St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association
A Protecting our Natural Heritage and Culture

31 August 2009

Dr. Bonnie Ponwith, Science Director
Southeast Fisheries Science Center
75 Virginia Beach Drive

Miami, Florida 33149

Dear Dr. Ponwith;

This communication will service to address several inaccuracies and misrepresentations
contained in “your” letter of 11 August to Eugenio Pinero regarding proposals by the
STFA for development of ACLs.

First and foremost, you have made it abundantly clear that the SEFSC is not interested in
ANY suggestions or proposals originating from fishermen. The supposed “cooperative
process” which you claim to be underway is only between NMFS stock assessment
scientists to the exclusion of all interests affected by ACL decisions.

It also sets lie to your later statement that the SEFSC is “moving forward” with its
partners in the region, including the STFA and the SCCFA. The SEFSC has no partners
in the region. The STFA has decided that until we see the final outcome of the ACL
process, we will not be involved in any collaboration with the SEFSC at any level, as
collaborators, survey subjects, or data suppliers.

The SEFSC seems enamored with the idea that somehow SEDAR has addressed data
issues in a “consensus” manner that included the STFA. The only consensus at any of
these meetings has been between NMFS stock assessment personnel who arrive at these
meetings with their conclusions already in mind.

Fishermen and indeed, Territorial representatives, are left on the sidelines and largely
ignored except to sign attendance sheets so that SEFSC can allege their participation.
Fishermen have volunteered nearly a man-year of uncompensated time to SEDAR.
Despite this, there is no point at which their input has resulted in any change in direction
or, indeed been acknowledged in any decision making. We wish to correct you on this
point, the STFA is totally outside the “consensus” of any of the SEDAR meetings.

Finally your comments on our surplus production proposal exhibit the highest level of
bias. Data from existing reports was ignored. No attempt was made to answer some of
the questions about assumptions raised in your letter by asking a single question of
anyone in the region. Instead assumptions were made with arrogant and total disregard to
actual facts on the ground. Again, your conclusions were reached without ever
undertaking this simplest of possible analyses, an investment of several hours.
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We are finished with all of this. It is clear that we must continue to mobilize opposition
since the supposed “objectivity” of SEFSC “scientists” does not seem to exist.

Sincerely,

Thank you;

Jimmy Magner, President Julian Magras, Chairman of the Board
St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association
4003 Raphune Hill, Suite 501, #221 4003 Raphune Hill, Suite 501, #221
St. Thomas, USVI 00802 St. Thomas, USVI 00802

Cc: Hon. John P. deJongh, Governor
Hon. Donna Christensen, Delegate to Congress
Hon. Madeleine Bordallo, Chairman, House Committee on Insular Affairs, Oceans
and Wildlife
Hon. Jane Lubchenco, NOAA Administrator
James Balsiger, Acting Director, NOAA Fisheries
Sam Rauch, Deputy Asst. Admin. For Regulatory Programs
Roy Crabtree, Regional Administrator
Beulah Dalmeida-Smith, Director Division of Fish and Wildlife
Eugenio Pinero, Chairman, CFMC

Att: Ponwith Letter
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Nalional Ceeanic and Afmospharic Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

Southeast Fisheries Science Center

75 Virginia Beach Drive

Miami, Florida 33149 US.A.

{303} 3614204 Fax: (305) 361-4499

Aupgust 11, 2009 F/SEC2: TJ

- Mr. Eugenio Pinero
Chairman
Caribbean Fishery Management Council
268 Munoz Rivera Avenue, Suite 1108
San Juan, Puerio Rico 00918-1920

-
Dear M;’Pil)’lcro, T Rt

Please find attached the SEFSC response to the request by the Caribbean Fishery Manapement
Council dated July 15, 2009 to review some of the key points raised in a letter from the St
Thomas Fishermen's Association (STFA). The STFA contends that the only acceptable method
for generating advice relating to annual catch limits for the St. Thomas and St. Croix fisheries is a
multi-species production model that uses only a portion of the total landings in the U.S. Virgin
Islands. This and other points raised in the STFA letter are discussed in the attached document, In
addition, the SEFSC wants to highlight the cooperative process currently underway which will
lead to benchmark assessments and assessment-based ACLs.

You may contact Clay Porch at (305) 361-4232 or email Clav.Porchi@noaa gov if you have any
questions or clarifications.

Thank you for providing the SEFSC with the opportunity to review and respond to the comments
received by the SAFMC on the ACL amendment.

Sincerely,
PN I
T 1 o
PR Y N A
«. - Bonnie Ponwith, Ph.D.
/ Science Director

Cc: F/SEC ~Theo Brainerd
F/SEC — Peter Thompson
FISEC — Clay Porch
F/SEC -~ Tom Jamir
F/SEC — Sophia Howard
F/SER - Roy Crabtree
F/SER — Joe Kimmel
CFMC — Miguel Rolon



SEFSC Response to CFMC Request to Review Proposal by STFA (from letters
to the CFMC dated July 2 and July 17, 2009)

NOAA/NMES Southeast Fisheries Science Center
11 August 2009

This document responds to a request by the Caribbean Fishery Management Council 1o review
several points raised in & letter from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association (STFA). The STFA
contention appears {o be that the only acceptable method for generating advice relating to annual
catch limits for the St. Thomas and St. Croix fisheries is a mullispecies production medel that uses
only a portion of the total landings in the U.S. Virgin Islands. This and other points raised in the
STFA letter are discussed below. In addition, the SEFSC wants to highlight the cooperative
process currently underway which will lead {0 benchmark assessments and assessment-based

ACLs,
REVIEW OF PROPOSED PRODUCTION MODEL

The SEFSC is in agreement with the SEDAR Procedures Workshop 3 (SEDAR-PW3), the CFMC
ACL group, and the CFMC SSC, that it is not scientifically defensible to apply a production
model to existing USV1 data for assessment purposes, including setting ACLs. The basis for this
conclusion is summarized below:

Appropriatencss of data

Production models are inappropriate for assessing the St. Thomas/St. John trap fishery because the
minimum data requirernent for this analysis cannot be met. In January of 2009 a Caribbean Data
Evaluation Workshop (SEDAR-PW3) was conducted in Puerto Rico which was specifically
designed to evaluate the adequacy of the available data for assessment purposes in the 1.8,
Caribbean. This was a Council process that operated on consensus and was well attended by all
relevant stakeholder groups, including the St. Thomas Fisherman's Association (STFA). The first
term of reference for SEDAR-PW3 was: “1) Review available data and develop recommendations
reparding their accuracy and reliability for use in assessing U.S. Caribbean fish stocks.” (SEDAR-
PW3, pg. 15). The proposed use of a production model requires information on total removals
(catch) and cither effort or caich per unit effort (CPUE).

Removals {vatch)
Total catch is comprised of: commercial landings, recreational landings, and dead discards (dead

and alive) from both the recreational and commercial sectors.

Commercial landings

At SEDAR-PW?3, data quality for commercial landings was given a score of 0 or “data unavailable
or unreliable™ for all but conch, lobster and a few species groups which received a score of 3 for
“data for more than 10 years, but reliability, comprehensiveness or coverage is questionable.”

