
Item No. 20 
STAFF SUMMARY FOR APRIL 18-19, 2018 

 
   

 
 
Author:  Melissa Miller-Henson 1 

20. DEPARTMENT INFORMATIONAL ITEMS (MARINE)  

Today’s Item Information  ☒ Action  ☐ 

This is a standing agenda item to receive and discuss informational updates from DFW that 
are marine in nature:  

(A)  Director’s report 

(B)  Marine Region 

(C) Law Enforcement Division 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A) 

Background 

Verbal reports are expected at the meeting for items (A) through (C).  

(B) The Marine Region report will include two updates: 

I. Ocean Resources Enhancement and Hatchery Program (OREHP). DFW recently 
released a report that found, while the program has significantly contributed to the 
scientific understanding of marine enhacement science, OREHP has not 
substantially increased the abundance of legal-sized white seabass. See exhibits 
B1-B4. 

II. DFW determination and recommendation of an emerging fishery declaration for 
commercial non-cancer crab, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 7090. 
Section 7090 provides that designation as an emerging fishery is necessary for 
FGC to exercise its authority to adopt new management measures for that fishery. 
FGC developed an emerging fisheries policy that establishes criteria the director of 
DFW uses for determining an emerging fishery exists. Related to this emerging 
fishery determination, under Agenda Item #38B, FGC will be asked to approve a 
rulemaking for commercial non-cancer crab incidental take in trap fisheries, with 
notice in Jun, discussion in Aug, and adoption in Oct 2018. See exhibits B5-B6. 

At the end of Mar 2018, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, in 
consultation with the California Department of Public Health, determed that consumption 
of rock crab taken from state waters in Sonoma County north of 38º 34 ’ N Latitude (near 
Salt Point) to the Sonoma/Mendcino county line (Latitude 38º 46.1’ N, near Gualala) no 
longer poses a significant threat for domoic acid exposure, and recommended that the 
commercial rock crab fishery be reopened in that area. As a result of the OEHHA 
recommendation, the director of DFW, under authority vested by Fish and Game Code 
Section 5523, opened the fishery in Sonoma County (Exhibit B7). 

 (C) DFW’s Law Enforcement Division produces a California Wildlife Officers Quarterly Report; 
the Oct through Dec 2017 report is included as Exhibit C1. 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 
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Recommendation (N/A) 

Exhibits 

B1. DFW news release, Ocean Resources Enhancement and Hatchery Program 
Evaluation Report Now Available, dated Feb 1, 2018 

B2. DFW memo, dated Mar 26, 2018 

B3. OREHP evaluation report – executive summary and table of contents only (full report 
available at https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=154110&inline), 
dated Dec 12, 2017 

B4. DFW OREHP presentation 

B5. DFW memo regarding non-cancer crab emerging fishery, received Apr 6, 2018 

B6. FGC Policy on Emerging Fisheries 

B7. DFW memo regarding commercial rock crab regulations, received Apr 5, 2018 

C1. DFW LED fourth quarter report (Oct-Dec 2017) 

Motion/Direction (N/A) 



CONSERVATION EDUCATION, ENDANGERED SPECIES, ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE, FISHERIES,
FISHING (COMMERCIAL), HATCHERIES, MARINE

FEBRUARY 1, 2018 | AHUGHAN
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has released the Evaluation Report for the Ocean Re‐
sources Enhancement and Hatchery Program (https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=154110&in‐
line) (OREHP).

The report concludes that while the OREHP has significantly contributed to the scientific understanding of marine
enhancement science, it has not substantially increased the abundance of legal‐sized White Seabass, resulting in less
than one percent contribution to recreational and commercial fisheries catches. The information generated by the
program, to date, can be used as a learning experience for enhancement of wild populations, whether focusing on
White Seabass or other species. CDFW will use this information along with public input to guide decisions regard‐
ing the future of the OREHP.

The OREHP was established by the California Legislature in 1983 to conduct research into the restoration and en‐
hancement of marine finfish species populations important to California for their sport and commercial fishing
value. The program, the longest‐running experimental marine fish stock enhancement program in the United States,
is managed by CDFW with the assistance of the Ocean Resources Enhancement Advisory Panel. The OREHP in‐



cludes a marine fish hatchery operated by Hubbs‐SeaWorld Research Institute (HSWRI), and 10 growout pens oper‐
ated by volunteer organizations throughout Southern California. White Seabass are raised at the hatchery and trans‐
ported to the growout pens for their eventual release along the coast.

In 2015, CDFW contracted California Sea Grant (CASG) to coordinate the first formal, comprehensive review of the
program’s progress toward achieving its goals and objectives. With guidance from CDFW and HSWRI, CASG rec‐
ommended a science advisory committee comprised of nine scientists from around the country to evaluate the pro‐
gram. The committee, appointed by CDFW Director, Charlton H. Bonham, included members with expertise in a
wide variety of disciplines, including aquaculture, fish pathology, population dynamics, genetics and water quality.

During the two‐year review process, the committee assessed the hatchery’s functionality and efficiency, considered
alternative hatchery uses, assessed environmental impacts, documented scientific accomplishments, assessed eco‐
nomic costs and benefits, and evaluated the extent to which the OREHP has succeeded in enhancing wild White
Seabass stocks. The report details the committee’s evaluation process, including development of scientific review
criteria, summary and synthesis of all available OREHP data, and identification of key findings, gaps in information,
and recommendations for better meeting the program’s objectives and goals.

CDFW will conduct public scoping meetings in Southern California to receive comments on the evaluation and dis‐
cuss potential next steps for the OREHP in early 2018.

Media Contacts:
Valerie Taylor, CDFW Marine Region, (562) 342‐7170
Kathryn Johnson, CDFW Marine Region, (562) 342‐7179
Jordan Traverso, CDFW Communications, (916) 654‐9937
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Background	
The	Ocean	Resources	Enhancement	and	Hatchery	Program	(OREHP)	was	established	by	the	
California	State	Legislature	in	1983	to	conduct	a	program	of	basic	and	applied	research	on	the	
artificial	propagation,	rearing	and	stocking	of	important	marine	fish	species	occurring	in	ocean	
waters	off	southern	California	(the	OREHP’s	original	legislative	intent;	FGC	§	6592).	Over	the	
years,	the	Legislature	has	modified	language	describing	the	intent	of	the	program;	current	
legislative	intent	provides	a	focus	on	determining	if	hatchery-released	fish	can	enhance	stocks	
of	wild	species	through	increased	hatchery	production	of	fish,	and	the	monitoring	of	fisheries	to	
assess	hatchery	contributions	(FGC	§	6590).	The	ultimate	goal	of	the	OREHP	legislation	has	
been,	however,	“to	enhance	populations	of	marine	finfish	species	important	to	California	for	
their	sport	and	commercial	fishing	value.”1	
	
The	legislative	intent	was	used	to	craft	a	“primary	goal”	for	the	OREHP,	which	is	“to	evaluate	
the	economic	and	ecological	feasibility	of	releasing	hatchery-reared	fish	to	restore	depleted,	
native,	marine	fish	populations	to	a	higher,	sustainable	level.”1,2	The	original	objectives	
developed	to	achieve	this	OREHP	primary	goal	were	to:	
	

1. Develop	and	implement	hatchery	operation	and	growout	methods	that	provide	a	
supply	of	healthy	and	vigorous	fish.	

2. Conduct	the	replenishment	program	in	a	manner	that	will	avoid	any	significant	
environmental	impacts	resulting	from	operation	of	either	the	hatchery	or	pen	rearing	
facilities.	

3. Maintain	and	assess	a	broodstock	management	plan	that	results	in	progeny	being	
released	that	have	genotypic	diversity	very	similar	to	that	of	the	wild	population.	

4. Quantify	contributions	to	the	standing	stock	in	definitive	terms	by	tagging	fish	prior	to	
release	and	assessing	their	survival	in	the	field.	

5. Continue	to	develop,	evaluate,	and	refine	hatchery	operations	to	maximize	the	
potential	for	achieving	the	goal	of	the	program.	

