 7 
summarize what people presented regarding these actions? 8 
 9 
For Action 1, it has to do with the selection of a sequence of 10 
years for establishing the reference points for these reef 11 
species and as the preferred alternative, you had Alternative 2 12 
of Action 1(a), to redefine management reference points or 13 
proxies for the Reef Fish FMP based on the longest year sequence 14 
of reliable landings. 15 
 16 
That would be the Table 4.1.1, which looked at Puerto Rico 17 
commercial of reported landings from 1988 to 2009, Puerto Rico 18 
recreational from 2000 to 2009, St. Croix commercial, because 19 
that’s the information that’s available, from 1999 to 2008 and 20 
St. Thomas/St. John from 2000 to 2008. 21 
 22 
During the public hearing comments, specifically the St. Thomas 23 
Fishermen’s Association went action-by-action and addressed 24 
these issues and one of the comments regarding the data that’s 25 
available is that the data should be available up to date, 26 
because the local agencies should have it.  They were requesting 27 
that the data be included for this kind of alternative, but 28 
including up to 2010. 29 
 30 
We had two comments specifically regarding Action 1(a) and they 31 
were specific for the preferred alternative.  The general 32 
comments were that the longest sequence was the best way to go.  33 
Do you want me to continue action-by-action or do you want to 34 
discuss it?   35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The advantage of getting rid of it is that you 37 
don’t have to go back again.  If you’re already for this one and 38 
to vote, go ahead and do it and then that’s done.  Some of them 39 
you may have to come back and discuss and so you’ll table the 40 
vote until you’re ready, but if you believe that this one is 41 
something that you can vote at this time, go ahead and have a 42 
motion for adopting that as the alternative that you are going 43 
to submit to the Secretary, but it’s up to you how you want to 44 
do it. 45 
 46 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In the summary minutes, you also have 47 
information on people who voted on the no action for all 48 
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alternatives and the reason given at that time was that these 1 
species had no problem whatsoever and so no action should be 2 
taken. 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Dr. Crabtree, did you have something? 5 
 6 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think, Miguel, the only time we need to vote on 7 
the actions is if we want to change preferreds, but if we have a 8 
preferred already selected and we’re happy with it, then we move 9 
on to the next one. 10 
 11 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That would be easier and faster and then it will 12 
be a matter of just voting on anything that you want to change.  13 
Is that it? 14 
 15 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Okay.  Go ahead until we stop you. 18 
 19 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Okay.  We’ll go on to Action 1(b).  20 
Action 1(b) has to do with establishing management reference 21 
points for the reef fish species not undergoing overfishing.  22 
Remember that this is a dynamic document that has been edited as 23 
we’ve gone along. 24 
 25 
Most of them had to do with editorial changes to the document.  26 
Any errors that were found in the document have been updated to 27 
the webpage and actually mailed to the people.  Like, for 28 
example, some of the tables regarding the outcome of the 29 
selection of the alternatives in this Action 1(b) were the means 30 
and medians had been inverted and so that has already been 31 
corrected. 32 
 33 
One of the other corrections was that at the time the council 34 
had stated that the Alternative 2a through 2o from Action 1(b) 35 
was the preferred alternative.  In this case, the preferred 36 
alternatives comes in the table, when you go into each of those 37 
actions separately. 38 
 39 
As I said before, most of the comments, or the two comments, 40 
that we had regarding the specifics of these actions had to do 41 
with going ahead and redefining the management reference points 42 
or proxies based on the year sequence of landings data as 43 
defined in Action 1(a), Alternatives 1 through 5.  This has to 44 
do for the three of them, for Puerto Rico, for St. Croix, and 45 
for St. Thomas. 46 
 47 
Let’s go to Table 4.1.1 and can everyone see the table that’s on 48 
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the screen?  I will do this in two parts.  This table reflects 1 
the preferred alternative by the council and it has all the 2 
preferred, as stated. 3 
 4 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Everybody has a copy of those papers and Diana is 5 
distributing more copies.  Each council member is supposed to 6 
have one that we sent to you. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Does everyone have a copy now?  Do you 9 
want me to change the color?  I can go ahead and try to change 10 
the color here. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Actually, I need to know more of the essence of 13 
what happened with that table.  Is there anything new that we 14 
haven’t seen before in the previous meetings? 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The one alternative that was submitted 17 
by the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association had to do with 18 
Alternative 2l and if you look on the left-hand side of the 19 
screen, what was suggested is that for the reef fish species, if 20 
this was not going to be possible, the St. Thomas Fishermen’s 21 
Association at the meeting presented an alternative of including 22 
a 0.90 or 0.95 for an additional alternative under 2l, 2m, 2n, 23 
or 2o.   24 
 25 
Instead of being 0.85 here, then the correction factor would be 26 
0.90 or 0.95 for these species that are not overfished or 27 
undergoing overfishing. 28 
 29 
In terms of the general public, the people who commented on 30 
these alternatives actually preferred the preferred alternative 31 
by the council, which was to have it all equal, so that OY would 32 
be equal to ACL would be equal to ABC. 33 
 34 
You do have in your alternatives on the table regarding the 35 
correction factor for Alternative 2 within Action 1(b), Sub-36 
Action 1, 2, and 3.  I suppose all of the specifics were made 37 
for St. Thomas. 38 
 39 
JED BROWN:  Do we need a motion now to adopt the 0.9? 40 
 41 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I suppose that you need discussion. 42 
 43 
ROY CRABTREE:  The current alternative that we have basically 44 
has the ACL set equal to the OFL, the overfishing level, that we 45 
got from the SSC and the guidelines are pretty clear that in 46 
order to set those equal that you have to have some sort of 47 
exceptional justification for it. 48 
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 1 
Otherwise, the presumption is that overfishing will occur and I 2 
haven’t seen anything that gives any exceptional justification 3 
for that and so I suspect that setting our current preferred and 4 
setting the ACL equal to the OFL won’t survive the review in the 5 
system and I don’t think it will be approved and so I think we 6 
do need to change it. 7 
 8 
We went through a long discussion about this when we went 9 
through the 2010 ACL Amendment and essentially the compromise we 10 
all worked out at that time was to set it at 0.85, or at 85 11 
percent, and everybody seemed okay with that and I guess that’s 12 
my preference now. 13 
 14 
I’m not sure what reason we really have to change it from where 15 
we set it in the previous amendment, but I think we need to 16 
change preferred alternatives here, but I would like to hear 17 
some discussion and hear what the Virgin Islands position was 18 
going to be. 19 
 20 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to add an alternative of 0.90 to 21 
the list. 22 
 23 
JED BROWN:  I’ll second. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The rationale given by the people who came to the 26 
public hearings, and this came from the fishers especially in 27 
St. Thomas and St. John, was that after the presentation by Dr. 28 
Bill Arnold -- He correctly stated what you just heard from Dr. 29 
Roy Crabtree. 30 
 31 
It’s very unlikely that 100 percent of whatever is available, 32 
ABC equals OFL, will fly and come out of the process approved 33 
and so the fishers offered 0.90 as a measure of buffering the 34 
area there and they believe that -- Did you say 0.95 or 0.90? 35 
 36 
WINSTON LEDEE:  0.90. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If you look at the written comments, 39 
both of them were offered, 0.90 and 0.95.   40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The motion is to have 0.90 now.  That’s the 42 
rationale that they had there.  They thought that it would be a 43 
precautionary approach and it was offered by the fishers at that 44 
time. 45 
 46 
MARA LEVY:  What is the rationale or discussion about why 0.90 47 
is appropriate in this case for uncertainty versus the 0.85 in 48 
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the 2010 Amendment, without saying that it’s because one was 1 
overfishing and overfished species and this isn’t.  That is not 2 
really relevant when we’re talking about uncertainty in data and 3 
uncertainty in management and so I think there needs to be some 4 
discussion. 5 
 6 
It’s only 5 percent, but I think that there needs to be some 7 
discussion about why it’s appropriate here, when you have the 8 
same uncertainty considerations as you do in the 2010 amendment, 9 
when that was reduced 5 percent more for uncertainty. 10 
 11 
NELSON CRESPO:  I really agree with the preferred alternative, 12 
because if we are trying to reduce the capture, it’s hitting the 13 
fishermen for doing the things right and so the fishermen try to 14 
maintain that fishery as healthy and here, in the case of Puerto 15 
Rico, the size is 3.5 inches versus three inches in the states.  16 
We can use gaffs and spear guns and we can’t catch the lobster 17 
with X and so if we are trying to reduce the catch limit for the 18 
lobster, for sure we are not going to obtain the true data and 19 
that’s going to increase the underreporting in high proportions. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We are not talking about lobster now. 22 
 23 
NELSON CRESPO:  Sorry. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Keep that thought when we get to the lobster and 26 
you can hit us with that.  I believe that what the alternative 27 
is telling us is that you have to discuss and develop a stronger 28 
rationale for 0.90 versus 0.85 at this time and so I encourage 29 
the council members to talk about it. 30 
 31 
ROY CRABTREE:  Remember this is about uncertainty.  That’s what 32 
the reduction is for.  I understand, when we get to lobster and 33 
a lot of the comments about that, that you’re not happy about 34 
having to do the reduction.  Those are problems you have, I 35 
think, with the SSC’s recommendation and the way they set the 36 
overfishing levels. 37 
 38 
If you have issues with what the SSC has done, you ought to put 39 
those down and go back to the SSC and ask them to relook at 40 
them.  Things like the minimum size limit of lobster and all 41 
those types of things are really issues with what the SSC gave 42 
us and not issues with how much uncertainty is there in the data 43 
that we have now. 44 
 45 
We need to separate problems with what the SSC did, because 46 
there’s nothing we can do about that today.  They’ve given us 47 
the recommendations they have.  If we want to revisit those, 48 
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then you’re going to have to convene the SSC and really keep 1 
focused on the amount of uncertainty in the data. 2 
 3 
MARCOS HANKE:  I’m curious and I would like to know, the people 4 
that presented the 90 percent, the 0.90 percent on the public 5 
hearings, the arguments and what they brought to the table to 6 
support that, because there must be a reason and maybe help us 7 
on the table. 8 
 9 
DAVID OLSEN:  We’re talking about uncertainty, but if you take 10 
the St. Thomas landings for these species, and I put in our 11 
comments and I’ve forgotten the start here, but over the last 12 
ten or twenty years, the landings have only exceeded this 13 
calculated overfishing limit a couple of times and most of those 14 
times they were exceeded at all, it was by a very small amount. 15 
 16 
In fact, there’s not much uncertainty about what the landings 17 
are going to be and personally, I think you could justify the 18 
overfishing limit as the ACL.  However, in order to satisfy the 19 
bureaucratic requirement that there be some reduction, a small 20 
10 percent reduction would seem to satisfy that. 21 
 22 
The idea that you’re going to have the same -- We don’t agree 23 
that the things that you called overfishing were overfished.  We 24 
don’t agree that there was a critical process under which those 25 
determinations were made, but if you’re going to accept that 26 
those were overfishing, according to your criteria, these, 27 
according to your criteria, are not overfished. 28 
 29 
The landings have been constant and there have been very few 30 
exceeds of the overfishing limit itself and a 90 percent creates 31 
a 10 percent safety margin on top of that. 32 
 33 
MARCOS HANKE:  I have a question for Dave.  If we consider in 34 
the past if we were using 0.90, then it would still be exceeded 35 
a couple of times or no? 36 
 37 
DAVID OLSEN:  Anytime you take the ACL down, if the fishery is 38 
held constant, it would inherently run above that, if you 39 
analyze the ACL instead of the overfishing limit.  However, the 40 
key to all of this is the fishermen being notified of where they 41 
stand in terms of the ACL and our comments have really centered 42 
on the idea that the fishermen need to be notified in season as 43 
to what their landings are, so that they can modify their 44 
activities to stay within the ACL. 45 
 46 
You could guarantee that they’re going to exceed the ACL just by 47 
making the ACL lower.  What I’m saying is that the overfishing 48 
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limit is such a strong central average that they seldom exceed 1 
it and a number of the times that they exceeded -- Say if we 2 
took ten years, you would expect five of those years to be above 3 
the average and five to be below the average, just on a 4 
statistical basis. 5 
 6 
In the case of the landings, I think three of those years were 7 
less than 2,000 pounds above the average and so there’s a very 8 
strong central tendency in the data.  I’m using the total data, 9 
which I think are a lot more accurate than the individual 10 
species. 11 
 12 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I was the one that suggested the 90 percent.  I 13 
made that suggestion and the reasoning for it is that if the 14 
SSC, the same committee that determined certain species were 15 
overfished, they have to use the same criteria to determine that 16 
it was not overfished and so my question is this, as reasoning. 17 
 18 
You said 5 percent is not really a big deal, but 5 percent 19 
magnified over a certain -- In other words, 5 percent 500 times 20 
is a big deal and 5 percent one time is not a big deal.  Over 21 
time and calculation, it is a big deal as just 5 percent.  It’s 22 
like taking an 8 percent reduction in your paycheck.  After 23 
time, it adds up. 24 
 25 
The thing is if you find these species not to be in trouble, 26 
then you can’t justify coming to 85 percent when you justify 27 
being able to go to 85 percent with species that you did find in 28 
trouble and so my reasoning is it can’t go across the board.  29 
That is my reasoning. 30 
 31 
WINSTON LEDEE:  One thing I would like to point out is these 32 
species are on our catch form, species specific the way we 33 
reported them.  They were on the catch form and most of these 34 
species were species specific and so they have good data on them 35 
and so that’s why they’re not on the overfished species list and 36 
so that’s why I think we need to have a 0.90. 37 
 38 
ROY CRABTREE:  The motion we’re voting on now is to add a new 39 
alternative of 0.90 and so I think we ought to pass that motion.  40 
I don’t have any problem with putting that in.  Then we’ll need 41 
a motion to change the preferred alternative. 42 
 43 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Can I do that all at one time, change my motion 44 
and change it to the preferred alternative? 45 
 46 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  You have to modify your language and if the 1 
seconder agrees, go ahead and say that you want to add 0.95 as a 2 
new alternative and the preferred alternative of the council and 3 
just take the whole thing with one vote. 4 
 5 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to add an alternative of 0.90 as 6 
the preferred alternative. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s to add a new alternative of 0.90 and that 9 
alternative will be the preferred alternative.   10 
 11 
WINSTON LEDEE:  So moved. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The seconder agrees?  Jed?  You seconded it and 14 
so you have to say whether you agree or not with the new 15 
language and then they can discuss whatever they want to 16 
discuss. 17 
 18 
JED BROWN:  I agree. 19 
 20 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  The motion was made by Winston and seconded 21 
by Jed.  We have a little problem up there with the motion and 22 
it should be 0.90. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have a point of clarification.  Are 25 
you making the motion for all islands, Puerto Rico, St. Croix, 26 
and St. Thomas or are you -- You do have three sub-actions 27 
within that action. 28 
 29 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Were you two talking about Puerto Rico and the 30 
whole ball of wax or just one? 31 
 32 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We took them as one, Puerto Rico and 33 
the Virgin Islands altogether, but each of them has a separate 34 
sub-action and so you have to tell me whether you want to change 35 
this as -- 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The question is what you presented and what they 38 
are reacting to is for the three areas. 39 
 40 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  They presented from the St. Thomas 41 
Fishermen’s Association in St. Thomas.  They did not specific 42 
specifically if it was for Action 1, 2, or 3. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just to make it easier, we can say from all the 45 
three areas.  Winston, then we can say to be the preferred for 46 
all the three areas? 47 
 48 
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WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Then in the motion we can say for Puerto Rico and 3 
the U.S. Virgin Islands. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Are we ready to vote? 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  No, I just want to add a comment real quick.  This 8 
is a relatively low buffer between the ACL and the OFL and one 9 
concern that I have, and I don’t know if Puerto Rico might be 10 
able to speak to this as well, is that we just went to our new 11 
data form for July and as of August 15, when fishers are 12 
supposed to turn in their sheets, I think we roughly had 50 13 
percent of the fishers turn in their data for July. 14 
 15 
A concern I have is if we don’t get compliance with fishers and 16 
turning in catch reports in a timely fashion, then we could have 17 
a serious problem with exceeding both the ACL and the OFL toward 18 
the end of the calendar year, if we get late CCRs.   19 
 20 
In other words, if guys wait until the very end and we’re trying 21 
to monitor as we go through the season and then we get a big 22 
slug at the very end, it’s possible that we could rapidly exceed 23 
the ACL and the OFL.  I don’t know if that’s a -- Can you 24 
address that for Puerto Rico?  Is that an issue for you guys? 25 
 26 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  My impression is that we have a similar 27 
situation in Puerto Rico and I think it’s maybe slightly better 28 
than in the Virgin Islands, but yes, we have to get into this 29 
and see how we tackle this on time, but it will be ongoing at 30 
the same time and we’ll be dealing with the same problem.  Do 31 
you want to add something, Aida? 32 
 33 
ROY CRABTREE:  I just want to be clear on this motion, that we 34 
are changing our preferred from 2l now to this new one, but 35 
we’re not changing Alternative 2n, which is our preferred for 36 
surgeonfish and angelfish.  Is that correct?  Graciela, you’re 37 
clear about that, right? 38 
 39 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 40 
 41 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  On Jed’s comment, this has always been an 42 
issue, even before ACLs were established.  I think now there’s 43 
an accountability of who is going to be responsible for going 44 
over or exceeding the ACLs. 45 
 46 
As much as Fish and Wildlife is responsible, so are the fishers.  47 
I have stressed this before in previous meetings and I think 48 
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what needs to happen is getting the message out to the fishers 1 
and establishing some sort of communication, where there is a 2 
gap there, to the fishers and stressing the importance of it, 3 
but at the same time being responsible for your own actions.  4 
That gap that’s there between the fishers and the department 5 
needs to be closed or bridged in some way. 6 
 7 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I kind of tend to agree, because I think even 8 
if it was 0.5 that if the fishers are not submitting on time 9 
that it’s not going to make much of a difference.  Are we ready 10 
to vote?  We’ll start on my left. 11 
 12 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 13 
 14 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 15 
 16 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 19 
 20 
ROY CRABTREE:  No. 21 
 22 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  The motion carries with six in favor 25 
and one no. 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Regarding all the other alternatives, 28 
you did receive a couple of comments regarding the data 29 
collection, as you just discussed, that everyone is responsible 30 
for submitting the data, et cetera.  We move on to the Action 2, 31 
which is dealing with the lobster. 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  Excuse me, but there is one other issue with the 34 
reef fish component of this and that is that as it turns out, we 35 
don’t have landings for tilefish in the U.S. Virgin Islands and 36 
so right now, we have a problem with setting the ACL for them or 37 
including them as we have in our options.  I think that the 38 
council will need to reconsider how we’re going to handle 39 
tilefish in the USVI. 40 
 41 
Just for some context, tilefish in Puerto Rico are commercially 42 
landed at an extremely low level and also very sporadically and 43 
so the way the SSC decided to deal with that was to actually use 44 
the recreational landings for tilefish in Puerto Rico, which are 45 
also very sporadic, but tended to be much higher, and use those 46 
as an index for setting the ACL for both the recreational and 47 
commercial fisheries for tilefish. 48 
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 1 
They did the same thing for surgeonfish and angelfish, but 2 
that’s a little separate, because we have landings for 3 
surgeonfish and angelfish in the USVI.  4 
 5 
There are a variety of options and I would mention a few, but 6 
certainly you guys can come up with others.  One might be -- I 7 
definitely want GC to chime in on this, but one might be to set 8 
an ACL of zero for tilefish in the USVI.  That is more or less 9 
legitimate, but they aren’t caught very often. 10 
 11 
Another might be to use the Puerto Rico approach and apply the 12 
same kinds of numbers in the USVI, although there’s definitely 13 
some resistance to using other islands’ data for setting ACLs or 14 
anything else on the different islands. 15 
 16 
A third option, and I think this might be the most palatable, at 17 
least to GC, based upon our conversations, would be to set the 18 
ACL for tilefish in Puerto Rico as an EEZ-wide ACL for tilefish 19 
in the U.S. Caribbean.  I just wanted to point that out and it 20 
definitely needs to be addressed before the council might vote 21 
to submit this to the Secretary for consideration. 22 
 23 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to say that one of the options he 24 
pointed out was an ACL of zero, but if you do that, what you’re 25 
saying is that it’s prohibited and you cannot harvest it in the 26 
USVI and I don’t know that that would be your intent. 27 
 28 
If that is your intent, that’s one thing, but the fact that it’s 29 
apparently not reported and it’s not on the forms and we don’t 30 
know what landings, if any, are happening, I would just caution 31 
you that if that’s what you pick that that’s what you’re doing, 32 
saying you can’t harvest it. 33 
 34 
I would agree that it seems that based on the data that you have 35 
that the approach that might work out -- I don’t want to say 36 
it’s the best approach, but basically you have data from Puerto 37 
Rico and you can just apply that to the EEZ. 38 
 39 
The practical effect of it, since there’s no reporting in the 40 
USVI, is just going to be that when the Puerto Rico ACL is met, 41 
the AMs are going to just apply to the whole EEZ, even the USVI 42 
EEZ. 43 
 44 
JED BROWN:  Could you have Nicky, Gerson, approach for public 45 
comment, because he can address tilefish a little bit. 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Let me finish with the council first.   48 
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 1 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I just wanted to make sure that everybody 2 
understood what the tilefish was.  It’s a shallow-water 3 
tilefish, sand tilefish.  It’s called whitening, I believe, so 4 
that people know.  It’s not a deepwater tilefish that’s often 5 
caught up in the Florida area. 6 
 7 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  We do have the species, as Barbara Kojis said.  8 
It’s a bycatch species and it’s also caught in deep water, but 9 
not in the sizes of the United States, that have those major 10 
poundage sizes. 11 
 12 
I think the biggest I’ve seen them is about twelve to eighteen 13 
inches and it’s a bycatch, as I said.  It’s not used 14 
commercially and so anything you guys do with it, it won’t 15 
affect our fishery. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We did go through the reports from the 18 
DPNR and any other reports that we found from the Virgin Islands 19 
and there were a total of three tilefish reported from over ten 20 
years or something like that, but the FMU includes both species 21 
and so they might not be in the landings, but it’s the shallow-22 
water and the deepwater tilefish that are included in the FMU. 23 
 24 
Remember that you’re dealing with fishery management units, 25 
which includes many species within any one of these.  It might 26 
not be the number one harvested, but they are both included. 27 
 28 
BILL ARNOLD:  I just wanted to point out that one of the reasons 29 
they’re not reported, to whatever extent they may be caught, is 30 
that they’re not included on the catch report forms in the USVI.  31 
These catch report forms for St. Thomas and St. Croix have 32 
recently been modified. 33 
 34 
They include, in the new forms, some species that weren’t 35 
previously reported, but they, again, do not include tilefish, 36 
which points to Mara’s concern that we don’t have any reporting 37 
of USVI landings and so if we set up separate USVI tilefish 38 
ACLs, we won’t have a way to track them. 39 
 40 
ROY CRABTREE:  Billy, what you’re recommending is that we set up 41 
a single ACL that would apply for all three islands, EEZ-wide, 42 
and a single AM that would apply EEZ-wide? 43 
 44 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s correct, Roy, and this ACL, the landings 45 
relative to that ACL, would be tracked using Puerto Rico 46 
landings.  When the Puerto Rico landings reach the ACL, the 47 
accountability measures would be applied to the entire EEZ and 48 



20 
 

that’s not an unprecedented approach. 1 
 2 
We’re doing the same thing for managing recreational fisheries 3 
in the USVI with using commercial data.  When the ACL is 4 
reached, using commercial data for tracking, the recreational 5 
sector also has the AMs applied and so this is not something 6 
that we haven’t done before.  It’s just a little bit separate 7 
and it would separate out tilefish from everything else. 8 
 9 
ROY CRABTREE:  How many pounds would the ACL be? 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  It would be, depending upon the reduction factor, 12 
which right now is 0.75, it would be about a total, for both 13 
recreational and commercial sectors, of about somewhere around 14 
13,000 pounds, which is vastly more than has been reported ever. 15 
 16 
ROY CRABTREE:  Why would it be 0.75?  We just selected a 17 
preferred of 0.90. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s my mistake, Roy.  That’s only for angelfish 20 
and surgeonfish.  For tilefish, it would be 0.90 and so it would 21 
be closer to probably 14,000 or 14,500 pounds, something like 22 
that, which, again, is a lot more than we’ve ever had reported 23 
by pretty much a long shot. 24 
 25 
ROY CRABTREE:  Do you guys have a motion crafted to do this?  26 
Would you like -- I’m not sure what the motion needs to say, 27 
because there’s not an alternative to select.  Do we need to 28 
take a ten-minute break and let you guys come up with a motion? 29 
 30 
BILL ARNOLD:  Yes, please. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  We’ll take a ten-minute break. 33 
 34 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 35 
 36 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think we’re where we want to be right now 37 
and I want to thank Barbara Kojis for clarifying what the 38 
tilefish really is, because I knew it as whitening and I know 39 
that it’s mostly used for a baitfish. 40 
 41 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think our best solution for right now is to 42 
have a single tilefish ACL for everywhere and then if we start 43 
getting reports of landings from the Virgin Islands, we’ll need 44 
to come in and look at changing that. 45 
 46 
To try and address this, I would like to make the following 47 
motion: Action 1(b) in Table 4.1.6, to remove tilefish from 48 
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Preferred Alternative 2(b) and change Puerto Rican tilefish FMU 1 
to U.S. Caribbean tilefish FMU in Preferred Alternative 2(c). 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Do we have a second? 4 
 5 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 6 
 7 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion by Crabtree and seconded by Winston.  8 
Are we going to vote?  Is there any discussion? 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  This basically changes it so we’ll have one 11 
tilefish ACL.  Right now, all the landings come from Puerto Rico 12 
and so that’s the only landings there will be and if that ACL is 13 
hit, then the accountability measure will apply everywhere. 14 
 15 
Then I think when we get later on, when we have the motion to 16 
establish separate ACLs for all the island groups, we’ll 17 
probably have to make another exception there that we’re not 18 
going to do that for tilefish and then should a fishery develop 19 
in the Virgin Islands or if we add it to the catch reporting 20 
form and find out there are landings coming in, then we’ll come 21 
in and do an amendment to split this up and change it and so 22 
it’s kind of a temporary way to deal with the data reporting 23 
problem that we have. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any other comment?  We’ll take it to a vote 26 
and we’ll start on this side. 27 
 28 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 29 
 30 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 35 
 36 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 39 
 40 
GREG SNOW:  Yes. 41 
 42 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  It’s all in favor and the motion 43 
carries. 44 
 45 
ROY CRABTREE:  Just a point of order.  The Coast Guard is a non-46 
voting member of the council and so you don’t get to vote. 47 
 48 
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GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We’ll move on to lobster now and 1 
that’s Action 2.  Again, for Action 2(a), the preferred 2 
alternative regarding the use of the year sequence, most people 3 
who commented on this were in agreement with the longest year 4 
sequence available with the data. 5 
 6 
The information from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association, in 7 
their written statement, also deals with the spiny lobster in 8 
terms of adding the two years that are missing from the database 9 
that should be available to take into consideration in 10 
determining annual catch limits. 11 
 12 
Action 2(b) has to do with setting the reference points for 13 
Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, and St. Croix separately for the spiny 14 
lobster.  In terms of the comments received, the one actual new 15 
alternative that you have received also had to do with 16 
Alternative 2k.  2k was a preferred alternative by most of the 17 
public, but the addition of a new alternative where OY would 18 
equal ACL would equal ABC times 0.90 was also included for the 19 
spiny lobster. 20 
 21 
Do you want to do -- How do you want to do this?  That’s a new 22 
alternative that was put on the table and the reasoning behind 23 
this is the same that was discussed for the reef fish.  In 24 
addition to being not overfished, it’s a resource that has been 25 
exploited over a longer period of time.  It has had a size limit 26 
since 1981 or so.  The landings, as explained by David Olsen and 27 
what Nelson Crespo had said before, have varied very little over 28 
that period of time. 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  As you did before, maybe you can have a motion to 31 
add this alternative and call it your preferred and, Nelson, 32 
this is the time for your speech again.  This is the spiny 33 
lobster one, when we get into the discussion of the motion. 34 
 35 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to make a motion to add a new 36 
alternative of 0.90 and make it the preferred. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Could you repeat it again? 39 
 40 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I would like to make 0.90 the preferred 41 
alternative, for OY equals ACL equals ABC. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the spiny lobster and this will be the 44 
preferred? 45 
 46 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 47 
 48 