{SEDAR-PW3, pp. 180-181)

Although commercial landings in the USVI have been reported since 1974, no species-specific
records are available for finfish prior to the mid 1990s. Only since 1997 (St. Croix) and 1995 (St.
Thomas) have landings been reported by species groups. The STFA propesal suggests using an
aggregated (total landings for all species in the trap fishery) production model and the use of the
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trip interview program data (TIP) to then generate species-specific ACL’s. Unfortunately, TIP has
historically sampled only 1-2% of the landings and was deemed during both SEDAR 8 and
SEDAR-PW?3 to be insufficient to separate species groups into species-specific landings.
Although, as the proposal indicates, there have been efforts since 2005 to collect additional
species-specific data, there is no evidence or reason to believe that the species composition was
identical or similar over time, to allow a baclkward projection on the more recent data,

Recreational caich and dead discards

At SEDAR-PWS3 there was agreement that “The recreational harvest of marine species in the US
Caribbean is thought to be large, but until recently there have been very few surveys [and these
primarily in Puerlo Rice] to dacument the level of recreational catch and effort....” (SEDAR-
PW3, pg. 19). This issue was repeatedly discussed by the Caribbean SSC at their February 2009
meeling, as one of the reasons why assessments requiring total removals/catch could not be
conducted at this time. No information is available on the amount of dead discards in the USVL

Effort
The production model proposal suggests developing an effort database using a number of previous

studies, SEDAR-PW3 reviewed several attempts and clearly states that this is not a viable option.
While some effort data (# of traps/day) are available on the USV] wap fishery since 1990, these
first etfort records are not particularly informative without the corresponding species-specific, or
cven species grouping, landings records. In addition, the SEDAR-PW3 report concluded that
“Trap effort data from St. Thomas/St, John are unreliable prior to 2003...” without having soak
time, or actual fishing time, reported (SEDAR-PW3, pg. 117). A comprehensive CPUE analysis
of parrotfish in the St Thomas/St. John trap fishery conducted during SEDAR-PW3 also
concluded that “.. .the time series was further limited due to incomplete or limited reporting for the
first fow years the species group and eflort datz were collected [since 19971.”

CPUE
As a result of the available catch and effort data, the SEDAR-PW3 report provided data guality

scores for generating CPUE indices of 0 (data unavailable or nnreliable) for most species. Only
lobster and a few other species groups received a score of 2 {data for recent years, but reliability,
comprehensiveness or coverage is questionable) or 3 (data for morce than 10 years, but reliability,
comprehensivencss or coverage is questionable). (SEDAR-PW3, pg. 180-181)

Additional Issues

While the lack of appropriate data prohibits the application of any production model, there are
additional issues with the proposed approach that are relevant.

o The suggested approach applies an equilibrium-based production model. Equilibrium-
based production models have been dismissed by the scientific community in favor of
non-cquilibrium-based production models. The results of an equilibrium-based model
would be biased, overestimating MSY. Williams and Prager (2002) wrote the following:
“Equilibrium methods played an important role when computer power was far less
available, but there is no reason to use them today, We conclude that equilibrium methods
should be abandoned, and abandoned completely.”



o The suggested approach lumps many dissimilar species together. Such an approach
assumes that all species in the mix have the same life history strategy, occupy the same
ecosystem niche, and are equally vulnerable to the fishery. None of these assumptions are
salisfied by the diverse array of species captured by the U.S. Virgin Island trap fishery. To
the contrary, a pattern of sequentially fishing down the food web has been noted ina
number of Caribbean (and other) fisheries; species dominant in the early part of the landed
catch history are frequently replaced by less desirable species as the abundance of more
desirable species declines. In this way, lumping has potential to create an artificial sense
of sustainability if vulnerable species are depleted, and less vulnerable species replace
them. Although landings may be sustained, species less vulnerable to fishing might not
share the ecological function of the supplanted species, and may not have equal economic
value.

e The time series of data are very short and very recent, Production models perform poorly
when the time series of calch and effort data are shorter than the duration of several
generations of the fish population being studied. This is particularly true when, as in the
present case, the date do not include the early exploitation history of the fishery.

= The suggested approach fails to address changes in fishing efficiency or other exogenous
features, other than fish abundance, that can influence effectiveness of the fishing effort
meastre used over time, Frequently, fishing efficiency increases over time due to
technology, changes in fishing operations (e.g. increase or decrease in soak times, changes
in number of traps per string), regulatory changes (e.g, changes in mesh size), and
experience. All of these dynamics which if not accounted for in analysis, can mask serious
declines ino fish abundance. In addition, the absence of 2 standardized effort measure and
the lumped nature of the landings used in the analysis are serions concerns since in
combination {and independent of the nature of the production model formulation used in
fitting), they can lead to false impressions of the actual reality as relates stock size. These
approaches are considered resource risk-prone by many scientists and managers.

MOVING FORWARD

While a production model is not a viable approach at the current time, the SEFSC is moving
forward with its partners in the region, including the STFA and SCCFA, to develop assessment
techniques and robust data collection procedures that will be used to more effectively assess the
status of USVI stocks and to develop and monitor ACLs.

Effective Stock Assessment Metheds

SEDAR-PW3, the CFMC ACL Group and the CFMC SSC each concluded that a non-equilibrium
length-based assessment method {Gedamke and Hoenig, 2006) is the most viable approach 1o
pursue short term. This method has very limited data requirements, avoids the assumption of
equilibrium conditions, and is expected to produce the first informalive assessment results. The
SEFSC has continued 1o develop new methods for application in the U.S. Caribbean, including the
USVL



Imprevigg Daia Cellection

The SEFSC is participating in a process to design and implement an improved, fishery dependent
data collection process in the U.S. Caribbean. The SEFSC understands the importance of working
with the fishermen in this process, 1o create a data collection procedure that provides the
information necessary for conducting assessments, but also to sct up the procedure in a way that
fishermen are willing and able to participate. The cooperation of the STFA (and the SCCFA) is
vital to these efforts and the SEFSC values their participation and input.

In addition, the SEFSC is in the process of developing a pilot sludy to collect fishery independent
data in the U.8. Caribbean. This will be a cooperative program between scientists and fishers to
collect critically needed data. The inclusion of fishery independent data will greatly improve our
ability to conduct informative stock assessments.
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St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association

. Protecting our Natural Heritage and Culture
Rt

July 2, 2009

Mr. Miguel Rolon

Executive Director

Caribbean Fishery Management Council
268 Mufioz Rivera Ave., Suite 1108

San Juan, Puerto Rico 00918-1920

Dear Mr. Rolon;

The following document provides comments on and recommended changes to the CFMC
ACL Scoping Document. Please note that our comments only apply to measures
affecting the St. Thomas/St. John District and that we have no comments regarding either
Puerto Rico or St. Croix.

Introductory Comments:
The preface our comments we would like to make the following points:

1. The options contained in the document do not adequately address impacis taken
following approval of the 2005 SFA Amendment. Thus, despite the much
discussed shortcomings resulting from the absence of Virgin Islands data, certain
management actions have been taken which have resulted in management
responses by both the Council and the Territorial government. In each case these
actions have resulted in changes in resource status. These have not been
adequately considered in formulation of the current proposals.

2. The CFMC have decided to manage each district separately. Thus, the SFA
determinations of “overfishing” status need to be reconsidered for each district as
they likely differ for each district. The SFA determinations were made on a
Caribbean-wide basis which does not address differences between districts. This
has been carried forward into the current document. This needs to be corrected
since “overfishing™ as determined in the SFA document should not have been
assumed to apply to each district.

3. While the SEFSC have been critical of Virgin Islands data and their failure to fit,
selected models. No consideration has been given to surplus production analysis
by the SEFSC. STFA analysis of Virgin Islands data for the St. Thomas trap
fisheries indicates a highly significant catch-per-unit effort relationship that can
be utilized to provide overall MSY values for these two fisheries. We will not
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support any ACL that is not derived in this manner (which will be described in the
following pages) or which is not based upon Virgin Islands data.

4. Portsampling has been carried out at a quality level since 2005 that can serve as
an initial basis for subdividing overall landings figures (3) into species ACLs.
This will avoid problems associated with grouping of species and allow for single
species ACL development. These values should only be used as temporary values
until such time as a revised data collection program is in place.

5. Current efforts to revise Virgin Islands data collection are underway. These will
again face issues regarding the diversity of the trap fisheries but seem to be
returning to the original USVI design whereby port sampling is used to supply
species detail and verify information provided by fishermen. We recommend that
consideration be given to sampling design for this effort so as to anticipate non-
random sampling tendencies.

6 We repeat our suggestion that the following approach be used for establishment of
OFL values for St. Thomas/St. John trap fisheries:

a. Consistent total landings values in the catch records are available from as
far back as 1978.

b. Since 1990 fishermen have been reporting how many traps they haul daily.

¢. There is also an historic record that can be constructed from the CCRs,
TIP and Jack Dammmann’s 1968 report that allows for development of
estimated trap hauls per day and which allows for the use of the complete
time series.

d. Both of these show CPUE correlations that are significant at the p<0.01%
level.

e. MSY values can be developed as well as Fisy and Foyre for these two
fisheries

£ For the percent (parrot fish) in the current round, the TIP sampling since
2005 can be used to provide an initial OFL/ACL value for each species of
parrotfish. This will obviate the need to revise species groups.

g. Note that if this approach is accepted, it will provide ACL values for
individual species which can be used in next year’s effort.

