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REVIEW OF RATIONALE FOR MARINE PROTECTED AREAS IN THE MONTEREY BAY 

NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY (MBNMS) 

The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS, Sanctuary) has initiated a process to 
consider criteria, rationale, and scientific justification that would define the need for marine 
protected areas (MPAs) in Federal waters of the Sanctuary for additional resource protection.  At 
the April 2008 Council meeting, Sanctuary Superintendent Paul Michel presented three principal 
needs for MPAs as follows: “1) There is a need for areas where the natural ecosystem structure 
and function are restored and maintained; 2) there is a need for research areas to examine human 
impacts to the marine environment; and 3) there is a need to preserve some areas in their natural 
state for future generations.” Superintendent Michel reported that additional rationale and 
scientific basis for MPA consideration will be available for review by the Council and its 
advisory bodies at the June 2008 meeting of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council). 
 
In an April 23, 2008 cover letter (Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 1) Superintendent Michel 
presents for Council review an April 15, 2008 letter to the MBNMS Sanctuary Advisory Council 
(SAC) providing additional rationale and scientific justification for considering MPAs (Agenda 
Item I.1.b, Attachment 2), a draft decision process and timeline for Sanctuary consideration of 
MPAs (Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 3), and concepts for a process to move ahead with MPAs 
in the MBNMS (Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 4). Additionally, the Council received a letter 
dated May 21, 2008 from Mr. Frank Emerson, Co-Chair of the Alliance of Communities for 
Sustainable Fisheries (ACSF), a Monterey, California-based group which advocates for the 
heritage and economic value of fishing to California coastal communities. In his letter, Mr. 
Emerson requests the Council review a variety of reports and analyses on the subject of legal 
authority to regulate fisheries within National Marine Sanctuaries and the science, rationale, and 
public opinion for MPAs in the MBNMS (Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachments 1 through 6). 

At this meeting, the Council should take into account statements of the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee and other Council advisory bodies and public testimony, and consider providing 
advice to the MBNMS on rationale, scientific justification, and legal authority for further 
consideration of MPAs Federal waters of the MBNMS.  Further, the Council may wish to 
provide guidance on future collaboration with the MBNMS on their MPA consideration process. 

Council Action: 
 
1. Adopt Recommendations to the MBNMS 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 1:  April 23, 2008 Cover letter from Mr. Paul Michel to Dr. 

Donald McIsaac. 
2. Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 2:  April 15, 2008 letter from Mr. Paul Michel to the 

MBNMS SAC regarding clarification on the authority and scientific justification for moving 
forward with MPA planning. 
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3. Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 3:  Draft Decision Process and Timeline for MBNMS 
consideration of MPAs. 

4. Agenda Item I.1.b, Attachment 4:  Concepts for a Process to Move Ahead with MPAs in the 
MBNMS. 

5. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 1:  May 21, 2008 cover letter from Mr. Emerson to Mr. 
Donald Hansen presenting analyses conducted on behalf of ACFS. 

6. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 2:  Comments of Dr. Ray Hilborn on the MPA proposal by 
MBNMS. 

7. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 3:  May 8, 2008 letter from Mr. Walsh regarding legal review 
of MPA authority under the MSA and NMSA. 

8. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 4:  ACFS Opinion poll of California residents on fishery 
management. 

9. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 5:  ACFS comments on public opinion regarding MPAs. 
10. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 6:  ACFS comments on MBNMS research needs. 
11. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 7:  May 21, 2008 letter in support of the MPA process in 

MBNMS from Mr. Ed Cassano, Deputy Director, Center for the Future for the Oceans, 
Monterey Bay Aquarium. 

12. Agenda Item I.1.e, Attachment 8:  May 21, 2008 letter for the California Wetfish Producers 
Association in support of the ACFS and its findings and documentation. 

 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Mike Burner 
b. MBNMS Report Paul Michel 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Adopt Recommendations to the MBNMS 
 
PFMC 
05/27/08 
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Agenda Item I.1.c 
Supplemental HC Report 

June 2008 
 
 

HABITAT COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
REVIEW OF RATIONALE FOR MARINE PROTECTED AREAS IN THE MONTEREY BAY 

NAITONAL MARINE SANCTUARY (MBNMS) 
 
The Habitat Committee (HC) reviewed the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS) 
letter submitted to the Sanctuary Advisory Council on the decision rationale for marine protected 
areas (MPAs) in Federal waters of the Sanctuary.  The HC notes that the stated objectives for 
MPAs in the MBNMS decision rationale are consistent with the objectives for heritage and 
research MPAs outlined in the white paper written by an Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC) subcommittee on MPAs (“Marine Reserves: Objectives, Rationales, Fishery Management 
Implications and Regulatory Requirements”).  In addition, the proposed research objectives of 
MBNMS MPAs could help achieve the Council’s current Research and Data Needs as outlined 
in the draft document. 
 
The HC recognizes that the rationale document uses the term MPAs, and that this term can imply 
various types of spatial management, including some that allow fishing with certain types of gear 
(e.g. pelagic trolling, long lining) inside the MPA.     
 
