
We looked at this a couple years ago and most everyone agreed the market and swing in abundance 
take care of the effort. I do not see the need to change the illex permitting system. Please leave this 
status quo.   
 
 
Meade Amory 



  As for the illex fishery I support taking on the issue of late effort permits or permits that have been 
mothballed for many years and weeding them out. History shows that it has been only a handful of 
boats that have kept the fishery alive as it is, through the good and bad of it. I am also onboard for us as 
the industry to help with surveys in anyway we can to get the info that is needed, wether it be survey, 
taking scientists out there or trip info to get a good understanding of what is going on with illex and 
other species. 
 
 
Leif Axelsson 
 F/V Dyrsten 
 



Dear Mr. Moore, 

We are not in support of the requalification of the illex permits. My company was 
negatively affected by the requalification of longfin squid and we don't want to 
see any fleet further reduced by means of requalification. 
These frequent requalification efforts do nothing but harm the industry as a whole 
in order to benefit the few. 

Thank^^^^^ 

Mark Bergeron 
Bergies Seafood, Inc. 



Michael Doyle 
President  
Jessie Jean Enterprises  
26 Shannon Rd  
Wakefield, RI 02879 
401-742-1111 
fvseafarer@aol.com  
  

Dear Mid-Atlantic Fishery Council,  
  
            My name is Michael Doyle and I have owned the FV Seafarer out of Point Judith, Rhode Island 

since 1989. Shortly after purchasing the vessel I installed refrigerated seawater tanks specifically for 

Loligo and Illex squid, but for other species as well. Back then, there were plenty of buyers in Rhode 

Island to purchase Loligo squid but there were no markets in the state for fresh Illex squid. Shortly after 

that, we decided that in order to successfully target Illex squid we had to install freezers on the vessel to 

best serve the market. This opened the door to more selling opportunities at a higher price. However, it 

limited our catching capability to about 18,000 - 20,000 pounds a day with a 125,000 lb maximum trip 

capacity. To successfully fill the vessel, the crew needs 7-9 days to catch our trip. 
  
As the years progressed and more individuals entered the fishery and more shore side facilities started 

handling Illex squid, many boats that were formally freezer boats started taking their freezers off as well 

as boats started icing their products or changing back to refrigerated seawater systems (or RSW’s). The 

FV Seafarer has an extensive history of making 10-12 Illex squid trips per season, recently we have only 

been able to fit in about 8 trips before the quota is gone. An influx of vessels specifically targeting Illex 

squid entered the market in the last few years. Some of these vessels that do not have freezing capabilities 

can land trips of 75,000-200,000 or more pounds every couple of days. This leads to a divide in the 

fishery, as boats that do not have freezer capabilities are not limited to capacity – meaning they can land 

more in a three-day trip than a freezer boat like the Seafarer could land in a 10-day trip. Thus, vessels 

with freezer capabilities have limits to what they can handle in a given day. This in turn restricts landing 

capabilities on freezer boats.  
  
Lengthening the Illex squid season would be beneficial to the fishery for a couple of reasons. In May the 

fish are small and they do not reach their full growth potential until the latter part of the season in the 

summer. Thus, the fish are worth less in May and the fish are smaller but in the latter of the season they 

larger and worth more money. The fish houses would still receive their products but over a longer period 

of time. Another way to possibly lengthen out the season would be to have boats stay in for 48 hours 

between trips. This would give the Illex a chance to grow which would lead to them being a better size 

and more lucrative. Another possible solution could be to divide the quota between the wet fish vessels 

and the freezer vessels. This would allow the vessels with freezer capabilities a chance to land their 10-12 

trips -- as opposed to a mere 8 because they’re competing with wet fish vessels that are catching the 

biggest percentage of the quota because they are constantly in and out of port with larger trips in a shorter 

period of time. Another advantage to extending the Illex season is that it takes the pressure off of landing 

Loligo squid because many boats hold permits for both species.  
Thank you for listening to my concerns on this matter.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Michael Doyle  
 

mailto:fvseafarer@aol.com


To Council  
 

There is a need to get this fishery under control and some type of qulification.. With the 
tight restrictions that just were put in affect on the herring and mackerel fishery some of 
the larger vessels with 0 landing on their Illex endorsement will come into play.  I believe 
we need to see how many permits with 0 landings on them. Then. maybe also take a 
look at how many latent pemits  became  activated  between the control date 0f 2013 till 
2016. Before all the hype.of this fishery . Maybe look at size and catch of those 
new  vessels that fished in that 2013-2016 period. Lools like by the chart in the 
document there was just average vessle partcipation in  comparison to other years. I'm 
not a big believer in taking away endorsements that people have either worked for , 
invested in or tryed to land something in a givem period of time , but if an individual 
hasnt laneded something in a period of 15-20 years then your a little late. There should 
be no consideration for ) landings. If some one hasn't done there dilligence and checked 
out a landing history before a purchase then its buyer beware..  Consideration should 
be given before the year of 2016 going back to 1997 Thats close to 20 years that  was 
plenty of time to catch something. 
 

As far as on this ITQ  it goes by i quess a personal preference . I AM NOT In Favor of 
an ITQ system. We dont wanna go there and open other doors.  
A tiered system I AM NOT IN FAVOR OF  maybe a " Trip Limit " of example 250,000 
pound  especially with the vast variety of sized vessels ive seen in the fishery.. This 
would spread out the fishery and not close it so early. 
In the last 3 years illex  have been caught as far east as Atlantis Canyon to Norfolk 
Canyon . Thats some spread of fish . maybe the coucil should consider or look in into 
increasing the yearly T A C or quota on this matter. 
Seems the stock is healthy. 
 