7. OQur position is that this ACL (on a species by species basis) should be put
forward with the intention that the new data management program will be used to
adjust the values as data become available and that any ACL proposal should
include recognition that the new data collection program may lead to revisions in
“current” ACL values.
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Comments on St. Thomas/St. John Scoping Document
Proposals

Action 3: ACLs for Parrotfish Unit 1 and Parrotfish Unit 2.

We propose that the Parrotfish Units be eliminated and actions taken by species
following the approach outlined in {6} above. We propose that interim ACls for each
species be set by this method which will be revised following availability of data from
the revised data management program.

Action 4: Annual Catch Limits for Grouper Unit 4.

Comment: “Overfishing” for this unit was based upon the presence of a spawning
aggregation fishery in St. Thomas. Our estimate is that annual landings from this fishery
were about 15,000 Ibs. This fishery has been closed since 20035 and an additional 3
month seasonal closure implemented. Our current estimate of St. Thomas/St. John
landings for yellowfin grouper (Mycteroperca venenosa) are less than 10,000 1bs
annually. Thus, the SFA actions have led to a 60% reduction in landings. The remaining
species in this group are highly suspect for Ciguatera poisoning and are not fished.

We propose that this group be removed from over fished status and that OFL/ACLs be
developed for each species in this group to be set by this the surplus production/recent
TIP sampling method and that these will be revised following availability of data from
the revised data management program.

Action §: Annual Catch Limits for Snapper Unit 1.

It is our understanding from the last council meeting that the status of this species group
is going to be changed to “Unknown Status”. However we feel that any St. Thomas/St.
John ACL should recognize that this fishery is largely unfished. Thus, while current
landings shown in 2005-Present port sampling and be used to establish the proportional
representation, they cannot be used to set an ACL.

We propose that No ACL should be set for any of these species in the St. Thomas/St.
John district until the new data collection program can establish whether or not a stable
fishery has been established.

Action 6: Annual Catch Limits for the Recreational Sector.

Given the near-complete absence of data on landings and targeted species we recommend
that the St. Thomas/St. John recreational sector quota be set at no more than 10% of the
commercial ACL for any species.

Action 7 Accounting for Uncertainty.

Comment: There has been no description of methodologies to be employed for
determining uncertainty other than fo say “the SEFSC will determine uncertainty”. Itis
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our opinion that if the methodology for determination of ACLs described in (6) in the
Introductory Comments is employed, that the high degree of statistical correlation should
lead to low uncertainty.

However, until we can be presented with the methodology whereby these determinations
will be made we can only support Alternative 1 (No action. Set the ACL at the level
specified in the previous sections).

Action 8: Alternative Methods for Reducing Fishing Mortality and
Establishing ACL Proxies.

We understand from the last CFMC meeting that the proposal for closure of shelf areas is
no longer an option.

We support the option presented by the STFA at the 130" CFMC meeting to “Work with
fishermen to develop measure to reduce fishing mortality towards F= Fy.

Action 9: Permits.
In general, we support the idea of Federal Permits. However, until such time as details
are presented, we can only support the No Action Altemative (1). Details should include:

1. Relationship to Territorial Permits.

2. Methods for enforcement.

3. Procedures for obtaining pemmits.

4. Requirements, eligibility and methods for limited entry management.

Action 10: Monitoring and Enforcement of Annual Catch Limits.

‘We note that none of these alternative is entirely consistent with the proposals currently
under consideration by the Data Workshop.

We support the option presented by the STFA at the 130" CFMC meeting to “Work with
fishermen and the SEFSC to develop a data collection form to be used in future data
collection efforts adequate to meet ACL monitoring requirements.”

Action 11: Accountability Measures.

We do not feel that there has been adequate discussion of what, exactly, constitutes
“Accountability Measures”, Thus, agreeing to conditions under which they might be
enforced seems premature and we can only support Altemative 1 (No Action).

At the same time, the STFA recognizes that Accountability measures are a required part
of the MSRA and remains willing to enter into discussions regarding such measures and
the conditions under which they might be imposed.
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We do feel that any accountability measure which might be triggered by over running an
ACL should also take into account years in which landings were below ACL levels.
Some of this is addressed by the proposed averaging schemes,

Thank vou,
Jimmy Magner, President Julian Magras, Chairman of the Board
St, Thomas Fishermen’s Association Si. Thomas Fishermen’s Association
4003 Raphune Hill, Suite 501, #221 4003 Raphune Hill, Suite 501, #221
St. Thomas, USVI 00802 St. Thomas, USVI 00802
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

CARIBBEAN FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
268 Mufioz Rivera Avenue, Suite 1108 San Juan, Puerto Rico 00918-1920

July 15, 2008

Dr. Bonnie Ponwith

Acting Director

Southeast Fisheries Science Center
75 Virginia Beach Drive

Miami, Florida 33149

Dear Dr. Ponwith:
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council (CFMC) 1s interested in receiving the
professional opinion to the attached letter from the St. Thomas Fishermen’s Association
(STFA), regarding the scoping process to develop ACLs for the US Caribbean.
The central question is; which model{s) could be used to establish ACLs in our areas of
jurisdiction? Already, some scientists have expressed that the model suggested in the
letter (attached) should not be used, and that there are other models best suited for our
situation. Also, we would like to receive the SEFSC’s opinion on the other points
presented by the STFA.

The response by the SEFSC to this letter will be discussed at the next Council meeting,
which will take place on September 1-2, 2009, in Puerto Rico.

Please, let us know if you need any additional information.
Thank you for your assistance on this matter.

Cordially,

Eugenio Pifieiro-Soler

CFMC Chairman

¢: Miguel A. Rolon, Executive Director
CFMC Members

Tels. (787) 766-5926 » (787) 766-5928 » Fax (787) 766-6239 www.caribbeanfme.com
ESTABLISHED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THE MSA (PL-94-265) AS AMENDED,

f1y







7/14/09

SCOPING DOCUMENT # 2 FOR AMENDMENT 2 TO THE
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN

FOR THE QUEEN CONCH FISHERY OF

PUERTO RICO AND THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS

AND AMENDMENT X TO THE REEF FISH
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN OF
PUERTO RICO AND THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS
(Including the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Regulatory Impact Review,

and Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis)

CrMmcC
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Caribbean Fishery Management Council
268 Mufioz Rivera Avenue, Suite 1108
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00918-1920
(787) 766-5926 (Phone)

(787) 766-6239 (Fax)
http://www.caribbeanfmc.com

July 14, 2009

% b
“Amuent oF <

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
Southeast Regional Office
263 13" Avenue South
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
727-824-5308
727-824-5305 (fax)
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov
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http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/



40 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

The Management Alternatives Section contains actions for setting annual catch limits
(ACLs) for 4 species and species groups. One species not discussed in the actions is
Nassau grouper, which is undergoing overfishing and therefore, would require an ACL
by 2010. No action is discussed for Nassau grouper because current regulations exist
which prohibit the take of Nassau grouper in the U.S. Caribbean (both from the exclusive
economic zone (EEZ) and state waters). Because of this prohibition on take, no further
action is required to end or prevent overfishing. Similar to Nassau grouper, queen conch
management alternatives are only discussed for the fishery in St. Croix. This is a result
of current regulations in the U.S Caribbean which prohibit the take of queen conch in the
EEZ off Puerto Rico and St. Thomas/St. John.

Other actions in the Management Alternatives Section include methods for modifying the
reef fish fishery management units (FMUSs), setting recreational ACLs, methods for
accounting for uncertainty, alternative methods for setting ACLs based on proxies for
reducing fishing mortality, accountability measures (AMs), monitoring and enforcement,
permits, and allowable fishing gear.

