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Abstract This paper evaluates the approval of the United States Pharmacopeia (USP) Chapter
<86>, which introduces recombinant reagents as alternatives to Limulus Amebocyte Lysate
(LAL) and Tachypleus Amebocyte Lysate (TAL) for bacterial endotoxins testing (BET). While
this development marks progress in reducing dependence on horseshoe crab hemolymph for
reagent production, it does not represent a significant breakthrough for horseshoe crab
conservation. The primary threats to the world's four horseshoe crab species—habitat loss,
unregulated economically driven harvesting in Asia, as well as other anthropogenic factors—
remain largely unaddressed by the transition to recombinant reagents. Although these threats may
be somewhat mitigated locally, the shift to recombinant alternatives does not sufficiently tackle
the broader conservation challenges. This paper also examines the global pharmacopeial
landscape, identifies barriers to industry adoption of recombinant reagents, and explains why the
implementation of USP Chapter <86>, while a commendable step, falls short of making a

meaningful impact on the overarching conservation issues confronting horseshoe crabs.
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Introduction

The world’s four extant horseshoe crab species—Limulus polyphemus (American horseshoe
crab), found along the Atlantic coast of the United States from the Gulf of Maine to the
northeastern Gulf of México and Yucatan Peninsula, and Tachypleus tridentatus (tri-spine
horseshoe crab), Tachypleus gigas (coastal horseshoe crab), and Carcinoscorpius rotundicauda
(mangrove horseshoe crab), found in coastal South and Southeast Asia—each exhibit genetic
variation throughout their spawning ranges. These species are threatened by habitat loss—both
marine and terrestrial—and various anthropogenic activities. The three Asian species face the
threat of local extinction, driven by unregulated exploitation that varies across their range and

widespread habitat destruction.

In contrast, Limulus polyphemus, classified by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) Red List as Vulnerable in 2016, has benefitted from extensive management
conservation efforts in the United States (ASMFC, 2024; Smith et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2023).
However, certain regional populations, particularly in New York, continue to experience
declines, necessitating further habitat protection as well as additional local harvest regulation
(Botton et al., 2022a; Gauvry et al., 2022; Smith et al., 2016, Smith et al., 2023). Insufficient
monitoring in the northeastern Gulf of México and Yucatan Peninsula, along with under-
regulated marine life harvest in parts of Florida, raises additional concerns for Limulus
polyphemus in those areas. While harvest pressures receive significant attention, the primary
long-term threat to all four species remains habitat loss driven by coastal development and sea-

level rise.

The Ecological Research & Development Group Inc. (ERDG) welcomes the approval of USP
Chapter <86>, “Bacterial Endotoxins Test Using Recombinant Reagents,” which provides
animal-free alternatives to the widely used Limulus Amebocyte Lysate (LAL) and Tachypleus
Amebocyte Lysate (TAL) for bacterial endotoxins testing (BET). This advancement represents
significant progress in offering options that reduce reliance on horseshoe crabs for biomedical
applications (USP, 2024a). However, ERDG contends that this is not a substantial milestone for

global horseshoe crab conservation, especially for the three Asian species that face severe threats
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such as habitat loss, unregulated harvesting, and commercial pressures—challenges not mitigated

by the adoption of recombinant reagents (Gauvry, 2015; Gauvry et al., 2022).

USP Chapter <86>, set for official adoption in May 2025, introduces recombinant Factor C (rFC)
and recombinant Cascade Reagent (rCR) as alternatives to traditional U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) licensed reagents derived from the lysed amebocyte blood cells in the
hemolymph of Limulus polyphemus, Tachypleus tridentatus, and Tachypleus gigas. These
recombinant reagents are anticipated to play a crucial role in testing of human and veterinary
medicines, ensuring conformance to safety standards while offering a non-lysate test reagent
alternative (USP, 2024a). Although providing a non-lysate option to the pharmaceutical industry
signifies a major step in decreasing the demand for horseshoe crabs, it alone does not address the
broader threats to their survival, such as habitat degradation and unregulated harvesting. To
ensure the long-term viability of these species, conservation efforts must continue to prioritize

these more extensive issues.

Horseshoe Crab Harvesting in the U.S. and Asia: Stark Differences

U.S. Harvesting: A Managed Practice

In the U.S., horseshoe crab populations are managed with a focus on population growth and
sustainability under the oversight of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC),
a federal body responsible for regulating animals for both LAL production and bait harvesting. In
2022, approximately 911,826 Limulus polyphemus were collected for LAL production, with an
estimated mortality rate of 15% (approx. 145,920 crabs). In the same year 570,988 crabs were
harvested for use as bait in the whelk and eel fisheries, a practice that intentionally results in

100% mortality (ASMFC, 2024).

State-by-state harvesting quotas are set by the ASMFC, and some states have imposed additional
restrictions, including harvesting bans, to protect local populations. These combined efforts have
led to stable or growing populations of American horseshoe crabs throughout much of their
spawning range along the east coast of the United States, with a focus on future sustainability.

Even though bait harvesting is regulated to ensure sustainability and reduce excessive loss of life
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compared to unregulated practices, the intentional sacrifice of such a large number of horseshoe

crabs for bait remains deeply troubling.

However, there remains ongoing debate over the effectiveness of ASMFC's management
practices, particularly regarding the unintentional mortality rate associated with LAL production.
While some conservationists raise concerns about the impact of biomedical collection, it is
important to note that the greatest threats to Limulus polyphemus stem from habitat loss—both
marine and terrestrial—commercial fisheries discards, and other anthropogenic pressures
(ASMFC, 2024). Thus, while the adoption of recombinant reagents may reduce the need for LAL
collection and its associated mortality, it will not address the primary threats to the population
that impede growth and influence management decisions. Conservation efforts must focus on
these broader issues, rather than becoming complacent with recombinant reagents as if they

resolve a major part of the conservation challenge (Gauvry, 2015; Gauvry, et al, 2022).

Asia: Unregulated Harvest and 100% Mortality

In contrast, the situation in Asia is far more dire, with horseshoe crab harvesting driven primarily
by economic incentives rather than biomedical use. The three Asian species are heavily targeted
because they are easy to collect and highly profitable. Harvesters rent two of the species
Tachypleus tridentatus and Tachypleus gigas to TAL producers who bleed the horseshoe crabs
for their amebocyte lysate before returning them to the harvesters. Subsequently, these harvested
crabs along with the others are sold into secondary markets for human consumption, chitin
production, fertilizers, and traditional medicine, resulting in 100% mortality for each harvested
crab (Gauvry, 2015; Gauvry et al., 2022; Laurie et al., 2019). A very small number of TAL
producers release horseshoe crabs back into the wild, the prevalent practice of renting crabs for
TAL production effectively subsidizes harvesters' profit margins and makes TAL producers

complicit in the decline of horseshoe crab populations.

Unlike the U.S., where harvesting is regulated under stringent sustainability practices, there are
no meaningful regulations or effective enforcement mechanisms in Asia to manage horseshoe

crab populations. The unregulated, economically driven market, fueled by poverty, livelihoods,
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social status, and corporate greed, ensures that even with the introduction of recombinant
reagents, these species will continue to face unsustainable exploitation (Botton et al., 2022a;

Gauvry, 2015; Gauvry, et al., 2022).

The three Asian species face varying levels of risk, with Tachypleus tridentatus listed as
endangered (Laurie et al., 2019). The other two species, Tachypleus gigas and Carcinoscorpius
rotundicauda, are currently listed as data deficient by the IUCN (IUCN, 2024). While it is
premature to assign a conservation status to these two species without formal data review, most
studies indicate moderate to severe threats to their local populations, exacerbated by a lack of
genetic connectivity among populations. In addition to overharvesting, the greatest threat to
Asian horseshoe crabs is the loss of their spawning habitat—both marine and terrestrial—from
coastal development, land reclamation, sea-level rise, and other anthropogenic factors, further

accelerating population decline.

Unless governments in the region coordinate conservation efforts and address the economic,
social, cultural, and corporate indifference to unsustainable harvesting and habitat loss, these
species will continue to lose critical habitat, genetic diversity, and overall population viability

(Botton et al., 2022a; Gauvry, 2015; Gauvry, et al., 2022, Laurie et al., 2019).

Therefore, USP Chapter <86> will likely have marginal impact on the Asian horseshoe crab
population unless accompanied by efforts to reduce other factors that will make it less profitable

to harvest them.

Impact of Testing Modalities: Kinetic vs. Gel Clot

Endotoxin testing methods vary widely across the globe. In the U.S. and Europe, harmonized
compendial kinetic tests, such as the more sensitive and quantitative kinetic chromogenic and
kinetic turbidimetric methods (USP 2024b), are preferred for bacterial endotoxin testing (BET).
These methods require the use of instrumentation and computers that require validation and
maintenance to achieve a test result. Those users who are familiar with the instrumentation and
software are generally open to new test methods requiring either the same or different

instrumentation. In contrast, the compendial LAL/TAL gel clot test (USP 2024b) remains
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dominant in Asia, South America, and Africa. This method is simpler, requires no advanced
instrumentation, and is far more affordable, making it the method of choice in less developed
regions (Eckford, 2024). Although TAL producers also market kinetic chromogenic and
turbidimetric lysate reagents to clients who request them, they may not have access to patented
and approved recombinant alternatives to offer their customers who are currently using an
instrumented assay. As a result, the reliance on harvesting and bleeding Asian horseshoe crabs
for TAL will persist. The gel clot method, with its lower cost and simplicity, will likely continue

to dominate in regions where more advanced testing infrastructure and support are not available.

Global Pharmacopoeial Landscape: European Pharmacopoeia vs. USP Chapter
<86>

The European Pharmacopoeia (EP) has allowed the use of recombinant Factor C (rFC) since July
2020 under General Chapter 2.6.32 (EP, 2024). While Chapter 2.6.32 allows for the use of rFC,
which contains only the first zymogen in the clotting cascade, it does not include information on
recombinant cascade reagents (rCR), which use all three proteins from the clotting cascade,

further narrowing its scope of recombinant options.

USP Chapter <86>, scheduled for adoption in May 2025, allows for the use of recombinant
reagents but in addition to rFC, Chapter <86> provides guidance on the use of rCR reagents.
USP Chapter <86> also requires that the user either provide validation of the test method or
examine the manufacturer’s primary validation package to assure that the method is appropriate

for testing prior to using it routinely.

Both Chapter 2.6.32 and Chapter <86> follow the harmonized Endotoxins Test Chapter (USP
Chapter <85>) with respect to standard curve preparation, and both require product-specific
suitability testing (test for interfering factors) to verify that the validated method is appropriate
for the product under test. Both chapters provide additional information on the use of rFC, which

is a fluorometric method that is not described in Chapter <85>.
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Lysate-Based vs. Recombinant Reagents

Lysate-based reagents contain all three zymogen proteins of the horseshoe crab clotting cascade:
Factor C, Factor B, and the Proclotting Enzyme. Recombinant reagents, such as those currently
marketed, use cloned enzymes from different horseshoe crab species (Carcinoscorpius
rotundicauda, Tachypleus tridentatus, and Limulus polyphemus), expressed using various
mammalian and non-mammalian cells (Buchberger, et al, 2012; Ding & Bo,1994; Mizumura, et
al, 2012). Recombinant Factor C (rFC) products use only the recombinant version of Factor C,
the first enzyme in the cascade, while recombinant Cascade Reagent (rCR) products incorporate
all three proteins. Importantly, none of these recombinant reagents includes the “Factor G”
pathway present in lysate-based reagents, which prevents enhanced results or even false positives

caused by possible glucan contamination in samples (Loverock, et al, 2010).

Global Adoption and Harmonization Challenges

Most of the world’s major pharmacopeias are working toward writing and publishing chapters on
the use of alternative endotoxin detection methods, including recombinant reagents. However,
these chapters are not yet fully harmonized. For example, while the European Pharmacopoeia
Chapter 2.6.32 allows for the use of recombinant Factor C, it does not provide for recombinant
Cascade Reagents (rCR). The Indian and Korean pharmacopeias are expected to align with the
USP, while the Chinese and Japanese pharmacopeias are still debating how to proceed (G.
Gauvry, personal communication). The inclusion of a separate chapter for recombinant reagents

reflects the distinct properties of these reagents compared to lysate-based methods.

As data become available through regulatory agencies and peer-reviewed publications, a greater
understanding of recombinant methods will emerge. This will help ease any concerns that users
may have and will support the broader adoption of recombinant reagents. However, until these
reagents can demonstrate consistent equivalence across diverse applications, or until they are
required by pharmacopeial product monographs, their widespread use will likely remain under

utilized.
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Challenges to Industry Adoption of Recombinant Reagents

The pharmaceutical industry’s reluctance to fully adopt recombinant reagents can be attributed to

several factors.
1. Patient Safety and Equivalency

Ensuring patient safety is the industry's top priority. Recombinant Factor C (rFC) and
recombinant Cascade Reagent (rCR) offer certain advantages, such as non-reactivity to glucan
contamination, which can cause false positives in traditional lysate-based methods. However,
despite these benefits, recombinant reagents still require further validation to match the
sensitivity, reliability, equivalence, and proven track record of LAL in detecting endotoxins (USP
2024c; USP 2024d). The transition to alternative reagents must be approached cautiously, as any

deviation from established safety standards could pose risks to patient health.
2. Cost and Infrastructure

The cost of transitioning to recombinant reagents presents a significant barrier for many
companies. Recombinant reagents are generally more expensive than their lysate-based
counterparts, and shifting to these methods often requires the purchase of new laboratory
equipment or requalification of existing testing systems. This financial challenge is particularly
acute in regions such as Asia, where laboratories may rely heavily on the gel clot lysate test due

to its affordability and the lack of advanced infrastructure needed for kinetic testing.

In addition to the direct costs, companies with large legacy portfolios face the added burden of
preparing regulatory submissions for existing products. These submissions can be a significant
expense, further complicating the industry's willingness to adopt recombinant methods (Eckford,

2024).
3. FDA Decision not to License Recombinant Reagents

While the USP has approved a new chapter on the use of recombinant reagents, the FDA has
chosen not to regulate them as they currently do with lysate based reagents (CFR, 1973). This

decision places the responsibility on individual companies to validate the safety and equivalence
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of recombinant Factor C (rFC) and recombinant Cascade Reagent (rCR), as well as the vendor.
This lack of FDA oversight adds complexity to the transition process, as companies must ensure
that their internal validation processes meet the necessary Pharmaceutical Quality Management

(PQMS) standards for patient safety and product integrity (Eckford, 2024).

It’s important to recognize that the USP is a standards-setting organization, not a regulatory
authority or auditor of a company’s PQMS. While USP Chapter <86> provides a compendial
option for companies to consider non-animal-based alternatives to LAL, it does not mandate
their adoption. As a result, each user must conduct appropriate risk, impact, vendor and change
management assessments to ensure the safety and equivalence of these alternatives for each
product without the benefit of a required FDA license as a “safety net”. Validation of alternative
tests, execution of proper suitability screens, and ensuring equivalency with current LAL-based
methods are critical steps for compliance with patient safety requirements (Eckford, 2024; USP,

2024a; USP 2024c; USP 2024d ).
4. Historical Context and Industry Reluctance

The historical evolution from the Rabbit Pyrogen Test (RPT), first introduced to USP in 1942
(McCloskey, et al, 1943), to the LAL reagent, first recognized by the FDA in 1973 (CFR 1973),
spanned 30 years. Complete adoption of the lysate test in lieu of the RPT did not happen until 14
years later with the publication of FDA’s “Guideline on Validation of the Limulus Amebocyte
Lysate Test as an End-Product Endotoxin Test for Human and Animal Parenteral Drugs,
Biological Products, and Medical Devices” (FDA, 1987, now retired). More recently,
recombinant Factor C (rFC) was introduced in 2003, and despite its promise, it has been slow to
gain traction due to high costs, relatively low sensitivity at the time of its introduction, its non-
compendial status, and the FDA'’s reluctance to regulate its manufacture. This history
demonstrates that while progress in bacterial endotoxin detection is often slow, it is ultimately
achievable. However, the reluctance to fully transition to new methods, particularly in an
industry that prioritizes safety and regulatory compliance, underscores the need for thorough

validation and peer-reviewed studies that demonstrate equivalency with current lysate-based

methods (USP, 2024a; Eckford, 2024)
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The Role of the Pharmaceutical Industry in Catalyzing Change

The pharmaceutical industry has the potential to be an example and drive transformative change
in endotoxins testing by providing data that will support subsequent decisions to move away
from animal-derived reagents, including the use of recombinant reagents. However, this
transition must be guided by two fundamental principles: the prioritization of patient safety and
the development of reliable alternatives that meet the rigorous standards required for medical

products worldwide.

While recombinant Factor C (rFC) and recombinant Cascade Reagent (rCR) offer promising
alternatives to traditional Limulus Amebocyte Lysate (LAL) and Tachypleus Amebocyte Lysate
(TAL) tests, their widespread adoption will depend on robust validation and evidence that they
perform equivalently to lysate-based methods. Peer-reviewed studies demonstrating their
reliability, efficacy, and safety are critical in convincing laboratory managers and regulators alike

to embrace these alternatives.

Conclusion: A Step Forward, But Not a Milestone

While USP Chapter <86> represents progress toward reducing reliance on horseshoe crabs for
bacterial endotoxin testing, it is not a milestone for horseshoe crab conservation. The adoption of
recombinant reagents such as recombinant Factor C (rFC) and recombinant Cascade Reagent
(rCR) faces significant challenges in both the U.S. and Asia. Regulatory hurdles, economic
barriers, entrenched testing practices, and the prevalence of the gel clot method in less developed

regions hinder the immediate widespread use of these alternatives.

More critically, the broader threats to horseshoe crab populations—habitat loss, unregulated and
unsustainable harvesting, and economic pressures, especially in Asia—are not addressed by the
adoption of recombinant reagents alone. Horseshoe crab populations in Asia remain vulnerable
to exploitation, with unsustainable practices driven by economic incentives beyond the scope of
endotoxin testing. Without concerted conservation efforts, these species will continue to face

significant declines, even if the demand for LAL and TAL is reduced.
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Thus, while USP Chapter <86> offers a path forward in bacterial endotoxin testing, it is
important to manage expectations. It is a positive step toward reducing the use of animal-derived
reagents, but it is not a definitive solution for horseshoe crab conservation. The pharmaceutical
industry must continue to seek advancements in alternative bacterial endotoxin testing and adopt

non-animal-based methods where feasible.