The HC recommends the MBNMS conduct a thorough analysis of the set of spatial management 
measures currently in place in Federal and state waters and evaluate how these measures address 
the proposed MPA objectives in Federal waters of the MBNMS. 
 
The HC also reiterates the last two paragraphs of the HC statement of April 2008: 
 

“There is a need to improve coordination between the National Ocean Service, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, and the Council, such as improving synchronization of 
schedules. In addition, a review of the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s White Paper 
on marine reserves may prove useful to all sanctuaries interested in interacting with the 
Council.” 
 
“There are several benefits to increased collaboration. The Sanctuary will benefit by 
considering areas already under MPA status (such as groundfish essential fish habitat 
(EFH), and rockfish conservation areas) to see if they meet their objectives, and can 
coordinate with existing research areas/projects to see if there can be progress on mutual 
goals for habitat protection. On the other hand, the Council will benefit because the 
National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) provides authority over non-fishing activities 
that affect EFH. This allows sanctuaries to comment on laws that are separate from the 
Council process. The Council may consider whether commenting and collaborating with 
sanctuaries through the NMSA will achieve greater protections needed for Council 
resources.” 

 
 
PFMC 
06/10/08 



Agenda Item I.1.c 
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SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON  
REVIEW OF RATIONALE FOR MARINE PROTECTED AREAS IN THE MONTEREY BAY 

NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY (MBNMS) 
 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) notes that the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary’s 
(MBNMS) proposal for a marine protected area within the sanctuary has strong overtones of 
stakeholder involvement and is not presented by a neutral facilitator.  Their advocate position 
seems contrary to their designation document directives.  We question their actions in making 
regulations that affect fishing without making changes to their designation document that would 
give them that authority.  We fail to see the correlation between global warming and fishing 
practices and how a marine protected area could affect it.  Furthermore, we see no scientific 
justification for needing more protections in sanctuary waters than what currently exists. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/12/08 
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Agenda Item I.1.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

June 2008 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON  
REVIEW OF RATIONALES FOR MARINE PROTECTED AREAS IN THE  

MONTEREY BAY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY (MBNMS) 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed the Briefing Book materials regarding 
the rationales for Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in Federal waters of the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary (the Sanctuary). Dr. Lisa Wooninck of the Sanctuary staff read a 
statement and was available to respond to questions. Dr. Richard Parrish, a fishery science 
consultant, also participated in the discussion. 
 
The SSC supports continuation of a dialogue between the Council and the Sanctuary on a 
process to identify and evaluate alternatives for MPAs in the Sanctuary. Alternatives should 
include a “no action” alternative, for which the adequacy of current protections will be 
evaluated; therefore support of the process does not necessarily imply support for MPAs in the 
Sanctuary.  
 
The Sanctuary is currently looking for advice on evaluative processes for developing 
alternatives. The current rationales imply differing scales for MPA implementation; data may be 
inadequate to evaluate the need for MPAs at some of these scales; this disconnect will have to be 
addressed in developing the evaluation process. While not all criteria are amenable to rigorous 
scientific evaluation, those brought before the SSC should be. 
 
In terms of process, the SSC agrees with the Sanctuary that science and policy should be kept 
separate and recommends that proposal development and review be done by separate entities. 
The SSC Ecosystem-Based Management Subcommittee is available for providing scientific input 
to the process.  The SSC white paper “Marine reserves: objectives, rationales, fishery 
management implications, and regulatory requirements” provides useful background.  
 
The SSC makes the following recommendations in developing and evaluating alternatives: 
 

1) Proposed actions should be contrasted with protections afforded by current state and 
Federal regulations (the “no action” alternative) and, in particular, the added value of 
additional protection to Sanctuary management goals should be evaluated. 

 
2) Consolidation of existing spatial management measures should be considered as one of 

the alternatives for evaluation. 
 
3) It should be clear that the role of members of the Sanctuary’s working group is as 

stakeholders or institutional representatives, and the role of members of the Sanctuary’s 
science advisory panel is as independent scientists.  

  
4) There should be experts from a variety of fields within the social sciences on the science 

advisory panel. A separate socioeconomics panel is not desirable. 
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5) Interactions between the Council and the Sanctuary should be formalized to help ensure 
that communication is efficient and timely. A Council staff member acting as a liaison 

between the Council and the Sanctuary would be helpful in this regard. SSC members, if on 
the science advisory group, would not speak for the SSC or the Council. 

 
6) The Sanctuary, along with its partners, should develop monitoring plans to go along with 

each of the alternative proposed actions. 
 

7) The potential loss of sampling and surveying opportunities could have a significant effect 
on data series used for stock assessments. Replacement of these surveying opportunities 
with alternative methods should be a high priority if MPAs are implemented. 

 
 
PFMC 
6/10/08 
 
 



Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries
256 Figueroa Street #1, Monterey, CA 93940 

(831) 373-5238
www.alliancefisheries.com

May 21, 2008

Donald Hansen, Chair
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NW Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Dear Chairman Hansen and Councilmembers, 

On behalf of the Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries, please find 
attached several documents relating to the authority (or lack of) of the Monterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuary to create zones which regulate fishing, and the 
scientific and “public opinion” rationales provided by the MBNMS to create such 
zones.  These attachments relate to both the MBNMS’s February 15, 2008 
decision letter, and to the further rationale provided by the Sanctuary on April 15, 
2008.  The ACSF will summarize the attachments below, and we request that 
this letter and attachments be provided to the SSC and other appropriate 
committees. 

