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MEMORANDUM
TO: Striped Bass Management Board
FROM: Striped Bass Technical Committee and the Stock Assessment Subcommittee
DATE: October 16, 2024

SUBJECT: Release Mortality Calculations and No-Targeting Closure Tasks

In August 2024, the Board tasked the Striped Bass Technical Committee (TC) with calculations
to determine how decreasing recreational release mortality could contribute to any potential
reduction needed to achieve rebuilding. Part of this tasking required the TC to identify a
method for estimating the reduction in live releases associated with no-targeting closures. The
TC met in September and October 2024 to address these tasks.

Release Mortality Calculations

Task 1. If a reduction is needed to achieve rebuilding, determine how low the release mortality
rate would need to be to achieve that entire reduction through the release mortality rate alone.
If the number of live releases is constant, what would the release mortality rate need to be to
achieve the reduction?

Task 2. If a reduction is needed to achieve rebuilding, determine the percent reduction in
number of live releases needed to achieve the entire reduction through live releases alone. Using
the current 9% release mortality rate, how many fewer live releases would there need to be to
achieve the reduction?

Response: For Tasks 1 and 2, the calculations depend on what proportion of total removals
is attributed to recreational release mortality. In 2023, recreational release mortality was
42% of total removals so that proportion was used for these calculations. These scenarios
assume that a needed reduction would be fully achieved through reducing the release
mortality component of fishery removals (i.e., commercial removals and recreational
harvest are assumed constant). The hypothetical release mortality rate (Task 1) and the
hypothetical reduction in live releases (Task 2) were calculated for a 4% reduction, which is
the lowest reduction needed to achieve the fishing mortality (F) rebuilding rate under the
various projection scenarios in the 2024 Stock Assessment Update, and for a 15% reduction
for reference. The results are summarized in the tables below.

Regarding the proportion of total removals attributed to recreational release mortality, the
TC-SAS considered a range from 39% of total removals (the proportion of release mortality
in 2022 when the strong 2015 year-class was available) to 50% of total removals (the
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proportion of release mortality in 2021 before the strong 2015 year-class was available).
The results were not especially sensitive to that assumption over the range considered.

Task 1: Reduction in Release Mortality Rate to Achieve Reduction
(assuming release mortality is 42% of total removals)
Current Release Task 1 Hypothetical
Mortality Rate Used | Release Mortality Rate to
in Stock Assessments | achieve entire reduction

4% reduction from total removals 9% 8.1%

15% reduction from total removals 9% 5.8%

Task 2: Reduction in Live Releases to Achieve Reduction
(assuming release mortality is 42% of total removals)
Task 2 Hypothetical
Reduction in Live Releases
to achieve entire reduction

4% reduction from total removals -9.5%

15% reduction from total removals -35.8%

If total removals need to be reduced by 4%, and that entire reduction was achieved by
reducing dead recreational releases:
e arelease mortality rate of 8.1% is needed if the number of striped bass caught-and-
released alive remains constant; OR
e live releases would need to be reduced by 9.5% under the current 9% mortality rate.

If total removals need to be reduced by 15%, and that entire reduction was achieved by
reducing dead recreational releases:
e arelease mortality rate of 5.8% is needed if the number of striped bass caught-and-
released alive remains constant; OR
e live releases would need to be reduced by 35.8% under the current 9% mortality
rate.

Task 3. If a reduction is needed to achieve rebuilding, determine the percent reduction in
number of live releases needed under the current 9% mortality rate, assuming there is an
associated reduction in recreational harvest due to no-targeting closures.

Task 4. Identify the tradeoffs of implementing no-targeting closures at different times of the
year with different assumed release mortality rates to help inform when/where implementing
no-targeting closures would result in the highest reduction. Factors could include water
temperature and salinity, with the assumption that the release mortality rate is higher when the
water temperature is high and the salinity is low.



Response: The TC-SAS has identified a method to estimate the reduction in total removals
associated with no-targeting closures (see below). The TC-SAS could apply that
methodology coastwide with additional guidance from the Board on what percent
reduction management is aiming to achieve (Task #3) in light of the 2024 Stock Assessment
Update results. The TC-SAS can address Task #4 at the same time Task #3 is addressed.

Method for Quantifying the Reduction Associated with No-Targeting Closures

A. Giuliano (MDDNR) provided an overview of the evaluation of the no targeting closures
implemented in the Maryland Chesapeake Bay starting in 2020 for April 1-30 (half of Wave 2)
and for 16 days during Wave 4. In 2020, the Wave 4 closure was August 16 through August 31,
and from 2021 onward, the closure is July 16 through July 31. In addition to these closures,
Maryland implemented other recreational management changes at the same time, including a
shortened trophy season (May 1 start date) and reduced bag limit for private anglers (2 fish to 1
fish). The charter bag limit stayed at 2 fish for charter boat anglers if the charter boat was
enrolled in the charter electronic reporting system.

MDDNR tested various assumptions about how striped bass trips and releases would change
during a no-targeting closure to estimate the decrease in live releases. The final method and
assumptions used to estimate the change in live releases is as follows. Trips that were only
targeting striped bass (e.g. no other species were targeted) were assumed to no longer release
any striped bass. If striped bass were targeted with a second species, those trips would still
release striped bass but at a lower non-targeted rate. All striped bass releases from non-
targeted trips (i.e., incidental catch) would still occur.

MDDNR reviewed MRIP data for striped bass directed trips, harvest, and live releases to
compare effort and removals in Wave 2 and Wave 4 for the five years prior to the no targeting
closures (2015-2019) to the four years since the no targeting closures were implemented (2020-
2023). There was a decrease in directed fishing effort for striped bass in Maryland’s Chesapeake
Bay after the closures, and harvest, live releases and total removals estimates also declined
after the no targeting closures were implemented, particularly for private and shore modes. It
is important to note that other factors (e.g., fish availability, year-class strength, and the private
angler trip limit changing from 2 fish to 1 fish) are also contributing to these results. To reduce
the effects of changing fish availability and year class strength, the results were also presented
to the TC-SAS as the proportions of directed trips, harvest, and live releases across the year.
These results also showed a decrease in directed fishing effort, harvest, and live releases after
the no targeting closures were implemented. Anglers reported targeting other Bay species
more heavily during the closures as compared to prior to the closures when striped bass was
the most targeted species.

The TC-SAS asked for more information on the Wave 2 data. It appears there were some
changes in effort and harvest prior to the no targeting closure between 2015-2019, so MDDNR
provided additional insight on other regulation changes (e.g., trophy season size limit changes



and season start dates (3™ Saturday of April)) that likely impacted decreases in directed trips
observed prior to the April closure/shortening of the trophy season.

MDDNR provided a summary of predicted vs. realized reductions for recreational harvest,
release mortality, and total removals (Table 1). In addition to the realized reductions, there was
a shift in the species anglers reported targeting during the closure, which also points to success
of the closures from MDDNR'’s perspective. When considering applying this methodology to the
ocean, the other species anglers report targeting might be different, so the ultimate impact of a
no-targeting closure in the ocean may be different than in the Chesapeake Bay. A high
proportion of anglers in the Chesapeake Bay are only targeting striped bass in the summer,
which may result in a larger scale reduction in the Bay as compared to a similar closure in the
ocean.

The TC-SAS agreed the closures generally seem successful in reducing total removals, but
uncertainties around fish availability, angler behavior, and where people are shifting their effort
(to other species) are important influences on the likelihood of success of these programs to
consider. Tools like recreational demand models (RDMs)?! could be helpful in the future to get a
better handle on some of these uncertainties.

Overall, the TC-SAS agreed the MDDNR method for estimating the reduction in total removals
associated with no-targeting closures is appropriate to apply coastwide if the Board considers
no-targeting closures as a future management action.

L Carr-Harris, A and S Steinback. 2020. Expected economic and biological impacts of recreational Atlantic
striped bass fishing policy. Frontiers in Marine Science 6:814. https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2019.00814
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Table 1. Comparison of Addendum VI conservation equivalency estimated vs. realized

reductions for Maryland’s no-targeting closures implemented in 2020. Source: Maryland
Department of Natural Resources.

Harvest Dead Releases Total Removals
Estimated Realized Estimated Realized Estimated Realized
Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction
(2015-2018) (2020-2023) | (2015-2018) | (2020-2023) | (2015-2018) | (2020-2023)
-99.1%* -19.2%"* -76.1%*
- o, _ 0, _ )
Wave 2 100% (~100%) 20.5% (-12.7%) 77.4% (-74.8%)
Wave 4 -40.6% -55.5% -15.3% -56.6% -30.4% -56.0%
Annual -31.6% -44.0% -4.8% -51.2% -20.6% A7 1%

* wave 2 comparison included 2020 data which was all imputed due to COVID impacts on APAIS sampling.
Parenthetical value underneath is without the 2020 data included (i.e. comparing to just 2021-2023)

Realized reduction calculated comparing the 2015-2019 average harvest/dead releases/total removals to the
2020-2023 average harvest/dead releases/total removals



Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

1050 N. Highland Street e Suite 200A-N e Arlington, VA 22201
703.842.0740 » 703.842.0741 (fax) * www.asmfc.org

MEMORANDUM
TO: Striped Bass Management Board
FROM: Striped Bass Technical Committee and the Stock Assessment Subcommittee

DATE: October 16, 2024

SUBJECT: Discussion on 2024 Stock Assessment Projections and Considerations for
Management

The Striped Bass Technical Committee (TC) and Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS) met via
webinar on October 2, 2024 to review the 2024 Stock Assessment Update Report, discuss the
projection scenarios, and discuss options and considerations for potential management
response. This memorandum summarizes TC-SAS discussion on the likelihood of the different
projection scenarios and considerations for management.

The Assessment Report (in Main Materials for the 2024 Annual Meeting) highlights several
sources of uncertainty for the rebuilding trajectory, including 2024 removals and fishing
mortality rates for 2025-2029.

2024 Removals

Projections were run for two scenarios of 2024 removals: high and low. The 2024 high removals
scenario is 5.86 million fish based on the initial estimate using data through 2022 that
Addendum Il measures would achieve a 13.7% reduction relative to 2022 removals of 6.8
million fish. The 2024 low removals scenario is 3.89 million fish based on expanding preliminary
2024 MRIP catch estimates for Waves 2 and 3 (March-April and May-June) to the full year,
based on the proportion of total removals that occurred in those Waves in earlier years, and
accounting for an estimated 7% decrease in commercial removals due to the Addendum |l
guota reduction.

The TC-SAS considers the 2024 low removals scenario based on preliminary 2024 MRIP
numbers to be more likely than the high removals scenario based on the initial Addendum Ii
calculations. The low removals scenario is based on realized data through mid-2024, while the
high removals scenario was projected before any 2024 data were available. While the high
removals projection was the best information available prior to the 2024 season, realized catch
estimates provide a better picture of what is happening in the fishery. Additionally, it is logical
that catch would decrease in 2024 relative to 2023 (instead of increasing, as in the high
removals scenario) since the age-9 2015 year-class is less available to the ocean slot limit in
2024 as compared to 2023. Preliminary MRIP numbers for 2024 Waves 2 and 3 are 36% lower
than 2023 Waves 2 and 3 numbers (Figure 1), and in the previous five years, the proportion of
total recreational removals from Waves 2 and 3 has been relatively consistent (Figure 2). Total
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removals in Waves 4-6 would have to increase significantly compared to what has been
observed in the past to achieve the high removals estimate.

Fishing Mortality for 2025-2029

The Assessment Report presents five projection scenarios through 2029 resulting in varying
probabilities of rebuilding the stock by the 2029 deadline (Figures 3-4). One scenario assumes
high removals in 2024 and maintaining that constant fishing mortality (F) in 2025-2029. The TC-
SAS considered the high 2024 removals scenario unlikely and used the low 2024 removals
assumption for the rest of the scenarios. These four scenarios use the estimate of Fin 2024
associated with the low 2024 removals scenario with varying assumptions for F in 2025-2029.
The varying assumptions for F in 2025-2029 are intended to address the uncertainty of the
effect of the above-average 2018 year-class entering the ocean fishery in 2025 and
subsequently growing out of the ocean slot in the following years. All five scenarios are
described below with input from the TC on which may be more likely than others.

Constant F at F=Fp24 for Low 2024 Removals: this scenario assumes F in 2025-2029 will be
equal to the Fin 2024 estimated under the low removals scenario. This is the best case
scenario for the stock out of the scenarios considered; however, the TC-SAS considered it
unlikely that F would remain constant from 2024 to 2025 with the 2018 year-class entering
the ocean fishery. In this scenario, there is a 50% probability of rebuilding by 2029, but a 4%
reduction in removals relative to 2024 would be needed to maintain F at F2024 in 2025.

F2024=Low Removals, F Increases in 2025 Only and Returns to 2024 Low Levels: this
scenario assumes the low removals scenario in 2024, a moderate increase in F in 2025,
and a decrease and stabilization for F in 2026-2029 back to Fzo24. The TC-SAS considers this
scenario most likely relative to the other scenarios. The increase in F2025 corresponds to
the above-average 2018 year-class entering the current ocean slot limit. The subsequent
decrease of Fin 2026 and stabilization through 2029 corresponds to the 2018 year-class
growing out of the current ocean slot limit and the lack of strong year-classes behind it.
The moderate increase in Fa02s (+17%) is the same magnitude as the increase from 2021 to
2023 when part of the 2015 year-class was still in the newly reduced ocean slot limit, but
this may be overestimating the magnitude of increase in 2025 since the 2018 year-class is
not as strong as the 2015 year-class was. In this scenario, there is a 43% probability of
rebuilding by 2029.

F2024=Low Removals and Moderate Increase to Constant F for 2025-2029: this scenario
assumes the low removals scenario in 2024 followed by a moderate increase in Fin 2025,
comparable to what was observed from 2021 to 2023 with the 2015 year-class, and F
remaining constant at that increased rate for 2025-2029. The moderate increase in Fz02s
(+17%) is the same magnitude as the increase from 2021 to 2023 when the 2015 year-class
was in the newly reduced ocean slot limit. This may be overestimating the magnitude of
increase in 2025 since the 2018 year-class is not as strong as the 2015 year-class was. The
TC-SAS considers it unlikely that F would remain at this elevated level from 2026 to 2029
because at some point, F would be expected to decrease as the 2018 year-class grows out




of the current ocean slot. However, it is possible F could remain elevated due to decreasing
stock abundance (i.e., lower removals but from a smaller population). In this scenario, there
is a 19% probability of rebuilding by 2029.

F2024=Low Removals and Large Increase to Constant F for 2025-2029: this scenario assumes
the low removals scenario in 2024 followed by a large increase in Fin 2025, comparable to
what was observed from 2021 to 2022 with the 2015 year-class, and F remaining constant
at that increased rate for 2025-2029. The large increase in Fin 2025 (+39%) used in this
scenario is the same magnitude as the increase from 2021 to 2022 when the 2015 year-
class was in the previous Addendum VI ocean slot limit. This large increase is likely an
overestimate of the magnitude of increase since the 2018 year-class is not as strong as the
2015 year-class was, and the 2022 slot limit was four inches wider than the current slot
limit. The TC-SAS considers it unlikely that F would remain constant at this elevated level
from 2026 to 2029 because at some point, F would be expected to decrease as the 2018
year-class grows out of the current ocean slot. In this scenario, there is a 3% probability of
rebuilding by 2029.

Constant F with F=F2024 for High 2024 Removals: this scenario assumes F in 2025-2029 is
equal to the Fa024 estimated under the high removals scenario. This is the worst case
scenario and the TC-SAS considers the high 2024 removals scenario unlikely compared to
the low 2024 removals scenarios. In addition, the TC-SAS considers it unlikely that F would
remain constant at this high level from 2024 to 2029 with the 2018 year-class entering and
then leaving the ocean slot limit. In this scenario, there is a 0% probability of rebuilding to
the SSB target by 2029, although there is a 35% probability that SSB will be above the SSB
threshold.

Considering Uncertainty in the Range of Projections

These projection scenarios convey a range of different potential outcomes under different
assumptions about fishing mortality rates in the near future, some of which are more
pessimistic than others. Although some projections aim to capture some component of
changing effort and fish availability (i.e., increased F when strong year-classes are available),
angler behavior and fish availability are still sources of uncertainty. While the TC-SAS considers
the scenario where F increases in 2025 and then decreases to be the most likely, there is high

uncertainty in the exact F values that will occur over this period even with constant regulations.
In order to have a 50% or greater probability of rebuilding in this scenario, F will have to decline
below the F estimated for 2024, which is already the lowest value since 1994, which may be the
result of both the extremely narrow slot limit and the lack of a strong year class in that slot. The
low year-classes following the 2018 year-class will result in lower availability of harvestable fish

after 2025, which may result in a decline in effort and a lower F; however, if removals remain
constant on these weaker year-classes, F may not decrease as much as expected.

The projections apply the 2024 selectivity curve to all years 2024-2029. The 2024 selectivity
curve was developed using an alternative method to better capture the regulation change in
2024, but how well it represents actual fishery selectivity is uncertain. Additional years of data



under the same management regulations would inform a better estimate of selectivity for
upcoming assessments.

Potential Management Options

The TC-SAS calculated estimated reductions in total removals associated with a range of
recreational size limit changes for 2025 and various recreational harvest closure options.
Pending further guidance from the Board on what type of management response and level of
reduction (if any) the Board may consider for 2025, a range of options is included for reference.
Additional options could be analyzed after the Board determines next steps for management.

When considering possible management response for 2025 and beyond, the Board should
consider its risk tolerance. The level of risk the Board is willing to accept is a management
decision. In the coming months, the TC could provide updated projections incorporating
realized 2024 removals once 2024 MRIP data are available in addition to other management
options, if requested by the Board.

For size limit analysis, the TC-SAS used MRIP length frequency data from 2018 and 2011 for the
ocean and Chesapeake Bay, respectively, to represent fish availability in 2025 when the above-
average 2018 year-class will be age-7. 2018 data were used for the ocean since the 2011 year-
class was age-7 that year. Additionally, there was no slot limit in place in 2018, so the length
frequency data includes legal harvest of fish above 35”, which allows for analysis of slot limits
or minimum sizes higher than the current regulations. However, because catch of fish shorter
than the minimum length in 2018 was not legal in most areas of the ocean fishery, the 2018
length frequency data does not provide the data necessary to analyze slot limits lower with a
minimum lower than the current regulation. Therefore, no reductions for slots of smaller fish
are presented for the ocean. 2011 data were used for the Chesapeake Bay since there was not
a prominent, strong year class available in the Bay fishery at that time, which will be the case in
2025. Estimated reductions for a range of size limits are presented for each region in Table 1.

For harvest closure analysis, 2021-2022 MRIP data were pooled to capture recent years under
the slot limit, including Chesapeake Bay closures that were implemented through Addendum
VI. A constant daily harvest rate was calculated by Wave for each state and some combinations
of states in each region to estimate reductions from various seasonal harvest closures (Table 2).

The TC-SAS discussed tradeoffs of changing the size limit to allow harvest of larger fish in the
ocean vs. maintaining the current slot limit targeting smaller fish. If ocean harvest remains in
the current 28-31” slot, the remaining larger 2015s will be protected but the incoming 2018
year-class will be subject to harvest. If harvest is shifted to larger fish, the incoming 2018s
would be protected but the larger 2015s would then be subject to harvest, the very fish recent
measures were designed to protect. The TC-SAS also discussed the idea of an ocean size limit
below 28”, which has been the minimum size in the ocean since the stock was rebuilt. Targeting
fish smaller than 28” could shift harvest away from both the 2015 and the 2018 year-classes
and may be desirable by some stakeholders from a management perspective, but harvest of
immature fish would increase, resulting in a loss of spawning potential for the stock. It is



unclear whether the biological benefit of reducing harvest of the remaining 2015s and 2018s
would outweigh the biological risk of targeting immature fish. To calculate an estimated
reduction for any size limit under 28” for the ocean, the TC-SAS would need to pursue
alternative data sources (e.g., state logbooks).

The TC-SAS notes that most size limits evaluated, particularly in the ocean, are estimated to
achieve less than a 6% reduction. The TC didn’t believe that a regulation change designed to
achieve such a reduction would be meaningful. That is, given the typical sources of uncertainty
in these analyses, such a low estimated level of reduction would likely not result in a
meaningful change in removals if implemented®. While a size limit change could be combined
with a seasonal closure for a higher estimated cumulative reduction, the benefit of changing to
a size limit with such a small estimated reduction may be limited.

Finally, regarding how a potential reduction should be allocated between sectors, the Board
was interested in a range of options to split the reduction, and those are provided in Table 3.

! For example, a credible range of recreational removals (95% Cl) in 2023 is between 4.18 and 5.76 million fish (or
the point estimate + 16%).



Tables

Table 1. Estimated reduction in total removals for various size limits in 2025 for the ocean and

Chesapeake Bay.