4.1  Action 1: Amending the Stock Complexes in the Reef Fish Fishery
Management Unit

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not change the stock complexes in the Reef Fish FMU
Alternative 2. Modify the FMU by:
Sub alternative A. Separating the Parrotfish Unit into 2 complexes. Parrotfish
Unit 1 would include princess, queen, redfin, redtail, stoplight, redband, and
striped parrotfishes and Parrotfish Unit 2 would include blue, midnight, and
rainbow parrotfishes.
Sub alternative B. Separate Grouper Unit 4 into Grouper Unit 4 (yellowfin, red,
tiger, and black grouper) and Grouper Unit 5 (yellowedge and misty grouper).
Add black grouper to Grouper Unit 4.
Sub alternative C. Add cardinal snapper (Pristipomoides macrophthalmus) to
Snapper Unit 2 and move wenchman (Pristopomoides aquilonaris) into Snapper
Unit 1.
Alternative 3. Examine reef fish FMU and reassign species not targeted, retained, sold,
or used for personal consumption as ecosystem component species.

| Complex | Current | Proposed






Complex Current Proposed
Snapper Unit 1 Silk (chillo) Silk (chillo)
Black (pargo prieto) Black (pargo prieto)
Blackfin (alinegra) Blackfin (alinegra)
Vermilion (besugo) Vermilion (besugo)
Wenchman (Pristopomoides
aquilonaris)(limosnera)
Snapper Unit 2 Queen (cartucho) Queen (cartucho)
Wenchman (Pristopomoides Cardinal (Pristopomoides
aquilonaris) (limosnera) macrophthalmus) (muniama de
afuera)
Snapper Unit 3 Gray (pargo gris) Gray (pargo gris)
Lane (arrayao) Lane (arrayao)
Mutton (sama) Mutton (sama)
Dog (pargo colorao) Dog (pargo colorao)
Schoolmaster (pargo amarillo) | Schoolmaster (pargo amarillo)
Mahogany (rayao de yerba) Mahogany (rayao de yerba)
Snapper Unit 4 Yellowtail Snapper (colirubia) | Yellowtail Snapper (colirubia)
Grouper Unit 3 Red hind Red hind
Coney Coney
Rock hind Rock hind
Graysbhy Graysbhy
Creole-fish
Grouper Unit 4 Yellowfin Yellowfin
Red Red
Tiger Tiger
Yellowedge Black
Misty
Grouper Unit 5 Yellowedge
Misty
Parrotfish Blue Princess
Midnight Queen
Princess Redfin
Queen Redtail
Rainbow Stoplight
Redfin Redband
Redtail Striped
Stoplight
Redband
Striped
Parrotfish Unit 2 Blue
Midnight
Rainbow






Discussion

The original stock complexes were developed in the SFA and are in need of change due
to fishermen’s input, reexamination of the biological characteristics of species within the
complexes, exploitation levels, and omissions from the SFA. See Appendix 3 for the
Reef Fish FMU.

If the Council chooses to separate Grouper Unit 4 into Grouper Unit 4 and Grouper Unit
5, a memo on the status of Grouper Unit 5 will be required indicating an unknown status
so an ACL would not be required until 2011.

4.2 Action 2: Annual Catch Limits for queen conch (Strombus gigas) off
St. Croix

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set an ACL for queen conch off St. Croix.
Alternative 2. Set the ACL for queen conch off St. Croix equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters.
Sub alternative B. Establish ACL of 90,000 pounds, based on the average
landings from 1994-2006. The ACL would include both state and federal water
landings.
Sub alternative C. Establish ACL of 50,000 pounds which is the current
allowable catch level established by the U.S.V.I. government for St. Croix. The
ACL would include both state and federal water landings. Under this alternative,
the season for queen conch would run from November 1 - June 30, or until such
time the ACL is met; additionally, there would be a 200 conch per boat limit.
Sub alternative D. Establish an ACL of Zero in the EEZ. The ACL for state
waters would be set at 50,000 pounds which is the current allowable catch level
established by the U.S.V.1. government for St. Croix.

Discussion

4.3 Action 3: Annual Catch Limits for Parrotfish Unit 1 and Parrotfish
Unit 2
Alternative 1. No Action.
Sub Alternative A. Do not set an ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 or Parrotfish Unit 2.
Sub Alternative B. Do not establish an ACL for Parrotfish Unit 2, but include
Parrotfish Unit 2 in the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1.

Alternative 2. For Parrotfish Unit 2:
Sub alternative A. Set the ACL equal to zero in the EEZ and do not establish an
ACL for state waters but rely on the data collection program (as described in
Action 10) and revisit ACL for parrotfish 5 years after implementation of data
collection program.





Sub alternative B. Set the ACL equal to zero in the EEZ and recommend to
Puerto Rico and the U.S.V.I. that the ACL be set equal to zero in state waters.

Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters, but rely on the data collection program (as described in Action 10) and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation of data collection
program.
Sub alternative B. Establish an ACL of 80,000 pounds based on the average
landings during 1999-2006. (ACLG February 2009 recommendation)
Sub alternative C. Establish an ACL based on the average landings from 1994-
2006, multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative D. Create equal ACLs for the commercial and recreational
sectors based on commercial landings data.

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 off St. Thomas/St. John equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation of data collection
program.

Sub alternative B. 50,000 pounds based on the average landings during 1999-
2006 (ACLG February 2009 recommendation)

Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unitl off St. Croix equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL in state waters,
but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and revisit ACL
for parrotfish five years after implementation of data collection program.
Sub alternative B. 250,000 pounds, based on the average landings during 1999-
2006 (ACLG February 2009 recommendation).
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative D. 82,000 pounds based on the average landings during 1976-
1990 (discussed at the ACLG and SSC (Scientific and Statistical Committee)
February 2009 meeting).
Sub alternative E. 82,000 pounds based on the average landings during 1983-
1990 (SEFSC (Southeast Fisheries Science Center) recommended time frame for
pre-gillnet fishery).
Sub alternative F: Set ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 off St. Croix equal to 250,000
pounds for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL in state waters, but rely on the
data collection program (as described in Action 10) and revisit ACL for parrotfish
five years after implementation of data collection program.

Alternative 6. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:





Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation of data collection
program.

Sub alternative B. 380,000 pounds based on the average landings during 1999-
2006.

Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Discussion
Parrotfish landings for Puerto Rico may be underestimated if they are reported as first
class, second class, or third class species.

4.4  Action 4: Annual Catch Limits for Grouper Unit 4
Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set an ACL for Grouper Unit 4.

Alternative 2. Set the ACL for Grouper Unit 4 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero in the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state waters,
but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and revisit ACL
for Grouper Unit 4 five years after implementation of the data collection program.
Sub alternative B. 10,000 pounds, based on the average corrected landings for
identified Grouper Unit 4 species during 1994-2006. The ACL would include
both state and federal water landings.
Sub alternative C. 15,000 pounds, based on the average corrected landings for
identified Grouper Unit 4 species during 1994-2006 plus the average proportional
corrected landings estimate for Grouper Unit 4 species landed in the generic “Sea
Basses” category during 1994-2006.
Sub alternative D. A sufficient level of catch for collecting data on the fishery.
This catch level would be established by SEFSC, in cooperation with Puerto Rico,
for purposes of scientific data collection.

Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Grouper off St. Thomas/St. John at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Thomas/St John and do not establish
an ACL for state waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in
Action 10) and revisit ACL for Grouper Unit 4 five years after implementation of
the data collection program.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Grouper
species = 61,000 pounds as part of a Grouper ACL
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Grouper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Grouper off St. Croix at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St. Croix and do not establish an ACL
for state waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10)





and revisit ACL for Grouper Unit 4 five years after implementation of data
collection program.

Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Grouper
species = 32,000 pounds as part of a Grouper ACL

Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Grouper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Grouper in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and
revisit the ACL for grouper five years after implementation of the data collection
program.
Sub alternative B. 203,000 pounds, based on the average landings during 1999-
2006.
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Discussion

Note Alternative 2 sub alternative C does not include proportional readjustments in “First
class”, “Second class”, and “Third class” landings estimates. Alternatives 3-5 examine
an ACL for all grouper species due to the lack of species specific information in the
USVI. Alternative 5 uses the ‘grouper’ category landings in the USVI and a summation
of identified and redistributed grouper species in Puerto Rico that are in the reef fish
FMU.

45  Action 5: Annual Catch Limits for Snapper Unit 1

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set an ACL for Snapper Unit 1.

