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Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries 

January 19, 2016 

To:    American Eel Management Board 

From:    American Eel Advisory Panel 

RE:   Advisory Panel Review of North Carolina’s Aquaculture Plan 
 
The American Eel Advisory Panel (AP) met via conference call to discuss North Carolina’s 
aquaculture plan.  The AP comments focused on two major topics: (1) the current status of the 
markets for American eels, and (2) the accountability of collected eels from harvest to growout 
in North Carolina’s plan. Below is a summary of their discussion. 
 
1. Identifying Markets 
AP members discussed that a requirement of Addendum IV is to identify eel markets, but yet 
the plan lacks that information.  Generally, the AP was concerned that there are no existing 
markets for cultured eels because there are not any facilities producing cultured eels.  
Furthermore, the wild markets are depressed because eel farms in Europe have created 
volumes of inexpensive eels driving down the demand for wild eels from the U.S. The AP 
compiled information on all potential eel markets to demonstrate their concerns and 
supplement the limited information provided in North Carolina’s proposal (Appendix 1). 
 
AP members were also concerned with the high density growout system proposed in North 
Carolina’s plan.  Specifically, it is impossible to raise eels in high density without producing 80-
90% males, which will not reach adequate size to service the food market.  The only way to 
address this is the use of bioactive additives, which are currently not approved in the United 
States. As a result the smaller eels would go into the bait market, but there is no market 
demand for domestic bait eels that cannot be met by the wild catches. Current supplies of 
these small wild eels already far exceed the demand, as stated in Appendix 1.  Therefore, the 
AP is concerned that North Carolina has not addressed the challenge of all-male production. 
 
2. Accountability 
The AP discussed that North Carolina’s plan has good monitoring for collecting the eels and 
getting them to the aquaculture facility, but what about internal tracking.  The AP 
recommended that a complete accounting system be implemented for the aquaculture facility 
so that eels can be traced from collection through growout.  As part of that recommendation, 
the AP requested that eels dying during husbandry be kept for marine patrol inspection so that 
complete accountability can occur regardless of whether the eels survive the growout. 
 
 

http://www.asmfc.org/
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Other Comments 
Addendum IV sets forth that if a state wanted to apply for this eel aquaculture quota, they had 
to do so by June of the prior year. North Carolina requested a waiver to submit their 
Aquaculture plan on December 1, which was granted by the Board. 
 
The AP noted that granting the application provided North Carolina an unfair competitive 
advantage over other states and commercial enterprises that might want to pursue an 
aquaculture quota.  This is not a hypothetical objection, but represents the concerns of actual 
competitive commercial ventures. 
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Appendix 1:  Advisory Panel Market Analysis: The Role of Wild American Eel and Farmed Eels 
in Worldwide Markets 
 
Notes: 
• ASMFC addendum IV imposes a 9-inch minimum limit for the harvest of American eel. 
• An eel harvested at 9-inches will rarely if ever exceed 120 grams.  Most if not all will be 50 

grams or less. 
• The following summary describes generally the worldwide market for wild American eels as 

well as some information about European and Asian farmed eels. 
 
Wild American Eels 
Under 120 grams  
• Eels of this size are used predominantly for the domestic live bait market.  Live bait markets 

are supplied by ample wild eel catches and market prices have been stagnant or dropping the 
past five years. 

• Small, niche live markets for this size wild eels exist in southern European countries.  This 
demand could not absorb anywhere close to all the under-120 gram eels harvested in North 
America. 

• There are some even-smaller niche markets in some domestic ethnic markets for under 120 
gram eels, but the volume is small. 

• There is high demand from Asian farmers for these small, wild eels (live) for stocking; ASMFC 
is aware that this Asian demand is putting enormous pressure on the undersized eels because 
the true Asian preference for stocking eels is for eels under 9 inches.   

• The Asian markets have shown no interest in this size eel for food production. 
• The glut of small wild eels is so bad that domestic producers have over 35 tons of this size eel 

in frozen stock leftover from 2014 and 2015 harvests, and stopped or drastically lowered the 
volume of buying eels in both years to avoid accumulating additional inventory.  

 
120 – 250 grams 
• This size is used almost exclusively by central European live eel customers who specialize in 

“small sizes.”  
• The wild supply of eels at this size also exceeds demand, therefore domestic producers have 

sizable, existing frozen inventory.  
• Domestic demand for this size is small.  
• European smokers will use this size, but only farmed eels, not wild 
Notes Relative to Aquaculture:  
• This size represents the mid-range and upper limit for male eels; European eel farms produce 

almost all of their eels in this range, thus this product dominates the market. 
• A North American eel farm raising glass eels in an intensive, recirculating aquaculture system 

(RAS) will produce 80-90% of its product as males unless they use bioactive additives in their 
production, which is against the law.    

• There being almost no domestic market for this size eel, a North American farmer would have 
to market this size product in Europe.  However, European farmed eels are at historical low 
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prices now, plus not subject to the duties and transportation charges, thus making it 
challenging for a North American venture to compete with the European domestic growers 
head-to-head.  
 

 250-400 grams 
• This remains the most popular size for central European wild eel markets and is at the heart 

of the domestic export market of live, wild eels.  
• The traditional user of this size wild eel favors the low-fat character of wild eels and is 

resistant to farmed eels.   
• Few farmed eels reach this size, unless bioactive additives or low-density farming is used, as 

is the case in Asia.  Bioactives are not lawful in North America and low-density farming is 
contrary to RAS principles.   

Over 400 grams  
• This is the size of eel desired by the North American Asian ethnic markets.  Most live eels sold 

in Chinatown NYC, Toronto, Philadelphia, Boston are in this range.  Most domestic smokers 
use this size.  The Christmas market is also geared mostly towards this size.   

• Any effort to farm and sell eels to existing domestic markets would have to be geared 
towards this size eel. 

• Less than 20% of farmed eels will reach this size unless bioactive additives are used, which is 
illegal in North America.   

• This market is satisfied exclusively by wild eel production for at least seven months a year.   
 
Farmed eels 
Asian farming: 
• Eel farming in Korea and China is based on the feminization of 80-90% of all eels stocked.  

This is done through the use of bioactive additives that are not lawful in North America, or 
through low-density stocking, which is contrary to an RAS system. 

• The majority of eels raised in Asia are harvested over 300 grams and processed into unagi 
kabayaki, or roasted eels.   

• Asians import virtually no farm-raised eels from non-Asian countries.  Any exceptions would 
be small.   

 
European farming: 
• The Europeans do not allow the use of bioactive additives in eel farming.  Therefore 80-90% 

of the production is male, and harvested well below 250 grams.   
• The vast majority of these eels are smoked in northern Europe and sliced into 100 gram 

fillets, which is a highly specialized, but popular product. The product is non-existent in North 
America.   

• Despite decades of experience, the European eel farmers and processors have not been able 
to create unagi kabayaki production capacity that is able to compete with the Asians.  Putting 
aside the cost-side advantages of Asian manufacturing, the slow and limited growth of male 
eels as compared to female eels precludes the Europeans from competing successfully.   
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Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries 

January 20, 2016 

To:    American Eel Management Board 

From:    American Eel Technical Committee 

RE:    TC Review of North Carolina’s American Eel Aquaculture Plan 
 
Addendum IV allows States/Jurisdictions to submit Aquaculture Plans that if approved would 
allow a State to harvest a maximum of 200 pounds of glass eels from within its waters for use in 
domestic aquaculture facilities. However, the State must objectively show that the harvest will 
occur from a watershed that minimally contributes to the spawning stock of American eel.  
 
In December 2015, North Carolina submitted an Aquaculture Plan for 2016 which was reviewed 
by the Technical Committee (TC). The TC provided comments to the State of NC at that time. A 
revision to NC’s Plan was submitted to, and discussed by, the TC in January 2016. While many of 
the concerns were addressed in the revision, including a reduction in the number of sites being 
considered, a more detailed description of the proposed sites, requirements for tracking 
mortality, and gear specifications, the TC recommended the following changes be made in NC’s 
plan: 

 

1) NC should follow the 25 pigmented eel tolerance per pound of glass eels as stated in 

Addendum III.  However, the States of South Carolina and Maine seem to be enforcing this 

tolerance in different manners.  South Carolina requires fishermen to pick out pigmented 

eels from their catch, whereas Maine defines a pigmented eel as an eel that will not pass 

through a 1/8 inch non‐stretchable mesh (anything that passes through the 1/8 inch mesh is 

considered a non‐pigmented eel).  

 North Carolina is requiring the use of a 1/8‐inch non‐stretchable mesh to remove 

pigmented eels from harvest.  

2) Eels weighed at the facility should be reported to the nearest 0.10 lbs. instead of 0.25 lbs.; 
 North Carolina has changed its measurement requirement to nearest 0.10 lbs. in its final 

version of its Aquaculture Plan included in Supplemental Materials. 

3) NC should be required to report back to the TC at the end of the first year with harvest data, 
including date, location, number of glass eels harvested, effort, and water temperature. 

4) The language regarding harvest of adult female eels from the Chesapeake Bay should be 

removed in the section regarding the justification of minimal contribution.  

 North Carolina has removed this language in its final version of its Aquaculture Plan 

included in Supplemental Materials. 
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TC Recommendation 
Ultimately, the TC concluded that NC has no data with respect to survival or reproductive 
success of eels for any waters within its state. Therefore, the TC cannot determine if the 
proposed harvest is coming from a watershed that “minimally contributes” to the spawning 
stock, which is a requirement for approval of the plan.  
 