Ocean Chesapeake Bay
Estimated Reduction Estimated Reduction
Size Limit Relative to Current Size Limit Relative to Current
28-31” Slot 19-24” Slot

28-30" slot limit -4.7% 19-23" slot limit -4.3%
32-35” slot limit -1.8% 19-22" slot limit -14.8%
33-36" slot limit -3.8% 19-21" slot limit -26.0%
35” minimum size 0% 20-25" slot limit -1.6%
38” minimum size -5.4% 20-24" slot limit -8.4%
40” minimum size -5.8% 20-23" slot limit -12.7%

Table 2. Estimated reduction in total removals for 14-day harvest closures occurring during
various Waves for states in the ocean and Chesapeake Bay.

. Waves in which ]
Waves in which Ocean R:CT:?tiZt:?or Chesapeake Bay R;;:::iit:(fjor
Closure (14 days) Occurs by Closure Occurs (14
14-day Harvest 14-day Harvest
State days) by State
Closure Closure
Wave 3 All States -1.8% Wave 3 MD-VA -4.4%
Wave 4 All States -1.7% Wave 4 MD-VA -3.9%
Wave 5 All States -1.6% Wave 5 MD-VA -4.2%
Wave 6 All States -3.1% Wave 6 MD-VA -3.8%
WavedME-CT; Wave6NY-NC -4.3% Wave4MD; Wave3VA -4.9%
Wave4ME-MA; Wave6RI-NC -4.1% Wave4MD; Wave5VA -4.1%
Wave4ME-MA; Wave3RI-NC -2.4% Wave4MD; Wave6VA -4.5%
WaveSxaA\f\lzJ”'wvl\E/;T:éDE-N c -1.6% Wave5MD; Wave3VA 5.0%
Wave5MD; Wave6VA -4.6%

Table 3. Potential sector reductions for different sector splits under the best case scenario for
2025 (4% reduction to maintain F=F2024 in 2025) and the worst case scenario for 2025 (46%
reduction to achieve Frepuiig in 2025).

Even Reductions No Commercial Reductions Based on Sector
Reduction Contribution to Total Removals
Total Reduction | Comm. Rec. Comm. Rec. Comm. Rec.
-4% -4% -4% 0% -4.5% -0.4% -4.5%
-46% -46% -46% 0% -51.7% -5.1% -49.1%




Figures

Bay Ocean

54
=
2 44
A
o
w
o
2
= 34
E
©0
@©
B 21
E
@
x
IS
;5 1- |||\‘|||‘|||\|||| IIII

e | [ | [ | .

T T T T T T
2019 2021 2023 2019 2021 2023
Year
Season . Wave 2-3 Wave 4-6

Figure 1. Total recreational removals by region separated into Waves 2-3 and 4-6. Source: MRIP.

1.00 A
w
©
=
e}
£ 0.751
o
§ SEASON
[
c 0.504 Wave 2-3
£ |
S Wave 4-6
[
o
£ 0.251
o
(o8
e
o

0.00 4

2019 2021 2023
Year

Figure 2. Proportion of total recreational removals for 2018-2024 that came from Waves 2-3 and 4-6.
Source: MRIP
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From: dbeauche@maine.rr.com

To: Comments
Subject: [External] Striped Bass Regulations
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 10:00:16 AM

ASMFC Members;

I have been fishing for striped bass for nearly 65 years. | have watched the biomass
collapse in the 1960’s. | was thrilled when we finally rebuilt the stocks in the 1990’s.
Unfortunately, | now have to live through yet another cycle of the stocks collapsing. Many
voice over the last 15 years have urged ASMFC to implement a more stringent plan for
protecting the species. Yet we now face the reality that we are removing the species more
quickly than it can reproduce itself. Doubling the problem is the ever increasing ocean
temperatures. Living in Maine, scientists are finding that the Gulf of Maine is warming
faster than any other body of water on Earth.

| urge you to consider implementing a moratorium on the taking of any striped bass until
such time as the stocks have been replenished. That would include no commercial take
and a ‘catch and release’ requirement of all sport fishermen. Similar to the approach that
Florida took to protect Goliath Grouper, | would require all sport fishermen to remove their
circle hooks ‘while the fish is still in the water and prohibit them being lifted out of the water.
It is embarrassingly obvious that 18 years into your 10 year plan that the current plan has
totally failed.

Thank you for accepting my comments and ask that you include them in the supplemental

materials for your October 23" meeting.

Best regards,
Dennis Beauchene
Cape Neddick, ME

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Info (ASMFC)

To: Emilie Franke

Subject: FW: [External] Striped Bass

Date: Friday, October 11, 2024 10:12:17 AM
----- Original Message-----

From: frank bell <frankbell777@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2024 8:44 PM
To: Info (ASMFC) <info@ ASMFC.ORG>
Subject: [External] Striped Bass

Wake up!
Sent from my iPhone

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Alan

To: Emilie Franke
Subject: [External] Support for ASGA Striped Bass position
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 10:40:07 PM

Ms Franke...i want to go on record to express my support for reducing the Striped Bass
Harvest across the recreational and commercial sectors along the entire Atlantic coastline to
achieve the goal of rebuilding the entire stock to previously healthy levels by 2029 as
recognized by the ASGA... I also support a harvest limit to include a 1 slot fish (28-31”) per
angler , per season .

I’'m also calling for the establishment of a no harvest spring season during spawning in

known spawning rivers, bays, and estuaries along the Atlantic coastline . Along with
continued angler education regarding the handling and releasing of landed Striped Bass.

Thank you for your time ..

Respectfully

Alan Berger

516-647-1391
bergersmac@gmail.com

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Matt Boutet

To: Comments

Subject: [External] 2024 Atlantic Striped Bass Stock Assessment Update
Date: Tuesday, October 15, 2024 3:41:53 PM

The bad news for striped bass seems to be never ending, but the latest stock assessment update
was particularly bad, so it was disappointing and alarming to see that this isn't being treated as

an existential threat at the coming fall meeting.

These "bad" spawns appear to be the new normal, and while I think we should be doing
everything we can to understand the problems and hopefully improve spawns going forward,
that's at least somewhat outside of anyone's control.

What we can control is mortality on the fish already in the population, and so far everything
that's even being considered seems like too little too late. Please do more, and do it quickly.

Matt Boutet
Biddeford, ME

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Scott Burrill

To: Comments

Subject: [External] Action is Needed Now

Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 8:38:35 AM
Hello,

I have been fishing in Casco Bay, Maine, for 25 years. This summer was one of the most
alarming seasons I have witnessed regarding the striped bass population.

We observed a complete absence of young striped bass this year. The predominant fish caught
were 27 or 28 inches in length or larger, and these fish were in extremely small numbers and
sporadic.

This situation strongly suggests that not only has there been no young class to be caught, but
the overall population is significantly lower than we have observed in recent years.

Clearly, it is imperative that stricter regulations be implemented to safeguard this invaluable
resource. [ implore you to take immediate action to protect this fishery.

Sincerely,

Scott Burrill

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Bob Campbell

To: Comments
Subject: [External] In support of a moratorium on striped bass harvesting now
Date: Monday, October 14, 2024 7:32:21 AM

To the Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board of the ASMFC,

Last year I wrote to the ASMFC, expressing deep concern about the evident prolonged decline
in our striped bass.

I'm asking to submit an abridged version of that correspondence here, to add my voice to those
urging a moratorium now on striper harvesting. Thank you sincerely for considering my
thoughts once again,

Bob Campbell

Saving now, more than managing, Striped Bass
To the Committee,

I'm in my seventies, and have lived and raised our family in Massachusetts, Connecticut, New
York and New Jersey.

I fished the region's salt waters throughout the 70's, during the 80's striper population crash,
saw stripers rebound through the collective efforts of many reading this in the 90's and early
2000's, and see them crashing again now. This current, now prolonged, downward spiral is
apparent from both the scientific data and from all our on-the-water experience, irrespective of
anecdotal "good" days we still sometimes have on the water.

In the field of management consulting, my work for quite a few decades on five continents,
there was one principle perhaps most central to leading major corporations and governmental
entities:

Proactive action on an issue benefits all stakeholders, no matter how divergent their interests,
far more than reactive remediation.

Respectfully, I've observed that despite obviously good intent, those charged with protecting
our striped bass have, in attempts to satisfy expectations of diverse interests, operated more in
the latter than the former mode.

May I also offer that effective management of a resource, and leadership of major objectives --
in this case preservation of an East Coast natural treasure and maximization of ASMFC states'
revenues and residents' well being -- quite clearly call for decisive steps which won't satisfy
each constituency but which will ultimately benefit most of them, the most.

There is no question for example, that municipal and state tax revenues (which benefit all
residents) and local business's retail receipts from not-for-profit recreational striper fishing far
exceed those from for-profit and/or commercial harvesting. Just like there is no question,
according to the science, that both for-profit/commercial harvesting and not-for-

profit recreational harvesting of stripers must now be curtailed for a defined time period of at
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least ten years.
And staying with the goal of ASMFC states' residents' well being, may I offer a last comment?

I experienced first-hand the disruption when economic and societal factors impinge on a
family's source of income. Our small dairy farm in upstate New York couldn't continue and
had to be sold amid the context of market realities. So I understand as do you, the voices of
those who depend financially on striper harvesting. I also know from experience as do you
I'm certain, the realities which change old equations and require changed strategies for wage
earners because of an obvious greater good for most.

Speaking plainly, we have to acknowledge and provide some state-based consideration for
those impacted by steps right now to temporarily end continued harvesting of the stripers that
belong to all of us and to our children and grandchildren.

I ask you all to please be the managers and leaders required to preserve our striped bass for all
those to come. Don't let your legacy be having reacted insufficiently instead of
having acted decisively.

Again, thank you all,
Bob Campbell

28 Stratford Lane
Holmdel, New Jersey

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




From: GUY CANTARA

To: Comments

Cc: comments@stripersforever.org

Subject: [External] Striped bass

Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 11:04:00 AM

I live and fish for striped bass in southern Maine and New Hampshire. I have noticed a
dramatic decrease in overall numbers that I catch and release over the past several years.
Where are the schoolies? Used to be acres of them. Not anymore. Please, please fix this sad
situation with striped bass. Thank you much.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

Get Outlook for Android

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Jason Deland

To: Comments
Subject: [External] ASMFC "24 Annual Meeting Comments
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 7:22:24 AM

Dear Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission,

My name is Jason DeLand, and I am a lifelong fisherman and advocate for catch-and-release
(C&R) fishing, which you can find featured on my Instagram channel, @callofthesurf.

I keep detailed logs of every trip I take, and over the last five years, these logs have shown a
dramatic decline in the striped bass population. In Montauk, the once-thriving blitzes are now
nonexistent, and nights spent on a rock in a wetsuit, casting into ideal conditions of water, tide,
and wind, have increasingly yielded no fish - becoming the norm, not the exception.

My data suggests the need for a moratorium, but one only has to look at your existing data to
draw the same conclusion.

The Young of the Year (YOY) recruitment and fishing mortality rates are comparable to—if
not worse than—the conditions that led to the 1980s striped bass collapse.

Young of the Year (YOY) Data Comparison:

e Maryland: In 2023, the YOY index was 2.3, only slightly above the 2.0 recorded in
1982, a key year that led to the 1985 moratorium. Over the past five years, Maryland’s
YOY index has averaged just 3.6, compared to a long-term average of 11.5.

e Virginia: Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay surveys show consistently low recruitment, with
poor trends across the James, York, and Rappahannock Rivers.

e Hudson River: In 2023, the Hudson River’s YOY index was 0.96, which is lower than
the 1980s average of 1.1. The Hudson has seen four consecutive years of recruitment
failure, signaling a collapse similar to the one we saw in the past.

Fishing Mortality Rates:

In the 1980s, unsustainable fishing mortality rates led to a collapse, which the moratorium
successfully reversed. Based on your 2022 Stock Assessment Update, fishing mortality stands
at 0.31, which is ¢.50% higher than the ASMFC’s target of 0.20

Habitat Degradation:

The same low recruitment and high fishing mortality that triggered the 1980s moratorium have
returned, but this time the situation is compounded by climate change and habitat degradation.
We must act with the same boldness that restored the population last time, or we risk an
irreversible collapse.

The data shows the stock is in perilous shape. My question is why has there not been a
moratorium issued already? Especially considering there is no data to suggest the striped bass
fishery is at or near any threshold to suggest we keep fishing.

The same conditions that led to the moratorium in the 1980s are back in force, and today’s
situation is worsened by environmental stressors. Bold action is needed—not next year, not
later—now.
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The demand from me, and thousands of fishers like me, is clear: we love and respect this
fishery, and we call for bold action now to save it. We cannot afford to wait any longer.

Just imagine a healthy and thriving striped bass fishery, one that brings back a healthy coast
wide ecosystem. A fishery that everyone can be proud of.

Please include my comments in the supplemental materials for your upcoming meeting. I urge
the ASMFC to act decisively and implement a 10-year moratorium to allow this critical
species to fully and completely recover.

Sincerely,
Jason DeLand
Montauk, New York

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




From: Bran Dougherty-Johnson

To: Comments
Subject: [External] Urgent Request for Striped Bass Moratorium
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 9:04:52 AM

Dear Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission,

| am an avid striped bass angler from Shelter Island, NY. Over the past several years, |
have witnessed a troubling decline in striped bass populations along the Atlantic coast,
particularly in areas like Long Island. This iconic fishery is an integral part of our ecosystem
and fishing culture, and it is in deep trouble.

Recent data on Young of the Year (YOY) recruitment and fishing mortality rates paints a
clear and alarming picture. The 2023 Maryland YOY index was only 2.3, just above the
levels that led to the 1985 moratorium. The Hudson River has recorded an even more
concerning YOY index of 0.96, lower than the 1980s average. These low recruitment rates,
coupled with current fishing mortality at 0.31, which is 50% higher than the ASMFC’s target
of 0.20, indicate the striped bass population is once again on the verge of collapse.

These same conditions caused the 1980s moratorium, but today the situation is worsened
by climate change and habitat degradation. Half measures won’t save this fishery. We need
bold action now.

Please include my comments in the supplemental materials for your upcoming meeting. |
urge the ASMFC to act decisively and implement a 10-year moratorium to allow this critical
species to fully and completely recover.

Thank you for your attention to this urgent issue.
Sincerely,

Bran Dougherty-Johnson
Shelter Island, NY

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Alex

To: Comments
Subject: [External] ASMFC Striped Bass Meeting Comments
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 1:46:33 PM

Dear ASMFC board and those involved,

This season I have fished 90 nights in the surf for striped bass in Maine. I have spent thousands of dollars on the
recreational catch and release striped bass fishery, from gas to gear and tackle that supports an industry that depends
on the health of the fish. Striped bass fishing represents an important part of my life.

To hear stories of how good the fishery was, and to see the insurmountable difficulty we face is grim. My
knowledge is built on experience with fish to learn from. I simply cannot fathom starting in the sport today.

After years of spawning failure and over harvest, I urge the ASMFC to correct course and implement a moratorium
on the recreational and commercial harvest of striped bass. Current recreational angler sentiment is so low, almost
all those I interact with have expressed a favor for this action. At this time I do not support a no-target closure; that
may be a difficult reality we need to face in the future if the proper steps are not implemented now.

Thank you,

Alex Dwight

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From:
To:
Cc:

Lisa Eggie
Comments

comments@stripersforever.org

Subject: [External] Striped Bass Management

Date:

Sunday, October 13, 2024 9:47:05 AM

Dear ASMFC Members,

As someone who has fished for Striped Bass for over 60 years please submit
my comments below regarding the management of striped Bass at your October
23rd meeting:

As | see it, we are 18 years into a 10-year management plan that has utterly
failed in its objective to rebuild striped bass stocks. Now the ASMFC is
preparing to embark on yet another 10-year plan of compromise and half-
measures, and stripers may not survive. Bold, decisive action is needed to
prevent a collapse of the fishery like we saw in the late 1970s. An emergency
moratorium was adopted in 1984, and is the only approach proven to work.”

| stand behind that call and today this is my opportunity to once again send a
message to the ASMFC: For the sake of the survival of wild striped bass, adopt
a ten-year harvest moratorium.

Environmental conditions in the most important area for striped bass
reproduction have narrowed to the point where there is no room for error, as
evinced by five consecutive years of spawning failure in the upper Chesapeake.
Warming water, micobacteriosis, predation by invasive species, lack of forage,
increased fishing pressure, gill netting, and industrial-scale poaching are
removing adults faster than they can breed. Soon we will be presented with new
options that amount to little more than minor, incremental adjustments that will
succeed only in delaying the bold action needed to save striped bass.

Sincerely,

Duane R. Eggie

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: troyeggie@comcast.net

To: Comments

Subject: [External] Fwd: Striped Bass management input
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 1:42:38 PM

Troy Eggie

Berger Realty: 17th & Boardwalk

Office: 609-391-0500

Cell: 609-425-0992 Fax: 609-391-0317 Email:
tde@bergerrealty.com troyeggie(@comcast.net

Begin forwarded message:

From: troyeggie(@comcast.net

Date: October 13, 2024 at 1:38:03 PM EDT

To: Troy Eggie Cell <troyeggie(@comcast.net>
Subject: Fwd: Striped Bass management input

Troy Eggie

Berger Realty: 17th & Boardwalk

Office: 609-391-0500

Cell: 609-425-0992 Fax: 609-391-0317
Email: tde@bergerrealty.com troyeggie(@comecast.net

Begin forwarded message:

From: TROY EGGIE <troyeggie(@comcast.net>
Date: March 19, 2022 at 11:31:28 AM EDT

To: comments@asmfc.org

Subject: Striped Bass management input

| am completely in favor of a total moratorium effective
immediately. | don't feel it needs to be 10 years, 5 would do it.
The last time it was imposed, there were Bass everywhere at
the end. | was an eye witness to this unprecedented
resurgence of the population. Stop wasting time and
resources with stop gap measures that do not work! | just
hope its not already too late. The following fisheries have
almost completely collapsed. Delaware Bay, in-shore
Southern New Jersey, in-shore Virginia and North Carolina.
The only viable fishery left in the mid-Atlantic comes from the
"Hudson river" strain. Still good fishing in Raritan Bay south to
Barnegat inlet. In the spring and fall these fish get pounded
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relentlessly by thousands upon thousands of fisherman day
after day. Its common practice for boats to limit out, return to
port, off load the fish and go back out for another limit. This is
a prime reason "band aide" measures and limits are
ineffective.

Until you folks wake up and implement a full moratorium, Bass
populations will continue to decline. In the mean time, | am in
favor of the following measures:

* Smaller "over" size limit.
* Outlaw snag and drop treble hook fishing. (Mortality issue).

* Mandate all hooks to be barb less. ( We have had wonderful
release success simply by crimping down the barb.
(Mortality issue).

* Mandate all fish stay in the water when being released.
(Mortality issue).

* QOutlaw all gaffs. (Mortality issue)

* OQOutlaw all multiple hook trolling lures. Multiple fish get
hooked simultaneously and are dragged by the boat to their
death. Ridiculous!!! (Mortality issue).

* QOutlaw light tackle that cannot land a fish quickly. (Mortality
issue).

Troy Eggie

Berger Realty: 17th & Boardwalk

Office: 609-391-0500

Cell: 609-425-0992

Fax: 609-399-0317

Email: troyeggie@comcast.net

Work email: tde@bergerrealty.com

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: paulyfish reeltherapy.com

To: Comments
Subject: [External] Striped bass comment submission
Date: Tuesday, October 15, 2024 2:50:03 PM

Dear Ms. Franke and Striped Bass board members-
Please include my comments in the supplemental materials for the meeting.

Potential management options for consideration:

Reductions must be equal across sectors. Commercial reductions must be made from harvest,
not quota. Many jurisdictions have not hit their quota. Therefore, taking a reduction off the
quota is only a reduction on paper. It does not result in less mortality and will not help recover
striped bass.

eDirect statements on the record from the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC) consistently
state that no targeting closures are entirely unenforceable. The LEC rated non-targeting
closures the least enforceable of 27 guidelines and gave them a 1.87 out of 5 enforceability
rating, making them utterly ineffective at reducing effort.

Non-targeting closures are not equitable across the coastwide range of striped bass. Some
states have much shorter seasons. Guides' businesses will also be unfairly impacted. Taking
away more time on the water could end their businesses altogether.

*No harvest closures should be initiated for the 2025 season. Unlike no-targeting closures,
these will have a measurable impact and are enforceable.

eEach jurisdiction should have the same percentage reduction applied to the harvest
numbers for that jurisdiction. As we have seen in the past, a "coastwide" reduction would
significantly impact states with shorter seasons. New Jersey cheated a reduction in the past by
using this loophole. If this happens again, the Board will display its inability to learn from
mistakes.

e Commercial fishing in the Chesapeake Bay and anchored gill net fisheries that intercept
fecund striped bass entering their spawning estuaries must be curtailed. The striped bass
commercial fishery in Maryland has not taken a reduction in over a decade while the
Maryland recreational fishery has almost collapsed. It is illogical that approximately 80% of
commercial landings come from Maryland while the estuary is experiencing 5 (potentially 6)
years of spawning failure. This harvest, not quota, must be heavily reduced. The anchored gill
net fisheries in Virginia and Delaware are no longer sustainable, considering the repeated
spawning failures in both estuaries. Recreational effort has been grossly overestimated by
NOAA. That means that commercial striped bass harvest is a much higher percentage of total
harvest than previously estimated.