23 
 

MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, can you add the language of this is the 1 
action, the one that we’re discussing, so we can put it in the 2 
motion? 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We need a second. 5 
 6 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Winston’s motion and Hanke seconds and now 9 
it’s up for discussion.  For the record here, 4.2.2, Action 10 
2(b), Subsection 1, 2, and 3, Alternative 2o, a new motion to 11 
add a new alternative of 0.90 and that alternative would be the 12 
preferred for all three areas, Puerto Rico and the USVI.  OY 13 
equals ACL equals ABC times 0.90.  It’s open for discussion. 14 
 15 
NELSON CRESPO:  I really agree with the preferred alternative 16 
and not with multiplied by one, because in the case of Puerto 17 
Rico, that species is more than protected.  We have, like I said 18 
before, the minimum size is 3.5 and in the states, it’s three 19 
inches.   20 
 21 
We can catch the lobster with gaffs or spear guns and we can’t 22 
catch lobster with X and so if you try to reduce the limit for 23 
sure, we are not going to keep having that true data that we 24 
have right now and that is going to increase the underreporting 25 
in high levels and so I suggest that if it ain’t broke, don’t 26 
fix it. 27 
 28 
DAVID OLSEN:  I think this is a perfect example of a failure of 29 
the Magnuson Act.  The landings in St. Thomas in the early 1980s 30 
were 7,000 pounds and in recent years, as high as 135,000 31 
pounds.  The average size in the intervening years is only down 32 
a single centimeter and all the size classes that were present 33 
in the 1980s are present today. 34 
 35 
I think the problem with the Magnuson Act is all you have is 36 
landings to work with and here you have a case where, as Nelson 37 
has said, is the size limit is adequate to manage this fishery.  38 
I don’t know how you get around it and this is probably a 39 
question our lawyer.  The only way to regulate a fishery under 40 
Magnuson is to regulate landings and is that right? 41 
 42 
MARA LEVY:  I don’t think that’s necessarily true.  I think it 43 
depends what you have. 44 
 45 
DAVID OLSEN:  You have a fishery here where the size limit has 46 
successfully regulated the fishery over a long period, over 47 
thirty years, and yet you’re obligated to set a boundary to it 48 
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that is without any kind of resource justification. 1 
 2 
MARA LEVY:  I think it is true that you’re obligated to set 3 
annual catch limits and to prevent the -- 4 
 5 
DAVID OLSEN:  That’s what I’m saying, landings. 6 
 7 
MARA LEVY:  I guess I kind of misunderstood, because they’re not 8 
always -- They don’t always need to be based on landings.  It 9 
just depends on what kind of data you have and what you use to 10 
set your ACLs for, but you do have to have them.  Magnuson 11 
mandates that and that’s why we’re going through all of this.  12 
That’s not really up for debate at this point. 13 
 14 
DAVID OLSEN:  You know we can whine about the data in the Virgin 15 
Islands for all the finfish species, but lobster have been 16 
reported separately since 1974 and we have a long, long catch 17 
series to look at, up to the present, 2010. 18 
 19 
We also have studies which were carried out in 1971 to compare 20 
to studies in 2005, to see what the impact of this massive 21 
increase in harvest, from 7,000 to 135,000.  That’s a massive 22 
increase in harvest and it should be showing up if it was 23 
problematic for the resource. 24 
 25 
ROY CRABTREE:  Again, these are issues with the SSC and we’re in 26 
this position because the SSC gave us overfishing levels based 27 
on average landings.  I’ve raised issues with doing that for 28 
fisheries we think are healthy and I continue to have concerns 29 
about how they’ve handled this, but the only solution to that is 30 
to go back to the SSC and make these arguments about the health 31 
of the fishery, et cetera. 32 
 33 
The fact is we are where we are now and they have given us that 34 
overfishing level.  I don’t think setting the ACL equal to the 35 
overfishing level is a viable option that’s going to get us 36 
through and so 90 percent may be the best we can do for now, but 37 
I think most of the concerns people are raising are really 38 
concerns that have to do with setting the OFL equal to average 39 
landings. 40 
 41 
If you do that, you’re going to invariably have to come in and 42 
reduce catches in what you think is a healthy fishery and my 43 
sense, from what people are saying, is you don’t really believe 44 
there’s a reason that we need to reduce the landings from where 45 
they’ve been. 46 
 47 
That means we need to go back to the SSC and so what I would 48 
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suggest we do is finish with this amendment and then at that 1 
point, we can talk about when are we going to reconvene the SSC 2 
and ask them relook at some of these things. 3 
 4 
DAVID OLSEN:  I estimate by using the 2008 year date, because 5 
the St. Thomas lobster landings have been steadily increasing 6 
over a long time period, that just setting 2008 as the year has 7 
cost these guys 10,000 to 15,000 pounds off of their current 8 
landings, in addition to the 10 percent reduction. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  Again, that’s an SSC issue.  We’ve got to go back 11 
to them and get them to look at the more recent landings, but 12 
they’ve given us a catch level recommendation and we can’t 13 
change that today. 14 
 15 
DAVID OLSEN:  Yes, I accept that, but what you’re saying though 16 
is that if you could create an argument that was non-landings 17 
based, sufficiently firm that you could set a non-landings-based 18 
ACL, you could let a size limit regulate a fishery? 19 
 20 
ROY CRABTREE:  I suspect not.  I think you have to have an ACL 21 
that’s based on landings.  That’s now part of the Magnuson Act 22 
and part of the requirement.  If you don’t want to manage 23 
fisheries according to the federal standards we have, then you 24 
ought to have a discussion about can these fisheries be 25 
adequately managed by the territories, but I’m willing to 26 
explore that idea, David, but right now, my understanding is 27 
that catch limit has to be some measure of the catch. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  What I’m really concerned about on this issue is 30 
that after we keep complaining on other species and situations 31 
that we don’t have enough data and that we don’t have history 32 
enough for it and so on, then on this case the fishermen have 33 
been engaged on the process and we have everything and it’s 34 
still going to be penalized on a fishery that for the industry 35 
is in good shape. 36 
 37 
That message is terrible for the people that manage fisheries, 38 
because you’re just saying to them that it doesn’t matter how 39 
good you behave and it doesn’t matter how good data you have and 40 
it doesn’t matter how good the things are, you’re still going to 41 
be penalized and that’s not a good message to send it out there 42 
and I would like some instruction from Miguel of what is the 43 
quickest way to have a reaction from the SSC. 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I was thinking about something a little more 46 
practical.  If ABC equals OFL won’t fly with the lobster and if 47 
the council wants to be stubborn enough and send it without any 48 
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modification, the lawyers will kick that back to us and say the 1 
amendment is approved except for this one or the whole thing is 2 
disapproved until you get this lobster over. 3 
 4 
I was thinking of a joke that became one of our alternatives.  5 
Remember, Marcos, when you were talking about 0.85 and maybe we 6 
should have 0.95 for the lobster and then that would allow this 7 
to go over to the Secretary and then we can take it to the SSC 8 
to discuss the other things. 9 
 10 
The other thing is we are talking about 0.90 and 0.85 and 0.95 11 
and we don’t have the numbers.  Probably Bill and Graciela 12 
should show some numbers for it, because I remember one time we 13 
spent the whole day discussing something and the only fish that 14 
were involved were 126 fish.  Graciela or Bill, what is the 15 
difference now between those two numbers, 0.90 and 1 and 0.85, 16 
if you have that.  If not, that’s okay. 17 
 18 
BILL ARNOLD:  I can give you a general overview.  We can put the 19 
table up there.  For Puerto Rico, it’s really -- Relative to the 20 
last four years of landings, even with a 10 percent reduction, 21 
the ACL still will be above the average of those last four years 22 
of landings. 23 
 24 
Obviously if you go farther back, but landings have been 25 
dropping off for lobster in Puerto Rico, at least the reported 26 
adjusted landings have been. 27 
 28 
For St. Thomas and St. John, there will be -- With a 10 percent 29 
reduction, the ACL will be slightly lower than the last couple 30 
of years of landings.  The penalty is going to be paid in St. 31 
Croix.   32 
 33 
Landings have been going up pretty steadily in St. Croix, except 34 
for the last year, and those landings dropped off a little bit, 35 
but they would still be pretty substantially above an ACL set on 36 
average catch from 1999 to 2008 and reduced by 10 percent.  37 
That’s where the impact will be felt most strongly by far, is on 38 
St. Croix.   39 
 40 
I can give you those numbers real quickly.  These are kind of 41 
rough estimates.  Let me show you these plots real quick, 42 
because I think they might be a lot easier to digest.  They’re 43 
admittedly difficult to read, but what you want to look at is 44 
the top line on the top plot. 45 
 46 
That’s lobster landings for St. Thomas and St. John combined, 47 
commercially reported lobster landings.  You can see they’re 48 
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dropped off slightly in the last couple of years.  Your ACL is 1 
going to come in around 105 or so and these guys are probably at 2 
about 110 in these last two years, especially that year, about 3 
110. 4 
  5 
That’s St. Thomas.  There will be a slight reduction required in 6 
harvest to get to that ACL level.  Now, with a zero reduction, 7 
you would pretty much be where you’ve been operating.  There 8 
might be a little bit of room for expansion if you use the zero 9 
reduction.  That’s St. Thomas and here’s St. Croix.   10 
 11 
Again, it’s the top line and it leveled out there in the middle 12 
of the 2000s, but then it went back up with just this little 13 
decrease here.  Your average is going to be coming in somewhere 14 
here and with the 10 percent reduction, it’s slightly lower than 15 
that.  There is going to be required considerable contraction of 16 
the lobster harvest in St. Croix pretty much under any 17 
circumstance, zero reduction, 10 percent reduction.  You’re 18 
going to be reducing your catch. 19 
 20 
Then for Puerto Rico, again, this line here and it’s very 21 
steady.  I can’t really discuss what happened in 2005, but 22 
something strange with the expansion factors perhaps or maybe 23 
they just had a crazy busy year fishing, but the last four 24 
years, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009, will actually be below what 25 
that average is.   26 
 27 
Even with the 10 percent reduction, it will be slightly below 28 
that, the last four years of catch.  Now, how representative 29 
those are of the true activity, I don’t know.  Next year, it 30 
could be more like 2005 for all we know or it could drop off and 31 
it could continue to drop off, but that’s basically what we’re 32 
talking about here. 33 
 34 
MARCOS HANKE:  Just one comment.  140,000 pounds of lobster, one 35 
of the top numbers there for one of the years, if I read 36 
correctly from here -- 37 
 38 
BILL ARNOLD:  For which island, Marcos? 39 
 40 
MARCOS HANKE:  For the first table and it doesn’t matter. 41 
 42 
BILL ARNOLD:  St. Thomas. 43 
 44 
MARCOS HANKE:  If you reduce 0.90, it’s 126,000 pounds. 45 
 46 
BILL ARNOLD:  You have to take the average.  You can’t take the 47 
peak year.  You take the average. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  The average is?  I can’t read it from here. 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  Hang on a second.  That’s understandable.  Here’s 4 
lobster for St. Thomas and we’re using the average from 2000 to 5 
2008 and so that’s 116,000.  That would be your ACL without a 6 
reduction.  That would be your catch statistic as the SSC called 7 
it. 8 
 9 
Then if you apply a 10 percent reduction to that, that’s taking 10 
off another 11,500 and you’re going to come in right around 11 
105,000 pounds. 12 
 13 
For St. Thomas, 2008 was 109,000 pounds and so you’re losing 14 
about 4,000 pounds there.  I’m not saying that’s trivial, but 15 
I’m just saying that that’s what you’re losing on St. Thomas and 16 
just the most recent year, 2008, the most recent year for which 17 
we have landings data, 2008, versus what that ACL would come in 18 
with a 10 percent reduction. 19 
 20 
Without the 10 percent reduction, with a zero percent reduction, 21 
you’re actually going to be a little below what the catch was in 22 
2008 and even in 2007 a little bit.  There’s 2007.  Well, 23 
119,000 would probably be a little bit above it, but obviously 24 
there were more productive harvest years for St. Thomas and so 25 
that’s that one, Marcos, and I don’t know if you want me to go 26 
through St. Croix and Puerto Rico as well. 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  No, but I was just trying to give some numbers to 29 
the fishermen that are following the -- To me too, to really 30 
understand the impact of those numbers on the lobster fishery.  31 
If you’re talking about 5,000 pounds and if you spread those 32 
numbers in not a very big community of fishermen throughout the 33 
year, it’s a big impact. 34 
 35 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s not for me to judge, but if it was my 5,000 36 
pounds, I probably wouldn’t be thrilled. 37 
 38 
TONY IAROCCI:  If there was ever a species that should not be 39 
managed under an ACL, it’s the spiny lobster.  I can go back to 40 
my first joint SEDAR meeting that I first met these fishermen 41 
and got involved in management of spiny lobster in the Caribbean 42 
and what a well-managed fishery. 43 
 44 
Nelson, you hit on some of the issues at a three-and-a-half-inch 45 
carapace and how small the fishery is and how well it’s managed 46 
by the fishermen.  When you look at the work we’re doing on the 47 
trap reduction plan right now, you see an increase. 48 
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 1 
I see the fishermen in this room that are catching more lobsters 2 
because they’re starting to phase into lobster traps and they’re 3 
targeting lobsters with their fish traps in different habitats 4 
and different areas and different depths. 5 
 6 
You look at this closure coming and you look at these numbers 7 
and you look at this older data and I’m not going to argue the 8 
data.  We went through all these issues already and I’m just 9 
giving my support for what Roy said about getting to the SSC and 10 
looking at ways to do this. 11 
 12 
We went through this with the South Atlantic big time.  We 13 
challenged about not having an ACL for spiny lobster and I’m not 14 
saying to go that route, but you need to look at -- We’re 15 
looking at coming together with a lobster management plan for 16 
traps and how are we going to do that and expand these guys 17 
going into lobster when we’re cutting them back on what they’re 18 
catching right now? 19 
 20 
We have to figure out a way to get to the SSC sooner than later 21 
and deal with this issue.  I can see the impact of this lobster 22 
fishery getting closed down before it even gets to the point and 23 
why are we going to come up with a lobster trap management plan 24 
if it’s going to be closed down at the existing level? 25 
 26 
This is a fishery that’s being well managed and it’s being done 27 
right and it should be looking at getting better landings and 28 
not lower landings.  Thank you. 29 
 30 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The first time this was ever mentioned, I’m 31 
not sure of exactly what the dates were, but it was a big 32 
uproar, especially from St. Thomas and St. Croix was there and 33 
well represented also, where a 3.5 carapace size was an issue 34 
compared to what the states were and also the importation of the 35 
ounces or the lobster tails was going to be imported into the 36 
USVI. 37 
 38 
Dr. Olsen was there and Julian Magras and Tony and I, Tony 39 
Iarocci, was there.  We all wondered what exactly was the issue 40 
of trying to change our carapace size.  We were all on the same 41 
page that our lobster fishery was one of the healthiest and our 42 
waters allowed the lobsters to spawn all year round and 43 
actually, it allowed our lobster to come to the size to spawn 44 
before it was harvested, because of that 3.5 carapace. 45 
 46 
It seems, to ones that don’t fish, that it’s not a big impact 47 
and I think it needs to go back to the SSC for a recommendation 48 
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that this lobster fishery is very healthy.  The last McAuliffe 1 
told them that before he passed on and he said that the lobster, 2 
because of our temperatures, we don’t go through that climate 3 
change like what the Florida Keys do and that the lobsters spawn 4 
all year round. 5 
 6 
Now this fishery or these species that are not going through 7 
overfishing, why are we even touching this lobster issue when 8 
there’s data that supports it that the lobster fishery is very 9 
healthy? 10 
 11 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I could just touch base on what Schuster just 12 
said there and I’ll just throw this out at Bill and ask him, 13 
what’s the latest years that you have the statistics on the 14 
lobster fishery?  What’s your latest information and not the 15 
ones that we’re going to use, but the latest information? 16 
 17 
BILL ARNOLD:  The latest I have available to me is what I got in 18 
March and that is through 2008 for the USVI and through 2009 in 19 
Puerto Rico.  Now, there may be more recent data, but I don’t 20 
have them available to me at the time of when we set our data 21 
range for working with this amendment.  I had through 2008 for 22 
the USVI and through 2009 for Puerto Rico. 23 
 24 
TONY BLANCHARD:  The point I’m trying to make is you just gave 25 
us an example as to what the percentage would be that we would 26 
lose when it comes to numbers from 2008 data.  I’m pretty sure 27 
the data right now, as of 2010 -- Let’s say just in 2010 and not 28 
even this year when we’re going to finish it off, it’s going to 29 
be a much bigger change than what we have on that board there. 30 
 31 
We actually are going to take a bigger bite than what you just 32 
claimed, because you’re using the 2008 data and the other 33 
statement that I would like to make is since we’ve all been 34 
questioning the SSC, if there is no members here for the SSC 35 
that would step forward and comment to what is being brought to 36 
them as to the questioning and as to the road that they have 37 
taken for the measures that they used. 38 
 39 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re about to do that.  I think Dr. Kojis is 40 
up next and then Nelson Crespo. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I’m the chair of the SSC and the issues that 43 
were before the SSC regarding ACLs, when we discussed Roy 44 
Crabtree’s recommendation to establish the OFL and ABC at a 45 
higher level than an average or median or some central tendency 46 
of the catch, we discussed that and, as was in our report, it 47 
indicated that we did not feel that we could do that, based on 48 
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the information that we had. 1 
 2 
Now, one of the -- Just to go through this, Roy Crabtree 3 
recommended that if we believe a stock is healthy with no signs 4 
of overfishing, but you set the OFL at average catch, aren’t you 5 
then saying that overfishing has been occurring, on average, 6 
about half of the time and isn’t that inconsistent with the 7 
starting premise that the stock is healthy?  If a stock is 8 
healthy, shouldn’t the OFL be at a level above average catch? 9 
 10 
When we discussed this, the SSC noted that setting OFL equal to 11 
average catch over a period of time does not mean that 12 
overfishing has occurred about half the time.  The concepts of 13 
MSY and overfishing need to be interpreted in a stochastic, lots 14 
of change environment. 15 
 16 
It went on and it’s very technical with respect to this, but the 17 
other recommendation was that based on expert evaluation of the 18 
best scientific information available, recent historical 19 
landings are without trend.   20 
 21 
This was a recommendation of Roy Crabtree and if landings are 22 
small relative to stock biomass or the stock is unlikely to 23 
undergo overfishing if future landings are equal to or 24 
moderately higher than the mean of recent landings, then set the 25 
overfishing limit equal to the mean of recent landings plus 26 
standard deviations.  Standard deviation is the measure of the 27 
variance and usually it’s a plus or minus and in this particular 28 
case, the recommendation was to set it above the mean level by 29 
two standard deviations. 30 
 31 
In other words, you’re incorporating something like 98 percent 32 
of all the annual catches within that and the SSC noted that the 33 
conditions for applying this approach, that landings were 34 
without trend, that landings are small relative to the stock 35 
size, and that the stock is unlikely to undergo overfishing, are 36 
not generally applicable to Caribbean stocks, because of 37 
insufficient information. 38 
 39 
I would just like to point out that that’s the issue that the 40 
SSC is in.  We have insufficient information, in most cases.  41 
Now, maybe the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, with respect 42 
to lobster, can go back and look at the data for the lobster and 43 
come up with an assessment. 44 
 45 
We did a stock assessment, a SEDAR, for lobster and could not 46 
complete the SEDAR.  We could not come up with a stock 47 
assessment, because lobster, in part, is a Caribbean-wide 48 
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species, but it may be that they could pull out and help the SSC 1 
to make a recommendation. 2 
 3 
The SSC doesn’t just take people’s opinions, but it takes 4 
factual information and if the fishermen have factual 5 
information that they want to provide, and that’s what they’re 6 
supposed to be doing, in essence, with respect to filling out 7 
the catch reports and so on, so that then the Southeast 8 
Fisheries Science Center, along with the Division of Fish and 9 
Wildlife, can look at things. 10 
 11 
We need factual information, scientific information, in order to 12 
say that the ACL could be set higher than the mean average catch 13 
or the median and the SSC, I’ll also make the statement, is very 14 
reluctant to even make the recommendation at the mean average 15 
catch. 16 
 17 
We initially, when we were asked to do this with respect to 18 
species that were overfished and undergoing overfishing, really 19 
refused to do this.  We just made the recommendation that if the 20 
annual catch group made a recommendation about mean average 21 
catch and the number of years and we said that’s fine and if you 22 
need to do something, this is what you should do, but these ACLs 23 
and the ABC and the OFL are supposed to be set at a much more 24 
detailed scientific analysis than currently is available and 25 
it’s a difficulty for the SSC with respect to this. 26 
 27 
The SSC has agreed to do this, but with a lot of reluctance and 28 
so anyway, the SSC, with respect to Roy Crabtree’s 29 
recommendation or request, said that the CFMC SSC is not aware 30 
of a scientific basis for assuming that OFL occurs at a catch 31 
equal to the average plus two standard deviations and so this 32 
corresponds to assuming a catch that occurred rarely, about 2.5 33 
percent of the time, during the averaging period could have been 34 
taken as a constant catch without overfishing. 35 
 36 
Their question was why should this be true in general?  The SSC 37 
was reluctant to make a recommendation in the first place and we 38 
did make a recommendation and we made a recommendation based on 39 
what we had previously done, for the most part, with respect to 40 
the other ACL document. 41 
 42 
NELSON CRESPO:  I have one comment.  I think that at this moment 43 
we can take a chance and multiply by one and wait and see what 44 
the SSC says. 45 
 46 
MARCOS HANKE:  I just want to add some numbers and I spoke to 47 
Tony about some issues here that I want the council to think 48 
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about and this is my numbers now.  If we assume that the 116,000 1 
pounds of lobster, the average pounds -- This is Marco and I 2 
have used my experience judging this. 3 
 4 
3.5 pounds is the average size of the lobster, which will make 5 
33,142 lobster, until they get to 0.5, which is the extra 6 
measurement that we adopt in the Caribbean, they will be 7 
reproducing and producing eggs.  I consulted with Tony and he 8 
consulted with a fishery biologist, a specialist on lobster, and 9 
he said that this will mean the double production of eggs on 10 
adding that 0.5 on the carapace length. 11 
 12 
That’s the impact that we already adopted on this council in 13 
protecting the lobster and just with this brainstorm that we did 14 
now, there is a very clear indication that we will make a big 15 
step forward in protecting this resource and I invite the SSC to 16 
revisit and to analyze maybe this issue like that, to see the 17 
real impact that we already did and to consider that. 18 
 19 
I want to state my position that we should reword -- I know that 20 
the system is set on the ACL and the catch limits, but in this 21 
case, we have been the good guys, the industry, on the lobster.  22 
We’ve been reporting and we’ve been fishing correctly and 23 
responding to the measurements and doing everything right. 24 
 25 
We have to find a way to address this and like this example I 26 
just did, I think there is more than enough data and numbers and 27 
historical information to accept that.  I don’t want to be too 28 
ironic, but to comply with the procedures, which is what we are 29 
stuck on right now, if for the lobster we adopt 0.99999, will it 30 
be accepted?  Could you maybe explain to the people why not? 31 
 32 
MARA LEVY:  The 0.9999 thing, that’s just like saying one.  33 
That’s not a true reduction from the overfishing limit to the 34 
ACL.  What you’re trying to do with the reduction is ensure that 35 
you do not exceed the OFL, because what happens when you exceed 36 
the OFL is you’re not preventing overfishing and so when you set 37 
them all equal, you run the very real risk of then saying that 38 
these species are being overfished and undergoing overfishing, 39 
which you don’t want to do. 40 
 41 
I would just say -- Of course, you know I’m going to say that I 42 
do not recommend that you set the ACL equal to the OFL equal to 43 
the ABC.  I understand what you’re saying about the health of 44 
the species and being constrained by the ACL management regime, 45 
but that’s the way the law is.  There is no exception for spiny 46 
lobster and there are no exceptions for any of the species and 47 
you’ll run the risk of having it disapproved. 48 
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 1 
ROY CRABTREE:  I come back to the same issue again.  All of this 2 
discussion has to do with the SSC’s recommendation.  They could 3 
have done this differently.  What Barbara is characterizing as 4 
my recommendation, it wasn’t my recommendation.  That was what 5 
the Gulf of Mexico Council’s SSC came up with and approved and 6 
is how they’re setting their annual catch limits for some of 7 
these stocks. 8 
 9 
The SSCs in the South Atlantic and the Gulf looked at spiny 10 
lobster and they dealt with that and they’ve done this 11 
differently than the way your SSC has done it now and so all the 12 
issues you’re raising have to do with the SSC’s recommendation 13 
and I think we ought to come back with that, but I don’t think 14 
it’s getting us anywhere in terms of right now. 15 
 16 
If you set the ACL equal to the OFL, the first time you go over 17 
it, you’re going to get a letter from the Secretary saying that 18 
overfishing is going on and it’s going to kick out all these 19 
timelines and you’re going to be required to come in and amend 20 
the plan and make reductions to end overfishing. 21 
 22 
We’ve got a compromise motion on the board and we’ve had easily 23 
forty-five minutes, probably, of discussion and I think it’s 24 
time that we go ahead and vote on this motion. 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  I just want to, because I was authorized to put 27 
on the record that the person that supplied the data of double 28 
the eggs on the 0.5 extra carapace length is Tom Matthews, which 29 
is a specialist on the spiny lobster. 30 
 31 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  I have followed the council for many, many 32 
years and I understand what you guys are trying to do.  33 
Protecting our resource is very important, but when you do a 34 
scenario or reach a situation when annual catch limits reach to 35 
the point that you have to close the fishery for the rest of the 36 
year and each fisherman is accustomed to fish twelve months out 37 
of the year and catch the 100 percent that we have been catching 38 
for many, many years and 10 or 20 percent is taken away from 39 
you, that means that maybe in month six or month eight of year, 40 
each fisherman, which have been doing that same fishery for 41 
many, many years, is going to be without work. 42 
 43 
You’re trying to tell me that only the guys who do poaching are 44 
going to be able to do a living and the guys who follow 45 
regulations like me, that have to represent those guys, is going 46 
to be penalized for the rest of the year without a job. 47 
 48 
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You cannot tell us to just vote for this and let’s get it out of 1 
the way, because people depend on these fisheries.  When you 2 
want input on fisheries, like the new CCRs, and fishermen catch 3 
up to what’s really going on and they find out that they’re 4 
going to be out a job for the rest of the year, you’re not going 5 
to get what you want and I want you guys to get the right 6 
information so everybody can be happy. 7 
 8 
You guys are protectors of the resource and me as a fisherman 9 
and so consider carefully what you’re doing, because we do have 10 
regulations and fishermen like myself follow those regulations, 11 
because when I sit down at a table like this and somebody comes 12 
up and says you cannot represent fishermen or you cannot talk 13 
because you are a poacher or a lawbreaker, it really offends me 14 
to hear these things happen in a way that I’m not considered. 15 
 16 
I urge you to be careful in the decisions you take here so you 17 
better get input from fishermen on your CCRs, because I’m very 18 
happy with those new CCRs and I sit down and I look at those 19 
beautiful colors and different boxes and I do them to the best 20 
of my knowledge and I don’t want to be penalized when each 21 
species quota is met and then I cannot fish for four months or 22 
the rest of the year and so what am I going to give my family 23 
for presents at Christmas? 24 
 25 
I don’t believe in going to the government and asking them for 26 
food stamps or standing in line and asking the government for 27 
help.  I believe in working for what I get and being able to pay 28 
for the bills that I’ve got.  Thank you. 29 
 30 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We have Blanchard and then we have enough of 31 
the comments. 32 
 33 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I just want to make a comment on what the SSC 34 
stand was and the comments that Barbara made.  Basically, what 35 
she told us is that she was forced into a situation or a road 36 
that they didn’t really want to take and so my question is this. 37 
 38 
If you didn’t really want to take that road because of data 39 
issues, why should we even take your suggested preference, as I 40 
would put it, into consideration, because you’re telling me that 41 
you were basically forced down a road.  That’s my statement. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Listen, guys, you cannot send this document with 44 
0.0, because it’s going to be disapproved, at least this 45 
section.  You cannot do 0.9999, because it’s the same as one.  46 
Then you have 0.90 and maybe you can consider 0.95. 47 
 48 
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The issue with the SSC is they are locked, like we are locked, 1 
into the Magnuson Act requirement of the ACL.  As we speak, 2 
there are other people fighting for not establishing an ACL for 3 
salmon, because they have lots of years in the history of salmon 4 
and they don’t want to have to have an ACL and guess what?  They 5 
have to have an ACL for salmon and these are powerful councils, 6 
like the Alaska Council and the Pacific Council. 7 
 8 
The issue here is if you stick with the 0.90, as you have on 9 
your screen, and get 0.95 or just go with the 1.0, which at this 10 
time nobody is recommending you to do. 11 
 12 
MARA LEVY:  I would just be a little bit hesitant with the 0.95 13 
as well.  I understand why you all might want to consider it.  I 14 
don’t know that in the end it’s going to get you where you want 15 
to go, because I haven’t seen anything that would make this 16 
different, again, in terms of why we’re doing the reduction that 17 
would be different than what you’ve already chosen as the 0.90 18 
and that’s already different than what you did with the 0.85.  19 
I’m just going to throw out that caution. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  How about we go back to 0.95 where we said 0.90 22 
before?  Can we do that?  Will people be happy or -- 23 
 24 
MARA LEVY:  You’re still talking about it and you can go back, 25 
but, again, it’s the same caution that what went with the 0.90 26 
goes extra for the 0.95.  I haven’t seen a good justification 27 
for why so much less of a reduction from your overfishing limit 28 
to your annual catch limit is in this document and it can’t be 29 
that they’re not overfished. 30 
 31 
ROY CRABTREE:  We’re struggling to justify 0.90 here.  If you go 32 
to 0.95, I think the most likely result is it will be 33 
disapproved.  If it’s disapproved, it’s quite likely the 34 
Secretary will come in and put it in place. 35 
 36 
Most councils are using reductions of 75 percent and so you’re 37 
taking a big risk if you do that.  All the rationale and 38 
everything I’ve heard here is all about the SSC and I think the 39 
problem lies with the recommendation we’ve gotten out of the SSC 40 
and so I think our best thing is to go ahead and vote this 41 
motion up and then when we get through this, let’s talk about 42 
reconvening the SSC and relooking at some of these things. 43 
 44 
There are alternative approaches and alternative ways that other 45 
SSCs have handled this that I think they ought to look at and so 46 
I couldn’t support 0.95. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  This is not only us.  When Winston and I went to 1 
the chair and executive directors meeting, we are in the yellow, 2 
orange, and red and if we are not red, we are orange, meaning 3 
that we are not going to comply with the mandate by the end of 4 
this year and that has some repercussions, like the Secretary 5 
will come -- I doubt if they will do it, but they, by law, may 6 
be forced to do it. 7 
 8 
The question to Roy is if we do this, then we will have time to 9 
reconvene the SSC and in due time, if any modification can be 10 
supported, we will have time to do it in the next iteration of 11 
the amendment and is that true? 12 
 13 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes, if we get another catch level recommendation 14 
from the SSC, then we could amend the plan and change the ACLs 15 
and given how -- We aren’t getting landings at a very timely 16 
rate right now and so it’s not like we’re going to find out next 17 
week what the landings were for the year and so I think you 18 
would have time to amend the plan. 19 
 20 
MARA LEVY:  If you go with the preferreds that are in this 21 
document for your framework, then you already have the framework 22 
for the reef fish, but for the spiny lobster, you can do it by 23 
framework.  One of the things is to adjust the annual catch 24 
limit and so you wouldn’t have to do a full plan amendment to 25 
tweak those numbers. 26 
 27 
ROY CRABTREE:  You guys are in the same boat as all the other 28 
councils are right now.  They’re struggling with this and no one 29 
is happy and we’ve even done emergency rules to raise catch 30 
limits. 31 
 32 
I understand what the fishermen are saying about wanting to fish 33 
year round, but I can tell you in the Gulf of Mexico and the 34 
South Atlantic that almost nobody is fishing year round, unless 35 
they’re fishing under catch share programs.  Fishermen are 36 
getting shut down with very short seasons. 37 
 38 
This isn’t something unique to down here.  It’s everywhere and I 39 
think the closures are actually much worse in the Gulf and the 40 
South Atlantic than they are down here, where we haven’t really 41 
ever had a quota closure before. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  If I may, Mr. Chairman, after all this 44 
consideration, I believe that the point for the council members 45 
is to remember the process and don’t forget about it.  This is 46 
not a done deal with you finish today. 47 
 48 
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With that caveat of all that we are saying and maybe we just 1 
want to get this approved with the process, but at the same 2 
time, we have to be mindful of the realities that we have here.  3 
I guess that personally, my recommendation is to vote for this 4 
one and immediately follow what Roy said and have the SSC 5 
reconvene and as fast as we can and then see what happens. 6 
 7 
Then the other thing that you have to remember is that you’re 8 
fighting for something that is going to happen in 2014, because 9 
when you finish the whole thing, you have to have an average of 10 
three years and you have to have all the caveats that you have.  11 
Jed has problems with it and he’s the only person in the 12 
department to get the information from the fishermen and the 13 
fishermen have a problem with underreporting and all that. 14 
 15 
All that will come into play, but you have to remember this is 16 
very dynamic.  At the end of the day today, you also will have 17 
the frameworks approved, which is a long shopping list of the 18 
things that you can do to amend the plans as you get more and 19 
better information.  Anyway, those are my two cents. 20 
 21 
TONY IAROCCI:  I agree with Miguel.  I think this is the way to 22 
go.  We have to look at this process and I think the fishermen 23 
have set the record today on questions to the data.   24 
 25 
I just talked to Barbara and we will try to do everything we can 26 
to try to get the information and get better data and get more 27 
involved with gathering of the data on this fishery, but to move 28 
forward, I do agree also, as a non-voting member and just a 29 
participant in this process, to support this, but also try to 30 
rectify this as soon as possible and convene the SSC and get the 31 
fishermen more involved in this, which they are right now, to 32 
get this thing done right. 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to go to a vote. 35 
 36 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Just a comment.  I’m very familiar with the 37 
lobster fishery and over the last three years, I’ve seen a lot 38 
of fishermen, especially in St. Thomas, go from trap fishing 39 
more into lobster fishing and so I believe that the last three 40 
or four years that your total landings are going to be higher 41 
that are not showing up there right now and so there will be a 42 
problem there. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The other thing that Graciela is always reminding 45 
me is that you have a mechanism to look at this information 46 
before you go into an accountability management measure.  You 47 
have to consult with the Center and everybody and his brother to 48 
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make sure that the data that you have is the correct one and 1 
it’s not an artifact of the way that you collect the information 2 
before you take action. 3 
 4 
You have some caveats in the process that will allow you to have 5 
a precautionary approach while at the same time you are 6 
practical about the way that you are going to impose any 7 
management measure to this fishery. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to go with a vote. 10 
 11 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 12 
 13 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 16 
 17 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 18 
 19 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
NELSON CRESPO:  No. 22 
 23 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  It’s six in favor and one no. 24 
 25 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If there is no more discussion 26 
regarding the -- That’s what we have for Action 2.  Now we move 27 
on to Action 3, to redefine the aquarium trade species in the 28 
Reef Fish and the Coral FMU. 29 
 30 
Regarding the redefinition of the management units under the FMU 31 
of the aquarium trade species, the preferred alternative, which 32 
is to move all the species from the Reef Fish and the Coral FMP 33 
into one separate aquarium trade species FMP was the one that 34 
was supported by most of the people at the public hearings. 35 
 36 
There has been quite a bit of information coming into the 37 
council regarding the aquarium trade, especially in Puerto Rico, 38 
and one of the suggestions that was given to the council was to 39 
adopt the management plan that they have in Florida for the 40 
ornamental fishery, which regulates that fishery. 41 
 42 
At this stage, the only regulations for the aquarium trade are 43 
in the local governments and so the government of Puerto Rico 44 
has a listing of about twenty species of fish and nine species 45 
of invertebrates that are allowed to be harvested and the Virgin 46 
Islands -- I believe it’s giving any new licenses for ornamental 47 
species removal, but they do have a list of species and a value 48 
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for these.  The people who are going to remove them have to 1 
gather a permit, et cetera. 2 
 3 
If you move all the species into the FMP, then the next action 4 
within that, Action 3, would be to do the same thing that you’ve 5 
done for the reference points for these aquarium trade species.  6 
Now, the aquarium trade species are very small sized fish and 7 
they are accounted for in terms of numbers rather than pounds 8 
and so there’s that issue. 9 
 10 
For most of these species, there is no data that has been 11 
collected except for that that’s from the local governments and 12 
again, it’s in terms of numbers and not in terms of pounds. 13 
 14 
The list is fairly considerable and it’s rather large and it 15 
includes both fish and invertebrates in the listing.  You do 16 
have one comment that you have received today from the 17 
Department of Interior regarding keeping the management of these 18 
species within the federal realm and not relinquishing authority 19 
of management to the local governments and it’s in the package 20 
that you should have received today, because that just came in 21 
yesterday, during the last day of the comments on the DEIS. 22 
 23 
You did have the ornamental fishers present at the public 24 
hearings and their specific request is that the council keeps 25 
management of these species on a separate FMP. 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Do any of the comments change the preferred 28 
alternative? 29 
 30 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For Action 3(a), Alternative 2(c), 31 
which is the preferred, no. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Would you like to read for the record, again, 34 
what the preferred alternative is? 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 3(a) is to redefine the 37 
management of aquarium trade species and Alternative 2 is to 38 
consolidate all aquarium trade species listed in the Coral FMP 39 
and the Reef Fish FMP into a single FMP.  Alternative 2(c), 40 
which is actually the preferred, is move all the aquarium trade 41 
species listed in both the Coral and the Reef Fish FMPs into a 42 
new FMP specific to aquarium trade species.  That’s your 43 
preferred alternative. 44 
 45 
ROY CRABTREE:  Graciela or Bill, this whole fishery is in Puerto 46 
Rico, as I understand it.  Do you know what proportion of the 47 
activity in the fishery occurs in territorial waters and what 48 



41 
 

proportion occurs in the EEZ? 1 
 2 
BILL ARNOLD:  We don’t know exactly, Roy, because, of course, 3 
all landings are not area specific.  I’ve only spoken with one 4 
aquarium trade harvester who harvests from federal waters, but 5 
he does harvest and so I would just kind of -- An educated guess 6 
would be about 90 percent territorial and 10 percent federal. 7 
 8 
ROY CRABTREE:  It just seems to me that -- I just don’t see what 9 
the role of federal management is in this fishery.  Someone 10 
brought up bringing the Florida Marine Life Rule and applying it 11 
down here.  That’s a state program and Florida manages the 12 
marine life aquarium trade and not the federal government. 13 
 14 
When you have a fishery that’s almost entirely in the 15 
territorial waters, it’s just not clear to me what we can do.  16 
We’re going to put in place these annual catch limits and then 17 
it’s going to create a lot of problems for us and I think this 18 
is a case where we have very good rationale to turn this over 19 
and let the territory manage it. 20 
 21 
I guess I would want to hear from somebody as to why, given all 22 
the problems of catch limits and data and all the issues that we 23 
have, why do we want to continue to manage these species that 24 
have almost no landings reported and the fishery is almost 25 
entirely in the territorial waters of Puerto Rico? 26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I’m just the messenger here and I don’t care one 28 
way or the other, but at the AP we discussed this thoroughly and 29 
-- was probably one of the major supporters of the aquarium 30 
trade.  Some of the species they fish are mostly in the federal 31 
waters and it all depends on the fish you’re talking about. 32 
 33 
Some of the jawfish, for example, are fished on the west coast 34 
of Puerto Rico, in the area between Desecheo and Mona Island and 35 
Mayaguez in federal waters.  They don’t fish as close as they 36 
used to, because of the problems they have with pollution and 37 
all that and they are also fishing for species -- His group, he 38 
believes that -- He had about thirty fishermen and out of those, 39 
they have a considerable number that fish in the EEZ and this is 40 
the messenger saying it, but they do not trust the local 41 
government of Puerto Rico with the management of the aquarium 42 
trade, because of the lease of aquarium trade species.  They cut 43 
it by twenty without any rationale, scientific or otherwise.  44 
That’s what they wanted and that was approved at the AP, to have 45 
this as a preferred alternative.  As I say, I’m the messenger 46 
and it’s up to the local government as to what they did or not. 47 
 48 
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MARA LEVY:  What you all do with this one is up to you.  I just 1 
wanted to point out that I listened to that rationale for 2 
keeping it and it just struck me as even if you all decide to 3 
manage this in the EEZ basically off of Puerto Rico that you’re 4 
not going to really be affecting what happens in Puerto Rico’s 5 
waters and so you could get to the point where you shut down the 6 
EEZ if an ACL is reached or you limit the fishing season, but 7 
that’s not going to stop people from then going into Puerto Rico 8 
waters and doing what that territorial government lets them do. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The issue is not the ACL.  The issue with the 11 
management plan is that you are forced to look into the biology 12 
of the species and you’re forced to look into the fishery and so 13 
forth, but a management plan, the situation is such as well and 14 
as I say, I don’t care one way or the other, but they do have 15 
rationale for that. 16 
 17 
We have done management plans for dinky little fisheries that 18 
nobody cares about in the past and now we’re talking about -- 19 
After we finish the ACL, moving into a consistent management 20 
plan and we’re talking about a consistent management plan, you 21 
go all the way to --, because it’s adjacent waters. 22 
 23 
One way or the other, it’s still your call, but that’s the 24 
rationale they have with the AP and as I say, for the staff it’s 25 
more work for pursuing the little fishes, but that’s the 26 
rationale they have and you’re entitled to do whatever you think 27 
is appropriate. 28 
 29 
Your preferred alternative is to have them all lumped into one 30 
management plan at this time and so if you want to change it, 31 
you have to say so at this meeting and so you would submit the 32 
document at the same way that you have done it with the other 33 
alternatives and this is the time to do it. 34 
 35 
MARCOS HANKE:  I am curious and I feel naïve on this question 36 
I’m going to make now and if I say something real ridiculous, 37 
please pardon.  In terms of percentage of fish that the 38 
fisheries catch on the state or federal waters, in the case of 39 
Puerto Rico, a lot of the other species we are discussing is 40 
mostly fish in the state waters and what is the difference 41 
between these and the other fish? 42 
 43 
ROY CRABTREE:  I can tell you that had I come in here from the 44 
beginning and set up our plans, I wouldn’t have set them up at 45 
all like they are now.  I think we manage far too many species 46 
down here that we can’t be effective because they’re almost 47 
entirely in territorial waters. 48 
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 1 
I hear people bring up that we don’t trust the territory to 2 
manage them properly, but it’s not our job here to replace state 3 
or territorial management.  That’s not why Congress set up the 4 
council.  Congress set us up to manage fisheries in the EEZ and 5 
it’s always struck me as odd that we don’t manage things that 6 
are in the EEZ in many cases, like dolphin and mackerel and some 7 
of the pelagic species. 8 
 9 
We’ve got a lot of problems here and we complain a lot about 10 
catch limits and all the requirements and the guidelines and 11 
things we have to do and I’ve been down here for ten years 12 
probably, going on about now, but every time we talk about 13 
removing some of these species and letting the territories have 14 
them, we run into all this reluctance to do it and so it’s an 15 
odd situation to me. 16 
 17 
I’m sure if you went through our fishery management plans and 18 
really looked at what our guidelines say about deciding whether 19 
a species requires federal management or not, I suspect you 20 
would find a great many species that probably don’t and 21 
particularly in Puerto Rico. 22 
 23 
We really have very little ability to influence most of these 24 
fisheries for reef fish species, but that’s a whole bigger issue 25 
that we won’t resolve today and I’m not going to push this one 26 
either way on this.   27 
 28 
It’s up to you if you want to leave it in here, but I can tell 29 
you when they hit the ACL, it could result in closing the EEZ 30 
down and if the territories make it clear they’re not going to 31 
close down when the ACL is hit, it could result in -- Remember 32 
we’re supposed to close the EEZ the following year to prevent it 33 
from going over and if the determination is because territorial 34 
waters are going to remain open that it’s going to all be caught 35 
up in territorial waters, you’ll end up with the EEZ just closed 36 
and then we’ll all be in here with a big problem on our hands 37 
and maybe we’ll find a good solution to it then. 38 
 39 
MARCOS HANKE:  My opinion is that in order to be consistent with 40 
what we have with the other species -- I understand the problems 41 
on it, but in order to be consistent, because I don’t think it’s 42 
a good argument to say that it’s just 10 percent of the fishery 43 
is executed in the federal waters, to remain the way it is on 44 
the document. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I don’t know if I want to keep this conversation 47 
going on any longer, but for the record, I want to state that we 48 
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disagree with what was said, that the aquarium trade species 1 
fishermen are saying that the state is not taking care of the 2 
resource.  That is not totally true at all and how to go next, 3 
after what Roy is saying, I’m not sure at this point, but it’s 4 
something that might deserve further conclusion. 5 
 6 
The new regulation says something like it basically eliminates 7 
the quota system until we get better data and we have some 8 
people doing better research, like students, right now.  At this 9 
point, I just don’t want to ignore it and I want to just say 10 
that for the record and how to proceed next, I will refer to 11 
what the council decides, with our support. 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I just need to clarify a couple of 14 
things.  Number one, the number of species that are listed in 15 
our FMPs do occur, most of them, in the EEZ.  The main problem 16 
with harvesting off the EEZ right now is a problem with 17 
barotrauma, but each of these little species that they harvest 18 
for the aquarium trade, one individual can be upwards of fifty-19 
dollars and so it’s a very high-priced fishery. 20 
 21 
We do have baseline information now for some of the areas where 22 
we have these species in great quantities.  In fact, they make 23 
up the higher percentage of the species represented in most of 24 
these biotopes at depth. 25 
 26 
The other thing is that maybe if the twenty species that are 27 
listed in the regulations from the government of Puerto Rico -- 28 
That doesn’t compare to the 300 or so that we have listed in the 29 
FMPs or the potential other species that we haven’t even 30 
included in those lists at this time. 31 
 32 
If there is no quota system in place right now and so they are 33 
able to harvest any one of the species that are part of the 34 
aquarium trade, then perhaps this is a good time to work 35 
together in terms of moving it to the next step, so that the 36 
management plan can be developed in cooperation with the local 37 
governments. 38 
 39 
It is true that the life history of these species have to be 40 
brought to the table and in most cases, these are very fast 41 
growing and very highly reproductive output for most of these 42 
species and so in essence, in between one and three years, if 43 
you don’t harvest it, it will go to waste, because most of them 44 
will die at three or four years of age. 45 
 46 
There’s a lot of information that needs to be put into an FMP 47 
and so if that’s the case -- The other problem would be landing 48 