Moreover, effective supply chain management is crucial to addressing the unregulated harvesting
practices in Asia. This includes divesting from TAL producers who do not adhere to best
management practices that mirror or exceed those of LAL producers. Additionally, endorsing the
Pharmaceutical Supply Chain Initiative (PSCI) which represents 74 of the world’s largest
pharmaceutical companies and their suppliers can significantly impact conservation efforts. The
PSCI pledges to protect all endangered species and ceasing further TAL collection from
Tachypleus tridentatus and Tachypleus gigas. By committing to no further collections from these
species and discontinuing TAL use once existing supplies are exhausted, PSCI members can help

alleviate commercial pressures on these vulnerable populations (PSCI, 2023).

Until these broader challenges are addressed, recombinant methods will not be the milestone that
conservationists hope for. Comprehensive strategies that include regulatory reforms, ethical
supply chain practices, and industry-wide commitments are essential to ensure the long-term

viability of all four horseshoe crab species.
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Sciaenids Management Board

FROM: Red Drum Stock Assessment Subcommittee

DATE: October 16, 2024

SUBJECT: Response to 2024 (SEDAR 93) Red Drum Review Workshop Report

The Red Drum Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS) expresses some concerns about the peer review
panel’s (Panel) report summarizing their conclusions and recommendations from review of the 2024
Red Drum Benchmark Stock Assessment. These concerns could not be addressed prior to release of the
report to the Sciaenids Management Board. Per the agreed upon review workshop schedule, the report
was to be made available to the SAS for review on September 6, 2024
(https://sedarweb.org/documents/sedar-93-red-drum-review-schedule assessmentreview-pdf/), but
was not made available to ASFMC staff until October 8. This delay meant the report was released to
ASFMC on the date of the deadline for ASMFC Annual Meeting main meeting materials resulting in the
SAS not having the opportunity to review the report, seek any necessary clarification from the Panel, or
provide any comments they felt necessary to be considered with the report in main meeting materials.
Although the entire Red Drum Technical Committee (TC) could not gather during the brief period
between receiving the report and the deadline for Annual Meeting supplemental meeting materials
(October 16), the SAS was able to outline their concerns in the following response to the report.

Stock-Recruitment Relationship Steepness

The recommendation from the Panel not to fix steepness of the stock-recruitment relationship at 0.99 is
in direct conflict with the recommendation from the simulation assessment peer review panel to fix
steepness at 0.99. The benchmark assessment report includes a reference to this recommendation in
the simulation assessment peer review report (ASMFC 2022) as justification for fixing steepness at 0.99,
and the decision was not “arbitrary and ad-hoc” as described in the Panel’s report. This treatment of the
stock-recruitment relationship, along with use of SPR-based proxy reference points, is a common
practice among stock assessments along the US Atlantic Coast that have limited information to inform a
reliable steepness parameter estimate. The Panel noted in the report that setting steepness to 0.99
implies no stock-recruitment relationship, “despite biological evidence suggesting otherwise.” It is not
clear what evidence the Panel is citing here, as there was not discussion about data during the workshop
indicating a defined stock-recruitment relationship for Atlantic coast red drum.

The Panel requested a sensitivity run during the workshop with steepness fixed at 0.84, based on the
Shertzer and Conn (2012) meta-analysis and the steepness value assumed in the simulation assessment
operating model. The assessment model was not particularly sensitive to this alternative steepness
value (Figures 1 and 2) and the alternative value does not affect stock status estimates. The SAS believes
the steepness value of 0.99, as recommended during the simulation assessment peer review, is most
appropriate. Further, it is important to note the SAS conducted a sensitivity analysis using the base
model configuration with the only change being to try and estimate steepness as part of the sensitivity
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analysis described in the assessment report. Under this run, the estimate of steepness hit the upper
bound (0.99), effectively converging on the base model run and was the observed pattern noted by the
simulation assessment peer review panel, which indicates lack of information in the data to estimate a
stock-recruitment relationship and was a primary reason for their recommendation to fix steepness at
0.99.

Index Data
Index Exclusion/Inclusion

The Panel expressed concern that “clear analyses were not presented to demonstrate the time series
included in the assessment models were all indexing stock abundance and there were no conflicts
between the time series.” While the SAS recognizes these concerns, it is unclear what additional
analyses would alleviate these concerns given a primary assumption of any index is that it is accurately
representing true, unknown stock abundance trends for the stock being assessed. For the southern
stock, the SAS provided figures during the workshop illustrating broad spatial synchrony across sub-
adult and recruitment surveys during periods of temporal overlap (Figure 3). Second, at the request of
the Panel, the SAS provided age-specific indices to evaluate the ability of the southern stock sub-adult
surveys to track year classes through time to support the concept these surveys were representative of
stock abundances (Figure 4). Unfortunately, similar analyses were not possible for the northern stock
owing to only a single fishery-independent recruitment, sub-adult, and adult survey available which the
model used to characterize abundance trends for the northern stock and lack of age composition data to
split the sub-adult aggregate index into age-specific indices. However, the SAS did inform the Panel of a
publication cited in previous red drum assessments that evaluated the NC recruitment survey and
validated the index from this survey by showing strong correlations with fishery catches two years later
(Bacheler et al. 2008). Third, of the ten surveys retained in the southern (n = 7) and northern (n = 3) SS
models, a version of all but one (the SC rotenone survey representing recruitment in the mid- to late-
1980s) was included in the previous benchmark assessment (ASMFC 2017; SEDAR 2015) as nominal
indices presumably less representative as an index of stock abundance. Justification for inclusion of the
additional SC rotenone survey was provided in the simulation assessment report (ASMFC 2022), which
the Panel was not tasked with reviewing and was understandably missed with review focused on the
benchmark assessment.

Index Standardization

The Panel expressed concern with indices used in the assessment developed from standardization
methods that did not produce diagnostics they considered adequate. Although some diagnostics were
not considered adequate for some indices, the SAS moved from nominal (e.g., simple arithmetic mean)
indices to standardized indices that account for extraneous catchability effects during this assessment,
which represents an advancement in index data treatment. While this was the first-time standardized
indices have been developed for all surveys during a red drum assessment, as noted above as an
advancement relative to prior assessments, previous red drum review panels have thoroughly reviewed
the surveys and indices used. Therefore, the SAS approached index development as a routine process
and focused extra time on other challenging areas experienced in past assessments and reviews
(development of proxy size composition data for recreational discards and use of tag-recapture data).

During the review workshop, a reviewer developed an alternative index from the SC Trammel survey
using spatio-temporal methods with alternative covariates considered (month as a factor instead of day
of year as a continuous variable; estuary (coarser scale) instead of strata, i.e. sub-estuary, a finer scale
spatial variable; the exclusion of a site level random effect; inclusion of year by area and month by area
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random effects). This alternative index indicated a lower relative abundance in recent years than the
index used in the base assessment model (Figure 5). The reviewer noted when providing the alternative
index for a requested assessment model sensitivity run that “while environmental covariates improved
the fit (AIC, the ggplot did not change much), this requires some changes to the way we generate the
indices i.e. making a prediction grid in space with the values of all environmental covariates for that year
and location so | did not test due to lack of time”. Further, it used a spatial variable deemed inferior
(based on model selection criteria) to the strata spatial variable used in the SAS developed index and
one not recommended for use by the data provider to characterize the spatial effect on catchability
given sub-estuary red drum distribution patterns. The SAS has concerns about using an alternative index
that did not have adequate time and consideration to develop. However, even with these concerns, the
alternative index sensitivity run (Figures 1 and 2, Trammel) showed similar trends in both SPR and SSB as
the base model run though the estimates were scaled higher.

Following the review workshop, the SAS spent additional time developing an alternative index using
spatio-temporal methods, suggested by reviewers, while considering environmental covariates and
evaluating diagnostics recommended by the Panel. This alternative index was similar to the original
index used in the base assessment model, particularly in recent years (Figure 6). The SAS recognizes the
Panel’s point that the assessment model is sensitive to alternative calculations of this index, but the
report does discuss stock status estimates from the assessment model run with the alternative
reviewer-provided index and we do not think the model results using the alternative index developed
during the workshop should be interpreted as a plausible “state of nature”, the typical interpretation of
final sensitivity runs, until more time and consideration goes into developing this index. We also note
that it is not unexpected to see assessment model sensitivity to alternate data sets used in the fitting
process.

Additional Peer Review Workshop Runs

Several analyses were conducted during the course of the review workshop that are discussed in the
report, but are not supplemented with information reviewed during the workshop (e.g., comparison
figures). The SAS believes these materials, which are not available for reference anywhere else, are
important context to the report (Figure 1 and 2).

The report notes “plots of SPR, spawning stock biomass, and relative spawning stock biomass indicated
that while most analyses resulted in proportional shifts, only the removal of the Florida haul index data
and the update of the South Carolina trammel index led to a change in stock status.” This is misleading,
as no sensitivity runs requested during the review workshop led to a change in overfishing status.
Overfished status changed for the two runs noted, but it’s important to consider the change
quantitatively which is not described in the report. Terminal three-year (2019-2021 fishing years)
average relative SSB (SSB/SSBsoy%) used to determine overfished status changed from 0.881 in the base
model to 1.008 and 1.025 in runs with the removal of the Florida haul age data and the alternative
South Carolina trammel index (again, we do not think this should be considered a plausible run),
respectively. A value less than one (the threshold) indicates an overfished stock status determination.
With additional consideration of the consistent downward trend of SSB and the preliminary 2022 fishing
year estimates, it is very likely an overfished status would be estimated in these runs using the three-
year average SSB from 2020-2022.



TLA Reference Period

The Traffic Light Analysis (TLA) reference periods chosen during the assessment were based on the
previous peer reviewed and management board-accepted stock assessments. The SAS used the periods
when the stocks were determined not to be overfishing in these assessments, as described in the
assessment report. Although the SAS thinks the methods used in the previous assessments needed
improvement, the previous assessments stood as the best scientific information available (BSIA) for the
SAS to consider during development of the current assessment. No improved, alternative reference
period choice was recommended by the Panel for the SAS to consider against their choice during the
assessment, so the SAS believes the reference periods chosen during the assessment are the best
available.

The Panel notes that robustness testing is needed to understand choices of reference period. However,
the SAS conducted sensitivity testing during the assessment around reference period choice and the
Panel acknowledged, particularly for fishery performance measures indicative of fishing mortality, that
results were “largely in agreement” across choices tested. Management strategy evaluation (MSE) was
suggested by the Panel as a way to test the TLA for the purpose of operationalizing a control rule, but
the SAS notes MSE is outside the scope of a traditional stock assessment and that they used the TLA in
the assessment to provide qualitative stock status determinations, not to implement a specific control
rule. The SAS agrees with the recommended MSE approach for testing the TLA to implement a specific
control rule, but notes this would need to be a separate process similar in duration and resources as the
benchmark assessment.

2025 Assessment Update
The Panel’s report recommends a short-term update of the assessment in 2025 that incorporates:

¢ The most recent data available, including catch, biological, and abundance indices information.

e Updating the model according to Panel recommendations, specifically including the approach to
standardization of abundance indices and in the testing and selection of retained abundance indices.

e Expected changes in the catches derived from MRIP, if available.

The SAS does not believe this update will result in substantial changes for reasons discussed below and
has concern spending additional time, if made available, on model updates will lead to delays in action
to address unfavorable stock status determinations. A red drum assessment update is not currently
accounted for on the ASMFC stock assessment schedule and TC-generated updates to input data and
technical analyses by the SAS would require time for other responsibilities be shifted to this unplanned
assessment update.

Second, the alternative SC Trammel index developed after the review workshop and discussed above
shows minimal changes to the index trend that are unlikely to change the conclusions of the
assessment. This conclusion is supported by the runs conducted at the review workshop using the
alternative index developed by the Panel member (see discussion above), which showed greater
divergences in time series patterns (Figure 5 vs. Figure 6), and still resulted in no change in stock status
(Figures 1 and 2; Trammel). Similar treatment of other southern stock SC indices post-review workshop
suggest similar results, with no reason to believe changes to spatio-temporal modeling and inclusion of
comparable covariates would result in large deviations in relative abundance trends.



Third, removing the longline survey data altogether, a recommended model update from the Panel, was
done as a sensitivity run at the request of the Panel. The change impacted historical stock estimates, but
the model was relatively insensitive to the removal of these data in recent years (Figures 1 and 2, No
Longline). As discovered during model development and discussed during the review workshop, the
contemporary SC longline survey provides age data critical to informing early recruitment deviations
used to modify an unrealistic equilibrium age composition in the model start year (Figure 7) and is the
primary data source informing the model of growth for older, mature fish. For these reasons as noted in
the assessment report, the SAS believes these data are beneficial to the assessment model and should
not be removed from the base model.

Finally, as discussed at the review workshop, potential MRIP catch estimate changes will not be finalized
until Spring 2026. To include these data, an assessment would not be completed until late 2026 or early
2027. This would represent a significant delay in potential management action with sensitivity runs
exploring the impact of a proposed constant 30% reduction in catch (both in the assessment report and
additional multi-factor sensitivity changes requested during the review workshop and presented in
Figures 1 and 2, herein) suggesting no change in stock status determination. While such changes affect
the scale of the population (i.e., absolute SSB, absolute numbers, average recruitment), there is also a
proportional change in reference points associated with SPR3o% and SSBsox%. This effect was anticipated
by the SAS and confirmed via these sensitivity runs and hence, while potentially a significant change to
the catch stream, given the red drum fisheries are not managed via annual catch limits across both
sectors, the scale changes are not as impactful for management considerations.
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Figures

Figure 1. Spawning potential ratio (SPR) estimates from the base SS model for the southern red drum
stock compared to sensitivity runs requested during the peer review workshop. The dotted line is the
30% SPR threshold. Sensitivity runs include: changing stock-recruitment steepness from 0.99 to 0.84
(Steepness), using the alternative SC Trammel index calculated during the review workshop (Trammel),
excluding early years of age composition data for the FL Haul Seine survey (FL_haul_ages), excluding
length composition data for sub-adult surveys (no_SA_lengths), reducing recreational catch by 30% with
a 4% discard mortality instead of 8% (70% catch_4% discard), reducing recreational catch by 30% with
an increase of the base natural mortality by 20% (70% catch_M +20%), reducing recreational catch by
30% with a decrease of the base natural mortality by 20% (70% catch_M -20%), using an alternative
index for the SC Longline survey calculated during the review workshop (Alternative Longline), and
dropping all longline survey data (No Longline).



Figure 2. Relative spawning stock biomass (SSB/SSBso%) estimates from the base SS model for the
southern red drum stock compared to sensitivity runs requested during the peer review workshop. The
dotted line is the threshold (i.e., SSB=SSB30%). Sensitivity runs include: changing stock-recruitment
steepness from 0.99 to 0.84 (Steepness), using the alternative SC Trammel index calculated during the
review workshop (Trammel), excluding early years of age composition data for the FL Haul Seine survey
(FL_haul_ages), excluding length composition data for sub-adult surveys (no_SA_lengths), reducing
recreational catch by 30% with a 4% discard mortality instead of 8% (70% catch_4% discard), reducing
recreational catch by 30% with an increase of the base natural mortality by 20% (70% catch_M +20%),
reducing recreational catch by 30% with a decrease of the base natural mortality by 20% (70% catch_M -
20%), using an alternative index for the SC Longline survey calculated during the review workshop
(Alternative Longline), and dropping all longline survey data (No Longline).



Figure 3. Combined plot of southern population recruitment indices (top panel), sub-adult indices
(middle panel), and adult indices (bottom panel) illustrating broad synchrony in abundance signals
across surveys encountering similar size and age red drum throughout the region. The most conflict is
between the two contemporary longline surveys with the SC index suggesting stable to decreasing
abundance while the GA longline suggesting stable to increasing abundance. Due to concerns regarding
the ability of the GA longline survey to represent changes in adult red drum abundance due to low
encounter rates, survey design changes and other factors, the SAS recommended, and the Panel
concurred with, removal of the index from the base model for the southern stock.



Figure 4. Age-specific indices of abundance from the SC Trammel Survey lagged, where necessary, to
match their year class. Age-0 and age-3 index values are on the secondary axis due to lower catch rates
of these age classes to give a better comparison of trends.



Figure 5. Alternative SC Trammel index calculated by reviewers during the review workshop (black with
error bars) compared to the index used in the base assessment model (red).

Figure 6. Alternative SC Trammel index calculated by the SAS following the review workshop using a
spatiotemporal delta-truncated negative binomial model with random effect for site, and fixed effects
for fishing year, month, and tidal stage in both model components (black line with grey shaded 95% Cls)

compared to the index used in the assessment base model (red).
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Figure 7. Recruitment deviation estimates from the southern base assessment model with (left) and
without (right) SC Longline age data.
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Preliminary Red Drum Risk and Uncertainty Report
October 2024

The following report details the preliminary inputs for the Red Drum Risk and Uncertainty
Decision Tools. There are two decision tools, one for each red drum management region: New
Jersey through North Carolina (northern stock) and South Carolina through the Atlantic side of
Florida (southern stock). The report summarizes both technical inputs (scores) and weightings
for the decision tools. The technical inputs characterize components of the red drum stock and
fishery that may contribute to risk and uncertainty, while the weightings indicate the relative
importance of each component to management considerations for red drum.

Preliminary Risk and Uncertainty Decision Tools for Red Drum Management Regions

Weightings in table below are only default values until Sciaenids Management Board input has
been collected and summarized.

Northern Southern
Decision Tool Component | Weight | Score | Weight | Score
P(SSB < SSB threshold) 0.10| 0.00 0.10 [ 1.00
P(SSB < SSB target) 0.10| 0.30 0.10 [ 1.00
P(F > F threshold) 0.10| 0.00 0.10 | 1.00
P(F > F target) 0.10| 0.80 0.10| 1.00
Model uncertainty 0.10| 4.00 0.10 | 2.00
Management uncertainty 0.10 3.75 0.10 3.50

Environmental uncertainty 0.10 4.00 0.10 4.25
Ecosystem/trophic

importance 0.10 2.18 0.10 3.00
Short-term commercial
socioeconomic effect 0.10 * 0.10 *

Long-term commercial
socioeconomic effect 0.10 * 0.10 *

Short-term recreational
socioeconomic effect 0.10 * 0.10 *
Long-term commercial
socioeconomic effect 0.10 * 0.10 *
*A portion of the socioeconomic scores will only be calculated if a management action will be
initiated. See the Socioeconomic Considerations for further details and socioeconomic sub-
scores.