First, please know that the ACSF has deep concerns over this newest “rationale” 
statement from the National Marine Sanctuary Program.  This “rationale” is 
meant to justify the Monterey Sanctuary’s decision to “move forward with MPA 
planning.”  We find this rationale to be utterly unconvincing about a real need for 
additional MPAs in the federal waters of the Sanctuary.  It also suggests an 
interpretation of the Sanctuary Act that we believe was never intended by 
Congress. If the SSC and other PFMC Committees concur that the Sanctuary’s 
“rationale” is inadequate, the ACSF respectfully suggests that the PFMC voice 
such a finding to the Office of National Marine Sanctuaries and the MBNMS.

Further legal review of NMSA/Magnuson-Stevens Act
James P. (“Bud”) Walsh of the law firm Davis Wright Tremaine LLP, has provided 
an additional legal analysis of the question, “What federal law(s) provide authority 
to create zones wherein fishing is banned or restricted?”  

It is Mr. Walsh’s opinion that any fishing designation that would designate zones 
where, and periods when, fishing may be limited or shall not be permitted, must 
be issued in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act, given Congress’ 
express directive on such actions.  The rationale behind this is quite clear.  
Restrictions and bans on fishing will impact overall fishery management goals 
and plans and, unless integrated using the best available scientific information, 
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serious conflicts could occur.  One obvious negative impact would be to force 
harvesting from certain areas to other areas, causing local over-harvesting or 
disruption to carefully balanced allocation rules that were made with local fishing 
communities in mind.  Some Regional Fishery Management Councils have 
instituted trawling bans in sensitive ocean habitats already.  Therefore, with 
respect to a fishing regulation that would ban or restrict fishing within the 
Exclusive Economic Zone between 3 and 200 miles, the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
fishery management process appears to take precedence over the fishing 
regulation process set forth in Section 304(a)(5) of the NMSA.

Ecosystem Protection of Existing Management:  Is there enough protection 
for the MBNMS?
Dr. Ray Hilborn of the University of Washington has provided comments on the 
ecosystem needs and levels of protection assertions made by the MBNMS.

Dr. Hilborn points out that the report argues that ONMS does not regulate fishing 
in the sanctuary and does not consider establishment of MPAs in the MBNMS as 
tools of fisheries management.  This is patently silly.  The primary human activity 
that would be regulated by MPAs is fishing, and any establishment of MPAs 
modifies the fisheries management regime in the MBNMS.  The entire document 
suggests that the primary ecosystem change that has occurred has been in the 
groundfish stocks, and that fishing has been the dominant impact on groundfish.  
It is thus impossible to separate fisheries management from the status of the 
ecosystem.

The MBNMS report is highly deficient in not recognizing the extent of existing 
areas closed to fishing, both from trawl bans, rockfish conservation areas, 
essential fish habitat and existing closed areas such as the Davidson Seamount.  
The report makes no attempt to determine if the protection from these activities is 
sufficient to achieve the objectives of the NMSA.

Since the level of protection would be maximized by absolute protection, 
including protection from non-consumptive recreational use, and there is a clear 
tradeoff between human use, and level of protection, the MBNMS objective 
statement provides no basis for determining how much protection is appropriate.  
Implicit throughout the report is the assertion that the current levels of protection 
are not sufficient, but there is no basis for making any decisions on how much is 
enough.

The MBNMS report argues that only a small portion of species are protected 
under MSFCMA, ESA, MMPA and this implies that exploited species that are well
managed are not protected. Further this implies that an ecosystem that is being 
fished under the guidelines of the MSFCMA is not protected, yet the clear intent 
of MSFCMA is to protect the productivity of species and ecosystems for 
sustainable utilization.  In short, there is a clear implication in this document that 
protection means no human impact.  

The report argues that the ecosystem needs further protection, and that the 



major ecosystem changes have been in the groundfish community.  The 
possibility that all of the ecosystem concerns cited are already addressed by the 
combination of various management agencies is ignored, and the document 
implies that the ecosystem has gotten worse since the original designation of the 
MBNMS.  The document totally ignores the fact that the groundfish stocks (not 
including hake) are now at greater than 50% of the estimated unfished biomass 
and increasing.  

It can be argued that the legal frameworks of the MSFCMA, ESA, MMPA, NEPA 
etc is to specifically protect the marine ecosystems in Federal waters, and to 
protect them so that sustainable human use is possible.  The EFH provisions of 
MSFCMA are clearly designed for such provisions.  The assertion that the 
existing legislation does not provide for protection seems to be fallacious.