6. Develop	quantitative	measures	of	success.		
	
The	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	(CDFW)	administers	the	OREHP	with	the	
assistance	of	the	10-member	Ocean	Resources	Enhancement	Advisory	Panel	(OREAP).	The	
program	is	primarily	funded	by	revenue	from	the	federal	Sport	Fish	Restoration	Act	and	sales	of	
California	Sport	Fishing	Ocean	Enhancement	Stamps.	The	primary	hatchery	facility	at	which	
OREHP	activities	take	place	is	the	Leon	Raymond	Hubbard,	Jr.	Marine	Fish	Hatchery	in	Carlsbad,	
California.	Personnel	from	Hubbs-SeaWorld	Research	Institute	(HSWRI)	are	contracted	to	
operate	the	fish	hatchery	in	Carlsbad.	As	part	of	their	OREHP	contractual	obligations,	HSWRI	
has	developed	the	culture	protocols	required	to	raise	White	Seabass,	and	has	conducted	

                                                
1	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	(CDFG).	2010.	White	Seabass	Enhancement	Plan.	Prepared	by:	M.	Fluharty,	V.	Frey,	K.	Johnson,	T.	
Larinto,	J.	Mello,	T.	Moore,	M.	Okihiro,	K.	Ramey,	P.	Reilly,	and	V.	Taylor.	https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=29458	
2	Drawbridge,	M.,	and	M.	Okihiro.	2007.	Comprehensive	Hatchery	Plan	(CHP)	for	Operation	of	the	Leon	Raymond	Hubbard,	Jr.	Marine	Fish	
Hatchery	in	Carlsbad	California	(2nd	ed.).	Hubbs-SeaWorld	Research	Institute	and	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game.	
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=55041	
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research	on	culture	protocols	for	other	species,	including	California	Halibut,	Yellowtail,	Giant	
Sea	Bass	and	California	Sheephead.	
	
The	OREHP	is	the	longest-running	marine	fish	stock	enhancement	pilot	program	in	the	United	
States.	Since	its	creation	in	1983,	there	have	been	no	formal	assessments	of	the	program.	In	
2015,	CDFW	requested	that	California	Sea	Grant	(CASG)	coordinate	a	comprehensive	review	of	
the	OREHP	and	its	progress	in	achieving	its	goals	and	objectives.	With	guidance	from	CDFW,	
CASG	created	a	9-member	Science	Advisory	Committee	(SAC),	comprised	of	scientists	from	
around	the	country	who	were	responsible	for	evaluating	the	program.	The	SAC,	appointed	by	
the	CDFW	Director,	included	members	with	demonstrated	expertise	in	a	wide	variety	of	
disciplines,	including	aquaculture,	fish	pathology,	population	dynamics,	genetics,	and	water	
quality.	Comprehensive	and	rigorous	evaluations	of	marine	enhancement	programs	are,	in	
general,	lacking,	making	this	thorough	and	detailed	evaluation	one	of	the	first	of	its	kind.	

	
Evaluation	of	the	OREHP	
From	October	2015	through	August	2017,	the	SAC	conducted	a	review	of	OREHP	hatchery	and	
enhancement	operations	to	assess	the	hatchery’s	functionality	and	efficiency,	consider	
alternative	hatchery	uses,	assess	environmental	impacts,	document	scientific	accomplishments,	
assess	economic	costs	and	benefits,	and	evaluate	the	extent	to	which	the	OREHP	has	succeeded	
in	enhancing	wild	White	Seabass	stocks.	Details	of	the	review	are	available	in	the	full	evaluation	
report	entitled,	“Evaluation	of	the	Ocean	Resources	Enhancement	and	Hatchery	Program	
(OREHP).”	That	full	report,	summarized	here,	details	the	SAC’s	evaluation	process,	which	
included	the	development	of	scientific	review	criteria,	the	summary	and	synthesis	of	all	
available	OREHP	data,	and	the	identification	of	key	findings,	gaps	in	information,	and	
recommendations	for	better	meeting	the	program’s	objectives	and	goals.		
	
Fulfillment	of	the	ultimate	goal	of	the	OREHP:	Enhancement	of	marine	fish	populations.		
It	is	clear	from	the	SAC	review	that	the	OREHP	has	met	the	original	intent	of	the	California	State	
Legislature	to	conduct	basic	and	applied	research	on	the	propagation,	rearing,	stocking,	and	
distribution	of	an	important	marine	fish,	White	Seabass	(FGC	§	6592).	In	1983,	little	was	known	
about	the	techniques	needed	to	successfully	spawn,	rear,	and	release	saltwater	fishes.	Since	
then,	the	OREHP	has	significantly	contributed	to	the	world’s	knowledge	about	marine	
enhancement	science	and	techniques.	Similarly,	the	OREHP	has	been	consistent	with	the	
modified	legislative	intent	of	determining	if	hatchery	released	fish	can	enhance	wild	stocks	(FGC	
§	6590);	however	it	has	shown	that,	at	least	for	White	Seabass,	enhancement	has	not	been	
effective	to	date,	thereby	falling	short	of	the	ultimate	legislative	goal.		
	
An	analysis	conducted	for	this	review	of	tag-recapture	data	generated	by	the	OREHP	between	
2000	and	2011	indicated	that	the	program	has	made	a	less	than	1%	contribution	to	enhancing	
the	California	White	Seabass	population	and	fishery	due	to	high	levels	of	mortality	suffered	by	
hatchery-reared	White	Seabass	following	release	into	the	wild.	According	to	the	analysis,	if	
mortality	rates	of	released	hatchery	fish	were	reduced	to	equal	those	of	wild	White	Seabass,	
then	current	stocking	rates	could	result	in	a	hatchery	contribution	of	18%	instead	of	<1%	of	the	
total	fishery	catch.	Therefore,	in	order	to	achieve	the	ultimate	goal	of	fisheries	enhancement,	
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the	approaches	and	technologies	developed	for	White	Seabass	would	require	further	
development	aimed	at	reducing	post-release	mortality,	including	the	related	recommendations	
made	throughout	the	evaluation	report.			
	
It	should	also	be	noted	that,	while	the	White	Seabass	stock	was	considered	depleted	when	the	
OREHP	was	initiated	and	White	Seabass	was	chosen	as	the	program’s	focal	species,	the	stock	
has	since	increased,	likely	due	to	a	combination	of	high	recruitment	related	to	favorable	
environmental	conditions	and	fisheries	management	measures	(e.g.,	closure	of	the	coastal	gill	
net	fishery).		
	
Fulfillment	of	the	OREHP	objectives.	
The	SAC	concluded	that	several	OREHP	objectives	have	been	partially	or	fully	met.	The	biggest	
achievements	of	the	OREHP	have	been	its	contributions	to	research	discoveries	surrounding	the	
biology	and	culture	of	all	life	stages	of	White	Seabass	(Objective	6).	Other	notable	successes	
include	the	development	of	appropriate	hatchery	(Objective	1)	and	tagging	methods	(Objective	
4)	for	White	Seabass,	and	the	constant	improvements	in	hatchery	practices	that	have	been	
made	over	the	years	(Objectives	1	and	5).	Through	its	program	of	releases	of	tagged	fish,	and	
fisheries	independent	and	dependent	monitoring	of	released	fish,	the	OREHP	has	successfully	
collected	enough	data	to	evaluate	the	post-release	survival	of	hatchery	fish	and	the	
contribution	of	hatchery	fish	to	the	White	Seabass	fishery	(Objective	4),	both	of	which	have	
been	determined	to	be	low.	Substantial	outreach	regarding	White	Seabass	life	history	and	
culture	has	been	conducted	to	the	sportfishing	community,	K-12	students,	and	members	of	the	
interested	public	(Objectives	1	and	6).	Further,	there	has	been	no	evidence	that	the	program	
has	caused	any	adverse	environmental	impacts	at	the	production	levels	to	date	(Objective	2).	