45 
 

the harvested species.  If you harvest in the EEZ and you have a 1 
quota already set in the states, you will be bringing in species 2 
that are not allowable, in quantities that are not allowable.  3 
It’s going to be an enforcement nightmare. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The question for you guys is do you want to just 6 
do nothing and keep the preferred or do you want to change it? 7 
 8 
ROY CRABTREE:  One clarification.  If you stay with the 9 
preferred that you have -- Now, this action won’t actually move 10 
these out of this into another FMP.  It’s just going to 11 
establish an ACL.  You’re going to have to come back in and 12 
actually write a new FMP that puts these in it and then approve 13 
that. 14 
 15 
If you don’t want to change your preferred, bear in mind that 16 
the next alternative is going to be to set the ACLs and we’re 17 
going to have to go through all this uncertainty argument and 18 
everything else again on it. 19 
 20 
MIGUEL ROLON:  When we have the plan. 21 
 22 
ROY CRABTREE:  No, you’ve got to do that right now and in this.  23 
You’re going to have to have ACLs in this document now.  It 24 
can’t wait until you have the other plan.  My concern is whether 25 
you move these into another plan or you leave them in this plan 26 
doesn’t really make any difference.  It’s the same requirements 27 
and the same everything else about it. 28 
 29 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Can we say 0.90 or whatever we have for the 30 
aquarium trade? 31 
 32 
ROY CRABTREE:  That’s the next action and we’ll have to talk 33 
about it.  I would argue that the uncertainty in this one is 34 
much greater than most of the other ones, because of the way it 35 
is, and you ought to be looking at 0.75 or something lower on 36 
this one, but that’s the next action. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Even though everybody is shouting at the same 39 
time -- Again, the question is, guys, we need to move forward 40 
with this.  If you keep it, then the next thing is what will be 41 
the OFL and the ABC and blah, blah, blah for the species. 42 
 43 
You don’t know much about the aquarium trade actually.  If you 44 
think that you knew anything about the other species, you don’t 45 
know much about this one and so you keep the preferred and you 46 
have a management plan in the future and then you have an ACL 47 
and you can say for all the species that 0.90 or 0.75 is our 48 
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preferred alternative, but you have to do it and say something.  1 
Silence will not take us anywhere. 2 
 3 
JED BROWN:  Roy, were you suggesting considering Alternative 5?  4 
Is that what you were kind of -- Alternative 5 would be to 5 
delegate management authority for all aquarium -- 6 
 7 
ROY CRABTREE:  No, I don’t think that’s a realistic alternative, 8 
because I don’t think the territory would be willing to take on 9 
-- You would still be required to have ACLs and everything else 10 
even if you delegated it.  That would just mean that Puerto Rico 11 
is going to agree to monitor the ACLs and close the fishery and 12 
do all those things and they’ve given us no indication. 13 
 14 
I think the alternative under consideration is Alternative 3, 15 
which is just to remove the aquarium trade species out of the 16 
FMP and let the territory manage them. 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  I already said my position, but just to make the 19 
meeting keep rolling, I would like to stay with the same 20 
language and preferred alternative we already have, to keep the 21 
process going on.  That’s my position and I don’t know if the 22 
rest of the council agrees with this idea. 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Is that a motion? 25 
 26 
MARCOS HANKE:  Do we need a motion for that? 27 
 28 
ROY CRABTREE:  My sense is you guys don’t want to change it and 29 
you want to leave it here and so if that’s it, let’s move on and 30 
set the ACL. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  Now we’ll set the ACL on the aquarium 33 
trade species. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Bill, do you have any number for the aquarium 36 
trade ACL? 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The only information that’s available 39 
regarding the aquarium trade species, and that is whatever shows 40 
in the commercial and recreational landings, it’s on Table 3.2.3 41 
and this is only for Puerto Rico.  There is no information 42 
regarding these aquarium trade species from the Virgin Islands.  43 
Basically, it goes from a hundred-and-something pounds -- No, 44 
from nine pounds to over 10,000 pounds.  That’s between 1988 and 45 
2009. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, rather than going through the whole 48 
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list, what we need to know is whether the council will be safe 1 
with 0.75 or 0.85 or 0.5 or 0.9. 2 
 3 
ROY CRABTREE:  We need to select other preferreds.  I would like 4 
to make a motion, Mr. Chairman, to move this along.  I would 5 
move that for Action 3(b) that we select the following preferred 6 
alternatives: Alternative 2(b), Alternative 2(d), Alternative 7 
2(e), and Alternative 2(k) as preferreds. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Do we have a second? 10 
 11 
ROY CRABTREE:  If I could explain, even though I know I don’t 12 
have a second yet, I think what that’s choosing is we’re going 13 
to use the mean landings, which is what we’ve been doing.  We’re 14 
going to set OFL equal to MSY or if you exceed the OFL, that’s 15 
overfishing, but we’re going to review it to see if the data 16 
collection has improved.  That’s what we’ve been doing. 17 
 18 
2(e) sets the ABC equal to the OFL and I guess the thing that 19 
some may disagree with is I selected Alternative 2(k), which is 20 
the 75 percent uncertainty reduction, because I think with the 21 
extremely low landings and the large number of species and the 22 
very questionable reportings that there’s a lot of uncertainty 23 
here. 24 
 25 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 26 
 27 
MARA LEVY:  I just wanted to point out that there’s a similar 28 
issue with this.  There’s no, from my understanding, harvest of 29 
aquarium trade species in USVI territorial waters and so you may 30 
want to consider an ACL of zero in the EEZ off of the USVI, to 31 
make it compatible.  That’s not really an alternative in here, 32 
because they’re not divided into Puerto Rico and USVI. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mara, a comment and a question at the same time.  35 
In the case of the USVI, what they have is if you want to fish 36 
for the aquarium trade, you have to ask for a special permit 37 
from the Department of Planning and Natural Resources.  At this 38 
time, we were informed that nobody has applied for any of those 39 
permits. 40 
 41 
We don’t know if anybody from this area, from Puerto Rico, is 42 
fishing in the EEZ, but that’s the only comment I have and 43 
that’s preferably a suggestion that we can make. 44 
 45 
MARA LEVY:  I guess potentially you could set a, like with the 46 
tilefish, a Caribbean-wide ACL for aquarium trade and then 47 
monitor it through Puerto Rico and then everything would shut 48 
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down at that point or you would apply AMs based on the landings 1 
in Puerto Rico, but then this would be allowed in the EEZ off of 2 
the USVI when they don’t allow it unless you get a special 3 
permit and I’m assuming that special permit would be for 4 
territorial waters, which having an ACL of zero in the federal 5 
waters, I don’t know that that would impact that. 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  To Mara’s point, we do have one or two permits, like 8 
from Coral World, to collect a small amount of fish, but 9 
typically it’s not very much and so I think rather than setting 10 
an ACL of zero, maybe we go with the Caribbean-wide approach 11 
that you suggested. 12 
 13 
ROY CRABTREE:  If I could, Carlos, I would like to modify my 14 
motion to specify that we select 2(b), 2(d), 2(e), 2(k) as 15 
preferred and that the ACL be a Caribbean-wide ACL.  If you 16 
don’t agree with it, then I can’t modify it. 17 
 18 
MIGUEL ROLON:  A point of order is you need a second for your 19 
motion. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  He did second it.  We’re talking about a 22 
modification, which if the seconder doesn’t agree with the 23 
modification, then I can’t modify the motion and so it stands as 24 
it is and Marcos doesn’t agree and so, Livia, take all that 25 
after “2(k)” out and we’re back to where we started, but then 26 
that still leaves us with a problem we’ve got to figure out. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes, Hanke had seconded it. 29 
 30 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like to comment on the reason why.  The 31 
problem is that if you set a Caribbean ACL for it and we use 32 
Puerto Rico records, for me, what I see is you’re just promoting 33 
or creating an industry in the future for the rest of the 34 
islands to develop a fishery that will not be documented or 35 
registered if you just use the data of Puerto Rico.  I want some 36 
clarification on that to understand the process. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The Virgin Islands, they have a restricted 39 
system.  You have to have a permit.  What Jed said is that he 40 
wants to leave the door open, in case somebody wants to fish in 41 
the EEZ. 42 
 43 
In order to comply with the process that we have here, if we 44 
adopt the same thing that we adopted before for whatever species 45 
we were talking about before, then you will comply with the law 46 
and you will achieve both.   47 
 48 
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We’ll allow anybody from the U.S. Virgin Islands who wants to 1 
develop the fishery to do so, but at the same time, we have a 2 
precautionary approach of 0.75 of whatever we have out there and 3 
so when we reach that point, we will have a meeting of the SSC 4 
and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and then we will be 5 
able to comply with the Act.   6 
 7 
I believe that what Roy was adding to the language is germane to 8 
the discussion and should be added and so we will have both, the 9 
opportunity for development in the Virgin Islands EEZ and at the 10 
same time, we comply with having a measure that would allow us 11 
to at least have an ACL for the group. 12 
 13 
MARCOS HANKE:  The discussion now was the discussion of the 14 
original motion that I did not have the opportunity to speak 15 
about it and my only concern was not to use the data of Puerto 16 
Rico and that if the fishing is not taking place that everything 17 
is okay and the Virgin Islands developing the industry and the 18 
fishery and it’s already clarified.  Now, because I understand, 19 
I have other opinions about it. 20 
 21 
MARA LEVY:  I don’t know that you necessarily need to add that 22 
it’s going to be Caribbean-wide in this action, because in 23 
Action 5, you have the geographic allocation and management and 24 
so for tilefish that we talked about before and aquarium trade, 25 
if you want to do that, you could pick the no action, which 26 
would be to maintain U.S. Caribbean-wide reference points. 27 
 28 
You can put it in here, but you’re going to talk about it in 29 
Action 5 anyway, as to whether you want to divide the island 30 
groups or keep them the same. 31 
 32 
ROY CRABTREE:  Graciela has pointed out to me that I need to 33 
make another change to the motion.  I need to change 2(b) to 34 
2(a).  That apparently was what the SSC recommended and so 35 
that’s the median rather than the mean, if that’s okay, Marcos. 36 
 37 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  I guess the question is still do we want to add 40 
the ACL Caribbean-wide?  Are you okay with that? 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 43 
 44 
ROY CRABTREE:  Okay.  We’re going to add that back in. 45 
 46 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any more discussions?  Seeing none, let’s go 47 
for a vote.  We’ll start with Crespo. 48 
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 1 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 2 
 3 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 4 
 5 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 8 
 9 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 10 
 11 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 12 
 13 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries.  14 
We’re going to break for lunch.  It’s now a couple of minutes 15 
before 12:00 and so we’ll be back at 1:30. 16 
 17 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on August 30, 2011.) 18 
 19 

- - - 20 
 21 

August 30, 2011 22 
 23 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 24 
 25 

- - - 26 
 27 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council reconvened at the La 28 
Concha Beach Resort, San Juan, Puerto Rico, Tuesday afternoon, 29 
August 30, 2011, and was called to order at 1:30 o’clock p.m. by 30 
Chairman Carlos Farchette. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re back to order and continuation of the 33 
2011 Final Action Comprehensive Annual Catch Limits.  Did we 34 
complete this action here or was this still -- 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I think we were done with Action 3 and 37 
the aquarium trade species and so we go to Action 4 and that one 38 
has to do with redefining the species composition in the FMU for 39 
the queen conch. 40 
 41 
The preferred alternative was to remove all species except for 42 
the queen conch, Strombus gigas, from the Queen Conch FMP and 43 
the comments that you received at the public hearings all were 44 
in favor of the preferred alternative. 45 
 46 
Next is Action 5.  Action 5 has to do with the geographic 47 
allocation and management.  The preferred alternative was to 48 
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divide and manage annual catch limits by island group, for 1 
Puerto Rico, St. Thomas/St. John, and St. Croix separately, 2 
based on one of the preferred alternatives and your preferred 3 
alternative was to use the midpoint, or equidistant method, for 4 
dividing the EEZ among islands. 5 
 6 
You received one comment regarding using straight lines instead 7 
of the midpoint and then here is where you would have to amend 8 
the action to include the exception for the tilefish and the 9 
aquarium species. 10 
 11 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think on this one we need to make it clear that 12 
our preferred for tilefish and for the aquarium species is 13 
Alternative 1, because we’re doing Caribbean-wide.  I would move 14 
that for tilefish and for the aquarium species that we select 15 
Alternative 1 as the preferred in Action 5. 16 
 17 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We need a second to that. 18 
 19 
JED BROWN:  Why is this falling under Action 5?  I don’t 20 
understand. 21 
 22 
ROY CRABTREE:  Remember for tilefish and for aquarium species 23 
that we were going to do one Caribbean-wide ACL.  The way this 24 
action is now set up, it divides everything into island-specific 25 
ACLs.  We want to do that for everything, but not for tilefish 26 
and for aquarium species.  Do you follow?  That’s what Mara 27 
tells me anyway.  No, she’s right.  To be consistent with the 28 
changes we made, we need to do that. 29 
 30 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We need a second. 31 
 32 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any discussion?  35 
 36 
JED BROWN:  I guess I had some comments on 2(a), 5(2)(a).  Is 37 
that too far ahead? 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  We need to vote on this motion first. 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Hearing no discussion, we’ll go to a vote. 42 
 43 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 44 
 45 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 2 
 3 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 4 
 5 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 6 
 7 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor.  Do we address Jed’s 8 
comments now?  Is this a good time for that? 9 
 10 
JED BROWN:  There was some support under Alternative 2, Action 11 
5, Alternative 2, to use a straight line for dividing the EEZ.  12 
Winston, do you want to maybe address your feelings on whether 13 
that’s easier for you? 14 
 15 
WINSTON LEDEE:  I think we talked about it in detail last time, 16 
but I don’t know what else we can do. 17 
 18 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You have the alternatives on the 19 
screen. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, anything else?  Where are we? 22 
 23 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  He said he wanted to hear from Winston 24 
Ledee regarding the difference between alternatives. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We already did that.  In the case of this action, 27 
what did we get from the public comments? 28 
 29 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Just that one comment. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Which was? 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  To use the straight-line approach. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  At this time, you stick to the preferred as you 36 
discussed before and go to the next one. 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The rationale for using the straight-39 
line approach is to -- 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Does anybody want to add a different 42 
alternative or change something here before we carry on?  We’ll 43 
carry on, Graciela, and thanks. 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 6 is annual catch limit 46 
allocation and management and it’s to separate the ACLs by 47 
sector.  That is your preferred alternative, to specify separate 48 
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commercial and recreational ACLs based on the preferred 1 
management reference point time series.  All comments that you 2 
received specific to this action supported the preferred 3 
alternative. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Next. 6 
 7 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Most of the comments that you received 8 
had to do with Action 6(b), to establish bag limit restrictions 9 
on the recreational reef fish harvest, and 6(c), which deals 10 
with the spiny lobster bag limits. 11 
 12 
The number one issue raised in a couple of the public hearings 13 
was that recreational fishers needed a fishing license, but 14 
since that was not part of the alternatives, people supported 15 
Number 1, the preferred alternative, mostly in San Juan and 16 
Mayaguez. 17 
 18 
The St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association supported the Alternative 19 
6, which is the aggregate limit, and furthermore, it would 20 
include the snappers and the groupers under that aggregate limit 21 
for the recreational harvest.   22 
 23 
You had someone supporting Alternative 5 in Puerto Rico Free 24 
Divers.  They went to both public hearings in support of 25 
Alternative 5.  The one that was opposed by fishermen in 26 
Mayaguez was Alternative 8, because that was a very high limit 27 
for the recreational fisher.   28 
 29 
You do have a couple of new alternatives and so I’ve put on the 30 
right-hand side of the screen the new alternatives and one of 31 
them reads as follows: Establish a five fish limit per fisher 32 
for non-residents choosing to recreational fish while visiting 33 
Puerto Rico. 34 
 35 
An additional alternative was to establish an aggregate bag 36 
limit of twelve fish per fisher and the aggregate per boat would 37 
be twelve times the number of fishers aboard.  These limits 38 
would not apply to the fisher who has a valid commercial fishing 39 
license and those were the two new alternatives that you 40 
received regarding recreational bag limits for reef fish. 41 
 42 
During the public comment period, these alternatives had to do 43 
with the fact that people, for example, have more than four 44 
people sitting at the table at one time and so they would have 45 
enough fish for everyone to eat. 46 
 47 
These alternatives were provided by recreational fishers at the 48 
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public hearings, but the AP had already given you a preferred 1 
alternative at the last meeting and those were also provided to 2 
the AP by a recreational fisher. 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Anybody who wishes to comment on this new 5 
action or are we staying with the preferred?  Hearing none, do 6 
you still need time to look at that? 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You need to decide whether you want to add these 9 
alternatives or not, as recommended from the comment period. 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We had not addressed previously this 12 
issue with the non-residents versus the resident recreational 13 
fishers and so that’s a new issue in front of the council at 14 
this time. 15 
 16 
MARCOS HANKE:  In accord with this new issue, I don’t want to go 17 
back to my headache before, but most of the non-residents, if 18 
they go on a charter in Puerto Rico -- In the case of Puerto 19 
Rico right now on the state waters, which is where most of the 20 
fishery is conducted, we pay a license to operate and they are 21 
under my license or the charter license.  I don’t see the real 22 
effect on that for Puerto Rico, unless I hear something else on 23 
the table. 24 
 25 
ROY CRABTREE:  I’m not sure that you could establish a different 26 
bag limit for non-residents.  It seems to me to be 27 
discriminating against residents of different states, which I 28 
think violates National Standard 4.  I would like to hear Mara’s 29 
comments. 30 
 31 
MARA LEVY:  I think that’s true.  It specifically says that 32 
conservation and management measures shall not discriminate 33 
between residents of different states and so you’ve got to treat 34 
everyone equally. 35 
 36 
Do people have the opportunity to get -- I guess if you were 37 
basing it on getting a permit or something and everyone had the 38 
opportunity to get the permit, but you can’t say you have to be 39 
a resident of this state to catch fish. 40 
 41 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  This was mentioned briefly at our AP meeting 42 
and I think the problem that we had at that point was actually 43 
distinguishing whether you were a resident or a non-resident and 44 
it would be an issue for enforcement, in terms of that issue.  I 45 
don’t know if there was anything else, Miguel. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We’ve discussed this before in other discussions 48 
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with the reef fish and the conclusion from the lawyer was, 1 
number one, you cannot discriminate and, number two, even if 2 
Puerto Rico has a residence -- The issue is that Puerto Rico has 3 
a one-year residence for issuing a commercial fishing license. 4 
 5 
Remember this is the EEZ and so we cannot impose to any citizen 6 
under the U.S. flag a discriminatory clause like this one and 7 
that’s what we discussed at the AP and the AP decided to bring 8 
it your consideration and you can knock it off as an alternative 9 
and so you just discuss it, but I believe that what has been 10 
said around the table is it’s illegal and it’s not allowed by 11 
the Magnuson Act. 12 
 13 
DAVID OLSEN:  I have a general comment.  I think the public 14 
hearing process has turned into what we in the Virgin Islands 15 
like to call a poppy show, in which we prepare comments and 16 
really all of them have been dismissed by the presenter without 17 
any further discussion. 18 
 19 
We’re going to follow up and write a letter to the Secretary 20 
stating this.  I think if we’re going to have public hearings 21 
that there’s an obligation that the comments be actually 22 
presented and not just kind of off-the-cuff so-and-so said this 23 
and so-and-so said that. 24 
 25 
You’re presented these alternatives up here, but none of the 26 
other alternatives by any of the other commenters throughout 27 
this entire day -- It would have lengthened it somewhat, but if 28 
you’re going to go to the trouble and cost and legal 29 
requirements of having a public hearing, I think it bears with 30 
it a responsibility to actually consider the comments. 31 
 32 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just for the record, all the comments that were 33 
received at the public hearings are here and every comment was 34 
sent to the council members.  Whether you discuss it or not is 35 
up to you, but we did our job to get the comments to the table.  36 
In the case of some of the comments, it doesn’t mean that the 37 
council has to jump out of the window because somebody said so 38 
at a comment period. 39 
 40 
In this case, what you are discussing here is whether you adopt 41 
or not a new alternative on residency and in this case, you 42 
cannot do that under the Magnuson Act for the EEZ. 43 
 44 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would like to comment on that, because I don’t 45 
think that’s fair, David.  I’m sitting here looking at comments 46 
and here’s Tony Blanchard in public hearings saying the level of 47 
ABC should not be equal to OFL and 90 percent should be.  Here’s 48 
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Julian Magras saying 90 percent.  What did the council do today?  1 
They changed it to 90 percent. 2 
 3 
I don’t think it’s fair to say and I don’t want to get into 4 
anything with you, but we are listening to public comments and 5 
we’ve made a significant change in the document today based on 6 
those public comments, just as in the previous ACL Amendment we 7 
changed from 75 percent to 85 percent based on those public 8 
comments.  Miguel is right that we’ve got them all here and we 9 
make changes when we think we can, but I don’t think that was a 10 
fair thing to say. 11 
 12 
DAVID OLSEN:  In this case here, we’re talking about reef fish 13 
bag limits and we had a specific comment in which we supported 14 
one alternative but thought it ought to be altered.  That was 15 
passed off and not presented here and yet right here you have -- 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  Tell us what it was then. 18 
 19 
DAVID OLSEN:  It was we think the snapper grouper ought to be 20 
included in the five fish bag limit. 21 
 22 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I actually said that.  I said that the 23 
St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association had requested that snapper 24 
and groupers be included in this alternative.  I specifically 25 
said that. 26 
 27 
DAVID OLSEN:  It should be up on the board then.  You presented 28 
these and why not that one? 29 
 30 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It’s in the written comments, David.  For the 31 
record, we don’t have to present everything on the screen.  It 32 
has to be submitted in the record, written or in audio. 33 
 34 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Let’s carry on. 35 
 36 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  In fact, the reason we’re here is 37 
because of the ACL 2011 Amendment, which deals with all the 38 
other species.  That’s what we’re specifically presenting 39 
regarding the reef fish in this case.  Does the council want to 40 
include these other alternatives regarding the twelve fish times 41 
the number of fishers onboard? 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, from the things that we received, from 44 
what David is saying, where in the process is the inclusion or 45 
not inclusion of the species that David just mentioned?  I 46 
believe that in your presentation that you have those two plus 47 
another one?  The following is another? 48 
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 1 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the spiny lobsters, yes. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This is addressed under the reef fish at this 4 
time. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  How can we make sure that David’s concerns are 9 
included here? 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  For the 2010 Amendment, you had 12 
selected five and fifteen, a combination of snapper and groupers 13 
and two parrotfish, to a maximum of six.  You had deemed that 14 
regulation proper and were waiting for the biological opinion to 15 
move forward with that amendment and so that has not been 16 
approved yet. 17 
 18 
Those were for the species that had been determined to be 19 
overfished and/or were undergoing overfishing.  In this case, 20 
you are dealing with all the other species except snapper 21 
groupers, parrotfish, and queen conch, which were the ones that 22 
you dealt with last year. 23 
 24 
I don’t know, in terms of the timeline, if the two can be merged 25 
at this stage.  We have representation from the Regional Office 26 
here and I don’t know how to treat it in this case.  If you want 27 
to include it, then I suppose the question would be in terms of 28 
where and if we can. 29 
 30 
MARA LEVY:  Didn’t you all already talk about this?  There was a 31 
whole discussion about having these bag limits and sort of 32 
incorporate the ones from 2010 and have one aggregate bag limit 33 
for all the species that you manage, because I’m pretty sure 34 
that Bill had talked about what it would mean to have the two 35 
separate ones versus the one big one. 36 
 37 
I thought the decision was not to do it.  You can change that if 38 
you want to and you can incorporate that into here, I guess, but 39 
I felt like you already talked about it.  It doesn’t mean you 40 
can’t talk about it again, but I know it’s been an ongoing issue 41 
ever since we’ve started this. 42 
 43 
BILL ARNOLD:  Marcos needs to address this, but I believe that 44 
Alternative 8, as he proposed it, was to establish a ten 45 
individual fish or thirty total and, again, Marcos needs to 46 
comment on this, but that was for -- That alternative was 47 
designed to capture all of the species of reef fish and so that 48 
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would allow -- It’s slightly different, because it wouldn’t 1 
restrict you to five snapper.  You could get ten snapper or you 2 
could get five snapper and five triggerfish, et cetera, et 3 
cetera, but his idea between Alternative 8 was to do that very 4 
thing, group all of the reef fish into one alternative. 5 
 6 
MARA LEVY:  I think you should say that, because they all read, 7 
to me, establish aggregate bag limit, establish aggregate bag 8 
limit, but then we’re not talking about what fish we’re talking 9 
about.  No? 10 
 11 
BILL ARNOLD:  You’re right, Mara.  The problem is that’s the way 12 
the motion was worded and so that’s what we had to put down 13 
there, but the basic discussion was that it would be all of them 14 
and so the spirit was all of them, but the wording is exactly as 15 
the motion read. 16 
 17 
MARCOS HANKE:  The motion was mine and what he is saying is 18 
correct. 19 
 20 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  After the discussion of the council, 21 
that’s where they came up with the preferred alternative to keep 22 
them separate. 23 
 24 
MARA LEVY:  So 7 is separate, which I presume all of the other 25 
ones are, except for 8, right?  Okay.  I guess you have that 26 
option up there, although the language of that is not clear to 27 
me.  I understand what you’re saying and what you said it meant, 28 
but what it reads is not clear and so I guess you have it up 29 
there if you want to change it. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, we can incorporate that into the 32 
discussion also.  I asked Graciela to put together a table of 33 
all this and how it will look if you go out fishing and these 34 
are approved. 35 
 36 
Livia, can you make it bigger somehow, cut and paste, what we 37 
are talking about, so if we need to rearrange the language that 38 
it will be easier?  Are we talking about Number 8, Mara?   39 
 40 
MARA LEVY:  Yes. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Maybe get 7 and 8 out and make it bigger, so we 43 
can discuss it, please. 44 
 45 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  What you have on the right-hand side 46 
of the screen is a table that Miguel had requested and it shows 47 
all the various FMUs with the number of fish that would be 48 
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allowed under the proposed rule for the snapper grouper and 1 
parrotfish and under consideration right now for the 2011 ACL.  2 
It includes the queen conch, the spiny lobster, and all species 3 
that have a zero harvest.  We’re missing Nassau and goliath. 4 
 5 
MARCOS HANKE:  I would like for Mara to give a recommendation on 6 
the language that will address my motion and the intention of 7 
the council and the discussion during the last meeting. 8 
 9 
MARA LEVY:  I’ll have to think about it for a minute, but just 10 
to make it clear, Alternative 8 talks about surgeonfish, but it 11 
doesn’t talk about parrotfish and so was there any intent -- If 12 
this is supposed to include everything, what was the intent with 13 
the parrotfish? 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  The intent was -- I think there is a mistake 16 
there too, because parrotfish should be there too, besides 17 
surgeonfish and just a clarification of what the aggregate 18 
really means in terms of all the species in there. 19 
 20 
MARA LEVY:  You mean ten fish from the reef fish FMU and thirty 21 
per vessel from the reef fish FMU, but no species of surgeonfish 22 
and the two and six parrotfish?  Was that what you were trying 23 
to get at?  You want one bag limit for all the species in the 24 
reef fish FMU, in all the reef fish, the overfished and 25 
undergoing overfishing and all the ones in this, all the same 26 
bag limit? 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  Correct, because the rationale at that time was 29 
the stronger rationale in terms of enforcement and in terms for 30 
the people to deal with the bag limit and it would be easier. 31 
 32 
MARA LEVY:  Right.   33 
 34 
BILL ARNOLD:  Which, of course, would require a retooling of the 35 
2010 amendment, because the preferred alternative we have in the 36 
2010 amendment would be in opposition to this if we chose 37 
Alternative 8 as it was just discussed. 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  No, I don’t think you have to retool the 2010 40 
amendment.  It just would be this one will presumably follow the 41 
2010 amendment and then change what’s in the 2010 amendment.  It 42 
may well follow that amendment by a matter of minutes, but -- 43 
 44 
DAVID OLSEN:  If you add the parrotfish into Alternative 8, we 45 
wouldn’t have any problem with that. 46 
 47 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I guess we need a few seconds so they can confer. 48 
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 1 
NELSON CRESPO:  I really don’t agree with Alternative (a), that 2 
idea to put another number higher than five and fifteen is going 3 
to be -- It’s try to killing the resource and what satisfaction 4 
can you have for recreational fishermen by killing thirty fish 5 
per day?  This way doesn’t help to maintain a healthy resource. 6 
 7 
For example, in Puerto Rico, we have more than 60,000 8 
recreational fishing vessels and it’s only one day, one single 9 
day, and 10,000 recreational fishing vessels going out with the 10 
possibility to catch thirty fish on each one and we are talking 11 
about 300,000 fish in one single day and that’s more than the 12 
commercial fishermen can catch in one year and so I don’t know.  13 
I don’t understand. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  This discussion we had already and I’m trying to 16 
stick with the record and what we discussed in the past and I’m 17 
not even fighting for the preferred alternative and I’m letting 18 
the ball roll, but don’t put 10,000 boats in the water because 19 
you want them to be in the water to make a number, because 20 
that’s not true. 21 
 22 
The other thing is that most of the fishermen that you are 23 
dealing with, they are not regular fishermen.  They are people 24 
that go on the weekend and sometimes to fish with the family 25 
with a little hook over the side of the boat and if you want to 26 
talk about the illegal fishermen that sell you the fish, we can 27 
talk about that, but they are not 10,000 people. 28 
 29 
I recommend to stick with the discussion and to leave the 30 
alternative for the public to judge and to get an opinion about 31 
and let the ball roll, because then we’re going to go back. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The public already gave you an opinion.  This is 34 
the time for you guys to decide what you’re going to do and send 35 
it to the Secretary. 36 
 37 
MARA LEVY:  You’ve already picked a preferred, which is 7 right 38 
now.  I’m just working on the language of 8, so that it reflects 39 
the intent of what we’re saying it’s supposed to say.  I think 40 
if you add language that would say “Establish an aggregate bag 41 
limit for all species in the reef fish FMU of” and then have it. 42 
 43 
You need to add in there the parrotfish, if that’s what you 44 
want, the language that’s in the parrotfish.  I don’t know what 45 
that is.  I don’t have it on me and so if someone has it and can 46 
add it.  It should say for all species in the reef fish FMU and 47 
establish an aggregate bag limit for all species in the reef 48 
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fish FMU. 1 
 2 
That would mean that it would be everything, which is what 3 
you’re saying you mean, and then whatever the parrotfish 4 
language is, which I don’t have in front of me. 5 
 6 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Two and six. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I have a question.  Wouldn’t that also fit 9 
into Alternative 7? 10 
 11 
MARA LEVY:  I don’t think 7 is for the whole reef fish FMU.  I 12 
think in 7 that we’re just talking about the species that you’re 13 
dealing with in this amendment and so it doesn’t include the 14 
snapper grouper and parrotfish, but if someone can give the 15 
exact language for the two and six, because I can’t tell Livia 16 
what to write up there. 17 
 18 
NELSON CRESPO:  I just want to make a comment, because in the 19 
past month, the DNER of Puerto Rico approved to the recreational 20 
to catch up to thirty per day and that’s made that -- That’s 21 
made that fishery to collapse for the commercial fishermen and I 22 
don’t want that to happen with the reef fish.  That’s a 23 
clarification. 24 
 25 
MARCOS HANKE:  My comment on that is that I can agree with you 26 
in terms of protecting the allocation for the commercial 27 
fishermen in some extent and I have been on record on that, but 28 
on this case, we are managing things that are different, the 29 
mahi that are extremely important.  There is a combination of 30 
species in there and we are dealing with an industry too that 31 
generates a big chunk of the economy around the boats and so on. 32 
 33 
I don’t want to get back to the discussion, but I just think 34 
that this is way more fair to the recreational industry and I do 35 
my compromise, and I have been doing this over time, that I 36 
don’t agree with the sale.  Anything else we can do in terms to 37 
prohibit the sale of the recreational fish that is already 38 
prohibited and to be well implemented and executed actually in 39 
the field, I would be behind the commercial fishermen on that, 40 
too. 41 
 42 
At the same time, we have to make something fair in there, in my 43 
opinion, for the recreational fishing to be done and to be 44 
conducted the way people can still go fishing. 45 
 46 
JED BROWN:  A question to Marcos.  The new language has 47 
stipulations for parrotfish and for surgeonfish and was there a 48 
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reason that angelfish weren’t also considered in there? 1 
 2 
MARCOS HANKE:  Angelfish is not a fishery important for the 3 
recreational fishermen.  For my part, it can be included if you 4 
guys wish and you think that it is addressed better, but it is 5 
not an important fishery for the recreational. 6 
 7 
BILL ARNOLD:  Parrotfish and surgeonfish were included because 8 
of their grazing activities relative to critical habitat for 9 
Acroporid corals.  That was very specific for that reason.  The 10 
angelfish are spongivores and important community components, 11 
but they weren’t -- They don’t affect, apparently, Acroporid 12 
habitat and that was the big deal about it. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  If I may, if there is part of the council members 15 
who want to include the new species that he is mentioning and it 16 
really doesn’t affect the recreational fishermen, in my opinion, 17 
then I don’t mind for it to be included on the language, because 18 
that was my intention, to make something that is workable, that 19 
is doable, and at the same time protect the resource to the 20 
biggest extent possible. 21 
 22 
BARBARA KOJIS:  By changing it this way and not also referring 23 
to the snapper grouper restriction of five fish per fisher and 24 
fifteen fish per boat was done because those were species that 25 
were groups of species that were considered overfished and 26 
undergoing overfishing and so I don’t know whether you want to 27 
include something in this new motion that would also restrict 28 
the catch of snapper and grouper.  Right now, I think the way it 29 
reads that you could catch up to ten snapper and grouper, where 30 
originally, in the original amendment, it was only five. 31 
 32 
MARA LEVY:  I think the whole point of Marcos’s new alternative 33 
was to do exactly that, was to have a combined bag limit.  The 34 
merits of that and whether you all want to do that is one thing, 35 
but his intent was to have -- Sort of supersede what the 2010 36 
one did, with the separate snapper grouper bag limit, and 37 
include all the reef fish in the FMU under one bag limit. 38 
 39 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I think why this was done this way, as far as 40 
my memory can go far back, was that we had information from the 41 
recreational fishing in Puerto Rico, but St. Thomas and St. 42 
Croix, there was no data and as a member of the FAC also on St. 43 
Croix, we wanted compatibility with a five and fifteen and to 44 
not include snapper grouper, because it was a species on the 45 
list of going into overfishing or overfished. 46 
 47 
I understand Marcos’s point, but then it raises the question 48 
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back with the parrotfish that we have fought so hard to keep 1 
into our fishery and to exclude the recreational harvest due to 2 
the fact that we don’t have information or any data that could 3 
be collected from the recreational sector. 4 
 5 
MARCOS HANKE:  If I may, Mr. Chair, in this case, this 6 
Alternative 8 is addressing recreational and not commercial on 7 
the bag limit.  In this way, the commercial landings and so on 8 
are not addressed there. 9 
 10 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  That’s understood, but what I’m saying is 11 
there’s not a collection method in our section, meaning the 12 
USVI, St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. John, that we could 13 
actually keep track of the recreational harvest that would 14 
affect or impact our ACL for commercial fishing, in terms of 15 
these species that are on the overfishing list. 16 
 17 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  From here, we go for a motion for an 18 
alternative and is that what we’re going to do? 19 
 20 
MARA LEVY:  You already have a preferred selected and so if you 21 
want to change that, you need a motion.  If you don’t want to 22 
change it, then -- 23 
 24 
JED BROWN:  I had a question for the chair of the SSC.  Your 25 
earlier comment, were you indicating that you thought it might 26 
be problematic if ten of the fish were caught that were on the 27 
undergoing overfishing list, as opposed to five earlier?  Is 28 
that what you were -- 29 
 30 
BARBARA KOJIS:  I would think so, yes.  You can incorporate in 31 
the new preferred alternative that the maximum of five snappers 32 
and groupers.  You can just do that, because in essence, that’s 33 
really what you’re trying to do, I think, is just put all the 34 
information into one alternative, to make it easy for everybody 35 
to see how it works, rather than separate it into two different 36 
alternatives, but just have one, so it’s real clear to people, 37 
rather than trying to combine two different motions or 38 
alternatives, but that’s up to you guys. 39 
 40 
JED BROWN:  So either to Todd, to Mara, or to Barbara, would 41 
having a ten fish bag limit for grouper, a de facto ten fish bag 42 
limit for grouper or snapper, would that violate any SSC or 43 
Science Center recommendations? 44 
 45 
MARA LEVY:  What the bag limit does is it essentially slows down 46 
recreational catch and so in places, like Puerto Rico, where you 47 
have a separate ACL for recreational and commercial, the idea is 48 
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to slow down the harvest so that you have the season longer, so 1 
that you don’t exceed the ACL within the year. 2 
 3 
For USVI, where you have one and you’re monitoring the 4 
recreational by virtue of the commercial ACL, the bag limit is 5 
essentially not going to affect that ACL part of it, but it will 6 
just regulate how fast the fish are caught.  The difference 7 
between five and fifteen -- Obviously ten and thirty is double 8 
and so I guess you have sort of a management decision about how 9 
slow you want the recreational sector to go. 10 
 11 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Let’s be realistic here.  The only people’s 12 
livelihood at stake here is the commercial fishermen.  We don’t 13 
want to violate the Magnuson-Stevens Act and National Standard 4 14 
and all of this stuff, but the only people that are going to be 15 
held accountable for when this ACL is exceeded is the commercial 16 
fishermen and some of these recreational activities comes right 17 
in the back door of these restaurants that affect the livelihood 18 
of these people. 19 
 20 
You get this number down to a five and fifteen and now we’re 21 
back to it, which we were almost at just a paper’s thickness of 22 
losing our staple food within our culture of this surgeonfish 23 
and actually the parrotfish. 24 
 25 
I understand Marcos’s point and we respect each other, but now 26 
we’re back to it and we’re opening up Pandora’s Box again and so 27 
please, let’s consider these things.  We fought so hard to get 28 
this to a point where we’ve forgotten about it in a sense and 29 
maybe we might have to revisit it and come down with more 30 
regulations if we exceed the ACL, but now we’re back again and 31 
opening up this wound that was healed. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I would like to hear again from Marcos and how 34 
is the charter enterprise -- In his personal opinion, how is it 35 
affected by this change in decision? 36 
 37 
MARCOS HANKE:  On the charters, the thing that I’m going to 38 
talk, for the way that I operate and most of the people that I 39 
know, there’s a lot of catch and release involved.  Those fish 40 
that we keep are just a few for the people to eat and when we go 41 
out, we don’t intend to catch a lot of them.   42 
 43 
These bag limits, if it applies for the charter, because we are 44 
talking recreational there, it will be way more than enough.  In 45 
terms of charter, it’s not a consideration, because we go for 46 
the sport and the people don’t have a big family here and they 47 
just want five or ten fish to eat each and that’s it. 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  All this discussion, you still have your 2 
preferred alternative and what you are doing is from the public 3 
comment period, you have one new alternative and one new 4 
language for Number 8. 5 
 6 
Still, your preferred alternative is Number 7 and so the 7 
question, after you discuss the whole thing, is whether you keep 8 
the preferred alternative as is and add to the document a little 9 
more work for the staff, because they have to, in the amendment, 10 
decide and write why we reject this alternative and why we 11 
accept this other one. 12 
 13 
In essence, what you are doing is to add more alternatives to 14 
the document, as per the comment period, and then the decision 15 
here is whether -- Also, you have to create a rationale of 16 
whether to abandon the preferred or not at this time. 17 
 18 
MARCOS HANKE:  This question is for Nelson and for the rest of 19 
you, but especially to you, Nelson.  To make the Alternative 8 20 
stronger and to try to address what I believe is correct to do, 21 
if you put a cap on the snapper grouper species that we are 22 
talking now, on the same language that we are talking about, but 23 
not to exceed -- Not a minimum per fishermen, but just not to 24 
exceed fifteen fish on the aggregate of the snapper grouper 25 
species.  Is that something that makes sense to you?  What is 26 
your opinion? 27 
 28 
NELSON CRESPO:  I think that was done already, but I am really 29 
worried about what’s going to happen if a recreational is going 30 
to target only one species.  They can be able to catch thirty 31 
parrotfish, but anyway, they can catch thirty of each species, a 32 
single species.  Maybe not parrotfish, but maybe another 33 
different species and I really worry, because the resource is 34 
going to be affected, really affected, plus the economy of the 35 
commercial fishermen. 36 
 37 
Like Schuster says, we know that the recreational fishermen go 38 
by the back door of the restaurant and the hotels and sell the 39 
fish and they get paid in cash without a receipt and without 40 
nothing.  Everybody knows that.  Maybe you don’t do it, but we 41 
know many fishermen, recreational fishermen, are doing that. 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  I actually don’t do it and what I just mentioned 44 
to you, Nelson, is that exactly the fishes that you guys sell to 45 
the restaurant that are important, which is the snapper and the 46 
grouper units, is what I’m proposing or putting on the table for 47 
discussion, to see if that Alternative 8 can get a little better 48 
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format that can address what you were just talking about and 1 
still keep an opening of a bigger aggregate for the recreational 2 
fishermen and to try to address what I believe is correct. 3 
 4 
There is one element here that you have to understand.  The 5 
fishermen, and I want to make it clear on this, but the 6 
fishermen that sell over the back door of the restaurants, 7 
they’re not really recreational. 8 
 9 
There is a few people that do that illegally commercial and they 10 
do affect you guys.  They are doing it illegally and that has to 11 
be addressed.  A true recreational fisherman of those boats that 12 
you mentioned, the 10,000 boats, they don’t have the technique 13 
to really target a specific fish.  They go with little pieces of 14 
squid and two or one hook and a drop line for whatever bites. 15 
 16 
I don’t want to close the door on fishes that are not considered 17 
overfishing for them and at the same time, if we include that on 18 
that language of not more than fifteen grouper and snappers on 19 
that language, we’re going to address what you’re looking for, 20 
the species that are important commercially. 21 
 22 
NELSON CRESPO:  That maybe can help, but tell me the truth.  We 23 
are really scared because we have the experience with the mahi 24 
and the people that may collapse the mahi fishery in Puerto Rico 25 
and we know that is the recreational fishermen.  They are not 26 
commercial fishermen.  They are recreational fishermen that 27 
catch the mahi in tournaments and go straight to the -- That’s 28 
true.  They go straight to the market and sell it very cheap, 29 
more cheap than we can pay to the fishermen. 30 
 31 
MARA LEVY:  Can you put back the list of all the alternatives?  32 
I think we’re getting sort of back to where we started, which is 33 
if you’re going to take the snappers and the groupers out of the 34 
equation, you already have an Alternative Number 5 in here that 35 
establishes an aggregate bag limit of ten per fisher and thirty 36 
per vessel of these not overfished and overfishing species. 37 
 38 
It seems like we’ve sort of gone in a circle.  Either one bag 39 
limit for everything, which according to this one, potentially, 40 
you could catch ten or thirty snappers or groupers or you leave 41 
the snapper and groupers separately and if you want to have a 42 
higher bag limit for the other species, you already have that 43 
option here. 44 
 45 
I don’t know that adding it into Alternative 8 gives you 46 
anything, because you’re already done that in the 2010 47 
Amendment. 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I still have a more basic question.  You’re 2 
talking and talking, but you haven’t decided yet what you’re 3 
going to do with the preferred alternative.  The only thing that 4 
you’re doing is adding another alternative to the document, but 5 
your preferred alternative sticks the way it is and it stays the 6 
way it is right now. 7 
 8 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association 9 
had introduced another alternative and that would be the five 10 
reef fish, all of them included, snappers and groupers, up to 11 
fifteen as an aggregate bag limit.  What they didn’t say was 12 
about the parrotfish, but they had kept the surgeonfish in the 13 
bag and so if they do have something to offer regarding the 14 
parrotfish, then that could be another alternative altogether. 15 
 16 
MARA LEVY:  One more comment that dawned on me that should have 17 
dawned on me before, but as long as you’re keeping the limits on 18 
snappers and groupers and parrotfish and such the same or things 19 
that were previously analyzed in the 2010 document, that should 20 
be fine. 21 
 22 
If, for example, you all wanted to go with this Alternative 8, 23 
which would potentially allow for more harvest of snappers and 24 
groupers, that new alternative was not in the DEIS and so there 25 
was no analysis of the impacts of allowing increased bag limit 26 
catch of those species and it would be something that 27 
potentially you would have to go back and do a supplemental and 28 
get public comment on it, but it just depends which way you go 29 
with that. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Going back to the table that Miguel 32 
had requested, what you have on the right-hand side is -- You 33 
would have the way that the preferred alternatives read now for 34 
the 2010 and the 2011 Amendment and it would be that you would 35 
have five maximum per fisher, snappers and groupers, and only 36 
two parrotfish out of those five, and five of any one of these 37 
other FMUs, a maximum per boat of fifteen, and a maximum of six 38 
parrotfish and a maximum of fifteen of any one of these species 39 
groups. 40 
 41 
You would end up with a total of thirty fish per boat for all 42 
species, but you would have put a limit on the number of 43 
snappers and groupers and on the number of any of the other 44 
species, a maximum per person and a maximum per boat.  It ends 45 
up being the same, but just the distribution is not the same and 46 
so there’s no way that, in this case, you would be able to 47 
harvest thirty snappers or thirty groupers. 48 
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 1 
JED BROWN:  That’s if we adopt Alternative 7, the preferred 2 
alternative, correct? 3 
 4 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 5 
 6 
JED BROWN:  Okay.  I think that’s probably a good way to go 7 
then. 8 
 9 
DAVID OLSEN:  I think this clarifies this thing.  Our concern 10 
was that there was going to be two bag limits and that they be 11 
additive and if the language reflects what Graciela just said in 12 
whatever the hell alternative it is, that addresses -- We’re 13 
concerned about the total number of fish on the boat and whether 14 
one guy has ten and one guy has two, that doesn’t concern us.  15 
It’s the total numbers of fish and the species groups that they 16 
come from. 17 
 18 
ROY CRABTREE:  As I understand it, unless we change our 19 
preferred, that’s where we are.  We have two aggregates and two 20 
five fish.  We’ve got our -- If we stay with Alternative 7, 21 
that’s an aggregate bag of five fish per fisher and an aggregate 22 
of fifteen per vessel and a bag limit of five and that’s not 23 
including snapper grouper. 24 
 25 
Then we have a bag limit for snapper grouper and another 26 
aggregate for the things we did last time and we’ve talked about 27 
this at a couple of meetings now, but nobody was willing to 28 
change it. 29 
 30 
I agree with you guys that it’s too many fish.  We’re setting 31 
much more generous bag limits, it seems to me, than anyone has 32 
got in the Gulf of Mexico and they’ve got way more fish than you 33 
guys do up there and they’ve got more people fishing too, but 34 
they’ve got a lot of fish out there. 35 
 36 
What I’ve watched happen with ACLs is they get hit and as soon 37 
as they get hit, you come running in reducing bag limits and I 38 
expect that’s where we’re going to be, but I think the way it is 39 
right now, we do have two aggregates and two others, unless we 40 
change it.  I would like to hear some input from the 41 
territories, because you know none of these are going to work 42 
unless the territories adopt the same bag limits. 43 
 44 
DAVID OLSEN:  We want to see a single bag limit. 45 
 46 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think the vast majority of people are going to 47 
adhere to the territorial bag limits, because that’s where 48 
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almost everybody is recreational fishing. 1 
 2 
JED BROWN:  I think we could support Alternative 7, the new and 3 
preferred alternative.  That would allow for two separate bag 4 
limits, but I think that’s something that is compatible with the 5 
recreational recommendations that we came up with earlier, that 6 
the U.S. Virgin Islands territory came up with earlier. 7 
 8 
ROY CRABTREE:  Mara, the one that came out of the St. Thomas 9 
Fishermen’s Association for five and fifteen, including snapper 10 
grouper species, could we actually adopt that now or is that not 11 
covered in the range of what we put in here? 12 
 13 
MARA LEVY:  I’m trying to recall, but I think it would be 14 
covered, because it would be less than what you adopted as the 15 
preferred in the 2010 and you analyzed the impacts of I think 16 
more restrictive alternatives, but I can go back and look and 17 
make sure. 18 
 19 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think if we’re considering adopting this one 20 
that we ought to hold off until Mara advises us about whether we 21 
could. 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  Which one are we talking about? 24 
 25 
ROY CRABTREE:  The STFA one that’s up there, the five and 26 
fifteen.  That’s for everything and that means we have one bag 27 
limit and one aggregate and I understand some people don’t 28 
support that. 29 
 30 
MARCOS HANKE:  It would be more restrictive. 31 
 32 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  You need to tell me what to do about 35 
the parrotfish. 36 
 37 
DAVID OLSEN:  We would like to see the parrotfish in there, 38 
whatever language covers the parrotfish. 39 
 40 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to move on.  Is anybody 41 
interested in changing this or are we going to go with the 42 
preferred and we can move ahead?  It will be Alternative 7. 43 
 44 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  I would like to have it read so I can 45 
understand it, because there’s a big loophole in there that’s 46 
going to cause a conflict, especially when, Jed, you know we 47 
went through this in our FAC.  I would like it to be read and 48 
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clear-cut here, because some -- The same parrotfish is a bycatch 1 
in different regions and it’s a staple food for St. Croix.  I 2 
would like some clarity to it.  There’s a loophole in there 3 
that’s going to come back like a ghost in the dark and haunt us, 4 
St. Croix. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Graciela, just one more time, for the record, can 7 
I see the table?  It reflects Number 7.  Just repeat again what 8 
we’re talking about and if we are missing something, just say 9 
it, but the council members are the ones who are supposed to 10 
make a vote now or move forward.  If we adopt Number 7 as 11 
written, Graciela? 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  That’s what it would look like. 14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  But say it again, just to make it clear. 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  If you adopt the Alternative 7 as the 18 
preferred alternative and you put that together with the 2010 19 
preferred alternative, that’s what it would look like.  It would 20 
be a maximum of fifteen fish divided between snappers and 21 
groupers and not more than six parrotfish per boat and not more 22 
than fifteen fish from any of the FMUs, including angelfish, 23 
boxfish, goatfish, grunts, jacks, porgies, squirrelfish, 24 
tilefish, trigger, and wrasses.  You will have a total aggregate 25 
bag limit of thirty fish for all reef fish that you see on the 26 
screen per boat per day. 27 
 28 
MIGUEL ROLON:  With the caveat of the parrotfish too and the 29 
other five. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Exactly. 32 
 33 
MARCOS HANKE:  Basically, the difference with my alternative is 34 
that the fishermen, the individual limit is ten instead of five 35 
and that’s why I had proposed earlier the change in language of 36 
not more than fifteen grouper, but what Graciela is saying is 37 
what was approved and I think there is no more discussion needed 38 
on this. 39 
 40 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Since we have established to have island-41 
specific ACLs, is it too late for us to have a different 42 
alternative for different islands or does it have to apply with 43 
one alternative?  Can Puerto Rico have their own for 44 
recreational and St. Thomas and St. Croix, since it’s island-45 
specific, or is it too late for that? 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I believe it’s too late for that right now, 48 
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at this stage.  1 
 2 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  You changed it here and you can change the 3 
other one if they’re managed island-specific.  This is why we 4 
asked for this way back when, for each island to be looked at 5 
separately. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, you didn’t do that for the recreational 8 
fishers and this was discussed at the AP also.  You went through 9 
the whole thing at the AP and you discussed it through two 10 
meetings and, guys, don’t get hooked up in those numbers.  The 11 
total number that you have, fifteen and fifteen, that’s -- Then 12 
you took care of the surgeonfish and the parrotfish and other 13 
fish that we are addressing here. 14 
 15 
This is not in concrete.  You still can amend it.  If it doesn’t 16 
work, we can amend it, but this time you are able to move and 17 
remember, we are running parallel with the EIS and other 18 
requirements and hoops that we have to jump through. 19 
 20 
I wouldn’t like to go back to thirty, because it’s a back door 21 
to what you already did in 2010 and this preferred thing with 22 
the table that Graciela presented satisfies what David was 23 
mentioning before, the snapper groupers.   24 
 25 
They still would like to see one quota, one bag, but this is the 26 
median way that could make us move forward.  Go ahead and move 27 
it and get to something else and if tomorrow you think about 28 
something or tonight, come back tomorrow and say hey, we don’t 29 
like it. 30 
 31 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The STFA, what they want to say is 32 
that it’s a total aggregate of fifteen total, snappers, 33 
groupers, et cetera.  I believe that’s your -- 34 
 35 
DAVID OLSEN:  I’m content that the conversation has moved 36 
forward and that there is on the table an alternative which 37 
satisfies what we were trying to do.  We really don’t need to 38 
refer back to that one anymore, I don’t think. 39 
 40 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Let’s go to the next thing.  This doesn’t 41 
have to be voted on, because nobody made a motion to change 42 
anything. 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 6(c) has to do with 45 
establishing bag limit restrictions on recreational spiny 46 
lobster harvest.  For this one, your preferred alternative read 47 
to establish a bag limit of three spiny lobster per fisher and 48 
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ten spiny lobster per vessel on a fishing day.  It would not 1 
apply to fishers who have a valid commercial fishing license. 2 
 3 
This alternative was supported in San Juan and Mayaguez.  In San 4 
Juan, there was support for Alternative 5, which has to do with 5 
five spiny lobster and fifteen per boat.  Then there are a 6 
couple of other alternatives that came up and those you have on 7 
the right-hand side of the screen. 8 
 9 
They are to establish a bag limit of three spiny lobsters per 10 
fisher for non-residents and so this is the same discussion as 11 
with the reef fish and establish a bag limit of six spiny 12 
lobster per fisher and the aggregate per boat would be six times 13 
the number of lobster fishers onboard. 14 
 15 
Finally, another alternative that was offered both in Mayaguez 16 
and in San Juan was to establish a bag limit of six spiny 17 
lobster per fisherman and twelve spiny lobster per boat on a 18 
fishing day.  The rationale for this six and twelve is the 19 
number of people in the Puerto Rican family and the number of 20 
people that you have usually sitting at the table and so this 21 
would be one lobster per person when you have six people sitting 22 
at the table. 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We do have a new preferred though, right?  We 25 
have voted on that? 26 
 27 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The one that you took to public 28 
hearings was Alternative 7, which establishes the three and ten 29 
limit, per fisher and boat, respectively. 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Did we receive anything against the new 32 
preferred? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Specifically, that you up the 35 
aggregate limits for the boats, because in Puerto Rico, families 36 
are larger and have more people sitting at the table.  That’s 37 
why they asked for these other alternatives. 38 
 39 
MIGUEL ROLON:  So where are we?  What is the preferred regarding 40 
spiny lobster? 41 
 42 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Is there any discussion on this or do 43 
you want to keep the preferred? 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  For the record, Mr. Chairman, the new preferred 46 
is Number 7, establish a bag limit of three spiny lobster per 47 
fisher and ten spiny lobster per vessel on a fishing day and the 48 
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caveat is that it would not apply to a fisher with a valid 1 
commercial fishing license, meaning that we are addressing the 2 
recreational fishery only. 3 
 4 
This one is something that was endorsed by the advisory panel 5 
and you considered before and aside from that comment that we 6 
received regarding this issue at the public hearings -- It’s not 7 
enough incentive with comments to change that and so if you 8 
don’t hear anything, Mr. Chairman, you can move to the next one. 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Hearing no comments, we’ll move forward to 11 
Action 7. 12 
 13 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Action 7 has to do with the 14 
accountability measures.  7(a) is triggering the accountability 15 
measures and for that one, you preferred alternative was 16 
Alternative 3, to trigger the AMs if the ACLs are exceeded as 17 
defined below, unless NOAA Fisheries Southeast Fisheries Science 18 
Center, in consultation with the council and its SSC, determines 19 
the overage occurred because data collection and monitoring 20 
improved rather than because catches actually increased. 21 
 22 
Within that, Alternative 3, which was the preferred, and that 23 
would be a single year of landings effective beginning in 2011, 24 
a two-year average of landings effective in 2012, and then a 25 
three-year running average of landings effective in 2013 and 26 
thereafter. 27 
 28 
You received comments specific to that and I’m going to quote 29 
from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association: “Action 7, 30 
accountability measures, we do not support anything to do with 31 
accountability measures unless we receive assurance from NMFS 32 
and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center that they will 33 
provide in-season notification regarding landings so that we can 34 
adjust our fishing effort.  It is an absolute insult to the 35 
entire management process to think that three to four years 36 
after a fishing year that the council will be placed in a 37 
position to punish local fishermen for the highly-funded federal 38 
government agency’s failure to process the data in a timely 39 
manner.” 40 
 41 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would be happy to provide you with in-season 42 
notice, but that means the territories are going to have to 43 
provide me with in-season notice and whether that can happen or 44 
not, I don’t know.  I think there will be some hurdles to 45 
overcome. 46 
 47 
DAVID OLSEN:  We just, yesterday or Friday, submitted a grant 48 
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proposal to provide fishermen with notebooks so that they can 1 
report daily, electronically.  You’re not the obstacle, Roy, and 2 
I recognize that, but I just know from my time at Fish and 3 
Wildlife that these information are available and all it takes 4 
is some little proportional estimation of what the landings are 5 
going to be. 6 
 7 
That’s not even a complicated -- I did it with the conch thing, 8 
when I put the quota in place the first time.  Just to look at 9 
2008 data and then say that a quota has been exceeded is just 10 
not working. 11 
 12 
One of the reasons we fought over the data form was because we 13 
wanted to provide accurate data and we wanted to provide it in a 14 
timely fashion and we’re now committed to trying to implement 15 
that and we’re hoping that the CRP will be funded and Steve 16 
Turner has assigned a cooperating scientist and he said -- We’ve 17 
had really ragged communications because of the recent 18 
hurricane, but he said, I think it was Wednesday, that they are 19 
developing a direct trip entry application that they expect to 20 
have available like within a year. 21 
 22 
We hope that this is -- We recognize the principle of 23 
accountability measures, but we’re not going to let up until we 24 
see that the data system is worked out. 25 
 26 
ROY CRABTREE:  Bear in mind the way the accountability measures 27 
are set up now is not for in-season real time and not for in-28 
season closures.  The way it’s set up now is if you go over in a 29 
year, then the next year you’re going to have your season 30 
shortened, based on the catch rates of the previous year, to 31 
keep you from going over again. 32 
 33 
We haven’t even laid this out as in-season monitoring.  Now, if 34 
we get that capability developed, I would think we would want to 35 
come in and change this, to adopt that, but we’ve set this up 36 
under the assumption that there’s still going to be a lag 37 
between this stuff.  I hope that changes, David, and I agree 38 
with you guys. 39 
 40 
DAVID OLSEN:  We believe it can be resolved and we believe that 41 
we’re going to work to help resolve it and we’re hoping that 42 
after the last meeting the discussions of the data form are the 43 
start of a new era of collaboration and cooperation. 44 
 45 
JED BROWN:  To David’s point, actually that online system is 46 
much, much closer to being implemented.  In fact, today there 47 
was a live demonstration of the new Caribbean Commercial 48 
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Landings System and so that should be up and running I would say 1 
within weeks. 2 
 3 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  I just wanted to add that the faster that we get 4 
the data from the fishermen, the faster that we can get the data 5 
out of our office and the problem is not that the territories 6 
are not providing data in a good manner, but it’s just that 7 
we’re getting the data late during the seasons anyway.  If we 8 
get it faster, we will just submit it faster. 9 
 10 
TONY BLANCHARD:  I think part of the problem is because we don’t 11 
have any enforcement as to your data being in in a timely 12 
manner, which it’s supposed to be in by the fifteenth of each 13 
month. 14 
 15 
Some of the guys just don’t put in the data on time and I think 16 
what DPNR needs to do is they need to find a way to force them 17 
either to get it in on time, whether it be by a fine or whatever 18 
the case is, but to force them into the situation where they 19 
have to be on a timely basis, because if they’re on a timely 20 
basis, the guys that are bringing that information forward, you 21 
still ain’t getting the whole picture and so it’s still going to 22 
be a problem, because some guys are going to show up the last 23 
minute and drop their catch reports on the table and the numbers 24 
are going to skyrocket through the roof. 25 
 26 
Until DPNR gets their act together and comes up with some kind 27 
of restrictions or fines or whatever road they have to take to 28 
force the guys that are not complying into complying on a timely 29 
basis, we’re going to still be back to square one. 30 
 31 
JED BROWN:  Thank you, Mr. Blanchard, for those comments and we 32 
agree with you and hopefully you will be able to meet with the 33 
Commissioner and us on St. Thomas. 34 
 35 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  We’re finished with this, right, and 36 
so we can go to Action 8, framework measures? 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We still have Action 7(b).  Action 39 
7(b) has to do with applying the accountability measures and the 40 
preferred alternative was Alternative 2.  If AMs are triggered, 41 
based upon the preferred criteria chosen in Action 7(a), reduce 42 
the length of the fishing season for that species or species 43 
group the year following the trigger determination by the amount 44 
needed to prevent such an overage from occurring again.  The 45 
needed changes will remain in effect until modified and besides 46 
support for the preferred alternatives, no specific comments 47 
were received regarding these. 48 
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 1 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  Is everybody satisfied with the 2 
preferred on this, unless there’s something else they want to 3 
add, any council members?  If not, I think we go to Action 8. 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The preferred alternative was 6 
Alternative 2, establish framework measures for the Spiny 7 
Lobster FMP to provide mechanisms to expeditiously adjust the 8 
following reference points and management measures through the 9 
framework action and it includes from (a) to (s), things like 10 
fishing year, trip and bag limits, size limits, et cetera.  11 
 12 
You have it on the left-hand side of the screen and 13 
specifically, you received a comment from the Department of 14 
Interior regarding the complexity of the EIS and the number of 15 
management measures that will go into this framework procedure 16 
and basically, that it’s quite complicated and not a very simple 17 
amendment to the FMPs. 18 
 19 
You didn’t receive any other specific comments regarding the 20 
Action 8 and in Action (b), to establish the framework measures 21 
for Coral and Reef-Associated Plants and Invertebrates, the 22 
Coral FMP, again the preferred alternative is to amend the 23 
framework procedures, including quota requirements, seasonal 24 
closures, et cetera, from (a) to (s).   25 
 26 
DAVID OLSEN:  We supported it -- It would serve to expedite it 27 
and we pointed out, for example, that the territories have had a 28 
conch quota in place since 2007 and yet, the compatible 29 
regulations are still not in effect here. 30 
 31 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  We’ve got no comments on the framework 32 
measures? 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Not from the written comments or the 35 
summary minutes and so that basically concludes -- You do have 36 
additional comments regarding the complexity of the document and 37 
that it should be more simple and the problems with reporting 38 
and data collection and the problem of the presence of lionfish 39 
throughout the area and the two other issues had to do with 40 
enforcement, and that was already mentioned here, and the final 41 
point had to do with outreach and education.   42 
 43 
Specifically, the recreational fishers said there is a younger 44 
crowd of recreational fishers out on the water these days and 45 
they requested that there be more outreach from the council in 46 
terms of the regulations that are in place and the information 47 
that they need to comply with these requirements. 48 
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 1 
Finally, the document is a dynamic document with the Regional 2 
Office and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, along with 3 
the fishermen that have cooperated throughout the year in the 4 
development of the amendment.  We have online Miguel Lugo and 5 
Maria Lopez and Britni Tokotch at the Regional Office and so 6 
it’s been a work of everyone on the SSC involved in the 7 
development of the amendments to the ACLs. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Are you finished? 10 
 11 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Yes. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Now what?  The staff will work and then submit 14 
this to the Secretary. 15 
 16 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  When you do the motion, please include 17 
editorial license in it. 18 
 19 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Don’t we have to say something to deem? 20 
 21 
MARA LEVY:  You’re going to have to have a motion to submit this 22 
to the Secretary and giving the editorial license to make 23 
changes and you’re also going to need to review the proposed 24 
rule.  I think we’re still working on some things, because you 25 
made some changes, the 0.9 and such.   26 
 27 
You might want to wait until tomorrow morning to actually do the 28 
final approval of this stuff, to give us time to incorporate 29 
those changes and give you a copy of the updated proposed rule. 30 
 31 
ROY CRABTREE:  I move that we submit the Comprehensive ACL 32 
Amendment to the Secretary of Commerce for secretarial review 33 
and give staff license to make editorial changes as appropriate.  34 
Then we can come back and look at the proposed rule in the 35 
morning if you would like, Mr. Chairman, and make the motion for 36 
that tomorrow. 37 
 38 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 39 
 40 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  Marcos seconded the motion. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Is there any further discussion? 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Is there any further discussion on both of 45 
these? 46 
 47 
JED BROWN:  Roy, what did you say we’re doing?  What’s the final 48 
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action tomorrow then? 1 
 2 
ROY CRABTREE:  They’re going to make changes to the rule, based 3 
on the changes we made today, like the 0.9.  Then we’ll 4 
distribute that in the morning and look at it then, because we 5 
have to deem the rule necessary and appropriate.  We can come 6 
back and do that in the morning, if you would like. 7 
 8 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Okay.  Are you ready to vote?  We’ll start 9 
with Crespo. 10 
 11 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 12 
 13 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 18 
 19 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 20 
 21 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 22 
 23 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This has been a long process and I want to thank 26 
Roy and Bonnie for all the help that you gave us, especially 27 
some people at the Southeast Regional Office.  Bill Arnold has 28 
been the hero behind this and some of the other folks that are 29 
back in St. Petersburg working with Graciela in putting together 30 
this amendment. 31 
 32 
It’s not the end.  It’s the beginning of a long process and also 33 
the fellows in the back and all the jokes and everything, but 34 
they have been instrumental in helping us move this forward, 35 
David and the gang, and as well, the two chairs of the AP and 36 
the SSC.  We are grateful for that.   37 
 38 
I believe that the Center scientists and the Regional Office and 39 
the fishers have been able to work together, which is something 40 
that is sometimes very difficult.  We have been able to do it 41 
and so, Todd, thank you personally and convey our thanks to 42 
Bonnie for what she has done. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to take a five-minute break and 45 
then we’re going to start with the USVI Trap Reduction Update 46 
and St. Croix will be up first. 47 
 48 
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(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 1 
 2 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to continue the agenda and we’re 3 
going to start with the St. Croix Traps Reduction Update. 4 
 5 