Alternative 2. Set the ACL for Snapper Unit 1 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish an ACL for state
waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10) and
revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after implementation of the data
collection program.
Sub alternative B. The average corrected landings for identified Snapper Unit 1
species during 1999-2006 = 300,000 pounds multiplied by an uncertainty scalar
(see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative C. The average corrected landings for identified silk snapper
during 1999-2006 = 200,000 pounds for silk snapper multiplied by an uncertainty
scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar). Silk snapper would be the indicator
species for Snapper Unit 1.
Sub alternative D. XXXX pounds, based on the average landings for 1994-2006
for the current Snapper Unit 1 multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7
for uncertainty scalar).





Sub alternative E. 316,000 pounds, based on the average landings from 1999-
2006 identified for Snapper Unit 1 species, plus the average proportional
corrected landings estimate for Snapper Unit 1 species landed in the generic
“Snapper” category during 1999-2006, multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see
Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative F. 374,000 pounds, based on the average 1994-2006 landings
for identified Snapper Unit 1 species, plus the average proportional corrected
landings estimate for Snapper Unit 1 species landed in the generic “Snapper”
category during 1994-2006, multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for
uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative G. 500,000 pounds ACL in the EEZ and do not establish an ACL
for state waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10)
and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after implementation of the data
collection program.
Sub alternative H. 374,000 pounds each for both the commercial and
recreational sectors.

Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Snapper off St. Thomas/St. John at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St. Thomas/St. John and do not
establish an ACL for state waters, but rely on the data collection program
(described in Action 10) and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after
implementation of the data collection program.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Snapper
species =160,000 pounds as part of a Snapper ACL.
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Snapper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Snapper off St. Croix at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St. Croix and do not establish an ACL
for state waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in Action 10)
and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after implementation of data
collection program.
Sub alternative B. 112,000 pounds based on average landings during 1994 -
2006 for all Snapper species.
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Snapper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Snapper in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off the U.S. Caribbean and do not establish
an ACL for state waters, but rely on the data collection program (described in
Action 10) and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after implementation of
the data collection program.
Sub alternative B. 1,529,000 pounds, based on the average landings during
1994-2006 for all Snapper species.
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 for all Snapper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).





Discussion

Note Alternative 2, sub alternatives E and G, does not include proportional readjustments
in “First class”, “Second class”, and “Third class” landings estimates. Alternatives 3-5
examine an ACL for all snapper species due to the lack of species specific information in
the USVI. Alternative 5 uses the “snapper’ category landings in the USVI and a
summation of identified and redistributed snapper species in Puerto Rico that are in the
reef fish FMU.

4.6 Action 6: Annual Catch Limits for the Recreational Sector

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set ACLs for the recreational sector.
Alternative 2. Use Puerto Rico recreational average landings data from MRFSS (Marine
Recreational and Statistical Survey) during 2000-2007 to set recreational ACLs in the
EEZ and state waters of Puerto Rico for Snapper Unit 1, Grouper Unit 4, and
Parrotfishes. Use the proportion of Puerto Rican recreational landings relative to the total
of recreational and commercial Puerto Rican landings to set an ACL proxy in the EEZ
and state waters for the USVI Recreational Fishery. For the USVI, proportions would be
assigned to fish family (e.g., groupers, snappers, parrotfishes), until sufficient landings
data are available to specify ACLs by unit. ACLs would equal zero for queen conch in
the EEZ off St. Thomas/St. John and Puerto Rico; the recreational ACL for queen conch
in the EEZ off St. Croix will be determined by the Council’s recommendation on Action
2. All island based recreational ACLs for Nassau grouper would equal zero.
Alternative 3. Use Puerto Rico recreational average landings data from MRFSS during
2000-2007 to set recreational ACLs in the EEZ and state waters for Snapper Unit 1,
Grouper Unit 4, and Parrotfishes. Use the proportion of Puerto Rican recreational
landings relative to the total of recreational and commercial Puerto Rican landings to set
an ACL proxy in the EEZ.
Alternative 4. Do not establish a recreational ACL in the USVI EEZ and state waters,
but use the Commercial ACL for each unit or family as a proxy for the ACL for all
sectors in the fishery.
Alternative 5. Set the recreational ACL in the USVI equal to 10% of each islands
commercial ACL.
Alternative 6. Establish a separate charter boat sector ACL based on MRFSS data for
Puerto Rico.
Alternative 7. Establish recreational ACL equal to half of the commercial ACL in Puerto
Rico
Sub alternative A. Allow recreational fishers to harvest all species managed by
the Council in the EEZ and state waters.
Sub alternative B. Allow recreational fishers to harvest only fish species
managed by the Council that are not listed as overfished or under going
overfishing in the EEZ and state waters.

Discussion





Need to calculate proportions for setting ACLs on a unit by unit basis.

4.7  Action 7: Accounting for Uncertainty

Alternative 1. No Action. Set the ACL at the level specified in the previous actions.
Alternative 2. In setting ACLs based on average catch, use:
Sub alternative A. 75% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty
Sub alternative B. 50% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust for
uncertainty
Sub alternative C. 25% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty.

Discussion

A major aspect of the revised NS1 guidelines is the concept of incorporating management
and scientific uncertainty in using ACLs and AMs. Management uncertainty occurs
because of the lack of sufficient information about catch (e.g., late reporting,
underreporting, and misreporting of landings or bycatch). Management uncertainty also
exists because of the lack of management precision in many fisheries due to lack of
inseason fisheries landings data, lack of inseason closure authority, or the lack of
sufficient inseason management in some FMPs when inseason fisheries data are
available. Scientific uncertainty includes uncertainty around the estimate of a stock’s
biomass and its maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT); therefore, any estimate of
the overfishing limit (OFL) has uncertainty (74 FR 3181). For these reasons, the Council
may choose to take a more precautionary approach to prevent overfishing by reducing the
ACL to account for such uncertainty.

4.8  Action 8: Alternative Methods for Reducing Fishing Mortality and
Establishing ACL Proxies

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not implement alternative methods for reducing fishing
mortality by establishing proxies for ACLSs.
Alternative 2. Work with fishermen to develop measures to reduce fishing effort (i.e.,
permits, data collection).
Alternative 3. Establish ACL by sector for St. Thomas/St. John
Sub-alternative A. Establish ACL by net sector
Sub-alternative B. Establish ACL by trap/pot sector
Sub-alternative C. Establish ACL by hook-and-line sector
Alternative 4. Establish ACL by sector for St. Croix
Sub-alternative A. Establish ACL by net sector
Sub-alternative B. Establish ACL by trap/pot sector
Sub-alternative C. Establish ACL by hook-and-line sector
Alternative 5. Establish ACL by sector for Puerto Rico
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Sub-alternative A. Establish ACL by net sector
Sub-alternative B. Establish ACL by trap/pot sector
Sub-alternative C. Establish ACL by hook-and-line sector

Discussion

There are limited circumstances that may not fit the standard approaches to specification
of referenced points and management measures set forth in these guidelines. These
include, among other things, conservation and management of ESA listed species,
harvests from aquaculture operations, and stocks with unusual life history characteristics.
In these circumstances, Councils may propose alternative approaches for satisfying the
NS1 requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (prevent overfishing) than those set
forth in these guidelines. Councils must document their rationale for any alternative
approaches to these limited circumstances in an FMP or an FMP amendment, which will
be reviewed for consistency with the Magnuson-Stevens Act (50 CFR 600.310 (h)(3)).

4.9 Action 9: Permits

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish a permit system for fishing in the EEZ.
Alternative 2. Require a federal permit for fishing in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative A. Require a federal permit for recreational fishing in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative B. Require a federal permit for commercial fishing in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative C. Require the use of trap tags for all (Iobster and fish) trap
fisheries in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative D. Require a federal permit for charter boats fishing in the EEZ.
Alternative 3. Require a federal permit to sell Council managed species.
Alternative 4. Require a federal permit to purchase Council managed species.

Discussion

The Council moved to establish an Ad Hoc Advisory Panel to consist of fishermen and
local and federal managers and scientists to develop a permitting and potentially a limited
access system; these recommendations will be incorporated into this Action.

