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The Executive Finance Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened 
in the Grand Ballroom of the Doubletree by Hilton New Bern/Riverfront, New Bern, North 
Carolina, December 4, 2014, and was called to order at 1:57 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Ben 
Hartig. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would like to convene the Executive Finance Committee.  The first order of 
business is approval of the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  Bob, do you have 
anything that you thought we might need to do additionally to what is on our current agenda? 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I do not for this; full council, maybe. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Is there any objection to approving the agenda?  Seeing none; the agenda is 
approved.  The next one is approval of the June 2014 Executive Finance Committee minutes.  
Are there any changes, deletions, corrections to the minutes?  Seeing none; the minutes are 
approved.  That brings us to status of the current year 2014 budget expenditures, Bob.  That is 
behind Attachment 1. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Chairman, everybody I assume has had time to look at that.  It basically is 
the format we follow to determine where we are throughout the year.  One issue that came up; 
this is the last of our five-year grant.  The council has requested NMFS that we be allowed to 
carry some money forward into the new five-year grant. 
 
We do that with what is called a grant extension for you that work in the states and deal with 
grants.  We have extended our 2014 grant into I think the first six months of 2015.  Right now 
we are looking at somewhere around $251,000; give or take $100,000 or whatever.  Well, we 
just don’t know the last couple meetings what the costs are going to be.   
 
It is going to probably be around the $300,000 range or something like that we’ll be able to carry 
forward.  We’ll utilize that to finish projects or amendments that were started during 2014.  We 
are allowed to do that.  It is pretty self-explanatory.  If anybody has any specific questions, Mike 
or I will be glad to address them.   
 
MR. HARTIG:  Any questions of Bob concerning the budget?  Is there anything that jumped out 
at you, Bob, as far as expenditures go?  I breezed through it; I didn’t see anything that was 
glaring. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  No, not really. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I didn’t see anything.  All right, we don’t need any action with that one.  Gregg 
is here to address follow-up and priorities, Attachment 2. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Attachment 2 has our regional operations, schedules and deliverables.  I am not 
going to go through that in any detail.  I will call your attention to PDF Page 106.  That is where 
we list your 2014 priorities and timing.  You can look along there and see which we have 
accomplished.  We accomplished the vast majority of them; some have carried over.  You will 
see those on the sheet that we have that was e-mailed; and Julie is going to distribute a hard copy 
to each council member now and we’ll go through that in a second.   
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MR. MAHOOD:  One thing I meant to say when I started talking about the next five-year 
budget; we have gotten word that we need to go ahead and get that in.  We have been given a 
map for the first year, level funded with 2014 funding.  Then we’ve been instructed to add 10 
percent per year for the next four years after the first year. 
 
Now it would be nice to have a 40 percent increase in our budget in the next five years; we don’t 
really think it is going to happen.  Really, we do the budgeting based on activities more than the 
dollars, because we get what we get from Congress and through the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 
 
What we put in our budget doesn’t really mean much as far as the dollars go.  We will be doing 
that; and Mike and I have already started working on that.  We should have it finished early this 
next week.  Then we’ll send it on through the magic of grants.gov for approval.  Nobody knows 
when we’re going to get an actual budget this year.  Hopefully, we’ll get one this year, we’ll see.   
 
MR. HARTIG:  I appreciate that; it is always good to be updated on how we’re moving forward. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  In terms of that priority sheet; I will walk through and just brief you on what is 
in each of these amendments.  What we want you to do is indicate on the columns on the right – 
there is a high, medium and a low – either put a check or an X in each of those.  We want you to 
rank all of the amendments, even those that are below this line for 2016. 
 
Remember, we just talked about Mackerel Amendment 24, moving that below the line in 2016.  
That will be something coming up in 2016.  We want you to rank those as well.  That first 
column shows the 2014 priorities.  You can see the ones that didn’t get completed during 2014; 
they show up on here again. 
 
The new ones are Amendment 37; so let’s start at the top, 36 is spawning SMZs.  We talked 
about that in snapper grouper.  The system management plan for our Snapper Grouper 
Amendment 14, MPAs; and then Snapper Grouper Amendment 37, which would be the short- 
term items from visioning. 
 