USVI TRAPS REDUCTION UPDATE 6 
 7 
TONY IAROCCI:  Good afternoon.  I know it’s getting late and 8 
I’ll try to make this as brief as possible, but right off the 9 
bat, I would like to thank the council staff and especially 10 
Heather Blough from NOAA Fisheries.  She’s done a great job 11 
working with the industry and helping develop this plan. 12 
 13 
We’ve got some issues that we’re still dealing with, but at this 14 
time, this is a draft and there are some hard copies that will 15 
be circulating that you can follow through with the 16 
presentations.  At this time, I would like to introduce Nicky 17 
from St. Croix to make the presentation. 18 
 19 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  Good afternoon.  My name is Gerson Martinez 20 
and I’m here to make this presentation on behalf of Tom Daley, 21 
our chair.  St. Croix’s Trap Reduction Committee is composed of 22 
six voting members and four non-voting members.   23 
 24 
This draft trap reduction program proposal developed by the St. 25 
Croix Trap Reduction Steering Committee addresses the St. Croix 26 
fish trap fishery only.  The St. Croix lobster trap fishery will 27 
be addressed in a separate proposal. 28 
 29 
On March 16, 2011, DPNR announced that anyone entering the U.S. 30 
Virgin Islands fish or lobster trap fisheries after February 10, 31 
2011 is not assured future access to the fishery.  That control 32 
date serves as the basis for the eligibility and initial 33 
allocation criteria in this proposal. 34 
 35 
This proposal represents the St. Croix Steering Committee’s view 36 
of a sustainable management program for the St. Croix fish trap 37 
fishery.  It is a proposal only, developed in response to the 38 
council’s charge, and would require rulemaking or, potentially, 39 
legislative action before taking effect. 40 
 41 
If approved and implemented, this proposed fish trap reduction 42 
program would be reviewed by the St. Croix Steering Committee, 43 
in coordination with the DPNR, at least once every five years 44 
relative to program, territorial and federal management goals 45 
and objectives. 46 
 47 
Program Goals & Objectives are to preserve and protect the 48 
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historical and cultural St. Croix fish trap fishery in a 1 
sustainable manner by limiting participation in the fishery, by 2 
capping the maximum number of allowable traps per fisher, by 3 
reducing the total number of traps in the fishery by 10 percent 4 
relative to the sum total of the maximum number of traps 5 
recorded by each individual fisher in association with St. Croix 6 
landings between February 10, 2008 and February 10, 2011. 7 
 8 
  9 
Key program elements are eligibility criterion.  Who can 10 
participate in this program?  All fishers who held a valid U.S. 11 
Virgin Islands commercial fishing license and recorded St. Croix 12 
landings on commercial catch records with fish trap gear between 13 
February 10, 2008 and February 10, 2011 would be eligible to 14 
participate in this program. 15 
 16 
Any fisher who feels excluded or has questions about 17 
participation in the program will have an opportunity to present 18 
their case to an appeals board. 19 
 20 
Administration, how will participants be identified and managed?  21 
Eligible participants would be identified by a St. Croix fish 22 
trap endorsement to their U.S. Virgin Islands commercial fishing 23 
license. 24 
 25 
Only fishers with a St. Croix fish trap endorsement would be 26 
authorized to utilize fish traps on the St. Croix shelf and/or 27 
to land in St. Croix fish that have been harvested with trap 28 
gear on the St. Croix shelf. 29 
 30 
Each fisher with a St. Croix fish trap endorsement would be 31 
authorized to set a specific number of fish traps on the St. 32 
Croix shelf based on their past three years of participation in 33 
the fishery. 34 
 35 
Estimated Effect, how many fishers will qualify?  Based on the 36 
Department of Natural Resources’ commercial catch record data, 37 
thirty-eight fishermen would meet this eligibility criterion. 38 
 39 
Initial allocation and effort reduction strategy criterion, how 40 
will DPNR allocate fish trap tags among program participants?  41 
The number of fish trap tags allocated each program participant 42 
would be equal to 10 percent less than the maximum number of 43 
traps they recorded on the commercial catch reports between 44 
February 10, 2008 and February 10, 2011. 45 
 46 
Administration, how will fish trap tags be issued and managed?  47 
DPNR would administer the fish trap tag program.  Tags would be 48 
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sequentially numbered.  Tags would be composed of a durable, 1 
hard plastic so that they are not easily destroyed.  Tags would 2 
be color-coded so they are distinguishable from St. Thomas and 3 
St. John tags.  The maximum number of trap tags that any fisher 4 
could receive as an initial allocation is 150 and only one 5 
fisherman in St. Croix qualifies for 150 traps. 6 
 7 
 8 
Estimated Effect, how many fish traps will be authorized in the 9 
fishery?  This allocation/effort reduction strategy would result 10 
in 527 registered traps in the St. Croix fish trap fishery.  11 
This represents a 14 percent increase in fish traps relative to 12 
the sum of the maximum number of fish traps recorded by each 13 
individual on DPNR commercial catch records during the 2010-11 14 
fishing year, which was 463. 15 
 16 
It’s a 2 percent decrease in fish traps relative to the maximum 17 
number of traps fished annually, on average, over the last three 18 
years, which was 537.  It’s a 17 percent decrease in fish traps 19 
relative to the maximum number of traps fished annually, on 20 
average, over the last five years, which were 635. 21 
 22 
It’s a 42 percent decrease in fish traps relative to the total 23 
number of traps currently reported in the fishery through the 24 
St. Croix fisher survey, which was 908 traps, and it’s an 87 25 
percent decrease in fish traps relative to the total number of 26 
traps estimated in the fishery prior to Hurricane Hugo, which 27 
was 4,000 traps. 28 
 29 
Transferability criterion, who may buy into the St. Croix fish 30 
trap program?  St. Croix fish trap endorsements and tags would 31 
be transferable to immediate family members, helpers and anyone 32 
who holds a U.S. Virgin Islands commercial fishing license.  33 
 34 
Any person/corporation holding a U.S. Virgin Islands commercial 35 
fishing license would be eligible to purchase the St. Croix fish 36 
trap endorsement and/or tags of a trap program participant. 37 
 38 
Trap program participants could transfer their St. Croix fish 39 
trap endorsement, tags and license as a package to an immediate 40 
family member or to a helper.  Trap program participants could 41 
transfer tags among themselves without the transfer of a U.S. 42 
Virgin Islands commercial fishing license or a St. Croix fish 43 
trap endorsement.  44 
 45 
Administration, how will transfers be managed?  DPNR would 46 
validate and process all transfers.  All fish trap endorsements 47 
and tags would be specific to St. Croix and would not be valid 48 
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on any other U.S. Virgin Island.  The maximum number of trap 1 
tags that any person or corporation could hold at any given time 2 
is 150. 3 
 4 
Estimated Effect, how will this transfer provision affect 5 
fishery participation?  This transferability provision would 6 
support the participation of local fishermen in the fish trap 7 
fishery over the long term.  An interim rule authorized by a 8 
territory currently allows commercial fish licenses to be 9 
transferred to immediate family, fathers, mothers, brothers, 10 
sisters, children, and helpers under the moratorium.  This 11 
transferability provision would enable the 527 fish traps 12 
registered under this program to remain in use indefinitely or 13 
until the program is otherwise modified. 14 
 15 
Appeals criterion, what would be considered valid reasons to 16 
enter the St. Croix fish trap fishery throughout the appeals 17 
process?  Data discrepancies, a fisher can provide copies of 18 
USVI commercial catch records documenting he/she met the 19 
eligibility criteria in this proposal. 20 
 21 
Investment in the fishery, a fisher can demonstrate substantial 22 
investment in the fishery prior to the February 10, 2011 control 23 
date, but does not have recorded landings between February 10, 24 
2008 and February 10, 2011. 25 
 26 
Administration, how will the appeals process work?  An appeals 27 
board would be established to include St. Croix Fish Trap 28 
Reduction Steering Committee members, the director of Department 29 
of Natural Marine Resources Fisheries, and a DPNR attorney. 30 
 31 
All appeals would be heard or considered separately during a 32 
specified time period before initial allocations are made under 33 
the trap reduction program.  That time period would be announced 34 
in local papers. 35 
 36 
Appellants would be required to submit all documentation they 37 
wish to be considered in their appeal in advance of the date on 38 
which their appeal will be heard and must also appear in person 39 
before the Appeals Board. 40 
 41 
The Appeals Board would review all cases privately after 42 
everyone has made their appeal and issue their findings that 43 
same day.  All Appeals Board decisions would be final. 44 
 45 
Estimated Effect, how will the appeals process affect effort 46 
reduction objectives?  If additional traps were allocated to new 47 
or existing fishers through the appeals process, then the net 48 
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effect of this program on effort reduction would be reduced. 1 
 2 
Enforcement, only fishers with a St. Croix fish trap endorsement 3 
would be authorized to utilize fish traps on the St. Croix shelf 4 
and/or to land St. Croix fish that have been harvested with trap 5 
gear on the St. Croix shelf. 6 
 7 
All fish traps set on the St. Croix shelf must be identified by 8 
a uniquely numbered St. Croix fish trap tag issued under this 9 
program.  All lost or stolen fish traps must be reported to DPNR 10 
through submission of a Lost or Stolen Fish Trap Report, which 11 
is attached, which details the specific location each trap was 12 
placed and lost or stolen, the date the loss or theft was 13 
discovered, how the fisher discovered the trap was lost or 14 
stolen, the specific number of the lost trap, and all steps 15 
taken to locate the lost or stolen traps. 16 
 17 
Replacement tags may be requested from DPNR through submission 18 
of a Fish Trap Tag Replacement Application, on which the 19 
applicant certifies under penalty of perjury that the fish trap 20 
tag number listed on the application was issued to the applicant 21 
for the current year, were secured to the applicant’s traps, and 22 
were lost, stolen or mutilated; the applicant filed the required 23 
Lost or Stolen Fish Trap Report with DPNR  and a copy of the 24 
lost or stolen report must be attached to the application.  If 25 
the original tag is ever found or recovered, the applicant will 26 
immediately return it to DPNR. 27 
 28 
Review, DPNR and the St. Croix Steering Committee will review 29 
this program at least once every five years relative to program 30 
objectives and territorial and federal fishery conservation and 31 
management goals.  Any questions? 32 
 33 
MARA LEVY:  Just a comment.  This just jumped out at me and you 34 
might want to just think about it.  For the appeals process, one 35 
of the things that you have that can make someone eligible, I 36 
guess, is investment in the fishery and so you’ve set a criteria 37 
of a date, a cutoff date, and the years you’re going to look at, 38 
but apparently someone can -- If they can demonstrate 39 
substantial investment in the fishery but do not have recorded 40 
landings that they somehow be eligible. 41 
 42 
I would just encourage you to be a little more specific, like 43 
what does investment mean and how would they demonstrate it and 44 
what does substantial mean?  Are you talking a specific dollar 45 
amount and what would they then be eligible for? 46 
 47 
Does a $5,000 investment give you fifty traps?  It’s just the 48 
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way it’s written and maybe you have more details, but the way 1 
that’s written, it’s really vague and I can just foresee 2 
potential issues that you all may have if it’s left unspecific. 3 
 4 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  We had a major gear closedown and monies were 5 
given out.  A lot of people, as myself, invested that money plus 6 
their own and I think a major investment will pass over $25,000, 7 
because $5,000 is just scratching the surface with the labor and 8 
how much the materials cost. 9 
 10 
That was just to cover ourselves from anybody that later came 11 
up, but they have to have receipts with dates prior to that date 12 
and not if they did it knowingly, even though the date was set 13 
and then they went under it.   14 
 15 
The only way I think that would happen -- We did move that date 16 
about three times, if I’m not mistaken, just to make sure 17 
everybody was covered and nobody was left out and so we did 18 
cover our bases and we tried to get everybody that was taken out 19 
from the gillnet fishery to be eligible for this program and to 20 
participate in the amount of traps. 21 
 22 
It’s a very expensive way of fishing and not a lot of people 23 
like to invest a lot of money and get damage from vessels or 24 
poachers and so that’s why we have those low numbers in St. 25 
Croix and I think that’s all I have to say to that.  Did I 26 
answer your question? 27 
 28 
MARA LEVY:  It wasn’t so much a question as -- Obviously this is 29 
going to be your territorial program and so it’s not in terms of 30 
a federal concern, but it’s just as an attorney, that sort of 31 
vague language just jumps out at me as potentially causing you 32 
problems and so the more specific that you can get as to what 33 
things mean, like what the dollar amount is and what it means 34 
you get and that sort of thing, the less potential problems 35 
you’ll have in the future. 36 
 37 
I can just see people coming in and saying I have a substantial 38 
investment and then you’re like, well, what does that mean?  39 
Then you’ve got all these questions floating around, whereas if 40 
you can lay it out upfront about what the criteria are 41 
specifically, then down the road you may have less issues with 42 
this appeal-type stuff. 43 
 44 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  We had our major key players of the trap 45 
industry involved in this trap reduction program and I think one 46 
of them said that he was going to invest money in it, but he 47 
retracted from that because of the trafficking of vessels 48 
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cutting his traps and he had a lot of loss and so he came out of 1 
the game, but there’s not a lot of people out there right now in 2 
St. Croix that wants to invest that kind of money to go into 3 
this industry. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I do agree, Mara, that we’re going to have to 6 
set a criterion for that and we’ll work on that in the next 7 
committee meeting.   8 
 9 
TONY IAROCCI:  Are there any other questions for the chairman?  10 
Mara, to that point, that was a very good comment and we will be 11 
working on that.  This is a draft and I hope everybody did get 12 
hard copies.  Angie, thank you and Diana for getting the copies 13 
and handing them out to everybody. 14 
 15 
I know it’s hard sometimes to follow a presentation, but having 16 
the hard copies, please make notes or any questions you do have 17 
about this, we would be very interested in hearing your comments 18 
or ways, like Mara just stated, to make this easier to follow up 19 
and follow through, because there are going to be issues with 20 
tags and enforcement and stuff that we’ll be dealing with later 21 
on this. 22 
 23 
With that said, I think, unless there’s any other questions on 24 
St. Croix, and we’ll have time later, after the St. Thomas 25 
presentation, we can turn this over to Chairman Tony Blanchard 26 
and the Vice Chairman, Daryl Bryan, to make the presentation for 27 
St. Thomas. 28 
 29 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Good afternoon, folks.  I’m Tony Blanchard, 30 
Chairman of the St. Thomas/St. John Trap Reduction Committee.  31 
Seeing that you have a hard copy in front of you, I am pretty 32 
sure you will notice that some of the same things that were said 33 
by Nicky is going to follow through for the St. Thomas/St. John 34 
trap reduction in the wording and that’s because Heather was a 35 
big part of putting this wording together and so it’s going to 36 
overlap in a lot of places and basically in some of the things I 37 
heard him say while I was standing up in the back is going to be 38 
the same. 39 
 40 
I would just like to specify that this is St. Thomas and St. 41 
John and it has nothing to do with the St. Croix Trap Reduction 42 
Committee.  In that sense, it’s separate from St. Croix.  It’s 43 
similar in some ways, but separate in the others.  Seeing that 44 
our number one presenter, Julian, is not here today, I’m going 45 
to give it my best shot. 46 
 47 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council established two trap 48 
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reduction steering committees to develop proposed programs for 1 
reducing effort and increasing the economic efficiency of the 2 
USVI fish and lobster trap fisheries. 3 
 4 
As you can see here, we have a list of the names that are non-5 
voting as well as voting.  A lot of the guys that are on this is 6 
the biggest of the lobster trap guys and the fish trap guys.  7 
Some of the non-voting members, as you can see, some of these 8 
guys as non-voting members are also fishers themselves and some 9 
of them are some of the big fishers.  10 
 11 
I would like to make a note that as of late we’ve found out that 12 
Austin is not longer in that position and so his name will show 13 
up on the paperwork here, but really, as far as I know, he isn’t 14 
seen anymore. 15 
  16 
We have a list of observers on the next page.  We’ve got David, 17 
which is the Chief Scientist for the St. Thomas Fishermen’s 18 
Association, and we’ve got Heather as basically the attorney, to 19 
tighten up the holes, so that you don’t shoot us through, and 20 
we’ve got Makisha George and Lynelle, who are both port samplers 21 
and work for DPNR, Fish and Wildlife. 22 
 23 
This draft fish trap reduction program proposal, developed by 24 
the St. Thomas/St. John Trap Reduction Steering Committee, 25 
addresses the St. Thomas and St. John fish trap fishery only, as 26 
I stated before.  The St. Thomas and St. John lobster trap 27 
fishery will be addressed in a separate proposal. 28 
 29 
On March 16, 2011, DPNR announced that anyone entering the USVI 30 
fish or lobster trap fisheries after February 10, 2011, is not 31 
assured future access to the fishery.  That control date serves 32 
as the basis for the eligibility and initial allocation criteria 33 
in this proposal. 34 
 35 
This proposal represents the St. Thomas/St. John Steering 36 
Committee’s view of a sustainable management program for the St. 37 
Thomas and St. John fish trap fishery.  It is a proposal only, 38 
developed in response to the council’s charge, and would require 39 
rulemaking or, potentially, legislative action before taking 40 
effect.   41 
 42 
If approved and implemented, this proposed Fish Trap Reduction 43 
Program would be reviewed by the St. Thomas/St. John Steering 44 
Committee, in coordination with DPNR, at least once every five 45 
years relative to program, territorial, and federal management 46 
goals and objectives. 47 
 48 
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Program Goals & Objectives are to limit participation in the St. 1 
Thomas and St. John fish trap fishery, to cap the maximum number 2 
of allowable fish traps/fishers, to reduce the total number of 3 
fish traps by about 20 percent relative to the status quo, and 4 
to improve the economic efficiency of the fish trap fishery by 5 
increasing catch per trap. 6 
 7 
We have the key program elements.  Who can participate in this 8 
program?  All fishers who held a valid USVI commercial fishing 9 
license on February 10, 2011 and who recorded St. Thomas/St. 10 
John landings on commercial catch records with fish trap gear 11 
between February 10, 2010 and February 10, 2011 would be 12 
eligible to participate in the program. 13 
  14 
Any fisher who feels excluded or has questions about 15 
participation in the program will have an opportunity to present 16 
their case to an appeals board. 17 
 18 
Administration, how will participants be identified and managed?  19 
Eligible participants would be identified by a St. Thomas/St. 20 
John fish trap endorsement to their USVI commercial fishing 21 
license. 22 
 23 
Only fishers with a St. Thomas/St. John fish trap endorsement 24 
would be authorized to utilize fish traps on the St. Thomas/St. 25 
John shelf and/or to land in St. Thomas/St. John fish that have 26 
been harvested with trap gear on the St. Thomas/St. John shelf. 27 
 28 
Each fisher with an St. Thomas/St. John fish trap endorsement 29 
would be authorized to set a specific number of fish traps on 30 
the St. Thomas/St. John shelf based on their past participation 31 
in the fishery.  A note is the committee is to meet with DPNR, 32 
including enforcement, to determine how best to handle eligible 33 
fishermen who have traditionally fished only in BVI and this is 34 
going to come up as an issue when the numbers start coming out. 35 
 36 
What happened is we received some numbers after this draft was 37 
put in and when I looked at the numbers, I called David and I 38 
said to David, Dave, I think you need to look at this, because 39 
these numbers don’t look right. 40 
 41 
We figured out what happened was the numbers had changed because 42 
of the guys that had came in the fishery just before the control 43 
date was set into play, but the numbers didn’t show up at that 44 
time. 45 
 46 
Estimated Effect, how many fishermen will qualify?  Based on 47 
DPNR commercial catch record data, forty fishers would meet this 48 
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eligibility criterion.   1 
 2 
Allocation/Effort Reduction Strategy Criterion, how will DPNR 3 
allocate fish trap tags among program participants?  The number 4 
of fish trap tags allocated each program participant would be 5 
equal to 20 percent less than the maximum number of traps they 6 
recorded on commercial catch reports between February 10, 2010 7 
and February 10, 2011, unless a greater reduction is required to 8 
cap them at the 250 trap maximum.  9 
 10 
Administration, how will fish trap tags be issued and managed?  11 
DPNR would administer the fish trap tag program.  Tags would be 12 
sequentially numbered.  Tags would be composed of a durable, 13 
hard plastic so that they are not easily destroyed.  Tags would 14 
be color-coded so they are distinguishable from St. Croix tags.   15 
 16 
Effort reductions would be affected over a three-year period as 17 
follows.  All fishers for which the standard 20 percent 18 
reduction will place them at or below the 250 fish trap maximum, 19 
in year one, each fish trap fisher would receive an initial 20 
allocation of fish trap tags equal to 10 percent less than the 21 
maximum number of traps they recorded on commercial catch 22 
reports between February 10, 2010 and February 10, 2011.   23 
 24 
DPNR would reduce the trap tag allocation of each of these 25 
fishers by an additional 5 percent in each of years two and 26 
three to achieve the remaining 10 percent reduction.  That would 27 
give you the second 10 percent reduction and here, we have an 28 
example.  29 
 30 
All fishers for which a greater reduction is required to cap 31 
them at the 250 fish trap maximum, in year one, each fish trap 32 
fisher would receive an initial allocation of fish trap tags 33 
equal to 10 percent less than the maximum number of traps they 34 
recorded on commercial catch reports between February 10, 2010 35 
and February 10, 2011.   36 
 37 
DPNR would reduce the trap tag allocation of each of those 38 
fishers by an additional 10 percent in year two and would take 39 
the balance of the reduction required to cap them at the 250 40 
maximum in year three and here we have another example, as to 41 
the numbers being crunched.  42 
 43 
The maximum number of trap tags that any fisher could hold at 44 
the end of the three-year implementation period, or anytime 45 
thereafter, is 250. 46 
 47 
Estimated Effect, how many fish traps will be authorized in the 48 
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fishery?  Based on DPNR commercial catch record data, the sum 1 
total of the maximum number of fish traps reported by the forty 2 
fishers eligible to participate in the program between February 3 
10, 2010 and February 10, 2011 is 4,777. 4 
 5 
The net effect of the fish trap effort reduction strategy would 6 
be to reduce the total number of fish traps in the St. 7 
Thomas/St. John fish trap fishery to 3,771 at the end of the 8 
three-year period.  This would result in a 21 percent decrease 9 
in fish traps relative to the sum total of the maximum number of 10 
traps recorded on DPNR commercial catch records during the 11 
qualifying period, which is 4,777. 12 
 13 
Like I was explaining to Miguel earlier, and I think I mentioned 14 
previously, these numbers went up because we had some guys that 15 
came into play after and the numbers went through the roof, but 16 
really what we are looking at doing is trying to cap the maximum 17 
amount of traps in the fishery at 4,000 and so these numbers, we 18 
would have to try jimmying a way to keep them at that 4,000 trap 19 
mark, which, like I said, we got this information last minute 20 
and we have to figure out how to strategize to fix the numbers 21 
to get us at the 4,000 trap cap. 22 
 23 
Like Daryl just mentioned to me, 600 of these traps that just 24 
showed up are all fished in BVI waters and that really would 25 
have to be an issue that would have to be dealt with in a 26 
different manner.  I don’t know how we would deal with it right 27 
at the top, but we will have to come back and look at that and 28 
figure out a way around that, but that’s where the numbers 29 
skyrocketed, to where you see them balloon here to 4,777. 30 
 31 
A 13.5 percent decrease in fish traps relative to the total 32 
number of traps currently reported in the fishery through the 33 
St. Thomas/St. John fisher survey of 4,361.  Fishing effort 34 
equal to 72.5 percent of FMSY, with FMSY defined as the amount 35 
of effort required to harvest MSY, as calculated in 1990/1991 36 
through 2010, which the number was 5,200 traps.  37 
 38 
I would like to add to this, because some things were left out 39 
that we are going to have to come back to and so this 40 
transferability that we have here, just like the numbers I was 41 
talking to you about before, some things are going to have to 42 
change on this to eliminate people from sitting on the trap tags 43 
if they are not using them. 44 
 45 
Really what we had discussed that is not put on the paper here 46 
for transferability is if you were given a certain amount of 47 
tags and you don’t use the tags within a period of time, the 48 
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tags will be taken from you and you sit where you stand, meaning 1 
if I give you seventy-five tags -- If we give you seventy-five 2 
tags and you only put out thirty traps after the period of time 3 
that we set, then what you’re telling me is that you’re going to 4 
stay at thirty traps, because you didn’t really need the 5 
seventy-five. 6 
 7 
Like I said, we’re going to have to put this into the wording 8 
for the transferability, which it was excluded when I talked to 9 
Daryl earlier, because we had discussed this.  Like I said, we 10 
only really got this paperwork within the last couple of days 11 
and we really couldn’t get together to get some things 12 
straightened out. 13 
 14 
Anyway, I’m going to go and go forward with the transferability 15 
and what we have down here on the paper so far.  Criterion, who 16 
may buy into the St. Thomas/St. John fish trap program?  17 
Beginning three years after the date the St. Thomas/St. John 18 
fish trap reduction program is formally established, St. 19 
Thomas/St. John fish trap endorsements and tags would be 20 
transferable to immediate family members, helpers, and anyone 21 
who holds a USVI commercial fishing license.  22 
 23 
Any person/corporation holding a USVI commercial fishing license 24 
would be eligible to purchase the St. Thomas/St. John fish trap 25 
endorsement and/or tags of a trap program participant.  Trap 26 
program participants could transfer their St. Thomas/St. John 27 
fish trap endorsement, tags, and license as a package to an 28 
immediate family member or to a helper.  Trap program 29 
participants could transfer tags among themselves without the 30 
transfer of a USVI commercial fishing license. 31 
 32 
Administration, how will transfers be managed?  DPNR would 33 
validate and process all transfers.  All fish trap endorsements 34 
and tags would be specific to St. Thomas/St. John and would not 35 
be valid on any other USVI island, meaning St. Croix.  The 36 
maximum number of trap tags that any person or corporation could 37 
hold at any given time is 250. 38 
 39 
Estimated Effect, how will this transfer provision affect 40 
fishery participation?  This transferability provision would 41 
support the participation of local fishermen in the fish trap 42 
fishery over the long term.   43 
 44 
This transferability provision would enable the 3,771 fish traps 45 
registered under this program to remain in use indefinitely or 46 
until the program is otherwise modified.  Like I said, this 47 
3,771, these numbers would probably change and like Tony just 48 
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reminded me here, I need to specify that this is just a draft. 1 
 2 
Appeals Criterion, what would be considered valid reasons to 3 
enter the St. Thomas/St. John fish trap fishery through the 4 
appeals process?  Data discrepancies and we have an example here 5 
as to the fisher can provide copies of USVI commercial catch 6 
records documenting that he or she meets the eligibility 7 
criteria in this proposal. 8 
 9 
Investment in the fishery and just like Mara said earlier, I 10 
think we need to clarify this a little more, because this 11 
basically is the same thing that Nicky was saying and to get 12 
more specific with it, what is actually an investment.  13 
 14 
Administration, how will the appeals process work?  Again, this 15 
numbers will most likely change, because right now, I think this 16 
450 is high.  450 traps would be held in reserve to deal with 17 
fisher appeals.  An appeals board would be established to 18 
include St. Thomas/St. John Fish Trap Reduction Steering 19 
Committee members, the director of DPNR Fisheries, and a DPNR 20 
attorney. 21 
 22 
All appeals would be heard/considered separately during a 23 
specified time period before initial allocations are made under 24 
the trap reduction program.  That time period would be announced 25 
in local papers. 26 
 27 
Appellants would be required to submit all documentation they 28 
wish to be considered in their appeal in advance of the date on 29 
which their appeal will be heard and must also appear in person 30 
before the appeals board.  The appeals board would review all 31 
cases privately after everyone has made their appeal and issue 32 
their findings that same day.  All appeals board decisions would 33 
be final. 34 
 35 
Estimated Effect, how will the appeals process affect effort 36 
reduction objectives?  If the 450 traps held in reserve for the 37 
appeals process were allocated to existing or new program 38 
participants, then the net effect of this program on effort 39 
reduction would be reduced accordingly.  40 
 41 
The resulting fishing effort would equal 81.1 percent of FMSY, 42 
with FMSY defined as the amount of effort applied to the fishery 43 
from 1990-1991 through 2010, which was 5,200 traps.  44 
 45 
Enforcement, only fishers with a St. Thomas/St. John fish trap 46 
endorsement would be authorized to utilize fish traps on the St. 47 
Thomas/St. John shelf and/or to land in St. Thomas/St. John fish 48 
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that have been harvested with trap gear on the St. Thomas/St. 1 
John shelf. 2 
 3 
All fish traps set on the St. Thomas/St. John shelf must be 4 
identified by a uniquely numbered St. Thomas/St. John fish trap 5 
tag issued under this program.  All lost or stolen fish traps 6 
must be reported to DPNR through submission of a Lost or Stolen 7 
Fish Trap Report, attached, which details -- I’m pretty sure 8 
you’ve got a copy sitting in front of you as to the questions 9 
that would be asked for the report. 10 
 11 
Review, DPNR and the St. Thomas/St. John Steering Committee 12 
would review this program at least once every five years 13 
relative to program objectives and territorial/federal fishery 14 
conservation and management goals.  Are there questions? 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Tony. 17 
 18 
TONY IAROCCI:  Thank you, Tony, and before I turn this over to 19 
Carlos, I would like to just stress the fact that both of these 20 
are draft proposals.  There are data changes that need to be 21 
made and there’s questions on transferability.   22 
 23 
Enforcement is a key issue and we’ve been talking about tags and 24 
the right kind of tag is very key for any kind of trap fishery, 25 
especially a fish trap fishery, where lobsters and fish do eat 26 
the plastic tags that have been put in some of these traps. 27 
 28 
With that said, I think we need to look at how do we go ahead 29 
and get the territory onboard and how do we express what this is 30 
doing and how hard the fishermen are working and how we do that 31 
and I think, Carlos, you have something to say to that effect 32 
and I thank everybody for that participation and please, you do 33 
have hard copies and any questions on those, please follow up on 34 
it.  Thank you. 35 
 36 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any questions? 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Tony, what will be the next step?  The original 39 
idea was that once the fishers put together the comprehensive 40 
plan that you have done, although we understand it’s a draft 41 
paper that you just presented, it was supposed to be coming from 42 
the U.S. Virgin Islands to the council and so we have also a 43 
question to Jed of where are we and when do you expect this to 44 
be implemented, 2011 or 2012?  What is the schedule? 45 
 46 
TONY IAROCCI:  Thank you, Miguel.  That’s what we were going to 47 
discuss next.  We’ve been talking about this and I had a 48 
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conversation with Roy about this and with the fishermen, we’ve 1 
been talking about this. 2 
 3 
 We’ve sent letters to the Commissioner and that’s why we’re 4 
talking about how do we get the territory -- That’s why we 5 
wanted this to be brought up for discussion, whether it was 6 
going to be the council writing a letter of support or how we do 7 
move this forward through the territory. 8 
 9 
I don’t want to put Jed on the spot, because he’s been on the 10 
spot through all this whole process, but we do need to move this 11 
forward.  We’ve put a lot of time and effort into this and we 12 
need to -- Whether we deal with the Governor or how we move this 13 
forward and so I think that’s where we were going with this with 14 
Carlos, to open this up. 15 
 16 
JED BROWN:  Thank you, Mr. Iarocci.  I love being on the spot 17 
actually and so -- The next step would be after both St. Croix 18 
and St. Thomas final, final, finalize it, then it would be up to 19 
DPNR to promulgate regulations that incorporated all these 20 
elements and that takes, I believe, publication in the newspaper 21 
and public hearings on each island so once it’s done, I would 22 
imagine it would take DPNR -- It would have to go through our 23 
legal review too and so I would imagine like two months or 24 
something like that. 25 
 26 
ROY CRABTREE:  Jed, you’ve consulted with folks at DPNR and you 27 
guys can do this without a need for legislation? 28 
 29 
JED BROWN:  I believe this could be promulgated by regulation 30 
through the Department. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I have a comment on that.  I know that the 33 
St. Croix committee is probably tired of hearing me repeat this, 34 
but the transferability is an issue, because an interim rule was 35 
passed by the previous commissioner, Robert Mathis, that I 36 
interpreted to be illegal, although I’m not an attorney, but it 37 
supersedes the VI code, which I don’t think that they can do 38 
this, but we have requested from the present commissioner, 39 
Alicia Barnes, to address this and do an amendment to the VI 40 
code and I believe it’s a simple process. 41 
 42 
I’m not really sure, but it’s got to addressed through the 43 
legislature to fix this transferability, because the VI code 44 
says licenses are non-transferable and so we need to fix that. 45 
 46 
TONY IAROCCI:  To that point, that’s one of the issues, the 47 
transferability, that I had talked about and what we had 48 
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discussed, Miguel, earlier, is if we could -- Jed, I want to 1 
know the timeframe, because I know that there has been a failure 2 
to communicate.  3 
 4 
There’s been letters written and we’ve been trying to get people 5 
at meetings and get questions asked and do you think between now 6 
and the next council meeting, which would be and I think it’s on 7 
St. Thomas and is that right, Miguel, the next meeting, that we 8 
could get the Commissioner and get DPNR onboard with this and 9 
then move this thing -- Have everything finalized by then and 10 
maybe move this thing forward by the next council meeting?  Is 11 
that doable? 12 
 13 
JED BROWN:  Yes, I think that’s doable. 14 
 15 
TONY IAROCCI:  Does everybody feel comfortable with that as a 16 
timeframe, because we do have some issues, and I think we could 17 
put one more meeting together and finalize some of these 18 
questions and come up with some of this stuff within the 19 
territory and maybe meet with the Commissioner and one of the 20 
lawyers and move this in and have it ready by that? 21 
 22 
TONY BLANCHARD:  You can’t do it?  You can’t transfer one? 23 
 24 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  With your license. 25 
 26 
TONY BLANCHARD:  Since when? 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  For the record, we’re discussing the 29 
transferability, because the fishermen thought that they could 30 
be transferred at least among family members, but I’m still 31 
interpreting the VI Code that Section 312(c) does not allow the 32 
transfer of fishing licenses and it only allows -- 312(e) allows 33 
for the transfer of gear. 34 
 35 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I have a basic question.  Here, we have a draft 36 
and probably by the next meeting of the group, of the two 37 
groups, you will be able to finalize that and then I believe 38 
that you need to have a meeting with the Honorable Alicia Barnes 39 
and the fishers and do it officially, because otherwise, you’re 40 
going to be spinning your wheels back and forth without getting 41 
anywhere. 42 
 43 
Also, the criteria for transferability, that has to be on the 44 
table for that discussion and that might be a possibility that 45 
the legislature wants to have a say so on this one.  As Jed has 46 
pointed out, apparently the Commissioner has the authority to 47 
promulgate this and that’s fine, but I believe that you have to 48 



