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Total of 58 comments, listed in order of date received

Commenter |Hometown
Michael Ball South Thomaston, ME
Philip Michaud Eastham, MA

Bob Baines South Thomaston, ME
Terry Alexander Harpswell, ME

Arthur Osche Manasquam, NJ
James Gutowski Barnegate Light, NJ
Eric Hansen

Stanley Sargent Milbridge, ME

Daniel Cohen Cape May, NJ
Vincent Carillo Montauk, NY

Joseph and Michelle Letts

Fairhaven, MA

David Nadeau

North Chatham, MA

Chris LaRocca

Peter Spong Southampton, NY
William Reed

Chris Davis Chatham, MA
Donald Carter

Paul Vafides Hull, MA

Josept T Wagner Ocean View, MD
John P Ciliberto Trainer, PA

Anthony Watson Berlin, MD

James Fletcher Manns Harbor, NC
Jo Lundvall Little Egg Harbor, NJ
Joe Smith

David Wallace (Mid-Atlantic General Category Scallop Alliance Cambridge, MD

Ray Trout Lewes, DE

Jimmy Hahn Ocean City, MD
Andy Keese Chatham Harbor, MA
Thomas Brown

Jim Brindley Gloucester, MA

William Albert Fooks

John Borden

Kittery Point, ME

Dennis Williams

Kittery Point, ME

Richard Taylor

Gloucester, MA

Charles Wiscott

Cape May, NJ

Neal Kitson

Barnegate Light, NJ

James O'Malley

Narrag-g?sett, RI

Harriet Didriksen

Eric L. Lundvall

Little Egg Harbor, NJ

Eric Kitson Cape May, NJ
|George Lapointe (Maine DMR) Augusta, ME
Robert Maxwell

David Frulla (Fisheries Survival Fund)

Washington, DC

Geoffrey Day (GC Scallopers’ Coalition of New England

Cambridge, MA

Stephen Ouellette

Beverly, MA

Willaim Dicianni

Long Branch, NJ

Scott Bailey

Craig O'Brien

Don Myers West Creek, NJ
Joey Daniels Wancheese, NC

Maggie Raymond (Associated Fisheries of Maine)

South Berwick, ME

Dallas Huckins

Machiasport, ME

John Wood

Machiasport, ME

Willaim Mclintyre

Jean Frottier
Comments received after the March 6, 2006 Deadline
James Fletcher (second comment)

Manns Hérbo;, NC

Charles Christopher

Paul Boardman

Barnej@ﬁte Light, NJ




February 3, 2006 ECEIVE

Mr. Paul J. Howard FEB

New England Fishery Management Council U8 2008

50 Water Street, Mill 2 NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
Newburyport, MA 01950 MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Dear Mr. Howard:

My name is Michael Ball, owner/operator of the F/V Lori Lee. I have been a commercial
fisherman for 35 years and have never had a land job. I fished out of New Bedford for 16
years. [ was captain of three different scallop boats during five of those years. I have
seen many changes to the industry from the Hague line, meat count, and new gear
restrictions. [ have always wanted to own my own boat and now that I do the new
amendment being discussed will push me out of the fisheries that I have a permit for.

I would like to see the control date pushed ahead one year. With only 38 more permits
issued from 2004 to 2005, this is not a big increase and would allow my boat to fish. If
you allocate days, I would like to see something like this:

150 days to 200 days for full time with history,
50 to 75 days part time with no history,
allocation to be 15% of annual yield,

no dual applications.

VVVY

If you use hard TACS, I would like to see something like eight million pounds (8,000,000
Ibs.) Total to be split into two sections, north and south, with a line to be somewhere off
New York. Four million pounds (4,000,000 lbs.) to each section with splits between full
and part time boats. I would like to see 60,000 full time boats and 20,000 part time boats.
When TAC is filled, close the area. I would also like to see a fishing season from April
1™ to October 31* and closed for five months to recoup and for safety reasons for the
small boat fleet. I also think that random drug testing on operator permit holders should
be mandatory!

Thank you for your time,

Michael M. Ball
6 Field Street
S. Thomaston, ME 04858

(207) 594-8199
Tt 27, foi?

