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Abstract

The scientific knowledge and technologies needed to attempt marine stock enhancement 
have grown in recent decades, yet contributions of many enhancement programs to wild 
stocks generally remain low. Additionally, enhancement programs are often less effec-
tive than they could be in contributing to associated social, economic and management 
objectives due to exclusion of non-science factors in program planning. An independent 
evaluation of a White Seabass (Atractoscion nobilis) enhancement program in California 
highlighted advances and shortfalls in a 30-year old, publicly funded program. While the 
program advanced the knowledge of biology and culture of White Seabass, it contributed 
<1% of fish caught in the state’s fisheries. Further, the social and economic impacts of 
the program remained unassessed despite the potential significance of these impacts. 
The review highlighted the importance of regular, independent reviews to help stock 
enhancement programs achieve progress in meeting goals, and for adaptive manage-
ment. In general, the California White Seabass enhancement program’s success in meet-
ing goals was dependent upon the existence of clear, agreed-upon goals and objectives; 
appropriate levels of funding; internal organizational cooperation; evidence of public 
benefit and support; improved assessment strategies; and unified, transparent messag-
ing. Lessons learned from this review are applicable to other stock enhancement efforts.

Keywords: finfish aquaculture, fisheries management, hatchery program, integrated 
management, Sciaenidae, stock enhancement, tag and recapture, White Seabass
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1. Introduction

Marine stock enhancement holds promise for augmenting and strengthening resilience of 
recruitment-limited wild populations that are of recreational and commercial fishing interest. 
Enhancement effectiveness is not only dependent on the contributions to enhancement itself, 
which involves the production, release and survival of juveniles in the wild, but also on the con-

tributions of the program to a variety of other biological, ecological, social, economic and man-

agement objectives surrounding the environment and the fishery [1–13]. The aquaculture and 
fisheries science needed to attempt enhancement, in particular the knowledge and technologies 
needed to breed, rear, tag, release, recapture and estimate the contributions of hatchery fish to 
wild populations, all exist to varying degrees for different taxa [5, 10]. However, the contribu-

tions of most enhancement programs to wild stocks remain variable and generally low [2, 5,  
11, 14], indicating that there is much to be learned about applying the science. Further, enhance-

ment programs’ effectiveness in contributing to associated social, economic and management 
objectives tends to fall short due to the trade-offs involved in meeting varied program goals 
and a general lack of inclusion of these non-science factors in program planning [5, 8, 11, 12].

Commonly missing is the application of a comprehensive (inter-sector) program framework that 
guides unbiased and well-informed decisions about the most appropriate tools and approaches 
to use given the place, time, species and other potentially complicated contexts surrounding 
enhancement [1, 6, 15]. Use of such an integrative framework could help with decisions about 
the application of science and technology and how best to integrate associated priorities. In 
particular, the program framework should include factors such as clear, broadly-agreed upon 
program goals and objectives; integration of stakeholder input and both fisheries and other man-

agement priorities; a plan to oversee, evaluate and adaptively manage the program; appropriate 
funding levels; coordination among program elements and partners, and; information to opti-
mize biological and economic efficiency [5, 10, 11, 15, 16]. A recent evaluation of a marine finfish 
enhancement program in California highlighted this need to include periodic, comprehensive 
(inter-sector) reviews of an enhancement program’s goals, objectives, and management plan, 
and provided recommendations for syncing the science with program-wide management [17].

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 [18]. The current legislation focuses on determining 
“if hatchery-released fish can artificially enhance certain stocks of various desirable species, 
through increased hatchery production of fish and increased monitoring of fisheries to assess 
the contribution of hatchery-released fish to that enhancement” [18]. The ultimate goal of the 
OREHP has been “to enhance populations of marine finfish species important to California 
for their sport and commercial fishing value” [19].

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” [19, 20]. The original objectives 
developed to achieve this OREHP primary goal were to:
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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 environ-
mental 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 facil-
ity where OREHP activities take place is the Leon Raymond Hubbard, Jr. Marine Fish 
Hatchery in Carlsbad, California run by the Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute (HSWRI), 
the OREHP’s primary contractor. As part of their OREHP contractual obligations, the primary 
contractor has developed the culture protocols required to raise White Seabass (Atractoscion 

nobilis) [17, 20] and has conducted research on culture protocols for other species, includ-
ing California Halibut (Paralichthys californicus), California Yellowtail (Seriola lalandi), Giant 
Seabass (Stereolepis gigas) and California Sheephead (Semicossyphus pulcher) (see [21, 22]).