95 
 

iron all that out and send the recommendation to the council 1 
before the next council meeting, so we will be able to share 2 
that.   3 
 4 
Then if you are going to adopt compatible regulations in the EEZ 5 
for this program, then we have to do something to that effect 6 
and move forward with the project.  We still have the monies 7 
available, Jed, if you need for that meeting or any other.  We 8 
can bring the fishermen from St. Croix to St. Thomas or vice 9 
versa.  Let us know and we can still keep doing it. 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I agree, Miguel.  I think that once we iron 12 
out that transferability clause, I know that the Commissioner -- 13 
According to the VI Code, she can promulgate rules and 14 
regulations without the legislature getting involved, as long as 15 
we amend that transfer clause in there. 16 
 17 
I would like to also thank the members of the committees for 18 
their cooperation and working together to achieve the trap 19 
reduction plan.  I believe that if the fishers work their 20 
allocated traps efficiently that the economic impact will be 21 
greatly reduced and I want to give a special thank you to Tony 22 
Iarocci and Heather Blough for their assistance and that they’re 23 
still assisting us with, because it’s above and beyond and we 24 
really appreciate what they’ve done for us.   25 
 26 
Dr. Crabtree, please convey our special thanks to Heather, and 27 
Jed.  A special thank-you goes out to JB for all the work he did 28 
for us.  We really threw everything at him and he got it done 29 
and he’s still alive. 30 
 31 
I also, for the record, want to thank the trap fishers and the 32 
divers in the St. Croix District for accepting the new CCR.  I 33 
participated with Fish and Wildlife during the fishermen 34 
registration period and my role was to assist in explaining the 35 
new CCR and I must say that it went very smooth. 36 
 37 
The fifty or more fishers that I spoke with like the new form 38 
and it said it was easier, because the fish were identified in 39 
the form.  The CCR is the commercial catch report.  The 40 
fishermen have to submit on a monthly basis. 41 
 42 
To my surprise, one of the most stubborn fishermen I had to deal 43 
with while I was in enforcement came up and said that he 44 
preferred the new form and to that end, I want to thank Dr. 45 
Steve Turner, Dr. Todd Gedamke, Ms. Ponwith, Nancy Cummings, and 46 
Bill Arnold and all the crew that worked behind the scenes.  47 
That’s a job well done with the CCR. 48 
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 1 
TONY IAROCCI:  Carlos, if we could, Winston does have a comment, 2 
before we go to that, Winston, I would really like to have some 3 
kind of finalized, formalized where we go from here with the 4 
Commissioner, whether it’s a letter from the council, a motion 5 
from the council to her, maybe CC the Governor to the effect of 6 
hey, we’ve got this and this is what’s happening and give 7 
everybody a timeframe. 8 
 9 
We’re looking to put a meeting together with you and with the 10 
fishermen to discuss of the legal issues of transferability, et 11 
cetera, and then how do we do this, so we can set the stage and 12 
set timing between now and the next council meeting. 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We can write a letter, but we have to be careful 15 
what to say to the local government.  I prefer that Jed have an 16 
opportunity to talk to Alicia in person and then if she needs 17 
that letter, then we can send a letter, because I believe she 18 
has enough information to move forward with that.  We are on the 19 
same page.  It’s only a matter of being careful of how we do it. 20 
 21 
JED BROWN:  I’m fine with that approach. 22 
 23 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Jed said what I was going to say.  I was going 24 
to suggest that the council write a letter and ask to meet with 25 
the Alicia Barnes at the next council meeting with all the 26 
participants involved with the process. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I believe that is a role for the Fisheries 29 
Advisory Committee.  I know that the trap reduction members are 30 
also members of the Fisheries Advisory Committee and they pass 31 
things on to us and we have already addressed the Commissioner 32 
in writing and I think what we need to probably do is just 33 
readdress her again and see what we can get out of that.  That 34 
will be a territorial issue.  The next FAC meeting is September 35 
13. 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Anyway, my point is that this work has been done 38 
with a lot of sweat and tears.  It’s a lot of effort and 39 
commitment by the fishermen and everything and we don’t want to 40 
ruin it at the last minute because of doing the wrong thing and 41 
writing the wrong letter to the wrong people. 42 
 43 
I have been discussing this with Alicia very briefly and you 44 
know how she is.  She wants to have things done the best way 45 
possible and straightforward and I’m sure that she would like to 46 
hear from the fishermen themselves and from Jed, of course, 47 
before they do anything to commit the department or the 48 
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legislators in these endeavors. 1 
 2 
Then once they are ready, at that time we need a letter from the 3 
Commissioner asking the council for the next step and not the 4 
other way around. 5 
 6 
TONY IAROCCI:  Thank you, Miguel.  If there’s no other questions 7 
or comments, I once again want to thank everybody for their help 8 
and especially the fishermen for taking the time to work hard on 9 
this and, Carlos, you too for jumping into this. 10 
 11 
Julian is not here right now and I want to acknowledge that 12 
networking he’s done and the work he’s done, along with David 13 
and Daryl and Tony, who is not in the room also, I don’t think.  14 
Thank you. 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to take a fifteen-minute break 17 
and then we’re coming back in to do the Administrative Committee 18 
meeting. 19 
 20 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on August 30, 2011.) 21 
 22 

- - - 23 
 24 

August 31, 2011 25 
 26 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 27 
 28 

- - - 29 
 30 
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council reconvened at the La 31 
Concha Beach Resort, San Juan, Puerto Rico, Wednesday morning, 32 
August 31, 2011, and was called to order at 9:15 o’clock a.m. by 33 
Chairman Carlos Farchette. 34 
 35 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Today is August 31, here in San Juan, Puerto 36 
Rico.  Are we ready for a roll call? 37 
 38 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  Graciela Garcia-Moliner, council 39 
staff. 40 
 41 
GREG SNOW:  Lieutenant JG Greg Snow, U.S. Coast Guard, Sector 42 
San Juan. 43 
 44 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Winston Ledee, council member, St. Thomas. 45 
 46 
JED BROWN:  Jed Brown, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and 47 
Natural Resources. 48 
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 1 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Aida Rosario, Puerto Rico Department of Natural 2 
and Environmental Resources. 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  Marcos Hanke, council member, Puerto Rico. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Miguel Rolon, Caribbean Council staff. 7 
 8 
DIANA MARTINO:  Diana Martino, council staff. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, NOAA Fisheries. 11 
 12 
MARA LEVY:  Mara Levy, NOAA Office of General Counsel. 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Todd Gedamke, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, 15 
Miami. 16 
 17 
NELSON CRESPO:  Nelson Crespo, council member, Puerto Rico. 18 
 19 
BILL ARNOLD:  Bill Arnold, Southeast Regional Office. 20 
 21 
DAVID OLSEN:  David Olsen, STFA. 22 
 23 
GERSON MARTINEZ:  Gerson Martinez, St. Croix, Vice Chair of the 24 
St. Croix Fishermen’s Association, AP member. 25 
 26 
DARYL BRYAN:  Daryl Bryan, St. Thomas. 27 
 28 
TONY IAROCCI:  Tony Iarocci, Florida. 29 
 30 
SARA DREVENAK:  Sara Drevenak, Pew Environment Group. 31 
 32 
MARIA DE LOS A. IRIZARRY:  María de los A. Irizarry, council 33 
staff. 34 
 35 
ADAM SCRINDINSKI:  Lieutenant Junior Grade Adam Scrindinski, 36 
U.S. Coast Guard, Sector San Juan. 37 
 38 
PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, NOAA Fisheries. 39 
 40 
SCOTT SANDORF:  Scott Sandorf, NOAA Fisheries. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Barbara Kojis, SSC Chair. 43 
 44 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Edward Schuster, AP Chair. 45 
 46 
TRACY DUNN:  Tracy Dunn, NOAA Fisheries Office of Enforcement. 47 
 48 
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CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Carlos Farchette, council chair.   1 
 2 

2011 COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL CATCH LIMIT (ACL) AMENDMENT FOR THE 3 
U.S. CARIBBEAN - PUBLIC HEARINGS REPORT AND FINAL ACTION 4 

CONTINUED 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It has come to our attention that we may need to 7 
revisit -- At this time this morning, we were going to look at 8 
the regulations and determine if they are necessary, but it has 9 
come to our attention that there’s an issue with the surgeonfish 10 
that we need to readdress and I would like to ask Mara, our 11 
attorney, to give us a briefing of what is the issue and what we 12 
need to do. 13 
 14 
MARA LEVY:  Yesterday afternoon, I noticed that -- I’m sorry I 15 
didn’t notice it while you were talking about it, but you set a 16 
recreational bag limit for surgeonfish at zero.  However, you 17 
set the OY and ACL for surgeonfish in Puerto Rico -- The 18 
recreational sector has its own distinct ACL and in the Virgin 19 
Islands, it’s with everything else in the Virgin Islands and 20 
it’s proxied by the commercial. 21 
 22 
It’s inconsistent, number one, to have an OY and an ACL for the 23 
recreational sector but then have a bag limit of zero, which 24 
basically prohibits and precludes any chance of obtaining or 25 
reaching optimum yield.  Bag limits and management measures -- 26 
What’s that done is that’s basically allocated to the 27 
recreational sector zero and you’ve got everything going to the 28 
commercial sector. 29 
 30 
Under National Standard 4, any allocation has to be fair and 31 
equitable and management measures have to be geared at achieving 32 
OY, or optimum yield. 33 
 34 
There was no discussion, from what I could see at the last 35 
meeting when this was introduced, as to the rationale for the 36 
zero bag limit for the recreational sector and no discussion of 37 
how it’s fair and equitable and no discussion about how it 38 
achieves or helps achieve optimum yield. 39 
 40 
I think that that’s an issue that you all need to revisit.  You 41 
have the option to try and supplement the record to address all 42 
these things that you need to address when you’re doing an 43 
allocation or to decide that you’re going to do a bag limit that 44 
actually doesn’t do an allocation of zero and gives the 45 
recreational sector the opportunity to achieve optimum yield. 46 
 47 
ROY CRABTREE:  Billy, can you tell us what the poundage values 48 
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for the ACLs for surgeonfish are for the commercial and for the 1 
recreational? 2 
 3 
BILL ARNOLD:  I don’t have those numbers up yet, Roy, but for 4 
the recreational, it’s about -- In Puerto Rico, and obviously 5 
this isn’t recorded in the USVI, but in Puerto Rico, it’s about 6 
a little bit over 5,000 pounds during the most abundant year of 7 
catch and that’s what we’ve sort of used to set our recreational 8 
catch in Puerto Rico. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  Is the commercial higher than that or lower, do 11 
you know? 12 
 13 
BILL ARNOLD:  The commercial in Puerto Rico is much, much lower.  14 
That’s why we use that peak landings for recreational in Puerto 15 
Rico as our guide.  In the Virgin Islands, commercial catch of 16 
surgeonfish is actually pretty high. 17 
 18 
ROY CRABTREE:  I understand that.  I agree with Mara that it 19 
doesn’t seem consistent -- The way the document is laid out, we 20 
set the optimum yield level equal to the ACL and so you’re 21 
supposed to try to achieve that and it does look like we’ve set 22 
it up so we’ve set optimum yield for recreational surgeonfish as 23 
something close to 5,000 pounds, but then we’ve put a bag limit 24 
in place that would prevent them from catching it. 25 
 26 
It does seem like, to me, unless we can somehow explain why that 27 
makes sense, and I haven’t been able to figure out how that 28 
makes sense, then it seems like our choice is, one, we could 29 
give some sort of bag limit to the recreational fishery.  We 30 
don’t really have any analysis to tell us how many people 31 
normally bring in.   32 
 33 
Obviously it’s not very important to them and they’re not 34 
bringing in many in Puerto Rico and I have no idea about the 35 
Virgin Islands, because we don’t even have catch estimates 36 
there, but I suspect there aren’t many coming in there. 37 
 38 
We could give some sort of a bag limit, one per person or 39 
something like that, or I suppose we could come in and set the 40 
recreational ACL at zero for surgeonfish.  That’s probably more 41 
complicated than figuring out how to do that, but it seems to me 42 
somehow we have to bring the optimum yield ACL in line with the 43 
bag limit and so probably we ought to have some discussion about 44 
which direction you guys want to go in in terms of doing that. 45 
 46 
MARCOS HANKE:  Before I talk on my opinion about it, I would 47 
like to make a question to Bill.  On the 5,000 pounds that you 48 
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were mentioning, this is recorded to be recreational catches?  1 
Yes?  Okay. 2 
 3 
Once that’s answered, my experience in Puerto Rico is seeing 4 
people catching them with spear guns occasionally and if we had 5 
some activity related to that, maybe the easiest way to -- I 6 
want to state that it’s not a very important species for 7 
recreational.  That’s the first thing. 8 
 9 
Second, the numbers show there is some people that do fish for 10 
them.  If that’s the case, maybe we could add to the bag limit 11 
one surgeonfish to the bag limit and like this was going to fix 12 
the problem and address it and I think it’s the best way.  I 13 
want to mention that the idea of protecting them on the bag 14 
limit, protecting the parrotfish and the other fishes that we 15 
protect in there, is because of the ecological importance they 16 
have. 17 
 18 
Adding one to the bag limit, I don’t think we’re going to change 19 
that.  It’s just going to be more logical, our decision, and 20 
more doable. 21 
 22 
JED BROWN:  Marcos, will you consider making that into a motion? 23 
 24 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think that’s a good idea. 25 
 26 
JED BROWN:  The Virgin Islands would agree with that. 27 
 28 
ROY CRABTREE:  So we’re going to go to one and so procedurally, 29 
here’s what we have to do.  We need to have a motion to 30 
reconsider the amendment.  I would make a motion to reconsider 31 
the ACL Amendment. 32 
 33 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 34 
 35 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  A motion to reconsider the amendment was made 36 
by Crabtree and seconded by Marcos.  Any further discussion on 37 
this motion?  Hearing none, we’ll go ahead with the vote, 38 
starting with Winston. 39 
 40 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 41 
 42 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 43 
 44 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 45 
 46 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 1 
 2 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries. 5 
 6 
ROY CRABTREE:  Now I think what you can do is make a motion to 7 
go into Action 6(b) and modify -- I’ll make a motion that for 8 
Action 6(b) that Alternative 7 be modified and the words 9 
“prohibit the harvest of species within the Surgeonfish FMU” and 10 
before “prohibit”, put the phrase -- Be replaced with “establish 11 
a one fish per person bag limit for surgeonfish”.  Billy and 12 
Graciela, that would fix it? 13 
 14 
BILL ARNOLD:  You might want to establish a vessel limit as 15 
well, Roy. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE: Let’s get a second for the motion and then talk 18 
about if we want to have a vessel limit. 19 
 20 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Second. 21 
 22 
ROY CRABTREE:  The way that’s set up now, then it would have a 23 
one per person and then it would just be part of the aggregate 24 
fifteen per vessel.  I guess if you want to have some lower per 25 
vessel, you could, but I don’t know that it’s going to make any 26 
difference, personally. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That was a motion by Crabtree and seconded by 29 
Aida Rosario. 30 
 31 
ROY CRABTREE:  The rationale for this is that we have a very low 32 
amount of fish available for surgeonfish and based on the 33 
council discussion, we don’t believe it’s very important to many 34 
recreational fishermen and so it’s not likely that many people 35 
are bringing in more than this anyway.   36 
 37 
We don’t want them to exceed or hit their ACL and the data is 38 
highly uncertain and so it seems reasonable for us to set a 39 
precautionary and conservative bag limit now and then we’ll come 40 
back and review the information from Puerto Rico and see how 41 
many fish are actually caught and if we think adjustments to it 42 
make sense, we can deal with it at that time. 43 
 44 
MARA LEVY:  If you wanted to consider a vessel limit, for 45 
parrotfish you did two per person and six per vessel and so 46 
consistent with that, because of the lower landings and all the 47 
uncertainty with the surgeonfish, might be one per person and 48 
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three per vessel, which is half the parrotfish, if you want to 1 
do the vessel limit. 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I was looking at the enforcement part of this 4 
and we’re not making life easy for enforcement, but for ease of 5 
enforcement, I would think that we may have considered the same 6 
standard for commercial as two and six for surgeonfish.  It may 7 
make it more difficult for an officer out there to be checking 8 
one thing and then have to come up with figuring out what’s in 9 
the recreational versus commercial, but that’s just a thought. 10 
 11 
ROY CRABTREE:  Remember this is recreational and not commercial.  12 
Bill, do you, or Graciela, recall what the recreational ACL for 13 
parrotfish was?  I don’t remember, but I think it was higher 14 
than what we’re talking about for surgeonfish by a fair amount, 15 
wasn’t it? 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I don’t have the numbers, but 18 
definitely it was much higher than -- I think it was 18,000. 19 
 20 
ROY CRABTREE:  It’s how much? 21 
 22 
ROY CRABTREE:  18,000 and so it makes sense to me that we need 23 
to have a lower bag limit on surgeonfish, because we have a far 24 
lower amount of fish to be caught.  It’s up to you guys if you 25 
want to put like a vessel limit of three or six or four.  I 26 
would accept a friendly amendment to the motion if you would 27 
like to do that. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  Considering that the typical recreational 30 
fishermen will be fishing for surgeonfish, which will be the 31 
real inexperienced family that goes out and should those guys 32 
with a gun or I don’t know how they’re going to fish for them, 33 
but on a boat like that, I would say four.  It would not be a 34 
big boat with a lot of people fishing for them.  Four is like a 35 
friendly number, in terms of the boats and the characteristics 36 
of the people that go fishing for them or maybe go fishing for 37 
them. 38 
 39 
ROY CRABTREE:  Let’s amend the motion then.  After the word 40 
“surgeonfish”, put “and a four per vessel limit”.  I think you 41 
seconded the motion, Marcos, right? 42 
 43 
MARCOS HANKE:  I seconded it, yes. 44 
 45 
JED BROWN:  Carlos, I missed some of the discussion, because I 46 
was having a sidebar, but you indicated that you thought it 47 
would be difficult for enforcement if there was different limits 48 
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for surgeonfish and for parrotfish? 1 
 2 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Actually, no, not now that I’m thinking about 3 
it, because surgeonfish is a bycatch commercially and it’s even 4 
more of a bycatch recreationally and so I don’t see an issue 5 
with this. 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  There is a recreational spearfishing for 8 
surgeonfish. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  It says that Aida seconded the motion.  Are you 11 
okay with that? 12 
 13 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 14 
 15 
ROY CRABTREE:  That looks good and I think we’ve had a lot of 16 
discussion and my sense is everybody supports this and so I 17 
think we could go ahead and vote it up. 18 
 19 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I didn’t hear you.  I’m sorry. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  That reflects the motion and I think we’ve had 22 
discussion and I think we’ve established our rationale and so I 23 
suspect, Mr. Chairman, that we’re probably ready to vote. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to proceed with the vote and 26 
we’ll start with Crespo. 27 
 28 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 29 
 30 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 33 
 34 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 35 
 36 
JED BROWN:  Abstain. 37 
 38 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 39 
 40 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think our counselor will advise that we need to 41 
do another vote to submit the amendment to the Secretary.  42 
Livia, can you find the motion we voted on yesterday to submit 43 
to the Secretary?  I’ll make a motion that we submit the ACL 44 
Amendment to the Secretary of Commerce for review and give staff 45 
editorial license to make changes. 46 
 47 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Dr. Crabtree, one second.  I didn’t get to 48 



