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Catch of the day includingellowfin
grouper, schoolmaster, yellowtail
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. snapper, and a juvenile reef shark.
A pair of schoolmaster snapper o
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Figure 1. Map of Utila showing the locations of the sites we surveyed,
Turtle Harbour Marine Reserve and the Cayge edited fronGoogleEarth

Figure 4. nMDSplot; each block represents one site, those coloured red are in
Turtle Harbour, those coloured blue are all other sites outside of Turtle Hark