The OREHP is the longest-running experimental marine fish stock enhancement program 
in the United States, created in 1983. There were no formal assessments of the program until 
early 2015 when California Sea Grant (CASG), at the request of CDFW, began to coordinate a 
comprehensive review of the OREHP, including its progress in achieving its goals and objec-
tives. With guidance from CDFW, CASG created a nine-member Science Advisory Committee 
(SAC), comprised of scientists from around the country, and tasked them with 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 evalua-
tion one of the first of its kind.

2. Evaluation of the program

The SAC spent 2 years (2015–2017) conducting a review of the OREHP hatchery and enhance-
ment operations. The purpose of the review was to assess the program’s functionality and 
efficiency, environmental impacts, scientific accomplishments, economic costs and benefits, 
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and contribution to the wild White Seabass stocks [17]. The SAC reviewers also considered 
alternative hatchery uses.

2.1. Fulfillment of the ultimate program goal: enhancement of marine fish stocks

The review concluded that the OREHP met the intent of the program laid out by the California 
State Legislature to conduct basic and applied research on the propagation, rearing, stocking, 
and distribution of an important marine fish, White Seabass [18]. In 1983, little was known 
about the techniques needed to successfully spawn, rear, and release saltwater fishes [9]. 
Since then, the OREHP has significantly contributed to the world’s knowledge about marine 
enhancement science and techniques (see Chapter 6.3 in [17]). However, the review also found 
that White Seabass enhancement had not been effective to date, and thereby the program had 
not fulfilled its ultimate goal.

An analysis conducted for the review [17] using tag-recapture data generated by the OREHP 
between 2000 and 2011 [23] indicated that the program made a less than 1% contribution to the 
California White Seabass 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 [17]. 
Therefore, in order to achieve fisheries enhancement, the approaches and technologies devel-
oped 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, whereas the White Seabass stock was considered to be depleted 
when the OREHP was initiated and White Seabass was chosen as the program’s focal spe-

cies, 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) [24], and then decreased again, likely due in part to unfavorable 
environmental conditions [25].

2.2. Fulfillment of the six OREHP objectives

The review [17] concluded that several of the six OREHP objectives had been partially or fully 
met. The biggest achievements of the OREHP have been its contributions to research discover-

ies surrounding the biology and culture of all life stages of White Seabass (Objective 6) and 
the transferability of those discoveries to other marine finfish species. 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 fisher-

ies-independent and dependent monitoring of released fish, the OREHP had successfully col-
lected 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 were determined to 
be low. Substantial engagement and outreach regarding White Seabass life history and cul-
ture has been conducted to the sportfishing community, K-12 students, and members of the 
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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, were deemed to be unmet. 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, inconsis-
tency 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 pro-
gram, the lack of significant hatchery contribution to the wild population has prevented any 
adverse genetic effects to the wild population (e.g., the Ryman-Laikre effect) [26, 27].

2.3. Budget conclusions

The review revealed that the operating budget needed to achieve all aspects of the OREHP 
objectives exceeded the base funding level of approximately $1.6 million per year that had 
been available for the program. With inadequate funding, the OREHP objectives suffered. 
Restricted funding 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 volunteer-run growout facilities (Objective 1), 
address reoccurring gas supersaturation issues (Objective 1), consistently and extensively per-
form and address challenges related to recapture surveys (Objective 4), and perform fisheries 
enhancement modeling (Objective 4). Limited resources also likely prevented the initiation 
of a genetic monitoring program (Objective 3) and (socio-) economic assessments (Objective 
5 and 6). The primary OREHP contractor contributed in excess of $400,000 annually to meet 
operational expenses that were at least in part related to the OREHP, and sought grants and 
both monetary and in-kind contributions from a mix of private and government sources to 
make infrastructure repairs and improvements to the hatchery facility, to get assistance with 
White Seabass collections, and to operate the volunteer-run growout facilities [28]; the con-
tractor also brought in external funds to cover research and outreach efforts that were related 
to, but not part of, the OREHP.

2.4. Lessons from the program evaluation

While the scientific and aquaculture advancements of the enhancement program have had 
worldwide impacts, the negligible (<1%) contributions of hatchery fish to fishery stocks 
revealed that there is still much to learn about applying the science, given the conditions 
and uncertainties under which the program operates (e.g., inadequate funding, uncertainty 
about the causes of post-release mortality and the drivers of White Seabass population 
change). Insufficient funds to support the dual objectives of research and actual enhance-
ment, as well as a lack of consensus about which of the two objectives was the higher pri-
ority, likely contributed to the shortfalls in meeting program objectives. Decisions about 
research priorities, integration of aspects of the program with other social and fisheries 
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management priorities, and funding requirements and levels need to be made in a compre-
hensive, program-wide, coordinated fashion.