As Far as recreational . I dont see partty and charter boats targeting Illex Squid as a 
main fishery loading buckets full. I also have  run these types of vessels for 25 years . . 

Mostly the illex squid is used as a bycatch for live bait while tuna fishing in the 
canyons . The impact i believe would very very small. . They are also a little 
difficult to catch hook and line. 
 

Im sure there will be more meetings and more comments to follow 

 

Thank You 

 

JImmy Elliott 
 

F/V Maizey James  
 



Gabby G Fisheries Inc. 

PO Box 2242 

Montauk, NY 11954 

 

 

 

Executive Director Dr. Moore, 

 

Illex squid are a short lived species with their abundance being highly volatile from year to year. 

While the nature of this species makes the science side of management more difficult there is no 

evidence at this time that the stock is overfished or that overfishing is occurring.  The past two 

years have seen exceptionally large biomasses of Illex and to that end the SSC just added 2,000 

MT to the ABC for 2019.  The industry landings have historically been as volatile as the 

population itself and mirrored the availability of the species with the TAC being reached only 

four times in the last 25 years. In the last two years it is not so much an increase in effort but an 

increase in availability of Illex that resulted in the TAC being reached.  

 

While the scoping document states that action is being proposed due to “considerable latent effort 

in the Illex squid fishery” this is not the case, there are only 80 permits in the fishery with a many 

as 41 being active within a single season.  In addition requalification of Illex permits would be 

counter to the MSB FMP objectives 2 and 3. 

 2. Promote the growth of the U.S. commercial fishery, including the fishery for export. 

3. Provide to the greatest degree of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these 

resources consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of the FMP. 

 

As the council moves forward from the scoping process I would like to express my desire for the 

no action alternative as I feel this most closely mirrors the current FMP objectives, there is no 

issue with recruitment in the fishery, and the stock is not overfished nor is overfishing occurring. 

If the council does decide to go through a requalification process both historical and recent 

participation should be used with data through fishing year 2018. 

I am not in favor of a tiered approach at this time, but if one were to be used it should be trip limit 

based with no set quota allocation to individual tiers and no ITQ, IFQ or catch share system. 

 

While I understand the council’s thoughts behind the scoping process, this is a healthy stock and 

fishery with a biomass that is only increasing at this time.  I implore the council not to limit 

opportunities to fishermen to flex into this fishery when other opportunities are not present. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my comments. 

 

Daniel J. Farnham 

Gabby G. Fisheries 

 



Can the Council consider how 30 year old information may be updaded to improve catch CAN MAFMC 
REQUEST NAFO SQUID TO ADD TO FISHING QUOTA FOR ANY YEAR? 
SHOULD COUNCIL RETHINK  SQUID MANAGEMENT? 
PLEAS BRING THE ARTICLE  TO ATTENTION OF SSC & SCIENCE CENTER REMINDING THEM ARTICLE IS 
OVER 40 YEARS OLD  SHOULD WE ASK JAPAN FOR LATEST MANAGEMENT? 
HAVE A FAIR DAY 
 
-- 
James Fletcher 
United National Fisherman's Association 
123 Apple Rd. 
Manns Harbor, NC 27953 
252-473-3287 
 



















ERIC ; Would you request a NAFO estimate of squid off US. 
at present no country is harvesting illex off the U.S.    SHOULD ; American add the NAFO quota to U.S. 
Landings OH NMFS WILL NOT ALLOW; MAFMC  has no  HONEST estimate of squid.   will you request a 
NAFO estimate?    The Northeast Science Center  numbers are what cause the NAFO numbers to be less. 
 
JASON the pre Manguson number included ALL Illex .   With Russians reporting less than 25%   The 
Northeast Science Center created numbers without surveys to stop Russian  fishing after Magnuson 
Would you please bring to the table the amount of Illex imported to the U.S. SINCE 1976 how to justify 
managing a one year crop?   DO SOMETHING TO STOP CHEMICALS ON SURFACE WATER AFFECTING EGG 
OUTER MEMBRANE  ASK SCIENCE WHAT A SURFACENT DOES TO THE MEMBRANE AROUND THE EGG. 
ASK U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT IF state asked  the Council to increasing the price of squid  so imports will 
receive better price? 
WHAT ARE THE TOTAL IMPORT NUMBERS FOR SQUID?  COULD THE FREEZER BOATS WORK IN GULF OF 
MEXICO on illex ? 
STATUS QUO E! 
DID ANYONE MENTION JIGGING? 
 
-- 
James Fletcher 
United National Fisherman's Association 
123 Apple Rd. 
Manns Harbor, NC 27953 
252-473-3287 
 



From: Steve Follett <supafo@aol.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 1, 2019 at 12:04 PM 
Subject:  
To: <nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov> 
 

My name is Steven Follett i own the Heatherlynn permit no 410327 i have been fishing for 48 years i have 
a illex permit Moritoriam.  The last few years illex aquid have been more valuable and closer to my fishing 
grounds i have spent money on making my boat to carry and keep the fish in good shape safely I have 
purchased new gear to be ifficent and profitable .We have lost other fisheries we cant afford to lose any 
more. I think the permit should stay the way it is Status Quo  WE cant afford to lose any More    Thanks 
Steven Follett FV  

mailto:supafo@aol.com
mailto:nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov














Jason 
Thank you for your explanation of the process and current issues regarding the Scoping Process for Illex 
squid. The RI Saltwater Angler Association is an organization of recreational anglers with over 7500 
affiliated members. We are very interested in this process primarily because of the importance of these 
species as forage for the many fish that we more directly target. We do also, on occasion target these 
species for both food and as bait. 
In general our comments are that the life cycle and stock size of all of these species needs to be 
understood first and then an ecosystem based management process needs to be followed to assure that 
these important forage fish are available for the rest of the food chain before a meaningful quota for 
commercial harvest can be set.  
Please keep us informed relative to progress on this matter. 
Thank you, 
Rich Hittinger 
1st VP 
RI Saltwater Anglers Association 
 