4.10 Action 10: Monitoring and Enforcement of Annual Catch Limits

Alternative 1. No Action. Set the ACL at the level specified in the previous actions.
Alternative 2. Require any person landing Council managed species to submit an
appropriate data collection form, as developed by the SEFSC or the Council’s SSC, after
every trip with enough detail such that CPUE per species can be calculated for each gear.
Alternative 3. Require any federal permit holder to submit an appropriate data
collection form, as developed by the SEFSC or the Council’s SSC, after every trip with
enough detail such that CPUE per species can be calculated for each gear.

Alternative 4. Develop an updated catch report form in coordination with the SEFSC,
local and territorial governments, fishermen, and the Council’s SSC with enough detail
such that CPUE per species can be calculated for each gear.
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Discussion

In their FMPs, or associated public documents such as SAFE reports as appropriate,
Councils must describe general data collection methods, as well as any specific data
collection methods used for all stocks in the fishery, and ecosystem component (EC)
species, including: (1) Sources of fishing mortality (both landed and discarded), including
commercial and recreational catch and bycatch in other fisheries; (2) Description of the
data collection and estimation methods used to quantify total catch mortality in each
fishery, including information on the management tools used (i.e., logbooks, vessel
monitoring systems, observer programs, landings reports, fish tickets, processor reports,
dealer reports, recreational angler surveys, or other methods); the frequency with which
data are collected and updated; and the scope of sampling coverage for each fishery; and
(3) Description of the methods used to compile catch data from various catch data
collection methods and how those data are used to determine the relationship between
total catch at a given point in time and the ACL for stocks and stock complexes that are
part of a fishery (50 CFR 600.310 (i)).

The SSC and ACLG continuously recommended implementing better data collection
methodologies throughout their respective discussions. Currently, information of this
type is limited or non-existent; therefore, better data collection methods are necessary.

4,11 Action 11: Accountability Measures

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish Accountability Measures.
Alternative 2. Implement accountability measures for exceeding an ACL based on:
Sub alternative A. A single year of landings/catch.
Sub alternative B. A 2-year average of landings/catch.
Sub alternative C. A 3-year average of landings/catch.
Alternative 3. Reduce the fishing season in the following year by a length determined to
be appropriate to account for exceeding the ACL.
Alternative 4. For queen conch exceedences in St. Croix, close the EEZ to queen conch
harvest.
Alternative 5. Reduce the ACL in the subsequent fishing year by an amount equal to an
overage in the previous year.

Discussion

The Council may choose to use different sub alternatives from alternative 2 for different
species or species groups depending on the reliability and timeliness for the different
fisheries. If this is the case, additional alternatives would be developed so the Council
can indicate that desire. There may be some difficulty in implementing Alternative 5 in
the year directly following the overage due to the timeliness of the availability of the
data; therefore, the reduction may take place up to two years after the overage of the
ACL.
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412 Action 12: Allowable Gear for Reef Fish

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not alter allowable gear in the U.S. Caribbean.
Alternative 2. Review the list of allowable gear under 50 CFR 600.725

Discussion

The Council voted to request the Secretary of Commerce to list spear as an allowable
gear in the reef fish fishery. A request to remove powerheads as an allowable gear was
made by the CFMC with the rationale including the definition (powerheads use
explosives so look at definition in Section 600). This is a simple process of rule making.
A letter had been sent to the RA requesting that spear be allowed for the commercial
fisheries. Trawls should not be allowed in the US Caribbean. Need to revise all the
allowable gears.

413 Action 13: Establish Framework Measures for ACLs and AMs in the
Reef Fish FMP

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish a framework for ACLs and AMs.
Alternative 2. Establish a framework procedure for setting and adjusting ACLs and
AMs.

Discussion

Action 13 will require modification of the existing framework procedure so that ACLs
and AMs may be quickly altered as necessary through a regulatory action.
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40 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

The Management Alternatives Section contains actions for setting ACLs for 4 species
and species groups. One species not discussed in the actions is Nassau grouper, which is
undergoing overfishing and therefore, would require an ACL by 2010. No action is
discussed for Nassau grouper because current regulations exist which prohibit the take of
Nassau grouper in the U.S. Caribbean (both from the EEZ and state waters). Because of
this prohibition on take, no further action is required to end or prevent overfishing.
Similar to Nassau grouper, queen conch management alternatives are only discussed for
the fishery in St. Croix. This is a result of current regulations in the U.S Caribbean which
prohibit the take of queen conch in the EEZ off Puerto Rico and St Thomas/St John.

Other actions in the Management Alternatives Section include methods for modifying the
reef fish FMU, setting recreational ACLs, methods for accounting for uncertainty,
alternative methods for setting ACLs based on proxies for reducing fishing mortality,
accountability measures, monitoring and enforcement, permits, and allowable fishing
gear.

4.1  Action 1: Amending the Stock Complexes in the Reef Fish Fishery
Management Unit

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not change the stock complexes in the Reef Fish FMU
Alternative 2. Modify the FMU by:
Sub alternative A. Separating the Parrotfish Unit into 2 complexes.
Parrotfish Unit 1 would include princess, queen, redfin, redtail, stoplight,
redband, and striped parrotfishes and Parrotfish Unit 2 would include blue,
midnight, and rainbow parrotfishes
Sub alternative B. Separate Grouper Unit 4 into 2 complexes and add black
grouper to Grouper Unit 4. Grouper Unit 4 would include yellowfin, red,
tiger, and black grouper and Grouper Unit 5 would include yellowedge and
misty grouper.
Sub alternative C. Add cardinal snapper (Pristipomoides macrophthalmus) to
Snapper Unit 2 (with the queen snapper) and move wenchman (Pristopomoides
aquilonaris) into Snapper Unit 1.
Alternative 3. Examine reef fish FMU and reassign species not targeted, retained,
sold, or used for personal consumption as ecosystem component species.





Complex Current Proposed
Snapper Unit 1 Silk Silk
Black Black
Blackfin Blackfin
Vermilion Vermilion
Wenchman (Pristopomoides
aquilonaris)
Snapper Unit 2 Queen Queen
Wenchman (Pristopomoides | Cardinal (Pristopomoides
aquilonaris) macrophthalmus)
Snapper Unit 3 Gray Gray
Lane Lane
Mutton Mutton
Dog Dog
Schoolmaster Schoolmaster
Mahogany Mahogany
Snapper Unit 4 Yellowtail Snapper Yellowtail Snapper
Grouper Unit 3 Red hind Red hind
Coney Coney
Rock hind Rock hind
Graysby Graysby
Creole-fish
Grouper Unit 4 Yellowfin Yellowfin
Red Red
Tiger Tiger
Yellowedge Black
Misty
Grouper Unit 5 Yellowedge
Misty
Parrotfish Blue Princess
Midnight Queen
Princess Redfin
Queen Redtail
Rainbow Stoplight
Redfin Redband
Redtail Striped
Stoplight
Redband
Striped
Parrotfish Unit 2 Blue
Midnight
Rainbow






Discussion

The original stock complexes were developed in the SFA and are in need of change due
to fishermen’s input, reexamination of the biological characteristics of species within the
complexes, exploitation levels, and omissions from the SFA. See Appendix 3 for the
Reef Fish FMU.

If the Council chooses to separate Grouper Unit 4 into Grouper Unit 4 and Grouper Unit
5, a memo on the status of Grouper Unit 5 will be required indicating an unknown status
so an ACL would not be required until 2011.

4.2  Action 2: Annual Catch Limits for Queen conch (Strombus gigas) off
St. Croix

Alternative 1. Do not set an ACL for queen conch off St. Croix

Alternative 2. Set the ACL for queen conch off St. Croix equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994-2006 = 90,000 pounds.
The ACL would include both state and federal water landings.
Sub alternative C. The current allowable catch level established by the
U.S.V.1. government for St. Croix = 50,000 pounds. The ACL would include
both state and federal water landings. The season for queen conch would
run from November 1 - June 30, or until such time the ACL is met;
additionally, there would be a 200 conch per boat limit.
Sub alternative D. Zero in the EEZ. The state waters ACL would be set
equal to the current allowable catch level established by the U.S.V.I.
government for St. Croix = 50,000 pounds.