3. Program level recommendations

Although the review [17] did not include a comprehensive review of OREHP management 
processes, it recommended that the organizational structure of those groups overseeing the 
OREHP be updated to better achieve program goals and objectives. The review also highlighted 
several program-level weaknesses and made recommendations for strengthening the OREHP.

3.1. Need to strengthen and update the program organizational structure

The ultimate authority for many programmatic decisions within the OREHP was unclear. It was 
deemed necessary to clarify, for example, who had the authority to make decisions relating to 
research priorities and issues that influence hatchery operations and scientific research, or issues 
that put these two things into conflict with one another. Part of this uncertainty was caused by 
the OREHP’s dual focus on production and research, two activities which can be very different 
and for which there were limited resources. Additional uncertainty may have been due to “mis-
sion creep”— 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 review [17] noted that the program’s advisory panel (OREAP) had not been as effective 
or valuable as it could have been, and that CDFW should reconsider how to best utilize an 
advisory panel. The current OREAP does not include representatives from all of the groups 
detailed in the original legislation, as some of these groups no longer exist or have changed 
focus. It was recommended that CDFW restructure and reconstitute the OREAP, and, in addi-
tion, create an independent science and technical advisory group with expertise in hatchery 
science (and associated issues, such as fish health), population dynamics, release and recap-
ture strategy optimization, and genetics to help develop and evaluate quantitative criteria, 
benchmarks, and timelines to be used in future, regular evaluations of the program.

3.2. Need for external, independent guidance

3.2.1. Fish health guidance

The OREHP voluntarily has one of the most rigorous fish malformation, or deformity, assess-
ment protocols of any of the stocking and supplementation programs in the U.S. (see Chapter 
1.9.1 in [17]). The deformity level of hatchery-raised White Seabass, as with many other cul-
tured fish, is generally of little concern because the deformities are typically thought to be 
linked to environmental factors, such as nutrition, water temperature and water quality, and 
therefore pose little risk to wild fish [17, 29–31]. Deformities in yet other cultured fish have, 
however, been shown to have low to sometimes moderate heritability [32–35]; because the 
OREHP is charged with research, the monitoring of physical anomalies informs the program’s 
scientific research (see Chapter 1.9.1 in [17]) and provides a better general understanding of 
the underlying causes and effects of deformities.
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The main concern about deformity that emerged during the review was the difference in 
opinions between the pathologists working for CDFW and those working for the primary 
contractor regarding the definition of deformed fish, and the implications of the range of mor-
phological variability found in hatchery fish for vigor and fitness. These differences in opinion 
catalyzed a large public relations problem and inhibited smooth operations at the Carlsbad 
hatchery, thereby resulting in reduced juvenile production due to diversion of resources and 
delays in decisions about health diagnoses and appropriate responses. Further, differences 
in opinion, and therefore the outcome of diagnoses and actions taken, may have ultimately 
affected release numbers and post-release survival. Although risk of introduction of disease 
or unwanted genetic characteristics to the wild fish population via deformed fish is low due 
to the low likelihood that deformities are linked with disease or genetics, it is critical to have 
consistent decision-making criteria and to set appropriate policy for dealing with malformed 
fish so the OREHP can meet its objective of producing healthy and vigorous fish. The review 
strongly recommended that CDFW and the primary contactor 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 a measurable loss in post-release fitness.

4. Develop a set of criteria and protocols for identifying and responding to fish that have 
unacceptable phenotypes and/or levels of deformity that both CDFW and the primary 
contractor’s staff agree upon.

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

3.2.2. Science and technical advice

The review [17] strongly recommended that CDFW periodically enlist an independent exter-
nal group of science and technical experts to work with CDFW and stakeholders to develop, 
and later to help evaluate, a set of quantitative criteria, benchmarks, and timelines for each 
of the established OREHP objectives. The review presented assessment topics within each 
OREHP objective that guided determinations about the extent to which each objective had 
successfully been met. However, needed is the further development of a set of more focused, 
clear, feasible, and occasionally updated metrics (e.g., see Chapter 6 in [17]) that would allow 
for more efficient, and more frequent, assessments of the program, and that would provide 
clearer guidance to OREHP staff and researchers.