If the Board approves NC’s plan, the TC recommends that more biological data be collected 
including young‐of‐year abundance surveys and water quality data for the waterbodies where 
harvest is proposed to occur. Although the TC recognizes that these data sets will not 
determine whether the harvest contributes minimally to the spawning stock (that would 
require parts of a life cycle survey), it will provide some information for the TC to evaluate the 
relative abundance of glass eels within the watershed. 
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Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries 

January 27, 2016 
 

TO:  American Eel Management Board       
 
FROM:  Michael Waine, Senior Fishery Management Plan Coordinator 
 
SUBJECT:  Final Version of North Carolina’s Aquaculture Plan 
 
 

Enclosed is the final version of North Carolina’s Aquaculture Plan with the recommended changes 
suggested by the American Eel Technical Committee.  Specifically, the language concerning harvest in 
the Chesapeake Bay was removed and the reporting requirement for the weight of harvested eels was 
changed from the nearest 0.25 lb. to 0.1 lb. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Globally, the U.S. is a minor producer of aquaculture products, ranking 15th in a United Nations 
Food and Agriculture Organization report (FAO 2014).  It would be beneficial to expand 
aquaculture in the U.S. as approximately 91% of seafood (by value) consumed in the U.S. 
originates overseas.  Roughly half of this comes from aquaculture and has driven the U.S. 
seafood trade deficit to over $11.2 billion annually (NOAA 2016).  By passing the National 
Aquaculture Act of 1980 (and subsequent amendments), Congress put forth that it was in the 
national interest and the national policy to encourage the development of aquaculture in the 
U.S.   
 
In the early 1990s North Carolina was one of several states to impose a 6-inch minimum size 
limit in part to protect elvers/glass eels for local aquaculture while awaiting recommendations on 
glass eel/elver fishery development that was expected in the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission fishery management plan for American eel (ASMFC 2000).  In October 2014 the 
ASMFC adopted Addendum IV to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for American Eel 
(ASMFC 2014; 
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file//55318062Addendum_IV_American_Eel_oct2014.pdf).  
Addendum IV implemented a provision allowing states and jurisdictions to submit an 
Aquaculture Plan to allow for the limited harvest of American eel glass eels (hereinafter “glass 
eels”) for use in domestic aquaculture facilities.  Specifically Addendum IV states:  
 

“Under an approved Aquaculture Plan, states and jurisdictions may harvest a 
maximum of 200 pounds of glass eel annually from within their waters for use in 
domestic aquaculture facilities provided the state can objectively show the 
harvest will occur from a watershed that minimally contributes to the spawning 
stock of American eel. The request shall include: pounds requested; location, 
method, and dates of harvest; duration of requested harvest; prior approval of 
any applicable permits; description of the facility, including the capacity of the 
facility the glass eels will be held, and husbandry methods; description of the 
markets the eels will be distributed to; monitoring program to ensure harvest is 
not exceeded; and adequate enforcement capabilities and penalties for 
violations.” 

 
Pursuant to Addendum IV to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for American Eel, the 
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries (NCDMF) is submitting the following Aquaculture 
Plan for approval.  The NCDMF has selected tributaries in watersheds where the state can 
objectively show American eels in these areas minimally contribute to the spawning stock of 
American eel.  Only one aquaculture operation, the American Eel Farm (AEF), has requested to 
be included in the Aquaculture Plan for consideration. 
 
 
POUNDS REQUESTED 
 
North Carolina requests to harvest 200 lb. of glass eels, the maximum amount allowed under 
the Aquaculture Plan provision of Addendum IV to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for 
American Eel. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/55318062Addendum_IV_American_Eel_oct2014.pdf
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DATES OF HARVEST 
 
Glass eels shall be harvested from February 22, 2016 through May 31, 2016 or until 200 lb. of 
glass eels are harvested, whichever occurs first. 
 
 
DURATION OF HARVEST 
 
Since the initial Aquaculture Plan is only valid for one year the duration of harvest requested is 
limited to the 2016 glass eel harvest season.  A renewal plan will be submitted by June 1, 2016 
and at that time additional harvest years will be requested along with any modifications deemed 
necessary to ensure the success and continued approval of the plan. 
 
 
METHOD OF HARVEST 
 
NCDMF will limit the number of individuals authorized to harvest under this plan (3 individuals 
including the permittee).  Glass eels shall be harvested using either fyke nets or dip nets.  Fyke 
nets shall be constructed as follows: 

 Shall be thirty (30) feet or less in length from cod end to either wing tip 

 Shall be fitted with netting that measures 1/8-inch bar mesh or less 

 Shall contain a ½-inch or less bar mesh excluder panel that covers the entrance of the 
net 

 Shall have no more than two funnels, one cod end, and two wings 
 
Dip nets shall be constructed as follows: 

 Shall be no more than 30 inches wide at the widest point of the net mouth 

 Shall be fitted with netting that measures 1/8-inch bar mesh or less 
 
To mitigate the harvest of elvers (fully pigmented eels), all captured eels shall be graded upon 
capture on the water using a 1/8-inch bar mesh non-stretchable grading screen and any eels 
that fail to pass through the screen will be immediately returned to the water where captured.  
Any eels that pass through the screen will be harvested and count toward the 200 lb. annual 
glass eel harvest limit. 
 
 
MINIMAL CONTRIBUTION JUSTIFICATION 
 
While we have no quantitative data on the abundance of glass eels, it could be argued the 
harvest of 200 lb. of glass eels in itself is small enough to have a minimal impact on the 
spawning stock of American eel (see Appendix 1).  Natural mortality is thought to be very high 
for during the early life stages (leptocephalus, glass eel, and elver) due to the high fecundity of 
American eel (ASMFC 2000, 2012).  Assuming a mortality rate of ~97-98%, of the 200 lb. of 
glass eels proposed to be harvested approximately 195 lb. would otherwise perish naturally in 
the wild.    
 
To mitigate the impact to the spawning stock, proposed harvest sites will be located in areas 
that have been impacted by human activity.  Development in and along estuaries, rivers, and 
streams may have a negative impact on eel health, growth, and survival.  Machut et al. (2007) 
found the condition (weight) of American eels in six tributaries of the Hudson River in New York 
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was significantly lowered with increasing riparian urbanization.  Intense urbanization in the 
watersheds of these creeks and rivers has hardened the natural landscape, limiting their 
capacity to infiltrate and store rainfall as they did prior to development.  Mallin et al. (1998) 
conducted a four year review of the tidal creeks of New Hanover County, NC where the authors 
demonstrated a very close parallel between water quality in the creeks and the amount of 
impervious surfaces in the watershed.  Water quality in coastal waters is negatively impacted 
when the natural landscape is changed by drainage, hardened surfaces, and vegetation 
removal.  Altering the land cover in an area by adding roofs, driveways, parking lots, yards, 
ditching, cutting down trees and underbrush all drastically change the hydrology of a watershed.  
Contaminations of heavy metals, dioxins, chlordane, and polychlorinated biphenyls as well as 
pollutants from nonpoint source can bioaccumulate within the fat tissues of the eels, causing 
dangerous toxicity and reduced productivity (Hodson et al. 1994).  Unlike discharge from “point 
sources,” such as water treatment plants, nonpoint source pollution is becoming increasingly 
difficult to control and regulate as populations in coastal North Carolina continue to increase.  
 
The Shellfish Sanitation and Recreational Water Quality Section of the Division of Marine 
Fisheries is responsible for monitoring coastal waters as to their suitability for shellfish harvest 
and monitoring and issuing advisories for coastal recreational swimming areas.  All of the 
proposed sites occur in creeks or rivers that are fully or partially closed to shellfish harvest due 
to unacceptably high levels of fecal bacteria (http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/mf/shellfish-closure-
maps) and often suffer from chronic, stream-wide oxygen problems.  Despite being able to live 
in a wide range of temperatures and different levels of salinity, American eel are very sensitive 
to low dissolved oxygen levels (Hill 1969, Sheldon 1974).  Shellfish closures and swimming 
advisories are indicators of poor water quality and some of these waters are classified as 
“impaired” (Category 4 or 5) under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act by the North Carolina 
Division of Water Resources (NCDWR; http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq/ps/bpu/watershed-plan-
map).  These designations were considered when choosing primary and alternate harvest sites 
as eels in these waters are likely to experience greater physiological stress and potentially 
higher mortality compared to eels in other areas. 
 
No harvest sites are located within the Albemarle Sound estuary system.  The region's 
watershed contains the Chowan, Roanoke, and Pasquotank river basins and is approximately 
8,000 square miles, encompasses over 5,000 miles of freshwater rivers and streams and over 
930,000 acres of brackish, estuarine waters.  The Chowan, Roanoke, and Pasquotank are three 
major rivers that flow into the Albemarle Sound estuary (APNEP 2016).  On average, the 
Albemarle Sound area has accounted for approximately 96% of yellow eel landings from 2010 – 
2014.  By directing glass eel harvest away from this area there should be little impact to the 
existing yellow eel fishery (which presumably occurs in areas of higher yellow eel abundance).  
In addition, no sites are located within the Tar-Pamlico River Basin.  This basin is approximately 
6,000 square miles and encompasses over 2,500 miles of freshwater rivers and streams and 
over 660,000 acres of brackish, estuarine waters. 
 
Glass eels actively migrate toward land and freshwater and ascend rivers during the winter and 
spring.  It has been demonstrated, in European glass eel, that this change in behavior was 
caused by the detection of the odor of freshwater, as well as temperature gradients (Facey and 
Van Den Avyle 1987).  By limiting the proposed harvest sites to small coastal systems, large 
areas of freshwater habitat were removed from consideration, thus reducing the potential impact 
to the overall spawning stock of American eel.   
 
In addition, North Carolina will direct harvest away from protected areas such as National 
Wildlife Refuges, National Estuarine Reserves, National Forests, National Seashores, North 

http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/mf/shellfish-closure-maps
http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/mf/shellfish-closure-maps
http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq/ps/bpu/watershed-plan-map
http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq/ps/bpu/watershed-plan-map
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Carolina Coastal Reserves, North Carolina State Parks, North Carolina Preserves, North 
Carolina Strategic Habitat Areas, and Natural Heritage Natural Areas. 
 