Discussion

4.3 Action 3: Annual Catch Limits for Parrotfish Unit 1 and Parrotfish
Unit 2

Alternative 1. No Action.
Sub Alternative A. Do not set an ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 or Parrotfish
Unit 2.
Sub Alternative B. Do not establish an ACL for Parrotfish Unit 2, but
include Parrotfish Unit 2 in the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1.

Alternative 2. For Parrotfish Unit 2:
Sub alternative A. Set the ACL equal to zero in the EEZ and do not establish
a state water ACL but rely on the data collection program described later in
this document and revisit ACL for parrotfish 5 years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. Set the ACL equal to zero in the EEZ and recommend to
Puerto Rico and the U.S.V.I. that the ACL be set equal to zero in state
waters.





Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1999-2006 = 80,000 pounds
(ACLG February 2009 recommendation)
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unit 1 off St Thomas/St John equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation.

Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1999-2006 = 50,000 pounds
(ACLG February 2009 recommendation)

Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unitl off St. Croix equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1999-2006 = 250,000 pounds
(ACLG February 2009 recommendation)
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).
Sub alternative D. The average landings during 1976-1990 = 82,000 pounds
(discussed at the ACLG and SSCFebruary 2009 meeting).
Sub alternative E. The average landings during 1983-1990 = 82,000 pounds
(SEFSC recommended time frame for pre-gillnet fishery).

Alternative 6. Set the ACL for Parrotfish Unitl in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation.

Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1999-2006 = 380,000 pounds
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Discussion

Parrotfish landings for Puerto Rico may be underestimated if they are reported as first
class, second class, or third class species. Daniel Matos may be able to provide input
about how frequently parrotfish are reported in one of those categories.





4.4  Action 4: Annual Catch Limits for Grouper Unit 4

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set an ACL for Grouper Unit 4

Alternative 2. Set the ACL for Grouper Unit 4 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero in the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for Grouper Unit 4 five years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average corrected landings for identified Grouper
Unit 4 species during 1994-2006 = 10,000 pounds. The ACL would include
both state and federal water landings.
Sub alternative C. The average corrected landings for identified Grouper
Unit 4 species during 1994-2006 plus the average proportional corrected
landings estimate for Grouper Unit 4 species landed in the generic “Sea
Basses” category during 1994-2006 = 15,000 pounds.
Sub alternative D. A sufficient level of catch for collecting needed data on
the fishery. This catch level would be established by SEFSC, in cooperation
with Puerto Rico, for purposes of scientific data collection.

Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Grouper off St Thomas/St John at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Thomas/St John and do not
establish a state water ACL, but rely on the data collection program
described later in this document and revisit ACL for Grouper Unit 4 five
years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Grouper
species = 61,000 pounds as part of a Grouper ACL
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Grouper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty
scalar).

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Grouper off St. Croix at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Croix and do not establish a state
water ACL, but rely on the data collection program described later in this
document and revisit ACL for Grouper Unit 4 five years after
implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Grouper
species = 32,000 pounds as part of a Grouper ACL
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Grouper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty
scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Grouper in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state water ACL,
but rely on the data collection program described later in this document and
revisit ACL for parrotfish five years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1999-2006 = 203,000 pounds





Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994-2006 multiplied by an
uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty scalar).

Discussion

Note Alternative 2 sub alternative C does not include proportional readjustments in “First
class”, “Second class”, and “Third class” landings estimates. Alternatives 3-5 examine
an ACL for all grouper species due to the lack of species specific information in the
USVI. Alternative 5 uses the “‘grouper’ category landings in the USVI and a summation
of identified and redistributed grouper species in Puerto Rico that are in the reef fish
FMU.

45  Action 5: Annual Catch Limits for Snapper Unit 1

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set an ACL for Snapper Unit 1

Alternative 2. Set the ACL for Snapper Unit 1 off Puerto Rico equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ and do not establish a state waters
ACL, but rely on the data collection program described later in this
document and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after
implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average corrected landings for identified Snapper
Unit 1 species during 1999-2006 = 300,000 pounds
Sub alternative C. The average corrected landings for identified silk snapper
during 1999-2006 = 200,000 pounds for silk snapper. Silk snapper would be
the indicator species for Snapper Unit 1.
Sub alternative D. The Average landings for 1999-2006 for the current
Snapper Unit 1 plus the average landings for wenchman for 1999-2006 =
300,000 pounds
Sub alternative E. The Average landings for 1994-2006 for the current
Snapper Unit 1 plus the average landings for wenchman for 1994-2006 =
355,000 pounds
Sub alternative F. The average 1999-2006 landings for identified Snapper
Unit 1 species plus the average landings for wenchman during 1999-2006
plus the average proportional corrected landings estimate for Snapper Unit 1
species landed in the generic “Snapper” category during 1999-2006 =
316,000 pounds.
Sub alternative G. The average 1994-2006 landings for identified Snapper
Unit 1 species plus the average landings for wenchman during 1994-2006
plus the average proportional corrected landings estimate for Snapper Unit 1
species landed in the generic “Snapper” category during 1994-2006 =
374,000 pounds.
Sub alternative H. 1.2 times the value selected from sub alternative B-G.





Alternative 3. Set the ACL for Snapper off St Thomas/St John at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Thomas/St John and do not
establish a state waters ACL, but rely on the data collection program
described later in this document and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five
years after implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Snapper
species =160,000 pounds as part of a Snapper ACL
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Snapper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty
scalar).

Alternative 4. Set the ACL for Snapper off St. Croix at:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Croix and do not establish a state
waters ACL, but rely on the data collection program described later in this
document and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after
implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Snapper
species =112,000 pounds
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Grouper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty
scalar).

Alternative 5. Set the ACL for Snapper in the U.S. Caribbean equal to:
Sub alternative A. Zero for the EEZ off St Croix and do not establish a state
waters ACL, but rely on the data collection program described later in this
document and revisit ACL for Snapper Unit 1 five years after
implementation.
Sub alternative B. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Snapper
species =1,529,000 pounds
Sub alternative C. The average landings during 1994 - 2006 for all Snapper
species multiplied by an uncertainty scalar (see Action 7 for uncertainty
scalar).

Discussion

Note Alternative 2 sub alternative C does not include proportional readjustments in “First
class”, “Second class”, and “Third class” landings estimates. Alternatives 3-5 examine
an ACL for all snapper species due to the lack of species specific information in the
USVI. Alternative 5 uses the “snapper’ category landings in the USVI and a summation
of identified and redistributed snapper species in Puerto Rico that are in the reef fish
FMU.





4.6 Action 6: Annual Catch Limits for the Recreational Sector

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not set ACLs for the Recreational Sector

Alternative 2. Use Puerto Rico recreational average landings data from MRFSS
during 2000-2007 to set recreational ACLs in the EEZ and state waters of Puerto
Rico for Snapper Unit 1, Grouper Unit 4, and Parrotfishes. Use the proportion of
Puerto Rican recreational landings relative to the total of recreational and
commercial Puerto Rican landings to set an ACL proxy in the EEZ and state waters
for the USVI Recreational Fishery. For the USVI, proportions would be assigned to
fish family (e.g., groupers, snappers, parrotfishes), until sufficient landings data are
available to specify ACLs by unit. ACLs would equal zero for queen conch in the
EEZ off St. Thomas/St. John and Puerto Rico; the recreational ACL for queen
conch in the EEZ off St Croix would be XXX (will depend on Council’s choice for
commercial ACL in St Croix). Allisland based recreational ACLs for Nassau
grouper would equal zero.

Alternative 3. Use Puerto Rico recreational average landings data from MRFSS
during 2000-2007 to set recreational ACLs in the EEZ and state waters for Snapper
Unit 1, Grouper Unit 4, and Parrotfishes. Use the proportion of Puerto Rican
recreational landings relative to the total of recreational and commercial Puerto
Rican landings to set an ACL proxy in the EEZ.

Alternative 4. Do not establish a recreational ACL in the USVI EEZ and state
waters, but use the Commercial ACL for each unit or family as a proxy for the ACL
for all sectors in the fishery.