Region: New Jersey — North Carolina (Northern)
The following technical inputs were provided by the Red Drum Technical Committee.
Stock Status
All stock status inputs are based on the 2024 Red Drum Benchmark Assessment.
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Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) Threshold
Probability that SSB is less than the threshold (range: 0 —1): 0.00

SSB Target

Probability that SSB is less than the target (range: 0 —1): 0.30

F Threshold

Probability that fishing mortality (F) is more than the threshold (range: 0 —1): 0.00
F Target

Probability that F is more than the target (range: 0 —1): 0.80

Additional Uncertainty Considerations
Model Uncertainty
Score (range: 0—-5): 4
Justification:
e The Traffic Light Analysis (TLA) was used to determine stock status due to instability of
SS model.
e The TLA does not integrate data but rather evaluates data sets individually.
e Adult abundance metric proportion red threshold halved from grid search optimum due
to concerns that the metric would fail to detect declines in older age-classes.
e Fishery performance status was found to be sensitive to the reference period (2 of 8
alternate reference periods resulted in overfishing determination).
e There are catch data for areas north of NC, but no fishery-independent abundance data.
e There were contradictory conclusions about overfishing between the preferred TLA
method and the Skate method, with the Skate method identified as the more risk
adverse method due to its shorter timeframe to indicate overfishing.

Management Uncertainty
Score (range: 0—5): 3.75
Justification:
e Uncertainty in the TLA results during the mid-to-late 2010s being influenced by the
strong 2011-year class.
e Lack of abundance information north of NC and overall data limitations due to lack of
good fishery dependent and independent mortality data.
e Assessment peer review concerns of unrealistic decline in abundance over the time
series.
e The Skate Data Limited Control Rule method suggests F is too high in recent years, so
there is trouble constraining catch.
e Uncertainty around MRIP estimates and regarding effectiveness of management
actions.
e The current FMP has prescriptive goals, but its ability to assess management
performance has been highly uncertain.
e Current management is restrictive (narrow slot limits and low bag limits), but legal
harvest is almost exclusively of immature fish.



e Fishery trending toward overfished/experiencing overfishing and there is potential for
population expansion north.

Environmental Uncertainty
Score (range: 0—5): 4
Justification:

e There is alink between recruitment success and environment, specifically directionality
and intensity of wind during the spawning (Goldberg et al. 2021) but this link is not
accounted for in the TLA.

e There is evidence of range expansion into VA and MD based on MRIP data but there is
no fishery-independent data to corroborate. Climate projections tend to favor potential
for expansion northward.

e The species is moderately sensitive to climate change and experiences high climate
exposure according to climate change vulnerability assessments (Hare et al. 2016.)

e There is a large variation in M.

Additional Risk Considerations
Ecosystem/Trophic Importance
Score (range: 0—5): 2.18
Justification:
e Red drum is a higher trophic level piscivore in estuarine systems and forage fish for
marine mammals.
e Since this stock is at the northern extent of range, there are other piscivores (e.g.,
striped bass) that are likely more important.
e Thereis a lower abundance of red drum in northern part of the range, so they will have
less trophic interactions and ecosystem impacts.
e Effective predator at adult stages, but there is little research done to characterize their
importance as a prey species.

Socioeconomic Considerations
See socioeconomic considerations section below.

Region: South Carolina — Florida (Southern)

The following technical inputs were provided by the Red Drum Technical Committee.
Stock Status

All stock status inputs are based on the 2024 Red Drum Benchmark Assessment.
Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) Threshold

Probability that SSB is less than the threshold (range: 0 —1): 1.00

SSB Target

Probability that SSB is less than the target (range: 0 —1): 1.00

F Threshold

Probability that fishing mortality (F) is more than the threshold (range: 0—1): 1.00



F Target
Probability that F is more than the target (range: 0 —1): 1.00

Additional Uncertainty Considerations

Model Uncertainty
Score (range: 0—5): 2
Justification:

The asymptotic standard errors that were used in the SS model are considered a
minimum quantification of model uncertainty.

Relative to the management threshold of 1.0, the terminal three-year relative SSB upper
95% confidence interval limits were 1.15 (2019), 1.07 (2020), and 1.02 (2021). Relative
to the management threshold of 30%, the terminal three-year SPR upper 95%
confidence interval limits were 0.25 (2019), 0.35 (2020), 0.28 (2021).

One of nine sensitivity runs estimated a different overfished status than the base model,
with this run's terminal three-year relative SSB estimates above the base model 95% Cl;
estimates below base model 95% Cl for one additional run. No sensitivity runs estimated
a different overfishing status.

No retrospective peel estimates during terminal three years were outside the base
model’s 95% Cls. One retrospective peel SPR estimate was outside base model’s 95%
Cls.

The different assessment methods used in this stock assessment for the southern stock
(SS, TLA, Skate) agreed on overfishing status, differed on overfished status based on the
inclusion of GA Longline index in the TLA.

Management Uncertainty
Score (range: 0 —5): 3.5
Justification:

Lack of good fishery-dependent and -independent mortality data on the oldest and most
fecund age classes.

Potential effect of MRIP effort changes.

State-specific assessments have indicated concern or poor stock status.

The FMP has prescriptive goals, but its ability to assess management performance has
been uncertain.

Current management is restrictive (narrow slot limits and low bag limits), but legal
harvest is almost exclusively of immature fish.

Overfished/experiencing overfishing is likely, suggesting F is too high and indicating
management has had trouble constraining catch.

There are no effort controls, only harvest controls which appear ineffective at
constraining total removals.



Environmental Uncertainty
Score (range: 0 —5): 4.25
Justification:

There needs to be more comprehensive abiotic/biotic metrics due to the correlations
generally being weak, and there is a need to incorporate spatial aggregations.

In Florida and other southern states, red tide and other HABs need to be considered.
The link between recruitment success and the environment determined by Goldberg et
al. 2022 is not accounted for in the 2024 assessment model and will not be accounted
for explicitly in projections.

This species is moderately sensitive to climate change and experience high climate
exposure according to climate change vulnerability assessments (Hare et al. 2016.).
There is uncertainty about annual recruitment variability due to acute environmental
impacts as well as long term climate change.

There was no spawner-recruit relationship detected in the assessment.

There is a lack of understanding of environmental drivers’ impact on recruitment and
there has been depressed recruitment for 10+ yrs. Fish kills are also occurring in shallow
water estuarine environments.

Additional Risk Considerations

Ecosystem/Trophic Importance
Score (range: 0—5): 3
Justification:

Based upon assessment report, red drum does not appear to have an important link to
the ecosystem.

It is an important predator, but likely a minor threat to endangered or other managed
species.

It's an effective predator at adult stages, but little research has been done to
characterize their importance as a prey species.

There is a larger abundance in comparison to the northern region, with similar trophic
interactions and ecological impacts.

Socioeconomic Considerations

See socioeconomic considerations section below.

Socioeconomic Considerations

The following technical inputs were provided by the Committee on Economics and Social
Sciences (CESS). After comparing regional data, the CESS decided to provide a single coastwide
score for each socioeconomic component.



Commercial Value
Score (range: 0-5): 1
Justification:
e The red drum commercial fishery economic value importance indicator was calculated
using a three-year average of coastwide ex-vessel value.

o Avalue of 0 was assigned if there were no reported commercial landings in the
time period. A value of 1 was assigned if the ex-vessel value of the commercial
fishery was <1 million dollars.

o Avalue of 2 was assigned if the ex-vessel value of the commercial fishery was
between 1-10 million dollars.

o Avalue of 3 was assigned if the ex-vessel value was between 10-30 million
dollars.

o Avalue of 4 was assigned if the ex-vessel value was between 30-100 million
dollars.

o Avalue of 5 was assigned if the ex-vessel value was >100 million dollars.

e The average ex-vessel value from 2020 to 2022 was $514,347 which indicated a value of
1.

Commercial Community Dependence
Score (range: 0-5): 1
Justification:

e The red drum commercial fishery community dependence indicator was calculated using
a ratio of the red drum ex-vessel value to the total ex-vessel value of the top ten
communities each averaged over three years (2020-2022).

e In the period there were publicly available state level landings in North Carolina and
Virginia, therefore the average ex-vessel value of the top ten communities included two
communities, North Carolina and Virginia.

e The scores were assigned based on the relative ex-vessel value of red drum to total ex-
vessel value of the commercial fleets in each community.

o Avalue of 0 was assigned if there were no community fishing.

o Avalue of 1 was assigned if the ratio of red drum ex-vessel value to total ex-
vessel value was between 0%-5%.

o Avalue of 2 was assigned if the ratio of red drum ex-vessel value to total ex-
vessel value was between 5%-15%.

o Avalue of 3 was assigned if the ratio of red drum ex-vessel value to total ex-
vessel value was between 15%-25%.

o Avalue of 4 was assigned if the ratio of red drum ex-vessel value to total ex-
vessel value was between 25%-50%.

o Avalue of 5 was assigned if the ratio of red drum ex-vessel value to total ex-
vessel value was >50%.

e The ratio of red drum ex-vessel value was averaged from 2020 to 2022, and the total ex-
vessel value was 0%, which indicated a community dependence value of 1.



Recreational Desirability
Score (range: 0—5): 4
Justification:

e The red drum recreational fishery importance indicator was calculated by identifying the
total coastwide annual targeted trips as a percentage of the total coastwide trips
averaged over three years from 2020-2022.

e Trips were defined as a trip where red drum was the primary or secondary targeted
species. Using this methodology recreational trips are not cumulative across species.

o Avalue of 0 was assigned if there were no recreational fishing trips where red
drum were the primary or secondary target.
A value of 1 was assigned if the percent of Red drum trips was between 0-0.5%.
A value of 2 was assigned if the percent of red drum trips was between 0.5-1.5%.
A value of 3 was assigned if the percent of red drum trips was between 1.5-5%.
A value of 4 was assigned if the percent of red drum trips was between 5-10%. A
value of 5 was assigned if the percent of red drum trips was >10%.
e The percent of red drum trips to total recreational trips was 8%, which indicated a score

of 4.

O O O O

Recreational Community Dependence
Score (range: 0—5): 2
Justification:

e The red drum recreational community dependence indicator was calculated by
identifying the average target trips of red drum as a percent of total recreational trips
for the top ten communities averaged over three years from 2020-2022.

e There were six communities where NOAA reported recreational red drum trips that
were statistically different from zero. Those communities were Florida, Georgia,
Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia.

o Avalue of 0 was assigned if there were not any red drum trips in any
communities from 2020-2022.

o Avalue of 1 was assigned if the number of red drum trips as a percentage of all
recreational trips averaged over the top communities from 2020-2022 was
between 0-3%.

o Avalue of 2 was assigned if the number of red drum trips as a percentage of all
recreational trips averaged over the top communities from 2020-2022 was
between 3-10%.

o Avalue of 3 was assigned if the number of red drum trips as a percentage of all
recreational trips averaged over the top communities from 2020-2022 was
between 10-15%.

o Avalue of 4 was assigned if the number of red drum trips as a percentage of all
recreational trips averaged over the top communities from 2020-2022 was
between 15-20%.

o Avalue of 5 was assigned if the number of red drum trips as a percentage of all
recreational trips averaged over the top communities from 2020-2022 was
>20%.



e The number of red drum trips as a percentage of all recreational trips averaged over the
top communities from 2020-2022 was 9%. which indicated a score of 2.

Commercial Short-term Management Change
Score (range: 0 — 1; + or — depending on direction of effect):
To be calculated if management actions are initiated.

Commercial Long-term Management Change
Score (range: 0 —1; + or — depending on direction of effect):
To be calculated if management actions are initiated.

Recreational Short-term Management Change
Score (range: 0 —1; + or — depending on direction of effect):
To be calculated if management actions are initiated.

Recreational Long-term Management Change
Score (range: 0 — 1; + or — depending on direction of effect):
To be calculated if management actions are initiated.

Preliminary Decision Tool Weightings
This section will be completed once Sciaenids Management Board input has been collected and
summarized.
The following weightings were produced based on Red Drum Management Board input. The
Board provided input on priorities for risk considerations in tautog management via a webinar
poll and survey. Each component of the Risk and Uncertainty Decision Tool was scored on a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = this component is much less important than other components, 3 =
this component is equally important as other components, and 5 = this component is much
more important than other components. Responses were averaged and converted to the
weighting scale.

Component Score | Weight
SSB Threshold 0.00 0.00
SSB Target

F Threshold

F Target

Model Uncertainty
Management Uncertainty
Environmental Uncertainty
Ecosystem Importance
Commercial Short-term
Commercial Long-term
Recreational Short-term
Recreational Long-term
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Sciaenids Management Board
FROM: Black Drum Technical Committee

DATE: October 15, 2024
SUBJECT: 2024 Black Drum Data Update

Background

The 2023 Black Drum Benchmark Stock Assessment determined the Atlantic coast stock was
not overfished nor experiencing overfishing in the terminal year of the assessment (2020).
However, the assessment acknowledged lack of contrast in black drum data sets coupled with
high uncertainty in model-based estimates. To this end, the Black Drum Technical Committee
(TC) recommended close monitoring of empirical stock indicators annually between stock
assessments to identify any concerning trends in a timely manner. The next black drum stock
assessment is tentatively scheduled for 2027. Should any concerning trends occur, the TC may
recommend an expedited assessment.

Indicators developed during the stock assessment include abundance (young-of-year, age 0-1,
subadult, and exploitable abundance), range expansion, recreational live releases and harvest,
and commercial landings. Additional details on these indicators are available in Section 6 of the
2023 stock assessment report. At the conclusion of the assessment, indicators overall did not
appear negative.

The first data update was completed and presented to the Sciaenids Board (Board) at their
October 2023 meeting. The update showed mixed signs of stability and declines since the
assessment, but the TC did not believe there was cause for concern and recommended no
change to the current black drum stock assessment schedule. During the meeting, the Board
requested the TC consider the frequency of data updates given the long lifespan of the species
and make any recommended changes during the next data update.

This memo provides results and recommendations from the second data update since the
assessment with data through 2023.
Results

Overall, indicators showed similar conditions to the terminal year of the assessment, with signs
of increases in 2023 in the South Atlantic.
e Mid-Atlantic abundance indicators (all YOY) have varied around their time series means
during the three update years (Figure 1).
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e South Atlantic abundance indicators were all below their time series means, but two
indicators showed consistent increases from lows in 2021 to levels above the terminal
year of the assessment (Figure 2).

e The MRIP CPUE (exploitable abundance indicator) increased above the time series mean
in 2023 and just below levels in the terminal year of the assessment after the previous
two update years were below the mean (Figure 3).

e The range expansion indicator was not available for 2021 and remained below the time
series mean in 2023 at levels similar to 2022 (Figure 4).

e Recreational live releases varied around the time series mean in the Mid-Atlantic, and in
2023 were slightly below the time series mean and the level in the terminal year of the
assessment. Recreational live releases in the South Atlantic remained above the time
series mean during update years and increased for the first time in five years during
2023 to levels above that in the terminal year of the assessment (Figure 5).

e Recreational harvest has varied slightly during update years within regions, with all
update years below the time series mean and levels during the terminal year of the
assessment in the Mid-Atlantic and all update years above the time series mean and
levels during the terminal year of the assessment in the South Atlantic (Figure 6).

e Commercial landings have shown a similar pattern to the recreational harvest with all
update years below the time series mean in the Mid-Atlantic and above the time series
mean in the South Atlantic (Figure 7). South Atlantic commercial harvest in 2023
increased markedly and was the highest since 2008.

Recommendations

The TC met on October 2, 2024 to discuss the data update to the indicators and make
recommendations to the Board for their October 2024 meeting. The TC agreed that, generally,
there were no concerning trends in the indicators relative to coastwide stock status at this time,
as the 2023 data continued to fall within their respective historical ranges. The TC did note
increases in black drum recreational and commercial landings in the south, which could indicate
higher availability of fish, that fishing pressure is increasing, or both, and that some of these
increases may be driven by more localized (e.g., state-specific) changes that could cause
concern at these localized levels. An example was provided for North Carolina where increased
regulations for other species (i.e., southern founder) may be leading to increased fishing
pressure on black drum. The TC recognizes this will be important to follow in future years.

Following the Board’s direction to the TC at their October 2023 meeting, the TC next discussed
the appropriate timeline for future updates to the indicators. When considering how frequently
the indicators should be updated, the TC also considered the timing of future stock assessment
update and benchmark stock assessments. The TC recommends scheduling the next data
update to the indicators in 2026, and moving the scheduled black drum stock assessment
from 2027 to 2028. At that time, based on the results of the stock assessment, the TC will
discuss the future schedule of data updates to the indicators.



The following points were discussed by the TC, as a part of making this recommendation:

e TC members agreed the indicators do not need to be updated annually at this time,
especially as the TC decided at their October 2023 call that there would need to be
several years of decline to cause concern. As a result, the TC discussed moving the next
data update to 2026. However, it was noted that the TC would also be gathering data
for the tentatively scheduled 2027 assessment at that time. The TC felt it was
unnecessary to update the indicators if an assessment is scheduled to be complete the
following year. It would be more appropriate to schedule an indicator update in
between assessments, unless concerning trends suggested otherwise.

e It was noted by several TC members that there will likely not be a lot of new information
on black drum or new stock assessment methodologies to consider for a stock
assessment in 2027. In fact, it was noted that Delaware age data collections have
actually been reduced due to decreased demand for black drum. Black drum is not a
high priority species for ASMFC member states, and so a majority of the research
recommendations from the 2023 benchmark stock assessment will not be addressed
before the tentatively scheduled stock assessment in 2027.

e The TC also discussed the possibility of delaying the assessment further, due to the
aforementioned lack of new information. Several TC members opposed any delays
beyond one or two years due to the issues that can arise with the stock when it is not
closely examined in a full stock assessment regularly (i.e., lack of updated stock status
estimates).

e Updates to Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) data are expected to be
released in 2026. Since black drum is primarily a recreational species, it will be
important to incorporate these updated MRIP data into the next black drum stock
assessment. There is always the potential for a delay in the release of results by MRIP
staff, so shifting the stock assessment to 2028 will ensure the updated MRIP data will be
available for use in the assessment.



Figures

Figure 1. Mid-Atlantic abundance indicators. The dashed line is the time series mean.

Figure 2. South Atlantic abundance indicators. The dashed line is the time series mean.



Figure 3. Coastwide abundance indicator. The dashed line is the time series mean.

Figure 4. Range expansion indicator. The dashed line is the time series mean.



Figure 5. Recreational live release indicators. The dashed line is the time series mean.

Figure 6. Recreational harvest indicators. The dashed line is the time series mean.