What are the researches needs, opportunities, and capabilities of the 
MBNMS?
The ACSF points out that regarding the list of research questions listed in the 
April 15th letter, the letter does not address specifically how these questions can 
be answered by existing MPA opportunities. There are now 29 State MPAs within 
the region.  The new State MPAs in our region include some very deep water in 
and along the edges of Monterey Bay Canyon. Additionally, research could be 
conducted on the Essential Fish Habitat Area to document the effects of bottom 
trawling on similar habitats.  The RCA also provides research opportunities.  And, 
of course, we should not forget that the National Marine Sanctuary came to the 
Council with a request that the 775-square-mile Davidson Seamount Area be 
made essentially a benthic reserve, with no bottom extraction at all within 1000 
feet of the top of the Seamount.   The Sanctuary gave both research and intrinsic 
value arguments for asking the Council for this protection.  Finally, the new 
federal waters Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary MPA was also created
to provide research opportunities to the Sanctuary Program

The PFMC should also be aware that there is a credibility issue in a MBNMS 
claim of “research” needs.  The MBNMS never even consulted with its own 
Research Advisory Panel, a group of approximately 20 respected scientists from 
all of the Monterey Bay Region’s research institutes.  They were never asked for 
their opinions about research needs in the Sanctuary.  Perhaps MBNMS officials 
should be asked why.

There is little evidence provided in the April 15th MBNMS rationale statement 
about why additional MPAs are needed for research.  There is also no discussion 
about the MBNMS’s research capabilities.  Not only has the MBNMS not 
answered the question: “How much protection is enough?” - they have also not 
answered the question: “How many research opportunities are enough, 
especially if they come at a cost of removing fishing opportunities from struggling 
local fisheries?”

The MBNMS’s selective use of data to claim a Public Opinion need to 
create “Intrinsic Value” MPAS



The ACSF has provided extensive comments on this topic.  Among the issues 
we raise is that the large bulk of public comments “for MPAs” was received in 
2001 as part of the Sanctuary’s scoping process for its pending Management 
Plan Review.  At this time, there were hardly any MPAs, and generally less 
protection in place within the Sanctuary Region.  Now, extensive fishery 
management is in place, along with other precautionary management measures, 
including numerous MPAs. Therefore, for the Sanctuary to be claiming now that 
thousands of people want MPAs in the Sanctuary, and that’s why they need to 
propose more, simply is not a credible statement.  It must be recognized that the 
public who made that statement in 2001 is not a currently informed public.  
Secondly, we point out that, by the MBNMS’s own statements, the public 
comment received was largely generated electronically from the list-servers of 
several large environmental organizations that are not necessarily representative 
of the general public.  The MBNMS has done nothing to examine the quality of 
this data.

The Council and SSC should be aware that a recent (April 2007) public opinion 
poll conducted by Responsive Management Inc. of Virginia asked Californians in 
every county, in a statistically valid study, a set of questions about how the public 
views protection and ocean management.  One key question asked:  “When you 
hear the word “protect,” as in “We should protect the ocean,” do you think it 
means that ocean resources should be used in a sustainable way, or do you 
think it means that ocean resources should not be used at all?”  Eighty-seven 
percent of the public responded that what they mean by protection is “manage for 
sustainable use.”  Only eight percent stated that ocean resources should not be 
used at all.  The public was also asked which they thought was the better 
management option for California’s coastal fisheries.  One choice was to fully 
protect some areas from fishing, even if it means the fishermen would then 
concentrate their fishing in the remaining open areas.  Only 24% of the public 
favored this option.  However, 68% of the public favored the option that said 
“through the use of science-based limits on the amount of fish that can be taken, 
allow fishing in all areas.”  An additional 8% did not choose an answer.  These 
factors tell us that the Sanctuary is either misinterpreting or misusing data to 
support a position that the Sanctuary Program itself favors, as opposed to 
looking at this question objectively as to the opinions of all Californians.  We do 
recognize, incidentally, that the Sanctuary Program represents all of the nation, 
not just California, but we believe that the poll results would not be substantially 
different in any other parts of the country.  A copy of the poll is attached, and can 
be found at the ACSF website.

Lack of Coordinated Action a Problem; Recommendations
The ACSF has previously pointed out that the Sanctuary Program has failed in its 
legal mandate to “provide coordinated and comprehensive management between 
all Federal, State, and Local jurisdictions”.  A large current example of this is the 
MBNMS’s silence in California’s Marine Life Protection Act process, while the 
State asserted that it didn’t need to consider or integrate other management 
measures as it designed its system of MPAs.  It seems clear in the MBNMS 
documents that the Sanctuary sees itself in a superior role to the Council or the 



requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, because the ONMS sees itself in a 
role as being the only agency with a responsibility to protect the ecosystem as a 
whole.  Because of this agency self-view, it also seems clear that the Sanctuary 
Program will layer Sanctuary MPAs upon all the management that already exists. 
To further a true coordinated effort, the ACSF recommends that the Council 
request that the MBNMS and the ONMS:

1) Withdraw its two “decision” letters and re-structure the task of an MPA work 
group to be one of evaluating the utility and consequences of additional MPAs 
or other protection measures.  A rational, science-based network of state and 
federal MPAs, or other management measures, should be the goal.

2) Include State waters in its review of protection, understanding that this might 
entail suggesting to the State a re-design of State MPAs.