Permit No: 241962

tc: DHC2R)
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6. If a limited access program is initiated in the general category fishery, there
should be no bycatch of scallops allowed by vessels which do not have general category
permits. The scallops can be retumed with minimal discard mortality. Under a hard TAC,
any incidental catch should be prohibited when the quota is reached.

7. If the general category fleet is managed under a hard TAC, the fishing year
should not be changed. The general category, directed fishery scallop fleet, is
predominantly a small boat fishery. A change in the fishing year to later in the year could
put these boats at risk by fishing later into the fall and winter months fearing there would
be no quota left by springtime. The current fishing year provides these boats with the best
weather which affords the fishermen the safest time of year to be working in small boats.

I have two other comments that I feel are relevant to the General Category Scallop
Fishery. There seems to be a problem in the inability to transfer general category permit
history. I know of a number of fishermen who have lost their history after building new
boats and not being able to transfer their old permits to the new boat because it is still an
open access fishery. This problem needs to be rectified if Amendment 11 is going to
make the general category scallop fishery a limited access fishery and where entry is
based on the control date and history.

Also, and I understand that this has nothing to do with Amendment 11, general
category fishermen must be allowed back into the traditional fishing grounds in the Great
South Channel . The general category fleet is using the same gear as the limited access
fleet, so there is absolutely no reason why they should be treated any differently than the
limited access fleet. The general category fleet must be designated as an exempted fishery
which would sustain the economic viability of the fleet and spread effort over a much
larger area.

-

Bob Baines
rsbaines@adelphia.net



JORDAN LYNN INC.

TERRY ALEXANDER
F/V JOCKA

F/VRACHEL T RE@EUWE

Jordan Lynn, Inc
67 GROVER LANE

FEB 1 6 2006
HARPSWELL, MAINE 4
NEW EN¢ ' AND FISHERY
04079 MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Phone:2077291850
Fax:2077257009

Cell:207-729-2538

Council Members,

After attending an informal meeting that the State of Maine
hosted on the upcoming rule changes in the scallop fishery, I
decided to put my two cents in on the subject.

Here is a little history on our Scallop fishery here in Midcoast
Maine. We saw a Scallop boom from the late 70s till the mid 80s
in our area. The Scallops just showed up one day and the next
thing you know they left as fast as they came. Since that time we
have not landed many Scallops. Our fleet pretty much fished on
Scallops for a 8 or1Q year period and Groundfish we caught along
~ with them. {We Scalloped with nets and at that time it was legal}

After amendment 13 rule I purchased 3 permits to lease to my
2 Groundfish vessels all of them had General Category Scallop
permits also. That leaves me with a total of 5 General Category
permits none of them unless you go back far enough { in the low
80s } have landings prior to the control date.

Ce: D( 2\



In a perfect world we should all be treated the same and have
the same amount of allocation. I know that’s not the way it is. I
know, I lost a lot of Groundfish DAS to latent effort and now the
Scallop fleet is facing the same thing.

I think if we have to cut the boats that don’t have landings we
should give them a certain amount of days in the fishery at the 400
pound limit { we need 400 Ibs a day in order to make it profitable,
lets not take a booming stock and make it not economical for the
boats to go and catch them } We already have the VMS aboard the
boats that are in the 400 category anyway, so tracking DAS would
be simple enough.

I also would like to see us be able to stack our permits in the
General Category. Those of us who purchased permits since all the
fish regulations would be able to get some value out of them. Lets
face it, we are counting them against the effort anyway, so why not
put them into the equation for real.

I think the General Category should have at least 25% of the
TAC in the Scallop fishery. There are communities up and down
the eastern seaboard that are depending on us getting a fair share of
the TAC. That would spread the wealth throughout the smaller
communities that really need it with all the cuts in the other
fisheries going on.

Thank you for taking time to read and consider my comments.