 



From: Jean Public <jeanpublic1@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tue, Feb 19, 2019 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Fw:public comment on federal register commercial fishermen put in lying fake reports and the 
program is fraudulent because of that 
 
the management of species by this agency has been to manage their decline, their extinctionof being on 
earth; the total capitulation to the profiteering and lying of the commercila 
fish establishment has allowed far too great allowances to be allowed by this commercial catering 
agency. you do what the commercial fishermen want. you are afraid 
to stand up for the gneeral public. the lax "management" that the public gets from you is extinctin of 
species. most of which are already alrmost all gone. 
i also see no reason for you to be physically going to gurneys inn and other sites for evening meetings 
when webinars are available for all to all in, including environmentalists.these trips around the country 
cost alot of money and taxpayers are paying fot them. commercial fisherment ar enot paying for them. the 
taxpayers of this country are paying for your expensive stops at posh hotels. its time to go to webinar and 
make recordings of what is said by whome. this commetn is for the public record. those recordings should 
then be posted on the web for all to see and hear. all of us wan tto know what is happening to our fish 
species. this commen is for th epublic record.plese receipt. jean publiee jean pubilc1@yahoo.com 
 

 

mailto:jeanpublic1@yahoo.com
mailto:pubilc1@yahoo.com


From: Patrick Knapp <pknapp@towndock.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 1, 2019 at 4:04 PM 
Subject: illex permitting 
To: nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov <nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov> 
Cc: Patrick Knapp <pknapp@towndock.com> 
 

I am writing to express my concerns about the limited entry considerations in the illex fishery, 
particularly the consideration of the introduction of catch shares. I can understand the concerns of 
historical freezer participants, but the abysmal record of the effects of catch shares are well known.  Not 
only that, there is zero biological impetus for implementing these restrictions. Little is known about the 
Illex biomass, other than that is extremely plentiful and increasing in value. There is very little, if any, 
chance that any new entrants would invest the 15+ million dollars required to build a serious RSW illex 
boat that would present any real threat to the quota. Therefore, even a cursory amount  of research 
would show that the major catalyst for such a drastically restrictive measure would be to inflate the 
value of the historical high landing permits prior to sale. This is not to say these fishermen should be 
marginalized—they caught the fish and earned the right. However, with no real biological reason to 
restrict the fishery, even a cursory search shows that realigning the permits will almost certainly result in 
these permits, and this fishery, ending up in the hands of a foreign concern. There is no real need to 
restrict the fishery at this time.                                                                                       Patrick Knapp 

                                                                                                                          F/V Conor and Michael 

                                                                                                                         401-569-4828 

  

 

mailto:pknapp@towndock.com
mailto:nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov
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April 12, 2019 
 
Dr. Christopher M. Moore 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
By email: nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov 
 
Re: Illex Permits and MSB Goals and Objectives Amendment – Scoping Guide 
 
On behalf of the 150 employees of our family-owned seafood business and the independent 
fishermen supplying seafood to our processing facility in Cape May, New Jersey, thank you for 
the opportunity to comment on the Council’s scoping process relative to latent effort in the Illex 
fishery and the MSB plan goals and objectives. 
 
Our comments will be brief at this time and respond, generally, to the list of approaches 
suggested in the scoping guide: 
 
Goals and Objectives of the MSB FMP 
 
We do not support rewriting the FMP objectives to match those developed recently for the Chub 
Mackerel FMP, after chub was removed from the list of species proposed to be managed under 
the Council’s Unmanaged Forage Fish amendment.  The current Goals and Objectives should be 
amended to add language used in the recent Loligo amendment (A20), relative to the concerns 
about latent effort in the Illex fishery. 
 
Requalification of permits: 
 
We support the Council moving ahead with eliminating latent permits in the fishery.  It appears 
that half of the moratorium permits held today have no fishing history.  This is where the 
amendment should primarily focus.  In requalifying permits, the 1997-2013 baseline should be 
used and historic investment in vessels and shore side facilities should be a primary 
consideration, along with community dependence on the fishery.    The staff alternatives outlined 
in the Loligo DEIS, other than the 200,000 pound qualifier which appears to limit active permits, 
seem like a good place to start in developing qualifying options in this amendment.  We do not 
support averaging catches over a period of time to develop qualifying alternatives. 
 
Tiered Limited Access System 
 
While it is important to eliminate latent permits, it is also important to allow vessels who have 
landed Illex in recent years to remain in the fishery, in order to help support a fleet of vessels 
capable of catching the quota.   A tiered system could provide those who entered the fishery after 
the control date some, limited, future access to the fishery. 
 

mailto:nmfs.gar.illexpermitandgoals@noaa.gov
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Consideration of needs of freezer trawlers versus refrigerated seawater trawlers 
 
We do not believe this issue is one that is appropriate for Council consideration.  However, since 
the Illex fishery is a volume fishery, we support hold capacity measurement and limits similar to 
those developed for the Atlantic mackerel fishery. 
 
LAPP / IFQ / ITQ 
 
We do not support the amendment developing an ITQ or CDQ allocation in the Illex 
fishery.  Considering an allocation scheme like these would slow down the Council’s 
ability to analyze the permit requalification issues in a timely manner. 

 
### 

 
Thank you for your consideration of our initial comments on the proposed amendment.   
 