Some place blame on habitat loss and climate change. Especially if these aspects are the root
cause of failed spawning, we must be more conservative and risk-averse in management. This
Board doesn't manage climate change. This Board manages fishery regulations. The same
conservation message holds if the root cause is overfishing for 21 of the last 24 years as
documented in the data.
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Striped bass are the most important recreational fish on the Atlantic coast, supporting
countless coastal communities, small businesses, and fishing brands. This Board must
recognize 5 years of failed spawns. Further damaging the resource and the economy through
Board actions that look good only on paper is unacceptable to the striped bass conservation
community.

As a fishing guide, small business owner and conservation-minded recreational angler who
depends on a healthy and abundant striped bass stock | deserve better. Striped bass deserve
better. If there is no action at the October Annual meeting, | will lose all faith in this body's
ability to fulfill their obligation to rebuild this stock and manage striped bass effectively.
Thank you in advance for taking immediate action,

Paul Eidman

Tinton Falls NJ

Capt. Paul Eidman
732.614.3373
paulyfish@reeltherapy.com
https://linktr.ee/paulyfish
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www.reeltherapy.com
www.menhadendefenders.org
www.anglersforoffshorewind.org
Yes, ONE person can make a difference!

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Tyler Harper

To: Comments
Subject: [External] Urgent: We Need a Moratorium NOW
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 12:03:25 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

| am an assistant professor of Environmental Studies at Bates College and a
journalist who writes regularly (sometimes about striped bass) for various outlets.
More importantly, I'm a surfcaster who spends over 80 nights a year chasing stripers
in Maine and New England.

Let me be blunt: our fishery is in crisis. It is painfully obvious that our striped bass
population is on the verge of collapse. | have seen the decline firsthand. Each year is
worse than the last, and every single serious surfcaster | know reports their worst
season ever.

We cannot continue to bury our heads in the sand. A no-harvest moratorium is
needed, and it is needed now. | have deep sympathies for those fishermen who make
their living from this species, and | am fully aware that recreational anglers have
played our role in the decline, but the cold hard truth is that if we do not take drastic
measures and stop harvesting striped bass, there will be no striped bass left for
anyone — comm or rec — in a few years regardless.

The ASMFC must stop kicking the can down the road. The conditions that are present
today — a few large fish left, with next to no small fish behind them — are identical to
the conditions that precipitated the 1980s collapse. We have to let history be our
guide, and take action before this crisis becomes a true catastrophe.

In the strongest possible terms, | implore the ASMFC to take action and implement a
no-harvest moratorium. Please include my comments in the supplemental materials
for the upcoming meeting.

With trust that the ASMFC will do the right thing,

Tyler Harper
Maine

Tyler Austin Harper, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of Environmental Studies
Bates College

Lewiston, Maine 04240
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




From: Matt Hetterich

To: Emilie Franke

Cc: Fred W. Thiele Jr.; John Maniscalco; Jim Gilmore; Marty Gary; Emerson Hasbrouck
Subject: [External] Striped Bass Conservation

Date: Monday, October 14, 2024 12:56:04 PM

Good Afternoon,

I’ve been fishing my entire life (40 years old), both in the recreational and part time
commercial fisheries here on Long Island,NY. A constant theme of my seasons recently has
been "The striped bass fishing can't get worse than last year"...and yet, it does and has gotten
worse.

I’ve never experienced a season with fewer striped bass than I have the past several years. The
resident fish around Long Island Sound that used to be here year round are gone, fallen victim
to poachers and rampant overfishing that often goes unchecked. The remaining biomass gets
hammered off Montauk/Block Island or at the Cape Cod Canal and then has to make a return
trip back through the same gauntlet it survived in the spring.

I ask that you please take a conservative approach to managing striped bass in the future. We
know these fish are resilient enough to make it back in great numbers again, as we saw with
the first moratorium in the 1980's. If you have any questions or concerns, please do

not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you and be well,

Matt Hetterich

= Eastern Rodworks
Phone - (631) 902-9756
i i

<]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Center for Ecological Economic
and Ethical Education

Post Office Box 946 Phone: (978) 356-2188 (w) or 617-605-3150 (c)
Ipswich, MA 01938-0946 email: ecologicaleconomics@yahoo.com

13 October 2024
Emilie Franke

Striped Bass FMP Coordinator

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N Highland Street, Suite 200
Arlington, VA 22201

Sent by email to: comments@asmfc.org

RE: Comments for October 2024 Striped Bass Board Meeting, The Importance of Rebuilding Stocks!!!
Dear Ms. Franke and Striped Bass Board Members:

I have fished for striped bass now for over 65 years, mostly here in Massachusetts. | have watched this fishery
through two crashes, one in the 1970s and the other right now. I am more than just disappointed in the ASMFC
and its seeming disinterest in taking sufficient action to restore this fishery, despite its massive value for us.

I have reached the point where | think that it’s time for a total moratorium on this fishery, as that was the only
way that this fishery was restored in the late 1980s. Let’s place a full coastwide moratorium on all commercial
fishing for this species, and make the recreational fishery totally catch-and-release.! The impending loss of this
fishery is quite intolerable, and so — in my humble opinion — it is long past time for you to take some sort of
drastic action here. Kicking the can down the road has proven totally useless. Let’s restore this special fishery.

The YOY results have been disastrous for too many years now. It is high time for radical measures.
Please be sure that this email submission is included in the supplemental materials for the meeting.

Thank you for your attention.

wcccde

Frederic B. Jennings Jr., Ph.D. (economics)

Peak Dawn Anglers and

Center for Ecological Economic and Ethical Education (CEEEE)
P.O. Box 946, Ipswich, MA 01938-0946 U.S.A.

Cell Phone Number: +1-617-605-3150

L And if that is thought to be unfairly predjudicial for the recreational sector, then call for a total recreational moratorium as well.
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From: RONALD KOVLER

To: Comments
Subject: [External] comments@stripersforever.org.
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 11:11:07 AM

As a licensed Captain in South Jersey for almost 20 years, I join the many voices who vehemently support a lengthy
moratorium on harvesting striped bass. As someone who stands to potentially lose from this moratorium, I see the
big picture first and the importance of preserving the species for generations to come. We can still fish for these
magnificent creatures and to enjoy the bite, the fight and the release to fight another day and to allow them to
procreate ensuring that there will be another day. Let’s take that bold action immediately! —- Capt. Ron Kovler,
Next Case Fishing

Sent from my iPhone

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Greg Pavlov

To: Comments
Subject: [External] Striped Bass Management
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 11:07:27 AM

As almost anyone who fishes for striped bass, particularly from shore, can attest, the
striped bass stock has been in a steady, unwavering decline for at least half a dozen
years now. Most disconcerting is the very, very few small bass that are around: there
is simply very, very little reproduction occurring. Thus, it is time to implement a
moratorium on the retention and "harvesting" of striped bass! | am now 75 years old
and have been fishing for this noble species for some 40 years. It is obvious that we
are heading to the complete crash of what remains of the population and the last time
that happened, turned around only after the implementation of a virtual moratorium, it
was quite some time before stocks replenished to a reasonable state. This time |
expect that | will be gone by the time that happens.

Gregory Pavlov
Brewster, Massachusetts

Greg Pavlov

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Chris Sherman Sr.

To: Comments

Cc: comments@stripersforever.org

Subject: [External] 10 Year Management plan for Stripers
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 11:20:32 AM

To the ASBM Board of the ASMFC,

I am a recreational, strictly catch and release striped bass fisherman and have witnessed
firsthand the dramatic decline in the species. [ am gravely concerned for its future and I hope
one day my grandchildren will be able to enjoy the thrill of catching a striper.

[ urge you to enact an immediate moratorium, similar to action taken in 1984, to protect
the future health of the striped bass fishery. It is an imperaitve!

Respectfully,

Christoher Sherman Sr.
92 Hounds Ditch Lane
Duxbury, MA 02332
617.417.2013

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Bill Sjovall

To: Comments

Subject: [External] Striped Bass Management
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 11:12:27 AM
Dear ASMFC,

As a long time recreational fly rod striped bass fisherman, I would like to comment that a ten
year moratorium on striped bass harvesting is needed to replenish the dwindling stock.
Overharvesting, lack of adequate forage (due in part to decimation of the menhaden stock by
netters), and lack of successful spawning over the last several years will lead to another
predicatable crash.

I have experienced decreased catches of striped bass over the past 5 years in NJ, Cape Cod and
Martha's Vineyard. Once great fisheries are no longer what they were in the past.

You have the ability to prevent a crash and restore the fisheries with proper action now. A 10
year harvest moratorium is needed.

Regards,

Bill Sjovall
Morristown, NJ

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Mike Spinney

To: Comments

Subject: [External] Comments on Striped Bass Management
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 11:14:27 AM

To the ASMFC:

As of this moment the Chesapeake YoY index has not been released. Rumor has it
that the result will be another near, if not complete, failure. The sixth in a row. That
means, having completed a five-year spawning cycle with no meaningful
reproduction, the chances for anything resembling success in the next five years are
rapidly declining. And since the recreational and commercial harvest are directed at
fish of spawning age, we are simultaneously hammering away at the very fish
recovery needs to succeed while we see insufficient numbers entering the
reproductive pipeline.

What’s more, the margin for error has narrowed significantly. Warming waters in the
Chesapeake have squeezed the spawning window from approximately three weeks
down to one. An untimely drought, heavy runoff, or temperature change affecting that
window will doom what few eggs and fry are produced. And yet the ASMFC plans no
meaningful action to do what its mandate and a majority of the fishing public
demands: save striped bass from impending collapse.

In 2021 | was among the voices calling for the ASMFC to do something bold and
initiate a ten-year harvest moratorium. I, and many others, asked that the fishery be
shut down long enough to give striped bass a chance to recover and achieve the
healthy age stratification the Commission includes among its management goals.
Today we are three years into the latest ten-year recovery plan and the arc bends
ever downward.

No one who has spent more than twenty years fishing for striped bass can credibly
argue that things are not as bad as they have been during that time. And for those of
us with four or more decades of experience, the parallels to the collapse of the ‘80s
are obvious.

What will it take for the ASMFC to find the courage to do the right thing and shut the
fishery down for the sake of the future of striped bass? Pausing the commercial
harvest and imposing a zero-bag limit for recreational anglers is the last, best hope
for recovery.

If the Commission is serious about achieving its goals, a harvest moratorium needs to
be a part of the debate.

Regards,

Michael Spinney

Townsend, MA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: shannon stafford

To: Comments

Cc: comments@stripersforever.org

Subject: [External] Supplemental comments for meeting
Date: Sunday, October 13, 2024 8:42:33 AM

It is important for the entire mid Atlantic fishery that we work together to save the striped bass. This is one of our
most important species to preserve for our children and grandchildren and the most recent spawning results are
extremely concerning. I am supportive of a harvest moratorium for as long as it takes to improve the conditions and
future of striped bass. Please include these comments in the supplemental materials for the meeting on October 23rd.

Shannon Stafford
Resident of Virginia and Massachusetts

Sent from my iPhone
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Carl Tiska

24 Van Zandt Ave
Newport RI 02840
carl.tiska@gmail.com

October 14, 2024

Emilie Franke

FMP Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200 A-N
Arlington, Virginia 22201

Dear Members of the Atlantic Striped Bass Board,

I am an avid recreational kayak angler based in Rhode Island, and principally focus on fishing to harvest
for my family’s personal consumption. In recent years, | have limited myself to harvesting only one
striped bass each year, due to the condition of the stock.

I have read the draft letter from the American Saltwater Guide’s Association and agree with their call to
action to take significant measures to rebuild the striped bass stock. Specifically, | agree with their
recommendations to make reductions across all sectors, to initiate no-harvest closures in 2025, to
equalize the percentage of harvest reductions in each jurisdiction, and to curtail commercial fishing of
striped bass in the Chesapeake Bay. | disagree however with their opposition to ‘non-targeting
closures,” which is why | did not sign on to their letter and am writing my own.

The argument against non-targeting closures is that they are difficult to enforce. While that is no doubt
true, the Striped Bass Board should not use that as a reason to not consider non-targeting closures for
the following reasons:

® In my own state of Rhode Island, the Department of Environmental Management is challenged
at enforcing all fishing regulations due to the small number of DEM officers responsible for a
broad range of activities, not just fisheries enforcement. Additionally, when DEM officers cite
violators, Rhode Island judges typically dismiss the cases or impose minimum fines on the
offenders since they do not consider violations of recreational fisheries regulations to be
important. Consequently, all fisheries enforcement is difficult and while non-targeting closures
would be more difficult, the board should establish management measures based on the goal of
rebuilding the stock, not the level of difficulty of enforcement.

e The reason that existing fisheries regulations are generally effective is that most fishermen obey
the law. If non-targeting closures are enacted, most fishermen will comply. Certainly, there
would be some number of violators, but that is the case for all fisheries regulations.
Additionally, guides would not be able to violate the closure without placing their business at
risk, recreational anglers would hesitate to post photos of striped bass during non-targeting
closure periods, and organizations that run striped bass tournaments would not be able to run
those tournaments during the non-targeting periods.

Non-targeting closures would reduce catch-and-release mortality and achieve equitable reductions
across both sectors of the recreational striped bass fishery, both harvest and catch-and-release.

Another action that | would recommend for the Atlantic Striped Bass Board to consider would be to
prohibit striped bass tournaments. Some organizations, like the Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers



Association, no longer have a striped bass category in their annual fishing tournament. This is
responsible and commendable, but unfortunately it is not universal. Forinstance, On the Water
magazine runs a year long ‘Striper Cup’ which encourages anglers to catch the largest possible striped
bass throughout the season, including the months when the water temperature is the warmest, which
as is known, increases release mortality. Until the striped bass stock is rebuilt, the Board should prohibit
striped bass tournaments.

Rebuilding the striped bass stock will be difficult. The Board will have to make difficult decisions, and
different sectors will adamantly oppose each of those decisions. Please do not let that deter you from

instituting the most conservative measures possible to rebuild the striped bass stock.

| thank you for your work in managing striped bass and for the opportunity to provide feedback through
your public comment process.

Sincerely,

G

Carl Tiska



From: wandermann@nyc.rr.com

To: Comments

Cc: "comments@stripersforever.org"
Subject: [External] upcoming meeting

Date: Monday, October 14, 2024 11:06:20 AM

I am seventy six years old and have fished for striped bass for over 60 years. I have seen a
measurable decline in the number and size of fish in the past three years in the Western end of
Long Island Sound.The fishing was so poor this Spring that many of my fellow anglers and I
stopped fishing. There were large schools of peanut bunker present this Spring -no fish. If the
striped bass population is not protected by a moratorium on harvesting bass by both
commercial and recreational fishermen, the future is bleak. Action is needed now.

Please include my comments in the supplemental materials

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: derek.j.williams

To: Comments

Cc: comments@stripersforever.org; derek.j.williams@gmail.com
Subject: [External] Striped Bass Comments

Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 7:18:42 AM

Hello,

I support a full moratorium on harvest of all striped bass. In addition, i support advanced
measures limiting the use of luve bait for catch and release, and limits on the number and type
of hooks.

I have personally seen dozens of very large striped bass eaten by sharks while being fought
and landed. I support measures to reduce predation.

Protection of menhaden and other forage species is critical.

Thank you,
Derek Williams

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Barry Woods

To: Comments

Cc: comments@stripersforever.org

Subject: [External] Striped Bass Mismanagement Plan
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 3:13:56 PM
Dear Directors of ASFMC-

We are in the 11th hour of striped bass management because you have failed to adequately follow the science and
appreciate the risk of climate change and other variables associated with maintaining a diverse age class of brood
stock. Five failed years of spawning in the Chesapeake have led and will lead this species to a point not seen since
the 1970’s.

I have seen only larger fish this past year and I know that the next generation of striped bass fisherman will have to
learn to adapt to a vastly diminished fishery.

I urge you to take the strongest measure possible, for both recreational and commercial fishermen, and prevent
further decline of this tremendous fish. I wish you had a better sense of the historical record and a better
appreciation of the fishermen who find it to be a marvelous gamefish and one worth reserving beyond “maximum
sustainable yield”. Unfortunately MSY seems to lack an “S” in your management. But name calling is an
insufficient response when action is called for. Please learn from the past five years and place a moratorium on this
fish rather than increasingly arcane slot limits that have continued undue pressure on the 2015 class.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Barry Woods

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Robert Yacoub

To: Comments

Subject: [External] Urgent request for Striped bass moratorium
Date: Saturday, October 12, 2024 10:07:23 PM

Dear Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission,

| am an avid striped bass angler. Over the past several
years, | have witnessed a troubling decline in striped bass
populations along the Atlantic coast, particularly in areas
like Long Island. This iconic fishery is an integral part of our
ecosystem and fishing culture, and it is in deep trouble.

Recent data on Young of the Year (YOY) recruitment and
fishing mortality rates paints a clear and alarming picture.
The 2023 Maryland YOY index was only 2.3, just above the
levels that led to the 1985 moratorium. The Hudson River
has recorded an even more concerning YOY index of 0.96,
lower than the 1980s average. These low recruitment rates,
coupled with current fishing mortality at 0.31, which is 50%
higher than the ASMFC's target of 0.20, indicate the striped
bass population is once again on the verge of collapse.

These same conditions caused the 1980s moratorium, but
today the situation is worsened by climate change and
habitat degradation. Half measures won’t save this fishery.
We need bold action now.

| urge the ASMFC to implement a 10-year moratorium on
striped bass fishing to give this vital population the time it
needs to recover. Please include my comments in the
supplemental materials for your upcoming meeting.

Please include my comments in the supplemental materials
for your upcoming meeting. | urge the ASMFC to act
decisively and implement a 10-year moratorium to allow


mailto:ryacoub88@gmail.com
mailto:comments@asmfc.org

this critical species to fully and completely recover.

Thank you for your attention to this urgent issue.

Sincerely,
Robert Yacoub
Scarsdale, NY

Sent from my iPhone

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




October 15, 2024

Emilie Franke

Striped Bass FMP Coordinator

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N Highland Street, Suite 200
Arlington, VA 22201

RE: ASGA Comments for October 2024 Striped Bass Board Meeting, Rebuilding
Dear Ms. Franke and Striped Bass Board Members,

ASGA represents conservation-minded fishing guides, private anglers, and fishing businesses
that believe in "Better Business through Conservation." Despite the difficulties ahead, ASGA
remains focused on rebuilding the Atlantic striped bass stock by 2029.

After attending multiple Striped Bass Technical Committee and Stock Assessment
Subcommittee meetings, we have deep concerns that no action will be taken at the October
Annual Meeting. There is an extremely wide range of rebuilding options, from a 4% to almost
50% reduction. Both of which result in a "coin toss" 50% chance of rebuilding the stock. The
one reliable constant of striped bass management is the Juvenile Abundance Index. Currently,
the JAI paints a very bleak picture. Even if Maryland has a slightly better JAI in 2024, we still
must contend with no less than 5 vacant year classes. Without clear direction from the SAS or
TC, this lack of juvenile abundance should guide all Boards decisions.

ASGA strongly opposed the current slot because we knew it would decimate the 2015-year class,
which was once the 8th-best on record. This slot resulted in a 39% and 17% increase in fishing
mortality in 2022 and 2023, respectively. Because of this slot implementation, we face an almost
impossible rebuilding task.

Prior to initiating the slot, ASGA submitted a letter signed by several thousand anglers, private
business owners and industry brands expressing their commitment to resource-first management.
During the subsequent Board meeting, not one word was mentioned about the conservation
community's position. Instead, the ill-advised slot was approved, and the 2015-year class was
severely damaged.

This lack of foresight with slot choice is a single example of a long list of catastrophic failures
from this Board over the last twelve years. We appreciate the Commissioners who have fostered
some conservation-focused actions in recent years. Unfortunately, it wasn’t enough. This Board
has failed a multi-billion-dollar industry just to benefit a vocal minority while minimizing the
value of a healthy, abundant resource.

The evident lack of direction for the Board will open the door to "kick the can down the road"
yet again. We will hear Board members say that we need more data or request to start an
amendment process. The public empowered this Board to make hard decisions at this meeting
without the time delay of formalized public comment. That decision exhibited an enormous



amount of trust on our part. The only reason this Board would stall significant action is to buy
time to exploit the 2018-year class, which is entering the slot, as was done with the 2011 and
2015-year classes.

Our community has communicated the science, educated the public, and vehemently supported
striped bass conservation with integrity every step of the way. The striped bass conservation
community expects the Board to move forward with equitable, enforceable, and science-based
management options.

ASGA Input for Potential Management Options:

*Reductions must be equal across sectors. Commercial reductions must be made from harvest,
not quota. Many jurisdictions have not hit their quota. Therefore, taking a reduction off the quota
is only a reduction on paper. It does not result in less mortality and will not help recover striped
bass.