3.3. Need to strengthen public communication and transparency

Throughout the program’s life, the primary contractor has taken the lead on public outreach, 
stakeholder engagement, and public relations for the OREHP without provision of communi-
cations and development professionals, or adequate resources to support this task. This respon-
sibility taxed the contractor’s already limited resources for the OREHP and added the stress of 
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public scrutiny. The reviewers 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 con-

fusing statistics about various aspects of the program in reports and non-peer reviewed pub-

lications (e.g., newsletters). The review recommended that the primary contractor 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, par-

ticularly 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 devel-
opment of a process that allows communication with a broad range of stakeholders, including 
those not already associated with the program, to collect input regarding priorities and devel-
opment of the program. Further, the review recommended that CDFW assist more with this 
duty, or find and support knowledgeable public communications professionals to help.

4. The future of the program: review and reform

The evaluation of the OREHP objectives, goals, intent and budget indicated that 30 years was 
too long for the relevant authorities and stakeholders to wait to review and reevaluate the 
overall focus and strategy of the program. The evaluation showed that, while the research 
and technology development objectives of the program have largely been met, the program 
is not currently in a position to substantially enhance the White Seabass fishery due to a vari-
ety of factors, including high post-release mortality of juvenile White Seabass. Further, the 
California White Seabass stock, which is estimated to have been very low when the OREHP 
was established and White Seabass was chosen as its focal species, has cycled through a 
higher level of abundance and is again in decline [25]. Additionally, White Seabass proved to 
be a difficult species to use in enhancement, in part due to its lack of site fidelity and long, oce-

anic dispersal distances and distributions outside of U.S. waters. These factors, together with 
changes in the status and management of other California stocks, and increased understand-

ing of the potentials and limitations of stock enhancement to contribute to fisheries manage-

ment outcomes (e.g., see [11, 15]), suggested that it is timely to reassess the program’s utility, 
and to review and reform the program’s priorities and the approaches used to fulfill each of 
the program’s objectives.

The review [17] outlined the following five steps (4.1–4.5) for assessing the future of the 
OREHP (Figure 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.

4.1. Step 1: conduct a science-based and participatory public process

The OREHP review indicated that the future of the program should be determined through a 
process that is both science-based and participatory with respect to the program’s stakehold-

ers (Figure 1) (e.g., see [4]). Overall guidance for such a process can be found in the Updated 
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Responsible Approach to Marine Fisheries Enhancement [6] and in the Hatchery Reform 
processes implemented for several salmon hatchery programs in the Pacific Northwest [36]. 
Scientific methods, such as fisheries models used to assess the potential effectiveness of stock 
enhancement and other fisheries management measures in achieving desired fisheries man-

agement 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. The program review sug-

gested that it is therefore imperative to involve stakeholders systematically and construc-

tively, and to use current scientific information in making the following decisions about the 
program’s future direction [17].

4.2. Step 2: assess the potential role of enhancement in California fisheries 
management

The OREHP review indicated that the list of candidate species, including White Seabass, that 
was identified by CDFW and the primary contractor for use during the review should be 
honed using analysis of the biological, economic and social costs and benefits of utilizing an 

Figure 1. Flow chart of decisions and actions resulting from the Ocean Resources Enhancement and Hatchery Program 
(OREHP) evaluation.
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enhancement program as compared to relying solely on (non-OREHP) fishery management 
strategies (e.g., updating catch quotas and/or size limits) to conserve and manage each of the 
species (Figure 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 program 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 fur-
ther development or modification of the enhancement program should be considered, and 
funding adjusted to enable the program to meet its objectives. The candidate species list put 
forward by CDFW and the primary contractor was generally supported by the review com-

mittee, 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 [37], and the high recreational and commercial fishing demand.

4.3. Step 3: prioritize candidate focal species by enhancement potential

The OREHP review recommended that if the initial assessment of the value of enhancement 
in relation to other fishery management strategies indicates that the program could likely 
contribute to some of the candidate species’ stocks, then those species remaining on the candi-
date list should be prioritized. Specifically, an a priori systematic and quantitative assessment 
of each candidate species (Figure 1A) (e.g., see [13, 38]) should be conducted in cooperation 
with an independent advisory committee and should include input from a broad range of 
stakeholders, consideration of economic and social costs and benefits, and more consideration 
of fit with fisheries management strategies (e.g., see [11]). Criteria should include depressed 
stock numbers (e.g., consistently low enough to offset genetic risks associated with enhance-
ment), 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 fea-
sibly sampled (e.g., most common in U.S. waters), availability of existing biological infor-
mation, and high demand and value within commercial and recreational fishing industries 
and throughout the food supply chain (see Chapter 6.5.3 in [17]). 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 [17] 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 breed-
ing 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 
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broodstock), and other logistical considerations. An independent advisory panel should be 
used for guidance on planning of the phasing and the development and initiation of a new 
enhancement program (Figure 1C).