We look forward to continuing to be involved in the process if the Council agrees to 
move ahead with the amendment at their June meeting. 
 
With best regards, 
 

Wayne Reichle 
Wayne Reichle, President 
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Wednesday April 10, 2019 

 
Dr. Christopher M. Moore 
Executive Director, MAFMC 
800 North State Street, Suite 201 
Delaware, MD 19901  
 
RE: Illex Permits and FMP Goals Amendment Scoping Comments 
 
Dear Dr. Moore, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to publicly comment on the possibility of modifications to the Illex squid permitting 
system, as well as revisions to the goals and objections for the Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish (MSB) Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP). 
 
I am writing this comment on behalf of Northern Pelagic Group, LLC “NORPEL”, a fish processing facility located in 
New Bedford, MA. NORPEL was established in 2002, primarily as a pelagic (herring and mackerel) processing 
facility. Since 2012, NORPEL has provided contract freezing services to the summer Illex squid fishery for vessels 
and squid processing companies based in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York and New Jersey. 
 
Additionally, NORPEL has acquired an Illex squid permit to be used by the fishing vessel Nordic Explorer, which will 
begin fishing for Illex squid during the second trimester of 2019. 
 
As an employee for a company directly involved in the Illex squid fishery, I am fearful that any modifications to the 
current permitting system could have negative socioeconomic impacts to the region. Modifications to the 
permitting system will certainly lead to reallocation of permits, quota and landings to areas in which processing 
Illex is not feasible for NORPEL or the Rhode Island fleet. NORPEL relies on the geographic and spatial diversity of 
the Illex squid fishery and fishing fleet. Modifications to the current system will, without a doubt, disrupt this 
diversity and have tremendous negative impacts on the region. 
 
I urge the Council and the Committee to consider the following points and the negative impacts outlined above 
when determining the future of the Illex permitting system:  
 

1. NORPEL has invested significant financial resources in the Illex squid fishery including a permit for the 
Nordic Explorer, boat and gear renovations to the Nordic Explorer and plant updates. 

2. NORPEL employs over 50 men and women full time from the New Bedford area. The summer Illex squid 
fishery allows NORPEL to retain employees throughout the summer months, when NORPEL has 
traditionally closed. 

3. Due to the complimentary seasonality of herring, mackerel, squid and butterfish, the Illex squid fishery 
assists in providing year long employment to many fishermen and shoreside workers. 

4. The Illex squid fishery supports the vibrant economy of thousands shoreside workers and hundreds of 
businesses including net and gear manufacturers, diesel mechanics, ice houses, packaging suppliers, cold 
storage facilities and logistics companies in the New Bedford region. 

 
As mandated by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, NOAA Fisheries has developed 
guidelines for each National Standard. The National Standards are principles that must be followed in any fishery 
management plan to ensure sustainable and responsible fishery management. If the Council were to modify the 
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current Illex squid permitting system, they would do so in potential violation of National Standards 4 (Allocations), 
and 8 (Communities). 
 
Under National Standard 4, Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of 
different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various United States 
fishermen, such allocation shall be (a) fair and equitable to all such fishermen; (b) reasonably calculated to promote 
conservation; and (c) carried out in such manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires 
an excessive share of such privilege. By implementing a new permitting system, much of the fishery, which is 
currently geographically distributed throughout the East Coast, would be consolidated to a significantly smaller 
region. The fisheries based in Rhode Island and Massachusetts would truly suffer. 
 
Under National Standard 8, Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into 
account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social data that meet 
the requirement of paragraph (2) [i.e., National Standard 2], in order to (a) provide for the sustained participation 
of such communities, and (b) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities. 
By implementing a new permitting system, there would be a great loss of economic activity in the Rhode Island 
and Massachusetts regions, as outlined above. Not only would the companies directly involved in the fishery 
suffer, there would be a negative impact on all the related shoreside workers and businesses. Many of these 
companies rely on the Illex fishery as It often bridges the gap between Spring and Fall fisheries. 
 
The main goal and objective of the MSB FMP should be to determine an accurate and real time Spawning Stock 
Biomass (SSB) Annual Catch Limit (ACL) for the Illex fishery that takes into consideration the squid’s extremely 
short lifespan and highly migratory pattern. The issue at hand with the Illex squid fishery is not one of allocation. I 
believe all Council and Committee effort should be focused on completing a scientifically acceptable stock 
assessment for Illex squid. This will greatly assist in setting the Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and reaching 
Optimum Yield (OY). Upon completion of a successful and scientifically accepted stock assessment, when we have 
satisfied National Standards 1 (Optimum Yield) and 2 (Scientific Information), the Council and Committee should 
direct their resources to making management decisions for the Illex squid fishery. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration of our comments. Should you have any additional questions, please 
feel free to reach out to me. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Brendan Mitchell 
 
 



Dear Mr. Moore, 

We are not in support of the requalification of the illex permits. My company was 
negatively affected by the requalification of longfin squid and we don't want to 
see any fleet further reduced by means of requalification. 
These frequent requalification efforts do nothing but harm the industry as a whole 
in order to benefit the few. 