	
Other	OREHP	objectives,	or	aspects	of	objectives,	have	not	been	achieved.	The	analysis	of	tag-
recapture	data	revealed	that	hatchery	fish	suffer	high	mortality	rates	within	the	first	few	
months	following	release	(Objective	1)	that	likely	limit	contributions	to	fishery	stock.	Low	post-
release	survival	and	fishery	contribution	rates	likely	stem	from	some	combination	of	fish	health	
and	fitness	challenges	(e.g.,	effects	of	unresolved	gas	supersaturation	issues,	inconsistency	in	
diagnosis	and	response	to	health	findings,	domestication	effects;	Objectives	1	and	4),	and	
uncertainty	about	optimal	release	strategies	(Objectives	1	and	4).	While	the	maintenance	of	
genotypic	diversity	(Objective	3)	has	not	been	sufficiently	addressed	throughout	the	program,	
the	lack	of	significant	hatchery	contribution	to	the	wild	population	has	prevented	any	adverse	
genetic	effects	to	the	wild	population	so	far.		
	
Budget	conclusions.		
The	operating	budget	needed	to	achieve	all	aspects	of	the	OREHP	objectives	exceeds	the	base	
funding	level	of	approximately	$1.6	million	per	year	that	has	been	available	for	the	program.	
With	inadequate	funding,	the	OREHP	objectives	suffer.	Restricted	funding	has	reduced	or	
limited	several	OREHP	capabilities,	including	the	ability	to	exchange	broodstock	at	rates	needed	
to	ensure	adequate	genetic	diversity	in	released	fish	(Objectives	1	and	3),	provide	stricter	
oversight	of	growout	facilities	(Objective	1),	address	reoccurring	gas	supersaturation	issues	
(Objective	1),	consistently	and	extensively	perform	and	address	challenges	related	to	the	
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recapture	surveys	(Objective	4),	and	perform	fisheries	enhancement	modeling	(Objective	4).	
Limited	resources	have	also	likely	prevented	the	initiation	of	a	genetic	monitoring	program	
(Objective	3)	and	(socio-)	economic	assessments	(Objective	5	and	6).	It	is	important	to	note	that	
HSWRI	has	contributed	in	excess	of	$400,000	annually	to	meet	operational	expenses	that	are	at	
least	in	part	related	to	the	OREHP	and	has	sought	grants	and	contributions	from	a	mix	of	
private	and	government	sources	to	make	infrastructure	repairs	and	improvements	to	the	
hatchery	facility;	HSWRI	has	also	brought	in	external	funds	to	cover	research	and	outreach	
efforts	that	are	related	to,	but	not	part	of,	the	OREHP.	
	
Program-level	observations	and	recommendations	
Although	the	SAC	did	not	conduct	a	comprehensive	review	of	OREHP	management	processes,	it	
recommended	that	the	organizational	structure	of	those	groups	overseeing	the	OREHP	be	
updated	to	better	achieve	OREHP	goals	and	objectives.	The	SAC	also	noted	several	program-
level	weaknesses,	and	made	recommendations	for	strengthening	the	OREHP.	
	
Need	to	strengthen	and	update	organizational	structure.		
The	ultimate	authority	for	many	programmatic	decisions	within	the	OREHP	was	unclear.	It	is	
necessary	to	clarify,	for	example,	who	has	the	authority	to	make	decisions	relating	to	research	
priorities	and	issues	that	influence	or	put	hatchery	operations	and	scientific	research	into	
conflict	with	one	another.	Part	of	this	uncertainty	is	caused	by	the	OREHP’s	dual	focus	on	
production	and	research,	two	activities	which	can	be	very	different	and	for	which	there	are	
limited	resources.	Additional	uncertainty	may	be	due	to	the	change	in	the	internal	
interpretation	and	communication	of	OREHP	intent,	goals	and	objectives	through	time,	and	in	
the	absence	of	periodic	program	reviews.		
	
The	SAC	noted	that	the	program’s	advisory	panel	(OREAP)	has	not	been	as	effective	or	valuable	
as	it	could	be,	and	that	CDFW	should	reconsider	how	to	best	utilize	an	advisory	panel.	The	
current	OREAP	does	not	have	the	representation	by	the	groups	detailed	in	the	original	
legislation,	as	some	of	these	groups	no	longer	exist	or	have	changed	focus.	CDFW	should	
restructure	and	reform	the	OREAP,	and,	in	addition,	form	an	independent	science	and	technical	
advisory	group	with	expertise	in	hatchery	science	(and	associated	issues,	such	as	fish	health),	
population	dynamics,	release	and	recapture	strategy	optimization,	and	genetics	to	help	develop	
and	evaluate	quantitative	criteria,	benchmarks,	and	timelines	to	be	used	in	the	future	
evaluation	of	the	program.			
	
Need	for	external,	independent	guidance.		
Fish	health	guidance.	The	SAC	was	greatly	concerned	with	the	differences	in	opinions	between	
CDFW	and	HSWRI	pathologists	regarding	the	definition	of	malformed,	or	deformed	fish,	and	the	
implications	of	the	range	of	morphological	variability	found	in	hatchery	fish	on	vigor.	Currently,	
these	differences	in	opinions	cause	a	large	public	relations	problem	and	inhibit	smooth	
operations	at	the	Carlsbad	hatchery,	thereby	resulting	in	reduced	juvenile	production	due	to	
diversion	of	resources	and	delays	in	decisions	about	diagnoses	and	appropriate	responses.	
Further,	differences	in	opinions,	and	therefore	the	outcome	of	diagnoses	and	actions	taken,	
may	ultimately	affect	release	numbers	and	post-release	survival.	Although	risk	of	introduction	
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of	disease	or	unwanted	genetic	characteristics	to	the	wild	fish	population	is	low	due	to	the	low	
likelihood	that	these	factors	are	linked	with	malformations,	it	is	critical	to	have	consistent	
decision-making	criteria	and	set	appropriate	policy	for	dealing	with	malformed	fish	in	order	for	
the	program	to	meet	its	objective	of	producing	healthy	and	vigorous	fish.	The	SAC	strongly	
recommended	that	CDFW	and	HSWRI	engage	an	independent	panel	of	experts	that	would	be	
charged	with	the	following:	
	

1. Compare	the	morphological	diversity	of	wild	fish	with	that	of	hatchery	fish.	
2. Determine	which	unique	hatchery	morphologies	pose	a	genetic	or	other	biological	

threat	to	wild	populations.	
3. Determine	which	morphologies	cause	loss	in	post-release	fitness.	
4. Develop	a	set	of	criteria	and	protocols	for	identifying	and	responding	to	fish	that	have	

unacceptable	types	and/or	levels	of	deformity	that	both	CDFW	and	HSWRI	staff	agree	
upon.		

5. Develop	approaches	that	minimize	frequencies	and	levels	of	deformities.		
	

Science	and	technical	advice.	The	SAC	developed	assessment	topics	within	each	OREHP	
objective	to	help	in	determining	the	extent	to	which	each	objective	has	successfully	been	met.	
Having	a	more	clearly	defined	set	of	assessment	metrics	in	place,	such	as	those	suggested	in	
Chapter	6	of	the	full	evaluation	report,	would	allow	for	more	efficient,	and	maybe	more	
frequent,	assessments	of	the	program,	and	would	provide	clearer	guidance	to	OREHP	staff	and	
researchers.	Although	the	assessment	topics	in	the	evaluation	report	can	currently	be	used	to	
guide	future	assessments,	more	focused,	clear,	feasible,	and	occasionally	updated	metrics	
agreed	upon	by	CDFW	and	OREHP	contractors	are	still	needed	to	identify	future	successes	
related	to	stock	enhancement.	Again,	the	SAC	strongly	recommended	that	CDFW	periodically	
enlist	an	independent	external	group	of	science	and	technical	experts	to	work	with	CDFW	and	
stakeholders	to	develop	(and	later	help	to	evaluate)	a	set	of	quantitative	criteria,	benchmarks,	
and	timelines	for	each	of	the	established	OREHP	objectives.		
	