*Direct statements on the record from the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC) consistently state
that no targeting closures are entirely unenforceable. The LEC rated non-targeting closures the
least enforceable of 27 guidelines and gave them a 1.87 out of 5 enforceability rating, making
them utterly ineffective at reducing effort. Non-targeting closures are not equitable across the
coastwide range of striped bass. Some states have much shorter seasons. Guides' businesses will
also be unfairly impacted. Business has been hard enough for our members. Taking away more
time on the water could end their businesses altogether.

*No harvest closures should be initiated for the 2025 season. Unlike no-targeting closures, these
will have a measurable impact and are enforceable.

*Each jurisdiction should have the same percentage reduction applied to the harvest numbers for
that jurisdiction. As we have seen in the past, a "coastwide" reduction would significantly impact
states with shorter seasons. New Jersey cheated a reduction in the past by using this loophole. If
this happens again, the Board will display its inability to learn from mistakes.

» Commercial fishing in the Chesapeake Bay and anchored gill net fisheries that intercept fecund
striped bass entering their spawning estuaries must be curtailed. The striped bass commercial
fishery in Maryland has not taken a reduction in over a decade while the Maryland recreational
fishery has almost collapsed. It is illogical that approximately 80% of commercial landings come
from Maryland while the estuary is experiencing 5 (potentially 6) years of spawning failure. This
harvest, not quota, must be heavily reduced. The anchored gill net fisheries in Virginia and
Delaware are no longer sustainable, considering the repeated spawning failures in both estuaries.
Recreational effort has been grossly overestimated by NOAA. That means that commercial
striped bass harvest is a much higher percentage of total harvest than previously estimated.

Some place blame on habitat loss and climate change. Especially if these aspects are the root
cause of failed spawning, we must be more conservative and risk-averse in management. This
Board doesn't manage climate change. This Board manages fishery regulations. The same



conservation message holds if the root cause is overfishing for 21 of the last 24 years as
documented in the data.

Striped bass are the most important recreational fishery on the Atlantic coast, supporting
countless coastal communities, small businesses, and fishing brands. Beginning in 2012, the
Striped Bass Management Board has made a litany of bad decisions and allowed bad actors to
abuse the resource. We applaud the voices for conservation on the Board. The American
Saltwater Guides Association will continue to support their efforts. This Board must recognize 5
years of failed spawns. Further damaging the resource and the economy through Board actions
that look good only on paper is unacceptable to the striped bass conservation community.

The undersigned organizations, guides, fishing businesses, and conservation-minded recreational
anglers who depend on a healthy striped bass stock deserve better. Striped bass deserve better.
Over 1500 individuals and 200 businesses representing an economic impact of millions of
dollars signed this letter in less than 5 days. If there is no action at the October Annual meeting,
we will lose all faith in this body's ability to fulfill their obligation to rebuild this stock and
manage striped bass effectively.

On behalf of striped bass,

Tony Friedrich

President & Policy Director
tony(@saltwaterguidesassociation.org
(202)-744-5013
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:
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RECREATIONAL ANGLERS & INDIVIDUALS WHO SUPPORT THIS OFFICIAL ASGA LETTER:

Aaron Landry, Maine

Abram Pearson, Maine

Adam Smith, Massachusetts
Adam Clark, New Hampshire
Adam Eaton, Massachusetts
Adam Franceschini, South Carolina
Adam Holtz, New York

Adam Rojek, Rhode Island

Adam Sweet, Massachusetts
Adam Taylor, Massachusetts
Adam Wiles-Rosell, Maine
Adrian Asherman, Massachusetts
Aidan Mcdonnell, Connecticut
Aj Coots, Massachusetts

Al Frates, Massachusetts

Al Heath, Maine

Alan Battista, Maryland

Alan Berger, New York

Alan Gribble, Massachusetts
Alan Mackenzie, Connecticut
Alan Rosenfeld, New York

Albert Albano, New York
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October 15, 2024

Via Email: comments@asmfc.org

Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N. Highland Street, Suite 200 A-N
Arlington, VA 22201

Attn:  Emilie Franke, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, Striped Bass
CC: Megan Ware, Chair, ASMFC Striped Bass Management Board

Re:  BHA Comments to ASMFC Atlantic Striped Bass Board — 2024 Annual Meeting

Dear ASMFC Staff and Members of the Management Board,

Backcountry Hunters & Anglers (BHA) seeks to ensure North America's outdoor heritage of
hunting and fishing in a natural setting. As a component of this mission, BHA supports
management policies that ensure abundant populations inhabit our public lands and waters and are
accessible to the hunters and anglers who choose to pursue them.

While we recognize that this correspondence is not associated with a formal public input process,
we respectfully submit these comments to make BHA’s concerns and priorities known to the
Striped Bass Management Board relative to topics that are on the agenda for consideration
during ASMFC’s 2024 Annual Meeting that have not previously gone out for public comment.

BHA’s concerns and priorities can be summarized as follows, and we will expand upon each
point in further detail below:

e BHA is concerned that new management triggers, including a management trigger related to
sustained fishing mortality, continue to trip during rebuilding.

e BHA remains concerned about the age structure of the fishery, and how recruitment failures
now will shape the future of the fishery beyond 2029.

e BHA urges the Board to take action at the 2024 Annual Meeting to further reduce fishing
mortality and maximize the odds of successfully rebuilding female SSB to target by 2029.
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New Management Triggers Tripped

In 2019, the Striped Bass Board’s acceptance of the 2018 Benchmark Stock Assessment
initiated a 10-year rebuilding timeline due to the stock being both overfished and
experiencing overfishing. When the Board accepted an assessment update including data
through the 2021 fishing season in November 2022 the Maryland JAI tripped an additional
trigger, which resulted in the use of a low recruitment assumption for stock reference point
calculations.

In their 2024 stock assessment update, the Technical Committee reports that all triggers that
were tripped in 2022 remain so — the stock remains overfished, and the relative lack of
spawning productivity that caused the Maryland JAI trigger to trip remains similar.
Additionally, the New Jersey and Virginia JAI triggers have also tripped due to sub-average
recruitment in their respective areas, and a new fishing mortality trigger has tripped because
fishing mortality during the previous two fishing seasons has exceeded F target while SSB is
below SSB target.

While BHA has previously expressed optimism and gratitude in public testimony relative to
the Board’s efforts to rebuild the stock by or before the 2029 deadline through an emergency
action enacted it May 2023, and Addendum II enacted in January 2024, we cannot overstate
our disappointment in the results of these efforts. While we recognize that the success of
striped bass spawning relies almost exclusively on factors beyond the Board’s control,
enacting measures to manage fishing mortality is within the Board’s reach. As a result, the
fact that a new fishing mortality management trigger has tripped during a time when the
Board’s main objective should be curbing excess mortality while we wait for successful
spawning to recur is extremely difficult to accept and calls the soundness of the Board’s
decision making and/or seriousness about recovering the striped bass fishery into question.

Age Structure & Recruitment

In prior correspondence BHA has raised concerns about recruitment failures in the
Chesapeake Bay (Maryland) spawning area, and we re-iterate those concerns here. It is well
understood that the tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay are collectively the most productive
major spawning areas that contribute to the ocean striped bass fishery, and at this point the
Maryland JAI has been sub-average for five consecutive years. More recently, the Virginia
and New Jersey JAIs have also revealed failures to produce abundance in their respective
areas. What this means, practically speaking, is that we know that in the future there will be
voids in the age structure of the fishery. Given that female striped bass reach maturity around
7 years of age, these voids may not even begin impacting female SSB until around 2029, and
assuming the fishery is recovered by the deadline, they will persist for years beyond
recovery.

While BHA has been unequivocal in urging the Board to consider rebuilding by 2029 its top
priority, we must also urge the Board at this point to also consider how the management
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changes it imposes now might impact the already-limited year classes that future spawning
success and abundance will rely upon. Technically, recovery may only require that female
SSB exceed SSB target by or before 2029, but successful management of the fishery also
requires that the Board maintain “an age structure that provides adequate spawning
potential to sustain long-term abundance of striped bass populations” (Amendment 7, 2.4
Objectives) beyond the deadline.

Board Action during 2024 Annual Meeting

In their proposed 2024 stock assessment update the Technical Committee describes the range
of situations that the fishery might face in coming years as highly uncertain, with the
necessary action required for SSB to exceed target by or before 2029 ranging from nothing at
all to a reduction in fishing mortality of almost 50%. Their commentary further suggests that
an increase in fishing mortality will likely occur if no change is enacted before the above-
average 2018 year class enters the Addendum II slot in 2025.

The Board is unquestionably empowered to take action that further reduces fishing mortality
at the 2024 Annual Meeting, should it choose to. When Addendum II was enacted, Section
3.3 - Response to Stock Assessment Updates modified the FMP such that the Board may
change management options by approving a motion at a Board meeting “if an upcoming
stock assessment prior to the rebuilding deadline (currently 2029) indicates the stock is not
projected to rebuild by 2029 with a probability greater than or equal to 50% ", which
accurately describes all potential scenarios projected by the TC. When we commented on
Addendum II, BHA and many others supported empowering the Board to take such action,
with the expectation that if the scenario described in the option presented itself that the Board
would follow through.

Up to this point the Board has generally been unwilling to enact measures that are predicted
to have greater than 50% odds of success, quite literally giving the recovery of the striped
bass the same odds as a coin toss. While this regime might be acceptable during periods of
normal management, when the buffer between SSB target and SSB threshold is designed to
account for natural fluctuations in abundance, during periods when the stock must be
recovered within a timeline results thus far don’t support this methodology as sufficient, or
acceptable.

While we recognize that BHA is not positioned to propose specific measures for the Board’s
consideration, we urge the Board to take some action to further reduce fishing mortality
immediately and increase the odds of successfully recovering the striped bass fishery by or
before 2029. Further, we urge the Board to prioritize measures that are enforceable and
quantifiable, and that proportionally affect the fishing mortality caused by all segments of the
fishery represented in Section 1.3 of Amendment 7 to the Striped Bass FMP. If opportunities
for public comments on specific management changes are provided during the Annual
Meeting, we intend on making our position known relative to each proposal through verbal
testimony during the meeting.
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In conclusion, BHA urges the Striped Bass Board not only to take immediate action to further
reduce fishing mortality and maximize the odds of recovering the fishery by or before the 2029
rebuilding deadline during the 2024 Annual Meeting, but we also urge consideration of the age
structure within the fishery beyond the deadline when management decisions are made. These
are the steps we feel are necessary to recover the striped bass fishery now, and to preserve the

tradition of fishing for striped bass in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input, and for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

[ ../ s i S
Michael Woods
Saunderstown, RI

Chair, New England Chapter Board
Backcountry Hunters & Anglers

Christopher Borgatti

Newbury, MA

Eastern Policy & Conservation Manager
Backcountry Hunters & Anglers
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Emilie Franke October 15, 2024
FMP Coordinator

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N. Highland Street

Suite 200 A-N

Arlington, Virginia 22201

M: comments@asmfc.org
Stripers Forever Comments -
October 23, 2024 Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Meeting

Writing on behalf of our leadership and thousands of members throughout the Atlantic seaboard, Stripers Forever
submits an urgent plea to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission: initiate an equitable (commercial and
recreational) coastwide harvest moratorium. Do it now. We are working on borrowed time.

In 2021 while Amendment 7 was debated we asked the Commission to consider implementing a ten-year harvest
moratorium for both the commercial and recreational fisheries. That request was supported by the lessons of history,
consistent with achieving the Commission’s stated goals, and reflected the wishes of a plurality of the public who
submitted their comments and spoke during the hearings.

We are now on the cusp of 2025 and the fishery has seen a steady decline, including five straight years of spawning failure.
The spawning stock biomass continues to be depleted through commercial harvest and recreational removals and there
are not enough young fish being recruited into the SSB to have a realistic chance to produce enough strong year classes to
sustain the stock.

This situation, coupled with environmental changes, predation by invasive species, lack of forage in Chesapeake Bay, the
presence of mycobacteriosis, legal gill nets and illegal ghost nets, and continued and increasing pressure and efficiency
by recreational anglers, means the odds of achieving the ASMFC’s goals of abundance and healthy age stratification
within ten years are all but nil. In our view, incremental adjustments to the current plan will not make a difference in time
to reverse the trend. What is needed is bold action befitting a dire crisis.

As we did in 2021, Stripers Forever is calling on the delegates to the ASMFC to find the courage to support a ten-year
harvest moratorium. Other approaches have failed, and hope is not a plan. A harvest moratorium worked before and
there is no reason to believe it will not work again. It will maximize the chances for the current SSB to reproduce in
meaningful numbers and give the current year classes an opportunity to grow and mature.

A solution to the crisis is within grasp. We urge you to reach out and take it while there is still time.

T Ve

Taylor Vavra, President
Stripers Forever
taylor@stripersforever.org
(914) 522-9507

57 Boston Rd

stripers@stripersforever.org Newb MA 01951
ewbury,

www.stripersforever.org
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From: Emilie Franke

To: Emilie Franke

Subject: FW: ASMFC - STRIPED BASS HEARING (10/23/10/24) - PLEASE DISTRIBUTE COMMENT TO ALL MEMBERS OF
THE BOARD

Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 11:34:31 AM

From: Rick Drew <rpdrew@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2024 12:51 PM

To: Comments <comments@asmfc.org>; Emilie Franke <EFranke @ASMFC.org>; Toni Kerns
<TKerns@ASMFC.org>; Katie Drew <KDrew@ASMFC.org>

Subject: [External] ASMFC - STRIPED BASS HEARING (10/23/10/24) - PLEASE DISTRIBUTE COMMENT
TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

Dear ASMFC Chairman, Board Members, Scientists, Researchers, Et Al,

Our precious Striped Bass fishery is in peril. We have seen a precipitous decline in the Striped
Bass breeder biomass over the past several years. This in conjunction with several years

of poor spawning recruitment has us on the edge of a fishery collapse. We can no longer kick
the can regarding stronger measures to protect and rebuild our iconic Striped Bass fishery.

The ASMFC as a board has a great responsibility to undertake its fiduciary responsibility to the
public trust on this matter. To date the board has chosen to focus on a take and harvest based
model of fisheries management and it has worked out very poorly. Generous quotas and size
limits to the commercial fishery sector over the past couple of years when many experts were
requesting protection of the 2015 class of fish has been disastrous. Continuing this practice in
the absence of substantial spawning recruitment can only be interpreted as irresponsible and
neglectful.

It is time for strong measures including quota reductions of take and partial seasonal closures
encompassing all participants in the fishery, to ensure the remaining stocks are protected and
rebuilt. My understanding is that this is the charter and responsibility of your board.

| have repeatedly commented on these hearings, encouraging standardized regulations up
and down the Striper coast, including the commercial sector, which to date has gotten more
generous take limits than other participants. Thus they have done more damage to the
stronger classes of fish like 2015 as they can pursue them throughout much of their life cycle
(26 inches to 38 inches in NY). It is extremely frustrating to provide such comments, backed by
science and expert opinion going back almost 100 years, only to have it ignored and the end
result be so negative.

Please respect and consider the science that should be guiding this process and do the right
thing including quota reduction, standardized size limits for all participants and partial
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seasonal closures for all regions/states. | am available at any time to review my research and
documentation some of which | attach for your review and archives.

Respectfully submitted,

Rick Drew
East Hampton, NY 11937
Cell: 631-903-0751

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS CONSERVATION ACT

[Public Law 98-613, Approved Oct. 31, 1984, 98 Stat. 2187; 16
U.S.C. 1851 note]

[Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007]

[Currency: This publication is a compilation of the text of Public Law 98-613. It
was last amended by the public law listed in the As Amended Through note above
and below at the bottom of each page of the pdf version and reflects current law
through the date of the enactment of the public law listed at https:/
www.govinfo.gov/app/collection/comps/]

[Note: While this publication does not represent an official version of any Federal
statute, substantial efforts have been made to ensure the accuracy of its contents.
The official version of Federal law is found in the United States Statutes at Large
and in the United States Code. The legal effect to be given to the Statutes at
Large and the United States Code is established by statute (1 U.S.C. 112, 204).1

AN ACT To provide for the conservation and management of Atlantic striped bass,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Atlantic Striped Bass Conserva-
tion Act”.

SEC. 2. [16 U.S.C 5151] FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds and declares the following:

(1) Atlantic striped bass are of historic commercial and rec-
reational importance and economic benefit to the Atlantic
coastal States and to the Nation.

(2) No single government entity has full management au-
thority throughout the range of the Atlantic striped bass.

(3) The population of Atlantic striped bass—

(A) has been subject to large fluctuations due to nat-
ural causes, fishing pressure, environmental pollution, loss
and alteration of habitat, inadequacy of fisheries conserva-
tion and management practices, and other causes; and

(B) risks potential depletion in the future without ef-
fective monitoring and conservation and management
measures.

(4) It is in the national interest to implement effective pro-
cedures and measures to provide for effective interjurisdic-
tional conservation and management of this species.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is therefore declared to be the purpose of the
Congress in this Act to support and encourage the development,
implementation, and enforcement of effective interstate action re-
garding the conservation and management of the Atlantic striped
bass.

1
September 25, 2018 Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007
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Sec. 3 ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS CONSERVATION ACT 2

SEC. 3. [16 U.S.C 5152] DEFINITIONS.
As used in this Act—

(1) the term “Magnuson Act” means the Magnuson-Stevens
Fish)ery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et
seq.).

(2) The term “Atlantic striped bass” means members of
stocks or populations of the species Morone saxatilis, which or-
dinarily migrate seaward of the waters described in
paragraph (3)(A)().

(3) The term “coastal waters” means—

(A) for each coastal State referred to in paragraph
(4)(A)—

(1) all waters, whether salt or fresh, of the coastal

State shoreward of the baseline from which the

territorial sea of the United States is measured; and

(i) the waters of the coastal State seaward from
the baseline referred to in clause (i) to the inner
boundary of the exclusive economic zone;

(B) for the District of Columbia, those waters within
its jurisdiction; and

(C) for the Potomac River Fisheries Commission, those
waters of the Potomac River within the boundaries
established by the Potomac River Compact of 1958.

(4) The term “coastal State” means—

(A) Pennsylvania and each State of the United States
bordering on the Atlantic Ocean north of the State of
South Carolina;

(B) the District of Columbia; and

(C) the Potomac River Fisheries Commission
established by the Potomac River Compact of 1958.

(5) The term “Commission” means the Atlantic States Ma-
rine Fisheries Commission established under the interstate
compact consented to and approved by the Congress in Public
Laws 77-539 and 81-721.

(6) The term “exclusive economic zone” has the meaning
given such term in section 3(6) of the Magnuson Act (16 U.S.C.
1802(6)).

(7) The term “fishing” means—

(A) the catching, taking, or harvesting of Atlantic
striped bass, except when incidental to harvesting that oc-
curs in the course of commercial or recreational fish catch-
ing activities directed at a species other than Atlantic
striped bass;

(B) the attempted catching, taking, or harvesting of
Atlantic striped bass; and

(C) any operation at sea in support of, or in prepara-
tion for, any activity described in subparagraph (A) or (B).

The term does not include any scientific research authorized by
the Federal Government or by any State government.

(8) The term “moratorium area” means the coastal waters
with respect to which a declaration under section 5(a) applies.

(9) The term “moratorium period” means the period begin-
ning on the day on which moratorium is declared under section
5(a) regarding a coastal State and ending on the day on which
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the Commission notifies the Secretaries that that State has

taken appropriate remedial action with respect to those mat-

ters that were the case of the moratorium being declared.

(10) The term “Plan” means a plan for managing Atlantic
striped bass, or an amendment to such plan, that is prepared
and adopted by the Commission.

(11) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Commerce or a designee of the Secretary of Commerce.

(12) The term “Secretaries” means the Secretary of
Commerce and the Secretary of the Interior or their designees.

SEC. 4. [16 U.S.C 5153] MONITORING OF IMPLEMENTATION AND EN-
FORCEMENT BY COASTAL STATES.

(a) DETERMINATION.—During December of each fiscal year, and
at any other time it deems necessary the Commission shall deter-
mine—

(1) whether each coastal State has adopted all regulatory
measures necessary to fully implement the Plan in its coastal
waters; and

(2) whether the enforcement of the Plan by each coastal
State is satisfactory.

(b) SATISFACTORY STATE ENFORCEMENT.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(2), enforcement by a coastal State shall not be consid-
ered satisfactory by the Commission if, in its view, the enforcement
is being carried out in such a manner that the implementation of
the Plan within the coastal waters of the State is being, or will
likely be, substantially and adversely affected.

(c) NOTIFICATION OF SECRETARIES.—The Commission shall im-
mediately notify the Secretaries of each negative determination
made by it under subsection (a).

SEC. 5. [16 U.S.C 5154] MORATORIUM.

(a) SECRETARIAL ACTION AFTER NOTIFICATION.—Upon receiving
notice from the Commission under section 4(c) of a negative deter-
mination regarding a coastal State, the Secretaries shall determine
jointly, within 30 days, whether that coastal State is in compliance
with the Plan and, if the State is not in compliance, the Secretaries
shall declare jointly a moratorium on fishing for Atlantic striped
bass within the coastal waters of that coastal State. In making
such a determination, the Secretaries shall carefully consider and
review the comments of the Commission and that coastal State in
question.