Thank you, 

David Parsons 
DJ's Seafood, Inc. 
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      April 4, 2019               
100 Davisville Pier 
 North Kingstown, R.I. 02852 U.S.A. 
 Tel: (401)295-2585 
 

Mid Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
800 N. State St. 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

Re: Illex Permits and MSB Goals and Objectives Amendment Scoping Comments 
 
 

A. Illex Permits 
 

We appreciate the Council undertaking an Illex Permits Amendment to address latent effort in the 
illex fishery and support limiting access for permits without directed fishing history prior to the 2013 
control date. Utilizing the 2013 control date preserves the characteristics of the directed fishery prior to 
speculative entry by previously inactive vessels, which has led to unprecedented fishery closures in the 
last two years. Consistent with the requalifying period used for the recent Squid Amendment, we 
support using 1997-2013 as the amendment qualifying period, to ensure historic participation in the 
directed fishery is accounted for. The directed fishery is a high tonnage fishery comprised of, throughout 
its history, a handful of vessels. During most years since 1996 to 2015, most of the landings were 
harvested by 6 to 15 vessels, according to the SSC’s 2018 report.1 These vessels have the capacity to 
harvest the quota in years of high availability, such as 2017 and 2018, and are those that have built the 
domestic fishery over decades following the exit of the foreign fleets, for which we also advocated. Only 
20 vessels of any participation level closed the fishery in September of 2017, and 31 in August of 2018, 
for a fishery that typically extends into November for Seafreeze vessels. This cannot continue to the 
detriment of historic participants.  

Seafreeze vessels have participated in the directed illex fishery every year for over 30 years, 
built and sustained markets, developed infrastructure, and consistently spent more of our fishing year 
directing on illex than on any other fishery. Due to the influx of previously latent effort in the last two 
years, leading to fishery closures in September and August, our vessels have been tied to the dock for 
months at a time without other available fisheries. Historic participants who created the fishery, the 
markets and associated infrastructure should not be essentially kicked out of the fishery that they 
created by new entrants with no directed fishing history.  

We support a permitting system that is consistent with a permit holder’s participation in the 
fishery prior to the control date. Vessels with a history of directed illex landings during the qualifying 
period should possess a different permit than those with only incidental landings, or no landings at all. A 
high tonnage fishery should require a high tonnage qualifier, to distinguish directed participants from 
incidental and non-active participants. According to previous analysis in the Squid Amendment, only 37 
out of 79 total illex permits (less than half) had landings over 10,000 pounds in any year from 1997-

                                                           
1 See 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/5ad7b1f8562fa75adb8ba50a/15240852422
00/Illex+illecebrosus_data_update_report_for_2018_MAFMC_SSC_ABC_meeting.pdf, p. 2.  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/5ad7b1f8562fa75adb8ba50a/1524085242200/Illex+illecebrosus_data_update_report_for_2018_MAFMC_SSC_ABC_meeting.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/5ad7b1f8562fa75adb8ba50a/1524085242200/Illex+illecebrosus_data_update_report_for_2018_MAFMC_SSC_ABC_meeting.pdf
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2013.2 We would ask the Council to keep in mind that 10,000 lbs is the trip limit for vessels which do not 
even possess an illex permit. Therefore, more than half did not even have an incidental landing, much 
less a directed landing, for the 15-year period. If availability continues to increase and prices continue to 
rise, and should these permits all continue to possess unrestricted access to the fishery regardless of 
historic participation level, there will be no fishery left for those who built and have relied on this fishery 
for decades. A restructuring of permits will not create negative economic impacts on those participants, 
as they have never relied on this fishery as a source of income, but inaction will cause significant 
detrimental impacts on vessels which do rely on this fishery as a constant source of income. It is 
important for the Council to know that vessels without an illex permit were able to direct on the 10,000 
lb incidental limit in 2018, because high prices now make this financially viable for some vessels.  
 We therefore request that the Council analyze multiple options to explore what a different 
permitting structure would look like for the illex fishery. We support analyzing an ITQ system, as such 
analysis will demonstrate to Council members what historic participation has truly occurred, by what 
number of vessels and at what levels. We also support analyzing a tiered permitting system for the 
existing limited access illex permits, as currently exists for the only other federal high tonnage fisheries 
on the East Coast, herring and mackerel. A top tier permit would be reserved for historic illex fishery 
participants, who have participated in the directed fishery over time, and would retain unlimited access 
to the fishery. For a top tier permit, we support exploring the following qualifiers: 1 million lbs of 
landings from 1997-2013 control date, 2 million lbs from 1997-2013, 3 million lbs from 1997-2013. A 
middle tier permit would be reserved for those permits with some amount of landings from 1997-2013 
but who do not qualify for a top tier permit, and would be associated with an appropriate trip limit. This 
trip limit would need to be less than the minimal viable trip size for any top tier vessel and should be 
reflective of participation levels compared to top tier permits. A bottom tier permit would be reserved 
for those little or no landings and would be associated with minimal trip limit. Analysis of these two 
approaches should provide the Council with an informed approach moving forward.   

 Both approaches would also decrease the chance of speculative vessel purchases or alterations by 
new entrants, particularly now that upgrade restrictions with respect to vessel tonnage have been 
removed. Both approaches also provide continued access to the fishery for all permit holders.  

 
B. MSB FMP Goals and Objectives 
  
New Proposed for FMP:  
1. Maintain sustainable stocks, prevent overfishing, and achieve and maintain sustainable biomass 

levels that achieve optimum yield in the fisheries and meet predator needs, while 
acknowledging environmental variables and drivers.  

2. Maintain viable fisheries and fishing communities.  
3. Allow opportunities for commercial and recreational fishing, considering the opportunistic 

nature of the fisheries, changes in availability that may result from changes in climate and other 
factors, and the need for operational flexibility. 

4. Provide the greatest degree of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources 
consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this FMP. 

5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries and promote opportunities 
for industry collaboration on research.  

                                                           
2 See 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/58f76612f7e0ab3d069cfe64/14926085340
10/Squid+Hearing+Doc+2017_04_18.pdf, p. 75. 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/58f76612f7e0ab3d069cfe64/1492608534010/Squid+Hearing+Doc+2017_04_18.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/58f76612f7e0ab3d069cfe64/1492608534010/Squid+Hearing+Doc+2017_04_18.pdf
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6. Maximize US fishing opportunities by making extra quota available to the US fishery if other 
areas outside our jurisdiction underharvest scientifically developed quota on the same cross- 
border stocks, in absence of international agreements.  