Need	to	strengthen	public	communication	and	transparency.	
HSWRI	has	taken	the	lead	on	public	outreach,	stakeholder	engagement,	and	public	relations	for	
the	OREHP	without	provision	of	communications	and	development	professionals,	or	adequate	
resources	to	support	this	task.	This	responsibility	has	taxed	HSWRI’s	already	limited	resources	
for	the	OREHP	and	added	the	stress	of	public	scrutiny.	The	SAC	occasionally	had	to	dig	deeply	to	
find	information	needed	to	assess	the	status	of	various	aspects	of	the	OREHP	and	noticed	the	
presence	of	potentially	confusing	statistics	about	various	aspects	of	the	program	in	reports	and	
non-peer	reviewed	publications	(e.g.,	newsletters).	The	SAC	recommended	that	HSWRI	and	
CDFW	make	greater	efforts	to	keep	information	about	the	OREHP	openly	available	to	each	
other	and	to	the	public,	and	to	improve	consistency	and	transparency	of	outcomes	and	
incidences,	particularly	for	issues	of	public	interest	(e.g.,	contribution	of	the	program	to	wild	
stocks,	recapture	rates	of	tagged	fish	in	gill	nets,	incidences	of	disease	and	deformity,	
occasional	accidents	or	die-offs,	costs	and	benefits	of	the	program,	etc.).	Improved	
transparency	may	include	the	development	of	a	process	that	allows	communication	with	a	
broad	range	of	stakeholders,	including	those	not	already	associated	with	the	program,	to	
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collect	input	regarding	priorities	and	development	of	the	program.	Further,	the	SAC	
recommended	that	CDFW	assist	more	with	this	duty,	or	find	and	support	knowledgeable	public	
communications	professionals	to	help.		
	
The	future	of	the	OREHP:	Review	and	reform	
The	SAC’s	evaluation	of	the	OREHP	objectives,	goals,	intent	and	budget	revealed	that	it	is	timely	
for	the	relevant	authorities	and	stakeholders	to	review	the	overall	focus	and	strategy	for	the	
OREHP	in	terms	of	focal	species	and	stocks,	and	the	potential	role	of	enhancement	as	an	
additional	tool	used	in	the	management	of	those	fisheries.	The	program	evaluation	has	shown	
that,	while	the	research	and	technology	development	objectives	of	the	OREHP	have	largely	
been	met,	the	program	is	not	currently	in	a	position	to	substantially	enhance	the	White	Seabass	
fishery	due	to	a	variety	of	factors.	
	
Post-release	survival	and	therefore	contributions	to	the	wild	population	are	low.	Further,	the	
California	White	Seabass	stock,	which	was	depleted	when	the	OREHP	was	established	and	
White	Seabass	was	chosen	as	its	focal	species,	has	since	reached	a	higher	level	of	abundance.	
These	factors,	together	with	changes	in	the	status	and	management	of	other	California	stocks,	
and	increased	understanding	of	the	potentials	and	limitations	of	stock	enhancement	to	
contribute	to	fisheries	management	outcomes,	suggest	that	it	is	timely	to	reassess	the	
program’s	utility,	and	to	review	and	reform	the	OREHP’s	priorities	and	the	approaches	used	to	
fulfill	each	of	the	OREHP	objectives.	
	
The	SAC	recommended	the	following	steps	for	assessing	the	future	of	the	OREHP	(Fig.	1),	noting	
that	these	recommendations	were	made	without	consideration	of	cost	and	thus	would	need	to	
be	evaluated	with	respect	to	program	priorities	and	levels	of	available	funding.		
	
A	science-based	and	participatory	public	process.	
The	future	of	the	OREHP	should	be	determined	through	a	process	that	is	both	science-based	
and	participatory	with	respect	to	the	program’s	stakeholders	(Fig.	1).	Overall	guidance	for	such	
a	process	can	be	found	in	the	Updated	Responsible	Approach	to	Marine	Fisheries	
Enhancement3	and	in	the	Hatchery	Reform	processes	implemented	for	several	salmon	hatchery	
programs	in	the	Pacific	Northwest4.	Scientific	methods,	such	as	fisheries	models	used	to	assess	
the	potential	effectiveness	of	stock	enhancement	and	other	fisheries	management	measures	in	
achieving	desired	fisheries	management	outcomes,	enable	a	systematic	approach	to	the	
planning	of	enhancement	programs.	Stakeholders,	principally	recreational	and	commercial	
fishermen,	have	played	a	major	role	in	the	operation	and	funding	(through	license	fees)	of	the	
OREHP.	It	is	therefore	imperative	to	involve	stakeholders	systematically	and	constructively,	and	
to	use	current	scientific	information	in	making	the	following	decisions	about	the	program’s	
future	direction.		

                                                
3	Lorenzen,	K.,	K.	M.	Leber,	and	H.	L.	Blankenship.	2010.	Responsible	approach	to	marine	stock	enhancement:	An	update.	2010.	Reviews	in	
Fisheries	Science	18:189-210.	
4	Northwest	Fisheries	Science	Center.	Hatchery	Reform	Science	Program.	www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/efs/hatchery/index.cfm	



 

 vii	

	
Fig.	1.	Flow	chart	of	decisions	and	actions	recommended	by	the	Ocean	Resources	Enhancement	and	Hatchery	
Program	(OREHP)	Evaluation	Science	Advisory	Committee	(SAC)	to	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	
(CDFW)	to	aid	in	decisions	about	the	future	of	the	OREHP.		
	
Assess	the	potential	role	of	enhancement	in	California	fisheries	management.	
The	list	of	candidate	species	identified	by	CDFW	and	HSWRI,	including	White	Seabass,	should	be	
honed	using	analysis	of	the	biological,	economic	and	social	costs	and	benefits	of	the	OREHP	as	
compared	to	relying	solely	on	(non-OREHP)	fishery	management	strategies	(e.g.,	updating	catch	
quotas	and/or	size	limits)	for	White	Seabass	and	the	other	candidate	species	identified	by	
CDFW	and	HSWRI	(Fig.	1A).	If	the	analysis	indicates	that	conventional	fishery	management	
strategies	alone	may	be	sufficient	for	the	conservation	and	management	of	most	candidate	
species,	then	discontinuation	of	the	OREHP	should	be	considered	as	one	option,	if	legislatively	
feasible.	If	some	stocks	are	deemed	to	be	extremely	low	(i.e.,	severely	depleted),	and/or	if	
responses	to	conventional	fishery	management	actions	alone	are	predicted	to	be	ineffective,	
then	further	development	or	modification	of	the	enhancement	program	should	be	considered,	
and	funding	adjusted	to	enable	the	OREHP	to	meet	its	objectives.	The	candidate	species	lists	
put	forward	by	CDFW	and	HSWRI	were	generally	supported	by	the	SAC,	with	California	Halibut	
of	particular	interest	for	inclusion	in	this	initial	assessment	given	the	available	information	on	
its	biology,	ecology,	and	culture	practices,	its	depressed	populations,	and	the	high	recreational	
and	commercial	fishing	demand.	
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Prioritize	candidate	focal	species	by	enhancement	potential.		
If	the	initial	assessment	of	the	value	of	enhancement	in	relation	to	other	fishery	management	
strategies	indicates	that	the	OREHP	could	likely	contribute	to	some	of	the	candidate	species,	
then	the	SAC	recommended	that	those	species	remaining	on	the	candidate	list	be	prioritized.	
Specifically,	the	SAC	recommended	an	a	priori	systematic	and	quantitative	assessment	of	each	
candidate	species	(Fig.	1A)	similar	to	the	assessment	developed	by	HSWRI5	but	with	input	from	
a	broader	range	of	stakeholders,	inclusion	of	economic	and	social	costs	and	benefits,	more	
consideration	of	fit	with	fisheries	management	strategies,	and	conducted	in	cooperation	with	
an	independent	advisory	committee.	Criteria	should	include	depressed	stock	numbers	(e.g.,	
consistently	low	enough	to	offset	genetic	risks	associated	with	enhancement),	ease	of	culture,	
life	history	that	is	amendable	to	rearing,	tracking	and	enhancement	(e.g.,	relatively	high	growth	
rates,	not	highly	dispersive),	geographic	range	that	can	be	feasibly	sampled	(e.g.,	most	common	
in	U.S.	waters),	availability	of	existing	biological	information,	and	high	demand	and	value	within	
commercial	and	recreational	fishing	industries	and	throughout	the	food	supply	chain.	Clearly,	
the	findings	of	the	economic,	social	and	ecological	(e.g.,	environmental,	genetic	and	population-
level)	trade-offs	analyses	used	to	narrow	the	candidate	species	list	may	be	used	to	inform	this	
process.	
	