Figure 7. Commercial landings indicators. The dashed line is the time series mean.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Atlantic Menhaden Management Board
FROM: Atlantic Menhaden Work Group

DATE: October 17, 2024

SUBJECT: Draft Definition of Problem Statement for Precautionary Management in Chesapeake Bay
(Updated)

The Atlantic Menhaden Work Group was charged to “consider and evaluate options for further
precautionary management of Chesapeake Bay menhaden fisheries, including time and areas closures to
be protective of piscivorous birds and fish during critical points of their life cycle.” ! This charge asserts
there is an inadequate supply of menhaden to support overall predatory demand in the Bay. However,
the Work Group is addressing this charge without determining if there is or is not an adequate supply of
menhaden to support predatory demand in the Bay. Instead, it will be developing possible management
recommendations, and the Board would determine if or when it is necessary to implement them. The
Work Group has drafted the below draft problem statement. It is the intent of the Work Group to have a
full report to the Board by the Spring 2025 Commission meeting.

Draft Problem Statement

This charge asserts there is an inadequate availability of menhaden to support overall predatory
demand in the Bay. Changes to availability of menhaden may be caused by the following: changes in
total abundance, size distribution of the population, and timing of presence and spatial distribution in
the Bay. This can be caused by fishing pressure, environmental conditions, habitat suitability, and/or
changing predation pressures on a limited spatial and temporal scale.

Since the period of peak menhaden harvest in Chesapeake Bay, environmental conditions, introduction
of invasive species, and changes in predation pressure are likely affecting the availability of menhaden.

e Environmental changes include increases in surface water temperature?, changes in
phytoplankton bloom timing,® and riverine inputs.*

e Piscivorous bird abundance in Chesapeake Bay has increased (e.g., osprey, brown pelicans,
and bald eagles).® All are known to consume menhaden as part of their diet.®

1 Meeting Summaries, Press Releases, and Motions. Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 2024 Summer Meeting.
https://asmfc.org/files/2024SummerMeeting/2024SummerMeetingSummary.pdf

2 Najjar et al. 2010. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science: 86:1.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0272771409004582?via%3Dihub

3 Harding et al. 2016. Nature: 6: 23773.
https://www.nature.com/articles/srep23773#:~:text=Here%2C%20we%20synthesize%20long%2Dterm,over%2Denrichment%20and%20climatic
%20conditions.

4Ross, A.,C, et al. 2021. Anthropogenic influences on extreme annual streamflow into Chesapeake Bay from the Susquehanna River. [in
“Explaining Extremes of 2019 from a Climate Perspective”]. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 102 (1), S59-566, doi: https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-20-
0129.1.

5> https://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/

6 https://ccbbirds.org/2009/09/05/flexibility-of-cormorant-and-pelican-diet-assemblages/
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Likewise, other piscivorous fish species have increased in abundance, including red drum,
cobia, and Spanish mackerel, while other species, including striped bass and weakfish, have
declined in abundance. All are known to consume menhaden as part of an omnivorous diet.
This shift from a historical suite of predators to new suite of predators presents an unknown

impact on overall predatory demand from piscivorous fishes.

Such changes in menhaden availability may affect the species’ ability to fulfill its ecological and/or

economic functions.



James Boyle

From: Roberta Kellam <Roberta.Kellam@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2024 4:58 PM

To: Comments

Subject: [External] PUBLIC COMMENTS

PLEASE PROVIDE A COMPLETE COPY OF THESE COMMENTS AND ATTACHMENTS TO THE FULL COMMISSION.

October 15, 2024
From: Roberta Kellam, Franktown, Virginia 23354
TO: Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

I am a former member of Virginia’s State Water Control Board (2 terms), and my husband is a former Virginia appointee
to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. We appreciate your public service and offer the following comments
to assist your efforts to develop a time of year restriction on the menhaden reduction fishery in the Chesapeake Bay to
address the Osprey breeding crisis.

The scientific research shows that the Osprey reproductivity levels are far below population maintenance levels in the
SALINE (>10 ppt) portion of the Chesapeake Bay; whereas the Osprey reproductivity levels in the fresh or lower salinity
areas of the Bay watershed are at or slightly above population maintenance levels. The focus of the Osprey-Menhaden
Work Group should be on the Osprey reproduction within the Bay waters that are >10 ppt. Please see the attached map
of the salinity regime of the Chesapeake Bay.

The ASMFC Osprey-Menhaden Workgroup focused on the food demands of the entire population of Osprey in the entire
Chesapeake Bay, including the Osprey in the fresh and slightly saline portion of the Bay. Dr. Watts’ 2024 research shows
that it is only the Osprey population in the SALINE portion of the Bay that is doing poorly. It seems that Osprey breeding
in waters that support the invasive blue catfish are utilizing catfish for food supply. Furthermore, the ASMFC Osprey-
Menhaden work group should focus on the breeding schedule for Osprey in the saline part of the bay, mostly in the
lower Chesapeake Bay in Virginia, rather than the Maryland breeding schedule as reported by USGS.

Below are the results of the 2024 Osprey Breeding Report from the College of William and Mary, Center for
Conservation Biology. Attached is a map of the Bay showing the study areas and success rate. As you can see, osprey
nests in the fresh areas with <1 ppt salinity in the Rappahannock and James Rivers fledged 1.31 and 1.39 young per pair,
whereas the mainstem of the Chesapeake Bay with >10 ppt salinity ranged from .23 to .90 fledged per pair. Notably, the
Osprey Menhaden work group has not contacted or met with Professor Watts to discuss his 2024 research or his prior
several decades of research on Osprey in the Chesapeake Bay.

Table 1: Osprey breeding outcomes in the Chesapeake Bay (2024). Source — Center for Conservation Biology, William
& Mary.

Reproductive 1-chick
Rate young/pr  PairsNot  Successful Failed Broods
Site Pairs (SE) Laying (%) Pairs (%) Pairs (%) (%)
Main Stem (>10 ppt)
Choptank River 60 0.23 (0.07) 21.7 18.3 60.0 72.7
Patuxent River 49 0.51(0.11) 22.4 34.7 42.9 58.8
Fleets Bay 38 0.08 (0.05) 57.9 7.9 34.2 100.0

Eastern Shore 57 0.75(0.13) 14.0 40.4 45.6 44.0



Piankatank River 37 0.89 (0.16) 27.0 541 18.9 45.0

Mobjack Bay 75 0.40 (0.08) 30.7 29.3 40.0 68.2
York River 58 0.52 (0.12) 37.9 31.0 31.0 50.0
Poquoson River 47 0.43(0.10) 27.7 31.9 40.4 66.6
Elizabeth River 36 0.69 (0.14) 27.8 47.2 25.0 52.9
Lynnhaven River 30 0.90(0.19) 0.0 50.0 50.0 333
MAIN STEM TOTAL 487 0.51(0.04) 27.1 33.1 39.8 54.6

Reference (<1 ppt)

Rappahannock River 33 1.31(0.19) 0.0 63.6 36.4 14.3
James River 51 1.39(0.33) 5.9 66.7 27.5 20.6
REFERENCE TOTAL 84 1.36 (0.12) 3.6 65.5 31.0 18.2

Eastern Shore Creek Data listed from South to North:

Hungars Creek — 21 pairs, 28 fledged = 1.33 young/pair
Nassawaddox Creek — 18 pairs, 5 fledged = 0.28 young/pair
Occahannock Creek — 8 pairs, 4 fledged = 0.5 young/pair
Onancock Creek — 7 pairs, 5 young — 0.71 young/pair
Pungoteague Creek — 3 pairs, 1 young — 0.33 young/pair

In addition, | am providing the ASMFC with the full comments of Professor Bryan Watts that were submitted to the
ASMFC Osprey-Menhaden Work Group for their October 2, 2024 meeting; these comments addressed the comments
submitted by Omega Protein. Please read it thoroughly as | believe it addresses many misconceptions.

Sincerely,






RESPONSE TO OMEGA COMMENTS REGARDING OSPREY AS SUBMITTED TO THE ASMFC OSPREY-MENHADEN WORK
GROUP FOR THE OCTOBER 2, 2024 MEETING BY Bryan Watts, PhD, Center for Conservation Biology, William & Mary

OMEGA Comment - To put it charitably, the motion puts the proverbial horse before the cart, assuming that “further
precautionary management” measures — i.e., measures beyond the precautionary Chesapeake Bay reduction fishery cap
51,000 metric tons (“mt”) — are needed to protect

piscivorous birds and fish. There is no evidence, however, that the menhaden bait and reduction fisheries in the Bay are
having any adverse impacts on avian or fish predators. Nor is it likely that the current menhaden fishery in the
Chesapeake Bay is having adverse effects given that it is currently being prosecuted at some of the lowest levels in the
past 150-plus years and the unitary, migratory menhaden stock is both highly abundant and conservatively managed.
WATTS RESPONSE - To the contrary, this assessment and consideration is overdue not premature. There has been
evidence for at least 20 years that consumers in the Bay (osprey and striped bass as only 2 examples) that depend on
menhaden as a primary food source have been impacted by low menhaden availability. The current level of harvest
relative to historic harvest is not relevant to this issue. The famous collapse of the Pacific sardine stock is a prime
example of this same pattern. When a stock is limited within a specific location you do not accelerate harvest you ease
back on harvest to allow for recovery.

OMEGA COMMIENT - It is unclear what information the Working Group intends to base any recommendations upon. At
the Summer Meeting, the Menhaden Board was presented with a detailed presentation by the U.S. Geological Survey
(“USGS”) on what is known, and not known, about the present state of local populations of osprey in the Chesapeake
Bay region. The Board was informed that, overall, the regional osprey population increased 1,801% between 1966 and
2022. The USGS scientists noted that over a shorter timeframe — 2012-2022 — there had been a slight decline in their
numbers within the mainstem of the Bay and its tributaries (though increased populations inland). That decrease
appears to be more pronounced in the Maryland portion of the Bay, but it is a trend that has been seen all along the
Atlantic Coast. (See Figure 1, below).

WATTS RESPONSE - The USGS did not present all that is known about the Bay osprey population. USGS has done
minimal fieldwork with osprey in the Bay. They used breeding bird survey data (BBS) to examine regional trends. This
metric is based on point counts conducted by citizens and is a poor representation of the population. It is not designed
to examine fine-scale trends. Its use was not necessary in this case since we have population assessments for the

Bay. Yes, it is true that the osprey population in the Bay has increased dramatically since the DDT era. As with virtually
all osprey populations around the globe the Bay population declined by approximately 90% due to DDT. The population
has recovered tenfold since the lows of the 1960s. We reached 3,500 pairs by 1995 and now are in the range of 10,000
pairs. However, we have seen dramatic spatial variation in recovery patterns. Pairs in lower salinity (<5 ppt) reaches
have increased dramatically and this increase is continuing to present. These lower salinity subpopulations are driving
the Bay-wide recovery. Subpopulations around the main stem of the Bay are either stable or declining since the mid-
1990s. See Watts et al. 2004 — Status and distribution of osprey in the Chesapeake Bay. We are now seeing a hollowing
out of populations along the main stem. The main stem of the Chesapeake Bay was considered a global stronghold for
osprey during the DDT era and was a key population that supported the restoration of osprey populations across many
states. This historic population is now suffering from an inadequate prey base.

Osprey populations are not declining along the entire Atlantic Coast. Your figure is from e-bird data which reflects
reports of detections from birders. These should not be confused with systematic or benchmark surveys. What is going
on in the Bay should not be conflated with what is going on elsewhere. The patterns we are seeing in the main stem of
the Bay are specific to the main stem of the Bay.

OMEGA COMMENT - Importantly, the USGS does not know exactly what accounts for this trend. One of the scientists
mentioned that it is not uncommon for recovering populations to increase levels past carrying capacity, though did not
speculate that this is the cause of the general coastal decline in osprey populations. They did note likewise increasing
trends for competitor species, such as bald eagles, cormorants, pelicans, gulls, etc. Competition can lead to intraspecific
competition for nest sites and prey and depredation. Other things they identified include weather events which are
becoming more frequent and severe with climate change, disease like the avian influenza epidemic currently underway,
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environmental contaminants, and water quality. None of these have been specifically implicated in the current decline
in breeding success seen along the Atlantic coast.

WATTS RESPONSE - There is no documented general coastal decline in osprey. Yes, there are many ways for an osprey
nest to fail and these have been documented widely. The facts in this case which have been presented in several
different ways and are unequivocal demonstrate that poor breeding performance in the main stem of the Bay is due to
brood reduction via starvation. We have shown this in the 40+ year retrospective (see Watts et al. 2024) that indicates
1) reproductive rates have gone from surplus to deficit during the 1990s, 2) this decline is due to an increase in brood
reduction (chicks starving in the nest) and 3) the brood reduction is the result of reduced provisioning rates with
menhaden. We later demonstrated this deficit by conducting a food supplementation study (Academia and Watts 2023)
and showed definitively that increases in menhaden provisioning will drive productivity back to surplus. The issue here
is that there is not enough menhaden available to osprey to support a viable breeding population within the main stem
of the Bay. In 2024, we worked throughout the main stem of the Bay and showed that 1) none of the 10 study areas
broke even demographically and 2) low reproductive rates were attributed to brood reduction via starvation. Let me be
clear that the issue of 1) reproductive rates for osprey in the main stem of the Bay are below that required to sustain a
population and 2) the driving factor for the poor reproductive performance is brood reduction via starvation is

settled. The debate needs to move on and plow new ground.

The issue of food competition continues to be brought up in this discussion. Yes, it is true that a number of species that
depend on fish within the Bay have recovered from DDT lows including osprey, bald eagle, great blue heron, brown
pelican, double-crested cormorants and others. However, to suggest that food competition between these birds is
driving the poor reproductive performance in osprey shows no understanding of the basic metabolic demands for this
community. It was shown in McLean and Byrd (1991) — (the diet of Chesapeake Bay ospreys and their impact on the
local fishery) that consumption by osprey is trivial compared to harvest. Later modeling that | conducted in the 2000s
showed that the entire bird community does not have the capacity to exert control on fish populations. All of the bird
species combined represent a rounding error on both the commercial harvest and the estimated consumption by fish
predators. The birds on their own do not have the capacity to undermine productivity. However, both the commercial
harvest and the community of fish predators do.

OMEGA COMMENT - The USGS team did indicate, however, that a study is currently underway to investigate historical
and present-day availability of prey for osprey. Those results are expected at the end of 2025. It would be prudent to
postpone any such management actions until that study is complete.

WATTS RESPONSE - The study that USGS is referring to is mine. The intent is to compile data from osprey monitoring
efforts along the entire Atlantic Coast (dozens of efforts some of which date back several decades). This includes
hundreds of thousands of nest checks. Once the dataset has been compiled, we would be in a position to relate
population and demographic metrics for osprey to menhaden indices over time. The amount of effort expected to
collect, compile and make the monitoring data usable is significant. To date, there has been no funding made available
to support this work. Without funding this effort will not be completed by the end of 2025. This project has the
potential to unlock the relationship between osprey and menhaden and | encourage AMFC to provide funding to
support it.

OMEGA COMMENT - Beyond the lack of scientific information to inform any management action, another reason to
avoid a narrow focus on the menhaden fisheries is that it is far from the only or even most important food source for
osprey. USGS presented information that only in the large mid-Bay region, where salinity is about 8-13 parts per million,
do menhaden comprise a significant portion of ospreys’ diet. And in that region, osprey are even more dependent on
striped bass, an overfished population currently subject to a rebuilding program. In the southern portion of the
Chesapeake Bay, where the reduction fishery is concentrated, menhaden comprise only about 24% of osprey diet, with
spotted sea trout being the dominant forage fish.

WATTS RESPONSE - This statement is nonsensical. Ospreys nesting in waters of the Chesapeake Bay that are >10ppt
(including all the way to the mouth) are menhaden-dependent. This is a very large swath of the Chesapeake and
includes the lower reaches of major tributaries. Within these waters menhaden appear to be a keystone

species. Historically, menhaden accounted for more than 70% of the diet and Chesapeake Bay osprey were considered
from the 1960s to 1980s to be menhaden specialists. Osprey are not more dependent on striped bass which represents
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a minor diet component. The importance of menhaden in the diet since the 2000s has declined to below 30% and this is
why we believe that productivity has declined. | have no idea where the comment comes from about dietary
percentages in the lower Bay.

Globally and within the Chesapeake, osprey take a wide range of fish species. However, all of these species are not
equal. 1 would ask why is it that Omega does not run the reduction operation on spot or trout? It is because these
species do not have the same energy density (lipid content) and they do not school in the same way. The same is true
for osprey. Osprey depend on the energy density and the schooling behavior of menhaden to break even. They do not
do well with a diet dominated by species with low energy density.

OMEGA COMMENT - If the primary factor in recent declines is lack of forage, then the Working Group should focus on
the full suite of forage available to osprey, which, of course, are generalists when it comes to feeding. Indeed, it would
be responsible to look at whether environmental factors, such as water temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen
levels during breeding season may be influencing fish availability.

WATTS RESPONSE - Osprey are not generalists when it comes to feeding. As indicated above, menhaden are a keystone
species for osprey and for other piscivores in the Bay. Their characteristics of high energy density and dense schooling
make them unique in the Bay to predators.

OMEGA COMMIENT - There is only one study that purports to identify the menhaden fishery as the culprit in the lack of
nesting success in one small portion of the Chesapeake Bay. That report, “Food supplementation increases reproductive
performance of ospreys on the lower Chesapeake Bay,” authored by master’s candidate Michael H. Academia and Bryan
D. Watts, director of the College of William & Mary’s Center for Conservation Biology (“CCB”), focuses on observed low
rates of reproductive success among osprey inhabiting Mobjack Bay, an area along the western side of the lower
Chesapeake Bay. The study found that providing fish to nests improves survival of the young birds.

WATTS RESPONSE - This is not the only study focused on the issue. See Watts et al. 2024 that examines a range of
reproductive metrics across more than 40 years and concludes that changes in menhaden abundance and the most
likely explanation for shifts in reproductive rates, provisioning rates, brood reduction, nest failure, etc.

The food supplementation study shows that not only are supplemented nests more productive than control nests but
reproductive rates were pushed above maintenance levels which has implications at the population level.

OMEGA COMMENT - Going beyond the evidence, the authors conclude that the Chesapeake Bay menhaden fishery—
specifically the reduction, and not the bait, fishery—could cause osprey populations to “decline precipitously, threaten
population stability, and eventually lead to widespread population collapse.” They call for a return to the 1980s levels of
menhaden in the Bay to be accomplished by further reducing or eliminating the reduction fishery’s Bay harvest. These
recommendations are not supported by the study’s findings. In fact, as shown below, it is highly unlikely that the fishery
has any impact on foraging issues facing osprey in this small area.

WATTS RESPONSE - As indicated above, the food stress experienced by osprey pairs and the resulting poor breeding
performance extends throughout the main stem of the Bay and is not restricted to Mobjack Bay.