 
 

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Lapp 
Fisheries Liaison, Seafreeze Ltd.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









Dear Mr. Moore, 

We are not in support of the requalification of the illex permits. My company was 
negatively affected by the requalification of longfin squid and we don't want to 
see any fleet further reduced by means of requalification. 
These frequent requalification efforts do nothing but harm the industry as a whole 
in order to benefit the few. 

Bergies Seafood, Inc. 



Dear Mr. Moore, 

We are not in support of the requalification of the illex permits. My company was 
negatively affected by the requalification of longfin squid and we don't want to 
see any fleet further reduced by means of requalification. 
These frequent requalification efforts do nothing but harm the industry as a whole 
in order to benefit the few. 

Thank you, ^ 

Norval ArStantey III 
Bergies Seafood, Inc. 



 

Dr. Christopher Moore 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street 
Dover, DE 19901 
 
 
Dear Dr. Moore, 
 
I’m writing to oppose any further permit requalification in the Illex fishery.  Illex is an integral part of our 
business that we have made significant investments in.  Not only have we purchased permits, but we’ve 
added to our fleet, hired additional staff and expanded our customer base and markets. We are also 
nearing the end of our Marine Stewardship Council assessment for the Illex fishery which was initiated 
last year. 
 
There has been talk for some time about raising the Illex quota through different mechanisms, whether 
it be real-time management or looking into gaining some of the NAFO quota.  Eliminating participants in 
the Illex fishery while also looking to increase the Illex quota will hand the fishery over to a small 
number of individuals and companies, this is not at all fair or equitable.  We feel that requalification or 
tiering out the permits isn’t the real solution to the concern a few people hold.  In fact, we already have 
a tiered system when you consider the different vessel’s capacity and the fishery is already extremely 
limited when you consider the number of active permits.  Let’s continue to explore the subject of raising 
the quota. This should be the very first step in addressing the issue of reaching the quota in this 
situation rather than removing people who have already previously qualified to retain this permit. 
 
I’ve stated this several times in the past and our stance remains the same, that it is an important part of 
our business strategy to be able to rely on access to a diverse amount of species.  Diversity is an 
important part of sustainability and security and limiting diversity is a risky solution that has the 
potential to harm so many people in this industry.  
 
 
Thank you for considering our concerns. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Katie Almeida 
Fishery Policy Analyst 
 
 





















































































Dear Mr. Moore, 

We are not in support of the requalification of the illex permits. My company was 
negatively affected by the requalification of longfin squid and we don't want to 
see any fleet further reduced by means of requalification. 
These frequent requalification efforts do nothing but harm the industry as a whole 
in order to benefit the few. 

Thank you, 

Tom Vinagre' 
Three Amigo's Fishing Corp. 



 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 

                    www.deq.virginia.gov 

 

Matthew J. Strickler 

Secretary of Natural Resources 
David K. Paylor 

Director 

 

(804) 698-4000 

1-800-592-5482 February 25, 2019 

 

 
Christopher M. Moore, Mid-Atlantic 

Fishery Management Council, 800 North 

State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 

 

RE:  Scoping Request - Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 

 Butterfish Fisheries 

 

Dear Ms. Moore: 

 

 This letter is in response to the scoping request for the above-referenced project.   

 

 As you may know, the Department of Environmental Quality, through its Office of 

Environmental Impact Review (DEQ-OEIR), is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of federal 

environmental documents prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 

responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of the Commonwealth.  Similarly, DEQ-OEIR 

coordinates Virginia’s review of federal consistency documents prepared pursuant to the Coastal Zone 

Management Act which applies to all federal activities which are reasonably likely to affect any land or 

water use or natural resources of Virginia’s designated coastal resources management area must be 

consistent with the enforceable policies Virginia Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program. 

 

DOCUMENT SUBMISSIONS  

  

 In order to ensure an effective coordinated review of the NEPA document and federal consistency 

documentation, notification of the NEPA document and federal consistency documentation should be sent 

directly to OEIR.  We request that you submit one electronic to eir@deq.virginia.gov (25 MB maximum) 

or make the documents available for download at a website, file transfer protocol (ftp) site or the VITA 

LFT file share system (Requires an "invitation" for access.  An invitation request should be sent 

to eir@deq.virginia.gov.).  We request that the review of these two documents be done concurrently, if 

possible. 

 

 The NEPA document and the federal consistency documentation (if applicable) should include 

U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps as part of their information.  We strongly encourage you to 

issue shape files with the NEPA document.  In addition, project details should be adequately described for 

the benefit of the reviewers. 

 

 

 

mailto:eir@deq.virginia.gov
mailto:eir@deq.virginia.gov
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW UNDER THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT: 

PROJECT SCOPING AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 
 

 As you may know, NEPA (PL 91-190, 1969) and its implementing regulations (Title 40, Code of 

Federal Regulations, Parts 1500-1508) requires a draft and final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

for federal activities or undertakings that are federally licensed or federally funded which will or may give 

rise to significant impacts upon the human environment.  An EIS carries more stringent public 

participation requirements than an Environmental Assessment (EA) and provides more time and detail for 

comments and public decision-making.  The possibility that an EIS may be required for the proposed 

project should not be overlooked in your planning for this project.  Accordingly, we refer to “NEPA 

document” in the remainder of this letter. 

  

 While this Office does not participate in scoping efforts beyond the advice given herein, other 

agencies are free to provide scoping comments concerning the preparation of the NEPA document.  