This is where we had intended to address the hogfish assessment results and deal with those 
changes that we wanted to look at in the jacks’ complex.  Then Snapper Grouper Amendment 38 
would deal with allocations from visioning.  Snapper Grouper Regulatory Amendment 16, 
removing the black sea bass pot closure; then the Joint South Atlantic Gulf of Mexico 
Charterboat Reporting Amendment.  We’ll talk about that some in the Data Committee later on 
today.   
 
But we have the final report from the Charterboat Tech Committee, and that is a joint 
amendment we’ll work on in 2015.  In the Fishery Ecosystem Plan, we are in the process of 
updating that.  That is the first update; that is mandated to be updated every five years, and we’re 
running a little bit behind on that one. 
 
Snapper Grouper Amendment 22 is a recreational tag program to track harvest; you talked about 
that in Snapper Grouper.  Then the three mackerel amendments, we just talked about.  The ones 
that were added in 2014, after we did our ranking, was Snapper Grouper Amendment 35, which 
is removing species and the golden tile endorsement, which we talked about.   
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Then the Joint South Atlantic/Gulf Amendment for South Florida Issues, which we will go 
through in a moment.  Then items below the line, we are moving the Mackerel Amendment 24 
down there.  The golden crab amendment to modify allowable fishing areas; we’re having an AP 
meeting in January, and we may get a recommendation to look at that. 
 
Roy wanted us to add on the list a snapper grouper amendment to update the wreckfish ITQ 
program.  We have a joint South Atlantic/Gulf of Mexico Generic Commercial Logbook 
Amendment.  That was on hold pending the pilot project.  Any shrimp closure work. that really 
shouldn’t be a lot now because we’ve got that pretty much automated. 
 
Then hanging out there is still a Calico Scallop FMP.  We’ve made several runs at that but 
harvest comes and goes.  Again, just put a check by high, medium or low for each of these and 
rank all of them.  Then what I will do, if you give them to me, I will collate that and then we’ll 
have the rankings attached to the Executive Finance report; and you’ll look at this at full council.  
Are there any questions about what is on the list? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I see we have calicos on here.  At some point in time we might want to start 
taking a look at what is going on with the jellyball industry; the fact that seems to be growing 
and how it is going to affect fisheries, habitat, turtles, and things like that.  Again, it is not on 
here, but I think we just need to keep that in our mind on a back burner, something we may want 
to look at. 
 
MR. BREWER:  In looking at the 2014 priorities; am I correct in assuming that the higher the 
number, the higher the priority? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, the opposite; the lower the number is the higher priority.  Don’t pay a lot of 
attention to those priorities from 2014.  What you need to do is just check for each one, whether 
you think it is a high, a medium, or a low; put a checkmark in one of those columns.  Then what 
I will do is we tally these; and ones that are ranked high get a score of three, ones that are ranked 
medium get a score of two, ones that are ranked low get a score of one.  Then, indeed, the 
highest number there is the highest priority; but then what we do is put them in numerical order 
with one being the highest priority and go down the list. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Why do you have the ranking on our right side? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Because I am going to fill that in.  That is going to be the ranking that you see 
when it is attached to the report; so just ignore that column. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, you are going to do that? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes.  It is based on everybody’s ranking.  All you have to do is put a check for 
each one of these in the high, the medium, or the low column and you are done.  We did a 
practice run on this with the staff.  We’ll see how you do versus what we thought.  Again, we’ll 
tally this up and then it will be attached to the Executive Finance Committee Report. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Do you want to go to update on the Joint South Florida Committee, Attachment 
3? 
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MR. WAUGH:  This committee met in July and we’re scheduled to meet again in January.  
We’ve been working on a document.  This was e-mailed out to you on Friday.  What I wanted to 
do is just walk through this, similar to what we do in the SEDAR Committee where we provide 
Ben and Bob some direction, so that when they go to the Steering Committee they have some 
direction. 
 