The	challenges	associated	with	each	candidate	species	should	be	assessed	and	applicable	
recommendations	from	the	OREHP	evaluation	report	should	be	used.	For	example,	a	fish	with	a	
range	that	extends	into	Mexico	will	require	collaborative	efforts	for	population/fishery	
assessments,	and	relatively	slow	growth	rates	will	still	require	decisions	surrounding	size	at	
release	trade-offs.	New	challenges	should	also	be	assessed;	for	example,	the	demersal	
California	Halibut	would	require	different	tank	designs	than	those	established	for	the	pelagic	
White	Seabass,	and	as	such	would	require	a	significant	capital	contribution	to	reconfigure	
hatchery	systems.		
	
If	a	change	of	focal	species	is	decided,	White	Seabass	should	be	phased	out	by	ceasing	breeding	
efforts	while	completing	the	rearing	and	release	of	existing	early	life	stages.	The	rate	of	
phasing,	however,	may	depend	upon	space,	resources	(including	availability	of	new	species	
broodstock),	and	other	logistical	considerations.	An	independent	advisory	panel	should	be	used	
for	guidance	on	planning	of	the	phasing	and/or	the	development	and	initiation	of	a	new	
enhancement	program	(Fig.	1C).	
	
White	Seabass	Enhancement:	Focus	on	reducing	post-release	mortality.		
The	results	of	the	OREHP	evaluation	stress	the	importance	of	minimizing	post-release	mortality	
of	hatchery	White	Seabass	to	increase	the	potential	of	the	enhancement	program.	The	same	
need	would	likely	exist	for	new	focal	species	that	might	be	chosen	for	enhancement.	Greater	
emphasis	should	therefore	be	placed	within	the	OREHP	on	research	of	factors	that	affect	post-
release	mortality,	and	on	husbandry	and	release	strategies	that	minimize	this	mortality	(Fig.	
1B).	This	focus	may	require	increased	funding	to	the	OREHP	in	order	to	fulfill	a	commitment	to	

                                                
5	MacNamara,	R.,	M.	Shane,	and	M.	Drawbridge.	2016b.	A	species	selection	framework	for	marine	finfish	stock	enhancement	in	Southern	
California.	Hubbs-SeaWorld	Research	Institute,	San	Diego,	California.	
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reducing	short-term	(e.g.,	6	month)	post-release	mortality	rates.	Increasing	production	to	
compensate	for	high	mortality	rates	is	not	recommended	because	of	the	increased	expenses,	
increased	infrastructural	and	resource	needs	(e.g.,	staff	time,	supplies),	and	increased	risk	of	
fish	health	issues	that	would	be	associated	with	higher	production	rates.		
	
In	particular,	to	improve	survival	and	stock	contribution	rates,	greater	attention	should	be	given	
to:		

1. Domestication	issues	(Objective	1).		
2. Resolution	of	fish	health	challenges	(e.g.,	resolving	gas	suppersaturation	and	its	health	

effects,	understanding	effects	of	deformity	types	and	severity	on	fitness,	consistency	in	
diagnosis	and	response	to	health	findings;	Objective	1).		

3. Continued	improvements	to	placement	and	oversight	of	growout	facilities	(Objective	1).		
4. More	research	focused	on	optimizing	release	strategies	such	as	timing,	size,	location	

and	magnitude	of	releases	(Objectives	1	and	4).		
5. More	effort	on	post-release	monitoring	needed	to	optimize	release	strategies	and	

estimate	recapture	rates	(Objective	4).	
6. Greater	integration	with	fishery	management	to	understand	relationships	between	

enhancement	efforts	and	wild	populations/fisheries	(Objective	4).	
	

If	White	Seabass	production	is	increased	or	if	there	is	a	change	in	focal	species,	however,	
potential	environmental	impacts	associated	with	these	changes	should	be	reassessed	
(Objective	2),	and	monitoring	efforts	should	be	modified	appropriately	to	account	for	higher	
production	levels	and/or	different	impacts	depending	upon	system	changes	(all	Objectives).			
	
If	survival	rates	increase,	improved	genetic	practices	and	monitoring	should	also	be	
implemented	in	order	to	address	the	potential	genetic	effects	associated	with	enhancement,	
which	to	date	have	not	been	an	issue	because	of	the	extremely	small	possibility	that	a	hatchery	
fish	will	survive	to	spawn	with	wild	fish.	If	higher	survival	rates	become	the	focus,	then	the	
broodstock	management	plan	should	be	reassessed	and	reworked	to	include	more	frequent	
rotation	of	wild-caught	broodstock,	more	emphasis	should	be	placed	on	reducing	
domestication	selection	and	increasing	the	proportion	of	spawns	that	go	on	to	be	reared,	and	
monitoring	of	family	contributions	throughout	the	rearing	process	should	take	place	to	
maintain	the	desired	levels	of	genetic	diversity	and	limit	domestication	selection	(Objectives	1	
and	3).			
	
Further,	a	framework	for	conducting,	evaluating	and	refining	the	enhancement	program	
(Objectives	5	and	6)	should	be	developed	and	used,	regardless	of	the	focal	species	selected.	For	
example,	the	Updated	Responsible	Approach	to	Marine	Stock	Enhancement	provides	guidance	
on	goal	setting	and	evaluation,	research	and	technology	development,	and	adaptive	
management	strategies	(Objectives	5	and	6).	In	particular,	the	SAC	recommended	that	an	
economic	analysis	be	performed	for	whichever	program	approaches	are	selected	in	order	to	
ensure	that	the	financial	benefits	of	the	program	outweigh	potential	costs,	and	to	inform	future	
assessments	(Objectives	5	and	6).	More	attention	should	also	be	placed	on	adaptive	
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management.	The	OREHP	has	many	hatchery	and	growout	protocols	and	plans	in	place,	but	
data	collection,	record	keeping,	and	reporting	are	not	currently	structured	to	allow	formal	
assessment	of	whether	protocols	are	being	followed,	and	how	findings	and	changes	are	
contributing	to	protocol	updates.	For	example,	release	strategies	need	to	be	optimized,	and	
more	formal	data	collections,	record	keeping	and	reporting	of	results	(i.e.,	adaptive	
management	experiments)	can	inform	the	evaluation	of	model	assumptions	about	survival	and	
the	effects	of	fish	size	at	release,	release	(micro)habitat,	season,	acclimation	and	
acclimatization,	and	release	magnitude.	Adaptive	management	would	also	be	useful	for	
addressing	many	of	the	other	challenges	identified.		
	
Address	the	economics	of	the	program.		
Assess	the	economic	benefit	of	the	OREHP.	Given	that	funds	for	the	OREHP	are	largely	public	
and	much	of	the	benefit	of	the	program	may	be	social,	an	economic	(and	social)	analysis	would	
make	program	expenditures	more	defensible,	help	to	indicate	social	and	economic	strengths	
and	weaknesses	of	the	program,	and	may	provide	insights	into	stakeholder	priorities.	Improved	
economic	awareness	and	efficiency	is	important	because	the	accomplishment	of	priority	
objectives,	and	the	breadth	and	depth	of	actions	needed	to	fulfill	those	objectives,	will	be	
dependent	upon	available	funds	(Fig.	1B,C).	The	extent	that	recommendations	made	by	the	SAC	
through	this	review	can	be	implemented	will	also	be	dependent	upon	funding	levels.	For	
example,	if	OREHP	funding	remains	static,	it	may	be	necessary	to	narrow	the	focus	of	the	
program	to	solving	the	challenges	of	enhancement	that	were	identified	as	highest	priority	by	
the	SAC	(e.g.,	reducing	post-release	mortality),	but	if	funding	is	increased,	then	there	may	be	
opportunity	to	also	test	and	address	the	challenges	of	a	program	that	contributes	more	
significantly	to	wild	populations	(e.g.,	developing	and	initiating	genetic	monitoring).	However,	
resolution	of	all	identified	challenges	seems	beyond	a	relatively	small	increase	in	funding	and	
may	require	alternative	funding	sources,	such	as	private	organizations.	
	