Accordingly, we are providing notice of your scoping request to several state agencies and those localities 

and Planning District Commissions, including but not limited to:   

 

Department of Environmental Quality: 

o DEQ Regional Office*  

o Air Division* 

o Office of Wetlands and Stream Protection* 

o Office of Local Government Programs* 

o Division of Land Protection and Revitalization  

o Office of Stormwater Management* 

Department of Conservation and Recreation 

Department of Health* 

Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 

Department of Game and Inland Fisheries* 

Virginia Marine Resources Commission* 

Department of Historic Resources 

Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy 

Department of Forestry 

Department of Transportation 

 

Note: The agencies noted with a star (*) administer one or more of the enforceable policies of the Virginia 

CZM Program. 

 

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY UNDER THE COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT 
 

Pursuant to the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, and its implementing 

regulations in Title 15, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 930, federal activities, including permits, 

licenses, and federally funded projects, located in Virginia’s Coastal Management Zone or those that can 

have reasonably foreseeable effects on Virginia's coastal uses or coastal resources must be conducted in a 

manner which is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the Virginia CZM Program.   

 

Additional information on the Virginia’s review for federal consistency documents can be found 

online at 

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/EnvironmentalImpactReview/FederalConsistencyReviews.aspx 
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DATA BASE ASSISTANCE 

 

 Below is a list of databases that may assist you in the preparation of a NEPA document:  

   

 DEQ Online Database: Virginia Environmental Geographic Information Systems  

Information on Permitted Solid Waste Management Facilities, Impaired Waters, Petroleum 

Releases, Registered Petroleum Facilities, Permitted Discharge (Virginia Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System Permits) Facilities, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites, 

Water Monitoring Stations, National Wetlands Inventory:  

o www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx   

 DEQ Virginia Coastal Geospatial and Educational Mapping System (GEMS) 

Virginia’s coastal resource data and maps; coastal laws and policies; facts on coastal resource 

values; and direct links to collaborating agencies responsible for current data: 

o http://128.172.160.131/gems2/  

 MARCO Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal 

The Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal is a publicly available online toolkit and resource center that 

consolidates available data and enables users to visualize and analyze ocean resources and human 

use information such as fishing grounds, recreational areas, shipping lanes, habitat areas, and 

energy sites, among others.  

http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-

73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&la

yers=true  

 DHR Data Sharing System. 

Survey records in the DHR inventory: 

o www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/data_sharing_sys.htm  

 DCR Natural Heritage Search 

Produces lists of resources that occur in specific counties, watersheds or physiographic regions: 

o www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml  

 DGIF Fish and Wildlife Information Service  

Information about Virginia's Wildlife resources: 

o http://vafwis.org/fwis/  

 Total Maximum Daily Loads Approved Reports 

o https://www.deq.virginia.gov/programs/water/waterqualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdlde

velopment/approvedtmdlreports.aspx 

 Virginia Outdoors Foundation: Identify VOF-protected land 

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx
http://128.172.160.131/gems2/
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/data_sharing_sys.htm
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml
http://vafwis.org/fwis/
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/programs/water/waterqualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdldevelopment/approvedtmdlreports.aspx
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/programs/water/waterqualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdldevelopment/approvedtmdlreports.aspx
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o http://vof.maps.arcgis.com/home/index.html  
 

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database: Superfund Information 

Systems 

Information on hazardous waste sites, potentially hazardous waste sites and remedial activities 

across the nation, including sites that are on the National Priorities List (NPL) or being 

considered for the NPL: 

o www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm  

 EPA RCRAInfo Search 

Information on hazardous waste facilities: 

o www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html  

 EPA Envirofacts Database 

EPA Environmental Information, including EPA-Regulated Facilities and Toxics Release 

Inventory Reports: 

o www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html  

 EPA NEPAssist Database 

Facilitates the environmental review process and project planning: 

http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx 

  

 

 

  If you have questions about the environmental review process and/or the federal consistency 

review process, please feel free to contact me (telephone (804) 698-4204 or e-mail 

bettina.rayfield@deq.virginia.gov). 

 

 I hope this information is helpful to you. 

 

     Sincerely, 

      
 

     Bettina Rayfield, Program Manager 

     Environmental Impact Review and Long-Range Priorities 

http://vof.maps.arcgis.com/home/index.html
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx




 
 

 
P.O. BOX 258  •  WATERFORD, VA 20197   

WWW.WILDOCEANS.ORG 

 
 
        
 
 

       April 10, 2019 
 

 
Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State St., Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 
 
RE:  Illex Permits and FMP Goals Amendment Scoping Comments 
 
Dear Dr. Moore, 
 
Founded in 1973 by conservation-minded anglers, Wild Oceans is committed to advancing 
ecosystem-based fishery management approaches that reflect our expanding circle of concern for all 
marine life and the future of fishing.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide the following 
recommendations for developing a new amendment to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish 
Fishery Management Plan (MSB FMP).    
 

1) Update the MSB FMP Goals and Objectives to accurately reflect the Council’s Vision, 
Strategic Plan and Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management Guidance Document 
priorities.   