105 
 

vote and so I’ll finish this one first.  Yes.  That would be six 1 
yes and one abstain.  The motion carries.  Now you can go ahead.  2 
Sorry about that. 3 
 4 
ROY CRABTREE:  I move that we submit the ACL Amendment to the 5 
Secretary of Commerce for review and give staff editorial 6 
license to make changes as appropriate. 7 
 8 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Is there any discussion on this?  Hearing 11 
none, we’ll go with the vote and we’ll start with Winston. 12 
 13 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 14 
 15 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 16 
 17 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 22 
 23 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries.   26 
 27 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Mara, does this finish the process and the deem 28 
necessary and all that?  Do we have to do anything else or do we 29 
want to do that now?  Mr. Chairman, now we go to discussion of 30 
the rule to approve it.  Probably what we need to do is to have 31 
some language, Mara, of what the motion should read. 32 
 33 
MARA LEVY:  I guess Scott was going to go through the rule for 34 
you and the only thing is that I think the version of the rule 35 
that is probably up there includes the surgeonfish with zero 36 
language and so obviously we’re going to need to change that to 37 
reflect what you just did with the surgeonfish and the bag 38 
limit, but the structure and the rest of the language should be 39 
fine.  He did change it.  He’s very quick. 40 
 41 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The motion is -- What is the catchy phrase, to 42 
deem it necessary or something like that, the motion that we 43 
have to say? 44 
 45 
MARA LEVY:  I would suggest you go through it first and then 46 
we’ll come up with the motion. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  Every council member has a copy of it, but we 1 
just read it for the record, the whole thing? 2 
 3 
MARA LEVY:  You don’t have to read it.  I guess Scott can either 4 
explain what’s in it for you.  If you’ve all decided that you’ve 5 
read it and you have no problems with it, then someone can make 6 
a motion.  If you want him to go through the different parts so 7 
that you can see what it says, that’s up to you. 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Probably the second option would be best, just to 10 
make sure.  Scott can guide us through the regulations. 11 
 12 
SCOTT SANDORF:  The codified text is obviously based on the 13 
amendment.  The version up there doesn’t have the surgeonfish 14 
changes, but that’s been sent out to Graciela and incorporates 15 
those bag limit changes. 16 
 17 
There are basically four provisions in this rule that are in the 18 
regulations.  Those are bag limits, framework procedures, 19 
accountability measures and ACLs, and revisions to the conch 20 
FMU. 21 
 22 
Starting out for the bag and possession limits, the new section 23 
will read, under Caribbean Reef Fish, other reef fish species 24 
combined, excluding surgeonfish, five per person per day or if 25 
three or more persons are aboard, fifteen per vessel per day.  26 
The new language will be not to exceed one surgeonfish per 27 
person or four surgeonfish per vessel. 28 
 29 
Following that is the new sections for the Caribbean spiny 30 
lobster and that bag limit language is three per person per day 31 
and not to exceed ten per vessel, whichever is less.  These 32 
obviously don’t apply if a valid commercial permit has been 33 
issued from Puerto Rico or the USVI. 34 
 35 
The next section in the codified text is in the adjustment of 36 
management measures, 622.48.  Those are the framework procedures 37 
and language is being added for Caribbean spiny lobster and 38 
there’s a series of items that can be done through framework for 39 
Caribbean spiny lobster as well as for the Caribbean corals and 40 
reef-associated plants and invertebrates. 41 
 42 
You can see it all there and for all the framework procedures, 43 
it refers back to the amendment as far as the specifics for how 44 
those can be implemented and so that’s the supporting document 45 
for it. 46 
 47 
The next item in the codified text is the annual catch limits 48 
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and accountability measures and this is for the Caribbean island 1 
management areas and the new section for the Caribbean EEZ and 2 
the accountability measures, the language is exactly the -- It 3 
is the language that was deemed by the council for the 2010 ACL 4 
Amendment and so this language for all these species is just 5 
being added into those paragraphs for the species for this 6 
amendment and so those accountability measures apply throughout 7 
for everything we’re setting ACLs for. 8 
 9 
There’s four areas that we’re setting for the ACLs, starting out 10 
with, under 1, 1(i) is Puerto Rico commercial ACLs and all these 11 
weights for all of them are in round weight.  I can certainly 12 
read through the language for the AMs if the council likes, but 13 
that language has not changed since the 2010 Amendment, except 14 
for the addition of adding in the Caribbean EEZ language for 15 
tilefish and the aquarium trade species.  Other than that, the 16 
provisions are the same. 17 
 18 
We set up the provisions for Puerto Rico commercial ACLs under 19 
1(i) and then going down next to (ii), that is recreational ACLs 20 
for Puerto Rico.  Those are there and then following that, under 21 
622.49(2), follows the St. Croix ACLs and these are all, just a 22 
reminder, stock ACLs combined for commercial and recreational 23 
landings.  Once again, the same accountability measures apply 24 
regarding the monitoring of those landings. 25 
 26 
JED BROWN:  I guess there was a question about the angelfish 27 
landings and maybe Bill could address this.  Where did those 28 
data come from, since the CCR didn’t have a check-off for 29 
angelfish? 30 
 31 
BILL ARNOLD:  Those are apparently write-ins. 32 
 33 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  The spiny lobster, who has got that up on 34 
their computer, the spiny lobster?  There’s still not some 35 
capability there.  In our territorial waters, we have a 200 -- 36 
I’m sorry.  It’s conch.  There’s a 200 vessel boat limit and 37 
it’s still 150 per license in the EEZ.  Just recently, you have 38 
made the closure months compatible, but the limit for the conch 39 
is different. 40 
 41 
MARA LEVY:  Some of the regulations that are up here right now 42 
are included in the 2010 Amendment.  We’re not dealing with 43 
conch in this amendment and if the council wants to make things 44 
compatible in terms of bag limits, you can do that by a 45 
framework or another action, but this is just addressing this 46 
2011 ACL Amendment, but the regulations have already been deemed 47 
and approved for the 2010 and for whatever we did for conch when 48 
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we did the regulatory amendment to do the closures.  That’s just 1 
not an issue of what’s happening now.  It’s just part of the 2 
same package of regulations, which is why it’s up there, because 3 
it’s in the same number scheme. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Just to remind everybody that we are not arguing 6 
the whole thing again.  What we are doing is to make sure that 7 
what you already approved yesterday and this morning is 8 
reflected in the regulation as written.  If you do something 9 
that is different in the regulation, then we have to ask why 10 
it’s different. 11 
 12 
So far, the only different thing from what you approved before 13 
was the surgeonfish and they corrected that and so the exercise 14 
that we’re doing right now is for you to remember what you did 15 
yesterday and see if there are any deviations from what the 16 
council approved and the proposed regulations that will be 17 
submitted to the Secretary, but it’s not to argue the whole 18 
thing again. 19 
 20 
JED BROWN:  I have a question for Bill.  So the ACL for 21 
angelfish is going to be based on the write-in landings? 22 
 23 
BILL ARNOLD:  That’s right, Jed, but keep in mind that these 24 
ACLs are flexible and can be modified if better data are 25 
obtained and so they’re not permanent forever.  We can come back 26 
and revisit them down the road, but for now, that’s the best 27 
data we have. 28 
 29 
JED BROWN:  You’re obviously aware that that’s a severe 30 
underestimation of the commercial landings for St. Thomas and 31 
St. Croix? 32 
 33 
BILL ARNOLD:  I’m aware that we have reporting problems and they 34 
need to be rectified.  If this is one of them, then it may 35 
create some short-term problems that we’re going to have to 36 
address, but we’re going to have to get some data upon which to 37 
base other decisions.  We can’t just draw an angelfish ACL out 38 
of thin air.  These are the data we have and we’ve got to use 39 
them. 40 
 41 
MARA LEVY:  Also, just as -- The ACLs and everything else were 42 
set in the amendment and so this is just codifying what you’ve 43 
already discussed and approved and so I understand the need to 44 
want to change things in the future and that, but looking at the 45 
rule, it’s not going to change what you all did this morning and 46 
yesterday. 47 
 48 
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BILL ARNOLD:  Jed, there may be some confusion between the St. 1 
Thomas ACL and the St. Croix ACL.  The St. Croix ACL is 235,000 2 
or something like that and the St. Thomas is more like -- What’s 3 
our average there? 4 
 5 
SCOTT SANDORF:  The St. Thomas stock ACL is 7,897 pounds, for 6 
St. Thomas/St. John.  For St. Croix for angelfish, it’s 305,000 7 
in the amendment.  All these numbers are changed from yesterday, 8 
the 0.9, except for where we didn’t use that. 9 
 10 
ROY CRABTREE:  I move that we deem the regulations necessary and 11 
appropriate and give staff editorial license to make changes as 12 
appropriate. 13 
 14 
MARCOS HANKE:  Second. 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion made by Crabtree and seconded by 17 
Marcos Hanke.  Any further discussion on this topic?  Hearing 18 
none, we’ll take it to a vote and we’ll start with Nelson 19 
Crespo. 20 
 21 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 22 
 23 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 24 
 25 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 26 
 27 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Yes. 28 
 29 
JED BROWN:   Yes. 30 
 31 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 32 
 33 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries.   34 
 35 

ERAEF DISCUSSION 36 
 37 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We are finally finished with the ACL document for 38 
2011 and the regulations and so now, Mr. Chairman, this will be 39 
submitted to the process and whenever we are informed about the 40 
outcome, we will let you know as soon as we get the information. 41 
 42 
You amended the agenda yesterday to include at this time a 43 
discussion on the ERAEF project and this is because we receive -44 
- First, to backtrack, the ERAEF project is something that was 45 
presented at the data poor workshop.  All of you attended and 46 
members of the advisory panel and some members of the SSC. 47 
 48 
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At a previous meeting of the council, we presented the idea to 1 
follow up two suggestions by the data poor workshop.  One is to 2 
explore the possibility of this model to be adopted to this area 3 
and the other one is to pursue the implementation of another 4 
model that has yield per recruit analysis, as presented by 5 
Jeremy. 6 
 7 
The first one, the ERAEF project, was discussed briefly at the 8 
council meeting and Dr. Bonnie Ponwith suggested that before the 9 
council moved forward with this to ask the scientists of the SSC 10 
and the Center to look at this in detail, because this is a 11 
process that is understood by a few people at this time. 12 
 13 
Then, as per instruction, I asked the SSC, through the chair of 14 
the SSC, their opinion as to the soundness of this approach to 15 
obtain the information from the fishers especially. 16 
 17 
Basically, what this project does, it has three levels and it 18 
incorporates into the process of collecting the information the 19 
fishermen’s input from the beginning, from scratch.  You have 20 
anecdotal information, information that is not in the books, 21 
that you can bring to the discussion, to the table.  Then you 22 
have a set of rules as to how you collect this information, et 23 
cetera, et cetera. 24 
 25 
The model and the discussion caused the resignation of one of 26 
the SSC members, because he thought that the model will push 27 
further down the level of ACLs that will be allowed to the 28 
fishers and that might be true and we don’t know. 29 
 30 
Other members of the SSC did not have a chance to discuss it, 31 
because they needed more information.  I send them all the 32 
package that we received and one of them was out on vacation and 33 
working outside the U.S. and so he couldn’t have a chance to go 34 
over the model. 35 
 36 
We asked Kim Gordon, the lady who gave the presentation on the 37 
model last night, to send more information to the group, to the 38 
SSC.  We also believe, and I will ask Barbara to keep the 39 
discussion going, that she has more information from Dr. Costa 40 
from the university and then I also have an exchange of emails 41 
with Todd Gedamke and the others and Todd believes that we 42 
should discuss how we go from Stage 1 and 2 to Stage 3, because 43 
that’s the one that will give you the numbers as to the status 44 
of the stock, et cetera, and what level you should have. 45 
 46 
In the meantime, we got information that there’s a scientist 47 
already working in the Caribbean using this model and if this 48 
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model survives today, the next step probably will be to ask her 1 
to come and discuss it with the SSC members and maybe a 2 
committee, to see how it can be implemented. 3 
 4 
The advantage of the model is that it incorporates the fishers 5 
from scratch.  The disadvantage is it may adopt lower in the 6 
level of catch that is allowed to fishermen on a yearly basis 7 
and between those two bookends, there’s a truth somewhere. 8 
 9 
We also consulted with people regarding the cost.  It can go 10 
from a few dollars to hundreds of thousands of dollars and it 11 
all depends on what you’re going to do.  It’s not a one-year 12 
project.  It could last as long as needed and it’s dynamic.  You 13 
have to continue getting information and fine tuning what you 14 
have. 15 
 16 
At this time, Mr. Chairman, what we wanted to ask is -- By the 17 
way, I asked also David to be allowed to discuss it.  I’ve been 18 
discussing it with David and some of the fishermen and the 19 
university professors and they see it as an opportunity here. 20 
 21 
If we ever approve this, the idea is not to jump into a full-22 
fledged project, but maybe to have a pilot project to determine 23 
whether we can move forward with Stage 2 or 3 or whatever of 24 
this project.  Also, it’s difficult, if not impossible, to 25 
implement the project throughout the entire U.S. Caribbean and 26 
so we were thinking that perhaps we should start with the St. 27 
Thomas/St. John area, given that the university is there. 28 
 29 
The other underlying goal is to see if we can develop the know-30 
how locally and have a grad student to develop the model and 31 
then that graduate hopefully could stay working in the area, if 32 
the model is decided that we’re going to pursue it.  Another 33 
idea was to bring to author of the model all the way from 34 
Australia to here and discuss it with the scientists to see what 35 
are the merits.   36 
 37 
The council needs to get information on a timely basis to 38 
monitor the ACLs that you just approved and hopefully the 39 
Secretary will implement and so we need to improve the way that 40 
we collect information for that goal, but also we are going to 41 
be moving, as soon as we finish this, into an ecosystem-based 42 
management approach. 43 
 44 
Congress isn’t very happy that ecosystem-based management hasn’t 45 
been implemented as quickly as they thought and as you all know, 46 
ecosystem-based management means many things for many people, 47 
but in reality, you take the whole ball of wax and incorporate 48 
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into the decision making the information from the ecosystem, 1 
which means fish, habitat, people, anything that happens out 2 
there that might affect the fishery should be considered and the 3 
fishery affecting the ecosystem. 4 
 5 
With that, I would like, Mr. Chairman, to ask Barbara the status 6 
of her inquiry into this and maybe ask Todd and the group here 7 
to discuss it a little bit further and maybe tell us what will 8 
be the next step for us to move or not with the project. 9 
 10 
If also the council decided to go ahead with this, we need to 11 
have at least three people.  We need to have three proposals to 12 
get to committee and the proposal will follow the route of the 13 
grant administration process and so, Barbara. 14 
 15 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Thank you very much.  Just to reiterate a little 16 
bit of what Miguel said, I only received comments from a few of 17 
the SSC members, in part because I think there wasn’t just 18 
enough information for people to really get their teeth around. 19 
 20 
The people that did look at this indicated that the ERAEF was 21 
probably appropriate for our fisheries and it was flexible and 22 
it would provide clear written management goals for five 23 
components of the fisheries. 24 
 25 
The success would depend upon the information available at the 26 
time and the ability to work through the process.  Stakeholder 27 
time is in short supply, often in short supply, and by 28 
stakeholders, you’re talking about the whole gamut, from 29 
fishermen, to recreational and commercial fishermen, scientists, 30 
the diving community, et cetera, the whole gamut. 31 
 32 
This isn’t just focused -- Stakeholders aren’t just focused on 33 
commercial fishers.  Many of the factors in the ERAEF are 34 
similar to what we went through in the ACL process and so 35 
there’s a lot of information available from the ACL process 36 
already and so there’s two factors here.  One of them is we’ve 37 
already done it and so why are we doing it again and the other 38 
aspect of it is maybe this could be better organized and made 39 
more clear and more useful. 40 
 41 
A pilot might be the way to find out if this is the right track.  42 
ERAEF does not have a sociological component or a methodology.  43 
Socioeconomics are not part of the current methodology and so 44 
there is a need to develop this and Dr. Alexandridis from the 45 
University of the Virgin Islands -- He was going to send me his 46 
CV and he didn’t, but he said he had worked with the CSIRO in 47 
using this ERAEF project, I think with Aboriginal communities 48 
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and so on up in Australia.  He’s very much got familiarity with 1 
this program, but I don’t have the specific details on that. 2 
 3 
The SSC could not recommend using ERAEF at this stage, because 4 
there was no proposal to review, only publications relating to 5 
the ERAEF methodology and a letter from Dr. Alexandridis stating 6 
that he would like to develop the sociological component, but no 7 
detail. 8 
 9 
This is a direction that we need to go with respect to 10 
developing a sociological component and incorporating more of 11 
the stakeholders in at an early stage and getting all that 12 
information together, but we need to have a proposal.  They need 13 
a proposal that lists goals and objectives and methods, the 14 
ultimate products, the qualifications of the applicants, and the 15 
budget. 16 
 17 
They were unclear on how ERAEF would be used to monitor 18 
fisheries and so the idea is what does the council really want 19 
this to do at this stage?  We were talking about monitoring and 20 
we’re talking about developing a sociological component. 21 
 22 
ERAEF is a very complex method.  It goes through -- Potentially 23 
very time consuming, thick documents I’m sure are produced from 24 
this and so on, but it does have positive aspects in putting 25 
things together in a very logical order. 26 
 27 
Then ERAEF is very precautionary and so this is where the 28 
caution comes in and why we had an SSC member resign, because if 29 
there’s no data available, then the result is this is whatever 30 
you’re looking at is scored as high risk and if you’re in a 31 
data-poor situation, you might have lots of situations where 32 
this can occur and as a consequence, you end up with a situation 33 
that may be worse than the ACL system right now. 34 
 35 
I contacted Dr. Susan Singh-Renton from the Caribbean Regional 36 
Fisheries Mechanism.  In 2006, a whole group of people met and 37 
were given a workshop to learn how to learn the ERAEF proposal.  38 
They went back to their countries to utilize this and five years 39 
later, most people found that they didn’t have the time and the 40 
staff and so on to do anything with respect to this. 41 
 42 
Her comments were that ERAEF analysis can be undertaken with 43 
existing data and if data are poor, this gets reflected in the 44 
confidence scores assigned, which, again, is very precautionary.  45 
Although this is not ideal, it highlights what you know well and 46 
what you do not understand well about the fishery, which is 47 
important to recognize in planning and decision making. 48 
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 1 
ERAEF involves literature reviews, digging up what data and 2 
reports have to say.  It is very useful therefore for 3 
consolidating the data, information, and knowledge of the 4 
fishery and all the information available on the fishery.  Of 5 
course, new data can also be acquired if you have the resources 6 
and it will improve the confidence scores. 7 
 8 
The Regional Fisheries Management Mechanism has tried to apply 9 
it to the spiny lobster fishery in St. Vincent and Grenadines, 10 
but due to a lack of funding and sparse habitat data, this was 11 
not successful.  They are currently applying it to the 12 
dolphinfish fishery and they plan to complete the report in 13 
about a year from now. 14 
 15 
ERAEF is subjective and hence, it’s important for all those who 16 
assist with the completion of the many tables, et cetera, to 17 
discuss the concepts and arrive at a common understanding.  It’s 18 
also very important not to rush the analysis at the expense of 19 
excluding key stakeholder inputs and I’ll note that the way they 20 
did the stakeholder inputs was to go around and interview 21 
people.  They interviewed fishers and the scientists.  The 22 
scientists I think they discussed this with at a meeting. 23 
 24 
ERAEF won’t answer the social and economic questions of 25 
fisheries management and tends to lump all other non-fishing 26 
activities into one category and thus, ERAEF output statements 27 
would be ecological, ecosystem, and fisheries impacts mainly.  28 
However, the ERAEF compels the management agency to take a 29 
broader view and this should appeal to stakeholders and so these 30 
were the comments that were made from the people that are 31 
actually trying to use this in the Caribbean. 32 
 33 
It’s got a lot of possibilities, but the information that was 34 
provided to the SSC, we needed a lot more detail about what was 35 
actually going to happen and how this would fit into the current 36 
process. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Barbara, by any chance, do you have the spell out 39 
of ERAEF in your paper there?  I keep forgetting what ERAEF 40 
stands for. 41 
 42 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Yes, I wrote it down here.  It’s Ecological Risk 43 
Assessment for the Effects of Fishing, which means that it’s not 44 
that much more necessarily stakeholder friendly, but it could be 45 
adapted to be.   46 
 47 
If you look at the ERAEF methodology that’s available, there’s 48 



115 
 

the effects of fishing aspect of it and then they have an 1 
economics aspect and a sociology effect and the sociology and 2 
economics, they need to develop methodology for those.  While 3 
fisher input and all the stakeholder input is very important for 4 
the ERAEF methodology, it’s really important at the first level, 5 
where you’re scoping.   6 
 7 
After that, it looks like there is less fisher input as you go 8 
along, but there needs to be some sort of element of the social 9 
aspects and the economic aspects being considered with respect 10 
to this and that certainly could be developed locally. 11 
 12 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The other comment I received, aside from that, is 13 
what is it that ERAEF can give us that SEDAR and the local 14 
process that we have now is not giving us for management? 15 
 16 
BARBARA KOJIS:  ERAEF looks at things a little bit more broadly.  17 
There are aspects of it at the scoping stage and it gives more 18 
information.  It may -- The second level is really a PSA 19 
analysis and it may very well be a very good idea to do that for 20 
all the species, so that when, for example, the Scientific and 21 
Statistical Committee comes and meets, that --  22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  PSA, what is it? 24 
 25 
BARBARA KOJIS:  Productivity and susceptibility analysis.  It’s 26 
sort of when I put all that information up about what we did 27 
with ORCS and we came up with why we scored how we scored each 28 
of the different species and species groups, based on whether 29 
they’re targeted species, their life history and so on.  That’s 30 
the sort of PSA analysis. 31 
 32 
I haven’t seen a PSA analysis that’s been done for all the 33 
species that are down here and so that would -- Whatever species 34 
are being considered at the time, usually this looks like it 35 
goes and the analysis is of a particular fishery, a dolphinfish 36 
fishery or a spiny lobster fishery or a fish trap fishery.   37 
 38 
In Australia, they used a gear type, an otter trawl, which 39 
obviously is not applicable down here, but traps would be one of 40 
the gear types and then you would look at all the species that 41 
are caught by that. 42 
 43 
You would look at the impacts to habitat and you look at what 44 
might be affecting that fishery besides just fishing, but the 45 
impact on habitat that is important for those species and so on 46 
and so forth.  It can get very, very, very complex and I guess -47 
- 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Barbara, you mentioned that some of the comments 2 
that you received -- They believe maybe a pilot survey could be 3 
done before we jump into any of this, to get more information 4 
about what can the ERAEF model do for us.  That was part of the 5 
discussion. 6 
 7 
BARBARA KOJIS:  That’s right and just to mention SEDAR, SEDAR is 8 
really something that is a stock assessment level type of thing, 9 
to a large extent.  That’s the ultimate outcome of it and that’s 10 
almost the Level 3 of this program, is getting there and sitting 11 
and looking and seeing what -- You’re doing similar things to 12 
what you do in SEDAR in this, but you’re incorporating some more 13 
information in this aspect and the ultimate goal in SEDAR, the 14 
final stock assessment that you get, is really a Level 3 type of 15 
assessment in the ERAEF. 16 
 17 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Todd, do you have any comments regarding this 18 
discussion? 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I’ve got a lot and a few all in one sentence.  My 21 
main question is I still, with all the comments and the 22 
discussion, I don’t know what the objective is.  I don’t know 23 
what the final product of this would turn into.  You’re asking 24 
will this feed into SEDAR. 25 
 26 
What this will generally do is provide a prioritized list of 27 
species that can then be evaluated through the SEDAR process.  28 
There is -- Barbara just mentioned that it is similar to -- The 29 
Level 3 would be similar to a SEDAR. 30 
 31 
The word “assessment” in the title of this approach is very 32 
different than a stock assessment.  This is a risk assessment 33 
type of framework that feeds into a prioritization of which 34 
species we should be focusing our energies and our efforts on 35 
and then going into that stage 3. 36 
 37 
As we’ve found, as of right now, getting into that quantitative 38 
stage we’ve evaluated and we’re not -- We don’t have the 39 
information currently available to do that. 40 
 41 
In the first two phases of this, and I want to make this point 42 
clear, but Barbara just mentioned the PSA analysis.  When the 43 
ACLs were first proposed, the National Marine Fisheries Service 44 
pulled together a working group that spent approximately two 45 
years evaluating the Hobday papers, the ERAEF approach, and 46 
developed a PSA analysis that was compiled to be specific to 47 
U.S. fisheries and for the application towards the ACL process. 48 
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 1 
In certain councils, certain regions have used the PSA analysis.  2 
It was proposed by us early on in this process to develop the 3 
scaler from the average landings as one potential approach, but 4 
for that, you need to populate that with information on 5 
biological properties of the stock, which gives productivity and 6 
then also, through interviews and through knowledge of the 7 
fisheries, you look at the overlap between the fisheries and the 8 
vulnerability of individual species. 9 
 10 
I just want everyone to be clear that there are a lot of 11 
buzzwords in the title, in the summary.  If you want to go 12 
forward with this, we’ve got to really pin down what the product 13 
is.  What do you expect to come out of this? 14 
 15 
If you want to just do a prioritization of stocks based on 16 
fisher input for vulnerability, that framework has been set up 17 
in a much more shortened, modified form and I think that would 18 
be something that would be worthwhile, but I think right now, as 19 
it stands, we need a lot more information before we can proceed. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That last part will be one product that can be 22 
obtained from the pilot survey. 23 
 24 
TODD GEDAMKE:  The prioritization?  If you look at the stocks 25 
that we’re dealing with, the prioritization is going to have two 26 
components to it.  One is going to be looking at the 27 
productivity of species and so you are going to put a small, 28 
fast-growing fish at one end of the spectrum and then your large 29 
sharks at the other end of the spectrum.  One are much more 30 
productive than the other and then looking at just an overlap of 31 
vulnerability.  Are your slowest growing species in 4,000 feet 32 
of water and fisheries can’t get to them and so therefore 33 
they’re not at risk? 34 
 35 
The experience, you put together a small group of people -- 36 
Barbara said subjective and I just wanted to make sure this was 37 
clear.  Any of these approaches need to be done not by 38 
individuals, but they need to be done by groups of people, 39 
because there are subjective decisions that need to be made in 40 
the scoring, but anyway, that list could be generated in a much 41 
simpler format, in terms of prioritizing species. 42 
 43 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Does anybody have any comments on this 44 
subject? 45 
 46 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I do want to follow up, just because I think that 47 
getting the economics and the sociology into this process -- I’m 48 
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not sure how it directly fits in, but I just wanted to make sure 1 
that I shed at least a little positive light on that aspect of 2 
this approach, which is not included in the NMFS PSA analysis, 3 
but that turns more into objectives of the council and the 4 
objectives of characterizing the fisheries as a whole that 5 
doesn’t fall really into my shop in terms of doing quantitative 6 
analysis on the stocks, but that can fit into the bigger 7 
picture.  I didn’t want to leave on a negative note.  That, I 8 
think, is a positive aspect of this that we don’t directly have 9 
in our current approaches. 10 
 11 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Hearing what Barbara was saying about this model 12 
or method or whatever it is, we have been in the past and we 13 
keep on receiving the same information from the stock assessment 14 
people that we are in a very poor data situation. 15 
 16 
I don’t think that we will have enough resources in the near 17 
future with the situation, the fiscal situation, in the United 18 
States right now to improve the data collection to really give 19 
meaningful information to have a good product from this method. 20 
 21 
I will be very cautious to compromise us and involve us in 22 
something that in the end will give us the same result that we 23 
know, that we are in a very poor data situation and that we will 24 
have more constraint for the fishermen and based on some model 25 
that is very precautionary. 26 
 27 
We have taken some steps based on the precautionary principle 28 
and we are going to get involved in another model that we will 29 
add more constraint and I don’t think that it is a very wise 30 
thing to do right now. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  This is new for everybody and, Todd, there is -- 33 
Because we understand what Aida said of poor data, if we test in 34 
Puerto Rico or the U.S. Caribbean on a smaller group or a 35 
smaller community or -- Not really a community, but a group, 36 
like let’s say a charter or recreational fishing or commercial, 37 
whatever we decide to do, on a smaller, more controlled group 38 
that maybe accesses less quantity of species, does that make 39 
sense or does it make any difference for us to learn how to use 40 
this and to keep the ball rolling in a more controlled way? 41 
 42 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think Barbara summarized a couple of comments, 43 
just that prior to implementation, there is some model 44 
development that needs to get done and I think the aspect that 45 
has been proposed is to include some socioeconomics that are not 46 
currently in the model. 47 
 48 
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Before you can even go out with a pilot study, there has to be 1 
some work that’s done with this and so I think thinking smaller 2 
scale is the way to go, but once again, I think some of the 3 
earlier steps on this are not well defined at this point. 4 
 5 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Also, regarding the scale, the original proposal 6 
is not to do it in Puerto Rico or St. Croix.  If we ever do 7 
something like this, it’s to start in St. Thomas/St. John.  Two 8 
topics that we’ve been discussing here is if we are going to 9 
move into any of this, the question is what is the profit that 10 
we are going to get for our money and time? 11 
 12 
So far, there are only two.  One, we might get it some other 13 
way, but maybe we already have it, which is the prioritization 14 
of the species.  The other is go back to the way that we used to 15 
do things.  When we had the SAFE report, for the spiny lobster, 16 
for example, we sat down and got all the information we had, 17 
biological information and socioeconomic information and habitat 18 
information regarding the lobster.  Then we ended up with these 19 
are the levels and this is the size limit that you should have 20 
and then we monitor the species. 21 
 22 
That’s one aspect of ERAEF that can be done for all the species 23 
that could be done also with other methods and maybe easier, but 24 
the one that probably is lacking everywhere is the socioeconomic 25 
component of the fishery, the value of the fishery.  That’s 26 
something that Dr. Walter Keithly and other economists and 27 
sociologists have been pushing, that we need to do that for our 28 
fisheries, to have a clear picture of what’s going on. 29 
 30 
The other issue about this is that you have a component which is 31 
the group of fishers and the idea is to have them in both and 32 
not from the beginning and dispose of them and keep going, 33 
because the way they have been done in other areas, they have an 34 
interview. 35 
 36 
The first stage is they interview the fishermen and okay, I’ve 37 
got the information from you guys and we’ll talk to you in five 38 
years or something like that.  In others, they have the 39 
information from the fishermen and they keep working back and 40 
forth with that.   41 
 42 
This is similar to an approach that was tested in Puerto Rico 43 
and didn’t fly well, parrotfish.  Don’t ask me what parrotfish.  44 
I forgot what it was, but it’s a method that you use anecdotal 45 
information from people and then you get that information and 46 
run it through computer software and then at the end it will 47 
tell you more or less the status of the stocks, based on the 48 
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anecdotal information that you have. 1 
 2 
When you have nothing, that’s good, but when we play it, they 3 
way it works is they have pictures and they have the fishermen 4 
and this is one fish and here we have twenty fish and which one 5 
do you prefer?  They were insulted by that and it has the 6 
application in some other parts of the world, but not here. 7 
 8 
We are not saying that this is the same problem with ERAEF, but 9 
we want to make sure where we’re going.  I asked David and he 10 
has been discussing this with the fishers and the university 11 
people and based on this discussion, the question is do you 12 
think that the group is willing to work on maybe towards these 13 
two goals of getting the prioritization and getting the 14 
socioeconomic component? 15 
 16 
Also, at this stage, I don’t know whether ERAEF models can 17 
incorporate rather easily the socioeconomic component that we’re 18 
discussing, because through the exchange of emails with Barbara 19 
and the other scientists, we don’t have the benefit of the 20 
socioeconomic people, the experts, discussing this and so that 21 
may be one aspect of the process that we can explore. 22 
 23 
DAVID OLSEN:  Let me start at the socioeconomics.  Kostas 24 
Alexandridis is an extremely innovative statistical sociologist 25 
who spent quite a bit of time in Australia, out of CSIRO, 26 
carrying out -- He’s currently carrying out surveys around the 27 
world right now.  He’s a pretty sophisticated guy. 28 
 29 
The thing that interests him is introducing primarily the 30 
sociologic -- He’s not an economist, but primarily the 31 
sociological side to the model.  He feels that’s a deficiency in 32 
the model.  I don’t want to speak for him, because I can barely 33 
understand -- To me, he’s another Todd, only with sociology. 34 
 35 
One of the features of the ACL process thus far has been that 36 
it’s really limited the data that’s being considered to basic 37 
landings data, which we all know are flawed.  I’ve repeatedly 38 
shown my opinion of why it’s flawed, but there are other data 39 
out there. 40 
 41 
Aida’s group has carried out detailed studies here in Puerto 42 
Rico.  Last night -- I want to thank my ponytailed friend over 43 
there.  We’re going to be able to take from our current study 44 
and get age at first capture -- Not age, but length at first 45 
capture, length at 50 percent recruitment to the fishery, length 46 
at full recruitment to the fishery.  Todd offered last night to 47 
get mortalities post-full recruitment. 48 
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 1 
We’re going to be able to get that for almost all the major 2 
species in our fishery.  The bio-geo group in the last year has 3 
completed a lot more of the St. Thomas shelf in the area which 4 
people fish. 5 
 6 
We’ll have about 3,000 trap hauls with GPS coordinates that we 7 
can associate with different habitats.  That’s information which 8 
has not been available.  Only last night did we kind of come to 9 
agreement.  I really appreciate these guys doing this and I 10 
really feel every one of my seventy years when I talk to them 11 
and all their young people’s knowledge about fisheries. 12 
 13 
There’s a lot of information that -- We had a nice discussion 14 
about spiny lobster.  There’s been very little, if any, change 15 
in the population structure of spiny lobster since 1971 and 16 
landings have gone from 7,000 pounds to 135,000 pounds.  Some of 17 
that is relevant to the management of these resources by the 18 
council and so there’s a lot of information that’s not finding 19 
its way into the management process right now. 20 
 21 
You’ve put these seasonal closures in effect and there haven’t 22 
been any studies of the impact on them.  I asked Tony and his 23 
uncle that works with him, Frank Gums, if they thought that the 24 
snapper, mutton snapper and lane snapper, had shown any impact.  25 
His uncle thought yes and Tony thought no, but there are those 26 
kind of monitoring impressions out there in the fishing 27 
community that are useful to have in the system. 28 
 29 
Groupers were identified as being overfished or undergoing 30 
overfishing and yet, Rick Nemeth’s work has shown the numbers of 31 
fish on the spawning aggregation have gone from 7,000 in the 32 
late 1990s to 96,000.  The average size has gone from twenty-33 
seven centimeters when I was doing my Nassau work to up to size 34 
forty.  These are things that are going on. 35 
 36 
Those fish are not undergoing overfishing and that’s the 37 
dominant grouper and so the council has been making management 38 
decisions when in fact there was information available, but 39 
there’s just not been a vehicle to bring it before you all, so 40 
you can discuss it. 41 
 42 
Another thing is that we’re in this kind of adversarial 43 
relationship with us and Pew and I think that we’ve resolved 44 
some of the things with the Science Center and this analysis 45 
would allow all parties to sit around the same table and look at 46 
the information and develop their own responses and be informed 47 
by each other’s presence.  I think that’s a very positive part. 48 
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 1 
As far as the analytical products, I think that one aspect of 2 
this is it kind of identifies what its products are going to be 3 
in the course of the analysis and that’s a problem that I think 4 
you’re going to have if what you want to have is a list of 5 
deliverables. 6 
 7 
I think that’s going to be a little bit problematic, but I would 8 
encourage -- We as a group involve ourselves in the management 9 
of our resources and right now ten or eleven fishermen are 10 
setting experimental traps and we’re organizing a yellowtail 11 
snapper tag recapture study and we’ve just submitted a CRP 12 
application to do electronic data entry of the new data form and 13 
we would involve ourselves in this. 14 
 15 
We would probably have to figure out a way so it wasn’t the same 16 
people that are dedicating their time all the time, but we would 17 
involve ourselves in this and I just think there’s a lot of new 18 
information that’s not been finding its way into the SSC 19 
management process that could be incorporated in this. 20 
 21 
It offers a chance for people with very different views on what 22 
ought to happen down here to sit together and come to an 23 
appreciation of the factual position of each and I think it can 24 
supply very useful information. 25 
 26 
We’re talking, in the trap fishery, of I think there was 27 
seventy-eight species, counting the bycatch species, that we now 28 
have some level of data on them, some better than others.  We 29 
have significant numbers of certain species and less of others, 30 
but we have enough information to talk about this very complex 31 
fishery and with the participation of capable scientists, and 32 
I’m assuming that we would see people from the Science Center 33 
and everything like that, that we can get this information 34 
flowing, rather than sitting stagnant in one location. 35 
 36 
I’m always impressed with the work they do in Puerto Rico and 37 
the work they’ve done with conch and things like that has not 38 
found its way -- The SEAMAP work has not found its way before 39 
the council, as far as I can see, and yet, they’ve done some 40 
really excellent work on the conch on the west coast and the 41 
recovery since their management.  That’s my position and thank 42 
you. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any further discussion on this topic? 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I need to know from the council what is your 47 
pleasure of what to do.  Do we kill this here or do we pursue it 48 
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a little bit further or do we have somebody discussing it?  1 
ERAEF is just a tool that can be modified somehow. 2 
 3 
We have heard two positive things that can come out of ERAEF, 4 
which is if we ever get the socioeconomic component, and Dr. 5 
Alexandridis, he’s a social scientist and also a statistician 6 
and he might be able to incorporate the social component into 7 
the model and we need to maybe consult with somebody if also we 8 
can incorporate the economic component into the model. 9 
 10 
The model can also prioritize the species and then collect all 11 
the information that Todd and David were talking about and you 12 
have a phase where you will be incorporating the anecdotal 13 
information from the fishers.  Those are the three things that I 14 
have heard that are positive about it and there are other ways 15 
of collecting that information.  There are other ways that we 16 
are collecting the information now. 17 
 18 
Personally, I believe that the more we get the community, and 19 
I’m not talking about the fishers only, but all the community, 20 
NGOs and anybody who has a say-so, the better, if we are going 21 
to move to be consistent and everything. 22 
 23 
At the same time, we have to be cautious that we have to 24 
understand what it is that we’re talking about.  Is it a $1 25 
million proposal or a fifty-buck proposal or one month or one 26 
century?  All those things you have to -- Already I’ve been 27 
approached by a couple of people asking me -- $1,200 a day just 28 
to tell me whether this flies or not, because they have done it 29 
in other places.  I need to know what is the pleasure of the 30 
council and how to move, if we are going to move on anything. 31 
 32 
MARCOS HANKE:  The data needed for the model is an overwhelming 33 
need.  We need a lot of it.  It’s specific to the ERAEF or the 34 
model that we decide to use, that we are discussing here, and 35 
it’s going to be a waste of time to get some specific 36 
information or this information also can be used if the model 37 
doesn’t work and the effort, once it’s done, that effort can be 38 
used in other ways? 39 
 40 
We’re going to be forced to collect some information and are 41 
they going to be useful in the future for any other model, any 42 
other way we decide to go?  I don’t know who can help me on that 43 
question. 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Marcos, one way you can get help on that is that 46 
-- I hate committees, but that’s all we do, meet and meet and 47 
have committees.  There’s an experience already in the 48 
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Caribbean, the one that was mentioned by Dr. Barbara Kojis.  I 1 
know Dr. Susan Singh-Renton, she’s a very capable scientist and 2 
I respect her opinion on anything that she does or says and 3 
perhaps we can have at the next stage, if you don’t want to kill 4 
this right now, is to have a scientist like her and maybe grab 5 
somebody from Australia and bring them over here and sit down 6 
with Dr. David Olsen and people from the university and maybe 7 
people from the Center and have a one-day meeting or whatever 8 
and go through the experience that they have with these models 9 
and then we have to take our bags of needs and discuss it with 10 
them, to see whether there’s any merits of using this for this 11 
area or not. 12 
 13 
Then out of that meeting -- We asked the SSC for that opinion 14 
and it’s a little bit beyond the SSC, as we have seen.  Maybe 15 
that group could shed some light on this and will give you more 16 
information, so you can decide, with a better element of 17 
judgment, how to move on this one. 18 
 19 
The other issue that I said is the issue of administration and 20 
the funds and the grants.  Once we have -- If we ever go to this 21 
committee and then the committee says yes, this is what we can 22 
do and it will cost you more or less this amount of money, then 23 
it will be a matter of putting together a call for proposals and 24 
then that call for proposals goes to the public and see who can 25 
do it. 26 
 27 
It takes some time and some preparation and it’s not a matter of 28 
saying okay, let’s take Miguel’s one-page thing and do it.  It 29 
doesn’t work that way and so in answer to your question, a long 30 
answer to your question, is maybe the next step could be that 31 
committee and see whether that can be done. 32 
 33 
Also, we need to ask them whether the socioeconomic component 34 
can be incorporated, because from what Barbara collected, that 35 
is the major component that is missing that maybe this is one 36 
way of collecting that information. 37 
 38 
The other thing is that I know at the commission what people are 39 
doing and I know it’s very hard for them, because they have the 40 
same problem that we have, but through a whole region.  I think 41 
that most of the country who tried to adopt the ERAEF project 42 
couldn’t do it, because of lack of personnel and also there was 43 
lack of will, because many people just don’t care.  They come to 44 
the meeting and they don’t do anything, but there’s been some 45 
experience with spiny lobster and that’s one species, one of the 46 
smallest islands, and a community of fishermen that is well 47 
identified and maybe we can look at that through this meeting 48 
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with Dr. Susan and the others. 1 
 2 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think it’s included in my email there, but in 3 
June, I did spend a week at CRFM with Susan and going through 4 
the dolphin on this and so if people want comments here, but I 5 
just want to reiterate my suggestion that the way to move 6 
forward on this is really to see a proposal with just clear 7 
objectives. 8 
 9 
The word “model” and the word “assessment”, they have a 10 
perception that we are going to gain tangible products that feed 11 
directly into this ACL process and I think everyone needs to be  12 
very clear as to what can come out of this and how they will be 13 
used. 14 
 15 
It may be that they are developed somewhat within the process 16 
and that there are some fine details, but the broader objectives 17 
on this at least need to be laid out, so that the council can 18 
consider that ahead of time and say if we get the socioeconomic 19 
in there and we find out the value of the fishery is $500 20 
million versus $2 million, how is that going to affect the 21 
decisions that are made here or in the quantitative realm, how 22 
would those affect how we move on with the process? 23 
 24 
ROY CRABTREE:  I think what Todd is saying makes sense and it 25 
seems to me that ought to be the next step here, is to get a 26 
more detailed description and more tangibles about what this is 27 
before we make a commitment to sink money into it. 28 
 29 
DAVID OLSEN:  We’ve said in front of the council a thank-you to 30 
Miguel for having the data-poor workshop.  I thought all of us 31 
who attended that got a lot out of it and it opened doors like 32 
this and I want to thank Miguel personally for going ahead with 33 
this. 34 
 35 
I think the next step for the council is to actually manage at a 36 
species level instead of these family levels.  Within each 37 
family, there may well be species that need greater protections 38 
or less and I think that something has to trigger going forward 39 
at that level. 40 
 41 
The data that we’re doing right now is at a species level and I 42 
think it’s liable to be useful and so anyway, I want to thank 43 
Miguel for taking this on.  I recognize that his life is never 44 
easy, but in this particular case, thank you. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Thank you for the thank you, but the whole idea 47 
is that we came out of the data-poor workshop and everybody was 48 