 
LOCATION OF HARVEST 
 
North Carolina’s internal waters are classified as either inland, joint or coastal fishing waters.  
The North Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission (NCMFC) and NCDMF have jurisdiction of 
coastal waters while the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) has 
jurisdiction of inland waters and both agencies (NCWRC and NCMFC/NCDMF) have authority 
within joint waters.  Other than a few specific regulations, none of which pertain to American eel, 
commercial activities and recreational activities using commercial gear (devices) occurring in 
joint waters is under the jurisdiction of the NCMFC/NCDMF.   
 
North Carolina will approve ten (10) primary sites and three (3) alternate sites should there be 
little or no success harvesting glass eels at the primary sites.  Alternate sites will only be used if 
attempts have been made to harvest from all primary sites and they are found to be 
unproductive.  This will be determined at the discretion of the NCDMF and will take into account 
the amount of effort put forth at the primary sites, the number of pounds of glass eels harvested, 
and the timing within the recruitment season. 
Primary Sites 
 
North Carolina proposes to direct glass eel harvest to areas likely to minimally contribute to the 
spawning stock based on criteria such as basin size, waterbody length, habitat condition, and 
proximity to the Atlantic Ocean (distance from an inlet).  Specifically, primary harvest sites will 
be located in two small coastal river basins, the Lumber and White Oak (Figure 1).  These river 
basins contain smaller watersheds which include; creeks, streams, lakes, reservoirs, and 
sections of rivers.  Proposed primary harvest sites meet one or more of the following conditions: 
1) drainage basin includes residential areas, 2) drainage basin includes industrial areas, 3) 
drainage basin includes agricultural areas 4) small waterbody less than 7 miles in length, 5) 
proximity to the Atlantic Ocean, or 6) classified as “impaired” by the NCDWR (Table 1). 
 
Directing glass eel harvest to waterbodies in close proximity to the Atlantic Ocean (via inlets) 
increases the likelihood of harvesting newly recruited glass eels versus elvers compared to 
more inland areas.  In addition, the number of glass eels per pound is higher compared to the 
number of elvers in a pound.  Therefore, if only glass eels are harvested, the aquaculture facility 
would have a higher yield (in number of eels) available for grow out.  Other benefits from 
directing glass eel harvest to smaller coastal systems include: 
 

1) Decrease potential interaction with parasitic swim bladder nematode (Hein et.al., 2015) 
2) Increased survival in the aquaculture facility if harvested before first feeding event 
3) Harvested eels coming from impaired areas have not started to feed and bioaccumulate 

contaminants 
 
Primary Glass Eel Harvest Sites (~ 2.9 miles average length): 
 

1.) Bradley Creek, New Hanover County (~2.5 miles; Figure 2, Figure 13) 
2.) Futch Creek, New Hanover and Pender counties (~2.1 miles; Figure 3, Figure 13) 
3.) Goose Creek, Carteret County (~1.2 miles; Figure 4, Figure 14) 
4.) Howe Creek, New Hanover County (~2.8 miles; Figure 5, Figure 13) 
5.) Mill Creek, Pender County (~0.9 miles; Figure 6, Figure 15) 
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6.) Queen Creek, Onslow County (~6.8 miles; Figure 7, Figure 16) 
7.) Sanders Creek, Carteret County (~0.9 miles; Figure 8, Figure 14) 
8.) Saucepan Creek, Brunswick County (~3.2 miles; Figure 9, Figure 17) 
9.) Shallotte River, Brunswick County (~6.9 miles; Figure 9, Figure 18) 
10.) Whiskey Creek, New Hanover County (~1.3 miles; Figure 10, Figure 13) 

 
Alternate Sites 
 
Proposed alternate harvest sites are small creek systems located near the mouth of the Neuse 
River (Figure 1) and meet one or more of the following conditions: 1) drainage basin includes 
residential areas, 2) drainage basin includes industrial areas, 3) drainage basin includes 
agricultural areas, 4) small waterbody less than 7 miles in length or 5) classified as “impaired” 
by the NCDWR (Table 1). 
 
Alternate Glass Eel Harvest Sites (~3.0 miles average length): 
 

1.) Dawson Creek, Pamlico County (~5.4 miles; Figure 11, Figure 19) 
2.) Orchard Creek, Pamlico County (~1.9 miles; Figure 12, Figure 20) 
3.) Pierce Creek, Pamlico County (~1.7 miles; Figure 12, Figure 21) 

 
 
MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
To monitor and regulate the harvest of glass eels the NCDMF will issue an Aquaculture 
Collection Permit (ACP) to the AEF.  To aid in monitoring and enforcement the NCDMF will limit 
the number of individuals authorized to harvest under the ACP (3 individuals including the 
permittee).  All individuals listed on the ACP must possess a valid North Carolina Standard 
Commercial Fishing License (SCFL) or Retired Standard Commercial Fishing License (RSCFL) 
issued by the NCDMF. Only individuals listed on the ACP shall participate in the harvest of 
glass eels.  Any vessels used for glass eel harvest under the ACP shall have a valid North 
Carolina Commercial Fishing Vessel Registration (CFVR) issued by the NCDMF.  Restrictions 
will be placed on the ACP requiring certain conditions and procedures to be followed, such as: 
 
General Conditions 
 

 No more than three (3) individuals (including the permittee) shall be authorized to 
harvest under the ACP 

 Individuals must agree to warrantless inspections and searches of any gear, vessels, 
equipment, vehicles, and their person 

 Individuals and vessels participating in the glass eel harvest must be properly licensed 
by the NCDMF and abide by all fisheries rules and permit conditions 

 Fyke nets and dip nets are the only gear authorized to use for glass eel harvest under 
the ACP  

 No more than five (5) fyke nets and/or dip nets (five pieces of gear total) may be fished 
by an individual designee under the ACP 

 A fyke net may not be placed within fifty (50) feet of any part of another fyke net 

 Fyke nets and dip nets for glass eel harvest may only be fished and the cod ends closed 
from two hours before sunset to two hours after sunrise 

 From two hours after sunrise through two hours before sunset the gear may remain in 
the water and the terminal portion of a fyke net cod end  contain a rigid device with an 
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opening not less than three (3) inches in diameter and not exceeding six (6) inches in 
length that is not obstructed by any other portion of the net 

 Tamper evident tags shall be used to secure the cod ends of the net closed while the 
gear is fishing 

 Tamper evident tags shall be used to secure the cod ends open when the gear is not 
fishing  

 Immediately report to NCDMF if a net is tampered with including the location of the net 
and the date and time it was noticed 

 All gear shall be removed from the water from 11:59 pm on Friday through 12:01 am on 
Monday (similar to South Carolina regulation).  This creates a 48-hour rest period to 
allow glass eels to migrate up these smaller systems to help minimize the impact to the 
spawning stock. 

 All gear and harvest restrictions detailed in the Method of Harvest section will be listed 
as conditions under the ACP 

 
Before Harvest 
 

 Fishermen harvesting glass eels under the ACP shall call-in to NCDMF the following 
information: 

o Weekly: GPS coordinates of each net once they are set, if nets are moved during 
the week the new coordinates must be immediately reported once the nets are 
reset 

o Daily: 
 Landing site they will be leaving from and returning to once fishing activity 

is complete 
 Names of individual(s) involved 
 Number of fyke nets and dip nets that will be used 
 Description and registration number of the boat(s) to be used for harvest 
 Description and license plate number of the vehicle(s) to be used for 

transport 
 
During Harvest 
 

 Require the use of a 1/8-inch bar mesh non-stretchable mesh grading screen to cull the 
glass eels at the harvest site to limit the harvest of elvers 

 Record the time the gear began and ended fishing and the estimated number of pounds 
of glass eels harvested from each piece of gear (individual fyke or dip net) 

 
After Harvest 
 

 Require each fisherman harvesting glass eels under the ACP to call-in to NCDMF the 
estimated harvest in pounds to the nearest 0.25 lb. prior to leaving the harvest site and 
report an estimated time of arrival at the landing site.  Zero pounds shall only be 
reported if no glass eels are harvested. 

 Once all gear is fished, the fisherman must travel directly to the designated landing site 

 Once at the designated landing site all eels must be offloaded and transported directly to 
the AEF facility 

 Require AEF to hold all glass eels that perish during transport to the facility and all eels 
that perish in the facility for inspection 

 All glass eels that perish during transport will count against the 200 lb. harvest limit 
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 Require AEF to call-in to NCDMF by noon each day the total harvest in pounds to the 
nearest 0.1 lb. of glass eels received (including those days when no glass eel harvest 
occurred).  Zero pounds shall only be reported if no glass eels are harvested and 
received. 

 
The above conditions and procedures will allow the NCDMF to limit the effort (amount of gear 
and number of individuals) involved in glass eel harvest under the Aquaculture Plan.  Dual 
reporting by the fishermen on the water and by the AEF will allow the NCDMF to monitor the 
200 lb. glass eel harvest limit.  These controls will allow the NCDMF to ensure the glass eel 
harvest does not exceed what is authorized in the Aquaculture Plan.  Any harvest that exceeds 
the 200 lb. harvest limit shall be immediately returned to the water where captured. 
 
 
ENFORCEMENT CAPABILITIES AND PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 
 
The North Carolina Marine Patrol has four officers stationed in Brunswick County, three officers 
in New Hanover County, two officers in Pender County, three officers in Onslow County, six 
officers in Carteret County, two officers in Craven County, and two officers in Pamlico County. 
 
Violations of the ACP permit conditions will be addressed according to the NCDMF SOP for 
Permit Violations and suspensions will be carried out in accordance with NCMFC Rule 15A 
NCAC 03O .0504 (see Appendix II).   
 
All charges for violations will be charged under N.C. General Statute § 113-187 (d) (4): Violating 
the provisions of a special permit or gear license issued by the Department.  All fines will be at 
the discretion of the court, however fines may not always be levied for the first offense. 
 