(b) PROHIBITED ACTS DURING MORATORIUM.—During a
moratorium period, it is unlawful for any person—

(1) to engage in fishing within the moratorium area;
(2) to land, or attempt to land, Atlantic striped bass that

are caught, taken, or harvested in violation of paragraph (1);

(3) to land lawfully harvested Atlantic striped bass within
the boundaries of a coastal State when a moratorium declared
under subsection (a) applies to that State; or

(4) to fail to return to the water Atlantic striped bass to

which the moratorium applies that are caught incidental to

harvesting that occurs in the course of commercial or rec-

reational fish catching activities, regardless of the physical con-

dition of the striped bass when caught.
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(c) C1vIL PENALTIES.—

(1) CIvIL PENALTY.—Any person who commits any act that
is unlawful under subsection (b) shall be liable to the United
States for a civil penalty as provided by section 308 of the
Magnuson Act (16 U.S.C. 1858).

(2) CIVIL FORFEITURES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Any vessel (including its gear,
equipment, appurtenances, stores, and cargo) used, and
any fish (or the fair market value thereof) taken or re-
tained, in any manner, in connection with, or as the result
of, the commission of any act that is unlawful under sub-
section (b) shall be subject to forfeiture to the United
States as provided in section 310 of the Magnuson Act (16
U.S.C. 1860).

(B) DISPOSAL OF FISH.—Any fish seized pursuant to
this Act may be disposed of pursuant to the order of a
court of competent jurisdiction, or, if perishable, in a
manner prescribed in regulations.

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—A person authorized by the Secretaries or
the Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard is oper-
ating may take any action to enforce a moratorium declared under
subsection (a) that an officer authorized by the Secretary under
section 311(b) of the Magnuson Act (16 U.S.C. 1861(b)) may take
to enforce that Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.). The Secretaries may,
by agreement, on a reimbursable basis or otherwise, utilize the per-
sonnel, services, equipment (including aircraft and vessels), and fa-
cilities of any other Federal department or agency and of any agen-
cy of a State in carrying out that enforcement.

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretaries may issue regulations to
implement this section.

SEC. 6. [16 U.S.C 5155] CONTINUING STUDIES OF STRIPED BASS POPU-
LATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of carrying out this Act, the
Secretaries shall conduct continuing, comprehensive studies of At-
lantic striped bass stocks. These studies shall include, but shall not
be limited to, the following:

(1) Annual stock assessments, using fishery-dependent and
fishery-independent data, for the purposes of extending the
long-term population record generated by the annual striped
bass study conducted by the Secretaries before 1994 and un-
derstanding the population dynamics of Atlantic striped bass.

(2) Investigations of the causes of fluctuations in Atlantic
striped bass populations.

(3) Investigations of the effects of water quality, land use,
and other environmental factors on the recruitment, spawning
potential, mortality, and abundance of Atlantic striped
bass populations, including the Delaware River population.

(4) Investigations of—

(A) the interactions between Atlantic striped bass and
other fish, including bluefish, menhaden, mackerel, and
other forage fish or possible competitors, stock assess-
ments of these species, to the extent appropriate; and
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(B) the effects of interspecies predation and competi-
tion on the recruitment, spawning potential mortality, and
abundance of Atlantic striped bass.

(b) Socio-EcoNnoMmic StuDY.—The Secretaries, in consultation
with with! the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, shall
conduct a study of the socio-economic benefits of the Atlantic
striped bass resource. The Secretaries shall issue a report to the
Congress concerning the findings of this study no later than Sep-
tember 30, 1998.

(c) REPORTS.—The Secretaries shall make biennial reports to
the Congress and to the Commission concerning the progress and
findings of studies conducted under subsection (a) and shall make
those reports public. Such reports shall, to the extent appropriate,
contain recommendations of actions which could be taken to en-
courage the sustainable management of Atlantic striped bass.

SEC. 7. [16 U.S.C 5156] AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; COOP-
ERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—For each of fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009,
2010, 2011, there are authorized to be appropriated to carry out
this Act—

(1) $1,000,000 to the Secretary of Commerce; and
(2) $250,000 to the Secretary of the Interior.

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Secretaries may enter
into cooperative agreements with the Atlantic States Marine Fish-
eries Commission or with States, for the purpose of using amounts
appropriated pursuant to this section to provide financial assist-
ance for carrying out the purposes of this Act.

SEC. 8. [16 U.S.C 5157] PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PREPARATION OF
MANAGEMENT PLANS AND AMENDMENTS.

(a) STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES.—In order to ensure the op-
portunity for public participation in the preparation of manage-
ment plans and amendments to management plans for Atlantic
striped bass, the Commission shall prepare such plans and amend-
ments in accordance with the standards and procedures established
under section 805(a)(2) of the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Coopera-
tive Management Act.

(b) APPLICATION.—Subsection (a) shall apply to management
plans and amendments adopted by the Commission after the 6-
month period beginning on the date of enactment of the Atlantic
Striped Bass Conservation Act Amendments of 1997.

SEC. 9. [16 U.S.C 5158] PROTECTION OF STRIPED BASS IN THE EXCLU-
SIVE ECONOMIC ZONE.

(a) REGULATION OF FISHING IN EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE.—
The Secretary shall promulgate regulations governing fishing for
Atlantic striped bass in the exclusive economic zone that the Sec-
retary determines—

(1) are consistent with the national standards set forth in

section 301 of the Magnuson Act (16 U.S.C. 1851);

(2) are compatible with the Plan and each Federal morato-
rium in effect on fishing for Atlantic striped bass within the
coastal waters of a coastal State;

1S0 in law.
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(3) ensure the effectiveness of State regulations on fishing
for Atlantic striped bass within the coastal waters of a coastal
State; and

(4) are sufficient to assure the long-term conservation of
Atlantic striped bass populations.

(b) CONSULTATION; PERIODIC REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—In
preparing regulations under subsection (a), the Secretary shall con-
sult with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, the ap-
propriate Regional Fishery Management Councils, and each af-
fected Federal, State, and local government entity. The Secretary
shall periodically review regulations promulgated under subsection
(a), and if necessary to ensure their continued consistency with the
requirements of subsection (a), shall amend those regulations.

(¢) APPLICABILITY OF MAGNUSON ACT PROVISIONS.—The provi-
sions of sections 307, 308, 309, 310, and 311 of the Magnuson Act
(16 U.S.C. 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, and 1861) regarding prohibited
acts, civil penalties, criminal offenses, civil forfeitures, and enforce-
ment shall apply with respect to regulations and any plan issued
under subsection (a) of this section as if such regulations or plan
were issued under the Magnuson Act.
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This report updates a previous version dated January, 2018 and is based on updated, revised
data sources plus correction of a calculation error detected in the original version.

Executive Summary

In 2016, an estimated 43.7 million pounds of striped bass were landed along the Atlantic coast.
Commercial landings accounted for 10% of all landings and recreational anglers took the remaining 90%
of the total. Including all economic activity associated with the commercial fishery (harvesting,
processing, wholesale and retail), commercial landings produced less than 3% of the total economic
contributions from all striped bass harvested by commercial and recreational fishing. Spending by
recreational anglers accounted for more than 97% of the total economic contributions associated with
striped bass fishing.

Efficient allocations of fisheries resources are best achieved by comparing the economic value
associated with recreational and commercial fishing.! Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this study to
estimate the marginal increases in fishing activity that might arise from a reallocation of striped bass
between the commercial and recreational fisheries?. Also, it is an inappropriate to use economic impact
data and static harvest data as presented within this report to set bag limits and seasons. There are
more appropriate ways to do so. This report is intended to demonstrate the economic significance of
striped bass to coastal economies based on the current management structure, size of the fishery and
current economic conditions.

This report presents the jobs, sales, tax revenues and other economic contributions for each Atlantic
coast state from Maine to North Carolina. Two years were examined: the most recent year for which
data are available (2016), plus an additional year representing a peak year over the past ten years (2009)
to help readers understand the economic range associated with the striper fishery.

The study was conducted using publicly available data from NOAA and using NOAA-based economic
impact models. The recreational contributions are based on the trip and equipment expenditures made
by anglers that can reasonably be attributed to striped bass fishing. The commercial contributions
include the harvesting, processing, wholesale and retail industries involved in moving striped bass from
the sea to the final consumer. Imported fish are excluded from the commercial analysis.

'Economic value reflects the net economic benefit derived from a good or service and is typically measured as the
amount that people are willing to pay beyond the market price. For consumers, this is typically referred to as
consumer surplus. Presently, NOAA Fisheries is preparing a report on economic values associated with recreational
striped bass fishing. We refer readers to that forthcoming report and encourage the development of comparable
economic value data for the commercial striped bass fishery to permit adequate comparisons.

2 Descriptions of striped management practices including commercial quotas and recreational bag and size limits are
available from Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, http://www.asmfc.org/species/atlantic-striped-bass. This
study does not estimate the extent to which recreational restrictions are limiting angling activity.
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In 2016, recreational anglers landed 90% percent of all striped bass harvested that year and supported
98% or more of the total jobs, income and GDP associated with striped bass (Table E1). The commercial
fisheries are significant, with the harvesting, processing and trade sectors associated with commercial
landings generating over a hundred million dollars in new economic activity and thousands of jobs.

Table E1. 2016 Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: North Carolina to Maine

Commercial Recreational

Commercial

Recreational

Fishery Fishery Total Fishery Fishery Total
Pounds landed (000s) 4,978.3 43,731.9 48,710.2 10% 90% 100%
Jobs supported 2,664 104,867 107,531 - 98% 100%
Income (Smillions) $72.7 $4,726.0 $4,799 2% 98% 100%
GDP (Smillions) $103.2 $7,731.6 $7 835 3 99% 100%

Table E2 provides an overview of the economic impacts, both from commercial harvests and
recreational spending, of striped bass fishing for each of the states in the study. While striped bass are
fished all along this part of the east coast, commercial harvests are not landed in all states.

Table E2. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: North Carolina to Maine, 2016.

o Landings (000 Ibs.) GDP (Smillions) Jobs Supported Salar(lse;;:'il:r':i\l)ages
Rec. | Comm. Rec. ‘ Comm. Rec. Comm. Rec. Comm.
CT 912.2 0.0 $375.1 S0.0 4,418 0 $235.8 $0.0
DE 86.1 136.5 $59.1 $0.8 732 19 $36.1 $0.5
ME 189.4 0.0 $183.1 S0.0 3,110 0 $114.6 $0.0
MD 10,919.1 1,709.4 $802.8 $17.1 10,193 584 $496.9 $12.6
MA 3,730.6 938.2 $1,675.8 $8.0 20,715 383 $1,190.4 S5.9
NH 190.9 0.0 $116.3 $0.0 1,630 0 $83.0 $0.0
NJ 12,790.3 0.0 $1,609.1 S0.0 18,624 0 $1,031.2 $0.0
NY 12,052.9 539.7 $1,165.0 $4.0 13,810 161 $754.8 $2.9
NC 60.4 146.2 $136.6 S0.8 1,953 28 $85.1 S0.6
RI 1,775.6 174.7 $241.1 S1.1 3,410 42 $155.3 $1.0
VA 1,024.4 1,333.6 $106.6 $12.2 1,444 384 $67.6 $9.0
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Introduction

Recreational and commercial fishing can be a powerful contributor to coastal economies. Scientifically
sound economic information is needed to understand and communicate the contributions of fisheries to
local, state, and national leaders. This project measures the jobs, sales, tax revenues and other
economic contributions generated by commercial and recreational marine striped bass fishing for each
Atlantic coast state from Maine to North Carolina. Two years were examined: the most recent year for
which data are available (2016), plus an additional year representing a peak year over the past ten years
(2009) to help readers understand the economic potential from the striper fishery.

Historically, Atlantic striped bass has been a significant species for both commercial fishermen and
recreational anglers, providing significant benefit to coastal economies. Changes to striped bass
allocations between the commercial and recreational sectors can affect coastal and state economies.
For both recreational and commercial striped bass fisheries, this study presents several important
economic impact measures: retail sales, total economic (multiplier) effect, salaries and wages, jobs and
contributions to GDP using standard recreational and commercial economic modeling techniques and
existing NOAA Fisheries participation, landings and spending data. The goal was to quantify the retail
sales, jobs, and overall economic activity resulting from current allocations of striped bass and present
an idea of potential changes in economic impacts if stripers were designated as gamefish.

Please note that fisheries are allocated on the basis of “economic value” associated with recreational
and commercial fisheries, not economic impact. Economic valuation measures the consumer surplus, or
net intrinsic value, held by anglers after all expenses, time, hassles and satisfactions are considered. For
commercial fishermen, their economic value is represented by producers’ surplus, or essentially their
net profits, after all expenses are considered. Measuring these values can be costly and time consuming.
At the time of this study, NOAA Fisheries was preparing a report on economic values associated with
recreational striped bass fishing. We refer readers to this report and encourage development of value
data for the commercial striped bass fishery to permit adequate comparisons.
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Methodology

Region of Study

The figure below displays the states that are considered in this study. Any striped bass fishing in other
states is too insignificant to measure. The states considered are: Connecticut, Delaware, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and
Virginia.

Data Sources

Recreational striped bass effort data were obtained directly from NOAA Fisheries’ Marine Recreational
Information Program (MRIP). MRIP provides striped bass participation and effort data for each Atlantic
coastal state from Maine to North Carolina. Spending data were obtained through NOAA’s annual
Fisheries Economics of the United States (FEUS) reports. The most recent FEUS report available provided
data for 2016 including durable goods spending, trip spending, and commercial economic impact data
for each state. Commercial striped bass landings data were obtained through NOAA National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) online commercial fisheries statistics queries. The economic modeling software
IMPLAN was used to estimate the economic impacts of the recreational and commercial activities.
NOAA’s The Economic Impact of Marine Angling Expenditures, 2011 was used to apportion trip spending
across various spending categories while NOAA’s The Economic Contribution of Marine Angler
Expenditures on Durable Goods in the United States, 2014 was used to apportion durable goods
expenditures. Average spending per recreational fishing trip were inflated to 2016 dollars using the US
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer Price Index.
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Definitions and Analysis

Definitions

Participation: Participation estimates include the number of trips taken by anglers. These estimations
are drawn from MRIP and FEUS and include trips for any species as well as striped bass-specific trips.
When examining the importance of striped bass trips, it is useful to compare striped bass trips as a
percentage of all trips to determine its importance versus other species.

Trip Expenses: Trip expenses are defined as the spending made by an angler to directly support a fishing
trip. The spending categories that make up trip expenditures are outlined in the findings section of the
report. Trip spending specific to striped bass is not available from existing sources. Instead, average
spending per trip for all types of marine recreational fishing was calculated. This average expenditure is
then multiplied by the number of targeted striped bass trips. With the assumption that spending for
striper trips are similar to the amounts spent in pursuit of other coastal species, the result is the total
spending for striped bass trips.

Durable Goods: Durable goods expenditures are calculated in a manner which is similar to that which is
used for trip expenditures. Though durable goods expenditures are not dedicated to any specific trip,
they are used across many fishing trips. Examples of durable goods are boats, storage, tackle such as
rods and reels, and other longer-term angling investments. These goods deteriorate with each trip and
are eventually lost, upgraded, or otherwise replaced. We assume the deterioration and use of durable
goods occurs at equal rates among different types of fishing trips, regardless of species targeted. With
this assumption, and without data to show otherwise, we are able to estimate the average durable
goods expenditure per fishing trip for all types of fishing. This average is then applied to the number of
striped bass trips to estimate the amount of durable goods spending per year that can be attributed to
striped bass fishing.

Commercial Landings Revenue: Commercial revenue is defined as the direct estimated revenue earned
from the sale of striped bass by commercial vessels. The harvest of striped bass is estimated through
commercial landings measured in pounds and multiplied by the average wholesale landed price per
pound for the sale of that fish. The commercial landings revenue does not include the additional
revenues generated as striped bass move from harvesters to processors, distributors, retail and
restaurants. However, the additional economic impacts associated with moving the harvested fish
through the entire value chain (i.e., the processors, distributors, retailers) to the final consumer is
included in the estimated impacts of the commercial fishery. These data were obtained through the
Commercial Fisheries Statistics provided by NOAA NMFS.
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Compiling Expenditure and Revenue Estimates

Estimates of total spending by recreational striped bass anglers were calculated by matching striped
bass effort with the average spent per trip and annually for durable goods, per the data sources
described earlier. This was done for each state plus for the whole region. These aggregated spending
categories were then apportioned across various detailed spending categories (tackle categories, boat-
related, grocery stores, fuel, hotel, etc.) per details from NOAA’s The Economic Impact of Marine Angling
Expenditures, 2011 for trip expenditures and NOAA’s The Economic Contribution of Marine Angler
Expenditures on Durable Goods in the United States, 2014 for durable goods expenditures. These reports
breakout anglers’ spending into detailed categories. These spending profiles were then assessed using
economic modeling software as described in the next section.

For commercial harvest, or landings, revenues, spending breakouts were not needed as the revenues
received by commercial fishermen were applied to NOAA’s economic models. The growth in value of
striped bass products as raw fish moves through the wholesale distribution, processing and retail stages
is added by the economic modeling process, as described in the next section.
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Economic Modeling

Recreational Impacts

Input-output models describe how sales in one industry affect other industries. For example, once a
consumer makes a purchase, the retailer buys more merchandise from wholesalers, who buy more from
manufacturers, who, in turn, purchase new inputs and supplies. In addition, the salaries and wages paid
by these businesses stimulate more economic activity as workers spend their incomes (in this case the
portion of their incomes directly or indirectly associated to the striped-bass fishery). Simply, the first
purchase creates numerous rounds of purchasing. Input-output analysis tracks the flow of dollars from
the consumer through all businesses that are affected, either directly or indirectly.

Dollars spent by anglers or others, known as their “direct spending”, cycle through the economy
generating additional rounds of spending by businesses who provide supporting services and goods. This
is known as the multiplier effect and includes 1) indirect contributions arising from spending by
businesses supporting those who serve anglers as well as 2) induced contributions generated by
employees of directly or indirectly affected businesses. The total economic contribution from striped
bass angling as provided in this report is a sum of the direct effects of anglers’ retail spending plus the
measurable effects of indirect and induced spending. All economic contributions in this study were
estimated using the latest state-level modeling data available from Implan® (2016) with inflation
adjustments to reflect 2016 spending. Five types of economic activity are measured and reported:

Jobs: The number of full- and part-time jobs created or supported as a result of striped bass
fishing;

Salaries and wages: Total payroll, including salaries, wages and benefits paid to employees and
business owners;

GDP: This represents the total contribution (or “value-added”) to the state or national economy
from striped bass fishing;

Total multiplier effect: The total value of all economic output by businesses throughout the
economy under study associated with striped bass fishing; and

Tax Revenue: All local, state, and federal taxes generated as a result of the economic activity
associated with striped bass fishing.

To apply striped bass spending to the IMPLAN model, each specific expenditure was matched to the
appropriate industry sector that received the initial purchase. For each set of state estimates, the results
report economic impacts that occurred within the state. Likewise, models based on specific regions
represent the economic effects within the selected region. The results do not include any economic
activity or indirect contributions that leak out of a given state, of which a portion is captured in regional
or national models. As a result of this leakage, economic contributions at the regional level are typically
larger than the sum of corresponding state contributions.

The IMPLAN model estimates local, state and federal tax revenues based on the economic activity
within each state associated with striped bass fishing. The summary estimates provided in this report
represent the total taxes estimated by the IMPLAN model including all income, sales, property and other
taxes and fees that accrue to the various local, state and federal taxing authorities.
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Commercial Impacts

The same economic impact measures defined in the recreational impacts discussion above are also used
to report contributions generated by the commercial sector. Economic impacts are reported for 2009
and 2016 to help show the change between time periods and to compare with the recreational fishing
impacts.

The 2009 impacts were generated using an online economic modeling tool available from NOAA
National Marine Fisheries Service3. This model, built using the IMPLAN modeling system that was also
employed for the recreational impacts, allows the generation of economic impacts for seafood in
general and not for striped bass landings, specifically. The assumption is made that the multiplier
effects, or the ratio of impacts created per pound of product, is equivalent to the multiplier effects for
all seafood, finfish and shellfish. To the extent that this approach under- or over-estimates the impacts
unique to striped bass, the results reported here are similarly affected. The value of striped bass
landings for each state and for the whole region were applied to the multiplier in this tool to generate
the impacts reported here.

Updated models for 2015 and 2016 were not available online. To generate the 2016 estimates, we
referred to the 2015 Fisheries Economics of the United States (FEUS) report from which we calculated
ratios for the commercially landed harvest of all species combined. Effects from imported fish were
excluded. We anticipate the modeling procedures to be comparable to the online tool also provided by
NOAA, thus providing results comparable to the 2009 impact estimates.