4.4. Step 4: focus future White Seabass enhancement on reducing post-release 

mortality

The results of the program evaluation stress the importance of minimizing post-release mor-
tality 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 program on research of factors that 
affect post-release mortality, and on husbandry and release strategies that minimize this mor-
tality (Figure 1B) (e.g., see [39–42]). This focus may require increased funding to the program 
in order to fulfill a commitment to understanding, and subsequently 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 infrastruc-
tural 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 supersaturation and its health ef-
fects, understanding effects of deformity types and severity on fitness, consistency in diag-
nosis 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 en-
hancement efforts and wild populations/fisheries (Objective 4).

If White Seabass production is increased or if there is a change in focal species, however, poten-
tial 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 imple-
mented in order to address the potential genetic effects associated with enhancement (e.g., the 
Ryman-Laikre effect [26, 27]), which to date have not been an issue because of the extremely 
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small possibility that a hatchery fish will survive to spawn with wild fish. If higher sur-
vival rates become the focus, then the broodstock management plan should be reassessed 
and reworked to include more frequent rotation of wild-caught broodstock, more empha-
sis 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 rear-
ing 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 proposed by 
Lorenzen et al. [6] provides guidance on goal setting and evaluation, research and technol-
ogy development, and adaptive management strategies (Objectives 5 and 6). In particular, 
an economic analysis should 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 given to adap-
tive management [1, 6]. 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 opera-
tional 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. An adaptive management approach would also be 
useful for addressing many of the other challenges identified through the review.

4.5. Step 5: address the economics of the enhancement program

4.5.1. Assess the economic benefit of the program

The OREHP review indicated that, given that funds for the program are largely public and 
much of the benefit of the program may be social, a socio-economic 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 (e.g., see 
[12]). 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 (Figure 1B, C). The extent that review recommenda-
tions can be implemented will also be dependent upon funding levels. For example, if the 
program’s funding remains static, it may be necessary to narrow the focus of the program to 
solving the challenges of enhancement that were identified to be the highest priority in the 
review (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 signifi-
cantly to wild populations (e.g., developing and initiating genetic monitoring). However, res-
olution of all identified challenges exceeds the scope of a relatively small increase in funding 
and may require alternative funding sources, such as private organizations or foundations.
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4.5.2. Need to expand public-private partnerships

There is a need to expand public-private partnerships such as those established already within 
the program. The primary contractor for the program has forged partnerships with private 
groups, such as recreational fishing groups and private foundations, which have provided 
a substantial supplement of non-program 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 the primary contractor, the review 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 program. If the program continues, CDFW should 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 program, which may allow for the implementation of recommendations made in the 
review for fulfilling each program objective.

5. Roadmap to enhancement based on lessons learned

Enhancement programs, such as the OREHP, often contribute to knowledge about the biol-
ogy and culture of marine species [5, 10]. Actual stock enhancement, however, tends to be 
low, as does effectiveness in contributing to associated social, economic and management 
objectives [2, 5, 8, 11, 12, 14]. The shortfalls of enhancement programs are often due to the 
dynamic nature of marine environments and also to the need to meet the varied, sometimes 
conflicting, objectives of a program that include social, economic and management goals [5, 8, 
11, 12]. This is especially true for programs lacking sufficient funding to accomplish multiple 
objectives or regular program assessments.

New enhancement ventures or those that have been underperforming in one or more ways 
would do well to perform a systematic analysis of the economic, social and biological trade-
offs of their programs. Involvement of public input in this process is recommended to ensure 
stakeholder needs and values are addressed because fisheries are characterized by compli-
cated biological, social and economic interactions [5, 6, 8, 11, 12]. First, a list of candidate 
species should be identified based on need (e.g., depressed population sizes), availability of 
scientific information for the species, conduciveness to enhancement (e.g., ease of culture and 
monitoring, drivers of initial decline addressed, if possible), low risk of harm to wild popu-
lations if post-release survival is high (e.g., low risk of inbreeding depression and density 
dependent mortality), and stakeholder desirability [13, 38]. To hone and prioritize this species 
list, biological, economic and social costs and benefits of enhancement should be assessed, 
to the extent possible, for each species. These assessments should include comparisons of 
predicted outcomes of enhancement with those of conventional fishery management strate-
gies alone (i.e., no enhancement); if there is high expected benefit from enhancement relative 
to other fishery management actions, or if benefits are predicted to outweigh costs, species 
should be made a higher priority.
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Planning for the enhancement of a chosen focal species should start by defining clear, broadly 
supported goals that consider the whole fisheries management system, and a prioritized set 
of objectives with supporting actions to achieve the goals [6, 17]. Use of pilot studies, espe-