Need	to	expand	public-private	partnerships.	There	is	a	need	to	expand	public-private	
partnerships	such	as	those	established	already	within	the	OREHP.	HSWRI,	the	primary	
contractor	for	the	OREHP,	has	forged	partnerships	with	private	groups,	such	as	recreational	
fishing	groups	and	private	foundations,	which	have	provided	a	substantial	supplement	of	non-
OREHP	funds	and	in-kind	resources	(e.g.,	volunteer	time,	boat	time,	supplies)	to	operate	the	
hatchery	and	growout	facilities.	Because	of	the	infusion	of	supplemental	funding	from	HSWRI,	
the	SAC	considered	the	potential	for	conflict	of	interest,	and	concluded	that	the	State	has	
benefited	from	the	private	funding,	and	that	all	information	has	been	publically	shared	so	that	
there	is	no	conflict	of	interest	among	partners	associated	with	the	OREHP.	If	the	OREHP	
continues,	the	SAC	suggested	that	CDFW	consider	expanding	the	public-private	partnership	
concept	to	bring	in	additional	partners	(and	funds),	such	as	other	foundations	and	commercial	
fishing	communities,	to	expand	the	capabilities	of	the	OREHP,	which	may	allow	for	the	
implementation	of	recommendations	made	by	the	SAC	for	fulfilling	each	OREHP	objective.	
	
Summary		
The	OREHP	has	made	groundbreaking	progress	in	developing	hatchery	rearing	and	
enhancement	practices	and	systems	for	marine	species,	and	in	related	scientific	discoveries.	
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The	program	is	not,	however,	currently	in	a	position	to	substantially	increase	the	abundance	of	
White	Seabass,	with	hatchery	fish	released	by	the	OREHP	over	the	last	30	years	having	
contributed	less	than	1%	to	the	wild	White	Seabass	fishery.	Further,	the	economic	(and	social)	
benefits	of	the	program	are	uncertain	because	of	a	lack	of	assessment	in	these	areas.	While	
decisions	about	the	future	direction	of	the	program	are	ultimately	up	to	CDFW	and	the	
California	Legislature,	this	evaluation	recommends	a	science-based	and	stakeholder	
participatory	decision-making	process	that	will	assess	the	opportunity	costs	of	the	program	
with	White	Seabass	and	other	candidate	species	as	compared	to	relying	solely	on	conventional	
(non-OREHP)	fishery	management	strategies.	This	evaluation	provides	objective-specific	and	
program-wide	recommendations	for	use	should	the	program	be	continued.	In	general,	the	
breadth	and	depth	of	efforts	undertaken	within	the	OREHP,	as	well	as	success	in	meeting	
defined	goals,	will	be	dependent	upon	the	following	factors:	levels	of	funding;	internal	
organizational	cooperation	and	support;	evidence	of	broader	public	benefit	and	support;	
improved	assessment	strategies,	including	stronger	adaptive	management	and	more	frequent	
assessments	using	well	defined	ecological	and	economic	metrics;	and	unified,	transparent	
public	communications	in	order	to	clearly	demonstrate	the	values	of	the	program	to	
commercial	and	recreational	fisheries	and	society.		
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research
Photo: Orange County Register



OREHP Goal
 Determine if hatchery-released fish can 

enhance stocks of wild species through 
increased hatchery production of fish, and 
the monitoring of fisheries to assess hatchery 
contributions. 



OREHP Review
 


  CA Sea Grant contracted to coordinate review 

Science Advisory Committee conducted 

2-year review to:



 



 



Assess hatchery’s functionality and efficiency

Assess environmental impacts 

Document scientific accomplishments

Assess economic costs & benefits

Evaluate extent to which OREHP has 
succeeded in enhancing wild WSB stocks



OREHP Review Conclusions

 Significantly contributed to world’s knowledge 
about marine enhancement science and 
techniques

 Less than 1% contribution to wild WSB fishery

 Economic/social benefits uncertain



OREHP Next Steps

 3 stakeholder meetings to 

gather public opinion on:
 Social values 

 Potential direction 

 OREHP Advisory Panel 

consultation
Photo: Laurel Bartels, FriendsOfLaJollaShores.com
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California Fish and Game Commission 

Policy on Emerging Fisheries 
Adopted October 20, 2000 

 
 
It is the policy of the California Fish and Game Commission that the following criteria shall be 
utilized by the Department to determine if a fishery qualifies as an "Emerging Fishery" in 
accordance with Section 7090, Fish and Game Code:  

1. The fishery is not a previously established fishery as determined by criteria set forth in 
Section 7090(b)(2), Fish and Game Code; and  

2. The Director shall have determined that the fishery has recently exhibited trends which 
will result in an increase in landings, an increase in the number of participants, or 
which may jeopardize a stable fishery. In making this determination, the Director shall 
consider, but not be limited to, an actual increase in landings of the species in 
question; an increase in the number of applications for experimental gear permits 
received by the Commission for this fishery; an increase in the amount or efficiency of 
the gear used in the fishery; or any evidence that the existing regulations are not 
sufficient to insure a stable, sustainable fishery.  

 

















 
 

1 
 

 California Wildlife Officers 

Quarterly Report October – December 2017 

 
The majority of California’s outdoors, hunting, and fishing communities are 
law-abiding citizens. A small percentage are not. From poaching and 
pollution investigations, to handling calls about problem wildlife, responding 
to assist allied law enforcement agencies, other general law enforcement and 
more, here is a snapshot of Wildlife Officers and their stories from October to 
December 2017. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wildlife officers around the greater Sacramento area participated in the Second Annual Alan 
Weingarten memorial saturation patrol along the American River during Veterans’ Day weekend.  The 
planned patrol, named “Operation Alan’s River” commemorates the life of former Wildlife Officer Alan 
Weingarten, who lost his battle with cancer in 2015.  This operation brings together dozens of officers 
for the three-day operation of Weingarten’s final patrol district.  Activity was extremely high over the 
three-day patrol, producing 75 citations for over 150 violations. Violations 
included retention of foul-hooked “snagged” salmon, retention of snagged 
steelhead, over limit of salmon, waste of fish, take of salmon for eggs 
“roe”, snagging, use of illegal gear, illegal method of take, fishing without 
a license, no steelhead report card, litter, selling sport caught salmon, 
and fishing in a closed area of the river.  The detail was a measurable 
success as well as a meaningful opportunity to unite a total of 32 wildlife 
officers for three days of hard work, long hours and friendship while 
honoring a former wildlife officer.     
                                                                                        An unlawfully harvested salmon  

    seized during the operation  
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WILDLIFE ENFORCEMENT 
 
A wildlife officer noticed a significant problem with a bear skull and tag brought to a CDFW office for 
validation and countersigning.  The written harvest information indicated the bear was taken at 8:30 
a.m., yet the computer generated tag information showed the tag was not purchased until 10:06 a.m., 
after the fact.  In addition, the officer noticed 
there was a lack of meat from the animal.  The 
investigation revealed the subject skinned the 
bear (keeping the hide), removed and retained 
two claws and approximately 15 pounds of 
meat, while leaving the rest of the carcass 
(approximately 120 pounds of meat) in the 
field.  The subject was not only in violation of 
taking the bear without a tag and purchasing 
one after the fact, but also for a wanton waste 
of game. 
 
A wildlife officer patrolling during the final week of the local deer season heard a gunshot high upon a 
nearby mountain.  While investigating the area where the shots came from, the officer found a female 
adult sitting in a parked vehicle talking on a handheld two-way radio.  The officer sneaked into a covert 
position and continued to surveil the area.  After several hours, the female exited the vehicle and 
walked into the nearby-forested area where she met up with an adult male carrying a heavy backpack 
with a male “buck” deer head attached to it.  The officer, still undetected by the two subjects, watched 
as the female handed her deer tag to the male who immediately began filling it out.  The officer crept a 
few feet of the individuals before surprising them with an unexpected contact.  The two subjects initially 
tried to convince the officer the female suspect harvested the deer, but were quickly admonished by the 
officer who advised them he had been watching the female sit in her vehicle for the past three hours 
talking on her hand held radio.  The officer issued citations to both subjects for the unlawful take of the 
deer and attempted fraud of transferring a deer tag.   
 