OMEGA COMMIENT - There is reason to suspect that foraging success by adult osprey in Mobjack Bay has declined based
on CCB provisioning studies over the years. But nothing suggests that menhaden abundance is a cause. For example,
compared to the last study in 2007, menhaden comprised a higher percentage of fish delivered to nests in 2021. So,
while the amount of forage fish caught by or available to osprey (which are generalists when it comes prey) may be
lower than years past, menhaden are relatively more abundant than other stocks compared to 2007.

WATTS RESPONSE - Everything in the patterns we have collected suggests that menhaden abundance is the cause of the
lower provisioning rates and poor reproduction. Provisioning overall and with menhaden has declined dramatically. If
you look at the energy content of the diet it has declined by 50% due to the lack of menhaden. The data we have
indicates that the change in reproductive performance occurred during the 1990s and likely the late 1990s. If you don’t
believe the osprey in terms of menhaden declines in Mobjack Bay then listen to both the bait and reduction

fisheries. During the partnership meeting in the summer of 2023, both Omega and the bait companies indicated that
they used to fish for menhaden in Mobjack but have not since about 2000. Given that they are using spotter planes the

7



clear implication is that there are now not enough menhaden in Mobjack to make it worth their while to fish
there. Their own fishing behavior suggests that there has been a change in menhaden within Mobjack Bay.

OMEGA COMMENT - Beyond that, overall menhaden biomass has been high for decades. In 2021, the year of the study,
it was at its second highest level since 1961. Within the Chesapeake Bay, the menhaden young-of-the-year index for the
two mid-Bay rivers, the Choptank and Patuxent, were at their highest and fifth highest levels in 2021, meaning there
were abundant small menhaden in this region. For the Bay overall, recruitment of menhaden was the highest in the late
1970s and into the 1980s when environmental conditions were favorable and the striped bass population had crashed.
As striped bass recovered menhaden recruitment declined, suggesting that osprey may be competing with that stock.
WATTS RESPONSE - Typical osprey fish size is 10-12 inches but will take smaller and larger fish. Most of the menhaden
taken by osprey are likely in the year 2-4 classes. | do not know of any menhaden data that will help to resolve the
spatial variation in menhaden abundance at the consumer level. If such data existed it would be a simple matter to
relate osprey reproductive success at the subestuary level with menhaden abundance.

OMEGA COMMIENT - Finally, the Chesapeake Bay menhaden fishery is currently at its lowest sustained levels on record
due to decreases in the Bay reduction fishery cap and actions by Omega Protein and Ocean Harvesters to reduce their
Bay footprint and minimize user conflicts. Importantly, this fishery has been prosecuted in the Chesapeake Bay since the
1850s. For most of that time, menhaden removals from the Bay have been three or more times higher than currently.
More importantly, the only reduction fishing that occurred during the study period in May 2021 when most nests failed
was north of Mobjack Bay and thus had no impact on that area.

WATTS RESPONSE - These comments are reminiscent of those made during the 1940s before the loss of the Pacific
sardine fishery. The gross take is not the issue but rather the take relative to what the stock can sustain. Since we have
no independent data on the abundance of menhaden in the Bay, we have no way of independently assessing if the
current take is sustainable. Omega is the only entity that has the data to evaluate trends in menhaden over

time. Release the flight logs and the catch data so that we can evaluate the trend in catch per unit search over

time. Since this is the only dataset capable of resolving trends over time, without using it we will continue to twist in the
wind and have unproductive debates.

OMEGA COMMIENT - The researchers never asked why there are fewer forage fish of all types in Mobjack Bay, such as
whether its environmental conditions have become less favorable. Given that osprey are declining all along the east
coast, it appears broader forces are at work.

WATTS RESPONSE - | have been asking about fisheries data since the early 2000s. It is clear that the fisheries data is
inadequate to address the questions. This is why in 2021 we did a supplementation study. If the menhaden data were
available at a scale that is relevant to the consumer it would have been a simple matter to relate the two. There is no
indication that osprey are declining along the entire south Atlantic. | would say that along the Atlantic north of the
Chesapeake where menhaden have shown recent recovery, osprey are producing very well.

OMEGA COMMENT - The timing and location of the menhaden fishery do not suggest that it could have had an impact
on the availability of menhaden in Mobjack Bay. At the recent meeting of the Ecological Reference Point Working Group
meeting, Dr. Watts indicated that the highest number of nest failures in 2021 occurred in May. However, that month,
none of Ocean Harvester’s vessels made all of its sets above the study area, indicating that menhaden had entered the
Bay, but apparently did not choose to enter Mobjack Bay in significant numbers. Likewise in June, no sets were made
anywhere near the nesting sites.

WATTS RESPONSE - To suggest that the only way that harvest can impact the distribution and availability of fish is when
the fleet is removing them is far too limited a perspective. It is hard to know how repeated harvest over a long time
period will influence distribution. In terms of water quality, development pressures, etc. may have on menhaden in
Mobjack we will never know since the menhaden data do not exist. However, poor performance across the 10 study
areas monitored in 2024 which vary in many respects suggest that this is not solely a localized cause. One of the more
interesting findings in 2024 was that Lynnhaven River and Eastern Shore study areas did marginally better than the other
sites. These two areas are near where Omega operated during the year which may indicate that menhaden were more
available in those areas. Again, we have no direct menhaden data.



OMEGA COMMIENT - It is important to keep in perspective the current levels of menhaden fishing effort in the
Chesapeake Bay. Due both to management action (the Bay Reduction Cap) and efforts by Ocean Harvesters to minimize
its footprint in this estuary, current harvest levels are about a third of those during the 1980s when the first big osprey
feeding habits study was conducted. It is also worth bearing mind that this fishery has been in operation since the mid-
1800s and over most of that time, the reduction fishery in the Chesapeake Bay and coast-wide landed far more
menhaden than it does today.

WATTS REPONSE - There is no question that menhaden abundance was adequate to support osprey during the

1980s. Again, the gross take is not the issue but rather the take relative to what the stock can sustain. Since we have no
independent data on the abundance of menhaden in the Bay, we have no way of independently assessing if the current
take is sustainable. Omega is the only entity that has the data to evaluate trends in menhaden over time. Release the
flight logs and the catch data so that we can evaluate the trend in catch per unit search over time. Since this is the only
dataset capable of resolving trends over time, without using it we will continue to twist in the wind and have
unproductive debates.

COMMIENT - The Chesapeake Bay Working Group has been given a task greater in difficulty than that of the Ecological
Reference Point Working Group. Specifically, it has been asked to determine the needs of all predatory fish and birds at
each life-stage and time of the year, and then to develop a highly calibrated system of time/area closures and catch
levels throughout the Chesapeake Bay such that the “need” for menhaden among the full suite of predators is fully met.
RESPONSE - This is not my understanding of the charge of the working group.

COMMIENT - Any pretense of an impartial, science-driven process would be informed by basic information that is simply
not available. These include: dietary demands of all predators in the region relative to the time-varying amount of
migratory menhaden within the Bay and biomass of all other prey species; the impact on populations of interest (e.g.,
osprey, striped bass) of competition not only among avian predators, or among species of predatory fish, but of
competition between birds, fish, terrestrial and marine mammals, etc., and humans for a fixed set of resources in
specific locations and times of the year; and, of course, a basic understanding of the patterns of movement of menhaden
and other prey species within the Chesapeake Bay throughout the year, along with the environmental factors favoring or
disfavoring their abundance in a particular area.

RESPONSE - | would argue that policy related to harvest has never been science-driven. Aside from the ecosystem
issues, how are you able to evaluate impacts of harvest levels on the stock itself without an independent measure of the
Chesapeake Bay stock and a reasoned assessment of risk to the stock which we have never had. The answer is you

can’t. In lieu of such an independent assessment, you have set harvest limits based on the past five years of harvest. |
don’t believe that meets anyone’s standard of science-driven. In short, decisions about harvest have been based on
political influence rather than biological data.

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.




Conservation and Management of the American Eel (Anguilla rostrata) by the
United States Atlantic Coastal States

Atlantic Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC)

I. High Level Overview of the Commission’s! and State Management
A. Legal Framework and Authorities

1. American eel is managed by
the Commission through its
American Eel Management
Board. This Board is made up
of each state and jurisdiction
on the Atlantic Coast as well as
the two federal partners (the
National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration-
Fisheries and the US Fish and
Wildlife Service). Each state
and jurisdiction along the
Atlantic coast is required to
implement all the measures in the American Eel Photo © Brian Gratwicke
Fishery Management Plan (FMP).

2. The goal of the FMP is to conserve and protect the American eel resource to
ensure its continued role in the ecosystems while providing the opportunity for
its commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational use.

The Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act is the authorizing
statute that guides the Commission’s fisheries management process. It specifies
all states included in an FMP must implement the required provisions of the FMP
to ensure the conservation of the species, as well as sharing in the resource’s
management responsibilities. If a state fails to implement the required provisions
of the FMP, the Act establishes a “non-compliance process” whereby the
Commission has the ability to forward a noncompliance finding to the Secretaries
of Commerce and the Interior for action. If the Secretaries concur with the
Commission’s finding, the Secretaries are authorized to implement a moratorium
for the state’s fishery in both state and federal waters, meaning no harvest.

Outside of the Atlantic Coast of the United States it is not common to find
American eel, therefore there is minimal harvest of American eel (occasional
recreational harvest of yellow eel).

1 Reference to the “Commission” or “ASMFC” is the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission.


https://asmfc.org/species/american-eel
https://asmfc.org/species/american-eel
https://www.noaa.gov/fisheries
https://www.noaa.gov/fisheries
https://www.noaa.gov/fisheries
https://www.fws.gov/
https://www.fws.gov/

B. Biological and Management Specialists/Competency
1. States biologists, ASMFC stock assessment scientists

a) Stock assessments and technical committees are staffed by state, federal and
academic scientists. These individuals are experts in eel biology/science stock
assessment methods (often hold masters and PhD level degrees). These
individuals are independent from the fishery. Stock assessments committees
conduct the stock assessment and technical committees develop
management options in response to the status of the eel resource for the
management board to consider.

Commission stock assessments
are peer reviewed by
independent scientists. The
peer review provides
independent and expert
judgment on the value and
appropriateness of the science
and methods that produced the
assessment; provides
recommendations for future
research and improvements of
future assessments; evaluates
all input parameters and
biological characteristics
incorporated into the stock
assessment model; evaluates
stock assessment methods; and
evaluates the status of a stock Photo © Kari Fenske, University of Maryland
relative to current fishery
management plan goals.

b) Stock assessments for eel generally occur every 5 years.

C. Policy-level Reviews and Approval

1. Each year states submit compliance reports which are reviewed by a committee
to ensure state compliance with the measures in the FMP including catch and
biological monitoring, as well as management measures. Any inconsistencies
with the FMP requirements are presented to the management board to resolve
the inconsistency in a timely manner. If inconstancies cannot be resolved, the
non-compliance process described above (section I.A.) can resolve them. The
most recent review can be found here.


https://asmfc.org/uploads/file/65b18130AmericanEelFMPReview2022FY.pdf

2.

Any changes to the management of the fishery are made via the American Eel
Management Board. Changes to management are typically in response to a
species resource issue, and go through a vigorous scientific, enforcement and
stakeholder review. For example, if the stock assessment results suggest a need
to reduce harvest to improve the resource health the Eel Board can initiate a
change in the FMP to reduce the coastwide quota.

D. Collaboration in Management, Monitoring, and Research (State, Federal, ASMFC,

Canada)

1. The Eel FMP contains descriptions of the Management Board and committees for
American eel: http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/amEelFMP.pdf (pgs 57-58)

2. Assessments are developed using a broad suite of fishery-independent surveys
and fishery-dependent monitoring, as well as research products developed by a
vast network of fisheries scientists at state, federal, and academic institutions
along the Atlantic coast.

3. State and federal law enforcement agencies regularly work closely to enforce U.S.

eel regulations to ensure compliance. While violations are uncommon due to
strict enforcement and significant penalties, multi-agency operations have
successfully caught and sentenced individuals violating U.S. regulations.

Il. High Level Overview of American Eel Fishery

A.

3.

Recreational Fishery

Recreational harvest has been on the decline since its peak in 1985 at 160,000
eels. Harvest was last estimated to be around 6,000 eels in 2009 (the last year
the Marine Recreational Information Program collected recreational data on
American eel).

The Commission requires a maximum recreational possession limit of 25
eel/person/day, with the option to allow an exception of 50 eel/person/day for
party/charter employees for bait purposes.

The recreational minimum size limit for eel is 9 inches.

B. Commercial Fishery

1.

Glass Eel
a) Harvest of the glass eel and elver life stage along the Atlantic coast is
prohibited in all states except Maine and South Carolina.

b) The Maine glass eel fishery is restricted to a quota of 9,688 pounds. The state
has never exceeded its quota since it was put in place in 2016.

¢) More information on the Maine fishery is found in Addendum VI:
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/66858845AmEelAddVI GlassEelQuota M

ay2024.pdf



http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/amEelFMP.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/maine-men-sentenced-illegally-trafficking-american-eels
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/66858845AmEelAddVI_GlassEelQuota_May2024.pdf
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/66858845AmEelAddVI_GlassEelQuota_May2024.pdf

d) The South Carolina fishery
is small; annual landings do
not exceed 750 pounds.

2. Yellow Eel

a) The commercial yellow eel
fishery is managed with a
coastwide harvest cap to
control fishing mortality.
Starting in 2025 the cap
was reduced to 518,281
pounds.

b) Yellow eel fisheries exist in
all Atlantic coast states and
jurisdictions with the
exception of Pennsylvania and
the District of Columbia.

Photo © Chris Bowser, NYSDEC

c) American eels at this stage are harvested mostly for domestic bait, but also
food and export markets.

d) The FMP requires a commercial minimum size limit of 9 inches, and a %:-by-%
minimum mesh size in commercial yellow eel pots.

e) Coastwide landings since 2020 have remained below 330,000 pounds.

f) State-by-state descriptions of yellow eel fisheries are found in Addendum VII to
the American Eel FMP:
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/6644c67bAmEelAddendumVIl May2024.pdf

lll. Sustainability
A. Methods of Monitoring Catch
1. Licensing and reporting

a) States are required to institute licensing and reporting mechanisms to ensure
that annual effort (including total units of gear deployed) and landings
information by life stage (glass eel/elver, yellow eel, and silver eel) are
provided by harvesters and/or dealers.

b) Permits are to be issued with a requirement to report eel catch and effort on
a trip-level basis. Completion of reporting is a condition of permit renewal.
Reports must include soak time (how long the pot is in the water), number of
units of gear fished, and pounds landed by life stage.


http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/6644c67bAmEelAddendumVII_May2024.pdf

c)

Maine’s glass eel fishery is

managed under a total

allowable catch, which is

spread amongst state

license holders through

individual quotas. Catch is

closely monitored using a

transaction tracking system

to ensure quotas are not

exceeded. This system

electronically tracks every

transaction of eels

(harvester to dealer, dealer

to dealer, and exports)

using an Near Field

Communication (NFC) token or Quick Response (QR) code. Photo © ME DMR
Dealers are required to submit transaction reports daily, including negative
reports.

2. Enforcement

a)

b)

States are responsible for implementing and enforcing the requirements of
the FMP. States have fines or penalties for violations including poaching,
illegal possession of eel smaller than the minimum size, and illegal gear.

Maine’s transaction tracking system allows for close monitoring of the fishery.
This system tracks every dealer purchase of elvers from a harvester, and sale
from a dealer to another dealer. Dealers must be able to fully account for the
amount of glass eels in their possession at a given location using the
transaction system. Harvesters, dealers, and aquaculture facilities may have
random inspection conducted of the facility and places of harvest to ensure
all rules and regulations under conditions of permit(s) are being adhered to.

Maine implemented a system to monitor glass eel exports (any transport of
eel out of the state) in 2019. Under this program, an elver export license
holder must notify the Maine Marine Patrol of their intention to prepare a
shipment of elvers for export 48 hours in advance. The elver export license
holder must make arrangements for Maine Marine Patrol to be present when
they are preparing the elvers for shipment, including the weighing and
packing of the elvers for export. Upon completion of the packaging, Maine
Marine Patrol seal the shipment of elvers and mark the package of elvers
with the weight of elvers contained. The absence of a seal, a broken seal, or
the absence of the weight marked on the package are prima facie evidence
that the elvers are illegal and subject to seizure. Maine Marine Patrol are
required to provide their NFC token to complete an export transaction.



3. Methods of monitoring and ensuring/enforcing sustainability

a) Catch and effort monitoring is required for all states. Reports must include
soak time, number of units of gear fished, and pounds landed by life stage.

b) States/jurisdictions are required to conduct annual fishery-independent
surveys for young-of-year American eel to assess variation in annual
recruitment to the
population.

c) As a condition of the
commercial glass eel fishery,
Maine is required to
perform a fishery-
independent life cycle
survey covering glass/elver,
yellow, and silver eels within
at least one river system.
d) Each state/jurisdiction is
required to submit an
annual report to the
Commission detailing that
state’s regulations, catch,
harvest, bycatch, fishery dependent and
independent surveys, and characterization of other losses for American eel.
The Commission annually reviews state compliance reports to ensure all
requirements of the FMP are met and monitor sustainability of the coastwide
population.

IV. Long-term Management

A. Commission Planning and Management Cycle

1. The coastwide landings cap for yellow eel of 518,281 pounds remains in place for
three years (2025-2027). After three years, prior to the 2028 fishing year, the
Board may update the coastwide cap with additional years of catch and
abundance data, or maintain the same coastwide cap.

2. The 9,688-pound quota for Maine’s glass eel fishery is established for three years
(2025-2027). If no change to Maine’s quota is desired, the Board may extend the
guota for up to three years at a time via Board action.

3. The Management Board annually reviews the Fishery Management Plan and
determines if management changes are warranted.

Photo © ME DMR



B. Depth, Schedule, Scope of Ongoing Assessments

1. Benchmark stock assessments are completed on an approximately 10-year cycle.
Assessment updates, which add additional years of data into the peer-reviewed
analyses from the benchmark assessment are completed every 5 years, between
benchmark assessments.

2. A benchmark stock assessment for American eel was completed and underwent
an independent external peer review in 2023. The Peer Review Panel endorsed
the assessment as the best available science for evaluating the American eel
stock on the Atlantic coast. More details can be found in the full assessment
document or the brief overview of the assessment.