The call-in requirements under the Monitoring Program section will allow enforcement officers to 
know when and where lawful harvest is occurring.  It will also allow for random inspections to 
take place at the harvest and landing sites to ensure the conditions of the permit and all 
applicable NCMFC rules and regulations are being followed.  Random inspections will also be 
performed at the aquaculture facility to ensure the proper records are being kept to account for 
all eels in the facility as required under N.C. General Statute § 113-170.3 and NCMFC Rule 15A 
NCAC 03O .0502 (8) (see Appendix III). 
 
 
SIZE LIMIT EXEMPTION 
 
The intent is to raise the eels as close as possible to the legal minimum size of 9 inches total 
length prior to sale.  Given the difficulty in measuring live eels, prior to sale, all eels shall be 
graded using a ½-inch by ½-inch non-stretchable mesh grading screen.  Any eels that do not 
pass through the grading screen may be sold and any that pass through the grading screen 
shall remain in the possession of the AEF until such time as the eels are large enough to not 
pass through the grading screen.  On inspection, a 10% tolerance by number will be allowed for 
eels that pass through the grading screen. 
 
 
PRIOR APPROVAL OF PERMITS 
 
The AEF has all necessary permit approvals in place with the exception of an Aquaculture 
Collection Permit from the NCDMF.  This permit will be issued upon approval of the Aquaculture 
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Plan by the ASMFC American Eel Management Board.  The permits currently held by the AEF 
are: 
 

 North Carolina Department of Agriculture Aquaculture Operation Permit valid until 2017 

 North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries Aquaculture Operation Permit renewed 
annually.  To be eligible for an ACP, an Aquaculture Operation Permit is required (see 
Appendix IV: NC Marine Fisheries Commission (NCMFC) Rule 15A NCAC 03O .0501 
(e)) 

 US Fish & Wildlife Import / Export permit renewed annually 

 North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries Standard Commercial Fishing License 

 North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries Dealer License 

 North Carolina Farmer Tax Exempt Permit 
 
As noted in NCMFC Rule 15A NCAC 03O .0501 the appropriate licenses from the Division of 
Marine Fisheries must be held by the permittee or designees.  A North Carolina Standard 
Commercial Fishing license is required to fish commercial gear such as fyke nets, a Commercial 
Fishing Vessel Registration (CFVR) is required for vessels used to harvest seafood and a 
Dealer License is required to sell fish taken from the coastal fishing waters.  The AEF will need 
to secure these licenses before the ACP is granted. 
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE MARKET 
 
The AEF indicated they have identified clients for food and bait markets domestically as well as 
overseas.  The long-term intent is to develop and expand the US domestic market as much as 
possible.  For proprietary business reasons specific details were not provided. 
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE FACILITY 
 
American Eel Farm  
 
Design, Capacities and Technical Facts 
 
The AEF, located in Trenton, North Carolina, is a state-of-the-art Recirculated Aquaculture 
System (RAS) which has been operating since 2003 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4YnQn7aivw4).  It is a proven Danish system designed 
overseas for eel grow-out and imported to the US.  The AEF was initially operated in North 
Carolina as the North Carolina Eel Farm (corporate filing date May 21, 2002).  The facility has a 
13-year operation history.  There is no other facility specifically designed to grow out glass eels 
to yellow eels at a commercial level in the US.  The facility has the capacity to grow out in 
excess of 900 pounds of glass eels.   There is historical proprietary data on a large scale 
commercial level that no current fish farm, University, or government agency in the US can 
match. 
 
The facility has three separate closed recirculating systems.  The two main systems are 
identical RAS units each containing twelve (12) 1,000 gallon tanks and independent water 
treatment systems for both RAS units.   Each RAS contains twelve (12) raceway tanks with 900 
US usable gallons. The tanks are not operated at full capacity since eels are capable of 
escaping the tanks.  Each raceway tank is equipped with a fine mesh screen outlet cover with a 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4YnQn7aivw4
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motorized brush system, to keep the mesh clean. In each tank there are also water level 
switches that activate an alarm if the water level gets too high.  Each tank is outfitted with 
aeration and back-up emergency oxygen lines which automatically activate in case of a power 
outage.  Each tank also has the ability to be isolated from the system and individually cleaned if 
necessary without draining entire system. 
 
There are three automatic feeders for the first three tanks that are ideal for the small eels.  As 
they are graded the larger eels can be fed by hand or additional automatic feeders can be 
installed. 
 
There is a new (1 year old) Pacific Oxyguard water quality monitoring system that monitors pH 
and oxygen saturation levels.  The system has the ability to send alarms remotely and is 
programmed to call to a farm manager’s cell phone if oxygen levels drop or the pH levels 
fluctuate.  The system can be expanded by adding more test probes and programming if 
desired. 
 
This system design is based on proven Anguilla anguilla, A. mossambica, A. bicolor and A. 
marmorata aquaculture techniques.  The systems are technically sound, energy efficient, and 
easy to operate.  The system has been successful with American eels as proven by recorded 
growth rates, low food conversions and low incidence of disease and mortality. 
 
Attached to those 24 tanks is a complete water treatment unit equipped with a HydroTech drum 
filter type 803 / 40 micron mechanical filtration unit. This unit has a max flow of 31,500 gal/hour 
or 63,000 gal/hour if both sections are in operation.  The two drum filters sieve feces and other 
large particles out of the water.  The filters are continuously sprayed (adjustable timing possible) 
with water to self-clean.  The waste water runoff from this event drains into a small channel 
within the drum filter and then drains into a system pipe which gravity feeds into the main 
channel in the tank room that runs the full distance from tank #1 to tank #24 where the waste 
water is then pumped into a small pond on the property by a sump pump through a 12" PVC 
drain pipe. 
 
After mechanical filtration, water is gravity fed into 2 parallel 18 foot tall silos (four total for both 
sections) with patented Inter Aqua Advance (IAA) A/S Moving Bed Bio Reactor (MBBR) 
technology for biological treatment of the water (removal of ammonia and dissolved organic 
matter).  Each silo has a volume of 1,300 gallons and is 55 % filled with IAA bio-curler bio 
media.  This technology is superior to simple trickling filter bioreactors in that the attached 
blower motors run constantly to keep the media moving.  This also acts as a self-cleaning 
process within the silos and contributes to the CO2 stripping process. 
 
With an optimum temperature for the growth of the eel at 24 degree C. or 74 degree F. The 
water treatment unit will be able to handle up to 250 lb. dry feed per day per section (500 lb. per 
day total). After the MBBR water flows by gravity into a common pump sump. 
 
The water can be circulated with 3 separate pumps (per section, 6 pumps total), one 3 HP Low 
Head main pump and two 3 HP medium pressure pumps with 20 psi into two oxygen-cones (per 
section 4 total) for supersaturating of liquid oxygen into the water. In total the 3 pumps give a 
minimum flow capacity of 31,500 gal/hour (63,000 gal/hour total). 
 
There is a carbon dioxide stripper for tanks #1 - #24 which has counter flow packed tower 
technology and utilizes structured packing of vacuum formed sheets of PVC. These packing's 
will provide maximum wettability, thereby maximizing the stripping effort. 
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The UV system has recently had the bulbs updated. The water passes through the device and 
the UV lighting assists in disinfecting the water by destabilizing the DNA of germicidal bacteria.  
However there have been reports that a UV disinfection system is not needed with eels so this 
system may be reconsidered. 
 
There is a back-up liquid oxygen system tied into the main oxygen source with two air stones 
per raceway as a safety net.  It is serviced simply by attaching the flow meter to a large liquid 
oxygen tanks. Should there be the need, the main liquid oxygen source would back feed the 
tanks with 150 PSI automatically. 
 
The system is supported by three deep water wells all of which are operable and are wired with 
three phase wiring for better conservation as well as on independent breakers so as to always 
allow for a water source to be actively supplying water.  One is about 300’ deep and the other 
two about 200’.  Additionally, there is public water tied into the facility.  There is a heating 
system that can heat the water entering from the wells prior to entering the main water source if 
needed by passing heated water through several tubes mounted in the well reserve tanks for 
both sections. These well reserve tanks are equipped with automated on/off valves allowing 
water to be called automatically from the well when the water level reaches a preset level. 
 
The water is distributed back to the raceway tanks via a common pipe manifold situated on the 
wall at the end of the tanks, with a separate valve to each tank for maintenance.  A flow rate of 
31,500 gal/hour (per system or 63,000 gal/hour total) will give an exchange rate of 3 to 5 
times/hour to maintain self-cleaning and an adequate oxygen level in the raceway. 
 
There is a third system which has two large 9,000 gallon tanks supported by similar filtration, 
aeration and small bio-reactors.  This system is separate from the other two.  Total capacity for 
AEF is about 50,000 gallons with about 40,000 being usable.  Additionally, there is plenty of 
room to expand on the flat 2 acre site on which the facility is located.  With 226 days a year of 
sun and a mean annual temperature of 70 degrees there is also a great opportunity to develop a 
medium to large scale aquaponics system on site. 
 
In addition to the main tank room and the state-of-the-art water treatment room there is a main 
office area, sales office area, a furnished residential area, a full bathroom with laundry, a feed 
room, packaging room, a mechanical room, an electrical room, storage rooms and two large 
covered exterior areas one @ 15’ X 85’ and the other @ 15’ X 50’.  The grounds are gated and 
there is a security system with 16 infrared cameras capable of being viewed remotely.  The 
facility has cable connections for internet and TV as well as two satellites for backup.  The steel 
building construction is insulated with pressed foam to help minimize temperature fluctuations 
on hot or cool days.  There is a heating system but it is not necessary to use when system is 
running due to local climate and the ground water temp of 68 degrees.   
 
With the general geographic location being the Southeast USA along with the well-insulated 
building the water temperature for maximum growth rate could be efficiently maintained. 
Trenton, NC has a climate that is very suitable to aquaculture/agriculture in general.  The annual 
average mean temperature is 70 degrees where the ideal temp for grow-out of eels is 74 
degrees.  There is no snow fall (very rare) and few days below freezing (very rare). 
 
