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Harvest in Bushels

Maryland oyster

harvest has declined from over 12 million bushels in the

late 1800’s to less than 200,000 bushels in recent years. Harvest in the
2013 and 2014 seasons increased to over 400 thousand bushels but is still a

16,000,000

fraction of historical harvests.

Despite a struggling population and low harvest, the oyster
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fishery remains one of Maryland’s most valuable.

$11.9 million average dockside value in the 2013 and 2014
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$3.2 million average in the preceding 5 years (low harvest).
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Science Based Oyster Restoration Plan

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS) for Oyster Restoration Alternatives in
Chesapeake Bay

MD Oyster Advisory MD Aquaculture
Commission Coordinating Council 2




Planning around salinity which affects
recruitment and survival

Chesapeake Bay

Summer Salinity - 10 Year Average (1990-1999) 2013 Fall Dredge Survey
(July Thru Sept., at a depth range of 10 - 20 feet) Spat Set
Summer Salinity (PPT) ‘ [aas 2_10
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Maryland Oyster Sanctuaries Established in 2010

Protects 24% of oyster habitat.
Leave 76% for harvest.

A best bars analysis was
conducted to determine most
productive oyster bars.

50% of best bars were left for
harvest and 50% protected.

Best bars are a small fraction of
sanctuary areas — most are
remnant bars that have
restoration potential but have
supported minimal harvest.




Creating the “Engines” that drive Bay-Wide Oyster Restoration

Within the expanded sanctuary network, and as recommended by the PEIS,

Maryland and Virginia are focused on large-scale restoration of selected
tributaries to drive bay-wide restoration of the oyster population.

restoring

e Within Maryland:

A -/
* 2 tributaries are well toward completion — Harris Creek iDNR é\d USACE
co-leads) and Little Choptank (DNR Ieaﬂ Nl N Ny ,}

* 1is about to begin — Tred Avon (USACE Ieadlt
N ey v
- DNR and partnersére comnmte

onducting a scientific eyal-uatqqg of the
succéss of these efforts and submi a report byJune, 2016'
: a A

L JI -
findings of that evaluatlen DNR is committed to working with
the waterma

mmuhlt , scientists, and other stakeholders to designingand
implementing. roh’approach to the remalnmg two tributariesby
2025 '
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Sanctuaries Serve as Reproductive Engines

e ———
Basin locations for connectivity analysis

Broad
Harris ' Creek b
Creek Tred Avon
River
Lower
Choptank
Middle Upper
CHOHEK Choptank
} Little Choptank
River



Status of Oyster Restoration Projects
(As of April 2015)

Acres for | Acres Restored Acres Oyster
Restoration (reefs Constructed Seed
Target constructed (constructed | Planted
and seeded) and waiting
seeding)
Harris DNR / NOAA, 372 258 27 1.6 $19
Creek USACE UMD, ORP, billion million
NFWF, TNC, 55%
CBF DNR,
27%
USACE)
Little DNR NOAA, 440 17 95 81 $15
Choptank UMD, ORP, million million
NFWEF, TNC (85%
DNR, 0%
USACE)
Tred USACE NOAA, DNR, 185 0 0 0 (>90%
Avon UMD, ORP USACE DNR USACE,
<10%
DNR,)
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Harris Creek Results so far...

30% spat survival — twice
anticipated rate

Excellent growth (2 year old o ittt

oysters nearly 3 inches at one
sentinel site).

Dermo is present, but at sub-
lethal levels; could see outbreak
In a dry year but this would
foster natural disease resistance.

Continuous water quality
monitoring shows no red flags.



Harvest
(bushels)

Maryland Oyster Harvest Before and After Sanctuaries

10% of 2009-2010 harvest within sanctuary network
32% harvest decline in first year

Harvest increased nearly four-fold since 2011 (124K bu vs. 422K bu)
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