3. A stock assessment update is scheduled for 2028.


http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/64da82f5AmEelBenchmarkStockAssessment_PeerReviewReport_Aug2023.pdf
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/64da82f5AmEelBenchmarkStockAssessment_PeerReviewReport_Aug2023.pdf
https://asmfc.org/uploads/file/64da8406AmericanEelStockAssessmentOverview_August2023.pdf
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Understanding CITES

CITES Appendix 11 Supports

Sustainable Use

The Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora (CITES) entered into force in
1975. It is the only global treaty to
ensure that international trade in plants
and animals does not threaten the
survival of the species. It provides a
framework for cooperation and
collaboration among nations to prevent
decline in wild populations of animals and
plants. Currently 184 countries (called
Parties), including the United States,
implement CITES.

The CITES Appendices

Cacti, iguanas, and parrots represent
some of the 40,900 species protected by
CITES. Species protected under CITES
are listed in one of three appendices.

m Appendix I includes species
threatened with extinction and
provides the greatest level of
protection, including restrictions on
commercial trade. Examples include
tigers, African grey parrots, gorillas,
and sea turtles.

[ A}é)ﬁ)endix IT includes species that
although currently not threatene

with extinction, may become so

North American
River Otter, CITES
Appendix I1

without trade controls. It also includes
species that resemble other listed
species and need to be regulated in
order to effectively control the trade
in those other listed species. Most
CITES species are listed in this
appendix, including American ginseng,
paddlefish, lions, many freshwater
turtles, American alligators and
mahogany.

m Appendix IIT includes species for
which a range country has asked other
Parties to help in controlling
international trade. Examples include
the walrus and hellbenders.

CITES Appendix Il is:

m NOT a list of species in which
international trade is prohibited.
CITES Appendix-1I species may be
traded internationally if accompanied
by appropriate permits.

m NOT a list of endangered species.
CITES helps support natural resource
management programs in range
countries to prevent endangerment.

NOT a ban or boycott of trade. CITES

helps regulate and monitor trade for
species vulnerable to
overuse, and
implements measures
to attain sustainable
harvest and legal
trade.

Exporting CITES
Appendix-Il Species
CITES is
implemented through
an international
permitting system.
Each Party
designates
Management and
Scientific Authorities
to process permits,
make legal and
scientific findings, and

Frank Kohn/USFWS

In the United States, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service is home to these
two offices. Exporters must obtain a
CITES permit from their national
CITES Management Authority for
each shipment that contains CITES-
listed specimens. Export permits for
Appendix-11 specimens can be issued
only when the following findings are
made:

Barrel Cactus, CITES Appendix 11

A scientific finding of non-detriment:
The Scientific Authority must be able
to find that the export of an Appendix-
II specimen is not detrimental to the
survival of the species in the wild. The
non-detriment finding is key to the
long-term sustainability of the species.
Depending on the species and activity,
the Scientific Authority will either
make a programmatic finding for a
year or longer or a finding on a case-
by-case basis. If the Scientific
Authority is unable to make a positive
finding, permits will not be issued for
the export.

A finding that specimens were
acquired legally: Evidence must be
provided to show that specimens were
not obtained in violation of any state,
federal, or other jurisdictional law.

Live animal and plant shipments. All
shipments of live animals and plants
must be prepared to minimize risk of
injury, damage to health, or cruel
treatment.



In the case of air transport, animals
must be shipped in accordance with
International Air Transport Association
(IATA) Live Animals Regulations.

Look-alike species. Sometimes species
are listed in Appendix II to enable
effective regulation of other listed
species. Usually, this type of listing is
necessary when species, or their parts or
products, resemble other listed species
and could cause identification
difficulties. Look-alike species are
monitored to ensure that they are not
adversely affected by trade. Examples
include the American black bear and
river otter.

Captive Breeding and Artificial
Propagation. CITES is concerned with
the survival of species in the wild.
Captive breeding of animals and
artificial propagation of plants can affect
the survival of the species in the wild.
But, specimens produced in captivity or
under controlled conditions are typically
lower risk to the survival of the species
than specimens collected from the wild.
As such, it is usually easier for CITES
authorities to make the necessary
findings for animals produced in
captivity and plants propagated under
controlled conditions.

Potential Benefits of Appendix-Il Export
Controls to Commercial Interests:
Longstanding international cooperation
is the basis of CITES’ effectiveness. The
support of businesses, consumers, and
the general public is vital to balancing
conservation and trade needs within
countries. Listing a species in Appendix
II can produce the following benefits:

Orin Zebest CC BY 2.0

Venus Flytrap, CITES Appendix 11

Validation (through CITES
permits) that the specimen has
come from legal and sustainable
sources, and has met international
standards;

Assurance that trade practices
follow principles of sustainability;

Uniform responsibility to address
illegal trade, since all countries
must meet the same CITES
permitting conditions and enforce
CITES provisions;

Increased public awareness of the
important role CITES plays to
conserve animals and plants, and a
broader body of information on
which to base consumer decisions;

m Assurance of long-term species
sustainability through control of
trade, and consumer confidence that
species are being used in ways that
are not harmful to their role within
the ecosystem.

Dominik Hofer CC BY-NC-SA 2.0

Green Iguana, CITES Appendix 11
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Understanding CITES
CITES Appendix 111

What is CITES Appendix IlI?

The Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora (CITERS) is an international
treaty aimed at protecting species at
risk of overexploitation from
international trade. CITES includes 184
Party (183 countries and the European
Union) members. Species are included
in one of three CITES Appendices,
which provide varying levels of
protection.

Appendix I1II includes wildlife and
plants that are protected in at least one
country, which has sought the
assistance of other CITES Parties, to
regulate international trade of that
species. CITES requires that any
Appendix-I1I exports from the country
that listed them have additional
regulations and documentation,
whereas restrictions on trade of
Appendix-I and -IT species apply to all
CITES Parties.

What does an Appendix-lll listing
accomplish?

Appendix I1II helps a Party gain
international cooperation in controlling
trade in certain native wildlife and plant
species that are subject to regulation
domestically and provides a means of
gathering trade data to assist the listing
country in determining the impact of
international trade of the species.

Appendix-I1I listings may be annotated
to cover only specific parts and
derivatives. The Parties have agreed
that any annotation that is part of a
request to include a species in Appendix
IIT include those specimens that first
appear in international trade as exports
from its territory and that dominate the
trade and the demand for the wild
resource and is, to the extent
practicable, harmonized with relevant
existing annotations. As with other
CITES-listed species, Appendix-I11
species may be traded internationally
with required CITES documents.

How does Appendix lll differ from
Appendix 117

A Party may unilaterally include a
native species in Appendix III, whereas
species are included in Appendix IT by
a decision of the Conference of the
Parties.

For the export of Appendix ITI
specimens from the listing country, the
Management Authority in that country
must make a determination that the
specimens to be exported were legally
acquired (i.e. not obtained in
contravention of that country's laws for
the protection of animals and plants)
and issue a CITES export permit.

Exports of Appendix-III specimens
from non-listing countries must be
accompanied by a CITES Certificate of
origin. Re-exports of Appendix-II11
listed species require the issuance of
CITES re-export certificates.

The export of Appendix-II specimens
also requires an export permit, but its
issuance depends both on the
determination that the specimens were
legally acquired and that their export
will not be detrimental to the survival
of the species.

What do country annotations mean?
Each Appendix-I1I listing includes an
annotation, in parentheses, indicating
the country (in some cases more than
one country) that listed the species.

Hellbender, Appendix IlI

The annotation signifies that a CITES
export permit must accompany a
specimen exported from the country
that listed that species. A CITES
Certificate of origin is required from all
other exporting countries unless the
listing is restricted to specific
populations.

What does specific populations mean?
Some Appendix-I1T listings are limited
to specific national populations
(indicated by an annotation that reads,
“Population of XX country”). This means
that the listing country in its request to
the CITES Secretariat advised that the
listing is restricted only to its national
population of the species.

In such cases, the listing country must
issue a CITES export permit and any
subsequent re-exports must be
accompanied by a CITES re-export
certificate.

However, no other populations are
included in Appendix III, and therefore,
CITES Certificates of origin are not
required for exports from other range
countries.
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The Parties have agreed that
restricting Appendix-I1II listings to
specific national populations poses
implementation challenges and
generally should be avoided.

The United States agrees that
restricting Appendix-I1T listings to
specific national populations poses
implementation challenges, and also
does not align with the intent of an
Appendix-III listing in regulating
international trade in the species and
obtaining robust trade data, and the
United States will not limit any
Appendix-IIT listings to the U.S.
national population.

May Appendix-Ill species be imported
to the United States?

Yes. To import Appendix-IIT species
into the United States, you must
present valid CITES documentation
to the appropriate U.S. authorities
when your shipment enters the
United States.

If your specimens came directly from
a country that has listed the species in
Appendix ITI, you must present a
CITES export permit issued by the
Management Authority of that
country.

If your specimens came directly from
a country that has not listed the
species in Appendix I1I, you must
present a CITES certificate of origin
issued by the Management Authority
of that country.

If your specimens came from a country of
re-export, you must present a CITES re-
export certificate issued by the
Management Authority of that country.

For Appendix-III listings limited to
specific national populations, a CITES
export permit is required from the listing
country and re-export certificates are
required for subsequent re-exports, but all
other trade in the species is outside the
scope of CITES and therefore, no CITES
documents are required.

May Appendix-Ill species be exported or
re-exported from the United States?

Yes. To export or e-export Appendix-I11
species from the United States, you must
obtain CITES documents from the U.S.
Management Authority to present to
U.S. enforcement authorities at the point
of export and to authorities of the
importing country.

If the United States has included the
species in Appendix I1I, you must obtain
a CITES permit from us.

If another country has included the
species in Appendix 111, you must obtain
a CITES certificate of origin from the
U.S. Management Authority.

If you are re-exporting specimens, you
must obtain a CITES re-export
certificate from the U.S. Management
Authority.

How do | obtain the required documents
for international trade in CITES-listed
species?

To apply for a U.S. CITES document,
complete a standard application form
and submit it with a processing fee.
Visit the Service's permit website at
www.fws.gov/permits for more
information.

To apply for a CITES document from
another country, contact their
Management Authority. You can obtain
names and addresses of other
countries’ Management Authorities
from the CITES website at cites.org/
eng/parties/country-profiles/national-
authorities.

What kinds of species are included in
CITES Appendix IlI?

Approximately 400 animal species and
nearly 150 plant species are currently
included in Appendix III.

The United States has included the
hellbender (Cryptobranchus al-
leganiensis) and the genus of map
turtles (Graptemys spp.) in Appendix
II1. The walrus (Odobenus rosmarus),
included in Appendix III by Canada, is
another species native to the United
States.

How do | know if my wildlife or plant is
included in any of the CITES
Appendices?

Visit the CITES website at https:/
cites.org/eng/app/appendices.php to
view the CITES Appendices, or search
for species in the Species+ Database at
speciesplus.net.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
International Affairs

5275 Leeshurg Pike - MS:IA

Falls Church, VA 22041

703/358-2104 or 800/358-2104

e-mail: managementauthority@fws.gov
http://www.fws.gov/international

May 2024

X @USFWSiInternatl

Like us on Facebook
USFWS _International Affairs
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Shad and River Herring Management Board

October 23, 2024
11:30a.m. —12:15 p.m.

Draft Agenda

The times listed are approximate; the order in which these items will be taken is
subject to change; other items may be added as necessary.

Welcome/Call to Order (L. Fegley) 11:30 a.m.

Board Consent 11:30 a.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from August 2024

Public Comment 11:35a.m.

Consider Updates to Shad and River Herring Sustainable Fishery 11:45 a.m.
Management Plans (SFMPs) (W. Eakin) Action

e New Hampshire River Herring SFMP and Proposal to Reopen Fishery

e Maine River Herring SFMP

e Massachusetts American Shad SFMP

e Connecticut American Shad SFMP

Other Business/Adjourn 12:15 p.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Annapolis (100 Westgate Circle, Annapolis, Maryland;
888.627.8994) and via webinar; click here for details

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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MEETING OVERVIEW

Shad and River Herring Management Board Meeting
October 23, 2024
11:30 a.m. —12:15 p.m.

Chair: Lynn Fegley (MD) Technical Committee Chair: Rf"‘;j:;:{:ﬁ:l?ﬁ CgoTTelgreee
Assumed Chairmanship: 2/23 Wes Eakin (NY) P Sal.oo R ¥
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Phil Edwards (RI) Pam Lyons Gromen August 7, 2024

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE, MD, DC, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS,
USFWS (19 votes)

2. Board Consent

e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from August 2024

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting public comment will be taken on items not on the
agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of the meeting. For agenda
items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public comment period that has
closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment will not provide additional
information. In this circumstance the Chair will not allow additional public comment on an issue. For agenda
items that the public has not had a chance to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity
for comment. The Board Chair has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each
comment.

4. Consider Updates to Shad and River Herring Sustainable Fishery Management Plans (11:45

a.m.-12:05 p.m.) Action

Background

e Amendments 2 and 3 to the Shad and River Herring FMP require all states and jurisdictions
that have a commercial fishery to submit a sustainable fishing management plan (SFMP) for
river herring and American shad, respectively. Plans are updated and reviewed by the
Technical Committee (TC) every five years.

e Massachusetts and Connecticut submitted updated SFMPs for American shad (Briefing
Materials).

e Maine and New Hampshire submitted updated SFMPs for river herring (Briefing Materials).

e New Hampshire also submitted a proposal to reopen the river herring fishery, which has been
closed since 2021 due to a failure to reach its fishery-independent sustainability metric in
2019 (Briefing Materials).

Presentations

e Shad and River Herring SFMP Updates for Board Consideration by W. Eakin
Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Consider approval of updated SFMPs for Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and

Connecticut, as well as approval of New Hampshire’s proposal to reopen the river herring
fishery.

5. Other Business/Adjourn

Vision: Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Shad and River Herring Management Board
FROM: Shad and River Herring Advisory Panel
DATE: October 15, 2024

SUBJECT: Advisory Panel Review of 2024 River Herring Benchmark Assessment

The Shad and River Herring Advisory Panel (AP) met via conference call and webinar on
Monday, October 7, 2024 to review the results of the 2024 River Herring Benchmark
Assessment.

AP Members in attendance: Pam Lyons Gromen (Chair), Byron Young (NY), Edward Hale (DE),
Bill Lucey (CT), Deb Wilson (ME), Jerry Audet (MA), Mike Thalhauser (ME), Ray Brown (NC),
Steve Gephard (CT), Thomas Rowe (SC)

ASMFC Staff: James Boyle, Katie Drew

Other: Margaret Conroy (SAS Chair), Matthew Jargowsky, Kevin Job, Jason Boucher, Emily
Bodell, Jamie Cournane, Roger Fleming, Jaclyn Higgins

Margaret Conroy presented an overview of the 2024 River Herring Benchmark Stock
Assessment, including a description of methods and results for each system. The presentation
highlighted the newly incorporated regional stock structures and habitat model.

AP Discussion

Overall, AP members were concerned that river herring populations are not recovering despite
the actions taken through Amendment 2 that resulted in the closure of most state fisheries.
Individual AP members provided several comments related to the assessment. First, Ray Brown
expressed concern with the idea of increasing harvest for either species given the results of the
assessment.

Steve Gephard wanted it noted for management and the public that the 2009 reference year
represents a greatly depleted stock and comparisons to 2009 do not fully convey the losses that
the stock has had over the full time series. Additionally, expressed concern that recent bycatch
values are artificially low due to the lack of observer coverage and that the assessment does
not adequately incorporate the Area 1a Atlantic herring spawning closures into its evaluation of
the relatively positive trends seen in northern New England. He would recommend that the
Commission draft a comment letter in support of time/area closures in Atlantic Herring
Amendment 10 by the New England Fishery Management Council.
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Jerry Audet noted that the lack of a significant positive trend coastwide since the moratorium in
2009 represents an emergency. Furthermore, he sought direction from the assessment data on
the most critical areas of immediate concern to direct management efforts. It is unclear
whether in-river or at-sea issues represent the most immediate threat to restoration.

Bill Lucey, through comments during and after the meeting, indicated support for exploring
catch caps that are more responsive to existing river herring stock conditions by genetic sub-
regions as defined by Reid et al. (2018), while also formulating time area closures based on
bycatch probability such as those developed by Roberts et al. (2023). Furthermore, he
advocated for the time-area closures to be more clearly defined than the rolling hotspot
method but could incorporate information from that previous management effort. Finally, he
emphasized that there should be a rapidly growing focus on funding in-river monitoring efforts
along with any other herring specific surveys (e.g. acoustics, tagging) to look at population level
responses to reduced herring and mackerel effort and evaluate fishing mortality through at-sea
interception, or lack thereof due to reduced fishing effort.

Mike Thalhauser expressed concern that the assessment is not able to evaluate the stocks at
small enough scales for suitable management and wishes for managers to adapt to considering
individual river stocks and fisheries rather than coastwide trends. Additionally, he advocated for
earlier involvement of the AP in the assessment process, including discussions with the Stock
Assessment Subcommittee regarding incorporating systems that have had recent restoration
efforts but do not have 10 years of data currently required for consideration.

Ed Hale emphasized the need for increased observer coverage to evaluate at-sea bycatch and
for states to utilize a consistent method for ageing samples. Additionally, he spoke in support
for recreational personal use harvest in state Sustainable Fishery Management Plans (SFMPs).

Paul Perra (MA) was unable to attend the meeting but sent comments in ahead of time to call
for coastal buffer zones in the Atlantic herring and mackerel fisheries to reduce river herring
bycatch and to express support for the research recommendations in the assessment to
improve restoration efforts.

In addition to discussing the assessment, several AP members expressed disappointment with
the frequency of AP meetings and requested that the AP meet more regularly to be more
involved and effective as an advisory body. The last AP meeting was held after the most recent
American shad assessment in January 2021.

Finally, the AP requested to convene for another meeting to further discuss recommendations
and draft consensus statements for management in response to the assessment.
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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
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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: 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=F>024 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

Figure 1. Total recreational removals by region separated into Waves 2-3 and 4-6. Source: MRIP.
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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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Figure 4. Projections of female spawning stock biomass through 2029 under different future F scenarios: assuming F stays the same as in 2024
under the low removals scenario (F=F 2024), increases in 2025 only and then returns to 2024 levels, increases at a rate comparable to what was
observed in 2022 (F=F 2025, 2022 Increase) or 2023 (F=F2025, 2023 Increase), or assuming F stays the same as in 2024 under the high removals

scenario (F=F 2024, High Removals).



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.

¢ 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).

* Outlaw all gaffs. (Mortality issue)

* OQutlaw 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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mailto:comments@asmfc.org

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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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. I 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 I 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.