Eel Grow Out  
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Eels can be stocked in high densities in the raceway tanks.  Stocking densities of 300 kg/m3 or 
2(+) lb./gal are often seen in eel farms.  It is estimated that juvenile eels have an oxygen 
demand of 300 mg/kg/hour.  The liquid oxygen system at the AEF is sufficient to reduce 
mortality and sustain eels in high densities.  Estimated grow out time from the glass eel phase 
to 9 inches averages around 210 days.  Individual eels grow at different rates so total grow out 
time will be longer.  Due to the varying growth rates it is estimated that one-third of the eels will 
be harvested in 5 - 7 months, another group will be harvested at 8 - 10 months, and the rest will 
be harvested at 11 - 12 months after harvest.   
 
A large mobile stainless steel grading machine in the main tank room will be used to grade the 
eels every four to six weeks.  A well-managed RAS eel farm can expect a weaning rate of 80 - 
90%.  Eels feed ratio is greater than 1:1 in most studies depending on the amount of protein in 
the feed.  There are studies in Japan and China that show a faster grow out however this outline 
is one the AEF is comfortable with. 
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TABLES 
 
Table 1.  Sub Basin and stream characteristics for proposed primary and alternate harvest sites. 

 
*Indicates the sub-basin contains multiple waterbodies (streams) and the numbers presented are for the sub-basin as whole and not the individual harvest site. 

Sub Basin Unit 

14-Digit HUC* Site Name

Site 

Type Acres

Square 

Miles

Percent 

Urban

Percent 

Agricultural

Percent 

Developed

Stream 

Length 

(approx. 

miles)

Surface 

Water 

Acres

Shellfish Harvest 

Prohibited - 

Prohibited Territory 

Map

Distance to 

Atlantic 

Ocean 

(miles) Overall Category Reason Impaired

Coastal/Joint/Inland 

Waters

Queen Creek (entrence) Primary 22,549 35.3 18 13 31 6.8 915 small area not prohibited 

(entrance)

2.9 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal (main stem)

Queen Creek (low er) 6.8 small area not prohibited 

(entrance)

Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Queen Creek (mid) prohibited Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Queen Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Sanders Creek (low er) Primary 8,146 12.8 31 8 39 0.9 73 low er section not 

prohibited

9.3 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal (main stem)

Sanders Creek (mid) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Sanders Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Goose Creek (low er) Primary 1.2 233 low er section not 

prohibited

6.9 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal (main stem)

Goose Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg), 

Enterrococcus

Mill Creek (low er) Primary 51,667 80.8 18 6 24 0.9 112 prohibited 3.2 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal (main stem)

Mill Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Futch Creek (low er) Primary 44,860 70.2 43 1 44 2.1 155 prohibited 2.6 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

Futch Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg)

How e Creek (Moore Creek) Primary 2.8 305 prohibited 1.3 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg), 

Enterrococcus, Dissolved 

Oxygen, pH, Turbidity, 

Chlorophyll a

coastal (main stem)

Bradley Creek (low er) Primary 2.5 275 prohibited 2.2 no data, Category 

4 Hg Only

Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal (main stem)

Bradley Creek (upper) prohibited Inconclusive Data 

(Cat 3)

Fish Tissue (Hg)

Whiskey Creek Primary 1.3 72 prohibited 3.5 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg), 

Enterrococcus

coastal (main stem)

Shallotte River (low er) Primary 41,271 64.6 17 10 27 6.9 795 low er section not 

prohibited

1.3 Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fecal Coliform, Fish 

Tissue (Hg), Mercury, Lead, 

Nickel, Copper, Zinc, Chromium, 

Cadmium, Arsenic, Dissolved 

Oxygen, Water Temperature, pH, 

Turbidity

coastal (main stem)

Shallotte River (mid) prohibited Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fecal Coliform, Fish 

Tissue (Hg)

Shallotte River (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fecal Coliform, Fish 

Tissue (Hg)

03040207020090

Saucepan Creek Primary 6,488 10.2 17 3 20 3.2 86 prohibited 0.7 Impaired (Cat 4) Shellf ish, Fecal Coliform, Fish 

Tissue (Hg)

coastal (main stem)

03020204060020* Orchard Creek Alternate 30,685 48.0 1 4 5 1.9 123 prohibited 35.3 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal

03020204060010* Pierce Creek Alternate 20,349 31.8 4 12 16 1.7 59 prohibited 36.8 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg) coastal

Daw son Creek (low er) Alternate 21,288 33.3 5 25 30 5.4 355 prohibited 42.6 Impaired (Cat 5) Shellf ish, Fish Tissue (Hg), 

Enterococcus, Recreation 

Advisory

coastal (low er)

Daw son Creek (mid) prohibited Supporting (Cat 2) inland (upper)

Daw son Creek (upper) prohibited Impaired (Cat 5) Fish Tissue (Hg), Benthos 

Severe

inland (upper)

03040207020060

Sub Basin Stream

03020204040010

03020106020060

03020106020040

03030001040010*

03030001040020*
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FIGURES 
 

 
 
Figure 1.  General location of proposed primary (red circles) and alternate (blue circles) harvest 

sites along the North Carolina coast. 
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Figure 2.  Bradley Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 3.  Futch Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 4.  Goose Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 5.  Howe Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 6.  Mill Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 7.  Queen Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 8.  Sanders Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 9.  Saucepan Creek and Shallotte River harvest sites. 
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Figure 10.  Whiskey Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 11.  Dawson Creek harvest site. 
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Figure 12.  Orchard Creek and Pierce Creek harvest sites. 
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Figure 13.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Bradley, Futch, Howe, and 

Whiskey creeks. 
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Figure 14.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Goose and Sanders creeks. 
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Figure 15.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Mill Creek. 
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Figure 16.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Queen Creek. 
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Figure 17.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Saucepan Creek. 
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Figure 18.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing the Shallotte River. 
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Figure 19.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Dawson Creek. 
  



 

33 
 

 
 
Figure 20.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Orchard Creek 
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Figure 21.  Land use characteristics for the sub-basin containing Pierce Creek. 
  



 

35 
 

APPENDIX I 
 

 
  



 

36 
 

 
  



 

37 
 

 
  



 

38 
 

 
  



 

39 
 

 
  



 

40 
 

 
  



 

41 
 

 
  



 

42 
 

 
  



 

43 
 

APPENDIX II 
 
NC Marine Fisheries Commission Rule 15A NCAC 03O .0504: 
 
15A NCAC 03O .0504 SUSPENSION/REVOCATION OF PERMITS 

(a)  For violation of specific permit conditions (as specified on the permit), permits may be suspended or revoked 

according to the following schedule: 

(1) violation of one specific condition in a three year period, permit shall be suspended for 10 days; 

(2) violation of two specific conditions in a three year period, permits shall be suspended for 30 days; 

(3) violation of three specific conditions in a three year period, permits shall be revoked for a period 

not less than six months. 

If the permit condition violated is the refusal to provide information upon request by Division staff, either by 

telephone, in writing or in person, the Fisheries Director may suspend the permit.  Such permit may be reinstated 10 

days after the requested information is provided. 

(b)  All permits will be suspended or revoked when the permittee's license privilege has been suspended or revoked 

as set out in G.S. 113-171.  The duration of the suspension or revocation shall be the same as the license suspension 

or revocation.  In the event the person makes application for a new permit during any period of license suspension, no 

new permit will be issued during the suspension period.  In case of revocation of license privileges, the minimum 

waiting period before application for a new permit to be considered will be six months. 

(c)  Permit designees shall not be permitted to participate in a permit operation during any period they are under license 

suspension or revocation. 

(d)  Upon service of a notice of suspension or revocation of a permit, it is unlawful to fail to surrender any permit so 

suspended or revoked. 
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Appendix III 
 
NC General Statute 113-170.3: 
 
G.S. 113-170.3.  Record-keeping requirements. 

(a) The Commission may require all licensees under this Article to keep and to exhibit upon the request of an 

authorized agent of the Department records and accounts as may be necessary to the equitable and efficient 

administration and enforcement of this Article.  In addition, licensees may be required to keep additional 

information of a statistical nature or relating to location of catch as may be needed to determine conservation 

policy. Records and accounts required to be kept must be preserved for inspection for not less than three 

years. 

(b) It is unlawful for any licensee to refuse or to neglect without justifiable excuse to keep records and accounts 

as may be reasonably required.  The Department may distribute forms to licensees to aid in securing 

compliance with its requirements, or it may inform licensees of requirements in other effective ways such as 

distributing memoranda and sending agents of the Department to consult with licensees who have been 

remiss.  Detailed forms or descriptions of records, accounts, collection and inspection procedures, and the 

like that reasonably implement the objectives of this Article need not be embodied in rules of the Commission 

in order to be validly required. 

(c) The following records collected and compiled by the Department shall not be considered public records 

within the meaning of Chapter 132 of the General Statutes, but shall be confidential and shall be used only 

for the equitable and efficient administration and enforcement of this Article or for determining conservation 

policy, and shall not be disclosed except when required by the order of a court of competent jurisdiction: all 

records, accounts, and reports that licensees are required by the Commission to make, keep, and exhibit 

pursuant to the provisions of this section, and all records, accounts, and memoranda compiled by the 

Department from records, accounts, and reports of licensees and from investigations and inspections, 

containing data and information concerning the business and operations of licensees reflecting their assets, 

liabilities, inventories, revenues, and profits; the number, capacity, capability, and type of fishing vessels 

owned and operated; the type and quantity of fishing gear used; the catch of fish or other seafood by species 

in numbers, size, weight, quality, and value; the areas in which fishing was engaged in; the location of catch; 

the time of fishing, number of hauls, and the disposition of the fish and other seafood. The Department may 

compile statistical information in any aggregate or summary form that does not directly or indirectly disclose 

the identity of any licensee who is a source of the information, and any compilation of statistical information 

by the Department shall be a public record open to inspection and examination by any person, and may be 

disseminated to the public by the Department. (1997-400, s.5.1; 2001-213, s. 2.) 