Wildlife officers received detailed information including the name of a suspect who unlawfully shot a 
female “doe” deer.  Follow-up investigation revealed the suspect was on full searchable formal 
probation to include residence and electronic devices, as well as prohibition from possessing firearms. 
Several officers including a CDFW K-9 officer conducted a probation search of the suspect’s residence. 
The search resulted in the discovery of five firearms at the residence.  While the suspect repeatedly 
denied unlawfully shooting a doe and insisting he lost is cell phone, the probation search led officers to 
the discovery of a cell phone hidden at the residence.  Follow-up inspection of the phone revealed a 
video showing a doe being field dressed with a date and time stamp matching the reported incident. 
Simultaneously to the residence search, the CDFW K-9 was deployed for an open fields search around 
the property.  The K-9 located and alerted on a freshly decomposing deer carcass abandoned intact 
after death.  Faced with the mounting evidence the suspect admitted to shooting the doe with a .22 
revolver, using lead ammunition in the condor zone and wasting the meat.  There was a total of four 
violations plus additional violations related to probation violations as well as possession of firearms and 
ammunition by a prohibited person.   
 
FISHERIES ENFORCEMENT 
 
Wildlife officers conducting nighttime covert surveillance located a suspect illegally night fishing and 
attempting to hide from wildlife officers.  The officers used night vision to watch the suspect and monitor 
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his activity.  The suspect was using illegal tackle to snag salmon, after which he would harvest the eggs 
“roe” and waste the fish.  Suddenly the suspect disappeared from the water. The officers tried to follow 
the suspect but he got onto a concealed mountain bike and rode off eluding the officers.  Luckily, when 
the suspect got to his vehicle parked several miles away (also to avoid detection) he realized he had 
forgotten his fishing rod by the water during his escape.  When the suspect returned for his rod the 
officers made contact, but he was completely uncooperative and provided a false name.  Due to good 
investigative skill and patrol area knowledge, the officers correctly identified the suspect as a known 
chronic violator who had a court order to stay-away from the river.  The ensuing investigation revealed 
the suspect had gone as far as removing the license plates from his vehicle and covering the VIN on 
his dash while he was out poaching to avoid detection.  Inspection resulted in the recovery of a 15-
pound bag of roe found his vehicle, multiple wasted fish where he was seen fishing and possession of 
illegal fishing gear.  The suspect admitted to his violations and admitted he was ordered to stay away 
from the river.  The suspect was cited for seven violations, with planned follow-up on his probation 
violation.  
 
A wildlife officer on patrol recognized a previous violator standing upon the dam of a small creek while 
actively snagging and hiding salmon.  Numerous previous contacts and public tips through CalTIP for 
this suspect resulted in multiple Fish and Game Code violations including: take of salmon in closed 
waters, over limit of salmon, snagging, fishing without a license and littering.  The officer continued to 
watch as he repeatedly snagged salmon and hid them in the bushes.  The officer contacted the suspect 
as he began to return to his vehicle.  Upon contact, the suspect advised he did not possess a valid 
fishing license and further admitted to unlawfully snagging multiple salmon.  The suspect was arrested 
and further investigation revealed he took over 50 salmon from the waters that were closed to fishing as 
well as selling them in his neighborhood for $5 per fish. 
 
A wildlife officer was conducting a foot patrol along a designated catch and release only, zero trout bag 
and possession limit river when he saw a female juvenile and adult male using a small dip net to 
capture an unknown species of fish along the shore.  Both subjects took 
turns with the net while the other emptied the contents of the net into an 
aerated bucket.  The officer contacted the subjects as they were leaving 
the area and inspected their bucket, which he discovered contained 60 
rainbow trout fry.  The male subject admitted to knowing the fish were 
rainbow trout fry, indicating that he intended to take them home so he 
could breed them.  The adult subject was cited for possession of greater 
than triple the daily bag/possession limit, unlawful method of take and 
possession of trout from a zero limit catch and release only waterway.  All 
60 trout fry were seized and returned back into the river alive.   
 
Wildlife officers received a CalTIP that suspects on two different vessels were SCUBA diving while 

using spear guns and slings to illegally harvest lobster.  Officers 
launched a patrol skiff and traveled to the reported violation area 
where they observed and contacted the two vessels in question.  The 
subjects denied having any fish in possession when asked by the 
officers.  The inspection of the vessels revealed multiple hidden 
freezers containing a total of 60 illegal lobster tails.  The owners of 
the vessels were cited for failure to exhibit upon demand, possession 
of spiny lobster in an unmeasurable condition, and possession of an 
over limit of spiny lobster. 
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WILDLIFE DISTRESS 

  
Wildlife officers responded to a call for a doe that fell into a deep hole on private 
property.  When they arrived, they found the doe was in the bottom of a deep pit, 

about four feet wide, six feet long and twelve feet deep.  The 
pit walls were concrete block and the doe was unable to 
escape on her own.  Officers were able to lasso the doe and 
pull her out of the pit to safety.   
 
Wildlife officers responding to a deer in distress call 
discovered a buck deer entangled in a backyard hammock. 
After locating the deer and devising a plan, the buck was 
tranquilized and the hammock removed. 
 

 
A wildlife officer responded to a wildlife call at a rural residence and found a large buck with his antlers 
completely entangled in the overhead netting of a chicken coop.  The 
buck was in obvious distress as he continuously attempted to free 
himself from the material.  The buck was successfully tranquilized 
allowing time to cut loose the material and free him.  The buck was 
tagged and his antlers removed before being released from the area. 
 
 
WILDLIFE CONFLICT 
 
Wildlife officers responded to a report of a coyote attack on a five-year-old female.  The young girl 
sustained bites to her head and neck as well as scratches to her back.  She received medical treatment 
included stitches, before being released from care.  USDA Wildlife Services assisted in the response 
efforts.  One female coyote was captured and euthanized.  Forensic evidence gathered at the attack 
scene matched the euthanized animal, confirming the coyote taken was the same one responsible for 
the attack on the girl.   
 
A wildlife officer responded to a great white shark attack on a spear fisherman.  The victim was 
approximately 50 yards offshore and free diving in 35 to 40 feet of water when he saw the shark sitting 
on the sea bottom.  The shark turned away from diver who then attempted to swim back to his boat. 
However, the shark bit the spear fishermen just as he reached the surface of the water.  Initial 
appearance and assessment indicated the diver had serious injuries and potentially risked losing his 
leg.  Upon closer examination, the surgeons determined he had no arterial damage and were able to 
save his leg. CDFW’s forensic lab was able to confirm the presence of white shark DNA on the victim’s 
wetsuit.  Based upon the size of the tooth cuts and spacing between them in the wetsuit, they 
determined the shark was between 13-14 feet long.   
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GENERAL ENFORCEMENT 
 
Wildlife officers observed a personal vessel navigating on the wrong side of 
the channel within a harbor.  They attempted to hail the vessel over the loud 
speaker, informing them to go to the other side.  The two male passengers 

ignored the instructions and maintained their path 
into the harbor.  The vessel operator wore a glove 
consistent with one normally used for handling 
lobster or spiny fish.  The vessel was escorted to the 
public use ramp where officers made contact.  An 
inspection of the vessel resulted in the discovery of 
multiple bundles wrapped in black plastic bags 
inside the vessel’s cabin.  The bundles contained approximately 1,056 lbs. of 
marijuana and 35 lbs. of methamphetamine, with an estimated value of       
$1.2 million. The two suspects were arrested and the vessel and 48 bundles of 
narcotics were seized. 

 
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
Wildlife officers throughout the state participated in the multi-
agency annual Christmas Holidays “Shop With A Cop” program.  
Law enforcement agencies from various respective counties raise 
money to help support local families in need and at risk.  A family 
member, friend or acquaintance nominates a child in need to 
participate in the event.  The nominee child is generally taken to 
breakfast, gets a tour of law enforcement vehicles (with lights and 
sirens), and is given money to shop for Christmas gifts for their 

families alongside their local first 
responder escorts.  The event gives 
an opportunity for at-risk children to have a positive interaction with local 
law enforcement and fire personnel.  Volunteer gift wrappers are 
present along with Santa Claus.  The children and everyone involved 
always have a great time. The 
wildlife officers enjoy the 
experiences and the ability to 
positively influence the lives of 
these children.   