Thank You

7
TerryZexander
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FFR 2 12006
l Mr Arthur A. Ochse
2 Muriel Place NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
Manasquan, New Jersey 08736 MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Natilonal Oceanilo and Atmosphearic Administratior

K UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
@ f NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

%

1316 East-West Highway
Silver Spring. Mearviand 20910

THE DIRECTOR

Soargg of

MAY 1 g 2004

Dcai‘ Mr. Ochse:

Thank you for your letter to President Bush regarding your opposition to proposed possession
restrictions on Limited Access scallop vessels contained in Amendment 10 to the Atlantic Sea

* Scallop Fishery Management Plan (Amendment 10).

On April 14, 2004, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), acting on behalf of the
Secretary of Commerce, approved all measures in Amendment 10 with the exception of the
following two proposed measures, which were disapproved: (1) Possession restriction on
Limited Access scallop vessels fishing outside of scallop days at sea; and a (2) cooperative
industry resource survey program. Please be assured that NMFS considered all comments
received on the proposed Amendment 10 in arriving at its decision to disapprove these two
measures. NMFS announced its decision in the Federal Register on April 30, 2004 (copy
enclosed).

In light of the disapproved measure listed under item 1 above, you should no longer be

concerned that you will be constrained by the proposed possession restriction of 40 pounds of
scallops on Limited Access scallop vessels fishing outside of a Scallop days-at-sea (DAS).
Instead, the possession restriction for Limited Access scallop vessels fishing outside a scallop
DAS remains at 400 pounds of scallops. We anticipate that the final rule will be published in the
near future.

I appreciate your interest in this matter.
Sincerely,

Willeon TM

William T. Hogarth, Ph.D.

/ﬂ"
THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR wx

FOR ASHERIES




- Congress of the Enited ‘Etat_.es
PHousge of Representatives
Washington, BE 20515

Janbary 28,2004

Dr. William T, Hogarth
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries
Nationa: Marine Fisheries Service
1315 East-Wast Highway. : o e -
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
{ Y

Dear Dr. Hogarth:

. v

We are writing to convey our decp concems regarding the exclusion provision of the
most recent Amendment 10 to the Sea Scallop Fisheries Management Plan submitted to
the Secretary of Commerce by the New England Fisheries Management Council. If
approved as written, the Amendment 10 will prevent certain scal10p vessels (mostly New
Jersey boats) with full-time Limited Access perzmts from participating in the General
Category scallop fishery when they are not using a sea scallop day-at-sea.

Approximately two-dozen full-time New Jersey Limited Access vessels have
participated in the General Category scallop fishery when not on a day at sea since the

- option became available. The 400-pound daily limit of shucked scallops available

pursuant to the current FMP contributes to the economic viability of these vessels and

“allows them to maintain crew between regular scallop trips. New Jetsey shore-side

operators have developed a significant consumer market for fresh “day boat” smllops
based on the product harvested under this option. To our knowledge this fishery is
restricted to New Jersey vessels operating from New Jersey ports.

Ironically, the NEFMC placed no other permit restrictions on the General Category

.. fishery and allaws for increased scallaplandings by cambination. pemxtgroundﬁsh e 24+ emn e e

vessels, Therefore, if the Amendment is implemented in its current form, it will allow a
new class of unlimited non-scalloping participants to enter into this fishery while
coucumntly reducing New Jersey's level of participation.



Clearly, we cannot abide such an unfair proposal by the Council process. Our request
that you reject the exclusion provision in Sea Scallop Amendment 10 is wholly consistent
with the position of the Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council (see attached letter
from R. Savage, Chairman of the Mid-Atlantic Council to Secretary Danald Evans, dated
December 24, 2003). The MAFMC cites several inconsistencies with respecttothe -
National Standards and basic issues 6£ regional faimess.