3) Publicly state if the ONMS or the Sanctuary sites intend, in the future, to push 
for MPAs in the neighboring Gulf of the Farallones and Cordell Bank NMS’s 
(given the “rationale” provided by the MBNMS, it would be illogical for the 
Sanctuary Program to NOT try to create MPAs in these NMS’s).  New MPAs 
in this region must be coordinated with the MBNMS, the State and PFMC 
actions. 

4) The MBNMS, the State, and the Council are encouraged to consider 
“tradeoff” proposals that might come out of this process; i.e., in exchange for 
the MBNMS getting an area it wants, other areas are re-opened.

5) Given the economic crisis that is unfolding to fisheries and Coastal 
Communities, a goal of the MPA process should be that there be no further 
loss of economic opportunity.

6) This process should occur as part of the Council’s Ecosystem Based Fishery 
Management Plan, perhaps funded in part by the MBNMS.  Conducting an 
evaluation of the need for, and/or siting of, additional MPAs in the MBNMS 
region in the context of a PFMC process would be consistent with the legal 
opinion we have provided about the lack of authority in the National Marine 
Sanctuaries Act to create zones which regulate fishing.  

The ACSF and fishermen throughout the region would like nothing better than to 
have a constructive relationship with the Sanctuary Program.  The 
recommendations suggested above are intended to be constructive and 
practical.

Thank you for considering these comments on behalf of the Alliance of 
Communities for Sustainable Fisheries.

Sincerely,

Frank Emerson
Co-Chair, ACSF

Supporting Associations & Organizations



Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association
Port San Luis Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Morro Bay Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Monterey Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Fishermen’s Association of Moss Landing
Santa Cruz Commercial Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Half Moon Bay Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Fishermen’s Alliance
Western Fishboat Owners Association
Ventura County Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Federation of Independent Seafood Harvesters
Golden Gate Fishermen's Association
Port San Luis Harbor District
City of Morro Bay Harbor
City of Monterey Harbor
Moss Landing Harbor District
Santa Cruz Port District
Pillar Pt. Harbor, San Mateo County Harbor District

C:  Paul Michel, Superintendent, MBNMS

Attachments
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Comments on the proposal for MPAs within the MBNMS.

MBNMS Decision and Rationale Documents of 2/15/08 and 4/15/08.

Ray Hilborn  May 2008

When examining any management action I ask first, “What is the objective?”  How
would we evaluate any specific proposal?  The MBNMS proposal begins with the
following statement:

“the primary purpose of this action is to protect biodiversity and protect natural habitats,
populations, biological communities and ecological processes”

Since the level of protection would be maximized by absolute protection, including
protection from non-consumptive recreational use, and there is a clear tradeoff between
human use, and level of protection, this objective statement provides no basis for
determining how much protection is appropriate.  Implicit throughout the report is the
assertion that the current levels of protection are not sufficient, but there is no basis for
making any decisions on how much is enough.

The report argues that only a small portion of species are protected under MSFCMA,
ESA, MMPA and this implies that exploited species that are well managed are not
protected. Further this implies that an ecosystem that is being fished under the guidelines
of the MSFCMA is not protected, yet the clear intent of MSFCMA is to protect the
productivity of species and ecosystems for sustainable utilization.  In short, there is a
clear implication in this document that protection means no human impact.

I believe it can be argued that the legal frameworks of the MSFCMA, ESA, MMPA,
NEPA etc is to specifically protect the marine ecosystems in Federal waters, and to
protect them so that sustainable human use is possible.  The EFH provisions of
MSFCMA are clearly designed for such provisions.  The assertion that the existing
legislation does not provide for protection seems to be fallacious.

The literature review is highly biased.  For instance the Myers and Worm 2003 paper
arguing that all the big fish of the ocean had declined by 90% by 1980, has repeatedly
been shown to be wrong (Sibert et all 2006).  The authors discuss the status of California
grey whales, and cite a highly controversial genetics paper suggesting that the stock is not
fully rebuilt, while ignoring the extensive work by NOAA and the Scientific Committee
of the International Whaling Commission which suggest the stock has returned to its
unfished abundance.  In short the authors of this report have made no attempt to make a
balanced analysis of the evidence on any of the issues but have been highly selective in
their choice of literature to discuss.  The literature review of MPA’s is similarly highly
biased, and (among other things) makes no attempt to recognize (1)  the historically low
exploitation rates on fishes in the system, (2) the fact that bottom contact gear historically
covered only a small portion of the total habitat, (3) the recovery of the groundfish
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community in recent years to greater than 50% of its unfished abundance and (4) the
extensive portion of the MBNMS that is closed to trawling.

The report is highly deficient in not recognizing the extent of existing areas closed to
fishing, both from trawl bans,  rockfish conservation areas, essential fish habitat  and
existing closed areas such as the Davidson Seamount.  The report makes no attempt to
determine if the protection from these activities is sufficient to achieve the objectives of
the NMSA.