It is the same way our Mackerel Committee works in terms of joint meetings with the Gulf in 
spiny lobster.  We’re not looking for any decisions here today.  We just want to go through and 
let you know what is in the document and what we’re going to be talking about.  If there is any 
guidance you want to have, you can stop as we’re going along and provide guidance to the 
Executive Committee.  They are the ones that will be meeting jointly with the Gulf.   
 
The rough timing is that we are aiming to have the two councils approve this document for 
public hearings during the June meeting when we’re both meeting across the street from each 
other in Key West in June.  I put this together with input from Jack, Kari, Doug, and Ryan.  Then 
there was some disagreement over what was in here.   
 
We didn’t have verbatim minutes to use.  We had a report that was written afterwards.  We at the 
staff level had some disagreements over what was in there.  I got with Jessica and Martha and we 
resolved, at least to their satisfaction, the wording of these actions.  There is one that we added 
here.   
 
On the version that you got it is shown at the bottom of Page 1; but the first action is 
modifications to the fishery management plans of the two councils.  We’re trying to structure this 
in a way that the first thing we deal with is, okay, what species are we going to remove; how are 
we going to handle the species?   
 
No action, of course, is keeping all the species in.  Alternative 2 would delegate management of 
any species listed below to the state of Florida.  Now, this committee has worked several 
meetings on this document.  We started out with a lot more species in here and have removed 
some; and so now what we’re considering for potential delegation to the state of Florida would 
be black grouper, mutton snapper, and yellowtail snapper. 
 
The idea here is this would be a total delegation of management to the state of Florida.  
Alternative 3, which is the one we had difficulty figuring out how to word and there may be 
some more modifications to this; but it would read “manage each stock as a single unit with the 
overall combined multi-jurisdictional ABC”. 
 
The two councils would agree on an ABC for black, mutton, and yellowtail, and then how we 
specify the ACLs would be handled in a separate action.  Then we renumbered the remaining 
alternatives.  Alternative 4 would remove any of these three species from the reef fish and 
snapper grouper fishery management plans. 
 
By removing them from the plan, then Florida could manage those same three species.  
Alternative 5 would remove any of those species from the reef fish fishery management plan of 
the Gulf Council and request the secretary designate the South Atlantic Council as the 
responsible council.  Again, that would apply to those same three species. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  Excuse me, Gregg; it was going to be e-mailed, and I am looking for that e-
mail.  I haven’t had a chance to look at this.  When was it e-mailed? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  It was in that Friday e-mail that Mike sent out.  You don’t have this yellow 
Alternative 3.  That was shown on the bottom of Page 1 as a possible new alternative, but the 
wording is a little different.  Alternative 3 in yellow is a new one to the version that you have, 
but it is based on the wording that was shown at the bottom of Page 1 of the document that you 
have as possible new alternative. 
 
Again, this is a range of alternatives for handling these three species.  Depending on what 
alternative is chosen here; then you go on to a species-by-species look at these three different 
species.  Alternative 2 would deal with delegating just the commercial and recreational 
management of yellowtail snapper to the state of Florida. 
 
We’ve got that split so that Alternative 2 would allow the state of Florida to determine the 
recreational management actions, and we’re limiting it to these – 2A would be size limit; 2B, 
seasons; 2C, bag limits; 2D, minor modifications to existing allowable gear; and 2E, fishing year 
changes. 
 
Alternative 3 would determine specific commercial management items; let Florida do those.  
There was some concern expressed by some of the public input.  They were more comfortable 
with having Florida set recreational regulations but perhaps not commercial.  That gives the 
council some flexibility to do that. 
 
Then Alternative 3 would deal with how we handle the allocation; again, yellowtail snapper 
annual catch limits and creating a bycatch allowance for the other states.  For these species there 
is some harvest off of other states; so our guidance was to come up with an alternative that would 
cover a bycatch allowance in those other states.   
 