 
Additionally, the Holiday Season brings many other associated 
public festivities that wildlife and K-9 officers are involved in.  These 
include other organizations who coordinate holiday parades and 
festive public outreach events like Christmas tree lighting 
ceremonies.   
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SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
 
Wildlife officers of the Wildlife Trafficking Unit (WTU) served multiple search 
warrants regarding unlawful possession of restricted species and possession 
of ivory for sale.  The officers conducted uniform and covert store inspections, 
as well as buy busts for unlawful sales of animal parts including ivory, trophy 
big game mounts and restricted species sales.  The team’s efforts resulted in 

dozens of enforcement actions and seizure of hundreds 
of items of trafficked wildlife and parts.   
 
Members of the WTU attended a Wild Aid Gala event to 
help raise awareness of wildlife trafficking in California 
and around the world.  WTU also attended a U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service media day in Torrance.  The WTU assisted the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service on a search of a large warehouse.  K-9 Indie alerted to a 
box in the warehouse later discovered to contain live spotted turtles.  These type 
of turtles are illegal to export and are in consideration for listing as endangered. 
 

 
Wildlife officers of the Watershed Enforcement Team represented CDFW at a Humboldt State 
University career fair sponsored by the Wildlife Society for students who are majoring in wildlife biology, 
fisheries biology or related fields.  This was part of a continuing effort to conduct educational outreach 
for cannabis as well as other topics. Many students attended, so many in fact, the “mentoring session” 
ran over its allotted time.  More than 20 students sat down to learn more about a career as a wildlife 
officer.  Several promising future cadets asked many intelligent questions and were interested in going 
on a “ride along” to better understand what the job was like. 
 
FIRES 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Wildlife officers throughout the state came together to assist in the emergency response efforts 
surrounding the varying disastrous fires throughout California including the Sulphur Fire in Lake 
County, the Tubbs – Nuns Complex Fire in Sonoma County, Redwood Complex Fire in Mendocino 
County, and the Thomas Fire in Ventura and Santa Barbara counties.  CDFW officers showed 
tremendous leadership with their actions and responses to these fire emergencies.  Since wildlife 
officers frequently work in rural communities, they are often called upon to help in these type events.  
Wildlife officers provide critical assistance, including specialized skills, training, experience, and 
equipment for off pavement, rural and remote areas. Officers involved were providing security from 
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looting, escorts for evacuations, security at fixed checkpoints and allied agency assistance to the local 
Police Department and Sheriff’s Offices.  Additionally, CDFW Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
(OSPR) were involved in assessing the pollution threats and environmental impacts to nearby lakes 
and waterways.  As with many emergency response activities of the past, wildlife officers have proven 
to be exemplary in life saving efforts and acts of heroism.  
 
Wildlife officers involved in the fire response efforts received multiple calls regarding injured or burned 
wildlife.  In one circumstance, a wildlife officer successfully immobilized two injured/burned bears on 
separate occasions.  Both bears were assessed by a local veterinarian and given a good prognosis. 
The bears were transported to the Department’s wildlife lab for further care and rehabilitation.  Both 
bears recovered well enough to be rehabbed and were released back into the wild.  
 
A wildlife officer working the fire response efforts became involved in a vehicle pursuit after a suspect 
vehicle ignored a road closure and evacuation area order.  Numerous PG&E and other rescue 
personnel had to escape the path of the fleeing vehicle.  The two subjects evading the officer eventually 
stopped and were arrested for multiple criminal charges including felony evading, child endangerment, 
and entering an evacuation area.  
 
Wildlife officers working perimeter security at the fires contacted a subject at a check area that was 
impersonating a firefighter.  The subject did not have credentials and was told he was not able to drive 
past the checkpoint.  The subject ignored the order and drove through the roadblock.  He was pursued 
by officers a short distance before being stopped and arrested for DUI.  Arresting officers discovered a 
9mm pistol under the seat of the subject’s car. 
 
Wildlife officers on patrols in the mandatory evacuation area of the fire observed a side-by-side utility 
vehicle (UTV) and all-terrain vehicle (ATV) driving on a closed road.  Officers attempted to contact the 
vehicle by activating their Code 3 emergency lights.  Both vehicles immediately fled in opposite 
directions.  The officers followed, while broadcasting a good description of the vehicles and all suspects 
inside, including direction of travel over the emergency radio channel.  The coordinated efforts were 
effective and both vehicles were eventually stopped, leading to both subjects cited for evading and 
entering an evacuation/disaster area. 
 
RESCUE EFFORTS 
 
As wildlife officers were driving to an early morning special detail, they spotted a bad traffic collision on 
a remote road in the National Forest.  All six officers stopped to help at the accident scene.  The vehicle 
contained four occupants some of whom were badly injured. The traffic accident occurred almost eight 
hours earlier and the outside temperature was 36 degrees with 
heavy rain.  The occupants were suffering from shock, 
hypothermia and various broken bones. Several of the 
occupants had been in and out of consciousness.  The officers 
called for emergency medical response, tended to injuries, 
used a chain saw to cut through thick brush to access the 
vehicle, and made the scene safe for all involved.  Foresthill 
Fire arrived within 30 minutes and transported all four 
occupants to the hospital. 
 
Wildlife officers on patrol saw an older man in the middle of the roadway waving his arms to stop them. 
As they stopped the subject shouted, “My baby!’  The car rolled over and went into the river.”  One 

https://www.facebook.com/CaliforniaDFW/posts/1632408430171951
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officer facilitated radio communication to start emergency medical response, while a second officer ran 
down the hill to where the man reported the vehicle rolled.  The officer saw a van on the riverbank and 
a female lying on the ground near the van, badly injured and unable to retain consciousness.  The 
officer could see the female had a possible midline femur fracture amongst her injuries.  Officers were 
able to keep the female’s boyfriend as calm as possible and get information regarding what happened.  
They determined through the interview the female was ejected from the vehicle as it rolled down the 
embankment.  When Fire and Paramedics arrived on scene, the wildlife officers assisted carrying the 
female victim up the embankment on a backboard to the awaiting ambulance.  She was airlifted to 
University of California at Davis medical facility in Sacramento.  A wildlife officer followed-up on her 
condition and found that she survived and was recovering.  
 
Wildlife officers on vessel patrol responded to an unconscious diver.  The officers began CPR and 
transportation on their vessel until emergency medical personnel could arrive.  The officers performed 
their rescue efforts for over 45 minutes before the diver was transferred from their vessel. 
Unfortunately, the man was pronounced dead by the on call doctor after 30 additional minutes of CPR, 
AED treatment, and epinephrine shots were unsuccessful. 
 
Wildlife officers were on patrol when they observed black smoke from a nearby residence.  They went 
to investigate and located a home on fire.  After quickly requesting additional aid, the officers 
approached the house and looked inside.  They saw an elderly man asleep on a chair in the living 
room.  They banged and shouted, but he did not respond.  As the 
fire was starting to consume the back of the house and fill with 
smoke, they entered the unlocked front door and were able to 
wake the man.  The officers advised him that his home was on 
fire, but in his disorientation, he did not believe them.  The man 
began walking toward the corner of the residence and saw the 
rear of the home was completely engulfed.  The man was assisted 
to safety as fire response personnel arrived.  Unfortunately, they 
could not save the home and it completely burned.  The man told 
the officers he was smoking a turkey on his back porch and 
believes that is what caused the fire. 
 
DISPOSTIONS 
 
A wildlife officer received a disposition on a dairy spill case from earlier in the year, where a dairy was 
found pumping 500-750 thousand gallons of waste into a local waterway inhabited by multiple fish 
species.  The dairy owner plead guilty to the pollution charges, fined $24,661.73 and three years’ 
probation, plus 60 hours of community service. 
 
A wildlife officer received updates on various pending cases.  
Angler found guilty of having one rockfish over the limit, fined $850.  
Angler in possession of an undersized Lingcod, fined $650 and three years’ probation.  
Angling within an MPA (three cases), fined $850 plus court fees. 
Possession of one undersized Dungeness crab, fined $500 plus court fees. 
 
A wildlife officer received an update on a pending commercial lobster poaching case.  The suspect, 
cited for possession of 15 (unmeasurable) lobster tails and for failure to show catch upon demand, pled 
guilty to the charges, was fined $2,550 and received three years’ probation plus 80 hours of community 
service. 
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