Alternative 5. Set the recreational ACL in the USVI equal to 10% of each islands
commercial ACL.

Alternative 6. Establish a separate charter boat sector ACL based on MRFSS data
for Puerto Rico.

Discussion

Need to calculate proportions for setting ACLSs on a unit by unit basis.

4.7  Action 7: Accounting for Uncertainty

Alternative 1. No Action. Set the ACL at the level specified in the previous actions
Alternative 2. In the USVI, for ACLs based on average catch, use:
Sub alternative A. 90% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty.
Sub alternative B. 75% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty (recommendation from the national SSC meeting).
Sub alternative C. 70% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty.
Sub Alternative D. 50% of the specified level in the previous actions to
adjust for uncertainty (recommendation from the national SSC meeting).





Alternative 3. In Puerto Rico, use:
Sub alternative A. 82% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty (based on the ratio of the reported landings versus the 85%
ClI for calculated landings in Puerto Rico across all species groups by year).
Sub alternative B. 78% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty (based on the ratio of the reported landings versus the 90%
ClI for calculated landings in Puerto Rico across all species groups by year).
Sub alternative C. 75% of the specified level in the previous actions to adjust
for uncertainty (based on the ratio of the reported landings versus the 95%
ClI for calculated landings in Puerto Rico across all species groups by year).

Discussion

A major aspect of the revised NS1 guidelines is the concept of incorporating management
and scientific uncertainty in using ACLs and AMs. Management uncertainty occurs
because of the lack of sufficient information about catch (e.g., late reporting,
underreporting, and misreporting of landings or bycatch). Management uncertainty also
exists because of the lack of management precision in many fisheries due to lack of
inseason fisheries landings data, lack of inseason closure authority, or the lack of
sufficient inseason management in some FMPs when inseason fisheries data are
available. Scientific uncertainty includes uncertainty around the estimate of a stock’s
biomass and its Maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT); therefore, any estimate
of OFL has uncertainty (74 FR 3181). For these reasons, the Council may choose to take
a more precautionary approach to prevent overfishing by reducing the ACL to account
for such uncertainty.

4.8  Action 8: Alternative Methods for Reducing Fishing Mortality and
Establishing ACL Proxies

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not implement alternative methods for reducing
fishing mortality by establishing proxies for ACLs

Alternative 2. Extend Area Closures in the U.S. Caribbean EEZ to account for 40%
of fishable bottom in the EEZ

Alternative 3. Extend Area Closures in the U.S. Caribbean EEZ to account for 30%
of fishable bottom in the EEZ

Alternative 4. Extend Area Closures in the U.S. Caribbean EEZ to account for
XX% of fishable bottom in the EEZ as determined by the SEFSC

Alternative 5. Work with fishermen to develop measure to reduce fishing effort
towards F=Fmsy.

Discussion

There are limited circumstances that may not fit the standard approaches to specification
of referenced points and management measures set forth in these guidelines. These
include, among other things, conservation and management of ESA listed species,
harvests from aquaculture operations, and stocks with unusual life history characteristics.
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In these circumstances, Councils may propose alternative approaches for satisfying the
NS1 requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (prevent overfishing) than those set
forth in these guidelines. Councils must document their rationale for any alternative
approaches to these limited circumstances in an FMP or an FMP amendment, which will
be reviewed for consistency with the Magnuson-Stevens Act (50 CFR 600.310 (h)(3)).

If the Council determines using average catch is not appropriate for setting ACLSs, use of
closed areas may be a methodology that would satisfy the requirements of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act. Additionally, if it is determined that further management measures are
necessary to reduce current catch from a specified average catch (now considered to be
the ACL) in order to avoid exceeding the ACL, additional or expanded area closures may
be an appropriate method for achieving those reductions. See Figure 4.8.1.
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Figure 4.8.1. 30 and 40 percent of fishable bottom closed areas in the EEZ.

4.9 Action 9: Permits

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish a permit system for fishing in the EEZ
Alternative 2. Require a federal permit for fishing in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative A. Require a federal permit for recreational fishing in the
EEZ.
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Sub Alternative B. Require a federal permit for commercial fishing in the
EEZ.
Sub Alternative C. Require the use of trap tags for all (lobster and fish) trap
fisheries in the EEZ.
Sub Alternative D. Require a federal permit for charter boats fishing in the
EEZ.
Alternative 3. Require a federal permit to sell Council managed species.
Alternative 4. Require a federal permit to purchase Council managed species.

Discussion

The Council moved to establish an Ad Hoc Advisory Panel to consist of fishermen and
local and federal managers and scientists to develop a permitting and potentially a limited
access system; these recommendations will be incorporated into this Action.

4.10 Action 10: Monitoring and Enforcement of Annual Catch Limits

Alternative 1. No Action. Set the ACL at the level specified in the previous actions.
Alternative 2. Require any person landing Council managed species to submit an
appropriate data collection form, as developed by the SEFSC or the Council’s SSC,
after every trip with enough detail such that CPUE per species can be calculated for
each gear.

Alternative 3. Require any federal permit holder to submit an appropriate data
collection form, as developed by the SEFSC or the Council’s SSC, after every trip
with enough detail such that CPUE per species can be calculated for each gear.
Alternative 4. Develop an updated catch report form in coordination with the
SEFSC, local and territorial governments, fishermen, and the Council’s SSC which
has enough detail such that CPUE per species can be calculated for each gear.

Discussion

In their FMPs, or associated public documents such as SAFE reports as appropriate,
Councils must describe general data collection methods, as well as any specific data
collection methods used for all stocks in the fishery, and ecosystem component (EC)
species, including: (1) Sources of fishing mortality (both landed and discarded), including
commercial and recreational catch and bycatch in other fisheries; (2) Description of the
data collection and estimation methods used to quantify total catch mortality in each
fishery, including information on the management tools used (i.e., logbooks, vessel
monitoring systems, observer programs, landings reports, fish tickets, processor reports,
dealer reports, recreational angler surveys, or other methods); the frequency with which
data are collected and updated; and the scope of sampling coverage for each fishery; and
(3) Description of the methods used to compile catch data from various catch data
collection methods and how those data are used to determine the relationship between
total catch at a given point in time and the ACL for stocks and stock complexes that are
part of a fishery (50 CFR 600.310 (i)).
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The SSC and ACLG continuously recommended implementing better data collection
methodologies throughout their respective discussions. Currently, information of this
type is limited or non-existent; therefore, better data collection methods are necessary.

4,11 Action 11: Accountability Measures

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish Accountability Measures.
Alternative 2. Implement accountability measures for exceeding an ACL based on:
Sub alternative A. A single year of landings/catch.
Sub alternative B. A 2-year average of landings/catch.
Sub alternative C. A 3-year average of landings/catch.
Alternative 3. Reduce the fishing season in the following year by a length
determined to be appropriate to account for exceeding the ACL.
Alternative 4. Increase the size of closed areas as identified in Action 9 by an
appropriate amount to account for exceeding the ACL.
Alternative 5. For queen conch exceedences in St Croix, close the EEZ to queen
conch harvest
Alternative 6. Reduce the ACL in the subsequent fishing year by an amount equal
to an overage in the previous year.

Discussion

The Council may choose to use different sub alternatives from alternative 2 for different
species or species groups depending on the reliability and timeliness for the different
fisheries. If this is the case, additional alternatives would be developed so the Council
can indicate that desire. There may be some difficulty in implementing Alternative 6 in
the year directly following the overage due to the timeliness of the availability of the
data; therefore, the reduction may take place up to two years after the overage of the
ACL.

4.12 Action 12: Allowable Gear for Reef Fish

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not alter allowable gear in the U.S. Caribbean
Alternative 2. Review the list of allowable gear under 50 CFR 600.725

Discussion
The Council voted to request the Secretary of Commerce to list spear as an allowable
gear in the reef fish fishery.

4.13 Action 13: Establish Framework Measures for ACLs and AMs in the
Reef Fish FMP.

Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish a framework for ACLs and AMs
Alternative 2. Establish a framework procedure for setting and adjusting ACLs
and AMs
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Discussion

Action 13 will require modification of the existing framework procedure so that ACLs
and AMs may be quickly altered as necessary through a regulatory action.
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