But the ACL, since the vast majority of the harvest is off the state of Florida, then we would 
specify an ACL that would apply to catches in Florida waters and the EEZ off of Florida.  
Alternative 2 will use both councils agreed upon ABC for yellowtail snapper and allocate 
commercial and recreational ACLs for the Gulf and South Atlantic – and this is in addition after 
talking with Jessica and Martha – off Florida.   
 
This just clarifies, because the subalternatives deal with off of Florida.  So 2A would use the 
South Atlantic Council’s current sector allocation formula; 2B would base the allocations for 
waters off Florida on the average of landings from 2008 through 2012.  The IPT may suggest 
some additional alternatives to be examined also.   
 
We got some interest in looking at additional alternatives.  Alternative 2 uses our allocation 
methodology.  Alternative 3 would use the council’s agreed-upon ABC and use the current ABC 
jurisdictional split, 75 percent of the ABC for the South Atlantic Council waters/25 percent for 
the Gulf.  Then the Gulf sector allocations would be derived from one of the options below.  The 
subsequent Gulf and South Atlantic sector allocations would be combined to create sector 
allocations off Florida.   
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Florida doesn’t have sector allocations for yellowtail; so this alternative would establish those for 
the Gulf and then we would combine them.  Again, 3A is using the South Atlantic’s current 
sector allocation formula.  It should be 3B; the sector allocations for waters off of Florida using 
the average of 2008 through 2012 and then possible other years.   
 
MR. BREWER:  Excuse me for asking this question, but why would not one of the alternatives 
with regard to allocation be to set it up according to OY? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, we have OY in here.  For the most part, we’ve set ACL equal to ABC 
equal to OY.  I think that is done for all of these species, so that is encompassed in the 
specification of ABC and ACL.  That is in there. 
 
MR. BREWER:  My question was specific to allocations. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Jessica has something. 
 
MS. McCAWLEY:  Let me see if I can explain, and maybe this is going to answer your 
question; the South Atlantic Council has a lot of allocations between commercial and 
recreational but the Gulf doesn’t have them.  You have to figure out if the council is going to tell 
Florida what the allocation is.   
 
You have to figure out how to take the portion that is given to the South Atlantic and the portion 
that is given to the Gulf and figure out commercial and recreational between them.  That is where 
these formulas are coming from.  Part of it is taking into account the fact that the Gulf doesn’t 
have commercial and recreational splits for most of their species. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Are you getting at instead of using landings use something else? 
 
MR. BREWER:  I’m getting at the overall thought that allocations should be based upon OY as 
opposed to historic landings, in my opinion. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Right.  I don’t know that we talked about that in a lot of detail with this group.  
It has been discussed a lot when our council was developing sector allocations.  We looked at 
that; the economic data are not sufficient or were not sufficient at the time we developed our 
allocations to look at something like that.  What we’ve tried to do here for the most part is use 
allocation formulas or splits that are in use now either by one of the councils or the other council 
to try to minimize the amount of delay in preparing this amendment. 
 
MR. BREWER:  If it was from the standpoint of a delay, then I understand exactly why you did 
what you did. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  One other thing, Chester, we’re going to take up that whole allocation scenario.  
Well, we’ll actually set up a timeline to do that after we come back from visioning.  We’re going 
to have that discussion. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Then in terms of a bycatch allowance that would apply to the other states, 
Alternative 4 would create a bycatch allowance for the other Gulf and other South Atlantic 
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states; and 4A would adjust the ABC by 1 percent to address bycatch off the other states.  Option 
4B would adjust it by 2 percent. 
 
Where those numbers come from is looking at the actual harvest data; it has ranged between 1 
and 2 percent over the years.  The 2 percent would cover the maximum that has been caught or 
landed off of the other states combined.  This is a way to focus our quota monitoring on the state 
of Florida where the bulk of these species are caught. 
 
Then similar to what we did with blueline tile for the Mid-Atlantic area, just set aside a portion 
of the ABC and the ACL to account for that expected harvest.  That would need to be monitored 
over the years just to make sure that landings are staying below that.  If it is not, then we’ll have 
to make some adjustment. 
 