The document argues that the ecosystem needs further protection, and that the major
ecosystem changes have been in the groundfish community.  While admitting that some
of the overexploited groundfish have begun to recover, the possibility that all of the
ecosystem concerns cited are already addressed by the combination of various
management agencies is ignored, and the document implies that the ecosystem has gotten
worse since the original designation of the MBNMS.  The document totally ignores the
fact that the groundfish stocks (not including hake) are now at greater than 50% of the
estimated unfished biomass and increasing.

The report argues that ONMS does not regulate fishing in the sanctuary and does not
consider establishment of MPAs in the MBNMS as tools of fisheries management.  This
is patently silly.  The primary human activity that would be regulated by MPAs is fishing,
and any establishment of MPAs modifies the fisheries management regime in the
MBNMS.  The entire document suggest that the primary ecosystem change that has
occurred has been in the groundfish stocks, and that fishing has been the dominant impact
on groundfish.  It is thus impossible to separate fisheries management from the status of
the ecosystem.

Sibert, J, Hampton, J, Kleiber, P, and Maunder, M.  Biomass, Size, and Trophic Status of
Top Predators in the Pacific Ocean. Science. 2006;314: 1773-1776.
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California Residents’ Opinions on and Attitudes Toward Coastal Fisheries and Their Management i 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 
This study was conducted for the Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries (ACSF) to 

determine Californians’ opinions on and attitudes toward commercial and recreational fishing in 

coastal areas of California, the ecological health of California’s coastal fisheries and wildlife, 

and fisheries and wildlife management along the coast.  The study entailed a telephone survey of 

California residents 18 years old and older.   

For the survey, telephones were selected as the preferred sampling medium because of the 

universality of telephone ownership.  The telephone survey questionnaire was developed 

cooperatively by Responsive Management and people associated with the ACSF.  Responsive 

Management conducted a pre-test of the questionnaire, and revisions were made to the 

questionnaire based on the pre-test.  Interviews were conducted Monday through Friday from 

9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Saturday noon to 5:00 p.m., and Sunday from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., 

local time.  The survey was conducted in March 2007.  Responsive Management obtained a total 

of 801 completed interviews.  The software used for data collection was Questionnaire 

Programming Language 4.1.   

The analysis of data was performed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences software as 

well as proprietary software developed by Responsive Management.  Throughout this report, 

findings of the telephone survey are reported at a 95% confidence interval.  For the entire sample 

of California residents, the sampling error is at most plus or minus 3.46 percentage points.   

PERCEPTION OF ISSUES FACING CALIFORNIA AND ITS ENVIRONMENT 
� The survey sought to determine Californians’ concerns about the health of small family-run 

businesses versus the health of large corporations in California, as well as the level of 

concern for both of these relative to other issues facing California.  The survey found that 

concern about small family-run businesses is much higher than concern about the health of 

large corporations.  In the overall findings, concern about the health of small family-run 

businesses is just about equal to concern about highways and transportation.  Overall, public 

education is the top concern.   
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� The survey asked respondents to rate six possible threats to California’s marine waters, 

habitat, and fisheries.  By far, water pollution in the ocean and coastal waters is perceived as 

the worst threat, with 72% of Californians saying it is a high threat.  Nonetheless, corporate 

commercial fishing companies are also seen as a significant threat (29% rate them 

collectively as a high threat), second in the ranking of the six potential threats.  In contrast, 

family-run commercial fishing boats (10% rate them as a high threat) and the sport of 

recreational fishing (5%) are not perceived as significant threats, being last in the ranking.   

� California residents do not perceive the ecological health of California’s natural resources 

positively.  The mean ratings of ecological health (on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 

healthy and 10 is very healthy) of the various natural resources range from 4.78 for the 

ecological health of California’s coastal fisheries (the last ranked) to 6.14 for the ecological 

health of California’s forests (the top ranked).  Perhaps more telling, no more than 12% gave 

any of the resources a rating 9 or 10 in health.  Furthermore, for water and water-related 

resources (California’s rivers and streams, its coastal fisheries, and its bays and estuaries), 

approximately a third of respondents rated the ecological health below the midpoint.   

PERCEPTION OF IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS INDUSTRIES TO CALIFORNIA’S 
ECONOMY 
� The survey sought to gauge Californians’ perceptions of the importance of various industries 

to California’s economy.  By far, agriculture and tourism are perceived as the most important 

(mean ratings of importance of 9.01 and 8.44, respectively).  Commercial fishing is in the 

middle of the eight industries about which the survey asked.   

PERCEPTIONS OF ECOLOGICAL HEALTH OF FISHERIES AND MARINE 
WILDLIFE 
� Nearly half of California residents (48%) say that they can name a type of fish or sea 

mammal off the coast of California that is depleted, threatened, or endangered.  The most 

commonly named species are sea lion/seal, otter, whale, salmon, abalone, dolphin, tuna, and 

shark.

• When asked what is causing the species to be depleted, threatened, or endangered, the 

most commonly named culprits are pollution and overfishing or overhunting.   
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� In a direct question about the health of California’s wildlife, ratings are for the most part in 

the middle, with 48% giving a rating of 4 through 6 (on a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being not 

healthy at all and 10 being very healthy).  Only 5% give a rating of 9 or 10.   