 
NC Marine Fisheries Commission Rule 15A NCAC 03O .0502: 

 
15A NCAC 03O .0502 PERMIT CONDITIONS; GENERAL 

The following conditions apply to all permits issued by the Fisheries Director: 

(1) it is unlawful to operate under the permit except in areas, at times, and under conditions specified 

on the permit; 

(2) it is unlawful to operate under a permit without having the permit or copy thereof in possession of 

the permittee or his or her designees at all times of operation and the permit or copy thereof shall be 

ready at hand for inspection, except for Pound Net Permits; 

(3) it is unlawful to operate under a permit without having a current picture identification in possession 

and ready at hand for inspection; 

(4) it is unlawful to refuse to allow inspection and sampling of a permitted activity by an agent of the 

Division; 

(5) it is unlawful to fail to provide complete and accurate information requested by the Division in 

connection with the permitted activity; 

(6) it is unlawful to hold a permit issued by the Fisheries Director when not eligible to hold any license 

required as a condition for that permit as stated in 15A NCAC 03O .0501; 

(7) it is unlawful to fail to provide reports within the timeframe required by the specific permit 

conditions; 
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(8) it is unlawful to fail to keep such records and accounts as required by the rules in this Chapter for 

determination of conservation policy, equitable and efficient administration and enforcement, or 

promotion of commercial or recreational fisheries; 

(9) it is unlawful to assign or transfer permits issued by the Fisheries Director, except for Pound Net 

Permits as authorized by 15A NCAC 03J .0504; 

(10) the Fisheries Director, or his agent, may, by conditions of the permit, specify any or all of the 

following for the permitted purposes: 

(a) species; 

(b) quantity or size; 

(c) time period; 

(e) location;  

(d) means and methods;  

(f) disposition of resources;  

(g) marking requirements; or 

(h) harvest conditions. 

(11) unless specifically stated as a condition on the permit, all statutes, rules and proclamations shall 

apply to the permittee and his or her designees; and 

(12) as a condition of accepting the permit from the Fisheries Director, the permittee agrees to abide by 

all conditions of the permit and agrees that if specific conditions of the permit, as identified on the 

permit, are violated or if false information was provided in the application for initial issuance, 

renewal or transfer, the permit may be suspended or revoked by the Fisheries Director. 
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APPENDIX IV 
 
NC Marine Fisheries Commission Rule 15A NCAC 03O .0501: 
 
15A NCAC 03O .0501 PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS TO OBTAIN PERMITS 

(a)  To obtain any Marine Fisheries permit, the following information is required for proper application from the 

applicant, a responsible party, or person holding a power of attorney: 

(1) Full name, physical address, mailing address, date of birth, and signature of the applicant on the 

application.  If the applicant is not appearing before a license agent or the designated Division 

contact, the applicant’s signature on the application shall be notarized; 

(2) Current picture identification of applicant, responsible party, or person holding a power of attorney.  

Acceptable forms of picture identification are driver’s license, North Carolina Identification card 

issued by the North Carolina Division of Motor Vehicles, military identification card, resident alien 

card (green card), or passport; or if applying by mail, a copy thereof; 

(3) Full names and dates of birth of designees of the applicant who will be acting under the requested 

permit where that type permit requires listing of designees; 

(4) Certification that the applicant and his designees do not have four or more marine or estuarine 

resource convictions during the previous three years; 

(5) For permit applications from business entities: 

(A) Business Name; 

(B) Type of Business Entity:  Corporation, partnership, or sole proprietorship; 

(C) Name, address, and phone number of responsible party and other identifying information 

required by this Subchapter or rules related to a specific permit; 

(D) For a corporation, current articles of incorporation and a current list of corporate officers 

when applying for a permit in a corporate name; 

(E) For a partnership, if the partnership is established by a written partnership agreement, a 

current copy of such agreement shall be provided when applying for a permit; and 

(F) For business entities, other than corporations, copies of current assumed name statements 

if filed and copies of current business privilege tax certificates, if applicable; and 

(6) Additional information as required for specific permits. 

(b)  A permittee shall hold a valid Standard or Retired Standard Commercial Fishing License in order to hold a: 

(1) Pound Net Permit; 

(2) Permit to Waive the Requirement to Use Turtle Excluder Devices in the Atlantic Ocean; or 

(3) Atlantic Ocean Striped Bass Commercial Gear Permit. 

(c)  A permittee and his designees shall hold a valid Standard or Retired Standard Commercial Fishing License with 

a Shellfish Endorsement or a Shellfish License in order to hold a: 

(1) Permit to Transplant Prohibited (Polluted) Shellfish; 

(2) Permit to Transplant Oysters from Seed Oyster Management Areas; 

(3) Permit to Use Mechanical Methods for Shellfish on Shellfish Leases or Franchises; 

(4) Permit to Harvest Rangia Clams from Prohibited (Polluted) Areas; or 

(5) Depuration Permit. 

(d)  A permittee shall hold a valid: 

(1) Fish Dealer License in the proper category in order to hold Dealer Permits for Monitoring Fisheries 

Under a Quota/Allocation for that category; and 

(2) Standard Commercial Fishing License with a Shellfish Endorsement, Retired Standard Commercial 

Fishing License with a Shellfish Endorsement or a Shellfish License in order to harvest clams or 

oysters for depuration. 

(e)  Aquaculture Operations/Collection Permits: 

(1) A permittee shall hold a valid Aquaculture Operation Permit issued by the Fisheries Director to hold 

an Aquaculture Collection Permit. 

(2) The permittee or designees shall hold appropriate licenses from the Division of Marine Fisheries for 

the species harvested and the gear used under the Aquaculture Collection Permit. 

(f)  Atlantic Ocean Striped Bass Commercial Gear Permit: 
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(1) Upon application for an Atlantic Ocean Striped Bass Commercial Gear Permit, a person shall 

declare one of the following gears for an initial permit and at intervals of three consecutive license 

years thereafter: 

(A) gill net; 

(B) trawl; or 

(C) beach seine. 

 For the purpose of this Rule, a “beach seine” is defined as a swipe net constructed of multi-filament 

or multi-fiber webbing fished from the ocean beach that is deployed from a vessel launched from 

the ocean beach where the fishing operation takes place. 

Gear declarations shall be binding on the permittee for three consecutive license years without 

regard to subsequent annual permit issuance. 

(2) A person is not eligible for more than one Atlantic Ocean Striped Bass Commercial Gear Permit 

regardless of the number of Standard Commercial Fishing Licenses, Retired Standard Commercial 

Fishing Licenses or assignments held by the person. 

(g)  Applications submitted without complete and required information shall not be processed until all required 

information has been submitted.  Incomplete applications shall be returned to the applicant with deficiency in the 

application so noted. 

(h)  A permit shall be issued only after the application has been deemed complete by the Division of Marine Fisheries 

and the applicant certifies to abide by the permit general and specific conditions established under 15A NCAC 03J 

.0501, .0505, 03K .0103, .0104, .0107, .0111, .0401, 03O .0502, and .0503 as applicable to the requested permit.  

(i)  The Fisheries Director, or his agent may evaluate the following in determining whether to issue, modify, or renew 

a permit: 

(1) Potential threats to public health or marine and estuarine resources regulated by the Marine Fisheries 

Commission; 

(2) Applicant’s demonstration of a valid justification for the permit and a showing of responsibility as 

determined by the Fisheries Director; and 

(3) Applicant’s history of habitual fisheries violations evidenced by eight or more violations in 10 years. 

(j)  The Division of Marine Fisheries shall notify the applicant in writing of the denial or modification of any permit 

request and the reasons therefor.  The applicant may submit further information, or reasons why the permit should not 

be denied or modified. 

(k)  Permits are valid from the date of issuance through the expiration date printed on the permit. Unless otherwise 

established by rule, the Fisheries Director may establish the issuance timeframe for specific types and categories of 

permits based on season, calendar year, or other period based upon the nature of the activity permitted, the duration 

of the activity, compliance with federal or state fishery management plans or implementing rules, conflicts with other 

fisheries or gear usage, or seasons for the species involved.  The expiration date shall be specified on the permit. 

(l)  For permit renewals, the permittee’s signature on the application shall certify all information as true and accurate.  

Notarization of signature on renewal applications shall not be required. 

(m)  For initial or renewal permits, processing time for permits may be up to 30 days unless otherwise specified in this 

Chapter. 

(n)  It is unlawful for a permit holder to fail to notify the Division of Marine Fisheries within 30 days of a change of 

name or address, in accordance with G.S. 113-169.2. 

(o)  It is unlawful for a permit holder to fail to notify the Division of Marine Fisheries of a change of designee prior 

to use of the permit by that designee. 

(p)  Permit applications are available at all Division Offices. 

 





 

Mayflower International Ltd. 
  5 Yeamans Road  Tel: +1 857 222 
6664  
   
Charleston, SC 29407  Email: mayflower@mindspring.com 
 
14 January 2016 

MEMO 

Mike W. / Bill Q. 

RE: info from DURPAN – sustainable eel sector of Netherlands and SEC  - sustainable eel group of EU 

Anguilla Anguilla fishing in france, spain is looking like a good season.  Already some river quotas have 
been reached.  They seem content with a management system that trys to control both incoming glass 
eel and ensure some silver eel make the trip back to Sargasso Sea.  

On January 5,  25 kg were discovered coming from madrid to hkg.   French and Spanish like to trade eels. 
Sweden and Holland are more concerned with maintaining an industry that returns up to 60 pct back to 
habitat and uses indoor recirculation systems to grow eel – process into smoked and other products.  In 
Holland, a percentage of their market value – like a tax – is contributed to a group to monitor and 
maintain the industry. Research. Restocking. Etc.   