Again, this is for yellowtail snapper and you will see the same thing applied for mutton.  Then 
Action 4 is to delegate commercial and recreational management of mutton snapper to the state 
of Florida.  We just had a couple of typos in here from cutting and paste that have been corrected 
here.  These should all apply to mutton snapper. 
 
Again, it would allow the councils and the state of Florida to agree to delegating recreational or 
commercial, or both.  Then Action 5 would allocate mutton snapper using the same approach 
that we just described for yellowtail snapper; and the same bycatch allowance.  Again, the 1 to 2 
percent was sufficient to cover the harvest in other states. 
 
Then Action 5 deals with a mutton snapper recreational bag limit.  Alternative 1, the mutton 
snapper is a part of the aggregate 10 snapper bag limit in the Gulf and the South Atlantic.  The 
problem here is that the Gulf and the South Atlantic have different species included in those 
aggregate bag limits. 
 
Alternative 2 would remove mutton snapper from the recreational aggregate bag limit and 
change the recreational bag limit for mutton snapper during the regular season, July through 
April, and during the spawning season, May through June.  Option 2A would have a 10 fish per 
person per day in the regular season, which is the status quo now.   
 
Then during the spawning season the bag limit would be lowered to two fish per person per day.  
Option 2B would lower the bag limit during the regular season from 10 to 5 and then have it two 
fish per person per day during the spawning season.  Alternative 3 would retain mutton snapper 
within the aggregate 10 snapper bag limit. 
 
MS. McCAWLEY:  I found another typo; I think there are two Action 5’s now.  There is an 
Action 5 that says allocate mutton snapper sector ACLs and then another Action 5 that says 
mutton snapper recreational bag limit. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We will renumber those.  What is shown here as Action 6 is the mutton snapper 
commercial trip limit.  During May and June the commercial sector in the South Atlantic is 
restricted to 10 mutton snapper per day or 10 mutton snapper per trip, whichever is more 
restrictive. There is no bag or trip limit for the commercial sector in the Gulf or South Atlantic 
during the regular season.   
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Alternative 2 would establish a commercial trip limit for mutton snapper during the regular 
season of 2A, 10 fish per person per day; 2B, some higher bag or trip limit.  Alternative 3; 
specify a commercial trip limit for mutton snapper during the spawning season; and ranging from 
Alternative 3A to 5, 10, and no bag or trip limit. 
 
That is a range of a bag and trip limit – well, here trip limit alternatives that we’re looking at.  
Then dealing with black grouper; delegating recreational management of black grouper to the 
state of Florida.  No action would retain recreational management of black grouper – and we are 
just focusing on recreational here, because black grouper are part of the ITQ program in the Gulf. 
 
We’re just looking at potential delegation of recreational measures.  Alternative 2 would 
determine specific recreational management items for delegation to the state of Florida.  We 
would select from that suite size limits, bag limits, seasons, minor modifications to existing 
allowable gear and the fishing year.  Bonnie. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We’ve talked repeatedly about some of the ID challenges we have.  Do we 
have concerns about delegation of something that folks can’t readily tell apart? 
 
MS. McCAWLEY:  That wasn’t really discussed very much at the South Florida meeting, but it 
is something that we could discuss at the next meeting in January. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  To your point, Bonnie; one of the things that works in our favor a little bit is 
once you get into South Florida, there aren’t that many gags.  Blacks do dominate the catch to a 
high degree.  There are some gags; I am not going to tell you there are not, but there are some 
gags but predominantly it is black grouper. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Okay, we’ll add that and make sure we get some discussion about that.  Then 
allocating black grouper recreational annual catch limits to the state of Florida and creating a 
recreational bag limit allowance for other Gulf and South Atlantic states; so again using the same 
approach – sorry, no, it is different here.   
 
Alternative 2 would use both councils agreed-upon ABC and allocate the recreational ACLs for 
the Gulf and South Atlantic.  Then 2A would combine the current recreational allocations.  This 
is one where there are sector allocations in the Gulf.  It is 63.12 percent of the South Atlantic 
ACL/27 percent of the Gulf ACL.   
 