3 |nteractive Fisheries Economic Impacts Tool: https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/apex/f?p=160:7:8141721484680330
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Participation and Harvest Overview

Striped Bass Fishing Overview

Total recreational trips, landings and spending across all states included in this study are summarized
below, along with the revenue from commercial striped bass landings for both study years (2009 and
2016), plus all intermediate years to demonstrate trends over the past decade. The number of fish
harvested includes both primary and secondary catch.

Table O-1. Striped bass recreational trips, harvest, and spending, and commercial landing values from
2009 to 2016 (5000s)

2009 2010 2011 2012
Recreational:
Trips 27,606,806 28,695,871 25,092,446 24,345,610
Fish harvested (#) 4,726,323 5,430,256 5,047,491 4,070,414
Spending ($millions) $5,740.6 $5,909.9 $5,360.2 $5,545.9
Commercial Revenues (Smillions) $15.9 $15.2 $15.8 $19.5
Table O-1. Continued
2013 2014 2015 2016
Recreational:
Trips 24,761,679 22,547,797 21,122,399 20,873,364
Fish harvested (#) 5,217,041 4,054,830 3,128,861 3,521,196
Spending (Smillions) $5,448.3 $6,946.7 S 6,608.6 $6,277.4
Commercial Revenues (Smillions) $24.2 $22.6 $18.0 $19.8

The number of annual striped bass trips has declined almost every year since 2010. The year with the
fewest recreational trips was 2016, with just over 20.8 million trips. The peak year for commercial
landings was 2013. The range of years is provided to help show the maximum potential from each
fishery.
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Findings

Organization of Findings

Findings are first presented for all examined states, combined, followed by details for each state. Results
are provided for two years: 2016, which is the most recent year when data were available, and for 2009,
when recreational participation was at a high point, showing the potential from a fishery managed for
greater recreational participation.

Regional Results (North Carolina to Maine)

Recreational Participation

Millions of anglers pursue striped bass from North Carolina to Maine each year. With over 27.6 million
and 20.9 million directed trips in 2009 and 2016, striped bass was a popular species accounting for
nearly 30% of all trips in the region.

Table R-1. Total anglers and angler trips for all states in the study

2009 2016 % Change
Total Anglers* 8,114,932 7,535,650 7%
Total Fishing Trips 94,740,885 86,999,562 -8%
Striped Bass Trips 27,606,806 20,873,364 -24%
Bass Trips % of total 29% 24%

*Total anglers is the sum of anglers across all states in the region. The number of unique anglers in the region is
unknown because anglers may fish in more than one state.

Spending & Revenues

Total regional landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution about using
spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the recreational
and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each fishery are
markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which are in the
next section.

Table R-2. Landings, Spending and Revenues Associated with Recreational and Commercial Striped Bass
Fishing: North Carolina to Maine

2009 2016 % Change
Commercial Landings (000 Ibs) 7,531.8 4,978.3 -33%
Commercial Revenue (Smillions) $15.9 $19.8 25%
Recreational Landings (000 Ibs) 54,491.0 43,731.9 -20%
Recreational Spending (Smillions) $5,740.6 $6,277.4 9%
Trip Spending (Smillions) $1,440.1 $1,005.3
Durable Goods (Smillions) $4,300.5 $5,272.1
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Recreational Impacts

The weight of striped bass landed by recreational anglers declined 20% between 2009 and 2016 while
the spending by anglers increased 9% (Table R-2). Including the multiplier effects of angler spending,
Table R-4 shows that the recreational fishery supported 104,867 jobs in 2016 that provided $4.7 billion
of income. Across the economy, the recreational fishery created $13.0 billion of economic activity and

contributed $7.7 billion to the region’s GDP.

From 2009 to 2016, despite a 24% reduction in recreational striped bass fishing trips, the number of jobs

supported by striped bass stayed steady (Tables R-3 & R-4).

Table R-3. 2009 Recreational Striped Bass Fishing Economic Impacts: North Carolina to Maine (Smillions)

Jobs Salaries and GDP Total State/Local Federal
Wages Output Taxes Taxes
Direct Effect 54,561 $2,156.7 $3,333.2 $4,870.1 $472.4 $520.7
Multiplier Effect 51,291 $3,155.9 $5,287.7 $9,579.7 $501.6 $782.5
Total 105,852 $5,312.6 $8,620.9 $14,449.8 $974.0 $1,303.3

Table R-4. 2016 Recreational Striped Bass Fishing Economic Impacts: North Carolina to Maine (Smillions)

Jobs Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal

Wages Taxes Taxes
Direct Effect 55,190 $2,467.7 $3,735.1 $5,246.7 $544.2 $590.7
Multiplier Effect 49,677 $2,258.3 $3,996.4 $7,732.6 $319.4 $571.0
Total 104,867 $4,726.0 $7,731.6 $12,979.3 $863.6 $1,161.7
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Commercial Impacts

The weight of striped bass landed by commercial harvesters declined 34% between 2009 and 2016 while
the value of the commercial landings increased 25% (Table R2). Including the multiplier effects of all
industries involved in harvesting, processing, distributing and retailing striped bass to consumers, Table
R-6 shows that commercially harvested striped bass supported 2,664 jobs in 2016 that provided $58.7
million of income. Across the economy, the commercial fishery created $198.8 million of economic
activity and contributed $10.2 million to the region’s GDP.

Table R-5. 2009 Commercial Striped Bass Economic Impacts: North Carolina to Maine (Smillions)

Salaries and

Jobs Wages GDP Total Output

Commercial Impacts 2009 2,388 $58.7 $83.2 $160.4
Harvesters 2009 562 S14.3 $22.2 $43.0
Processors 2009 182 $7.9 $11.0 $25.2
Wholesalers 2009 85 S3.8 S5.5 S11.6
Retailers 2009 1,559 $32.7 $44.5 $80.6

Table R-6. 2016 Commercial Striped Bass Economic Impacts: North Carolina to Maine (Smillions)

Salaries and

Jobs Wages GDP Total Output

Commercial Impacts 2016 2,664 $72.7 $103.2 $198.8
Harvesters 2016 628 $17.7 $27.5 $53.2
Processors 2016 203 $9.8 $13.7 $31.2
Wholesalers 2016 94 S4.7 $6.8 S14.4
Retailers 2016 1,739 $40.5 $55.2 $99.9

Comparisons Between the Fisheries

Table R-7. 2016 Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: North Carolina to Maine

Commerecial Recreational Total Commerecial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 4,978.3 43,731.9 48,710.2 10% 90% 100%
Jobs supported 2,664 104,867 107,531 2% 98% 100%
Income (Smillions) $72.7 4,726.0 $4,726.1 <1% >99% 100%
GDP ($millions) $103.2 7,731.6 $7,731.7 <1% >99% 100%
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Connecticut

Participation

In 2009 and 2016, over 384,000 and 531,000 anglers fished in Connecticut, respectively. In each year,
the average angler participated in between 6 and 12 fishing trips, of which a large portion was striped
bass trips. Compared to all trips, fewer were targeted toward striped bass in 2016 when compared to
20009.

Table CT-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Connecticut

2009 2016
Total Anglers 531,341 384,749
Total Trips 3,387,779 4,229,759
Striped Bass Trips 1,367,678 1,609,841
Bass Trips % of total 40% 38%

Table CT-2. Trip breakouts by type in Connecticut

2009 2016
For-Hire 9% 14%
Private 70% 68%
Shore 21% 18%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

All stripers landed within the state are caught recreationally, as Connecticut does not have a commercial
striped bass fishery. Durable goods spending in Connecticut amounted to $726 million in 2009 and $331
million in 2016. Trip spending in 2009 amounted to about 5% of durable goods spending, while in 2016
trip spending amounted closer to 12% of durable good spending. These spending differences may be
attributed to the different types of trips taken by anglers in 2016 when compared to 2009.

Table CT-3. Landings, Spending and Revenues Associated with Recreational and Commercial Striped Bass Fishing in
Connecticut

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) n/a n/a
Commercial Revenue n/a n/a
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 1,458,023 912,159
Recreational Spending ($000s) $760,006.3 $371,940.0
Trip Spending (S000s) $33,995.9 $40,953.2
Durable Goods (5000s) $726,010.3 $330,986.8
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $375.1 million was added to the gross domestic product of Connecticut, compared to over
$797.0 million in 2009. Over 4,418 jobs were supported in 2016 with 10,412 supported in 20009.

Table CT-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Connecticut

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 7,339  $319,391.2  $489,196.1  $624,638.9 $78,306.7 $84,477.9
Multiplier
Effect 3,073 $175,657.6 $307,778.1 $481,367.1 $29,837.0 $48,739.8
Total 10,412 $495,048.8 $796,974.2 $1,106,006.1 $108,143.7 $133,217.6

Table CT-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Connecticut

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 3,117  $153,959.5  $231,636.4  $282,787.7 $36,284.4 $40,183.0
Multiplier
Effect 1,301 $81,879.3  $143,456.2  $224,402.5 $13,965.4 $22,719.7
Total 4,418  $235,838.8  $375,092.5  $507,190.2 $50,249.8 $62,902.8
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Delaware

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 271,000 and over 287,000 anglers fished in Delaware, respectively. In each year,
the average angler participated in around 8 fishing trips, of which a moderate portion was striped bass

trips.

Table DE-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Delaware

2009 2016
Total Anglers 287,159 271,873
Total Trips 2,949,624 2,129,937
Striped Bass Trips 490,397 313,331
Bass Trips % of total 17% 15%
Table DE-2. Trip breakouts by type in Delaware
2009 2016
For-Hire 9% 5%
Private 47% 32%
Shore 45% 63%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For Delaware, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution about
using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the two
fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each fishery are markedly
different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which are in the next

section.

Table DE-3. Landings, Spending and Revenues Associated with Recreational and Commercial Striped Bass Fishing in

Delaware
2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 184,184 136,528
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $321 $505
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 940,135 86,128
Recreational Spending ($000s) $113,143.5 $61,372.5
Trip Spending (5000s) $31,038.5 $12,373.8
Durable Goods (5000s) $82,105.0 $48,998.7
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Recreational Economic Impacts

In 2016, $59.2 million was added to the gross domestic product of Delaware, compared to over $106.3
million in 2009. Just over 730 jobs were supported in 2016 with 1,432 supported in 2009.

Table DE-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Delaware

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 1,001 $43,051.4 $67,242.5 $96,807.6 $6,330.2 $9,354.3
Multiplier
Effect 431 $20,874.5 $39,097.5 $61,094.6 $3,105.5 $5,037.9
Total 1,432 $63,926.0 $106,340.0 $157,902.2 $9,435.7 $14,392.2
Table DE-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Delaware
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (5000s) (5000s)
Direct Effect 513 $24,410.4 $37,117.7 $52,134.2 $3,564.4 $5,237.3
Multiplier
Effect 219 $11,723.4 $22,000.4 $34,549.0 $1,753.7 $2,832.3
Total 732 $36,133.8 $59,118.1 $86,683.3 $5,318.0 $8,069.6
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Commercial Economic Impacts

Commercial landings in Delaware have grown since 2009, with their value having grown 55% by 2016.
Commercial revenues for striped bass exceeded $505,000 and $326,000 in 2016 and 2009, respectively,
supporting an estimated 19 and 14 jobs in each year and adding over $306,000 in 2009 and $840,000 in
2016 to state GDP.

Table DE-6. 2009 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Delaware

Jobe Sa'\j\;':gsez"d GDP Total Output
(50005) ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 14 $339 $307 $1,598
Harvesters 2009 7 $142 $193 $598
Processors 2009 1 $41 S78 $232
Wholesalers 2009 1 $44 $53 $117
Retailers 2009 5 S111 $219 $652

Table DE-7. 2016 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Delaware

Jobs Sals\;;egseznd GDP Total Output
i ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 19 $524 $840 $2,474
Harvesters 2016 10 $220 $298 $926
Processors 2016 2 $63 $121 $358
Wholesalers 2016 1 S69 $82 $181
Retailers 2016 7 $172 $339 $1,009

Comparisons Between the Fisheries

Table DE-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: Delaware 2016

Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed 136.5 86.1 222.6 61% 39% 100%
Jobs supported 19 732 751 3% 97% 100%
Income ($000s) $524 $36,133.8 $36,657.9 1% 99% 100%
GDP ($000s) S840 $59,118.1 $59,958.5 1% 99% 100%
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Maine

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 236,000 and over 453,000 anglers fished in Maine, respectively. In each year, the
average angler participated in around 6 to 8 fishing trips, of which a large portion was striped bass trips.

Since 2009, the number of striper trips decreased 29%.

Table ME-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Maine

2009 2016
Total Anglers 453,318 236,650
Total Trips 2,637,343 1,948,397
Striped Bass Trips 1,849,219 1,334,047
Bass Trips % of total 70% 68%

Table ME-2. Trip breakouts by type in Maine

2009 2016
For-Hire 7% 19%
Private 9% 39%
Shore 84% 42%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

All stripers landed within the state are caught recreationally, as Maine does not have a commercial
striped bass fishery. Durable goods spending in Maine amounted to over $159 million in 2016 and just

over $171.5 million in 2009.

Table ME-3. Landings, Spending and Revenues Associated with Recreational and Commercial Striped Bass Fishing in

Maine
2009 2016
Commercial Landings (Ibs) - -
Commercial Revenue - -
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 780,607 189,402
Recreational Spending ($000s) $309,115.8 $202,007.8
Trip Spending (S000s) $137,585.2 $42,847.7
Durable Goods (S000s) $171,530.6 $159,160.1
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $183.5 million was added to the gross domestic product of Maine, compared to over $263.8
million in 2009. 3,110 jobs were supported in 2016 with 4,980 supported in 2009.

Table ME-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Maine

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 3,372 $100,368.1 $158,205.2 $254,991.8 $26,126.2 $23,081.0
Multiplier
Effect 1,608 $60,582.5 $105,606.6 $194,229.9 $11,187.1 $14,329.3
Total 4,980 $160,950.6 $263,811.7 $449,221.7 $37,313.3 $37,410.2

Table ME-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Maine

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 2,115 $72,752.0 $110,024.8 $158,031.8 $19,495.9 $16,382.7
Multiplier
Effect 995 $41,852.1 $73,494.0 $134,424.5 $7,773.0 $9,945.9
Total 3,110 $114,604.1 $183,518.8 $292,456.3 $27,268.9 $26,328.6
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Maryland

Recreational Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 828,000 and over 884,000 anglers fished in Maryland, respectively. In each year,
the average angler participated in around 11 fishing trips, of which a large portion was striped bass trips.

Table MD-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Maryland

2009 2016
Total Anglers 884,372 828,610
Total Trips 8,843,232 9,364,384
Striped Bass Trips 2,507,456 2,519,453
Bass Trips % of total 28% 27%

Table MD-2. Trip breakouts by type in Maryland

2009 2016
For-Hire 15% 22%
Private 36% 47%
Shore 49% 31%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For Maryland, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution about
using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which
are in the next section.

Table MD-3. Landings, Spending and Revenues Associated with Recreational and Commercial Striped Bass Fishing
in Maryland

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 2,812,222 1,709,365
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $5,180.4 $7,102.1
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 8,810,540 10,919,144
Recreational Spending ($000s) $705,215.8 $825,747.8
Trip Spending (SO00s) $144,707.9 $129,361.7
Durable Goods (5000s) $560,507.8 $696,386.1
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Recreational Economic Impacts

In 2016, $802.8 million was added to the gross domestic product of Maryland, compared to nearly
$664.2 million in 2009. There were 10,193 jobs were supported in 2016 and 9,408 supported in 2009.

Table MD-4. 2009 Economic impact from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Maryland

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 6,255 $254,005.6 $393,524.0 $617,593.0 $56,566.0 $61,137.2
Multiplier
Effect 3,153 $154,919.1 $270,680.5 $454,571.2 $26,328.4 $38,771.4
Total 9,408 $408,924.7 $664,204.6 $1,072,164.7 $82,894.9 $99,908.6

Table MD-5. 2016 Economic impact from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Maryland

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 6,763 $309,863.1 $475,161.0 $719,692.3 $68,736.8 $74,329.6
Multiplier
Effect 3,430 $186,996.7 $327,630.2 $545,604.6 $31,834.7 $46,881.2
Total 10,193 $496,859.8 $802,791.2 $1,265,296.8 $100,571.5 $121,210.7
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Commercial Economic Impacts

Commercial landings in Maryland have grown since 2009, with their value having grown 37% by 2016.

Commercial harvest produced over $7.1 million in revenue in 2016 and nearly $5.2 million in 2009.

These revenues created 584 and 475 jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table MD-6. 2009 Economic impact of commercial striped bass landings in Maryland

Jobs Sals\;;egi :"d GDP Total Output
i ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 475 $9,193 $12,511 $24,919
Harvesters 2009 190 $2,625 $4,086 $9,153
Processors 2009 43 $1,493 $1,907 $3,831
Wholesalers 2009 14 $612 $813 $1,801
Retailers 2009 228 $4,463 $5,705 $10,134

Table MD-7. 2016 Economic impact of commercial striped bass landings in Maryland

Jobs Sals\;;egseznd GDP Total Output
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 584 $12,570 $17,110 $34,092
Harvesters 2016 234 $3,585 $5,585 $12,524
Processors 2016 53 $2,042 $2,608 S$5,241
Wholesalers 2016 17 $838 $1,112 $2,464
Retailers 2016 281 $6,105 $7,804 $13,863
Comparisons Between the Fisheries
Table MD-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: Maryland 2016
Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 1,709.4 10,919.1 12628.5 14% 86% 100%
Jobs supported 584 10,193 10,777 5% 95% 100%
Income (S000s) $12,569.6 $496,859.8 $509,429.7 2% 98% 100%
GDP ($000s) $17,109.7 $802,791.2 $819,900.9 2% 98% 100%
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Massachusetts

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 836,000 and nearly 1.1 million anglers fished in Massachusetts, respectively. In
each year, the average angler participated in between 8 and 12 fishing trips, of which majority were
striped bass trips.

Table MA-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Massachusetts

2009 2016
Total Anglers 1,053,717 836,879
Total Trips 12,951,528 7,244,235
Striped Bass Trips 8,112,082 3,637,888
Bass Trips % of total 63% 50%

Table MA-2. Trip breakouts by type in Massachusetts

2009 2016
For-Hire 17% 17%
Private 29% 55%
Shore 55% 29%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For Massachusetts, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution
about using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which
are in the next section.

Table MA-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in Massachusetts

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 1,134,279 938,230
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $3,024.9 $3,812.3
Recreational Landings (lbs) 9,409,753 3,730,639
Recreational Spending (S000s) $1,423,956.5 $1,621,406.3
Trip Spending (S000s) $479,234.6 $239,262.1
Durable Goods (S000s) $944,721.9 $1,382,144.2
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $1,675.8 million was added to the gross domestic product of Massachusetts, compared to
nearly $1,424.2 million in 2009. There were 20,715 jobs supported in 2016 and 19,977 supported in
20009.

Table MA-4. 2009 Economic impact from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Massachusetts

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 12,912 $627,676.1 $785,989.0 $1,208,733.4 $88,255.0 $140,108.0
Multiplier
Effect 7,065  $408,646.6  $638,183.2 $1,056,073.3 $49,963.3  $101,464.8
Total 19,977 $1,036,322.7 $1,424,172.3 $2,264,806.7 $138,218.3 $241,572,.8

Table MA-5. 2016 Economic impact from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Massachusetts

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 13,517 $730,403.4 $949,861.1 $1,320,159.2 $99,884.1 $167,864.4
Multiplier
Effect 7,198 $460,030.8 $725,941.3 $1,192,990.9 $57,177.1 $114,927.2
Total 20,715 $1,190,434.2 $1,675,802.4 $2,513,150.1 $157,061.1 $282,791.5
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Commercial Impacts

Commercial landings fell between 2016 and 2009, though their value grew 26%. Commercial harvest
produced over $3.8 million in revenue in 2016 and over $3.0 million in 2009. These revenues supported
383 and 337 jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table MA-6. 2009 Economic impact of commercial striped bass landings in Massachusetts

Jobe Sa':;':gseznd GDP Total Output
e ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 337 $4,667 $6,370 $12,727
Harvesters 2009 70 $1,740 $2,564 $5,536
Processors 2009 10 $479 $622 $1,255
Wholesalers 2009 6 $318 $431 $973
Retailers 2009 252 $2,129 $2,752 $4,962

Table MA-7. 2016 Economic impact of commercial striped bass landings in Massachusetts

Jobs Sal;;‘;egseznd GDP Total Output
o ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 383 $5,888 $8,035 $16,047
Harvesters 2016 79 $2,198 $3,236 $6,979
Processors 2016 11 S604 $785 $1,583
Wholesalers 2016 7 $401 $544 $1,227
Retailers 2016 286 $2,685 $3,470 $6,257

Comparisons Between the Fisheries

Table MA-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: Massachusetts 2016

Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 938.2 3,730.6 4668.8 20% 80% 100%
Jobs supported 383 20,715 21,098 2% 98% 100%
Income ($000s) $5,887.8 $1,190,434.2 $1,196,322.0 0% 100% 100%
GDP (S000s) $8,035.0 $1,675,802.4 $1,683,837.4 0% 100% 100%
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New Hampshire

Participation

In both 2016 and 2009, over 134,000 anglers fished in New Hampshire in each year. In each year, the
average angler participated in about 6 to 8 fishing trips, of which majority were striped bass trips.