cially when focusing on species not previously used in enhancement efforts, is highly recom-

mended for improving understanding of the information, technology and approaches needed 
for developing practices and plans, as well as for testing the feasibility of culture, release 
and recapture [6]. Establishment and use of an independent, cross-sector advisory panel 
with expertise in relevant scientific fields, fisheries management, economics and stakeholder 
engagement, as well as an accountable decision-making process are advised [17]. Adaptive 
management and regular program-wide reviews should form the scaffolding of both short-
term (day to day-within year) and longer-term (inter-annual-5-year periods) decision-making 
processes. As challenges arise, such as fish health problems or high post-release mortality 
rates (causing low recapture rates, for example, see [17]), resources may be re-allocated in real 
time to address challenges, or research and production objectives refocused on more feasible 
priorities given levels of funding or conditions. Assessments of economic costs and benefits of 
priority objectives should guide allocation of appropriate funding levels along the way, with 
effort dedicated to alternative funding sources, if necessary [17].

Once implemented, the breadth and depth of enhancement efforts, and, ultimately, the 
progress in meeting program goals, will be dependent upon the existence of clear, broadly 
agreed-upon goals; appropriate and sustained levels of funding; internal organizational coop-

eration and support; evidence of broader public benefit and support; rigorous and account-
able assessment strategies, including strong adaptive management and frequent assessments 
using well-defined ecological and economic metrics; and unified, transparent public com-

munications in order to clearly demonstrate the values of the program to commercial and 
recreational fisheries and society.

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to the Science Advisory Committee for their contributions to the OREHP eval-
uation report on which this chapter was based, including Kenneth Cain (University of Idaho), 
Lorenz Hauser (University of Washington), Kenneth Leber (Mote Marine Laboratories), 
Martha Sutula (Southern California Coastal Water Research Project), Cassidy Teufel 
(California Coastal Commission), Chuck Valle (California Department of Fish and Wildlife), 
Robert Vega (Texas Parks and Wildlife), and Dallas Weaver (Ocean Resources Enhancement 
Advisory Panel).

We thank the subject experts who served on the OREHP evaluation Science Review Panels 

for their contributions to the evaluation of Objective 3, including John Gold, retired from 
Texas A&M University; Kerry Naish, University of Washington; and Penny Swanson and 
Robin Waples, NOAA Northwest Fisheries Science Center; and to Kai Lorenzen, University 
of Florida, for contributions to the evaluation of Objective 4.

We would also like to thank other subject matter experts for their time and input on various 
other topics throughout this review, including Matt Iacchei of University of Hawaii; Carl J. 

Wildlife Management - Failures, Successes and Prospects154



Walters, Professor Emeritus of University of British Columbia; Laura Sprague and Marylin 
Blair of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Doug Munson and Doug Burton of Idaho Fish and 
Game; and Kevin Snekvik of Washington State University. Finally, we thank Blanka Lederer 
and Charles Adams, student interns with California Sea Grant at University of California, San 
Diego, for their help with the editing and formatting of this document.

We are deeply appreciative of the cooperation of the staff of the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and the Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute throughout this long review 
process. Funds for the review on which this chapter is based were provided by the OREHP 
managed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Project number P1470005).

Conflict of interest

The authors have no non-financial, financial or material conflicts of interest that could have 
influenced this scientific work.

Author details

Theresa Sinicrope Talley1*, Nina Venuti1, Richard Starr1 and Christopher Myrick2

*Address all correspondence to: tstalley@ucsd.edu

1 California Sea Grant, University of California, San Diego, California, USA

2 Department of Fish, Wildlife and Conservation Biology, Colorado State University, 
Fort Collins, Colorado, USA

References

[1] Blankenship HL, Leber KM. A responsible approach to marine stock enhancement. 
American Fisheries Society Symposium. 1995;15:67-175

[2] Hilborn R. The economic performance of marine stock enhancement projects. Bulletin of 
Marine Science. 1998;62:661-674

[3] Lorenzen K. Population dynamics and potential of fisheries stock enhancement: Prac-
tical theory for assessment and policy analysis. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Societyof London [Biol]. 2005;360:171-189. DOI: 10.1098/rstb.2004.1570

[4] Bell JD, Leber KM, Blankenship HL, Loneragan NR, Masuda R. A new era for restocking, 
stock enhancement and sea ranching of coastal fisheries resources. Reviews in Fisheries 
Science. 2008;16:1-9