We hope you will heed the concerns of the MAFMC and disapprove the exclusion
provision of Amendment 10 to the Scallop Fishery Management Plan. Thank you for

'your consideration of our request.
Sincerely, 7 ' - ~
Saxton Frank A. LoBiondo
ember of Congress Member of Congress

. L M Qw“"l .
i Smith a:kPanone, k.
Member of Congress Member of Congress




ECEIVE

rFrR 2 12006
James Gutowski
PO Box 772 : NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
1809 Central Ave MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Barnegat Light New Jersey 08006

I submit these comments on the range of issues that should be addressed in Amendment
11 to the Scallop FMP. '

" #1 Limited entry in the Gen Cat fishery

The Council should consider limited access to manage capacity in the Gen Cat fishery. In
Amendment 4 the council created the Gen Cat as a trade off to allow boats that did not
qualify for limited access, or chose not to accept a limited access scallop permit that
would limit there precipitation in other fishers, and limited access vessels fishing off their
days at sea. The Gen cat was intended for minimal impact on scallop mortality. Capacity
needs to be limited so the qualifying vessels catch rates would not be reduced below what
is needed to sustain a day boat scalloper.

If a limited access program is to be established the November 1,2004 control date must

be used. Prior to that control date more specific criteria should be met so the amount of

qualifying vessels is not so large that it cannot be supported by a reasonable and historic
percentage of the overall TAC. '

Vessels applying for limited access in the directed Gen Cat scallop fishery should be able
to show historic participation from Amendment 4 (1994) thru the control date set in 2004.
They should have significant landings in directed scallop catches in several different
years during this period. This would account for historical effort during all ranges of -
scallop rebuilding and scallop abundance. There may be historic participants fishing in
state waters that do not fall under the Amendment 11 regime.

#2 Allocation between limited and Gen Cat fleets

The council should consider resource allocation between the limited access fleet and the
day boat fleet fishing in the General category. That allocation should be consistent with
historical landings and percentages since the implementation Amendment 4.

The basis for choosing “fair and equitable” allocations for the Gen Cat and or limited
access fleets should be historical data. Only landings from before the November 1,2004
control date should be considered in determining a reasonable allocation. The average
Gen Gat landings between 1994 and 2004 were 2.93% of the overall TAC. The limited
access fleet endured very difficult times during the implementation of Amendment 4; we
have participated in cooperative research, at the peak of conservation and historical levels
“of scallop abundance the Gen Cat sector has exploded. Any allocation should be based on
the scallop fishery Amendment 4 established; it stated if the General Category grew, the
council should reduce General Category landings as opposed to re-doing the allocation of
the fishery that it created.

#3 Dual applications for limited access vessels



Limited access should not be prohibited from targeting scallops under Gen Cat rules.
Similar to any vessel applying for a limited access Gen Cat permit these vessels would
need to meet the same historical criteria prior to Nov 1,2004.
This limited access sector participating in the Gen Cat since 1994 is not the problem.
From 1994 thru 2004 their landings accounted for a yearly average only 0.53% of the
overall TAC.

" These vessels should not be segregated because they have a limited access scallop permit,
in most cases they cannot target other species.

If the council continues to consider the exclusion of limited access vessels in the Gen Cat
the Ad Hoc Gen Cat Advisory panel should include members who have operated limited
access vessels under Gen Cat rules.

- #4 Use of hard TACs in the General Category fishery
A hard TAC should be considered as an option. Along with limited access and other
measures to ensure the TAC can be set at a reasonable level of the overall scallop catch.

#5 Use of Sectors and harvesting coops (Dedicated Access Privileges)

This new fishery created in Amendment 11 should insure a historical inshore day boat
fishery consistent with Amendment 4. It should not consider sector-harvesting coops or
access privileges enabling pounds to be stacked for longer trips further from shore.

#6 Landings of incidental Scallop catch

Any vessel that does not qualify for a new limited access scallop permit should be
allowed a small level of incidental scallop catch, thus preventing discards of scallops
while fishing for other species.

#7Change the fishing year

The council should not change the fishing year at this time. This will complicate an
already time sensitive Amendment 11. Until R/V Albatross surveys are replaced and
times are set the change if the fishing year is not warranted.



Eric Hansen F/V ENDEAVOR E @ E u W] E
FEB 2 2 2006

NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Good Evening, I would like to start by pointing out that since
Amendment four was implemented, the Limited access fleet has worked
hand in hand with the NEFMC to help PROTECT the scallop resource. The

“industry has participated along with SMAST to provide the best available
science needed to formulate workable fisheries management. Everyone
involved should be congratulated.

