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Submitted via email to R4NPDES.Kampachi@epa.gov  

 
February 4, 2020  
 
Kip Taylor 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4  
NPDES Permitting Section, Water Division  
61 Forsythe St., S.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960  
R4NPDES.Kampachi@epa.gov  
Wahlstrom-ramler.meghan@epa.gov  
 
Re: Comments on Proposed Issuance of NPDES Permit to Kampachi Farms, LLC 
(Permit No. FL0A00001) 
 
Dear Mr. Taylor and Mrs. Wahlstrom: 
 
Please accept the following comments on behalf of Suncoast Waterkeeper regarding the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) proposed issuance of a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, under the Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 
U.S.C. § 1251 et seq., to Kampachi Farms, LLC (Permit No. FL0A00001) (hereinafter, 
the “permit”).1 
 
This letter incorporates and supplements the comment letter Suncoast Waterkeeper 
submitted to the EPA on Sept. 29, 2019.  Suncoast Waterkeeper has also joined in 
coalition comments being submitted by Jaclyn Lopez of the Center for Biological 
Diversity. 
 
Suncoast Waterkeeper (“SCWK”) is a Sarasota based non-profit environmental 
organization with members and supporters throughout SW Florida. The mission of 
SCWK is to protect and restore the Florida Suncoast’s waterways through enforcement, 
fieldwork, advocacy, and environmental education for the benefit of the communities that 
rely upon these precious coastal resources. 
 
As stated before, we do not subscribe to a fundamental objection to offshore aquaculture.  
We recognize the need for reliable sources of healthy seafood and see the potential for 
such facilities to complement traditional commercial fishing communities with minimal 

 
1 U.S. EPA, Notice of Proposed Issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit  No. 
FL0A00001 (August 30, 2019). 
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environmental impacts.  However, we object to the issuance of this permit as drafted, 
given the inadequate public awareness and review, the failure to comply with required 
regulatory reviews and consultations, and most importantly, the risk of cumulative 
environmental harm from this and the larger projects that are likely to follow.  
 
It is our position that Federal law calls for more thorough review and analysis in the form 
of a full Environmental Impact Study (“EIS”) of the potential environmental and socio-
economic impacts from the project and any alternatives available to the applicant.  EPA 
reviewed the abbreviated Environmental Assessment and made an inappropriate and 
arguably illegal determination that the project would have “no significant impact” and did 
not trigger a full EIS review.  Key to that determination was their failure to look at the 
reasonably foreseeable expansion of the current proposal beyond its pilot stage.  The law 
requires and we demand a cumulative analysis of potential impacts from the likely 
proliferation of fish farms on our coast.  That is the key to our opposition.  While this 
pilot project raises numerous issues, our significant concern has to do with improperly 
regulated growth of an industry that is fraught with risk. 
 
We do not believe that the individual EPA NPDES permit as drafted will adequately 
protect us from the potential impacts of this commercial fish farm and believe that the 
current regulatory framework, consisting of NPDES permits and Army Corps Section 
404 permits for anchoring devices are adequate to regulate what will likely become a 
burgeoning industry of polluting fish farms off our coast.  There is no adequate 
regulatory regime in place to deal with the expansion of offshore aquaculture in Federal 
waters.  NOAA attempted to regulate offshore finfish aquaculture while being tasked 
with promoting the same industry, but the Courts found that NOAA lacked the authority.  
So, while the regulatory regime is unsettled, pending appellate review and further 
legislation, the industry and its partners are trying to side-step comprehensive regulation, 
via an abbreviated NDPES review and a Corps permit for an anchor. 
 
Considering the potential environmental impacts and the regulatory uncertainty 
surrounding offshore finfish aquaculture in the Gulf, we’re asking the EPA to take a step 
back, deny this permit and asking our regulatory agencies together to take a hard look at 
whether this type of industrial aquaculture is appropriate on the Gulf Coast. 
 
NPDES permits have failed to protect Florida’s waterways from environmental 
degradation.  There are inadequate permit requirements, there has been practically no 
enforcement and the result has been a nightmare of urban, agricultural and industrial 
pollution.  We’re seeing the impacts of that now with declining water quality, reduction 
of seagrasses and horrific algae blooms. 
 
If, in the alternative, the NPDES permit is approved over the objections of SCWK and a 
host of objectors, please consider that there is no precedent for such a NPDES permit, in 
Florida or beyond. Florida NPDES permits are generally associated with stormwater 
runoff from land-based sources and offshore NPDES permits in the Gulf regulate Oil & 
Gas facilities. Several deficiencies have been identified within the proposed permit that 
should be addressed in a modified permit if granted.   
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If granted, a modified permit should address and incorporate the following: 

1. Nutrient (primarily N) concentration gradients (not just at one or two points close 
to the cages) in waters around the cages. 
 

2. Phytoplankton monitoring within any affected waters (plumes) – in order to 
determine any possible effects of initiating or sustaining red tide blooms. 
 

3. Quantitative determination and modeling of relative influence of nutrient 
contributions to Gulf shelf waters, including extrapolation to possible large 
numbers of similarly deployed culture installations.     
 

4. Nutrient concentrations/changes in sediments. 
 

5. Benthic biological community impacts assessment. The current draft permit 
identifies only very limited benthic biological community impacts assessment, 
with only biomass included (not communities) and only a very near, and very 
nebulous, unspecified sampling pattern and schedule. 
 

6. Full quantitative and temporal records of all biocides, antibiotics used, and 
measurements of them in waters and sediments (including arrayed monitoring 
benthic stations to determine accumulation rates. For example, the draft permit is 
only required to report type and total volume per use period. Such a limited study 
would not detect mass application followed by period of very low application, and 
thus would make the application appear unrealistically small. 
 

7. Monitoring of stocked fish health, including diseases/parasites as potential points 
of discharge. 
 

8. Monitoring of deployed arrays of “sentry” fish cages (cages with healthy Almaco 
Jack) to determine possible transmission of disease/parasites to wild fish in or 
entering into affected waters. 
 

9. Monitoring of disease/parasites in closely related wild jack (Carangidae) species 
(e.g., blue runner, far jack, banded rudderfish) aggregating around the cages. 
 

10. Full detailed genetic records of the fish stocked into the cage. 
 

11. Full detailed records of quantities and types of feed dispensed. 
 

12. Feed type/composition. 
 

13. Any permit should be limited in time, with review and clear evidence of no 
impacts before additional deployment allowed.  
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There undoubtedly are many more issues and needs for assessment and monitoring. 
Suncoast Waterkeeper urges EPA to require a full EIS, as described above. If there is no 
EIS, we urge you to support other alternatives to developing information and assessing 
risk and opportunity.  One such alternative is a National Academy of Science Study to 
examine the risks/benefit of offshore finfish aquaculture in Federal waters - limited to the 
Gulf of Mexico, or broader.  Alternatively, EPA and other federal agencies, including 
NOAA-NMFS could convene and fund a comparable panel. 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
      Justin Bloom 

Founder and Member of the Board 
Suncoast Waterkeeper 

 
 