Table NH-1. Total anglers and angler trips in New Hampshire

2009 2016
Total Anglers 134,381 134,202
Total Trips 834,862 1,060,766
Striped Bass Trips 441,003 682,573
Bass Trips % of total 53% 64%
Table NH-2. Trip breakouts by type in New Hampshire
2009 2016
For-Hire 48% 33%
Private 27% 50%
Shore 25% 17%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

All stripers landed within the state are caught recreationally, as New Hampshire does not have a
commercial striped bass fishery. Durable goods spending in New Hampshire amounted to over $83.3

million in 2016 and over $31.7 million in 2009.

Table NH-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in New Hampshire

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) - -
Commercial Revenue - -
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 221,666 190,941
Recreational Spending ($000s) $51,159.5 $112,586.5
Trip Spending (S000s) $19,404.1 $29,284.6
Durable Goods (5000s) $31,755.4 $83,301.9
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $116.3 million was added to the gross domestic product of New Hampshire, compared to nearly

$50.6 million in 2009. There were 1,630 jobs supported in 2016 and 802 supported in 2009.

Table NH-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New Hampshire

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(5000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 516 $22,595.5 $29,051.2 $41,269.0 $1,961.9 $4,853.2
Multiplier
Effect 286 $13,238.0 $21,536.4 $36,559.0 $1,627.9 $3,200.1
Total 802 $35,833.5 $50,587.6 $77,828.0 $3,589.8 $8,053.3
Table NH-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New Hampshire
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(5000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 1,059 $53,709.2 $68,019.8 $86,799.4 $4,312.0 $11,497.9
Multiplier
Effect 571 $29,305.9 $48,250.1 $81,549.9 $3,713.2 $7,130.9
Total 1,630 $83,015.1 $116,269.9 $168,349.4 $8,025.2 $18,628.7
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New Jersey

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 916,000 and over 1.1 million anglers fished in New Jersey, respectively. In each
year, the average angler participated in about 15 fishing trips, of which a large portion was striped bass
trips.

Table NJ-1. Total anglers and angler trips in New Jersey

2009 2016
Total Anglers 1,145,095 916,376
Total Trips 17,659,358 13,851,906
Striped Bass Trips 5,896,247 4,528,666
Bass Trips % of total 33% 33%

Table NJ-2. Trip breakouts by type in New Jersey

2009 2016
For-Hire 17% 9%
Private 54% 64%
Shore 29% 27%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

All stripers landed within the state were caught recreationally, as New Jersey does not have a
commercial striped bass fishery. Durable goods spending in New Jersey amounted to over $1.2 billion in
2016 and over $1.0 billion in 2009.

Table NJ-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in New Jersey

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) - -
Commercial Revenue - -
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 17,039,685 12,790,306
Recreational Spending ($000s) $1,331,054.9 $1,474,625.0
Trip Spending (S000s) $303,872.3 $228,134.6
Durable Goods (5000s) $1,027,182.6 $1,246,490.4
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $1,609.1 million was added to the gross domestic product of New Jersey, compared to just over
$1,404.2 million in 2009. There were 18,624 jobs supported in 2016 and 17,836 supported in 2009.

Table NJ-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New Jersey

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(5000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 11,643 $544,091.8 $815,737.9 $1,139,502.0 $115,358.7 $137,056.4
Multiplier
Effect 6,193 $350,688.8 $588,471.6 $951,984.8 $59,536.8 $92,924.1
Total 17,836 $894,780.6 $1,404,209.4 $2,091,486.8 $174,895.5 $229,980.4
Table NJ-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New Jersey
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 12,205 $629,117.6 $930,385.9 $1,249,846.4 $136,849.1 $157,846.9
Multiplier
Effect 6,419 $402,067.5 $678,717.8  $1,094,948.4 $68,602.0 $106,932.4
Total 18,624 $1,031,185.0 $1,609,103.7 $2,344,794.7 $205,451.1 $264,779.2
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New York

Participation

In 2016 and 2008, over 921,000 and nearly 717,000 anglers fished in New York, respectively. In each
year, the average angler participated in between 13 and 19 fishing trips, of which a large portion was
striped bass trips.

Table NY-1. Total anglers and angler trips in New York

2009 2016
Total Anglers 716,950 921,501
Total Trips 13,658,548 15,765,211
Striped Bass Trips 3,460,654 4,589,526
Bass Trips % of total 25% 29%

Table NY-2. Trip breakouts by type in New York

2009 2016
For-Hire 24% 21%
Private 55% 63%
Shore 21% 16%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For New York, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution about
using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which
are in the next section.

Table NY-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in New York

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 747,054 539,670
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $1,732.1 $2,261.2
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 7,991,243 12,052,880
Recreational Spending ($000s) $453,096.9 $1,123,820.7
Trip Spending (S000s) $103,347.9 $197,664.7
Durable Goods (S000s) $349,748.9 $926,156.0
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $1,165.0 million was added to the gross domestic product of New York, compared to nearly
$453.4 million in 2009. There were 13,810 jobs supported in 2016 and 6,035 supported in 20009.

Table NY-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New York

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 4,156 $182,653.2 $263,382.5 $385,247.7 $45,700.7 $42,464.7
Multiplier
Effect 1,879 $114,718.9 $190,037.9 $300,198.8 $20,405.9 $28,567.2
Total 6,035 $297,372.1 $453,420.3 $685,446.5 $66,106.6 $71,031.9
Table NY-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in New York
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 9,542 $465,496.9 $681,527.2 $948,496.1 $118,589.4 $109,513.8
Multiplier
Effect 4,268 $289,293.6 $483,510.3 $762,490.5 $51,822.9 $72,439.3
Total 13,810 $754,790.6 $1,165,037.5 $1,710,986.6 $170,412.3 $181,953.2

35 | Page



Commercial Impacts

Commercial landings decreased between 2009 and 2016, though their value grew by 30%. Commercial
harvest produced over $2.2 million in revenue in 2016 and over $1.7 million in 2009. These revenues
supported 161 and 138 jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table NY-6. 2009 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in New York

Jobs sa"j\;;e;i"d GDP Total Output
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 138 $2,225.3 $3,112.7 $6,404.6
Harvesters 2009 64 $899.0 $1,382.5 $3,127.1
Processors 2009 5 $267.9 $347.3 $702.3
Wholesalers 2009 5 $117.0 $157.8 $346.2
Retailers 2009 64 $942.3 $1,225.1 $2,229.0
Table NY-7. 2016 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in New York
Jobs Sals\;;egseznd GDP Total Output
000 000
e ($0005) ($0005)
Commercial Impacts 2016 161 $2,884.8 $4,035.1 $8,302.6
Harvesters 2016 75 $1,165.4 $1,792.3 $4,054.0
Processors 2016 6 $346.2 $450.0 $910.5
Wholesalers 2016 6 $151.7 $204.6 $448.8
Retailers 2016 74 $1,221.4 $1,588.0 $2,889.2
Comparisons Between the Fisheries
Table NY-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: New York, 2016
Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed 539.7 12,052.90 12592.6 4% 96% 100%
Jobs supported 161 13,810 13971 1% 99% 100%
Income (S000s) $2,884.8 $754,790.5 $757,675.3 0% 100% 100%
GDP ($000s) $4,035.1 $1,165,037.5 $1,169,072.6 0% 100% 100%
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North Carolina

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 1,888,000 and 1,680,000 anglers fished in North Carolina, respectively. In each
year, the average angler participated in around 11 fishing trips, of which a small portion were striped
bass trips.

Table NC-1. Total anglers and angler trips in North Carolina

2009 2016
Total Anglers 1,680,781 1,888,821
Total Trips 19,345,187 21,158,845
Striped Bass Trips 539,658 484,444
Bass Trips % of total 3% 2%

Table NC-2. Striped bass trip breakouts by type in North Carolina

2009 2016
For-Hire 10% 11%
Private 17% 26%
Shore 73% 63%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For North Carolina, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution
about using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which
are in the next section.

Table NC-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in North Carolina

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 310,613 146,189
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $747.3 $432.1
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 262,389 60,433
Recreational Spending (S000s) $135,753.8 $144,861.3
Trip Spending (SO00s) $53,797.3 $39,986.7
Durable Goods (5000s) $81,956.5 $104,874.7
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $136.6 million was added to the gross domestic product of North Carolina, compared to nearly

$124.8 million in 2009. There were 1,953 jobs supported in 2016 and 2,063 supported in 2009.

Table NC-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in North Carolina

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(5000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 1,323 $47,548.6 $72,608.7 $114,997.1 $8,044.2 $10,806.2
Multiplier
Effect $29,760.3 $52,219.2 $94,983.6 $4,310.0 $7,287.1
Total 2,063 $77,308.9 $124,827.9 $209,980.7 $12,354.2 $18,093.3
Table NC-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in North Carolina
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
($000s) ($000s) ($000s)
Direct Effect 1,242 $53,126.5 $79,927.5 $119,827.8 $8,717.6 $11,971.8
Multiplier
Effect $32,012.2 $56,682.2 $102,574.2 $4,668.1 $7,893.2
Total 1,953 $85,138.7 $136,609.6 $222,402.0 $13,385.7 $19,865.0
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Commercial Impacts

Commercial landings and revenue decreased between 2009 and 2016. Commercial harvest produced
nearly $460,000 in revenue in 2016 and over $747,000 in 2009. These revenues supported 28 and 53

jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table NC-6. 2009 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in North Carolina

Jobe sa"j\;;e;i"d GDP Total Output
o ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 53 $1,818.9 $1,428.9 $1,850.7
Harvesters 2009 23 $1,258.8 $704.5 $520.9
Processors 2009 4 $110.8 $143.1 $285.0
Wholesalers 2009 1 $49.0 $64.7 $139.8
Retailers 2009 25 $400.2 $516.5 $905.1

Table NC-7. 2016 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in North Carolina

Salaries

and

GDP Total Output
Jobs (stoa:;; ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 28 $625.9 $829.0 $1,510.8
Harvesters 2016 12 $297.5 $S404.3 $731.7
Processors 2016 2 $64.2 $83.0 $165.2
Wholesalers 2016 1 $28.0 $37.0 $79.7
Retailers 2016 13 $236.1 $304.7 $534.0
Comparisons Between the Fisheries
Table NC-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: North Carolina 2016
Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 146.2 60.4 206.6 71% 29% 100%
Jobs supported 28 1,953 1981 1% 99% 100%
Income (S000s) $626.9 $85,138.7 $85,764.6 1% 99% 100%
GDP ($000s) $829.0 $136,609.6 $137,438.6 1% 99% 100%
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Rhode Island

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 391,000 and 320,000 anglers fished in Rhode Island, respectively. In each year,
the average angler participated in around 12 fishing trips, of which a large portion was striped bass trips.

Table RI-1. Total anglers and angler trips in Rhode Island

2009 2016
Total Anglers 320,396 391,713
Total Trips 4,062,597 2,998,761
Striped Bass Trips 1,750,240 731,404
Bass Trips % of total 43% 24%

Table RI-2. Trip breakouts by type in Rhode Island

2009 2016
For-Hire 14% 25%
Private 38% 44%
Shore 48% 31%
Total 100% 100%

Spending & Revenues

For Rhode Island, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution
about using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which
are in the next section.

Table RI-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in Rhode Island

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 234,790 174,701
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $705.9 $768.7
Recreational Landings (lbs) 2,185,224 1,775,554
Recreational Spending ($000s) $208,306.3 $229,135.4
Trip Spending (S000s) $68,765.5 $20,920.9
Durable Goods (5000s) $139,540.8 $208,214.5
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Recreational Impacts

In 2016, $241.6 million was added to the gross domestic product of Rhode Island, compared to just over

$201.6 million in 2009. There were 3,410 jobs supported in 2016 and 3,625 supported in 2009.

Table RI-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Rhode Island

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 2,535 $83,924.3 $110,080.7 $178,271.0 $14,742.7 $18,504.4
Multiplier
Effect 1,090 $51,667.3 $91,523.2 $151,115.9 $8,626.7 $13,176.1
Total 3,625 $135,591.6 $201,603.9 $329,386.9 $23,369.4 $31,680.5
Table RI-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to striped bass angling in Rhode Island
Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 2,320 $98,349.4  $139,538.9  $183,589.3 $18,206.6 $23,061.8
Multiplier
Effect 1,090 $56,944.1 $102,012.1 $166,994.7 $9,567.7 $14,600.9
Total 3,410 $155,293.5 $241,551.0 $350,584.0 $27,774.3 $37,662.7
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Commercial Impacts

Commercial landings and revenue decreased between 2009 and 2016. Commercial harvest produced
nearly $832,000 in revenue in 2016 and over $705,000 in 2009. These revenues supported 42 and 43

jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table RI-6. 2009 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Rhode Island

Jobs Sal\:;'laegseznd GDP Total Output
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 43 $899.2 $1,262.7 $2,499.7
Harvesters 2009 19 $361.8 $568.0 $1,215.9
Processors 2009 S$111.1 $144.3 $286.6
Wholesalers 2009 1 S47.4 $62.3 $133.7
Retailers 2009 20 $378.9 $488.1 $863.5

Table RI-7. 2016 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Rhode Island

Jobs Salc\;;egseind GDP Total Output
i ($000s) ($000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 42 $984.6 $1,379.7 $2,723.2
Harvesters 2016 19 $399.7 $623.7 $1,325.9
Processors 2016 3 $120.9 $157.1 $312.0
Wholesalers 2016 1 $51.6 $67.8 $144.6
Retailers 2016 20 $412.4 $531.1 $939.7

Comparisons Between the Fisheries

Table RI-8. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: Rhode Island 2016

Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational
. Total . . Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 174.7 1950.3 9% 91% 100%
Jobs supported 42 3452 1% 99% 100%
Income (S000s) $984.6 $156,278.1 1% 99% 100%
GDP ($000s) $1379.9 $242,930.9 1% 99% 100%
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Virginia

Participation

In 2016 and 2009, over 724,000 and over 907,000 anglers fished in Virginia, respectively. In each year,
the average angler participated in around 10 fishing trips, of which a moderate portion was striped bass

trips.

Table VA-1. Anglers and angler trips in Virginia

2009 2016
Total Anglers 907,422 724,276
Total Trips 8,410,827 7,247,361
Striped Bass Trips 1,192,172 436,169
Bass Trips % of total 14% 6%
Table VA-2. Trip distribution by type in Virginia
2009 2016
For-Hire 4% 4%
Private 79% 68%
Shore 18% 28%

Spending & Revenues

For Virginia, total landings and their associated expenditures are presented below. We caution about
using spending and revenues to make statements about the economic impacts created by the
recreational and commercial fisheries, however. The multiplier effects for a dollar associated with each
fishery are markedly different. A better approach is to examine each fishery’s economic impacts which

are in the next section.

Table VA-3. Sales and spending attributed to striped bass fishing in Virginia

2009 2016
Commercial Landings (lbs) 2,108,685 1,333,572
Commercial Revenue ($000s) $4,219.4 $4,968.3
Recreational Landings (Ibs) 5,387,784 1,024,378
Recreational Spending ($000s) $249,746.5 $108,002.9
Trip Spending (S000s) $64,330.4 $22,552.0
Durable Goods (5000s) $185,416.0 $85,450.7
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Recreational Economic Impacts

In 2016, $106.6 million was added to the gross domestic product of Virginia, compared to just over
$240.5 million in 2009. There were 1,444 jobs supported in 2016 and 3,582 jobs supported in 2009.

Table VA-4. 2009 Economic impacts from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Virginia

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(S000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 2,362 $95,282.9 $142,119.2 $210,982.3 $19,266.9 $22,408.3
Multiplier
Effect 1,220 $56,634.5 $98,401.3  $171,009.9 $8,227.7 $14,301.0
Total 3,582 $151,917.4 $240,520.4 $381,992.2 $27,494.6 $36,711.2

Table VA-5. 2016 Economic impacts from spending related to recreational striped bass angling in Virginia

Salaries and GDP Total Output State/Local Federal
Jobs Wages ($000s) ($000s) Taxes Taxes
(5000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Direct Effect 959 $42,451.4 $62,924.8 $90,355.4 $8,623.6 $10,016.5
Multiplier
Effect 485 $25,099.3 $43,698.4 $75,556.7 $3,624.1 $6,350.9
Total 1,444 $67,550.7 $106,623.3 $165,912.0 $12,247.6 $16,367.5

44 | Page



Commercial Economic Impacts

Commercial landings and revenue decreased between 2009 and 2016. Commercial harvest produced
nearly $5.0 million in revenue in 2016 and over $4.2 million in 2009. These revenues supported 384 and
369 jobs in 2016 and 2009, respectively.

Table VA-6. 2009 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Virginia

Jobs Salc\;'a:;:nd GDP Total Output
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Commercial Impacts 2009 369 $7,782.0 $10,472.8 $20,063.8
Harvesters 2009 117 $2,419.2 $3,523.2 $7,201.0
Processors 2009 35 $1,219.8 $1,574.3 $3,135.3
Wholesalers 2009 12 $509.5 $679.0 $1,473.8
Retailers 2009 205 $3,633.5 $4,696.2 $8,253.7

Table VA-7. 2016 Economic impacts of commercial striped bass landings in Virginia

Jobs Sals\;laegse:nd GDP Total Output
($000s) (S000s) (S000s)
Commercial Impacts 2016 384 $9,016.0 $12,198.1 $23,576.0
Harvesters 2016 118 $2,731.6 $4,054.1 $8,502.5
Processors 2016 37 $1,429.3 $1,844.6 $3,673.6
Wholesalers 2016 13 $597.2 $795.9 $1,727.6
Retailers 2016 216 $4,257.9 $5,503.4 $9,672.4
Comparisons Between the Fisheries
Table VA-7. Comparison of commercial and recreational impacts: Virginia
Commercial Recreational Total Commercial Recreational Total
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery
Pounds landed (000s) 1,333.6 1,024.4 2358.0 57% 43% 100%
Jobs supported 384 1,444 1828 21% 79% 100%
Income ($000s) $9,016.0 $67,550.7 $76,566.7 12% 88% 100%
GDP ($000s) $12,198.1 $106,623.3 $118,821.4 10% 90%  100%
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APPENDIX
Detailed Recreational Spending Estimates

Striped bass trip spending by category in Connecticut

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $12,899,601 $14,745,452
Auto Rental $0 $0
Bait $6,028,920 $6,666,297
Boat Fuel $8,401,233 $9,852,220
Boat Rental S0 S0
Charter Fees $2,550,466 $4,807,549
Crew Tips $186,223 $351,025
Fish Processing $0 S0
Food from Grocery Stores $3,306,520 $3,813,712
Food from Restaurants $944 $1,780
Gifts & Souvenirs $0 $0
Ice $387,112 $439,659
Lodging $219,231 $257,094
Parking & Site Access $15,659 $18,364
Public Transportation SO S0
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Connecticut

2009

2016

Tackle

Rods & Reels
Binoculars

Camping Equipment
Clothing

Club Dues

License Fees
Magazine Subscriptions
Taxidermy

New Boat

Used Boat

New Canoe

Used Canoe

New Accessory

Used Accessory

Boat Insurance

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$56,559,846
$93,756,003
$2,128,650
$6,978,358
$18,565,446
$3,102,608
$5,793,544
$5,271,422
$0
$42,808,966
$80,878,673
$2,254,160
$1,340,447
$35,293,424
$195,796
$45,284,024
$67,429,016
$10,256,681
$208,773,408
$1,174,774
$0
$8,941,336
$13,856,309
$12,470,678
$2,896,772
S0

$0

S0

$0

$25,785,534
$42,743,197
$970,448
$3,181,421
$8,463,954
$1,414,474
$2,641,266
$2,403,232
SO
$19,516,532
$36,872,444
$1,027,668
$611,108
$16,090,210
$89,263
$20,644,907
$30,740,770
$4,676,003
$95,179,429
$535,577

SO
$4,076,339
$6,317,067
$5,685,360
$1,320,633
$0

SO

$0

SO
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Delaware

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $10,105,893 $4,150,903
Auto Rental $0 $0
Bait $4,566,129  $1,948,740
Boat Fuel $3,864,916  $1,059,675
Boat Rental S0 S0
Charter Fees $1,338,107 $279,559
Crew Tips $202,624 $42,333
Fish Processing $0 S0
Food from Grocery Stores $5,006,880  $2,115,802
Food from Restaurants $2,425,285  $1,169,961
Gifts & Souvenirs $182,459 $102,296
Ice $834,665 $336,767
Lodging $2,375,242  $1,091,667
Parking & Site Access $136,289 $76,075
Public Transportation SO S0
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Delaware