With this in mind, the scallop industry has found itself a victim of its
own success. The General Category, which was created by Amendment four

~ to assist small vessels that historically landed scallops caught inshore,
seasonally and in amounts too small to justify a limited access permit, has
evolved into an overcapitalized industry.

The success of the scallop resource and unprecedented scallop prices
have created an explosion of effort directed at this resource. We have
witnessed the general category vessels legally catching over 5% of total
scallop landings in 2004 and most likely double or triple that percentage in
2005. When the general category was created, the landings were not
- expected to be negligible. (Less than 2%)

We cannot turn back the clock to rewrite Amendment four but we
have to do the next best thing. A control date has been established. We must
use this control date to make this a truly limited access fishery. To qualify
for this new sector of the fishery we should apply some of the same criteria -
that the current Limited access fleet had to provide under amendment four,
such as proof of directed fishery scallop landings in at least two or three
years previous to the control date. Incidental catches of scallops would be
unaffected as long as the value of the landed scallops amounted to less than
10% of the total landed value.

The allocation provided to this new sector of the fishery should be in
line with the intent of Amendment four. I realize that an allocation of less
than two percent would create severe hardships if the number of qualifying
vessels is large, but please keep in mind that the current limited access fleet
has been restricted severely in days at sea allowed since 1994, while the
general category has remained unchanged.



I also feel that the new General category sector of the fishery should
be subject to the same rules and gear restrictions as the rest of the limited
access fleet, such as no stacking of permits and or days. The council voted
this past year not to allow full-time boats to land any more than 18,000 lbs
on any one trip in the special access areas, even if they were allocated three
trips or 44,000 lbs in that area for the year. This would translate to the
general category sector in that no more than 400 1bs. be landed on any one
trip, even if they are allocated 4000+ lbs per year. Single small dredges
should be the only method of trawling allowed since nets have been known
to target smaller scallops which are the future of the fishery.

I want to thank everyone for this opportunity to voice my concerns
regarding this amendment, and I hope the correct decisions are made to keep
the scallop resource healthy for years to come. '



Boats had to take General Category because they could not afford a VMS System.
$8000 in 1994 — now VMS is more affordable. General Category boats that could have

qualified for Limited Access should have that right now. [E @ E “ w E
FEB 2 2 2006
LIMITED ENTRY IN THE GENERAL CATEGORY FISHERY.
NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
1. A) Yes, limited entry. MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

1. B) The qualifying criteria should not be based on Nov. 1, 20004 control date. It
should be the VMS Installation date of October 31, 2005.

1. C) Qualifications — All permits that have history or have been attached to another
permit since 1994. Landings should not be considered as an individual quota. Why
should a person be rewarded with the right to fish more when he helped in over fishing?

1. D) It will stop a lot of boats from fishing on the traditional bottom after the scallop
season.

1. E) You will take the option away from people that do not fish outside of their

homeports. Those that fish outside 3 miles along the Maine Coast the historical fishing
practices would be left to only those who qualified and spent the money for the VMS.

ALLOCATION BETWEEN THE LIMITED AND GENERAL CATEGORY FLEETS.

2. A) We have an allocation of 400 pounds now. If the council needs to set an
allocation it should be per boat, per year. 80,000 pounds per boat , per year.

2. B) Fair and equitable is 400 pounds per day. 1 month fishing for limited access boats
equals 12 months fishing to general category boats.

DUAL APPLICATION FOR LIMITED ACCESS VESSELS.

3. A) No limited access vessel should have a general category permit. They should be
prohibited from accessing both categories of this fishery.

3. B) Limited access vessels would have the same impacts put on them as general
category vessels have had since the 400 pound limit was mandated. You meet your
permit limits, then go home or do something else.



3. C) No incidental scallop catch or 40 pounds per trip.

USE OF HARD TAC’S IN THE GENERAL CATEGORY FISHERY (FLEETWIDE,
BY AREA, SEASON, SECTOR OR ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS)

4. A) No hard TAC. We currently have one now at 400 pounds per day.

4.B) No

4.C) N/A

4. D) No further vessel categories. General category should be treated the same whether
you have a 70 foot boat or a 35 foot boat. Size , horsepower, should make no difference.
We are all grouped together and should stay equal. We already have two separate

categories now.