The annual value of dutch eel products is approx. 250 million euros. Most goes to Dutch consumption 
and a small amount to N. Germany.  Price paid to fishermen for glass eel is approx. 350 euro / kg.  value 
of a full grown eel can be 1000 euro.  High protein feeds with vegetable ingredients and anchovy oil is 
used.  For them eel is like chocolate.   

Is the U.S. crazy to sell its broodstock to asia without some conditions?   As well as monitoring our glass 
eel resource – setting MSY and quotas for specific rivers – we should be thinking about how to help 
silver eel return to the Sargasso.  Are we checking our eel for parasites? Like Europe, should we be 
restricting sales of our broodstock and using it to provide jobs and products for domestic consumption?  

Look what Morocco has done.   

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
January 25, 2016 

 

Michael Waine 

Species Coordinator for American Eel 

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 

 

Re:    North Carolina Glass Eel Application 

 

Dear Mr. Waine 

 

I write about North Carolina’s application for a 200 pound glass eel aquaculture quota.  I am 

President of NovaEel, Ltd., a company created in 2014 that is owned by five glass eel quota 

holders in Canada and seven glass eel quota holders in Maine.   

  

Presently, NovaEel’s sole business activity is to conduct research and development for eel 

aquaculture and, more specifically, to establish profitable domestic farming of American 

eel.  To this end, our group has raised over $1 million of capital and for two years has been 

conducting eel weaning and feeding trials in Dalhousie University in Halifax, Nova Scotia, 

Canada.  

  

The well-established obstacle to commercially viable farming of all eel species, including the 

American eel, is the fact that 80 to 95 percent of glass eels stocked in a farm will develop into 

males (Tzchori et al 2004; NovaEel unpublished 2016).    Wild male American eels only grow 

to a maximum average weight of 115 grams (Krueger and Oliveira, 1997). In ideal aquaculture 

settings, some males can fatten to 150 grams, but never exceed 45cm in length and take 2 

years to achieve a low market value size. In contrast, wild-caught female American eels 

routinely weigh over 1 kilogram and achieve 1 meter in length. In commercial aquaculture 

systems, female eels reach 300 grams in one year in China and Korea (NFRDI 2009).  In its 

research NovaEel has achieved similar results (See Figure)  

 

 
 
These maximum achievable sizes and growth rate differences between eel genders are well 

established for all eel species farmed (Davey and Jellyman, 2005).  For these reasons, without 

gender manipulation to increase the rate of feminization of glass eels, our shareholders have 

concluded that eel farming in North America is not feasible. 

  

We are not alone in this view.  In the past year we have been sharing information with many 

independent scientists, including Barry Costa-Pierce at the University of New England in Maine, 

who has created a Northeast Eel Aquaculture Team, as well as Michael Timmons of Cornell 

University, who is one of the nation’s leading experts in recirculation aquaculture systems 

(RAS).   They have publically endorsed the view that successful eel farming requires the ability 

to lawfully feminize glass eels. 
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To my knowledge, no eel farm in North America has ever profitably grown glass eels to food 

market size.    On the other hand, I am aware of at least three glass eel quotas granted for 

aquaculture projects in the U.S. and Canada.  Each failed. Two are simply used for glass eel 

exports to Asia.  The third one resulted in prosecution for illegal activities.  

  

NovaEel’s Maine partners would happily apply for a 200 pound glass eel quota for aquaculture, 

but we acknowledge that this would be premature in light of our inability to lawfully feminize 

eels.  Rest assured, through our research at Dalhousie University, we are addressing this 

technical issue head-on and plan regulatory submissions in 2016, based on 4 successful trials 

and supporting science.  We would be happy to share details of our work with the ASMFC if 

confidentiality could be assured. 

  

There is abundant scientific, market and business-failure evidence that without feminization, a 

domestic eel farm cannot compete with either the Asian eel farms in the processed food 

markets or with wild eels in the live fish markets for food or bait.   The only area where it 

could succeed would be in raising eels for stocking purposes.  In other words, just as glass eels 

are in great demand for eel stocking in Asian farms, so too would that same eel be in demand 

after being grown for a minimal amount (fingerling eels) before sale to an Asian 

farm.  However, I am aware of at least one Canadian company who has tried this model and 

abandoned it to sell only glass eels which are more cost-effective to ship and more desirable to 

Asian buyers in all respects.  The point is that domestic fingerling eel farming would add no 

value and in effect would just be expanding the glass eel fishery and using the farm as a 

pretext. This is exactly the outcome of such attempts in Canada. 

  

Finally, I want to be clear that NovaEel does not oppose and in fact welcomes attempts by 

others to farm eel in North America.  We only oppose the awarding of new glass eel licenses 

for this purpose.  I have been informed that the North Carolina eel farm has been under 

current ownership for approximately 4 years, and even longer under prior owners.  Yet, this 

facility has not operated during the past ten years for even one season, despite the availability 

of glass eels from the market at various prices.  I conclude from this company’s history, and 

the absence of approved all-female production methods for farming eel in America, that the 

true goal of the North Carolina application is the expansion of glass eel fishing in order to take 

advantage of the demand for stocking eels in Asia.   

 

If the ASMFC approves this application, this would establish a precedent supporting the 

expansion the glass eel fishery into every other state. On behalf of NovaEel’s Canadian and 

U.S. shareholders, and our research supporters in both countries, I urge the ASMFC to reject 

the North Carolina proposal for glass eel aquaculture quota.  Please feel free to contact me 

directly with any questions or concerns. 

 

  

Respectfully,  

 

Paul Smith, President 

NovaEel Inc 

 

Encl. References cited 
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Atlantic	  States	  Marine	  Fisheries	  Commission	  
American	  Eel	  Board	  
Attention:	  Mike	  Waine,	  Senior	  FMP	  Coordinator 
1050 N. Highland St.  200 A-N 
Arlington, VA  22201-2196 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
January	  25,	  2016	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Commissioners	  –	  
	  
North	  Carolina’s	  application	  for	  a	  glass	  eel	  permit	  does	  not	  represent	  a	  viable	  attempt	  to	  
grow	  eels	  for	  food,	  or	  even	  bait.	  	  	  Rather,	  it	  is	  a	  private	  party	  effort	  to	  profit	  from	  the	  
heavy	  Asian	  demand	  for	  stocking	  eels,	  using	  the	  prospect	  of	  economic	  development	  (eel	  
farming)	  to	  secure	  a	  glass	  eel	  quota,	  where	  the	  true	  value	  of	  the	  effort	  is	  not	  the	  farm,	  but	  
the	  quota	  itself.	  
	  

I’d	  like	  to	  see	  a	  definition	  of	  that,	  that	  it’s	  not	  just	  holding	  them	  for	  less	  than	  a	  year	  and	  then	  
selling	  them	  out	  of	  the	  country	  somewhere,	  and	  that	  sort	  of	  thing.	  I	  don’t	  view	  that	  as	  an	  
aquaculture	  project.	  	  (Diodati,	  Oct.	  2014)	  

	  
Commissioner	  Diodati	  correctly	  anticipated	  that	  prospective	  eel	  farmers	  would	  be	  eager	  
to	  secure	  glass	  eel	  quota	  –	  and	  just	  as	  eager	  to	  sell	  them	  at	  the	  earliest	  opportunity	  
possible	  -‐	  thus	  negating	  the	  economic	  benefit	  of	  the	  farming.	  	  

The American Eel Farm plans to grow out the glass eels to market size, to nine inches….It is 
expected that this can be accomplished in about 190 days… Their expected timeline for harvest 
would be that one-third could be harvested within the first five months and the second could be 
harvested within seven months and the remainder harvested within ten months from the facility.  (K 
Taylor, Feb. 2014) 

All	  prior	  glass	  eel	  farming	  in	  North	  America	  has	  failed	  because	  glass	  eels	  stocked	  in	  a	  
farm	  become	  males,	  and	  are	  unable	  to	  reach	  food	  size.	  	  	  In	  theory,	  these	  eels	  could	  be	  
sold	  for	  bait;	  but	  this	  market	  is	  well-‐supplied	  by	  the	  harvest	  of	  wild	  eels.	  	  Farming	  bait	  
eels	  makes	  no	  economic	  sense:	  
	  

I	  was	  just	  curious	  whether	  the	  technical	  committee	  got	  any	  economic	  data	  on	  this	  proposal.	  All	  
I’ve	  seen	  is	  that	  they’re	  planning	  to	  take	  750	  pounds	  of	  glass	  eels	  and	  turn	  them	  into	  nine-‐inch	  
eels,	  but	  that	  seems	  like	  taking	  a	  very	  valuable	  input	  and	  turning	  it	  into	  something	  that	  is	  not	  
very	  valuable.	  How	  does	  this	  pay	  for	  itself?	  (Clark,	  Feb.	  2014)	  

	  



The	  answer	  to	  Chairman	  Clark’s	  question	  is	  clear.	  	  The	  North	  Carolina	  proposal	  only	  
makes	  sense	  if	  the	  eels	  are	  raised	  for	  sale	  into	  stocking	  markets.	  	  Originally,	  the	  plan	  
proponents	  acknowledged	  that	  this	  was	  their	  goal:	  	  
	  

That’s	  the	  truth.	  You	  want	  the	  reality;	  that’s	  the	  reality.	  Step	  one	  begins	  with	  this	  farm,	  which	  is	  a	  
fingerling	  farm…	  We	  need	  to	  start	  with	  step	  one.	  There	  is	  not	  a	  step	  here.	  This	  farm,	  I	  have	  since	  
found	  out,	  is	  designed	  more	  for	  a	  fingerling	  farm	  rather	  than	  an	  adult	  eel.	  	  (Ric	  Allen,	  Oct.	  2013)	  

	  
Commissioner	  Daniel	  added:	  
	  

So,	  his	  approach	  now	  and	  his	  request	  now	  has	  changed	  from	  the	  original	  request	  that	  he	  
suggested	  to	  us	  in	  August,	  which	  was	  to	  immediately	  grow	  them	  out	  to	  nine	  inches,	  he	  wants	  to	  be	  
able	  to	  grow	  them	  out	  to	  the	  five-‐	  to	  six-‐inch	  range,	  which	  I	  guess	  would	  be	  an	  elver	  stage,	  for	  this	  
initial	  grow-‐out	  opportunity.	  Then	  those	  would	  be	  sold	  overseas.	  	  (Daniel,	  Oct.	  2013)	  

	  
In	  its	  present	  form,	  the	  North	  Carolina	  plan	  claims	  the	  farm	  will	  raise	  9-‐inch	  eels	  for	  the	  
food	  market.	  	  The	  eel	  board	  should	  note,	  however,	  that	  an	  eel	  raised	  to	  9	  inches	  will	  be	  
suitable	  only	  for	  stocking	  or	  bait;	  it	  would	  have	  to	  more	  than	  triple	  in	  weight	  beyond	  this	  
point	  before	  being	  suitable	  for	  food.	  
	  