ST

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

! 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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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.



mailto:derek.j.williams@gmail.com
mailto:comments@asmfc.org
mailto:comments@stripersforever.org
mailto:derek.j.williams@gmail.com

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
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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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TV

SPRING TIDE
MEDIA

RISING TIDE
ANGLERS



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

Ze@”

i Chot

RIPTIDE
CHARTERS

FLYWAY
CHARTERS

NO SLACK
SPORTFISHNG

BEN WHALLEY
FISHING

JOE DIORIO
GUIDE SERVICE

BAREFOOT
ADVENTURES

SIGLER GUIDE
SERVICE

REEL THERAPY
FISHING
CHARTERS

A NES Gy,
.\L\' 7l i
& K\ 2

LIGHT LINES
GUIDING

MOLDYCHUM

OUTCAST LURES

ROCK AND
SAND
CHARTERS

MOONDOG
FISHING LLC

MARSH ON THE
FLY

CHEEKY
FISHING

r’\ SCIENTIFIC
AMNGLERS

SCIENTIFIC
ANGLERS



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

NORTH BAR
MEDIA

FLATWING

SURFCASTERS EILTED

SURFCASTER'S
JOURNAL

MY FISHING
CAPEC COD

WESTPORT FLY

AHREX HOOKS

TIDEWATER
CHARTERS

FLYLORDS

LINE OF SIGHT

THE COASTAL
SPORTSMAN

SALTY CAPE

KIKIHNET
OUTDOORS

CROSS CURRENT
INSURANCE

CUBALAYA
OUTFITTERS

ISLAND X LURES

REGAL VISE



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

ANYCREEK

YELLOW DOG
COMMUNITY &

CONSERVATION

FOUNDATION

HIGH ROLLER
GUIDE SERVICE

RIVER BAY
OUTFITTERS

BAJIO
SUNGLASSES

YELLOW DOG
FLY FISHING

COASTAL FLY
ANGLER

OXBOW
BREWING

DISTRICT
ANGLING

GET TIGHT
SPORT FISHING

REEL TALES
MEDIA

VEDAVOO

CONFLUENCE
FISHING

TIGHTLINED
SLAM

SCHAEFER FLY
FISHING

ALL POINTS FLY

SHOP



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

SOUTH SHORE
FLY CASTERS

D
J(D7

s/

STRIPED BASS
HUNT

AFTERHOURS
CUSTOM PLUGS

SKWALA

BKLYN FLY

NEAL AND
BROWNLEE
WORLDWIDE

LARSON LURES

HOUSE FLY

SWAGGER BAIT
CO

WILD STEELHEAD
COALITION

SALTY FLY CAPE
COD

STROUDWATER
FLY FISHING

FISHIONISTA

HMH FLY TYING

SEA DOG
FISHING TEAM

AFUERA COFFEE
CO



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

OAKPOOL

BRACKISH
OUTFITTERS

OUTFITTERSFQ

SCHULTZ
OUTFITTERS

MAINE
OUTDOORS

MIKE BIAS FLY
FISHING

HESTER FLY &
TACKLE CO

REPYOURWILD

FRIGUYS
LUREWORKS

HOWE SAFETY
SERVICES

DEL MAR
VACATION
RENTALS

WINGO
OUTDOORS

FISH BOSTON

BAY BOUND
GUIDE SERVICE

SIMMER DIM

NORTH POINT
BRANDS

ISLAND FLY



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

CHOCKLETT
FACTORY

BIG BUCK BAITS

GREY DOG
INSHORE
FISHING

ZEEBAASS

ORIGIN
OUTFITTERS

GOTONE

WANDERING
ALBATROSS

ALPHONSE
FISHING
COMPANY

SAILOR’S SOUL

ADIPOSE
BOATWORKS

AP FLY FISHING

BROOKLYN
URBAN
ANGLERS
ASSOCIATION

THE ANGLER
FLEET

DUPEAFISH

3TAND

BUILT 2 CAST



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

DARK STAR
SURFCASTING

MASS. STRIPED
BASS
ASSOCIATION

NORTH ISLAND
GUIDE SERVICE

EIDOLON SPORT
FISHING

HAYWARD FLY
FISHING CO

CAPT. TOMS
CHARTERS

BONEFISH MON
CHARTERS

REEL THERAPY
CHARTERS

JESSE’S TACKLE

KRISTIN K
CHARTERS

JENNY E
CHARTERS

THE
IMPLICATION

HOWARD FILMS

CATCHYAINA
BIT

CURRENT
ANGLER

KISMET
OUTFITTERS



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

HOGAN BROWN RELENTLESS FLY
FLY FISHING FISHING

VINEYARD ELEVATE YOUTH
SOUND
OUTFITTERS

KEEPER JP BUCKTAILS
FISHING
CHARTERS

< loon

outdoors

LOON NAUITILUS FLY
OUTDOORS REELS

BAY FLY
FISHING

CR DREAM

BROOKLYN
FISHING CLUB

TOWEE BOATS

BEARS DEN FLY
FISHING

NORTH FLATS

LIGHT BITE
CHARTERS

RED TOP
SPORTING GOODS



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

TCO Fly Fishing

LITTLE RHODY
CHARTERS

CT FISH NERD

SKUNKED
AGAIN

GOOSE HUMMOCK

SHOPS

TIGHTLINED
SLAM

CATCHING
SHADOWS

NEW ENGLAND
FISHING
COLLECTIVE

GUIDELINE

LEAST COAST
ANGLERS

REEL DEAL
CHARTERS

HOLDING THE
LINE GUIDE
SERVICE

MAINE WAY
OUTFITTERS

MATT HERON
FLY FISHING

RS BEANERY

EMERGER
STRATEGIES



SUPPORTING BRANDS & BUSINESSES THAT RELY ON ABUNDANT FISHERIES:

CAPITAL DISTRICT AMERICAN FLY FINNS WEST
FLY FISHERS FISHING TRADE
ASSOCIATION
RAPPAHANNOCK BADFISH ORTUS
ADVENTURES SUPPLY CO CHARTERS
CA P ECOD
CAPE COD ON BIG FISH MOJO THE COASTAL
THE FLY SPORTFISHING SPORTSMAN
LEDGE LORD ON THE BITE ROCK PEBBLE
BUCKTAILS CHARTERS SAND FISHING

NEW YORK
COALITION FOR
RECREATIONAL

FISHING

FLY WATER
TRAVEL

NORTH ISLAND
GUIDE SERVICE

BADFISH
FISHING
CHARTERS
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406.926.1908

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.

www.backcountryhunters.org 725 W Alder St. Suite 11
admin@backcountryhunters.org Missoula, MT 59802
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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

www.backcountryhunters.org 725 W Alder St. Suite 11
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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,

Michael Woods Christopher Borgatti

Saunderstown, RI Newbury, MA

Chair, New England Chapter Board Eastern Policy & Conservation Manager
Backcountry Hunters & Anglers 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


mailto:EFranke@ASMFC.org
mailto:EFranke@ASMFC.org

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

September 25, 2018 Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007
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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.

September 25, 2018 Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007
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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

September 25, 2018 Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007
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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.

September 25, 2018 Amended through Public Law 109-479, Enacted January 12, 2007
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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.

9 | Page



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

28 | Page



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

33 | Page



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
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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

37 | Page



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%

39 | Page



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
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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

47 | Page



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

52 | Page



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
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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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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

DRAFT ADDENDUM VII TO THE SPINY DOGFISH
INTERSTATE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR BOARD
REVIEW

Commercial Management: Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch

This draft document was developed for Board review and discussion at the October 2024 meeting
week. This document is not intended to solicit public comment as part of the Commission/State
formal public input process. However, comments on this draft document may be given at the
appropriate time on the agenda during the scheduled meeting. Also, if approved, a public
comment period will be established to solicit input on the issues contained in the document.

October 2024

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries



Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Seeks Your Input on
Spiny Dogfish Management

The public is encouraged to submit comments regarding this document during the public
comment period. Comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. EST on DAY, MONTH 2024.

Regardless of when they were sent, comments received after that time will not be included in
the official record.

You may submit public comment in one or more of the following ways:
1. Attend public hearings pertinent to your state or jurisdiction.
2. Refer comments to your state’s members on the Spiny Dogfish Board or Spiny Dogfish
Advisory Panel, if applicable.
3. Mail, fax, or email written comments to the following address:

James Boyle

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 North Highland St., Suite 200 A-N
Arlington, VA 22201

Fax: (703) 842-0741

comments@asmfc.org (subject line: Spiny Dogfish Draft Addendum VIlI)

If you have any questions, please contact James Boyle at jbopyle@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.

Commission’s Process and Timeline

August 2024 Spiny Dogfish Board Tasks Staff to Develop Draft Addendum VII

August — Staff Develops Draft Addendum VIl for Board Review
October 2024

October 2024 | Spiny Dogfish Board Reviews Draft Addendum VII and Considers Its
Approval for Public Comment

November 2024 | Board Solicits Public Comment and States Conduct Public Hearings
—January 2025

February 2025 | Board Reviews Public Comment, Selects Management Options and
Considers Final Approval of Addendum VII

TBD Provisions of Addendum VIl are Implemented



https://safis.accsp.org:8443/myJSPs/asmfcmembersearch.jsp?member=241
https://safis.accsp.org:8443/myJSPs/asmfcmembersearch.jsp?member=242
https://safis.accsp.org:8443/myJSPs/asmfcmembersearch.jsp?member=242
mailto:comments@asmfc.org
mailto:jbopyle@asmfc.org
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) is responsible for managing spiny
dogfish (Squalus acanthias) in state waters (0—3 miles from shore) under the authority of the
Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, and has done so through an interstate
fishery management plan (FMP) since 2003. The states of Maine through North Carolina have a
declared interest in the fishery and are responsible for implementing management measures
consistent with the interstate FMP.

Spiny dogfish is managed in federal waters (3—200 miles from shore) through a joint FMP of the
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) and the New England Fishery Management
Council (NEFMC), with the MAFMFC taking the lead for federal management. These two
councils make recommendations on management to the National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), which is
responsible for implementing management based on the input from the two councils and per
the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

At its August 2024 meeting, ASMFC’s Spiny Dogfish Management Board approved the following
motion:

Move to initiate an addendum to maintain consistency between the Spiny Dogfish FMP and the
recommended alternatives of Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6.

As a result, the Addendum proposes options to establish equivalent overnight soak restrictions
proposed in Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6 for harvesters that possess state spiny
dogfish permits but do not possess a federal spiny dogfish permit.

2. OVERVIEW

2.1 Statement of the Problem
In August 2024, NOAA Fisheries published a proposed rule (Federal Register notice 89 FR 65576;
August 12, 2024) to approve and implement Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6, as
recommended by the MAFMC and NEFMC. If approved, the rule would implement area-based
gear requirements in the spiny dogfish gillnet fishery to reduce bycatch of Atlantic sturgeon for
harvesters that possess a federal spiny dogfish permit. However, harvesters that do not possess
a federal spiny dogfish permit and only fish in states waters would not be captured by the
action. Because the specific areas proposed for additional management span state and federal
waters, action is needed to implement corresponding measures for state-only permit holders to
maintain consistency between the federal and interstate FMPs.



https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/08/12/2024-17734/fisheries-of-the-northeastern-united-states-framework-adjustment-15-to-the-monkfish-fishery
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/08/12/2024-17734/fisheries-of-the-northeastern-united-states-framework-adjustment-15-to-the-monkfish-fishery
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/08/12/2024-17734/fisheries-of-the-northeastern-united-states-framework-adjustment-15-to-the-monkfish-fishery
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/08/12/2024-17734/fisheries-of-the-northeastern-united-states-framework-adjustment-15-to-the-monkfish-fishery
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2.2 Background
2.2.1 Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6
The coastwide Atlantic sturgeon population is made up of five distinct population segments, all
of which are listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
Section 9 of the ESA prohibits the take, including incidental, of endangered species, which is
defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in
any such conduct.” However, exceptions may be granted to incidental take through an
Incidental Take Statement (ITS) or an incidental take permit. An ITS provides the maximum
permissible level of incidental take, reasonable and prudent measures to reduce takes, and
other terms and conditions, all of which are required to maintain compliance with the ESA.

In response to a Biological Opinion from May 2021 that found potential adverse effects on
Atlantic sturgeon through the authorization of several FMPs, including spiny dogfish, NOAA
Fisheries developed an Action Plan with recommendations to reduce Atlantic sturgeon bycatch
in federal large-mesh gillnet fisheries by 2024. The Councils used the Action Plan
recommendations to develop Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6, which recommended
prohibiting overnight gillnet soaks within certain spatial and temporal hotspots of sturgeon
bycatch.

The hotspots were determined through observer bycatch data from 2017-2019 and 2021-2022,
excluding 2020 due to low observer coverage. Three areas were identified to have the greatest
incidence of interactions: one off of the coast of New Jersey (Figure 1) and two off the coasts of
Delaware, Maryland and Virginia (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area from Spiny Dogfish Framework
Adjustment 6.

Figure 2. Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas from
Spiny Dogfish Framework Adjustment 6.

The New Jersey, Delaware and Maryland, and Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction
Areas would be delineated as all waters bounded by straight lines connecting the following
coordinates in the order stated:

40°24'N, 73°54' W
40°9'N, 73°24' W
New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch 39°30'N, 73°51' W

Reduction Area 39°48'N, 74°12' W

40°24'N, 73°54' W
38°27'N, 75°60' W
38°21'N, 74°48' W
Delaware and Maryland Atlantic Sturgeon 37°30'N, 75°12' W
Bycatch Reduction Area 37°48'N, 75°30' W
38°27'N, 75°60' W
37°18'N, 75°54' W
36°48'N, 75°36' W
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Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch 36°33'N, 75°51' W
Reduction Area 36°54'N, 76°6' W
37°18'N, 75°54' W

Note that the Delaware and Maryland Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area does not
overlap with Delaware state waters.

New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area

Within the New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area, the NOAA Fisheries’ proposed
rule would require federally permitted spiny dogfish vessels using roundfish gillnets (i.e., not
tie-down gillnets) with a mesh size between 5 and 10 inches (12.7 to 25.4 cm) to remove nets
from the water by 8:00 p.m. Eastern Time (ET) each day until 5:00 a.m. ET the following day
from May 1 through May 31 and November 1 through November 30 of each year.

Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas

Within the Delaware and Maryland and the Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas,
the NOAA Fisheries’ proposed rule would require federally permitted spiny dogfish vessels
using roundfish gillnets (i.e., not tie-down gillnets) with a mesh size between 5.25 and 10 inches
(13.34 to 25.4 cm) would need to remove nets from the water by 8:00 p.m. ET each day until
5:00 a.m. ET the following day from November 1 through March 31 each year.

The proposed rule notes that implementation will occur 30 days after publication of the Final
Rule, and the 2021 Biological Opinion requires bycatch reduction measures to be implemented
before 2025.

2.2.2 State Permitting Approaches for Spiny Dogfish

Unlike federal management, states each use different permitting structures and some do not
issue species-specific permits for spiny dogfish. Table 1 provides a summary of the permitting
structures for New Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia. While New Jersey does not issue permits for
spiny dogfish, the state does require a person or vessel to possess a federal spiny dogfish
permit to possess spiny dogfish for sale, sell, or attempt to sell spiny dogfish (N.J.A.C. 7:25-
18.12(g)1).
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Table 1. Summary of permitting structure for affected states.

State Permits that May Land Spiny Number of Other Gillnet
Dogfish Permittees that | Species in
use Gillnets Permit
NJ Gillnet 585 Shark, Large
Skate, Smooth
Dogfish,
Bluefish
MD Finfish (1,000 Ib trip limit) Unknown Bluefish
Striped Bass (2,500 Ib trip limit) 52 Striped Bass
Spiny Dogfish (10,000 Ib trip limit) 25 N/A
VA Spiny Dogfish 75 N/A

3.  PROPOSED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Consider Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Measures

Option 1: Status Quo

All gillnet harvesters of spiny dogfish that do not possess a federal spiny dogfish permit and
only harvest in state waters may continue to soak nets overnight in the state waters portion of
the bycatch reduction areas.

Option 2: Prohibit Overnight Soaks for Specified Times and Areas for State Spiny Dogfish
Permits

Under this option, states would take action to apply complementary measures to holders of
species-specific Spiny Dogfish Permits, where applicable. This option is consistent with
Framework Adjustment 6 in that it applies new measures according to permit held; however,
because of differences in how states permit their harvesters, there will be some allowances for
spiny dogfish to be harvested in the state waters portion of the bycatch reduction areas that is
inconsistent with the federal rules, as identified herein.

New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area

New Jersey would not have to take action because it does not have a species-specific permit for
spiny dogfish. However, due to New Jersey’s permitting rules, any person or vessel selling spiny
dogfish in the state would have to have a federal permit and follow the regulations in the
bycatch reduction area, including state waters of the area.!

1“A person or vessel shall not possess for sale any spiny dogfish nor shall a person sell or attempt to sell spiny
dogfish without a valid annual vessel permit for spiny dogfish issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service”
(NJ.A.C. 7:25-18.12(g)1.).
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Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas

Harvesters that possess a Maryland Spiny Dogfish Permit or Virginia Spiny Dogfish Permit using
roundfish gillnets (i.e., not tie-down gillnets) with a mesh size between 5.25 and 10 inches
(13.34 to 25.4 cm) would be required to remove nets from the water by 8:00 p.m. ET each day
until 5:00 a.m. ET the following day from November 1 through March 31 each year within the
state waters portion of the Delaware and Maryland and the Virginia Sturgeon Bycatch
Reduction Areas. No action would be required by Delaware because the bycatch reduction area
does not overlap with its state waters. Note that Maryland allows the commercial harvest of
spiny dogfish with reduced trip limits by holders of their Striped Bass Permit and Finfish Permit.
Under this option, those permit holders would not be subject to the provisions of the bycatch
reduction areas without also possessing a Spiny Dogfish Permit.

Option 3: Prohibit Spiny Dogfish Harvest via Overnight Soaks for Specified Times and Areas
Note: This option was not reviewed by the full Spiny Dogfish Plan Development Team.

Under this option, states would take action to apply complementary measures to all spiny
dogfish harvested from the bycatch reduction times/areas by the specified gillnet mesh sizes,
regardless of the permit possessed by the harvester. This option is distinct from Option 2 in that
it would not result in any allowances for spiny dogfish to be harvested in the state waters
portion of the bycatch reduction areas that is inconsistent with the federal rules. However,
enforcement may be more challenging under this option due to the need to identify when and
where individual spiny dogfish were caught.

New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area

It would be prohibited to harvest or possess spiny dogfish caught using roundfish gillnets (i.e.,
not tie-down gillnets) with a mesh size between 5 and 10 inches (12.7 to 25.4 cm) that were left
in the water for any portion of the time period between 8:00 p.m. ET each day and 5:00 a.m. ET
the following day from May 1 through May 31 and November 1 through November 30 of each
year within the New Jersey Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Area.

Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas

It would be prohibited to harvest or possess spiny dogfish caught using roundfish gillnets (i.e.,
not tie-down gillnets) with a mesh size between 5.25 and 10 inches (13.34 to 25.4 cm) that
were left in the water for any portion of the time period between 8:00 p.m. ET each day and
5:00 a.m. ET the following day from November 1 through March 31 each year within the
Delaware and Maryland and the Virginia Atlantic Sturgeon Bycatch Reduction Areas. No action
would be required by Delaware because the bycatch reduction area does not overlap with its
state waters.

4. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
The Spiny Dogfish Management Board would need to determine a compliance schedule when
considering approval of the draft Addendum.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Interstate Fishery Management Program Policy Board and Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council
FROM: Chelsea Tuohy and Tracey Bauer, FMP Coordinators and Julia Beaty, Fishery

Management Specialist
DATE: October 16, 2024

SUBJECT: Recreational Measures Setting Process Framework/Addenda Option
Development

On October 24, 2024, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (Commission)
Interstate Fishery Management Program Policy Board (Policy Board) will meet with the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) to consider the Summer Flounder, Scup, Black
Sea Bass, and Bluefish Recreational Measures Setting Process Framework/Addenda. Under the
Commission process for addenda, the Policy Board will consider approval of the Draft Addenda
for public comment. Under the Council process for framework actions, the Council will consider
approval of a final range of alternatives.

The Policy Board and Council last met to discuss this action on August 13, 2024. Since August,
the Fishery Management Action Team/Plan Development Team (FMAT/PDT) have made a
number of changes to the options, which are incorporated into the Draft Addenda provided in
the briefing materials. These changes include the addition of Option D, further development of
options C and E, addition of language regarding management uncertainty, and clarification of
the accountability measures (AMs) under all options. A full summary is below. The options
under consideration for this action are:

A. No Action

B. Percent Change Approach as adopted by the Harvest Control Rule Framework/Addenda
C. Modified Percent Change Approach Using RHL and Harvest

D. Modified Percent Change Approach Using the Recreational ACT and Catch

E. Biomass and Fishing Mortality Matrix Approach

In addition to refining the options under consideration, the FMAT/PDT discussed potential
impacts of this action on the commercial sector, a topic also reviewed by the Council’s Scientific
and Statistical Committee (SSC) in a July 2024 report. While the Recreational Measures Setting
Process Framework/Addenda only considers modifications to the process for setting
recreational measures, this topic was reviewed by the FMAT/PDT and the SSC per the Policy
Board and Council’s direction in June 2022.
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Modified Percent Change Approaches (Options C-D) and Associated Accountability Measures
Since the Policy Board and Council last reviewed this action, an additional Modified Percent
Change Approach option has been added to use the Recreational Annual Catch Target (ACT)
and catch rather than the RHL and harvest (Option D). The FMAT/PDT recommended including
this option as it will allow for greater consideration of how recreational measures impact
discards compared to Options B and C because it uses the ACT, which accounts for total
recreational removals. The ACT was selected to be included in the approach rather than the
Recreational Annual Catch Limit (ACL) in the event that management uncertainty buffers are
used in the future.

Under both Modified Percent Change Approaches (Options C and D), two sub-options for AMs
have been included for consideration. The first sub-option would modify the current AMs to
align with the biomass categories used in these options (described in Section 3.1 of the Draft
Addenda). The second sub-option would make additional modifications to give greater
consideration to if overfishing is occurring based on the most recent information. Please refer
to Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the Draft Addenda for more details.

Biomass and Fishing Mortality Matrix Approach and Associated Accountability Measures
(Option E)
The option formerly known as the Biomass Based Matrix Approach was modified and is now
referred to as the Biomass and Fishing Mortality Matrix Approach (Option E).This this approach
was refined to:
e Remove the “Biomass Trend” column and replace it with fishing mortality (F) compared
to Fmsy
e Use the recreational ACT instead of the ACL to account for management uncertainty
buffers when setting measures
e Incorporate AMs directly into the approach

The FMAT/PDT concluded biomass trend is not a useful metric in this alternative as it is partially
redundant with the biomass level categories. For example, when biomass is above 110% of the
target, it could be appropriate to allow a 10% liberalization regardless of whether biomass is
increasing, decreasing, or stable. If biomass declines, a more conservative approach would be
used when it reaches a lower biomass category. Similarly, when biomass is around the target,
status quo may be most appropriate regardless of biomass trend, with liberalizations or
restrictions required in future years if biomass changes to the extent that it is categorized
differently in the next cycle. When biomass is low (60-90% of the target), near overfished (50-
60% of the target), or overfished (below 50% of the target), it may be most appropriate to
always require restrictions, regardless of biomass trend. The SSC’s report also raised concerns
about how to most appropriately define a trend.

Instead, the FMAT/PDT agreed to replace biomass trend with an overfishing metric. By
incorporating overfishing status into the revised table, this would allow for a clearer illustration
of how overfishing status would be treated compared to the previous version of this



alternative. The outcome now varies based on the biomass category and the fishing mortality
rate.

Because specific responses to ACL overages and overfishing have been incorporated directly
into this option, additional AMs are not needed.

Management Uncertainty

None of the options in the framework/addenda would change the process for setting the ACT
less than or equal to the ACL to account for management uncertainty. Additional text has been
added to the Draft Addenda to clarify that under all options, the Board and Council may choose
to implement more restrictive recreational measures than would otherwise be required in
order to address management uncertainty or concerns about the long-term sustainability of the
stock. The intent of this addition is to allow the Board and Council to make adjustments, if
desired, when setting recreational measures, which typically takes place after the ACT has been
set. This can also allow for potentially finer-scale adjustments than may result from setting the
ACT less than the ACL.

Impacts to the Commercial Sector

Although this action only considers the process for setting recreational measures, the Council
and Policy Board agreed to further evaluate potential indirect impacts to the commercial
sector. This action does not consider any changes to commercial management and it does not
consider transferring quota between the commercial and recreational sectors. This action does
not change the process for setting the commercial and recreational ACLs, ACTs, and landings
limits (i.e., commercial quotas and Recreational Harvest Limits). This action does not modify the
commercial/recreational allocations. Nothing in this action is intended to set the stage for
future revisions to the commercial/recreational allocations for these species. Case law from
other regions and NOAA Fisheries input provided during development of Amendment 22 to the
Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP indicate recreational ACL or RHL overages
cannot be used to justify increasing the recreational allocation in the future.

The reporting of commercial and recreational fishery catch and landings are inherently very
different. For example, due to required harvester and dealer reporting, landings data for the
commercial fishery have low uncertainty. There is also a limited time lag in the availability of
dealer data (e.g., weekly required reporting for federally-permitted dealers), which allows for
timely monitoring and in-season closures, when needed, to prevent notable overages of the
commercial quota. In addition, the commercial fisheries are mostly limited access, which
controls the number of participants.

In contrast, recreational fishery data are provided by the Marine Recreational Information
Program (MRIP). MRIP uses a statistical survey design to generate estimates for the entire
fishery based on information collected from a subset of recreational anglers. MRIP also
incorporates Vessel Trip Report data from federally-permitted for-hire vessels. As the MRIP
data are based on a statistical survey design rather than a comprehensive record of landings
data, the recreational estimates are more uncertain than the commercial landings estimates.
MRIP estimates are produced in two-month “wave” increments. Preliminary estimates are
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typically available around 45 days after the end of each wave. Final estimates for the year are
provided in the spring of the following year. Due to this notable time lag in the availability of
MRIP data, in-season closures cannot be used for the recreational fisheries. In addition, the
recreational fisheries for these species are open-access. The number of recreational
participants is much higher than the number of commercial participants and can vary from
year-to-year. For these reasons, it is more challenging to closely monitor and predict
recreational landings compared to commercial landings.

This action intends to better account for these fundamental challenges in managing
recreational fisheries. This action is not intended to allow the recreational fishery to exceed the
recreational ACL, recreational ACT, or RHL.

The Council tasked the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) with reviewing several aspects
of this management action, including potential indirect impacts to the commercial sector. The
outcome of the SSC’s review is summarized in a July 2024 report. Since the time of the SSC
review, the options under consideration have been modified to remove options (Biological
Reference Point Approach), add options, and modify existing options based on SSC comments
and further FMAT/PDT discussion and analysis.

One of the primary roles of the SSC is to provide recommendations to the Council on the annual
acceptable biological catch (ABC) limits for each managed stock. The SSC’s ABC
recommendations are binding under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act; the Council cannot set catch limits that exceed the ABCs recommended by
the SSC.

The SSC concluded in their July 2024 review that the setting of recreational bag, size, and
season limits does not directly affect their ABC recommendations. However, if any of the
management approaches considered through this action increase the frequency with which the
ABCs are exceeded, the SSC may assume ABC overages in the projections that inform future
ABCs. This could have the effect of reducing the ABCs, which would in turn reduce the catch
and landings limits for both the commercial and recreational sectors. Due to the Council’s risk
policy, this has a greater impact for stocks below 150% of their biomass target than for stocks at
or above 150% of the biomass target.

If the process in place for determining management measures results in a recreational ACL
overage, recreational AMs can be triggered, which can help prevent the recreational sector's
catch from deviating greatly from its ACL over time. The SSC report raised concerns about
repeated ABC overages, but did not explicitly consider the role of AMs in this process. The SSC
did not consider AMs in their review as the AMs for each option were not fully developed at
that time.
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Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass

Advisory Panel Meeting Summary
October 3, 2024

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council's (Council’s) Summer Flounder, Scup, and
Black Sea Bass Advisory Panel (AP) met jointly with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission’s (Commission’s) Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass AP on October 3,
2024 via webinar. The objectives of this meeting were to review and provide comments on the
draft Summer Flounder Commercial Mesh Size Exemptions Framework/Addendum. This action
considers modifications to the exemptions to the commercial summer flounder minimum mesh
size, including options for modifying the Small Mesh Exemption Program (SMEP) area
boundary, the SMEP annual review methodology, and the gear definition for the flynet
exemption.

Council Advisory Panel members present: Katie Almeida, Frank Blount, Greg DiDomenico,

James Fletcher, Jameson Gregg, Victor Hartley, Robert Pride, Philip Simon, Michael Waine,
Charles Witek

Commission Advisory Panel members present: Frank Blount, Greg DiDomenico, Ken Neill

Others present: Chris Batsavage, Kiley Dancy, Laura Deighan, Corrin Flora, Hannah Hart,
Emily Keiley, Elise Koob, Savannah Lewis, Nichola Meserve, Eric Reid, Matt Rigdon, Chelsea
Tuohy, Angel Willey, Unknown number

Advisory Panel Comments

Following the staff presentation, one recreational advisor asked about the main benefits and
drivers of this action, and requested more information on how the proposed options may impact
the stock and the commercial industry. He noted that it did not seem like the options would have
a negative impact on the stock or a major economic impact on the commercial sector aside from
some increases in efficiency. Another advisor asked whether this action would benefit the
average commercial fisherman, stating that he did not oppose the actions, but thought it may be
more beneficial to law enforcement than to fishermen.

Staff and several commercial representatives provided perspectives on how the proposed action
is intended to benefit the commercial industry by increasing flexibility for the commercial sector
while possibly reducing regulatory discards. Staff summarized previous comments noting that
even adding relatively minor regulatory flexibilities can incrementally increase economic
benefits to the commercial sector. Previous comments have also noted the lack of flexibility to
fish west of the SMEP line while vessels hold an active SMEP LOA. This can create
inefficiencies as it does not allow them to switch gear and target fish just west of the current line



while holding the LOA. The proposed SMEP expansion will help with this since it incorporates
most of the area where they regularly catch the species they are targeting on these trips (i.e.,
squid, scup, whiting).

A commercial advisor agreed with these explanations for how this action creates additional
flexibilities, efficiencies, and stability for industry.

One advisor wondered whether the proposed actions would have an impact on the number of
trips taken, specifically, if efficiencies would increase to the point of having a negative impact on
fishermen due fewer trips taken. Staff responded that it is not expected that there would be a
notable impact on the number of trips taken; however, expected changes in effort have not been
specifically estimated for this action. One advisor responded that in many cases crew pay is
based on the amount of catch as opposed to the number of trips. As such, the proposed actions
shouldn’t impact the pay of fishermen if the number of trips were to change. A Board member
agreed that the proposed actions should not impact the number of trips.

This Board member also noted that in 2017, the southern scup Gear Restricted Area (GRA) was
modified to allow additional access to the squid fishery to important squid grounds, while having
minimal impacts on scup. The proposed SMEP area modifications would have a similar effect,
allowing commercial vessels to increase efficiency in the expanded area and reduce summer
flounder regulatory discards. He also noted that the proposed changes in the flynet definition are
intended to modernize the definition to describe nets that are currently in use.

At the conclusion of the meeting, participants discussed that the lack of public comments
received at the two public hearings was primarily due to people being out fishing, given that the
squid industry has not had a good year and needed to take advantage of squid availability on
those days. A Board member noted talking to fishermen who stated their lack of comment is not
due to lack of interest, but due to the need to prioritize fishing, as well as providing many
previous comments on these issues. Another advisor agreed with this assessment.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: October 10, 2024

To: Chris Moore, Executive Director

From: Kiley Dancy and Hannah Hart, Staff

Subject: Council Staff Recommendations on Summer Flounder Commercial Minimum

Mesh Exemption Framework/Addendum

On Thursday, October 24, 2024 the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass
Management Board (Board) will consider final action on the Summer Flounder Commercial
Minimum Mesh Exemption Framework/Addendum.

Meeting materials for this agenda item are posted on the Commission’s website at:
https://www.asmfc.org/home/2024-annual-meeting and also to the Council’s website at:
https://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2024/council-asmfc-meeting-oct24. Previous documents
for this action can be found on the action page for this Framework/Addendum, at:
https://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-flounder-commercial-mesh-exemptions.

Council Staff Recommendations

Council staff recommendations for final action are summarized below, based on review of
information included in the draft addendum document and previous analyses, and considering
public comments and Advisory Panel comments.

1. SMEP Area Boundaries

Staff recommend adopting option B, expanded SMEP exemption area. As noted in the hearing
document, the expanded area represents a relatively modest expansion after considering the
restrictions on bottom tending gear associated with the overlapping deep sea coral protection zone.
Public comments indicated that this expanded area would provide the commercial industry with
additional flexibility to retain summer flounder when fishing in this area using small mesh,
potentially reducing regulatory discards of summer flounder.

Median discards per trip in the SMEP are low at 30 pounds of summer flounder from 2013 through
2022. Discards in weight, the percentage of trips with discards at various poundage thresholds, and
the average percent of summer flounder discarded per trip are all very similar between observed
LOA trips compared to all observed trawl trips during November through April.
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Because of the smaller mesh sizes used by vessels holding SMEP LOAs, the proportion of summer
flounder discards below the legal minimum size (14 inches) tends to be somewhat higher for LOA
trips vs. non-LOA trips (see Appendix A in the draft Addendum for public comment). However,
expanding the SMEP area would not necessarily increase fishing effort in this area, given that the
intent is to reduce regulatory discards of legal sized summer flounder when they are encountered
in this area by vessels primarily targeting other species. Assuming effort in the expansion area
remains relatively stable, discards of undersized summer flounder with small mesh are likely to
remain similar to current levels.

However, changes in fishing behavior are somewhat uncertain, and these aspects of the exemption
program should continue to be closely monitored using improved methodologies applied in the
development of this action. The Regional Administrator will retain authority to rescind the
exemption will remain regardless of the option selected under alternative set 2 (see below).
Information on the length frequency of discards, discard reasons, and targeting rates of summer
flounder among LOA holders should be considered for regular monitoring where possible to
ensure this expansion does not cause increases in discards of undersized fish.

2. SMEP Evaluation Criteria

Staff recommend adopting option C, tiered discard monitoring approach. The intent of this
exemption program is to reduce regulatory discards. As described in the document, this trigger
represents a more realistic percent of summer flounder expected to be discarded based on a revised
and more accurate methodology for evaluating discards on LOA trips, which uses observer data
from trips known to be actively holding an SMEP LOA. This type of monitoring and analysis was
not possible at the time this exemption was originally put into place. In addition, many of the
regulatory constraints impacting discards today were not present in the years used to evaluate the
original 10% threshold. Most LOA trips do not catch large amounts of summer flounder; therefore,
it is fairly easy for trips with small summer flounder catch to reach the 10% average discards of
summer flounder per trip.

Rescinding the exemption could have unintended consequences of increasing regulatory discards,
as vessels would continue to fish for other species using smaller mesh but would not be able to
retain more than 200 pounds of summer flounder. Expected changes in regulatory discards would
depend on the drivers of discards in the area in a given year, which can vary based on the
interaction of various biological factors (e.g., stock size, size distribution), market factors (e.g.,
price trends, market demand), or regulations (e.g., total quota, state possession limits).

Staff recommend option C as it would allow for an increased understanding of circumstances
leading to changes in discard rates and quantities, and allow managers to better predict the
consequences of rescinding the exemption. Work that has been conducted through this action could
serve as a starting point for this evaluation in years where it is needed. While option C does have
a longer timeline for responding to data suggesting changes in discard rates, it allows the Regional
Administrator greater flexibility in determining a management response that is most appropriate
for the circumstances.
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3. Flynet Definition

Staff recommend adopting option B, revised flynet definition. Previous comments on this issue
have indicated that the existing definition is creating compliance and enforcement issues as
operators use similar net types that do not meet the regulatory definition.

Public comments and observer data indicate that the types of nets under consideration for an
expanded definition are not designed to catch flatfish and generally have very low catch of summer
flounder due to their design.

Summer flounder represents a very small proportion (0.7% from 2007-2022) of the total observed
catch by weight in these gear types, including 0.6% of observed landings and 0.9% of observed
discards. Average total catch of summer flounder in these gear types is about 455 pounds per trip,
with discards averaging about 100 pounds per trip. About 30% of these observed trips had summer
flounder catch over 200 pounds, and 46% had catch over 100 pounds. Therefore, the majority of
trips using these gear types would not require an exemption, but there appears to be some benefit
to operators using these gear types who sometimes encounter more than 200 pounds of summer
flounder November through April or 100 pounds May through October.

As with the SMEP, this exemption should continue to be closely monitored for any issues. Going
forward, with the understanding that North Carolina data is no longer sufficient to monitor the
exemption, evaluations will rely on observer and VTR data (once the previously recommended
additional gear type field is added to the VTR forms).
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