4. E) TAC on an individual basis is fairer to each boat (within its category). Fleet wide
it is not fair to the smaller boats.

4. F) No performance criteria used. The person has held a valid permit since 1994 or
installed the required VMS by October 31, 2005.

USE OF SECTORS AND HARVESTING COOPS (DEDICATED ACCESS
PRIVILEGES)

5. A) If a fisherman should be able to lease his poundage for the year to someone else.

5. B) Sector allocation would change the general category fishery . It would negatively
affect fishing communities.

5. C) No consolidation. Only leasing of poundage for that year.

LANDINGS OF INCIDENTAL SCALLOP CATCH
6. A) Yes, 40 pounds per trip.
6.B) Yes, 40 pounds per trip.

6. C) No, we should fish with the same rules as the Limited Access boats.



CHANGE THE FISHING YEAR

7. A) Do not change the fishing year. (NO) We do not want to have an allocation that
can be caught up in the fall and winter down south, before the northern boats have a
chance to fish. It needs to be fair, boats from New York to Maine need a chance to fish.
Status Quo is the way to go for now.

ANY OTHER COMMENTS:

The council should consider that general category permits be held by owner operator
vessels only. (To be leased to other owner operator vessels only?)

1. Owner operator only

2. 106 ft Drag

3. 400 pounds per day or 80,000 pounds per year.
4. 4 men per boat.

5. Fishing under the same restrictions as limited access boats — twine top in drag, turtle
exclusions, etc.

6. Access to the same fishing grounds as the limited access boats.

s/ P(/d'xt«fa_g /20/
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MILANTIC CAPPS

TEL. (609) 884-3000 P.0.BOX 555 FAX (609) 884-3261
985 OCEAN DRIVE
CAPE MAY, NEW JERSEY 08204

Paul J. Howard, Executive Director
New England Fishery Management Council E @ E ” W E
50 Water Street, Mill # 2

Newburyport, MA 01950

FEB 9 3 2008
Via e-mail to: scallopscoping@noaa.gov NEW ENGLAND Fig
HERY
MANAGEM
RE: Atlantic Sea Scallop Amendment # 11 Scoping Comments ENT COUNC”;_

February 23, 2006
Dear Sirs,

Please consider these comments for the Amendment # 11 Scoping Process and is
submitted on behalf of the vessels and crews of over thirty limited access vessels who
offload and sell to Atlantic Capes Fisheries, Inc.

| strongly support the implementation of this Amendment to control and limit the
effort and the associated mortality on the scallop resource from the General Category
fishery. By way of history it is illustrative to remind the Council that in 2003 (and earlier) |
personally submitted written comments to the NEFMC concerning Amendment #10
encouraging the NEFMC to control the growing General Category effort, in my letter of July
15, 2003 to the NEFMC | stated:

General Category participation is exploding as shrimp vessels from the south and
ground fish vessels from the north all are rigging up. This effort is overwhelming
enforcement, which has no idea of how much effort there is or when landings occur.
While it is politically impossible to ban the category we must adopt appropriate
management restrictions, which should include..... There must be an overall TAC for
General Category based on historical catches, which should be no more than 2% of
the total estimated harvest, reports must be filed weekly and the overall fishery
closed when 2% is harvested...... There can be no rationale to increase the landing
limit of General Category vessels above the current 400 pounds. We cannot be
encouraging more vessels to join this effort.......

If the NEFMC had heeded these warnings in 2003 and limited General Category
effort in Amendment #10 much of the over investment in new vessels and conversions
would not have occurred. At the time the NEFMC considered Amendment # 10 the PDT



unfortunately reported that they did not have evidence of this increase in effort, even
though we were informing the Council. But the PDT was relying on NMFS landing data, . .
which was only compiled for 2001 and part of 2002. This unfortunate decision to delay Gen
Cat effort controls allowed the problem to get much worse and will make the actions
necessary to control the General Category effort that much more difficult to implement.