2009 2016
Tackle $11,353,004  $6,775,253
Rods & Reels $12,377,344  $7,386,559
Binoculars $206,141 $123,021
Camping Equipment $1,029,431 $614,344
Clothing $2,042,319  $1,218,816
Club Dues $246,860 $147,321
License Fees $4,202,978  $2,508,256
Magazine Subscriptions $525,531 $313,627
Taxidermy $13,997 $8,353
New Boat $15,158,970  $9,046,580
Used Boat $7,249,278  $4,326,229
New Canoe $209,958 $125,299
Used Canoe $0 $0
New Accessory $2,165,749 $1,292,477
Used Accessory $0 $0
Boat Insurance $3,608,733  $2,153,622
Boat Maintenance $8,467,035  $5,052,962
Boat Registration $1,581,684 $943,918
Boat Storage $5,920,817  $3,533,429
Boat Purchase Fees $281,217 $167,825
New Vehicle Purchase $0 $0
Used Vehicle Purchase $17,815 $10,631
Vehicle Insurance $2,957,227  $1,764,816
Vehicle Maintenance $2,159,387  $1,288,680
Vehicle Registration $329,570 $196,681
Vehicle Purchase Fees $0 $0
New Home Purchase $0 $0
Second Home Insurance $0 $0
Second Home Maintenance $0 $0
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Maine

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $42,646,594 $11,122,087
Auto Rental $135,248 $114,536
Bait $2,762,752 $1,020,040
Boat Fuel $6,610,166 $8,911,559
Boat Rental S0 $0
Charter Fees $4,867,610 $4,122,166
Crew Tips $189,874 $160,796
Fish Processing $0 S0
Food from Grocery Stores $15,717,963 $4,046,603
Food from Restaurants $17,735,427 $3,995,496
Gifts & Souvenirs $5,389,884 $1,344,402
Ice $299,450 $130,955
Lodging $39,228,202 $7,212,667
Parking & Site Access $1,797,352 $493,068
Public Transportation $204,682 $173,336
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Maine

2009

2016

Tackle

Rods & Reels
Binoculars

Camping Equipment
Clothing

Club Dues

License Fees
Magazine Subscriptions
Taxidermy

New Boat

Used Boat

New Canoe

Used Canoe

New Accessory

Used Accessory

Boat Insurance

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$19,355,077
$24,129,995
$1,310,326
$673,671
$10,978,611
$1,006,805
$3,005,608
$1,117,849
SO
$3,623,756
$31,718,044
$570,029

SO
$7,943,392
SO
$11,774,431
$17,837,467
$5,507,813
$30,096,792
$162,865
$59,224

S0

$447,880

S0

$207,283
$3,701

SO

S0

SO

$17,959,222
$22,389,782
$1,215,828
$625,087
$10,186,853
$934,196
$2,788,848
$1,037,232
SO
$3,362,417
$29,430,594
$528,920

SO
$7,370,528
SO
$10,925,279
$16,551,060
$5,110,599
$27,926,265
$151,120
$54,953

S0

$415,580

S0

$192,334
$3,435

SO

S0

SO
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Maryland

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $46,126,103 $38,819,419
Auto Rental $0 $0
Bait $15,456,411  $12,256,650
Boat Fuel $15,167,168 $17,708,299
Boat Rental S0 S0
Charter Fees $7,980,390 $10,609,350
Crew Tips $483,233 $642,424
Fish Processing N $0
Food from Grocery Stores $21,196,020  $18,348,007
Food from Restaurants $12,074,072 $9,877,969
Gifts & Souvenirs $148,036 $165,547
Ice $3,440,686 $3,237,291
Lodging $14,899,003 $9,210,549
Parking & Site Access $3,870,015 $3,345,586
Public Transportation S0 SO
Tournament Fees $3,866,806 $5,140,638
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Maryland

2009 2016
Tackle $59,202,621 $73,554,516
Rods & Reels $64,387,181 $79,995,916
Binoculars $3,135,396 $3,895,479
Camping Equipment $9,476,647 $11,773,975
Clothing $18,442,471 $22,913,293
Club Dues $7,180,879 $8,921,667
License Fees $19,534,575 $24,270,145
Magazine Subscriptions $4,427,132 $5,500,358
Taxidermy $0 S0
New Boat $120,865,413 $150,165,596
Used Boat $9,089,126 $11,292,511
New Canoe $0 $0
Used Canoe $0 $0
New Accessory $33,649,729 $41,807,094
Used Accessory $639,997 $795,145
Boat Insurance $34,730,091 $43,149,356

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$50,982,481
$10,739,026
$57,012,541
$2,483,657
S0
$35,311,372
$9,870,039
$4,984,928
$2,166,594
$722,198

S0

$322,934
$1,150,820

$63,341,650
$13,342,379
$70,833,517
$3,085,744
SO
$43,871,552
$12,262,733
$6,193,373
$2,691,820
$897,273

SO

$401,220
$1,429,801
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Massachusetts

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $113,691,535 $57,870,070
Auto Rental $1,487,511 $423,848
Bait $30,363,660  $15,756,588
Boat Fuel $55,987,034  $53,066,138
Boat Rental $438,117 $266,617
Charter Fees $47,526,186 $23,502,651
Crew Tips $2,764,500 $1,367,100
Fish Processing N $0

Food from Grocery Stores
Food from Restaurants
Gifts & Souvenirs

Ice

Lodging

Parking & Site Access
Public Transportation

Tournament Fees

$63,171,930
$55,814,487
$6,584,197
$3,854,393
$77,661,053
$9,996,030
$9,815,806
$78,193

$28,056,729
$21,613,451
$2,531,033
$2,403,015
$23,547,014
$5,094,303
$3,724,856
$38,668
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Massachusetts

2009

2016

Tackle

Rods & Reels
Binoculars

Camping Equipment
Clothing

Club Dues

License Fees
Magazine Subscriptions
Taxidermy

New Boat

Used Boat

New Canoe

Used Canoe

New Accessory

Used Accessory

Boat Insurance

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$87,337,907
$103,226,100
$4,834,990
$14,052,280
$34,995,522
$5,576,900
$10,814,283
$8,142,149
$150,897
$157,372,962
$117,592,749
$1,276,337
$1,043,704
$42,540,370
$188,621
$30,267,417
$109,054,496
$12,071,757
$93,807,615
$1,320,348
$63,552,773
$5,759,234
$17,441,174
$17,862,428
$2,156,569
$2,037,109
S0

$245,208

S0

$127,776,840
$151,021,537
$7,073,673
$20,558,724
$51,199,042
$8,159,100
$15,821,479
$11,912,102
$220,765
$230,239,314
$172,040,188
$1,867,302
$1,526,957
$62,237,283
$275,956
$44,281,744
$159,548,578
$17,661,186
$137,242,132
$1,931,692
$92,978,785
$8,425,857
$25,516,734
$26,133,036
$3,155,097
$2,980,325
S0

$358,743

S0

56 | Page



Striped bass trip spending by category in New Hampshire

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $3,926,063 $6,266,588
Auto Rental $3,381 $9,356
Bait $1,142,753 $1,743,894
Boat Fuel $2,809,600 $7,775,240
Boat Rental S0 $0
Charter Fees $5,860,126 $6,098,554
Crew Tips $428,790 $446,236
Fish Processing $0 $0
Food from Grocery Stores $1,906,642 $2,800,154
Food from Restaurants $1,241,623 $1,351,472
Gifts & Souvenirs $51,903 $54,332
Ice $173,177 $324,733
Lodging $1,434,073  $1,501,220
Parking & Site Access $408,073 $894,249
Public Transportation $17,866 $18,593
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in New Hampshire

2009 2016
Tackle $4,794,746  $12,577,740
Rods & Reels $4,952,983  $12,992,832
Binoculars $67,208 $176,303
Camping Equipment $319,026 $836,879
Clothing $1,299,924 $3,410,005
Club Dues $108,894 $285,655
License Fees $1,055,763 $2,769,513
Magazine Subscriptions $216,938 $569,078
Taxidermy $0 S0
New Boat $800,542 $2,100,009
Used Boat $8,181,525  $21,462,052
New Canoe $104,640 $274,496
Used Canoe $0 $0
New Accessory $849,885 $2,229,447
Used Accessory $28,074 $73,645
Boat Insurance $2,032,408 $5,331,480
Boat Maintenance $2,848,263 $7,471,659
Boat Registration $1,162,956 $3,050,704
Boat Storage $966,436 $2,535,187
Boat Purchase Fees $96,984 $254,411
New Vehicle Purchase $0 $0
Used Vehicle Purchase $0 $0
Vehicle Insurance $578,500  $1,517,541
Vehicle Maintenance $1,021,734 $2,680,246
Vehicle Registration $267,982 $702,979
Vehicle Purchase Fees $0 $0
New Home Purchase $0 $0
Second Home Insurance $0 $0
Second Home Maintenance $0 $0
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Striped bass trip spending by category in New Jersey

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $81,049,808 $62,301,304
Auto Rental $0 S0
Bait $43,780,430 $35,508,587
Boat Fuel $52,578,269 $46,548,834
Boat Rental $2,864,305 $1,800,973
Charter Fees $32,165,033 $12,865,321
Crew Tips $2,290,685 $916,225
Fish Processing $13,015 $5,206

Food from Grocery Stores
Food from Restaurants
Gifts & Souvenirs

Ice

Lodging

Parking & Site Access
Public Transportation

Tournament Fees

$43,572,797
$19,771,357
$593,247
$4,847,311
$10,639,783
$9,706,217
SO

S0

$33,135,956
$15,385,086
$447,460
$4,034,358
$7,354,648
$7,830,640
SO

S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in New Jersey

2009 2016
Tackle $102,877,200 $124,841,914
Rods & Reels $150,229,796 $182,304,488
Binoculars $2,014,046 $2,444,053
Camping Equipment $11,460,113 $13,906,896
Clothing $41,612,888 $50,497,414
Club Dues $8,641,736 $10,486,783
License Fees $4,890,335 $5,934,442
Magazine Subscriptions $10,726,563 $13,016,729
Taxidermy $0 S0
New Boat $35,165,367 $42,673,321
Used Boat $74,172,222 $90,008,302
New Canoe $1,454,231 $1,764,716
Used Canoe $122,258 $148,361
New Accessory $61,238,573 $74,313,266
Used Accessory $1,055,283 $1,280,590

Boat Insurance

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$50,055,150
$128,808,843
$9,214,420
$257,932,984
$1,081,021
$24,972,880
$1,943,265
$25,320,352
$17,109,737
$2,277,866
$836,505

SO

$649,900
$1,319,103

$60,742,134
$156,310,072
$11,181,738
$313,002,759
$1,311,824
$30,304,695
$2,358,160
$30,726,353
$20,762,738
$2,764,200
$1,015,102
S0

$788,656
$1,600,738
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Striped bass trip spending by category in New York

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $21,779,017 $40,037,865
Auto Rental $0 S0
Bait $13,584,999 $25,617,396
Boat Fuel $27,877,148 $61,426,627
Boat Rental $29,109 $64,142
Charter Fees $17,679,269 $28,993,819
Crew Tips $1,901,152 $3,117,870
Fish Processing $0 $0
Food from Grocery Stores $16,082,269 $30,371,819
Food from Restaurants $2,628,535 $4,691,178
Gifts & Souvenirs $41,784 $68,525
Ice $1,008,602 $2,080,941
Lodging $170,348 $279,370
Parking & Site Access $560,894 $907,251
Public Transportation $4,821 $7,907
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in New York

2009 2016
Tackle S44,487,847 $117,806,460
Rods & Reels $44,648,672 $118,232,334
Binoculars $1,884,384 $4,989,961
Camping Equipment $4,142,003 $10,968,271
Clothing $14,577,424 $38,601,885
Club Dues $3,529,048 $9,345,127
License Fees $1,741,766 $4,612,298
Magazine Subscriptions $4,739,787 $12,551,237
Taxidermy $0 S0
New Boat $37,375,132 $98,971,568
Used Boat $15,763,888 $41,743,712
New Canoe $697,920 $1,848,134
Used Canoe $0 $0
New Accessory $17,344,829 $45,930,136
Used Accessory $154,756 $409,804
Boat Insurance $24,287,615 $64,315,047
Boat Maintenance $52,343,999  $138,610,015
Boat Registration $5,052,334 $13,378,880
Boat Storage $59,116,857  $156,544,945
Boat Purchase Fees $822,332 $2,177,583
New Vehicle Purchase $0 S0
Used Vehicle Purchase $4,387,793 $11,619,135
Vehicle Insurance $7,913,806 $20,956,227
Vehicle Maintenance $3,623,115 $9,594,224
Vehicle Registration $974,054 $2,579,352
Vehicle Purchase Fees $0 S0
New Home Purchase $0 S0
Second Home Insurance $30,344 $80,354
Second Home Maintenance $109,240 $289,273
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Striped bass trip spending by category in North Carolina

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $14,541,397 $10,782,072
Auto Rental $2,356 $2,011
Bait $2,404,158 $1,736,162
Boat Fuel $2,694,439 $3,051,372
Boat Rental S0 S0
Charter Fees $2,848,260 $2,431,720
Crew Tips $309,462 $264,205
Fish Processing $505 $431
Food from Grocery Stores $7,012,112 $5,151,871
Food from Restaurants $5,204,542 $3,735,388
Gifts & Souvenirs $936,933 $622,346
Ice $861,175 $655,422
Lodging $15,333,028  $10,477,052
Parking & Site Access $1,584,644 $1,027,795
Public Transportation $64,311 $48,806
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in North Carolina

2009 2016
Tackle $6,881,508 $8,805,838
Rods & Reels $8,620,002 $11,030,481
Binoculars $152,408 $195,027
Camping Equipment $1,233,457 $1,578,378
Clothing $2,509,498 $3,211,248
Club Dues $231,600 $296,364
License Fees $1,304,431 $1,669,199
Magazine Subscriptions $507,279 $649,133
Taxidermy $45,573 $58,317
New Boat $25,967,588 $33,229,108
Used Boat $12,596,798 $16,119,339
New Canoe $0 $0
Used Canoe $5,977 $7,648
New Accessory $3,077,291 $3,937,818
Used Accessory $91,146 $116,634
Boat Insurance $2,480,361 $3,173,964
Boat Maintenance $5,922,236 $7,578,317
Boat Registration $822,553 $1,052,571
Boat Storage $2,611,850 $3,342,222
Boat Purchase Fees $632,044 $808,787
New Vehicle Purchase $0 $0
Used Vehicle Purchase $2,672,365 $3,419,659
Vehicle Insurance $1,002,604 $1,282,970
Vehicle Maintenance $1,057,142 $1,352,759
Vehicle Registration $243,554 $311,660
Vehicle Purchase Fees $29,884 $38,241
New Home Purchase $0 $0
Second Home Insurance $955,537 $1,222,741
Second Home Maintenance $301,827 $386,229
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Rhode Island

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $27,122,139 $6,770,910
Auto Rental $0 $0
Bait $7,644,614 $1,946,308
Boat Fuel $9,634,743 $3,403,111
Boat Rental $46,818 $25,224
Charter Fees $5,569,278 $3,000,592
Crew Tips $1,037,712 $559,094
Fish Processing N $0
Food from Grocery Stores $10,399,137  $2,731,563
Food from Restaurants $4,928,849 $1,599,808
Gifts & Souvenirs $0 $0
Ice $476,801 $170,153
Lodging $1,651,155 $640,614
Parking & Site Access $185,800 $36,614
Public Transportation $68,426 $36,866
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Rhode Island

2009 2016
Tackle $13,917,648 $20,767,095
Rods & Reels $15,357,098 $22,914,958
Binoculars $424,529 $633,458
Camping Equipment $1,672,448 $2,495,528
Clothing $6,144,814 $9,168,929
Club Dues $1,097,852 $1,638,151
License Fees $1,234,097 $1,841,446
Magazine Subscriptions $934,952 $1,395,080
Taxidermy $1,975 $2,946
New Boat $7,669,170 $11,443,484
Used Boat $12,211,633  $18,221,480
New Canoe $1,430,565 $2,134,605
Used Canoe $0 $0
New Accessory $6,556,508 $9,783,236
Used Accessory $25,669 $38,302
Boat Insurance $6,672,020 $9,955,595
Boat Maintenance $17,394,838  $25,955,554
Boat Registration $1,782,035 $2,659,048
Boat Storage $32,276,069 $48,160,450
Boat Purchase Fees $133,282 $198,876
New Vehicle Purchase $140,193 $209,188
Used Vehicle Purchase $5,569,231 $8,310,079
Vehicle Insurance $3,599,613 $5,371,131
Vehicle Maintenance $2,541,252 $3,791,906
Vehicle Registration $491,664 $733,632
Vehicle Purchase Fees $172,774 $257,802
New Home Purchase $0 S0
Second Home Insurance $43,440 $64,819
Second Home Maintenance $45,415 $67,765
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Striped bass trip spending by category in Virginia

2009 2016
Auto Fuel $19,232,803 $6,805,761
Auto Rental $185,275 $102,590
Bait $7,082,542 $2,632,612
Boat Fuel $17,905,951 $5,422,516
Boat Rental S0 $0
Charter Fees $1,236,529 $468,755
Crew Tips $66,563 $25,233
Fish Processing $0 $0
Food from Grocery Stores $7,438,895 $2,606,255
Food from Restaurants $2,143,152 $815,516
Gifts & Souvenirs $380,827 $206,263
Ice $2,099,282 $719,374
Lodging $4,632,018  $1,860,711
Parking & Site Access $1,920,858 $884,431
Public Transportation $5,711 $2,165
Tournament Fees $0 S0
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Striped bass durable goods spending by category in Virginia

2009

2016

Tackle

Rods & Reels
Binoculars

Camping Equipment
Clothing

Club Dues

License Fees
Magazine Subscriptions
Taxidermy

New Boat

Used Boat

New Canoe

Used Canoe

New Accessory

Used Accessory

Boat Insurance

Boat Maintenance
Boat Registration

Boat Storage

Boat Purchase Fees
New Vehicle Purchase
Used Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Insurance
Vehicle Maintenance
Vehicle Registration
Vehicle Purchase Fees
New Home Purchase
Second Home Insurance

Second Home Maintenance

$26,210,384
$29,060,798
$608,850
$4,078,055
$6,573,098
$738,076
$6,140,690
$1,344,441
$255,966
$10,156,617
$539,267
$1,650,109
$203,778
$7,726,186
$745,531
$14,162,604
$36,958,456
$2,403,095
$20,753,098
$149,106

S0
$4,152,608
$4,326,565
$2,564,627
$748,016
$106,859

S0
$2,040,270
$1,018,892

$12,079,301
$13,392,941
$280,594
$1,879,410
$3,029,274
$340,149
$2,829,995
$619,598
$117,964
$4,680,772
$248,526
$760,468
$93,913
$3,560,685
$343,585
$6,526,969
$17,032,651
$1,107,489
$9,564,259
$68,717

SO
$1,913,768
$1,993,938
$1,181,932
$344,730
$49,247

SO

$940,277
$469,566
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From: Rick Drew

To: Comments; Emilie Franke; Toni Kerns; Katie Drew

Subject: [External] Chesapeake Commercial Striped Bass Fishermen - PUBLIC COMMENT - OCT 23-24, PLEASE
DISTRIBUTE TO ALL MEMBERS

Date: Monday, October 14, 2024 3:05:30 PM

This is a picture from January, 2024 of some Chesapeake Bay commercial Striped Bass
Fisherman. This type of harvest cannot be compatible with the goal of rebuilding the Striped
Bass stocks. This number of prime breeding size fish being removed from an already depleted
breeder bio mass is very damaging to any hope of improvement in the near term.

Why are these guys allowed to harvest so many larger fish when everyone else must comply
with a 28-31" slot and we are trying to rebuild the fishery. We all take our fishing rights from
the same patents, grants and practices as defined by our forefathers and mothers.

Rick Drew
East Hampton, NY
631-903-0751

From: Rick Drew <rpdrew@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2024 2:41 PM
To: Rick Drew <rpdrew@hotmail.com>
Subject: Chesapeake commercial fishermen

Sent from my iPhone

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.



mailto:rpdrew@hotmail.com
mailto:comments@asmfc.org
mailto:EFranke@ASMFC.org
mailto:TKerns@ASMFC.org
mailto:KDrew@ASMFC.org




From: Emilie Franke

To: Emilie Franke
Subject: FW: ASMFC Striped Bass Board Meeting October 23, October 24 - Please distribute and Read
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 11:00:55 AM

From: Rick Drew <rpdrew@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2024 12:58 PM

To: Comments <comments@asmfc.org>; Emilie Franke <EFranke @ASMFC.org>; Toni Kerns
<TKerns@ASMFC.org>; Katie Drew <KDrew@ASMFC.org>

Subject: [External] ASMFC Striped Bass Board Meeting October 23, October 24 - Please distribute
and Read

This document specifically discusses the need for standardized regulations up and down the
Striper coast. This document is from 1941 it truly provides great practical context on the
Striped Bass Fishery.

Rick Drew
East Hampton NY
631-903-0751

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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