[5] Lorenzen K. Understanding and managing enhancement fisheries systems. Reviews in 
Fisheries Science. 2008;16:10-23

Evaluation of a White Seabass (Atractoscion nobilis) Enhancement Program in California
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.77310

155



[6] Lorenzen K, Leber KM, Blankenship HL. Responsible approach to marine stock 
enhancement: An update. Reviews in Fisheries Science. 2010;18:189-210. DOI: 10.1080/ 
10641262.2010.491564

[7] Paquet PJ, Flagg T, Appleby A, Barr J, Blankenship L, Campton D, Delarm M, Evelyn T, Fast 
D, Gislason J, Kline P, Maynard D, Mobrand L, Nandor G, Seidel P, Smith S. Hatcheries, 
conservation, and sustainable fisheries—Achieving multiple goals: Results of the hatch-

ery scientific review Group's Columbia River basin review. Fisheries. 2011;36:547-561

[8] Lorenzen K, Beveridge MCM, Mangel M. Cultured fish: Integrative biology and manage-

ment of domestication and interactions with wild fish. Biological Reviews. 2012;87:639-
660. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2011.00215.x

[9] Leber KM. Marine fisheries enhancement, coming of age in the new millennium. In: 
Christou P, Savin R, Costa-Pierce BA, Misztal I, Whitelaw CBA, editors. Sustainable 
Food Production. New York: Springer; 2013

[10] Camp EV, Lorenzen K, Ahrens RNM, Allen MS. Stock enhancement to address multiple 
recreational fisheries objectives: An integrated model applied to red drum Sciaenops ocel-

latus in Florida. Journal of Fish Biology. 2014;85:1868-1889

[11] Lorenzen K. Understanding and managing enhancements: Why fisheries scientists 
should care. Journal of Fish Biology. 2014;85:1807-1829. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/
jfb.12573

[12] Camp EV, Larkin SL, Ahrens RMN, Lorenzen K. Trade-offs between socioeconomic and 
conservation management objectives in stock enhancement of marine recreational fish-

eries. Fisheries Research. 2017;186:446-459

[13] Garlock TM, Camp EV, Lorenzen K. Using fisheries modeling to assess candidate species 
for marine fisheries enhancement. Fisheries Research. 2017;186:460-467. DOI: 10.1016/j.
fishres.2016.08.024

[14] Masuda R, Tsukamoto K. Stock enhancement in Japan: Review and perspective. Bulletin 
of Marine Science. 1998;62:337-358

[15] Bartley DM, Bell JD. Restocking, stock enhancement, and sea ranching: Arenas of prog-

ress. Reviews in Fisheries Science. 2008;16:357-365. DOI: 10.1080/10641260701678058

[16] Leber KM, Cantrell RN, Leung PS. Optimizing cost-effectiveness of size at release in 
stock enhancement programs. North American Journal of Fisheries Management. 2005; 
25:1596-1608

[17] California Sea Grant. Evaluation of the Ocean Resources Enhancement and Hatchery 
Program. San Diego: California Sea Grant for California Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
2017

[18] California Fish and Game Code. Chapter 5: Fish Planting and Propagation; Article 8  
Ocean Fishery Research. Vol. 6590-6598. Sacramento: California Fish and Game 
Commission; 1983. https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2005/fgc/6590-6599.html

Wildlife Management - Failures, Successes and Prospects156



[19] Fluharty M, Frey V, Johnson K, Larinto T, Mello J, Moore T, Okihiro M, Ramey K, Reilly 
P, Taylor V. White Seabass Enhancement Plan. Monterey: California Department of Fish 
and Game; 2010

[20] Drawbridge M, Okihiro M. Comprehensive Hatchery Plan (CHP) for Operation of the 
Leon Raymond Hubbard, Jr. Marine Fish Hatchery in Carlsbad California. 2nd ed. San 
Diego: Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute and California Department of Fish and 
Game; 2007

[21] Vizcaíno-Ochoa V, Lazo JP, Barón-Sevilla B, Drawbridge MA. The effect of dietary doc-

osahexaenoic acid (DHA) on growth, survival and pigmentation of California halibut 
Paralichthys californicus larvae (Ayres, 1810). Aquaculture. 2010;302:228-234

[22] Jirsa D, Drawbridge M, Stuart K. Spawning of a captive population of California 
Sheephead, Semicossyphus pulcher. Journal of the World Aquaculture Society. 2007;38: 
122-128