Now we are faced with the fact that inshore areas are being over-fished, too many
new entrants have engaged in a directed Gen Cat fishery moving the fishery from
controlled planned harvest to a ‘gold rush’ and overfishing the stocks. While some of these
General Category fishermen will make a case for allowing them to continue due to their
recent investments, the Council must make the correct decision to limit Genereal Category
effort so that the investment of limited access fishermen not only in money but years of
curtailing their own harvests going from 240 Days at Sea to less than 100 Days at Sea is
not destroyed but unregulated opportunistic entrants with no long term commitment to the
fishery.

Specific comments concerning what shouid be implemented in Amendment #11.

Control Date: The NEFMC should base it management decisions upon the history of the
fishery through the Control Date of November 1, 2004. Management decisions should not
include landings and effort after the Control Date.

HARD TAC - The NEMFC should impiement a HARD TAC for Gen Cat vessels averaging
the history of General Category effort from 1994 through 2004. The Council staff should
analyze the range of the lowest during this period (about 1%) and the maximum (about
5%) as the range of options. | would recommend in implementation as the average of the
period 94 through 2004, which would be about 3% which is 50% larger than the HARD
TAC of 2%, as recommended in 2003 before the explosion of effort.

Limited Entry — If the NEFMC makes the correct hard decision to limit the General
Category to a HARD TAC of 2%- 3% of the catch, it should then allow the General
Category fishermen to decide how to establish limited entry, but it seems to be most logical
to use the Control Date to qualify fishermen. The NEFMC should evaluate various criteria,
as suggested by General Category fishermen to qualify for a limited entry Gen Cat permit
across a range from one pound, 1000 pounds, 2000 pounds,10000 pounds, etc. of
landings in one year.

Limited Access Fishermen fishing as Gen Cat when not on a DAS — The same
qualifying criteria that is used to implement limited entry in the Gen Cat fishery should be
analyzed to allow those limited access fishermen who have fished for Gen Cat while not on
their DAS to continue to fish as Gen Cat. Limited Access Fishermen are similar to other
fishermen (i.e. Groundfish, squid, fluke, etc) in that they have few other options. Those
Limited Access Fishermen who fished in a Gen Cat manner in the period of 1994 to 2004
and have landings sufficient to qualify (see above criteria) should be given a Gen Cat
permit.

How to Allocate Effort — After a HARD TAC is determined and the number of the
qualifying limited entry General Category Permits is determined the NEFMC must decide



what effort controls to use to manage the allowed General Category effort. One option to
consider would be to allow a derby, which would have all Gen Cat vessels fish until the
TAC is caught and then all vessels would stop. This should be analyzed (and | believe
should be rejected.) The NEFMC should analyze options of dividing the annual HARD TAC
equally between all qualifying Gen Cat vessels and allocating to each qualifying Gen Cat a
fixed number of trips i.e. 10, 20, 30 trips (whatever the math works out to be annually). A
third option would be allocate the number of trips quarterly and add or subtract trips
quarterly based upon how many Gen Cat vessels actually go fishing each quarter. The
NEFMC should consider options which will allocate to each limited access Gen Cat vessel
a fixed number of trips per year, projected to stay within the fixed HARD TAC, that each
vessel can decide when to harvest.

Incidental Catches — The NEFMC should allow for incidental bycatches in other fisheries
and analyze various options from 40 pounds to no more than 400 pounds, provided the
scallops are no more than 10% of the catch on board.

Sector Allocations and Cooperatives — This should be the focus of Amendment #12, not
Amendment #11. With the cost of maintaining vessels and fuel both the Gen Cat and
Limited Access Fleets will need to consider some methods of becoming more efficient after
all effort is controlled. This should be done in Amendment # 12 to be started as soon as
General Category effort is managed in and the scope of General Category participants is
defined in Amendment #11.