 
The existing MSB FMP goals and objectives, established in 1983, are antiquated and do not 
reflect the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s vision of “healthy and productive 
marine ecosystems supporting  thriving, sustainable marine fisheries that provide the greatest 
overall benefit to stakeholders. ”  Ensuring that FMP goals and objectives are up-to-date and 
relevant is important because they provide the context within which the Secretary of 
Commerce judges the consistency of an FMP's conservation and management measures with 
the National Standards.1   
 
Arguably, the current suite of MSB objectives is “single species” in nature and is not in accord 
with the objectives, strategies and policies for broadening ecosystem considerations that 
were adopted during the Council’s Visioning and Strategic Planning process and the 
subsequent completion of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management Guidance 
Document.  We ask the Council to include alternatives for FMP goals and objectives that 
recognize the importance of accounting for ecological considerations in the specification of 

                                                     
1 50 CFR § 600.305 (b) (3) 
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Optimum Yield as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (MSA).2  Other federal FMPs for forage species provide useful examples: 

• The New England Council’s Atlantic Herring FMP contains an objective to “provide for 
long-term, efficient, and full utilization of the optimum yield from the herring fishery while 
minimizing waste from discards in the fishery.  Optimum yield is the amount of fish that 
will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, particularly with respect to food 
production and recreational opportunities, taking into account the protection of marine 
ecosystems, including maintenance of a biomass that supports the ocean ecosystem, 
predator consumption of herring, and biologically sustainable human harvest.  This 
includes recognition of the importance of Atlantic herring as one of many forage species of 
fish, marine mammals, and birds in the Northeast Region.”  
 

• The Coastal Pelagic Species FMP, developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council, 
manages a number of species that are important to the California Current forage base.  
“Provide adequate forage for dependent species” is one of the objectives featured in the 
FMP. 

 
The Council should also consider the goals and objectives approved as part of the recently 
completed Chub Mackerel Amendment as a model for revised MSB FMP goals and objectives.  
The Chub Mackerel Amendment goals and objectives are comprehensive and appropriate for 
not only chub mackerel, but for all the managed species within the FMP because of their 
shared role in the ecosystem as prey for piscivorous fish, seabirds and marine mammals.  
Objective 1.1 (prevent overfishing and achieve and maintain sustainable biomass levels that 
achieve optimum yield in the fisheries and meet the needs of… predators) warrants 
consideration as the primary plan objective and would serve well as an overarching objective 
for the FMP’s management measures. 

 
While we strongly support a single set of FMP goals and objectives to function as the 
framework for the management of all the species in the FMP, the Chub Mackerel Amendment 
goals and objectives, which were developed through extensive stakeholder and Council input, 
must remain applicable to chub mackerel and should not be weakened or superseded through 
this action. 

 
2) Include an alternative to require daily VMS reporting for Illex permit holders.  

 
Vessels with Illex permits are currently required to carry Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS); 
however, they are not required to utilize this system for timely reporting.  In recent years 
(2017 & 2018), the Illex fishery has closed early because the quota has been reached.  A daily, 
electronic reporting system improves the accuracy and timeliness of catch reporting, reduces 
uncertainty in quota tracking, and helps ensure that the quota is fully harvested without 
exceeding the limit. 

 

                                                     
2 50 CFR § 600.310(e)(3)(iii) 
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Limited access mackerel permit holders and longfin squid/butterfish moratorium permit 
holders are already required to report their catch daily through VMS.  Given the likelihood 
that Illex permit holders also carry either limited access mackerel or longfin squid/ butterfish 
moratorium permits, it would be reasonable to extend the daily VMS reporting requirement 
to vessels engaged in Illex fishing. 

3) Clarify that the ABC control rules and risk policy developed through the ACL/AM Omnibus 
Amendment are applicable to longfin (Doryteuthis) and shortfin (Illex) squid, and require 
use of these control rules when developing squid specifications. 

 
Annual species like squids may be exempt from annual catch limit (ACL) and accountability 
measure (AM) requirements, but they are not exempt from needing an SSC-recommended 
ABC that is determined through a control rule and Council risk policy.3  While the Council’s 
current specifications process for squids properly recognizes and incorporates the role of the 
SSC in recommending ABCs, this practice is not accurately reflected in the regulations because 
annual species were eliminated from the scope of the Council’s 2011 ACL/AM Omnibus 
Amendment and its implementing regulations.  
 
According to current regulations (50 CFR § 648.22), the Monitoring Committee continues to 
have primary responsibility for initial squid ABC recommendations.  In addition, the shortfin 
and longfin squid control rules described in existing regulations are not functional according 
to the most recent stock assessments for these species. For Illex, the control rule for MAX OY 
is the catch associated with fishing mortality rate of FMSY, but fishing mortality cannot be 
determined.4  Likewise, for longfin squid, MAX OY is the catch associated with a fishing 
mortality rate of FThreshold, yet the 2010 assessment concluded that “the current F reference 
point approach is inappropriate.”5   
 
The regulations under Illex and longfin squid specifications should be revised, in accordance 
with the regulations for all other Mid-Atlantic Council-managed species, to explicitly state that 
“the MAFMC’s SSC shall recommend an ABC to the MAFMC, as described in § 648.20.”  This 
new amendment action provides an opportunity to correct the regulations to accurately 
reflect current law and Council procedures. 

 
Thank you for taking our comments into consideration.  Wild Oceans supports advancing this 
amendment and looks forward to our continued work with the Mid-Atlantic Council. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Pam Lyons Gromen, Executive Director 

                                                     
3   50 CFR § 600.310(h)(2)(i); “While exempt from the ACL and AM requirements, FMPs or FMP amendments for these stocks must have SDC, MSY, OY, 
ABC, and an ABC control rule.” 
4   Northeast Fisheries Science Center. 2006 42nd Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop (42nd SAW) stock assessment report, part A: silver 
hake, Atlantic mackerel, and northern shortfin squid. Northeast Fish Sci Cent Ref Doc. 06-09a, 284p. 
5   Northeast Fisheries Science Center. 2011. 51st Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop (51st SAW) Assessment Report. US Dept Commer, 
Northeast Fish Sci Cent Ref Doc. 11-01; 70 p. 
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