That would be put into a single recreational allocation for delegation to the state of Florida.  
Then 2B would use the South Atlantic Council’s current sector allocation formula; 2C would 
base sector allocations for waters off Florida on average landings from 2008 through 2012 and 
then some other set of years. 
 
Alternative 3 would use both councils agreed-upon ABC for black grouper and create Gulf and  
commercial/recreational sector ACLs from the current ABC jurisdictional split; 47 percent for 
the South Atlantic and 53 percent for the Gulf.  This may need to be reworked some, because 
again on the Gulf commercial side this is a part of the ITQ. 
 
Then Alternative 4 would create a recreational bycatch allowance for the other states.  Here 
we’ve got in looking at the data; it ranges up to 3 percent, so we’ve got an alternative going up to 
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3 percent.  The next one deals with accountability measures.  The joint committee asked us to 
simplify this action. 
 
This is one where we would like to have a little bit of guidance from you to take down to the 
meeting.  We haven’t simplified this yet; but what we’ve got in here are from the South Atlantic 
Council’s perspective Alternative 3 is how we deal with the commercial.  Alternative 4 is how 
we deal with the recreational.  You remember we went through this this morning. 
 
Alternatives we evaluated are 3A, only if the species is overfished; 3B, if the total ACL is 
exceeded; and then 3C, if the species is overfished and the total ACL is exceeded.  We’ve 
consistently picked 3C for our species.  One way we could simplify this is not analyze 3A and 
3B and 4A and 4B and remove those.   
 
We would still have the alternative using our accountability measure that we’re trying to 
standardize for most of our species; that if the species is overfished and the total ACL; that is 
when you do your paybacks.  We would be looking if you think that is a good idea to simplify 
this by removing those two alternatives.  Monica, I know Shep is the one that usually handles 
this; but any guidance you might be able to provide us at this stage, it still leaves us with four 
alternatives; just fewer subalternatives. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Gregg, I really haven’t talked with Shep about this.  Do you feel that 
you’ve got a reasonable range if you take those two out, the two subalternatives under each 
alternative? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, I think we do, because what we would be left with is Alternative 2 is 
looking at the sum of the commercial and recreational landings exceed the ACL.  That sort of 
looks at the stock ACL, which is in sum a part of this 3B.  I think we do; but again I am not 
trying to put you on the spot here. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I would be happy to make a motion to remove Options 3A and 3B, and 4A 
and 4B from Action 9 – I guess this would be Action 10 if you renumber it.  I think there are 
plenty of alternatives in there, and there is no reason to include more than is absolutely 
necessary, especially if on our end we’ve already decided that those are not preferreds from our 
perspective. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  All right, the motion from Michelle; remove Subalternatives 3A, 3B, 4A and 4B 
from the accountability measures action.  Second by Charlie.  Is there any discussion?  Is there 
any objection to this motion?  Seeing none; that motion is approved. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  This is one that has been referenced some is to modify the shallow water 
grouper species compositions and seasonal closures in the Gulf and South Atlantic.  Right now 
no action is retain the existing respective shallow water grouper species composition and 
seasonal closures. 
 
We’ve got separate species that are included by each council and separate times by each council, 
so you can imagine this creates quite a nightmare down in South Florida.  Alternative 2 would 
remove the shallow water grouper closure for all affected grouper species in the Gulf of Mexico 
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and South Atlantic.  We’ve got Option 2A, south of the 28 degree north latitude line, which is 
just a little south of Canaveral; and then 2B throughout each council’s jurisdiction.   
 
Alternative 3 would be to establish identical regulations for shallow water grouper species 
compositions for the Gulf and South Atlantic south of 28 degrees north latitude.  3A would adopt 
the Gulf species composition; 3B, adopt the South Atlantics species composition; 3C would be to 
specify a new shallow water species complex for the Gulf and South Atlantic.  Then Alternative 
4 would establish identical regulations for the shallow water grouper seasonal closures. 
 
Alternative 3 dealt with the species that you are talking about; 4 deals with the time period for 
the closure.  Again, this applies south of 28 degrees north latitude.  The same set of alternatives; 
4A would adopt the Gulf; 4B, the South Atlantic; 4C would establish identical regulations for 
shallow water grouper seasonal closures for the species included. 
 