126 
 

gung-ho about it, but my experience is that you say things at 1 
the beginning of I should do that and it’s like the Amway 2 
proposal.  You jump from one to become a millionaire and you 3 
don’t see the whole work that you have to do in between. 4 
 5 
I believe that following what Roy just said, probably the next 6 
step will be that way and we can discuss it maybe with Barbara 7 
and the others of how we can do that and maybe put together a 8 
proposal with people who really know about it and maybe we can 9 
have this little committee and discuss it. 10 
 11 
I don’t want to convey the impression that everybody agrees that 12 
this is a panacea and we’re going to do all that, but from the 13 
discussion that we get, we have at least two positive things 14 
that we could do and a mechanism to get more information and so 15 
elements of judgment is -- Roy, we don’t need a motion for this?  16 
We have clear in the record what you just said. 17 
 18 
Then for the rest of the council members, if you agree, then 19 
between here and the next meeting, we should have some document 20 
that will collect the information that we need for a proposal 21 
and maybe give you a strawman of something that can be done, 22 
maybe a skeleton of a proposal, if we are going to do this.  23 
Again, probably between here and the next meeting, you will find 24 
that we cannot do it.  Is everybody happy with that?  From your 25 
overwhelming reaction, I believe that you all agree?  Let’s do 26 
that, Mr. Chairman. 27 
 28 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That sounds good to me. 29 
 30 
AIDA ROSARIO:  Are we taking a vote or what? 31 
 32 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, as I said, Roy said you don’t need a vote for 33 
that, because you are just asking for more information.  You 34 
need to vote whenever you get the information and you vote if 35 
you’re going to use that or not.  The next thing in the agenda 36 
is the SEDAR St. Croix Meeting Report. 37 
 38 
ROY CRABTREE:  We had a lot of discussion yesterday about the 39 
overfishing levels and the SSC recommendations and a lot of 40 
dissatisfaction, particularly with spiny lobster, about what may 41 
or may not have been taken into account. 42 
 43 
I guess my question is when does the SSC meet again and do we 44 
want to ask the SSC to relook at some of these again, 45 
particularly spiny lobster?  The kinds of concerns I have is 46 
that I deal pretty closely with three different SSCs and they 47 
seem to be treating these things differently and that’s 48 



127 
 

worrisome to me. 1 
 2 
What I sent down to Barbara and they looked at that involved the 3 
standard deviation things was a control rule developed by the 4 
Gulf Council SSC, but the SSC down here had issues with that.  5 
Then in the South Atlantic Council’s SSC, they went through a 6 
similar process, I think, to what the SSC used down here, but 7 
they determined that -- I’m reading from an SSC report here. 8 
 9 
They say there was general consensus among SSC members that 10 
landings streams during a period when a stock is considered 11 
stable represent ABC, acceptable biological catch, and not OFL.  12 
In this scenario, OFL is an unknown value above the ABC that 13 
cannot be provided to the council. 14 
 15 
Where they came at is they gave the council ABCs, fishing 16 
levels, but they said the overfishing level is unknown and I 17 
think there’s a lot of sense to that and the South Atlantic 18 
Council proceeded to set ACL equal to ABC, because they didn’t 19 
have an OFL. 20 
 21 
Then our SSC has come in and essentially looked at landing 22 
streams and given us levels, but they’ve said these are OFLs and 23 
so what’s missing from all of this is an explanation for why are 24 
these groups of scientists coming to different decisions between 25 
these things. 26 
 27 
I think, Todd, that the Science Center needs to get more engaged 28 
with the SSCs, because I see a responsibility of the Southeast 29 
Fisheries Science Center to ensure that we’re getting consistent 30 
and defensible scientific advice in the southeast region and I 31 
think right now we’re getting some inconsistent advice and I 32 
think the Center really needs to focus on and address this. 33 
 34 
One of the things I would like to see happen, and I’m not 35 
criticizing any of these SSCs and I’m not really making a 36 
judgment about which SSC may be right or not, but there are lots 37 
of different ways to look at it, it seems to me then it becomes 38 
not a science call really, but more of a policy call and the 39 
council ought to play a more direct role in making policy calls, 40 
rather than the SSC. 41 
 42 
I think that’s part of what’s going on here, is confusion on it, 43 
but it seems to me science, if it’s really science-based, ought 44 
to be consistent and not different like this and so I think we 45 
need to have, between now and the December council meeting, if 46 
we can, have an SSC meeting. 47 
 48 
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I think we ought to ask the Southeast Fisheries Science Center 1 
to come in and go over with them more carefully the different 2 
control rules that have been developed by our three SSCs in the 3 
southeast and to emphasize some of the differences, particularly 4 
this OFL or ABC, and see if we can’t bring some more consistency 5 
into it, because it really bothers me when I see things handled 6 
differently. 7 
 8 
Councils can make regionally different decisions.  You guys can 9 
decide how conservative you want to be and things and you can 10 
reach a different decision than what happens in the South 11 
Atlantic Council.  That’s why we have regional fishery 12 
management councils, but it doesn’t seem to me that science 13 
ought to vary so much from region to region.  It’s just not the 14 
nature of science. 15 
 16 
I think we’ve, in some cases, got a muddle of policy and science 17 
and some things going on here that we need to sort out and 18 
clearly it has some important implications in terms of where 19 
we’re setting these ACLs and so I would like to see if we could 20 
do that, Miguel, that we have the SSC meet again and that, Todd, 21 
that the Center really focus in on this and bring in a broader 22 
context to all of this and seeing if we can make some progress 23 
and have a report back to us at the December council meeting. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Another concern that some of the SSC members have 26 
brought to my attention, now that you mention it, is the legal 27 
constraints.  The letter of resignation that was sent by one of 28 
the SSC members is just that, that they are legally constrained 29 
by two -- OFL and ABC, according to the law, are supposed to be 30 
provided by the SSC. 31 
 32 
I don’t know how the guys in the South Atlantic -- Maybe they 33 
have a better lawyer on their side, but how they can have the 34 
ABC and let the OFL hang in there.  Maybe it’s because of the 35 
rationale that you have. 36 
 37 
ROY CRABTREE:  That’s been directly addressed at the South 38 
Atlantic Council SSC.  Remember the OFL is nowhere mentioned in 39 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  That word does not exist in the 40 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.  It is a creation of NMFS guidelines. 41 
 42 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act says that the SSCs will provide ABCs to 43 
councils and in the section where it requires ACLS, it says the 44 
ACLs cannot exceed the fishing level recommendation, which I 45 
guess is the ABC. 46 
 47 
Now, at the South Atlantic Council’s SSC meeting, where they 48 
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decided they couldn’t provide OFLs, Mike McLemore was there and 1 
according to the report, there was discussion between the SSC 2 
and McLemore focused on what the SSC was responsible for 3 
providing the council under National Standard 1. 4 
 5 
It became clear that recommending the SSC was the main goal and 6 
providing this recommended value without an estimate of OFL was 7 
acceptable in situations where only catch series data were 8 
available, provided the SSC explains its reasoning and judgment. 9 
 10 
I’m fairly confident that when our SSC went through all of this 11 
that they were unaware of this whole discussion and that’s part 12 
of the problem that I think we have, is not enough 13 
communication.   14 
 15 
I think probably, Mara, if we have an SSC meeting along these 16 
lines that there ought to be some participation by NOAA General 17 
Counsel, whether by phone or whatever, but to go through some of 18 
this, as to what they are required. 19 
 20 
I have a very difficult time with requiring scientists to 21 
provide us something that they don’t know how to provide.  If 22 
the OFL is unknown, we ought not tell scientists that you have 23 
to give us an OFL.  We don’t want scientists to just create 24 
things. 25 
 26 
Part of what has happened in the rush to put ACLs together and 27 
the confusion and things over the last few years is I think 28 
scientists and SSCs have been, in some cases, put upon to 29 
provide things that they don’t feel like they had scientific 30 
basis to provide us. 31 
 32 
Even with our own experience with SSCs, with the first ACL 33 
amendment we did, the SSC basically did not give us OFLs or ABCs 34 
for most of the stocks.  They only did for a couple of them and 35 
this next amendment, we got OFLs for everything. 36 
 37 
I just think a meeting to kind of go through this with Science 38 
Center participation and some guidance from the Office of 39 
General Counsel would be a productive thing to do, to make sure 40 
that we’re doing these things right and to try and bring some 41 
consistency into these approaches. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I like when this kind of thing surfaces up, 44 
because I was bored until now.  I agree with everything you 45 
said, because one of the problems we’re having in NMFS since the 46 
inception of the Magnuson Act is substituting guidelines for 47 
laws. 48 
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 1 
Sometimes they take the liberty of interpreting what the 2 
Congress law is and then you end up with a guideline that 3 
requires OFL and ABC for the SSC.  Let me finish before they 4 
jump at us. 5 
 6 
I want to know then how the other councils are forced, and I’m 7 
talking about the Pacific Council, because we discussed it at a 8 
chairmen’s meeting some time ago and we have discussed it in 9 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico and now we’re going to be discussing it 10 
somewhere in Virginia with the national group of SSC members.  11 
They keep bringing that to the attention of the group. 12 
 13 
It seems that before we meet with the SSC that we have to put 14 
our minds together and clear up this, because the way I saw it 15 
since the beginning was before the Magnuson Act recent 16 
amendment, the Southeast Fisheries Science Center provided the 17 
data and blessed it as the best available data and not the SSC. 18 
 19 
Then the SSC now is another fixture between the council and it 20 
also had been the fixture between the council.  The SSC role was 21 
to tell us that’s the data, the best available data, and we 22 
don’t have anything else and this is good. 23 
 24 
The law was amended and the ever present problem of allocations 25 
versus a determination of what is available came through the 26 
back door in the way of ABC and OFL and the SSC will do that and 27 
then the council will distribute whatever distribution and the 28 
allocations. 29 
 30 
We are going back now with this issue and we have three 31 
councils, one region, one regional director, one lawyer, and 32 
three different opinions and I agree 100 percent with you, Roy, 33 
on this one and I don’t know how to secure that and maybe some 34 
letters by the new chairman to some appropriate people and how 35 
we go about it.  Mara, do we have any wiggling on this according 36 
to the law on OFL and ABC and the SSC or can we just go the 37 
route of the South Atlantic? 38 
 39 
MARA LEVY:  The MSA says that the council is to develop annual 40 
catch limits for each of its managed fisheries that may not 41 
exceed the fishing level recommendations of its Scientific and 42 
Statistical Committee.  Fishing level recommendations is a broad 43 
term.  The guidelines then say that the SSC must recommend the 44 
ABC.  It doesn’t say -- That’s what the guidelines say. 45 
 46 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s the guidelines, but the PowerPoint 47 
presentation they’re giving us from Washington through all these 48 
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years and I’ve got it at home, they have two beautiful squares 1 
and OFL and ABC must be provided by the SSC and ACL and the 2 
other target level by the council. 3 
 4 
Somebody is -- Maybe they are not listening or they are not 5 
reading the law correctly and they are not in the same room, but 6 
I’ve got documentation at my office and so probably, rather than 7 
keep discussing this, maybe -- 8 
 9 
MARA LEVY:  I think part of the issue is that you can’t exceed 10 
the fishing level recommendations of the Scientific and 11 
Statistical Committee.  If the Scientific and Statistical 12 
Committee cannot make a recommendation and there is record 13 
support for say the South Atlantic of why they cannot recommend 14 
an OFL, but they do recommend an ABC, because they’re following 15 
the guidelines or because they feel comfortable recommending the 16 
ABC but not the OFL, then that’s the fishing level 17 
recommendation that you can’t exceed. 18 
 19 
I don’t see it as something where if they, in their scientific 20 
opinion, can’t make the recommendation that they necessarily 21 
still have to do it. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s what they were told, actually.  The 24 
resignation that I’ve got here that I read yesterday says 25 
exactly that, but rather than discussing the whole thing again, 26 
I would like to pursue what Roy is saying, to put together, 27 
between here and the next meeting, a decent meeting that will 28 
address all this, so we can have definite answers. 29 
 30 
For that, I need a lawyer, a scientist from the Center, and a 31 
member of the SSC and then get a report out of that meeting of 32 
this is what we should be doing. 33 
 34 
The SSC members, actually some of the members of the other group 35 
resigned when they were forced to have OFL and ABC.  They just 36 
resigned and I have a lot of respect for Jorge Capella.  I 37 
consider him a personal friend and he’s one of the smartest 38 
persons I have ever met and just by saying ERAEF -- I thought at 39 
the beginning he didn’t read it, but he did read it and it’s a 40 
beauty he wrote, except for the last part that said that we 41 
should close the shop and let the fishermen sell rocks to make a 42 
living. 43 
 44 
Anyway, Roy, if we put together for the record what you just 45 
said -- I will copy verbatim what you just said and use that as 46 
our premise for the meeting and then have the SSC and maybe a 47 
lawyer and people from the Center together, so they can come 48 
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down and explain and then for the next meeting we’ll have a 1 
better understanding and a clearer picture for the process.  Is 2 
that agreeable? 3 
 4 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes and I think we need to -- Before we send 5 
anything out to the SSC or anything, we need to think about an 6 
agenda of who is going to participate and how and what we’re 7 
going to put in there, because we aren’t going to solve any of 8 
these issues today and there’s certainly been all sorts of 9 
things said over the last two years about ACLs and there have 10 
been -- I’ve watched the SSC for the South Atlantic give us 11 
fishing level recommendations and then turn around and withdraw 12 
all of them and start all over again.   13 
 14 
There have been false starts and all kinds of things and so I 15 
think yes, let’s work on language and kind of a charge and an 16 
agenda and have you and I talk and bring in GC and the Science 17 
Center and kind of go through it and really put some thought 18 
into it and then pull the SSC together and make sure we have the 19 
people there to make some decisions on this stuff. 20 
 21 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Excellent and one more thing.  I will exchange 22 
emails with Dr. Roy Crabtree and Mara and Todd and his group and 23 
put together the agenda.  For this meeting, probably we should 24 
involve the council members, so you will know the intricacies of 25 
all this.  Then you won’t be surprised by what you are hearing.  26 
It looks like it’s trivial for some people, but it’s not.  It’s 27 
not and if you -- We have discussed this before, when there was 28 
an attempt to have an ABC and when ABC was equal to zero, the 29 
fishery was shut down. 30 
 31 
A friend of mine was sent from the Center by the people from 32 
Washington to tell us that at our meeting and all the council 33 
members and the fishermen laughed at the idea, because at that 34 
time, they were using a spawning stock biomass approach and they 35 
said whenever a fishery reached less than 20 percent of the 36 
threshold of spawning stock biomass, the ABC should be equal to 37 
zero. 38 
 39 
I remember that.  I was sent to Alaska and there was an expert 40 
from Japan and he was the top guy on threshold and he started 41 
talking and he said now we’re going to talk about the threshold 42 
and we said, what?  He said the threshold here and the threshold 43 
over there -- We were probably 500 people there, a bunch of 44 
scientists and PhDs, and it wasn’t until he put the first slide 45 
up that we saw the word threshold. 46 
 47 
After that meeting, all the councils were forced to use the 48 
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threshold as our guideline and then we changed it and so that’s 1 
just to let you know that this is not unique to this time and 2 
this discussion and so anyway, that’s just to let you know where 3 
you are on this and I believe that -- I strongly suggest that 4 
the council members participate as a passive audience at this 5 
next meeting. 6 
 7 
MARCOS HANKE:  To address this issue, I don’t know in terms of 8 
the procedure if there is anything against it, but the chairmen 9 
from the other councils, of the SSC group from the other 10 
councils, should, in my way of seeing this, should participate 11 
or come to help here or do you think it’s a good idea? 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, this is something that -- This probably will 14 
be taken to a national level, because it’s bigger than us.  I 15 
don’t know if they are going to clobber Roy for being brave and 16 
telling us that today.  They might, but it’s something that we 17 
need to grab the bull by the horns and just do it. 18 
 19 
Actually, I’m not discarding that.  I may talk to Bob Mahood and 20 
Steve from the Gulf Council and ask them whether they are 21 
willing to send the SSC members, the chair, to the meeting. 22 
 23 
ROY CRABTREE:  I would point out that Jim Berkson, who is on our 24 
SSC, is also on the South Atlantic SSC and so we do have some of 25 
that, but I think if you try to set up this meeting and invite 26 
people from the other SSCs, it probably gets too complicated. 27 
 28 
Some of the problem nationally is we have unique problems down 29 
here that Alaska and New England and the Mid-Atlantic don’t have 30 
to this extent.  Everybody has got some data-poor stocks, but in 31 
those areas they’re pretty insignificant and they don’t get much 32 
attention. 33 
 34 
Down here, our biggest fishery, our most valuable fishery, I 35 
guess, is spiny lobster and that’s the biggest part of our 36 
discussion yesterday in terms of all of this.  It’s a much 37 
higher priority here and in the South Atlantic and the Gulf than 38 
it is in those other regions, because of the situation.  No one 39 
in these other regions has recreational fisheries like we have 40 
in the Southeast and all the difficulties that have come of 41 
that. 42 
 43 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I think we’ve got enough on the record for us to 44 
move forward with this and the chairman and I will confer as to 45 
the time.  Todd, do you think that Bonnie or your shop can 46 
participate?  Please convey to her what we just said today, so 47 
when we send an invitation that it won’t be a surprise.  She 48 



134 
 

doesn’t like surprises.  Graciela, are you going to do the St. 1 
Croix SEDAR thing? 2 
 3 

SEDAR DISCUSSION 4 
 5 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  The St. Croix SEDAR meeting, Number 6 
26, was the data workshop.  That was in May and then in July, we 7 
had the actual assessment workshop in St. Thomas and that was -- 8 
July 26 through 29 was the assessment workshop and then this 9 
past May was the data workshop in St. Thomas. 10 
 11 
What happened was that we had fishermen at the data workshop, 12 
along with all the datasets that were available at the time for 13 
silk snapper, queen snapper, and redtail parrotfish, but all the 14 
other parrotfish were included, just because we have so little 15 
data on most of them. 16 
 17 
The idea was that at the data workshop, everything that was 18 
available was put on the table.  The data were assessed by the 19 
fishermen and by the people who attended the meeting and so we 20 
had a number of groups, including life history, the actual 21 
biostatistical data, and the landings data. 22 
 23 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I guess that some people want a break and can you 24 
just hold that thought until ten minutes? 25 
 26 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’ll take a ten-minute break. 27 
 28 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 29 
 30 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to get back together here and let 31 
Graciela continue her thoughts. 32 
 33 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  As I was saying, the data workshop was 34 
in St. Croix and the assessment workshop was in St. Thomas.  The 35 
species that were being considered were the silk snapper, the 36 
queen snapper, and the redtail parrotfish, along with all the 37 
other species of parrotfish. 38 
 39 
The data assessment had to do with actually bringing the data 40 
that are available from fishery-dependent and fishery-41 
independent sources to the table and having the fishermen there 42 
to confirm or otherwise change the information that’s available 43 
regarding the fisheries, like maximum size of the species being 44 
harvested, the seasonality of the harvest, et cetera, and to 45 
actually allow the scientists to look at the data from that 46 
other perspective. 47 
 48 
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Then the data that is worked on at the data workshop, it’s 1 
worked on throughout, until you get to the assessment workshop.  2 
At that time, the information has gone into models, and I think 3 
that Todd could explain a little bit more of that, based on the 4 
information that’s available. 5 
 6 
The data workshop depends on the Southeast Fisheries Center data 7 
and the on the local government office data and on the local 8 
knowledge.  The assessment workshop consists of a panel of 9 
scientists who specialize in stock assessment and who also have 10 
knowledge of the local fisheries and in this case, we had Walter 11 
Keithly, Francisco Pagan, Richard Appeldoorn, Todd, and we had 12 
people from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center who worked on 13 
the data over a longer period of time. 14 
 15 
At that time, they take data and make it into a model, to see 16 
what the data tells us of when there have been changes in the 17 
fishery and when there have been changes in the mortality of the 18 
species under consideration. 19 
 20 
They bring to the table the life history information that’s 21 
available or borrowed from the same species from other areas, 22 
because one of the main things that is lacking from the 23 
information here is information on the life history of the 24 
locally-caught species. 25 
 26 
Then we also have, at that time, observers and we had in this 27 
case two commercial fishermen, Sanchez from St. Croix and Geño 28 
Peñeiro from Puerto Rico, because they are there to answer any 29 
questions that come up at that assessment panel. 30 
 31 
We have the upcoming review panel in which all the information 32 
and the assessment that has been done over this period of time -33 
- People keep working.  It’s not that they come to the workshop 34 
and do everything there.  They’ve done it before they come to 35 
the workshop and they work after the workshop and finally to 36 
bring everything to the review panel, which will be October 17, 37 
that week, here in Puerto Rico. 38 
 39 
That’s basically the overview and we’ve looked at the size 40 
frequency distribution that’s available.  The databases have 41 
been cleaned.  One of the main efforts and probably the most 42 
time consuming homework that anyone had was to clean up the 43 
databases and to have that data available, so that we could 44 
track the changes in the landings and we could track the -- If 45 
any information on effort was available, any information on 46 
length frequency was available, we could look at that. 47 
 48 
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We could look at the changes from month and the changes from 1 
year to year and so if nothing else, the database will be 2 
available for any other species that we want to look at, because 3 
it’s true that in some cases there will be thousands of 4 
measurements in the reports, but then when you start looking at 5 
them, there can be a lot of outliers and there can be a lot of 6 
mislabeled information and then, on the other hand, there could 7 
be a lot of information that has been used and was used at the 8 
assessment. 9 
 10 
We are not up to the level of doing very sophisticated stock 11 
assessments yet, but we have been able to look in some detail at 12 
the changes in, for example, the length of frequency of silk and 13 
queen and especially to look also at regional differences.  I’m 14 
going to ask Todd if he wants to add anything. 15 
 16 
We only have preliminary information and so we are waiting until 17 
the review panel actually looks at it and so once we have that 18 
review report, then that will be presented to the council. 19 
 20 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Thank you for the summary, Graciela.  I just 21 
wanted to -- Genio and Sanchez, the observers that show up, I 22 
wanted to thank them for their input.  David Olsen came by the 23 
last day and provided some additional input at the assessment 24 
meeting, plus Winston’s brother came in. 25 
 26 
As Graciela mentioned, one of the primary tasks is data 27 
cleaning.  We take a look and we spend a lot of time looking 28 
through those records and our interpretation is strongly 29 
facilitated by the input of the stakeholders and the fishermen 30 
and so that’s a key part. 31 
 32 
The assessment is ongoing and it is a little too early to be 33 
floating preliminary results at this point in time.  One thing 34 
that I’ve learned in working on these assessments is that as the 35 
process is ongoing, you want to be dynamic with it and I don’t 36 
want to put too much out right now as to what we believe. 37 
 38 
However, the three species that we have been really focused on 39 
are the silk, the queen, and the redtail.  This council has seen 40 
over two-and-a-half or three years a lot of presentations on the 41 
silk snapper.  I’ve spent a lot of time trying to work through 42 
that length information and still the one hang-up we have with 43 
the silk snapper is the minimum size regulation that was put 44 
into place or not put into place, but perceived that it was in 45 
place for a few year period. 46 
 47 
We have an increase in mean lengths in the most recent years, 48 
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but that may be a result of the regulation as opposed to a true 1 
change in mortality, but for silk, over the whole time period, 2 
we’re not picking up any declines in mean length and only a 3 
signal of an increase in recent years and so it appears that the 4 
age and size structure has been stable over the time series 5 
we’re looking at. 6 
 7 
For redtail, we’re also not detecting any declines in lengths 8 
over the time period at this point in time and for two of the 9 
gear/island combinations, there appears to be a slight increase 10 
over the time period, but that, once again, is going to take a 11 
good bit more interpretation. 12 
 13 
I have very cautious optimism at this point for the queen 14 
snapper analysis.  We have an index which shows increasing over 15 
the entire time series.  None of us believe that that is a true 16 
reflection of the catch per unit effort, because as the 17 
fishermen -- Genio really hammered home the advent of technology 18 
during the 1990s, from depth sounders to GPS, and it really 19 
allowed the fishermen to be able to target queen snapper in a 20 
much better fashion and so it’s more of a trend in catchability. 21 
 22 
At the beginning of the time series, in the mid-1980s, there was 23 
not a lot of people that were fishing on queen snapper and so 24 
that serves as a decent baseline for us for comparison, from the 25 
start of the time series to the end of the time series. 26 
 27 
One of the other interesting aspects that has come out with 28 
queen is, as Graciela mentioned, one of the biggest problems 29 
that we have are accurate life history parameters, growth 30 
parameters, for these species and this is really the fundamental 31 
parameter input that’s necessary for doing a stock assessment. 32 
 33 
The approach that I’ve been taking recently with queen snapper 34 
is really looking at proportional changes and this allows some 35 
of the lack of confidence in some of those parameters to kind of 36 
cancel out in the analysis and so during the time period for 37 
queen, as of right now, from the start of the time series to the 38 
end of the time series, it appears that mortality has increased 39 
by about 60 to 80 percent. 40 
 41 
In a fishery that is a newly developed fishery, you would expect 42 
that the mortality rates would be somewhere around natural 43 
mortality, slight above for those fisheries that had some take 44 
during that time period.   45 
 46 
If you double the initial mortality rates or you double natural 47 
mortality, as a rule of thumb, as a general rule, doubling 48 
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natural mortality is approximately your FMSY values and so I do 1 
have cautious optimism on that species in particular that we 2 
will be able to tie this into some of the benchmarks that we are 3 
working with and I do have, like I said, cautious optimism on 4 
that. 5 
 6 
The only thing I did want to repeat that I’ve already said is we 7 
really have a strong need for studies on age and growth in the 8 
region.  We have to borrow information from other regions.  For 9 
queen snapper, for example, we have one study that suggests 10 
growth rates of about 0.45, which for those that are familiar 11 
with growth rates in a deepwater snapper, that appears to be a 12 
little bit high. 13 
 14 
The strategy that we’re working with now is to do sensitivities 15 
on all the different life history parameters from similar 16 
species and making sure that the signals are remaining the same. 17 
 18 
Once again, I would stress there that if there’s any way that a 19 
strong research recommendation can come out to make sure that we 20 
get age/growth studies from the region and for those species 21 
that the council is most interested in.  That’s a recommendation 22 
that is going to come out of the SEDAR and also once we’ve 23 
presented here, it would be a good recommendation to come out 24 
from the management community as a whole. 25 
 26 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Todd. 27 
 28 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One more thing is we did have Bill and 29 
Mike from SERO at the meetings and so it’s everyone 30 
participating together, just to make that clear. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Graciela.  Any questions for the 33 
council staff?  Hearing none, it was suggested that we try maybe 34 
and continue and wrap this up, since I think we don’t have many 35 
more topics to go on.  If nobody has a problem with that, we 36 
shall go ahead with the Enforcement Reports and Puerto Rico DNR. 37 
 38 

ENFORCEMENT REPORTS 39 
PUERTO RICO DNR 40 

 41 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  At this time, we don’t have the report ready and 42 
we will submit it later, with the other information from the 43 
meeting. 44 
 45 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Miguel.  Virgin Islands DPNR. 46 
 47 

VIRGIN ISLANDS DPNR 48 
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 1 
JED BROWN:  Howard Forbes from the St. Croix District provided 2 
the enforcement report for me.  Austin Callwood resigned or is 3 
no longer with DPNR and so currently there is an assistant 4 
director located on St. Thomas and there’s a head person -- 5 
Howard Forbes is the head person on St. Croix.  I do not know 6 
what the current plans are to fill the director of enforcement 7 
vacancies. 8 
 9 
Having said that, from June 2011 through August 30, 2011, 10 
ninety-two dockside boarding hours, twenty-eight sea patrol 11 
hours, twelve vessel hours, eighteen fisheries warnings, thirty-12 
six fisheries contacts, and sixteen clerical hours.  Enforcement 13 
officers confiscated eighty-one pieces of shell conch meat due 14 
to possession of queen conch during the closed season and that 15 
concludes the report. 16 
 17 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thanks, Jed.  NOAA/NMFS. 18 
 19 

NOAA/NMFS 20 
 21 
TRACY DUNN:  I think everybody heard or was told at the last 22 
meeting that Hal Robbins was retiring, my boss.  He did in fact 23 
do that and we were quite shocked, after all the dates that had 24 
been given for his retirement, but we have no plans right now to 25 
announce for that position.  Most of our positions are on hold 26 
until a review is completed through the OIG. 27 
 28 
I’m currently the acting and so I have my job plus his to do and 29 
we’ll probably have just one person come to the meeting from now 30 
on, because I think that’s good enough. 31 
 32 
We did get a new director, and I think most people have heard 33 
about that.  Bruce Buckson, former Lieutenant colonel with the 34 
FWCC in Florida will be taking that position.  He reports 35 
September 6 and so we will have another transition at the upper 36 
leadership level. 37 
 38 
As far as activity in Puerto Rico, we lost Ken Henline.  He went 39 
over to CGIS and so we only have one agent on Puerto Rico now 40 
and it’s going to be very, very difficult to keep up with the 41 
calls for service with one person on the west coast. 42 
 43 
Mainly, we’re working a lot of ESA turtle cases and ESA Elkhorn 44 
coral cases, dealing with a lot of sedimentation coming from 45 
road projects.  Those are going to take a lot of time and 46 
effort, unfortunately, and so I’m not sure -- Right now, again, 47 
we’re not able to hire any agents, until the review is 48 
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completed, and so I’m not sure when we’re going to be able to 1 
replace Ken or if that position will stay in Puerto Rico.  We 2 
will have to sit and look at it. 3 
 4 
There’s obviously a strong need to have some enforcement 5 
presence in the USVI.  That’s where the agent was originally 6 
stationed and so I think we’ll try to at least have an office in 7 
each area, USVI and Puerto Rico. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Tracy.  U.S. Coast Guard. 10 
 11 