Scallop Fishing Year — A change in the scallop fishing year should be considered in
Amendment #12, not Amendment #11. Recently the NEFMC and NEFSC discussed the
formation of a scallop survey committee to look at the design and timing of annual surveys.
| think discussion of changing the fishing year should be determined in a future
Amendment, after NMFS, NEFMC, and industry develop a long term annual survey and
analysis plan.

| look forward to working with the NEFMC and other members of industry, including
General Category fishermen to control the mortality of the General Category sector, stop
localized overfishing, and continue to foster a sustainable and economically efficient
scallop fishery, which can be a model of progressive fisheries management.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely yours,

Daniel Cohen, President
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February 18, 2006

Dear Mr. Howard,

Thank you for letting me comment on the development of Amendment 11. My
main concern is with issue #3 from the council draft proposal. I am the owner of a 60 foot
scallop boat from Montauk, N.Y. I don’t feel that ALL limited access vessels should be
categorized together. I have a limited access- part time- small dredge permit with 27 days
at sea and 1 access area trip in 2006. A part time boat, with these few days, needs to be
able to harvest 400 pounds under general category, outside there allocated days at sea, to
stay in business. A limited access- full time permitted vessel has over two and a half
times the amount of days at sea(67) and one more access area trip. Therefore you cannot
consider ALL limited Access scallop vessels in the same management proposal! We are
very different economically and dependant on the access under general category rules.

There also seems to be a very small amount of limited access vessels targeting
scallops under general category rules. The resource is only accessible to smaller boats,
close to shore, during the summer months when the scallops are just right for harvesting.
With fuel prices at 2.50 per gallon, and insurance premiums in excess of $40,000.00, the
400 lbs., per day helps round out the year. There is a very small percentage of landings
from these boats. In table #1-general category landings by permit, from 1994-2005 only
.54% of the total scallop landings are by limited access vessels fishing under general
category rules. It also states that in 2005 alone, 13% of scallop landings are from these
new entrants that want to form there own group.

Let’s keep these traditional limited access vessels fishing under general category
rules, even if it means subtracting the .54% from the limited access total allowable catch.
Let’s not eliminate a fishery (limited access) to form another (general category).

Thank you,
Sincerely,
Vincent Catillo, Jr.
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JOSEPH & MICHELLE LETTS

7 Andrew Ave. home- 508-996-6157
Fairhaven, MA 02719 Joe-cell-443-614-2869

February 20, 2006

New England Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Paul J. Howard

50 Water Street

Milt 2

Newburyport, MA 01950

To whom it may concern:

As owners of both a large 86' full-time single dredge scalloper, F/V Ocean Reign and
also a small 50' general category scalloper. F/V Rock N Rye. We would like to give you
our input as far as the general category regulations as well as limited access
regulcmons

We recenﬂy were forced to put on a $5,000.00 plus Boatracs box in order to continue
fishing for the 400Ibs. per day. Also a cut off date for issuance of General Category
permits went into effect as of Nov. 2004. My understanding is that licenses still have
been granted after the cut off date. If indeed the idea is to reduce the catch limits
then | suggest that the government go back to the cut off date of Nov. 2004 and restrict
any vessel which has not shown landings under the general category pemmit “prior to
the cut off date of Nov. 2004. This would reduce the general cciegory fleet by ,
approximately one third. | also believe that since Boatracs have been added to the
400 Ib catch limit vessels, that the scallop catch rate should be monitored for 1 year
prior to enforcing a “hard" total allowable catch. If after the one year of monitoring,
the government feels the need to had additional restrictions, we suggest limiting the
dredge size for all vessels fishing under the general category 400 Ib. per day to one 10"
dredge regardiess of the size of the vessel. This would discourage some of the larger
limited access vessels from fishing the 400Ib. per day after their days have been used
up.

Please keep in mind that some of these small general category pemit vessels stili have
large mortgages on them. Our general category vessel is a refurbished steel 50' boat
with state of the art safety and electronics. This is not a fly by night $25,000.00 vessel
trying to rape the industry. Our general category vessel cost over $250,000.00 to put it
to work. With all the demands already in place | would hope that our above
suggestions would help reduce the catch and not hcrm 'rhe mdmducls that- have ‘
hastory wn'rh 'rhelr genercl cc’regory penm'rs '

T

Thank you for: your 'nme and conStderchon

| oy Madeee e

Joseph & Michelle Letts
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