[23] Hervas S, Lorenzen K, Shane M, Drawbridge M. Quantitative assessment of a White 
Seabass (Atractoscion nobilis) stock enhancement program in California: Post-release dis-

persal, growth and survival. Fisheries Research. 2010;105:237-243

[24] Pondella DJ, Allen LG. The decline and recovery of four predatory fishes from the 
Southern California bight. Marine Biology. 2008;154:307-313

[25] Valero J, Waterhouse L. California White Seabass Stock Assessment in 2016 [Internet]. 
Center for the Advancement of Population Assessment Methodology, Scripps Institution 
of Oceanography. Available from: www.capamresearch.org/sites/default/files/WSB_
SA_Report_2016.pdf [Accessed: Dec 11, 2017]

[26] Ryman N, Laikre L. Effects of supportive breeding on the genetically effective popula-

tion size. Conservation Biology. 1991;5:325-329

[27] Waples RS, Hindar K, Karlsson S, Hard JJ. Evaluating the Ryman-Laikre effect for marine 
stock enhancement and aquaculture. Current Zoology. 2016;62:617-627

[28] Marshall W, Shedd B. Survey of the Value of the White Seabass Enhancement Program’s 
Volunteer-Run Growout Facilities. San Diego: Coastal Conservation Association 
California; 2016

[29] Lim C, Lovell RT. Pathology of the vitamin C deficiency syndrome in channel catfish 
(Ictalurus punctatus). The Journal of Nutrition. 1978;108:1137-1146

[30] Abdel I, Abellán E, López-Albors O, Valdés P, Nortes MJ, García-Alcázar A. Abnormalities 
in the juvenile stage of sea bass (Dicentrarchus labrax L.) reared at different temperatures: 
Types, prevalence and effect on growth. Aquaculture International. 2004;12:523-538

[31] Davidson J, Good C, Welsh C, Summerfelt ST. Abnormal swimming behavior and 
increased deformities in rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss cultured in low exchange 
water recirculating aquaculture systems. Aquacultural Engineering. 2011;45:109-117

Evaluation of a White Seabass (Atractoscion nobilis) Enhancement Program in California
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.77310

157



[32] Castro J, Pino-Querido A, Hermida M, Chavarrías D, Romero R, García-Cortés LA, Toro 
MA, Martínez P. Heritability of skeleton abnormalities (lordosis, lack of operculum) in 
gilthead seabream (Sparus aurata) supported by microsatellite family data. Aquaculture. 
2008;279:18-22

[33] Kocour M, Linhart O, Vandeputte M. Mouth and fin deformities in common carp: Is 
there a genetic basis? Aquaculture Research. 2006;37:419-422

[34] Gjerde B, Pante MJR, Baeverfjord G. Genetic variation for a vertebral deformity in 
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). Aquaculture. 2005;244:77-87

[35] Bardon A, Vandeputte M, Dupont-Nivet M, Chavanne H, Haffray P, Vergnet A, Chatain 
B. What is the heritable component of spinal deformities in the European sea bass 
(Dicentrarchus labrax)? Aquaculture. 2009;294:194-201

[36] Northwest Fisheries Science Center. Hatchery Reform Science Program [Internet]. 
Seattle: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; 2017 [Accessed: Dec 5, 
2017]. Available from: www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/efs/hatchery/index.cfm

[37] Maunder M, Reilly P, Tanaka T, Schmidt G, Penttila K. California Halibut Stock 
Assessment [Internet]. California Department of Fish and Wildlife [Accessed: Feb 24, 
2017]. Available from: www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/NCCFRMP/Halibut- 
Studies/Halibut-Assessment

[38] MacNamara R, Shane M, Drawbridge M. A Species Selection Framework for Marine 
Finfish Stock Enhancement in Southern California. San Diego: Hubbs-SeaWorld 
Research Institute; 2016

[39] Leber KM. Significance of fish size-at-release on enhancement of striped mullet fisheries 
in Hawaii. Journal of the World Aquaculture Society. 1995;26:143-153

[40] Leber KM, Blankenship HL, Arce SM, Brennan NP. Influence of release season on size-
dependent survival of cultured striped mullet, Mugil cephalus, in a Hawaiian estuary. 
Fishery Bulletin US. 1997;95:267-279

[41] Brown C, Day RL. The future of stock enhancements: Lessons for hatchery practice from 
conservation biology. Fish and Fisheries. 2002;3:79-94

[42] Brennan NP, Darcy MC, Leber KM. Predator-free enclosures improve post-release sur-

vival of stocked common Snook. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology. 
2006;335:302-311

Wildlife Management - Failures, Successes and Prospects158