COAST GUARD 12 
 13 
GREG SNOW:  Good morning.  I’m Lieutenant JG Greg Snow for the 14 
U.S. Coast Guard.  I have a PowerPoint on the board for our 15 
enforcement report over the past two months.  I apologize that I 16 
couldn’t attend the last meeting.  We had some budget issues and 17 
my travel plans got cancelled right at the last minute. 18 
 19 
For the enforcement report, we have seven LMR boardings over the 20 
past two months.  For air patrol, they flew 42.7 hours in 21 
support of LE/LMR missions.  Normally, I coordinate those 22 
flights and they do counterdrug missions for us as well as check 23 
the closed areas. 24 
 25 
For current upcoming closures, we’ve just got the one closed 26 
area south of St. Thomas, the Hind Bank Marine Conservation 27 
District.  We have the two prohibited grouper species and then 28 
we’re right in the middle of the queen conch closure, from the 29 
first of June to the 31st of October. 30 
 31 
For Coast Guard completed operations, at the beginning of 32 
August, the 9th and the 11th, we did a conch snatcher operation 33 
off the east coast, focusing on Vieques.  We had gotten a few 34 
reports that they were continuing to harvest conch like the 35 
season had never closed and so we got two DNER agents onboard 36 
one of our Coast Guard small boats.  We conducted three LMR 37 
boardings.  However, no violations were found. 38 
 39 
The middle of the month, we were planning to do an HMS permit 40 
operation here locally in San Juan and Piñones.  However, this 41 
operation was cancelled due to weather.  We reschedule that 42 
operation for the end of the month, the 27th and 28th of August.   43 
 44 
The goal of this operation was to target sport fishers or 45 
charters coming back in after a day of fishing, to check their 46 
HMS permits and to see if they had any illegal catch onboard.  47 
We actually only had one fishery boarding, with no catch and no 48 
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violations. 1 
 2 
The local fishermen and charter captains are reporting that the 3 
heavy rains from the overflow of the rivers is causing the fish 4 
to be pushed farther out to sea. 5 
 6 
For future operations coming up, here on September 7 we’re 7 
planning to do a patrol off the southwest corner of Puerto Rico 8 
to focus on reef fishing.  We had been getting a few reports 9 
from our civil air patrol.  They do counterdrug flights and 10 
migrant operation flights for us as well of spotting vessels 11 
with one person onboard and approximately five to ten, as many 12 
as fifteen, scuba tanks.   13 
 14 
That raises some concern as to what might be in those scuba 15 
tanks and whether that could be contraband or possible illegal 16 
catch.  This information was just provided to me and so I’m 17 
going to meet with NOAA later this week and DNER agents, to see 18 
if we can get some agents onboard. 19 
 20 
Then we’ve got our big conch operation coming up at the end of 21 
October, to focus on any vessels trying to make a jump on the 22 
season reopening on the first.  Coast Guard is going to patrol 23 
out east and I’m looking to have a NOAA representative, DNER, 24 
and DPNR as well and Station San Juan is going to provide a 25 
small boat. 26 
 27 
Then the last to report is speaking with Lynn Rios, the NOAA 28 
agent on the west coast, he had gotten a few reports that 29 
there’s some fishing boats fishing inside the nature reserve at 30 
Mona Island and so we’re going to look to put together an 31 
operation and hit those boats on their way back to Puerto Rico. 32 
 33 
Then one boarding to report back on the 29th of July.  It was 34 
more of a no permit onboard, no documentation.  The Reef Shark 35 
stopped the Fishing Vessel Friendship seven nautical miles south 36 
of St. Thomas.  The captain was actually fishing when we came 37 
onboard and he had about a hundred to 200 pounds of fish and no 38 
illegal catch. 39 
 40 
After checking his GPS plotter and coordinates, he was just 41 
outside the closed area and his plotter never indicated that he 42 
had been fishing inside the closed area.  After checking 43 
everything onboard, the captain could not produce a current 44 
Virgin Islands registration or a commercial fisherman ID card.  45 
In speaking with DNER, they advised us to issue a warning and 46 
for the captain to check in at their office twenty-four hours 47 
after getting back. 48 
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 1 
We completed a Coast Guard fisheries boarding and no fishing 2 
violations were found.  However, a few other violations, an 3 
expired distress signal kit, no oil pollution placard posted, 4 
and no EPIRB onboard.  That’s all for that boarding. 5 
 6 
Then for our District 7 Fiscal Year 2011 LMR goals, the fiscal 7 
year ends at the end of September.  We’re doing pretty well for 8 
our operational goals.  I’m looking to get one more red hind 9 
patrol in in the month of September, as well as our -- That 10 
needs to be updated.  That queen conch operation for the end of 11 
October and then one more reef fish operation out on the west 12 
coast.  We currently have seventy-one LMR boardings on the 13 
fiscal year.  Barring any question, that concludes the Coast 14 
Guard enforcement report. 15 
 16 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you and I think we have a question from 17 
Marcos. 18 
 19 
MARCOS HANKE:  I want to address something and I want to 20 
compliment the comments.  Nelson, on the west coast, the 21 
fishermen are having trouble in Bajo de Sico, Tourmaline, and 22 
the three areas protected.  Can you tell us a little bit about 23 
that and what is happening there? 24 
 25 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes, I wanted to bring that to the table because 26 
there is confusion and that’s why it’s best for the compatible 27 
regulations from the Bajo de Sico with Tourmaline Bank and the 28 
Abril la Sierra Bank, because the fishermen that used to target 29 
the HMS species and the skipjacks, they are causing a confusion, 30 
because when we have the Bajo de Sico open the whole year and we 31 
have the other two areas closed December, January, and February, 32 
it’s a closure for everything and that’s caused that confusion. 33 
 34 
The fishermen can cross and without meaning to do so, they can 35 
make a violation of the law because those areas are really 36 
closed and so I want -- If the council can put all the 37 
regulations together. 38 
 39 
MARCOS HANKE:  I have a white paper in front of me and we 40 
discussed this in the past, about the need -- The intention of 41 
those banks, as far as I understand, is to protect the bottom, 42 
no bottom-tending gear and so on, and to keep the water column 43 
open for the HMS and for the skipjack tuna, which is the bait 44 
that they catch, and for the charter business to operate on it. 45 
 46 
That’s the intention of the council, when we discussed this, and 47 
I just want the Coast Guard, if you guys have any doubt about it 48 
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or anything, to consult or to use our help on that matter and 1 
once you guys board somebody there. 2 
 3 
GREG SNOW:  I don’t think there’s any issues.  My concern is the 4 
-- I know Abril la Sierra is closed to anchoring and what’s the 5 
decision on the -- I know we were moving towards I guess the 6 
same decision or ruling for the other two. 7 
 8 
MIGUEL ROLON:  What you said is totally wrong.  Number one, the 9 
Coast Guard can only apply the laws and regulations that already 10 
have been implemented, period, and not the intention of the 11 
council. 12 
 13 
Nelson, you were talking about this and we were supposed to 14 
discuss it in Other Business and not now and then you opened the 15 
discussion to see what the council so desires, but anyway, the 16 
question should be is there any questions regarding enforcement 17 
for the Coast Guard? 18 
 19 
GREG SNOW:  We currently haven’t had any issues with the 20 
enforcement.  The cutter’s know when the areas are closed and no 21 
bottom fishing, traps, anything to disturb the coral in that 22 
area, but other than that, no issues. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I have a couple of enforcement 25 
questions.  Number one, the Fishing Vessel Friendship, is it a 26 
recreational -- Did you ask for a recreational permit?  As of 27 
January of this year, they are supposed to -- If they are 28 
recreational fishing, they are supposed to have registered with 29 
the national registry for those purposes. 30 
 31 
GREG SNOW:  The boarding report that I got, the captain had said 32 
he was commercially fishing. 33 
 34 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  I also have a question regarding the 35 
red snappers.  Is that identification by the boarding officer or 36 
is that an identification by the people who are fishing?  37 
Usually it’s either the silk snapper or the one that we have 38 
here and so I’m concerned about the identification of the 39 
species. 40 
 41 
GREG SNOW:  That was the report that I got from the boarding 42 
officer.  I can get further information and get back to you. 43 
 44 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  My last question had to do with any 45 
boardings of recreational fishers?  The scuba tanks were related 46 
to commercial fishing also, right? 47 
 48 
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GREG SNOW:  Those were just over flights from some of our 1 
aircraft spotting and so we’re going to get out there and just 2 
do random boardings of both commercial and recreational, to see 3 
what those might be used for.  We’re going to have an aircraft 4 
spotting and then vectoring in a surface asset. 5 
 6 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Just commending you guys for patrolling our 7 
EEZ and trying to regulate that poaching that happens during the 8 
closure of our conch season, but I also want to report to you 9 
guys that our commercial fishers that target pelagics have been 10 
noticing foreign longliners in the south southeast area of St. 11 
Croix and also there’s another area of two trap fishers that 12 
fish in the EEZ, in the Lang Bank area, and especially one 13 
fisher has been impacted by poachers or illegally pulling his 14 
traps and so maybe on your over flights you could -- You board 15 
those vessels that are equipped with haulers that the fisher 16 
provide his buoy color and see if he’s in the vicinity of an 17 
opposite color of his type.  Thanks. 18 
 19 
GREG SNOW:  Can I meet with you after to get a description and 20 
vessel information for those two trappers? 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Sure. 23 
 24 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  One of the other things that people 25 
have been requesting is a hotline number so that they can call 26 
and report things that they are seeing and so if we can update 27 
any information regarding that.  Especially the recreational 28 
fishers were requesting that number. 29 
 30 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Coast Guard.  I know that in St. 31 
Croix the divers, they don’t follow the rules and they don’t 32 
follow charts when it comes to scuba tanks and so four guys will 33 
go out with ten or twelve tanks and just replace and replace and 34 
that’s why they’re getting so much bends.  Maybe when they do 35 
the over flights and see all those tanks, it’s actually just 36 
those guys are not doing it by the book and getting sick with 37 
it, but there’s one more question here for you. 38 
 39 
DAVID OLSEN:  I heard a different story about the Friendship 40 
boarding.  That fisherman said that he was being asked to supply 41 
a federal fishing license and that he was held for four hours, 42 
prevented from fishing for four hours. 43 
 44 
GREG SNOW:  That’s actually the same report I got.  After 45 
checking boarding logs and what time our boarding team went 46 
onboard, it was right at just two hours and five minutes.  Being 47 
on the phone with DPNR and waiting to hear back on enforcement 48 
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action, that’s about a standard boarding time, but it was not a 1 
four-hour or more boarding. 2 
 3 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you.  Any more questions for the Coast 4 
Guard on enforcement? 5 
 6 
MARCOS HANKE:  Thank you again to the Coast Guard for the great 7 
job and the support to our fishery.  Thank you very much. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Next is Administrative Committee 10 
Recommendations. 11 
 12 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 13 
 14 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Yesterday, the 15 
Administrative Committee met and they have the following motions 16 
to be considered for the council.  The first one is to reappoint 17 
the following persons to the SSC for two more years. 18 
 19 
DIANA MARTINO:  Barbara Kojis, Richard Appeldoorn, Mike 20 
Sissenwine, Jim Berkson, Vance Vincente, and Walter Keithly.  We 21 
need a motion. 22 
 23 
MARCOS HANKE:  So moved. 24 
 25 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We need a second. 26 
 27 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Any discussion?  Hearing none, we’ll take a 30 
vote and we’ll start with Crespo. 31 
 32 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 33 
 34 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 35 
 36 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 39 
 40 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 41 
 42 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 43 
 44 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries.   45 
 46 
DIANA MARTINO:  The next one is to appoint Miguel del Pozo to 47 
fill the SSC vacancy left by Dr. Jorge Capella. 48 
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 1 
MARCOS HANKE:  So moved. 2 
 3 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  It’s moved by Hanke and seconded by Winston 6 
Ledee.  Any discussion?  Hearing none, we’ll take a vote and 7 
we’ll start with Winston. 8 
 9 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 10 
 11 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 14 
 15 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 16 
 17 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 18 
 19 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 20 
 21 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries. 22 
 23 
DIANA MARTINO:  The next recommendation is to create a committee 24 
to work with the SOPPs composed of the chairman, the vice chair, 25 
the executive director, and the fiscal officer and authorize the 26 
chair to submit the SOPPs on behalf of the CFMC. 27 
 28 
MARCOS HANKE:  So moved. 29 
 30 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Second. 31 
 32 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Motion by Hanke and second by Winston.  Any 33 
discussion?  Hearing none, we’ll take a vote and start with 34 
Winston. 35 
 36 
WINSTON LEDEE:  Yes. 37 
 38 
JED BROWN:  Yes. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL GARCIA:  Yes. 41 
 42 
MARCOS HANKE:  Yes. 43 
 44 
ROY CRABTREE:  Yes. 45 
 46 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 47 
 48 
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CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Yes.  All in favor and the motion carries. 1 
 2 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The last thing was our mistake.  We found that in 3 
the case of the AP that the council considered all the AP 4 
members in the previous meeting, the one-day meeting, and so we 5 
don’t have to address that again and so the AP is full with all 6 
the members.   7 
 8 
At that time, yesterday, what we were discussing is there were 9 
three members, Daryl Bryan, Tony Blanchard, and Gregory Ledee, 10 
and they were appointed at the last meeting, at the 11 
recommendation from the advisory panel. 12 
 13 
Just to refresh your memory, at that meeting we had Genio 14 
Piñeiro appointed to the AP as a commercial fisherman, 15 
substituting Nelson Crespo, and we reappointed the other members 16 
from Puerto Rico and members from St. Croix and in the case of 17 
St. Thomas, the council appointed Daryl Bryan, Tony Blanchard, 18 
and Gregory Ledee. 19 
 20 
JED BROWN:  I just had a question about the AP.  Is there an 21 
intent to have some balance between recreational and commercial 22 
fishers on that panel? 23 
 24 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Yes, as much as possible. 25 
 26 
JED BROWN:  Who are the recreational representatives from the 27 
Virgin Islands on the AP? 28 
 29 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I can send that to you.  It’s in the CD that we 30 
sent to you, but I’m trying to locate it here. 31 
 32 
DIANA MARTINO:  The briefing book contains the AP table. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In the case of Puerto Rico, we have Genio as a 35 
commercial fisherman; Jesse Rivera, commercial fisherman; 36 
Roberto Reyes Nuñez, recreational; Greg Enstrong, commercial; 37 
and Gary Wayne Rogers, commercial for the aquarium trade. 38 
 39 
In the case of St. Thomas, the way it is now, all of them are 40 
commercial actually, the fishermen that you have.  In the case 41 
of St. Croix, Tom Daley, Gerson Martinez, Jens P. Skov and 42 
Patricia Skov, they are commercial and Edward is other, because 43 
he has been commercial and now he’s recreational.  Then we have 44 
a large member, Virdin Brown, as a member of the AP. 45 
 46 
JED BROWN:  Is there any way for us to get representation from 47 
the recreational sector on the AP? 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  The next time around, if you want a presentation 2 
from St. Thomas, we have a reappointment session and you can 3 
incorporate one there.  Diana just reminded me that one of the 4 
issues that we have is the recreational fisherman that we 5 
appointed to the AP, especially from St. Thomas, never made it 6 
the AP meetings and that frustrated the chair and everybody and 7 
these members came up and that’s why they are appointed there, 8 
but the next time around, we will be able to appoint whoever you 9 
can bring from the recreational sector. 10 
 11 
In Puerto Rico, they have a balance and different commercial 12 
sector and we have one diving recreational member, Roberto Reyes 13 
Nuñez. 14 
 15 
JED BROWN:  Carlos, since you are the recreational 16 
representative to the council, do you have a concern that there 17 
are no recreational representatives on the AP at this time? 18 
 19 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think even if you’re a commercial fisherman 20 
that they do look out for everyone, all stakeholders.  It’s not 21 
just a one-sided thing when it comes to looking at regulations 22 
or implementing different things and so I don’t think the 23 
commercial guys are just looking out for themselves.  I believe 24 
they also represent the recreational user. 25 
 26 
MIGUEL ROLON:  That’s it, Mr. Chairman.  Do you anything else 27 
regarding the Administrative Committee’s recommendations?  The 28 
next thing in the agenda is the Meetings Attended by Council 29 
Members and Staff and we already covered that in the previous 30 
meeting.  There’s one member, Genio Piñeiro, who attended one 31 
and he already gave his presentation at the meeting in July.  32 
Now we have the Public Comment Period and, Mr. Chairman, we 33 
would open the floor for public comment. 34 
 35 
JED BROWN:  Do we have Other Business before Public Comment or -36 
- 37 
 38 
MIGUEL ROLON:  According to the agenda, we have the Public 39 
Comment Period now and then Other Business. 40 
 41 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  We’re going to open the floor for that, but I 42 
would like to make another response to your concerns about 43 
recreational fishermen, Jed.  I attend as many of the AP 44 
meetings as I can and I’m also a member of the FAC, as a 45 
recreational fisher.  I get my point across to the members as to 46 
what the recreational user would like to see and so it will 47 
work.  Now we’re open for five minutes for public presentations. 48 
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 1 
MIGUEL ROLON:  No, we open the floor for five-minute 2 
presentations. 3 
 4 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Five minute presentations. 5 
 6 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 7 
 8 
DAVID OLSEN:  We were somewhat surprised by the early funding of 9 
the CRP this year and are starting our yellowtail snapper tag 10 
recapture program, which we hope will generate for yellowtail 11 
snapper the growth information that Todd was talking about 12 
earlier. 13 
 14 
Our trap vent project has now come down to where we’re basically 15 
testing between a one-and-a-quarter-inch and a one-and-three-16 
eighths-inch vent and the position, top or bottom, front or 17 
back, that’s the final phases of testing that.  We currently 18 
have about 1,500 trap hauls and we anticipate having another 19 
1,500 before we quit. 20 
 21 
The dataset that’s come out of that so far we’ve assembled and 22 
Bill and Todd are helping me develop useful statistics out of 23 
that that we can use, as I mentioned earlier, length at first 24 
capture, length at 50 percent selectivity, length at full 25 
selectivity, and mortality, which that’s catch curve analysis.  26 
I think that’s what they call it. 27 
 28 
We’ve just submitted a grant proposal to supply twenty fishermen 29 
with notebook computers to submit data from the new catch form.  30 
Our proposal calls for us basically to print out the forms and 31 
deliver them to Fish and Wildlife, but Steve Turner called me 32 
when the phones came back on after Irene and said that the 33 
Science Center anticipates by the time this project could get 34 
funded that they would have a direct data entry facility 35 
available. 36 
 37 
What we view in that project is that we hand the computers out 38 
and train people in using them and then we’ll get to see the 39 
problems that they’re having and help correct those problems, so 40 
that it can start being pretty easy. 41 
 42 
We think the key to this project’s success will be the wives of 43 
the fishermen and we’re already starting in the project, in the 44 
Fishermen’s Association, to try and get more participation by 45 
the fishermen’s wives, to try and spread some of the load around 46 
and create some more regularity in our meetings and things like 47 
that. 48 
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 1 
For me, I would like to congratulate the council on having waded 2 
through all of this and arrived at a product.  I remember in 3 
2007 being out in California when it was announced that they 4 
were going to get on this runaway train and that there was not 5 
really going to be much additional funding for it and you’re 6 
here today and I hope that we can all regard this as just a step 7 
and that we move forward to try and improve the quality of the 8 
information involved in management.  Thank you. 9 
 10 
MIGUEL ROLON:  David, one question.  How then can the Division 11 
of Fish and Wildlife get that information? 12 
 13 
DAVID OLSEN:  We just had this discussion with Steve and to me, 14 
we need to see the information first anyways, because we need to 15 
see if there are problems that guys are encountering and we also 16 
have in the proposal that we’re going to try and develop a 17 
little in-season forecast model to put out. 18 
 19 
We anticipate getting the data in and we would think that the 20 
Science Center and Fish and Wildlife will work out that issue, 21 
if we end up with it directly.  Right now what we’re proposing 22 
is just to take paper forms out to Fish and Wildlife, so they 23 
can input them. 24 
 25 
What this would do for the fishermen is they wouldn’t have to go 26 
out to Fish and Wildlife.  The project would take the forms and 27 
get them signed and deliver them and it would make life a little 28 
bit easier for the fishermen and it would give the -- Fish and 29 
Wildlife would just get the forms on a more regular basis and 30 
the twenty of the best fishermen in St. Thomas probably land 31 
about 80 percent of the landings and so it would be a 32 
significant portion of the landings and I think that we can 33 
develop a forecast model pretty simply just using the percent of 34 
the various species in the landings and the percent of each 35 
fishermen in terms of the total landings.   36 
 37 
That’s not too complex.  I did that with the conch and it turned 38 
out to be pretty close to what the actual landings were.  This 39 
concern that’s been expressed that the month before the licenses 40 
are renewed that all the landings are going to come in and they 41 
will overrun the landings, there’s no reason to get put in that 42 
situation. 43 
 44 
If we have twenty fishermen, we’ll have a large proportion of 45 
the landings being submitted by the project anyway and so we 46 
don’t -- Unless the Science Center has in mind cutting Fish and 47 
Wildlife out of the loop, our proposal right now just has them 48 
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in their current role and I would assume that the Science Center 1 
is going to find a way.  I would totally disagree with the idea 2 
that the data would never reside in the Virgin Islands.  That’s 3 
not at all a goal. 4 
 5 
TODD GEDAMKE:  As David mentioned, the conversations regarding 6 
this proposal have just really begun and I don’t think the -- 7 
The data collection is going through the territories.  I don’t 8 
think the Science Center has any intention to cut the Virgin 9 
Islands out of the loop and I just wanted to make sure that was 10 
absolutely clear.   11 
 12 
That’s your fishery and we’re here to -- The information has to 13 
go through you and then to us and if we can expedite that 14 
process from the fishermen through the VI to us, that’s the way 15 
it is, but cutting them out of the loop is not in anyone’s plan. 16 
 17 
DAVID OLSEN:  It also needs to be realized this is a seven-18 
minute cell phone call at the side of the road.  We haven’t had 19 
the opportunity -- Steve was trying to get a hold of me the 20 
whole time our phone lines were out during Irene and so this 21 
just happened right before I submitted it and it’s contained in 22 
the executive summary in a late addendum. 23 
 24 
It’s in the proposal that this mechanism is being developed and 25 
that we support being involved in it, but that basically what 26 
we’re proposing is just to take paper forms out to Fish and 27 
Wildlife. 28 
 29 
MARCOS HANKE:  I think it’s a great idea that you guys can send 30 
the report straight in a digital way to wherever it needs to be 31 
to make it quicker.  I was talking to Miguel yesterday and maybe 32 
Todd heard something about this. 33 
 34 
A lot of us have Smartphones and for us to create an application 35 
in which we can report from the phones and that you don’t 36 
necessarily need to have a tablet.  Maybe in the beginning of 37 
the process it would be important to make sure we have the 38 
facility, but a lot of us have the Smartphone and it would be 39 
much easier to have them.  We have them on the boat and has 40 
anybody heard if it’s possible or has anybody done that in the 41 
past? 42 
 43 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I preface all my comments by this is the Data and 44 
Statistics Division and Steve Turner’s shop, so that if I 45 
misspeak, I offer him the opportunity to correct it.  However, 46 
it’s my understanding that this web-based entry program -- If 47 
you have a Smartphone that is able to connect to that link, you 48 
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would be able to enter your information basically through a web-1 
based linkage that then would have it entered right into the 2 
database. 3 
 4 
MARCOS HANKE:  To that, in terms of the application, I know 5 
there is not a requirement now, but a voluntary report from 6 
recreational fishermen, that’s something important to do? 7 
 8 
TODD GEDAMKE:  Could you just rephrase your question? 9 
 10 
MARCOS HANKE:  Like a voluntary report from a recreational 11 
fisherman, the desire to report what happened on his fishing 12 
day, through a similar application? 13 
 14 
TODD GEDAMKE:  I think that’s an entirely different can of worms 15 
to open from that end and the recreational monitoring is 16 
something that needs to be tackled, but if the web-based 17 
application is set up and that was a way that the local managers 18 
wanted to enforce or require, I think that would be something 19 
that would be doable. 20 
 21 
ROY CRABTREE:  I’ve got to go do a conference call with 22 
Washington now and so I’ll see you guys in December.  This was a 23 
good meeting and thank you. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  We are talking about two different things, 26 
Marcos.  One is web-based and we are talking about the 27 
application.  The Gulf Council is developing one and the MRIP is 28 
trying to sort out all of this and that’s why Todd had this 29 
caveat, because at this time, nobody has the manpower to operate 30 
the servers and all that, but you forgot to mention that you 31 
asked me to look into this and so I will try to see if the 32 
council, with the two local governments, if we can have an 33 
application that in the council area at least we may be able to 34 
have a prototype of some application that people can use their 35 
iPhone or Galaxy or whatever Smartphone they can have and plug 36 
in the information. 37 
 38 
The one that I’ve seen, and I have it from the Gulf Council, is 39 
Steve Bortone is very pro using the latest technology and they 40 
have one now with the regulations that is updated every time 41 
that they change something.  It automatically comes to my phone 42 
and they say these are the new regulations and so there are 43 
people moving into that direction. 44 
 45 
Electronic logbooks have been implemented in some other areas.  46 
There are some issues with electronic logbooks, but that’s 47 
something that people thought couldn’t be done in an artisanal 48 
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fishery, but if David’s project is approved, it’s a step in that 1 
direction.  It’s almost like having an electronic logbook and 2 
having in-season data that we’ll be able to make in-season 3 
changes and decisions. 4 
 5 
MARCOS HANKE:  This is pretty much on the same line.  I just 6 
visualize this as when the fishermen go to report and it can 7 
have the regulations that are place and the closed seasons and 8 
everything on the beginning of the page and it’s just educating 9 
and making it simple for the people to follow it. 10 
 11 
DAVID OLSEN:  One of the things, talking about making it cell 12 
phone compatible, is that what we’re hoping is that when Daryl 13 
comes in from a fishing trip and he and his wife weigh out all 14 
the species and so what you get there is as close as you can get 15 
to market-related data. 16 
 17 
We did a little survey before the data workshop and it ranged 18 
from the few people who actually weighed out their catch to 19 
people who kind of had a good idea about the major species that 20 
made up the rest to people that made it all up and so what we’re 21 
trying to do is we’re trying to make it so more and more people 22 
are actually measuring or physically estimating by species the 23 
stuff on the new form. 24 
 25 
The quality of the data, it’s going to kind of be -- It’s going 26 
to be interesting to see the new data forms and the data coming 27 
in.  People say they like it, but I’m sure they don’t like going 28 
out with increased frequency. 29 
 30 
I heard some resistance to the map, for supplying the greater 31 
detail.  I think that we can supply a map that you just take a 32 
mouse and go the squares that you were fishing in and click and 33 
that it won’t be as cumbersome as it is to go look on a map and 34 
then carry a number over here and fill it in. 35 
 36 
Again, Kostas Alexandridis is co-principle investigator with 37 
this thing and he does these surveys and he can put these 38 
applications together and when you’re talking about money -- 39 
Kostas in this study is not very expensive.   40 
 41 
What’s expensive is he’s a university professor and he wants to 42 
involve a graduate student or students and so those costs, which 43 
are desirable costs, because you get young, local people who are 44 
going to be around and capable of doing these things, those 45 
costs are more expensive than he himself.   46 
 47 
He’s one of those people who is not personally building up his 48 
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salary and so I think he can contribute a lot and particularly 1 
the sociological areas that have been so poorly dealt with in 2 
the fishery management process here.  I think he can bring a lot 3 
to the table and that he’ll be a useful member of our community. 4 
 5 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Olsen. 6 
 7 
JED BROWN:  Just real quick, I got an email alert today from 8 
some of the NOAA folks saying that the electronic database for 9 
entering your CCR data is now up. 10 
 11 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  That’s good news. 12 
 13 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Now that we are talking about electronics, I 14 
don’t know if the two local governments are interested, but you 15 
have liaison funds that can be used for developing a web 16 
application, similar to the Gulf Council’s application. 17 
 18 
I don’t know if they have it in Android, but they have it for 19 
the iPhone and here you have fish identification and 20 
regulations.  You have measurement guidelines, because on some 21 
fish you have to tell lengths, standard lengths, whatever. 22 
 23 
You have important numbers of who to call in the Coast Guard, 24 
enforcement people.  There’s have the areas where they have the 25 
closures and everything, so people can get this information, and 26 
some time ago, we were talking to a couple of people in Puerto 27 
Rico and they were interested in pursuing this and so if you 28 
want, we can ask Miguel and Jed -- I can get the information 29 
from Steve and follow it. 30 
 31 
Yesterday, I forgot to mention that the advisory panel -- We 32 
didn’t have any motion and that’s why I didn’t mention it, but 33 
we are also looking into the possibility of web streaming the 34 
council meetings, because there’s a bill in Congress, but Roy 35 
believed that it has a very slim chance of being approved. 36 
 37 
However, we are going to look into the cost of broadcasting the 38 
council meeting.  This council decided not to do it some time 39 
ago, but now people are pushing into this and that would allow 40 
any member of the world with a computer to be able to hear -- I 41 
don’t know why, but they would be able to hear the council 42 
meetings and the audio and they will be able to see it and hear 43 
the discussions. 44 
 45 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Miguel.  I think next we have the 46 
Meetings Attended by Council Members and Staff. 47 
 48 
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MIGUEL ROLON:  As I said, we already covered that in July.  What 1 
we have now, if there are no other comments, is we have Other 2 
Business and I believe that we have the Bajo de Sico, 3 
Tourmaline, and Abril la Sierra issue that Nelson wanted to 4 
discuss.  Nelson, will you please? 5 
 6 

OTHER BUSINESS 7 
 8 
NELSON CRESPO:  I think this is going to be a good alternative 9 
for different reasons.  Everybody knows about the reduction of 10 
the funds for enforcement and right now, NOAA has only one agent 11 
for all of the United States Caribbean. 12 
 13 
At this moment, they do enforcement by air because it’s more 14 
cheaper and it’s more easy to identify if one vessel is trolling 15 
or bottom fishing.  Having different management plans for two 16 
closed areas can cause confusion in all fishing sectors and 17 
create an ambiance to make a violation of the law without the 18 
feeling to do it. 19 
 20 
I’m telling you that because that’s the feedback that I have 21 
from the field.  Everybody is worried in the west coast area for 22 
the problems that we have in the Tourmaline Bank and Abril la 23 
Sierra.  The most important months for recreational charter and 24 
tourists are December, January, and February and we don’t have 25 
where to take them. 26 
 27 
Everybody wants to protect the red hind and the corals and all 28 
the fishing sectors, recreational and commercial fishermen and 29 
charters and conservationists, are happy with the management 30 
plan that the Bajo de Sico has right now and I think that we 31 
have a great opportunity to put that issue up for discussion the 32 
next council meeting. 33 
 34 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Okay, but what is it that you guys want?  What is 35 
it that you want? 36 
 37 
NELSON CRESPO:  The compatibility regulations from Tourmaline 38 
Bank and Abril la Sierra with Bajo de Sico. 39 
 40 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In the federal area only or Puerto Rico and the 41 
federal government? 42 
 43 
NELSON CRESPO:  (The comment is not audible on the recording.) 44 
 45 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Because you can have compatibility in the EEZ and 46 
that’s something that the council can do, but the compatibility 47 
between Puerto Rico, especially in the Bajo de Sico area -- You 48 
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have two sets of regulations that are a little bit different 1 
from one another and so you think for the next meeting then you 2 
would like to discuss that and put it on the agenda? 3 
 4 
NELSON CRESPO:  Yes. 5 
 6 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In that case, Mr. Chairman, what we’ll do is get 7 
a copy of the local government regulations and our regulations.  8 
We have discussed this before, but we will have another crack at 9 
it.  Then we’ll discuss it as to what the issue is and then what 10 
can be done and we will consider the three areas. 11 
 12 
The last thing that we have, Mr. Chairman, is that somebody 13 
asked for an update of the 2010 ACL Amendment and they said that 14 
we were going to do it today.  Did we already talk about the ACL 15 
2010 Amendment?  Who wants to do that? 16 
 17 
GRACIELA GARCIA-MOLINER:  We are waiting for the biological 18 
opinion on the 2010 ACL Amendment.  That should come up sometime 19 
in -- 20 
 21 
BILL ARNOLD:  Graciela is correct.  We’re waiting on the 22 
biological opinion regarding further operation of the reef fish 23 
fishery within the Protected Resources constraints.  This 24 
biological opinion applies both to the 2010 and the 2011 25 
amendments, surgeonfish in the 2011 and parrotfish in the 2010. 26 
 27 
I anticipate -- This is the hands of General Counsel Southeast 28 
Region right now and I would anticipate that it would be 29 
completed hopefully very, very soon, because it affects both 30 
amendments going forward. 31 
 32 
Really, given that we have approved the 2011 amendment for 33 
submission to the Secretary, the timeline for further processing 34 
of both the 2010 and the 2011 are basically going to be the same 35 
and they’re going to start when that bi-op is done and we can 36 
digest the bi-op and incorporate any necessary components of 37 
that bi-op into each of these two amendments.  That’s where we 38 
are right now. 39 
 40 
JED BROWN:  Bill, you’re saying it’s left the Protected 41 
Resources shop and is now with the attorney’s shop?  Is that 42 
what you’re -- 43 
 44 
MARA LEVY:  I would say that it’s still a work in progress and 45 
so just because it may happen to be in somebody’s office for 46 
review doesn’t mean it won’t go back to Protected Resources, 47 
depending on what comments are received.  Right now, it’s not 48 
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final.  It’s still a work in progress and they are working on 1 
it. 2 
 3 
JED BROWN:  So we’re maybe talking -- This would have to leave 4 
the Regional Office and go to Silver Spring and then it would go 5 
to the Secretary of Commerce, correct, the whole package? 6 
 7 
MARA LEVY:  The biological opinion or the -- 8 
 9 
JED BROWN:  No, the whole package. 10 
 11 
MARA LEVY:  The whole package, but the package requires -- 12 
 13 
JED BROWN:  No, I understand that, but I’m trying to get an 14 
idea.  If the bi-op was done tomorrow, it would still take a 15 
month or two to get signed off on by the Secretary? 16 
 17 
MARA LEVY:  Then there would be the formal submission and you 18 
would have the time limits that go with that and there’s the 19 
sixty-day comment period for the FMP and there’s the comment 20 
periods for the proposed rule and so yes, it’s still a month 21 
long process after the official submission. 22 
 23 
JED BROWN:  So we might be looking at 2012? 24 
 25 
MARA LEVY:  The goal for the 2010 was to get it done in 2010 and 26 
the goal is to get it done by the end of the year, but yes, it 27 
will depend on how long it takes to finalize things. 28 
 29 
JED BROWN:  Our concern is that we want to promulgate compatible 30 
regulations for the territory, but we don’t want to do that 31 
until we have the final thing and so that’s why -- 32 
 33 
MARA LEVY:  I guess that’s a concern.  In terms of compatible 34 
regulations, it depends on what you’re talking about, because 35 
really what’s at issue with respect to the bi-op is the 36 
parrotfish and the surgeonfish.  I guess if there were something 37 
that happened and the whole thing got disapproved and then there 38 
were no regulations, that would be another story, but I 39 
understand what you’re saying, but I can’t give a more definite 40 
time other than it’s still going to be a few months. 41 
 42 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I can, because I’m not a lawyer.  Usually -- What 43 
she’s talking about is that -- It’s a long story, but now we 44 
have a process to declare the document is structurally complete 45 
and once it’s declared structurally complete by the region, then 46 
it’s submitted to a ninety to 120-day period. 47 
 48 
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Hopefully by the first quarter of 2012, all this should be 1 
implemented, unless we have some kinks in the system.  Once the 2 
package is complete, you can have a copy of whatever they are 3 
sending to Washington and then you can use that, within 4 
reasonable boundaries, to have your amendment in place for 5 
compatibility. 6 
 7 
If the only hookup is the parrotfish and the surgeon, then you 8 
can work on the other compatible regulations that you deem 9 
necessary, but it’s a matter of getting in communication with 10 
the regional office and once that is declared structurally 11 
complete, they send it and also, if they have any issue with any 12 
of the amendments or proposed amendments, they have a document 13 
that identifies those and usually they inform each executive 14 
director by the time that they call it structurally complete and 15 
they send it to you and we can do that, when they send it to 16 
him. 17 
 18 
JED BROWN:  May I bring up one other thing under Other Business?  19 
When I get back to DPNR, I’m usually asked to provide an update 20 
on what happened at the council meeting and I know that other 21 
councils provide press releases, the councils do press releases 22 
based on what happened at the councils.  I was wondering if 23 
council staff would be able to provide something like that. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  In this case, the council decided not to have any 26 
press release unless it was approved by the council, because of 27 
something that happened in the year 2000.  It would be up to you 28 
whether you want to do it or not. 29 
 30 
JED BROWN:  It would be helpful to me and maybe to Puerto Rico 31 
as well. 32 
 33 
MIGUEL ROLON:  On our webpage, we put together a compilation of 34 
the motions approved and Livia does that next week and so if you 35 
go to our webpage, you will see all the actions taken, but it’s 36 
up to you.  If as a council you want to have a press release, 37 
you need to authorize the chairman and the ED to work this out 38 
and send some notification of what transpired at the council, in 39 
general terms.  I’m sure it’s something that can be done. 40 
 41 
JED BROWN:  Can you say what you just said again?  I couldn’t 42 
hear. 43 
 44 
MIGUEL ROLON:  This council didn’t like press releases, period, 45 
and they told us not to do it again, but it was about maybe four 46 
chairmen ago or more.  When we go to a CFMC meeting, Livia loads 47 
up in our webpage all the motions, the agenda and the motions. 48 
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 1 
From there, you could have a press release saying the motions 2 
approved at the council were this and send it out.  If you want 3 
to send a notification, it’s up to you. 4 
 5 
JED BROWN:  I would prefer a press release, myself. 6 
 7 
MIGUEL ROLON:  You can do it yourself if you want to. 8 
 9 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  I think you’re looking for somebody to do 10 
your work for you, Jed. 11 
 12 
JED BROWN:  Like I said, just about all the other councils issue 13 
press releases.  14 
 15 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Haven’t you heard Roy Crabtree tell us that we 16 
are unique?  Seriously, we can do that, Jed.  If that helps, we 17 
can send a notification to any newspaper.  It would be easier to 18 
just collate what Livia puts together and send it as highlights 19 
of the council meeting.  We have the topics on the agenda and 20 
then the motions and then we can add that if you need more 21 
information, please call Jed Brown. 22 
 23 
JED BROWN:  That’s fine. 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Seriously, I believe that we should be open to 26 
the public as much as possible and what happened in 2000 is 27 
still the same.  Some of the people are still alive, within 28 
reason.  Actually, one of them just went by.  29 
 30 
Seriously, it can be done if you want it and we don’t even need 31 
a motion for that.  It’s just that I’ll put it together and the 32 
chair can look at it and we’ll send it out. 33 
 34 
JED BROWN:  Thank you for that. 35 
 36 
MIGUEL ROLON:  I have one last thing.  I’ve been discussing with 37 
the group here about the trap reduction program and we decided 38 
that between here and the next meeting of the trap reduction 39 
committees that we can have a meeting with Commissioner Alicia 40 
Barnes and we have a list of people and I will try to secure a 41 
meeting with her, maybe one hour, and we will have the chairmen 42 
of the two committees, Tony Iarocci, David Olsen, the legal 43 
advisor of Alicia Barnes, myself, and Jed, or whomever she wants 44 
there. 45 
 46 
We hope that at that time we will have an opportunity for Tony, 47 
and you are included also, Edward, the AP chair, for Tony and 48 
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the two chairs to bring up to the Commissioner what has been 1 
done and then it will be open for her to have a question and 2 
answer session and David and all the other members of the two 3 
committees can discuss it with her. 4 
 5 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  In that same meeting, Miguel, would it be 6 
possible to handle that issue about the workshop or at least 7 
initiate some sort of discussion? 8 
 9 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Actually, the meeting is yours and so we will 10 
have -- I will send her an email with the two topics and then 11 
see what her reaction is and I’m sure, because we already sent a 12 
letter to her, so that we can then bring it up.  The agenda will 13 
be short and quick. 14 
 15 
We are going to discuss the trap reduction program as seen and 16 
presented at this meeting and also we will have an Other 17 
Business where we can have the data workshops around St. Croix 18 
and maybe St. Thomas too. 19 
 20 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Miguel. 21 
 22 
EDWARD SCHUSTER:  Any idea where it’s going to be held?  Will it 23 
be St. Croix? 24 
 25 
MIGUEL ROLON:  It will be up to her, but I believe that she’s 26 
more at ease in St. Croix, because it’s her main office, but 27 
it’s up to her and wherever she tells us, we will go to. 28 
 29 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  The next council meeting? 30 
 31 
MIGUEL ROLON:  Between here and the next council meeting, you 32 
would like to meet the group to discuss the ERAEF and you also 33 
would like to give time to discuss what Roy brought about the 34 
SSC and the ABC and OFL and in between, we have other meetings 35 
that the chair and myself have to attend and so we were shooting 36 
for perhaps the week of December 13 and 14 in St. Thomas and so 37 
please mark your calendars. 38 
 39 
That meeting won’t be a meeting to take final action on anything 40 
and if Roy cannot come, he can send Bill or some of the other 41 
officials. 42 
 43 
The other thing I was going to tell you is that we used to have 44 
day-and-a-half meetings, because usually we didn’t have much to 45 
talk about and between here and the next generation of acronyms, 46 
we will have a time to go into ecosystem-based management and 47 
all that and probably we will go back to the day-and-a-half 48 
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meeting, so people can come the day before the meeting and leave 1 
the second one. 2 
 3 
If we have the meeting in December, depending on what we develop 4 
for the agenda, you can have a day-and-a-half meeting the 13th 5 
and the 14th, so people can plan to stay in St. Thomas on the 6 
afternoon of the 14th and leave that very same day or the next 7 
day and so the point is it will be probably a day-and-a-half 8 
meeting. 9 
 10 
CARLOS FARCHETTE:  Thank you, Miguel.  Is there any other 11 
discussion?  This 140th Caribbean Fishery Management Council 12 
meeting is hereby adjourned.   13 
 14 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 12:40 p.m. on August 31, 15 
2011.) 16 
 17 

- - - 18 
 19 