� The results regarding the health of California’s sea mammals are similar to the results 

reported above regarding California’s wildlife:  the ratings of the health of California’s sea 

mammals are generally in the middle, with the peak at the midpoint (5).  Furthermore, 48% 

gave a middle rating from 4 to 6, and only 8% gave a rating of 9 or 10 regarding the health of 

California’s sea mammals.   

� Again, the results regarding the health of California’s coastal fisheries are similar to the 

results reported above regarding California’s wildlife and sea mammals:  the ratings of the 

health of California’s coastal fisheries, in general, are generally in the middle, with the peak 

at the midpoint (5).  Furthermore, 41% gave a middle rating from 4 to 6, and only 4% gave a 

rating of 9 or 10 regarding the health of California’s coastal fisheries.   

� After asking respondents to name any types of fish that they could think of that are or were 

commercially fished in California’s coastal waters, the survey asked them to indicate whether 

they think any of the types of fish they named are in trouble.  Most commonly, respondents 

think that salmon, tuna, and abalone are in trouble.   

OPINIONS REGARDING UTILIZATION, HARVEST, AND MANAGEMENT OF 
FISHERIES 
� The survey asked respondents to rate the importance of six values regarding coastal fisheries, 

on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not important at all and 10 is extremely important.  The 

highest mean rating was ensuring that California properly manages its coastal waters and 

coastal fisheries (8.31), markedly higher than the rest.  However, knowing that fishermen can 

harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in California (mean of 7.44) and that people have 

the opportunity to recreationally fish in coastal waters of California (mean of 7.42) were 

relatively important.  At the bottom of the ranking were knowing that family-run commercial 

fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably and knowing that family-run fishing boats (without 
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“commercial” in the term) can harvest fish sustainably (both with a mean of 6.93).  Note, 

however, that even those at the bottom of the ranking have means above the midpoint.   

• These questions also tested respondents’ reaction to the term “commercial.”  This was 

done by asking two sets of paired questions (part of the sample received one question of 

each pair, another part of the sample received the other question).  In the paired 

questions, one question included the term, “commercial,” and the other question did not 

include “commercial.”  In general, there was not a markedly negative reaction to the term 

“commercial.”   

� The survey asked five questions related to what may harm the ocean, from fishing in general, 

to recreational fishing, to family-run commercial fishing boats, to large corporate commercial 

fishing companies, and even to personal consumer decisions.  Looking at the results of the 

five questions together, large corporate commercial fishing companies are perceived most 

negatively, with 59% agreeing that those companies are harming the ocean’s fisheries.  No 

other question had more than 29% agreeing.  The results are further discussed below:   

• In the most general question, 25% agree that fishing harms the ocean, but 65% disagree.   

• In the question allowing comparison between large corporate commercial fishing 

companies versus family-run commercial fishing boats, the large corporate commercial 

fishing companies (59% say they are harming the ocean’s fisheries) fare poorly relative 

to family-run commercial fishing boats (29% say they are harming the ocean’s fisheries).   

• Even consumers are perceived as harming the ocean’s fisheries by some:  27% agree that 

people who consume frozen, packaged seafood from large supermarket chains are 

harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

• Recreational fishing is not perceived negatively:  only 16% agree that people who fish 

recreationally in California are harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

� Four questions explore opinions regarding possible causes of fishing declines and possible 

bans on (or reductions of) fishing.  When overfishing is identified as a reason for declining 

fish populations, a large majority of Californians agree (72%) that commercial and 

recreational fishing should be banned.  However, if the reason for the decline is 

undetermined or is shown to be caused by something other than fishing, agreement on a ban 
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is much lower (52% and 58% agree, respectively).  However, these latter results show that, 

even if fishing is not a problem but fisheries are declining, Californians show deference to 

the fisheries over commercial and recreational fishing.  A final result of these questions 

demonstrates Californians moderate opinions:  the most agreement, if fisheries are declining, 

is for a reduction in fisheries harvest rather than an outright ban.   

� Another set of four questions explores opinions on harvesting California’s coastal fisheries.  

Again, there is a split in opinions regarding the protection versus utilization dichotomy, but 

there is much concern about commercial fishermen’s livelihoods, particularly family-run 

fishing boats.   

• In one question, deference is again shown for family-run commercial fishing boats over 

corporate commercial fishing companies:  52% agree that if scientific evidence shows 

that fish populations are declining, only corporate commercial fishing companies should 

be banned from fishing in California’s coastal waters, but family-run commercial fishing 

boats should be allowed; disagreement for this is 36%.   

• One question shows the split in opinion on commercial fishing:  50% agree that if 

scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining, commercial fishing should 

be banned, but recreational fishing is okay; 40% disagree.   

• When discussion of banning commercial fishing if scientific evidence shows that fish 

populations are declining includes the caveat that “even if it means that commercial 

fishermen’s livelihood will be ended,” more disagree (45%) than agree (39%).   

• The least agreement is for a complete ban of fishing, both commercial and recreational, if 

scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  only 32% agree, but 59% 

disagree.   