American	  Eel	  Farm’s	  stated	  business	  model	  has	  shifted	  since	  October	  2013,	  but	  its	  goal	  
is	  unchanged.	  	  Ric	  Allen	  acknowledged	  on	  the	  AP	  conference	  call	  that	  he	  has	  gotten	  
positive	  feedback	  from	  the	  foreign	  markets	  for	  9-‐inch	  stocking	  eels.	  	  By	  contrast,	  he	  did	  
not	  identify	  any	  food	  market	  that	  would	  accept	  an	  eel	  of	  this	  size.	  	  This	  demonstrates	  
that	  the	  farm’s	  ambition	  remains	  to	  obtain	  glass	  eel	  quota	  and	  take	  advantage	  of	  Asian	  
demand	  for	  stocking	  eels.	  	  	  	  
	  
In	  Addendum	  IV,	  the	  ASMFC	  banned	  fingerling	  harvests	  and	  increased	  the	  yellow	  eel	  size	  
limit.	  	  Both	  measures	  addressed	  the	  Board’s	  concern	  that,	  in	  an	  era	  of	  glass	  eel	  shortages,	  
Asian	  farmers	  would	  target	  fingerlings	  and	  small	  eels	  for	  stocking.	  	  It	  now	  being	  clear	  
that	  North	  Carolina’s	  plan	  is	  geared	  to	  stocking	  and	  not	  food,	  granting	  the	  quota	  will	  be	  a	  
retreat	  from	  the	  hard-‐fought	  and	  impressive	  accomplishments	  of	  Addendum	  IV.	  	  Surely,	  
if	  the	  request	  is	  granted,	  savvy	  business	  people	  in	  every	  state	  will	  be	  eager	  to	  build	  eel	  
farms,	  knowing	  they	  could	  get	  200	  pounds	  of	  glass	  eels	  for	  free	  and	  sell	  them	  for	  
stocking	  in	  less	  than	  one	  year.	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  ==================================	  
	  	  
During	  debate	  over	  the	  North	  Carolina	  plan,	  Commissioner	  Louis	  Daniel	  informed	  the	  
Eel	  Board	  that	  there	  are	  areas	  in	  North	  Carolina	  where	  glass	  eels	  perish	  in	  great	  
numbers	  because	  they	  cannot	  access	  habitat.	  	  	  
	  

It	  is	  all	  coastal	  waters,	  most	  of	  which	  are	  dead-‐end	  systems.	  	  (Daniel,	  Feb	  2014)	  
	  
Thus,	  at	  his	  suggestion,	  the	  glass	  eel	  aquaculture	  quota	  provision	  of	  Addendum	  IV	  
included	  a	  requirement	  that:	  
	  	  



…the	  state	  can	  objectively	  show	  the	  harvest	  will	  occur	  from	  a	  watershed	  that	  minimally	  
contributes	  to	  the	  spawning	  stock	  of	  American	  eel	  	  (Addendum	  IV)	  

	  
As	  currently	  drafted,	  the	  North	  Carolina	  plan	  does	  not	  comport	  with	  Commissioner	  
Daniels’s	  original	  contention	  or	  Addendum	  IV’s	  explicit	  terms.	  	  Rather	  than	  identify	  a	  
single	  watershed	  where	  glass	  eels	  would	  not	  otherwise	  survive,	  North	  Carolina’s	  plan	  
identifies	  multiple	  fishing	  sites,	  without	  evidence	  that	  eels	  in	  any	  of	  these	  locations	  are	  
compromised	  by	  blocked	  habitat.	  	  
	  
Illustrating	  their	  failure	  to	  address	  Addendum	  IV’s	  requirement,	  last	  week	  the	  plan	  
proponents	  were	  soliciting	  outside	  opinions	  to	  support	  the	  contention	  that	  because	  of	  
the	  low	  survival	  rate	  of	  glass	  eels,	  harvesting	  200	  pounds	  anywhere	  would	  not	  have	  a	  
significant	  contribution	  to	  the	  species’	  overall	  population	  (See	  attached).	  	  If	  this	  
argument	  was	  accepted,	  the	  added	  language	  of	  Addendum	  IV	  would	  have	  no	  meaning	  
and	  every	  future	  application	  would	  be	  able	  to	  rest	  on	  the	  same	  contention	  that	  no	  single	  
200-‐pound	  glass	  eel	  harvest	  would	  affect	  the	  total	  stock.	  	  	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  ===================================	  
	  
In	  lengthy	  testimony	  to	  the	  eel	  board,	  and	  in	  comments	  to	  the	  AP,	  American	  Eel	  Farm’s	  
proponents	  have	  claimed	  that	  the	  plan	  will	  provide	  scientific	  value.	  	  	  
	  
However,	  the	  plan	  contains	  no	  commitment	  to	  conduct	  complete	  life	  cycle	  surveys;	  it	  
does	  not	  even	  commit	  to	  conduct	  an	  ongoing	  survey	  of	  glass	  eel	  recruitment	  to	  any	  of	  the	  
systems	  identified.	  	  	  In	  reality,	  the	  only	  scientific	  information	  the	  plan	  will	  provide	  is	  the	  
presence	  or	  absence	  of	  glass	  eels	  in	  North	  Carolina.	  	  Respectfully,	  this	  information	  has	  no	  
meaningful	  value,	  certainly	  not	  enough	  to	  justify	  a	  glass	  eel	  quota	  to	  a	  private	  company.	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  ===================================	  
	  
Finally,	  Addendum	  IV	  provided	  a	  specific	  timetable	  for	  states	  to	  apply	  for	  glass	  eel	  
aquaculture	  quota,	  specifically	  requiring	  that	  an	  application	  for	  quota	  be	  submitted	  in	  
June	  of	  the	  prior	  year.	  	  	  	  North	  Carolina	  did	  not	  comply	  with	  this	  deadline	  and	  instead	  
asked	  for	  late	  consideration	  of	  its	  application	  shortly	  before	  the	  October	  meeting.	  
	  
There	  are	  several	  entities	  in	  North	  America	  that	  are	  currently	  investigating	  or	  actually	  
pursuing	  research	  and	  development	  for	  domestic	  eel	  farming.	  	  It	  is	  important	  that	  
ASMFC	  creates	  a	  level	  playing	  field	  for	  all	  states	  and	  their	  interested	  constituents.	  The	  
Commission	  should	  respect	  its	  own	  procedural	  rules	  rather	  than	  give	  advantage	  to	  
private	  parties	  from	  a	  single	  state.	  
	  
Any	  expansion	  of	  glass	  eel	  fishing	  will	  be	  carefully	  scrutinized	  by	  the	  public,	  NGO’s	  (such	  
as	  Greenpeace	  and	  the	  IUCN),	  as	  well	  as	  international	  agencies	  such	  as	  CITES	  and	  the	  
Sargasso	  Sea	  Commission.	  	  	  ASMFC	  owes	  it	  to	  the	  public	  to	  get	  this	  right.	  	  The	  acceptance	  
of	  North	  Carolina’s	  request	  would	  be	  premature	  according	  to	  Addendum	  IV	  itself.	  	  The	  



many	  serious	  questions	  raised	  by	  the	  application	  further	  demonstrate	  the	  value	  of	  
adhering	  to	  the	  original	  timetable.	  	  	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  =================================	  
	  
Of	  course,	  American	  Eel	  Farm	  is	  free	  to	  operate	  without	  ASMFC	  assistance	  or	  approval.	  	  
It	  need	  only	  source	  glass	  eels	  from	  the	  open	  market,	  something	  it	  inexplicably	  has	  failed	  
to	  do	  for	  as	  long	  as	  it	  has	  been	  trying	  to	  secure	  its	  glass	  eel	  quota	  from	  ASMFC.	  	  	  
	  

The	  gentlemen	  in	  question	  have	  eel	  dealers	  –	  there	  are	  eel	  dealers	  in	  the	  state	  of	  Maine.	  They	  have	  
the	  ability	  to	  get	  that	  product	  and	  make	  that	  investment	  if	  they	  wanted	  to	  do	  so	  in	  that	  direction.	  	  
(Keliher,	  Oct.	  2013)	  

	  
Commissioner	  Keliher’s	  observation	  is	  as	  relevant	  today	  as	  it	  was	  in	  October	  2013.	  	  The	  
owner	  of	  American	  Eel	  Farm	  has	  traded	  glass	  eels	  in	  Maine	  and	  South	  Carolina	  during	  
the	  past	  several	  years,	  but	  apparently	  has	  not	  operated	  the	  farm	  for	  even	  one	  season	  in	  
the	  past	  decade.	  	  This	  alone	  raises	  serious	  questions	  about	  the	  intentions	  and	  merits	  of	  
the	  proposal.	  	  	  
	  

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   Respectfully,	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  /s/	  
	  
	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   Mitchell	  Feigenbaum	  	  
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