Alternative 5 would be to establish identical regulations for the shallow water grouper seasonal 
closures throughout the Gulf and South Atlantic; 4A, adopt the Gulf’s shallow water grouper 
seasonal closures; 4B, adopt the South Atlantic; 4C, establish identical regulations in the Gulf 
and South Atlantic.   
 
Alternative 6 would remove black grouper from the shallow water grouper closures of the 
recreational seasons in the Gulf and of the recreational and commercial seasons in the South 
Atlantic.  Then 7 would establish a seasonal closure for black grouper with a potential separation 
between recreational and commercial to have separate and several different time periods.   
 
Alternative 8 would establish a one-fish recreational bag limit for black grouper in Florida with 
an optional seasonal closure.  There is some talk about considering removing black grouper from 
the aggregate bag limit.  Any input on these potential modifications to the shallow water grouper 
closure?   
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  While I’m thinking about the sub-option of having the South Florida 
regulations making the Gulf, South Florida and South Atlantic all the same’ if you did that, that 
is fine, well and good; but if the Gulf or the South Atlantic, it would almost tie their hands on 
changing it, because I am not sure how practical of an option that is. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes; and because we standardize them now doesn’t mean they have to stay 
standardized throughout time; but certainly you would want to weigh changing that carefully; 
and there may be a good reason to do it. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Just for clarification, we were having some discussion around the table offline; 
but we are discussing south of the 28 degree line? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  For Alternative 3 it is south of the 28; 4 is south of the 28; 5 is throughout both 
the Gulf and South Atlantic EEZs.  Six would apply through the South Atlantic, and I think 
Alternative 2 has a subalternative that is south of 28 degrees; Alternative 2B was throughout 
each council’s jurisdiction; so it is a mix. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  In that case, we’re really swapping A1A for latitude 28 or whatever it is.  It is 
still going to be a dividing line where there are different sets of regulations on both sides in that 
case. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  That is correct. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Versus something like – I don’t have it pulled up anymore – I think the fifth 
one works throughout its range, which would make it a whole lot smoother. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  That is correct.  Then the next item is one that deals with the circle hook 
requirements, and this applies to Gulf and South Atlantic jurisdictional waters.  No action is to 
retain the current non-stainless steel circle hook requirements in the EEZ of the Gulf.  
Alternative 2 would remove the requirements to use circle hooks when fishing with natural bait 
for yellowtail snapper in the EEZ of the Gulf; separated recreational and commercial. 
 
Alternative 3 removes a requirement to use circle hooks when fishing with natural bait for all 
reef fish south of 28 degrees north latitude in the EEZ of the Gulf.  These thus far just apply to 
the Gulf EEZ.  Alternative 4 would remove the requirement to use circle hooks when fishing 
with natural bait for all species in the snapper grouper complex north of 28 degrees north latitude 
in the EEZ of the South Atlantic; and again separated for recreational and commercial. 
 
Five, remove the requirement to use circle hooks when fishing for yellowtail snapper south of 26 
degrees north latitude in the EEZ of the Gulf.  That is the range of actions and alternatives.  
Again, we would anticipate when we come back to our March meeting to have a good bit more 
detail.   
 
We would hope to have some indication of preferreds for some of these hopefully from the joint 
committee.  Certainly, if you have any questions after this, feel free to contact me.  I would be 
glad to help sort this out.  Our intent is to get the briefing book out for this group; I think it is 
January 6th; and I think you meet the third week in January.  
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, if there aren’t any other questions for Gregg; thank you very much, it is a 
great presentation on how we’re proceeding with those with the South Florida Workgroup.   
 
MR. WAUGH:  The Joint South Florida Committee will meet the third week in January. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  All right Bob, is there any other business? 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I don’t believe so. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Any other business before the Executive Finance Committee?  Seeing none; I 
am going to give you a break.   
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:50 o’clock p.m., December 4, 2014.) 
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