� Californians show concern both for having their seafood harvested sustainably as well as for 

ensuring that California’s seafood industry not be unduly harmed.  The survey asked seafood 

consumers (those who typically eat seafood at least once a month) five questions about their 

opinions on the harvesting of seafood.  Overwhelming majorities agree that it matters to them 

that local seafood is harvested sustainably (86% agree) and that imported seafood is 

harvested sustainably (79% agree).  They also overwhelmingly agree (82%) that they would 
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buy California seafood over imported seafood when informed that California currently has 

more conservation safeguards in place than exist in most other countries.  However, seafood 

consumers show concern about California’s fishing industry, with less than a majority 

agreeing that they would be willing to buy their seafood only from international markets to 

put the highest priority on protecting California’s fisheries (37%), and even less than that 

saying that they would be willing to buy their seafood from non-California sources if they 

knew that doing so would likely force many family-run commercial fishermen out of 

business in California (23%).  Regarding this last question, 63% disagree that they would be 

willing to buy their seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so would 

likely force many family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California.   

� In a question directly about use or protection of California’s coastal fisheries, Californians 

are in the middle:  they favored the moderate answers (“utilized with just a few limitations” 

and “mostly protected with just a little utilization”) over the extreme answers (“fully utilized 

with almost no limitations” and “fully protected with almost no utilization”).  Furthermore, 

the two moderate answers are supported by nearly equal percentages.  Overall, this question 

shows an almost even split between utilization and protection.   

� Another question, like the one discussed above, asks about opinions on use versus protection 

of California’s coastal fisheries.  There is much more support (by more than 2 to 1) for 

allowing fishing in all areas, with science-based limits on the total harvest (68% support this 

position) over fully protecting (i.e., prohibiting all harvesting in) some areas with the 

concomitant result that fishermen would concentrate their fishing in remaining open areas 

(24%).  In simple terms, Californians support harvest limitations over complete harvest bans.

� More Californians oppose (38%) than support (27%) adding additional fishing restrictions to 

California coastal waters if it means that family-run commercial fishing boats may go out of 

business.  As a demonstration of the difficulty in making this choice, nearly a third answered 

this question with “don’t know” (29%).   
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� Finally, the survey sought to determine exactly how Californians perceive the term, 

“protect,” as in “We should protect the ocean.”  In this regard, they are, again, moderate in 

their opinions:  they overwhelmingly (87%) perceive “protect” to mean that the resources can 

be used in a sustainable way rather than not used at all (8%).   

FISHERIES AND TOURISM 
� Working waterfronts are important for tourism in coastal towns, as a large majority of 

Californians (71%) agree that they seek out and enjoy going to working waterfronts in 

communities that have them; only 7% disagree.   

� In another question that pertains to tourism, an overwhelming majority of Californians (84%) 

agree that the State of California and local governments should work to keep charter boat 

opportunities available to the public, given that charter boat businesses provide opportunities 

to people who otherwise would not be able to boat because they cannot afford a boat of their 

own.

CONCERNS REGARDING COMMERCIAL FISHING IN CALIFORNIA 
� The survey asked Californians what exactly they think of when the term, “commercial 

fishing,” is applied to California, and family-run commercial fishing boats are not primarily 

on their mind, as 59% think primarily of large foreign factory ships or large U.S. 

corporations; only 28% think primarily of small family-run fishing boats.   

� The survey asked Californians directly to rate the importance of commercial fishing to 

California’s economy, and they think it is important:  a large majority (60%) rated it above 

the midpoint, and 79% rated it at the midpoint or higher; only 17% rated it less than the 

midpoint.

� Californians do not perceive that fishing itself harms the ocean:  in answer to a basic 

question, two-thirds of Californians (66%) disagree that fishing harms the ocean, and only 

25% agree.  However, when asked about large corporate commercial fishing companies, the 
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perception is more negative:  58% agree that large corporate commercial fishing companies 

are harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

� A large majority of Californians (73%) perceive corporate commercial fishing companies as 

being a high or moderate threat to California’s marine waters, habitat, and fisheries; 

conversely, only 5% say that they are not a threat at all, and 10% say that they are only a low 

threat.  Family-run commercial fishing boats are not perceived as being as great a threat, with 

opinion evenly split:  44% see them as a high or moderate threat to California’s marine 

waters, habitat, and fisheries, and 44% see them as only a low threat or not a threat at all.   

� Disagreement (59%) far exceeds agreement (32%) for a complete ban of fishing, both

commercial and recreational, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.  

However, agreement is higher if recreational fishing is allowed while commercial fishing is 

still banned, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  50% agree and 

40% disagree.  Finally, when a ban of commercial fishing is discussed with the caveat that 

commercial fishermen’s livelihood will be ended, agreement erodes:  only 39% agree, while 

45% disagree.  In short, Californians, in general, do not favor a complete ban, and they are 

concerned about commercial fishermen’s livelihood, although substantial percentages, 

nonetheless, support a ban if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.   

� There is much more support (by more than 2 to 1) for allowing fishing in all areas, with 

science-based limits on the total harvest (68% support this position) over fully protecting 

(i.e., prohibiting all harvesting in) some areas with the concomitant result that fishermen 

would concentrate their fishing in remaining open areas (24%).  In simple terms, Californians 

support harvest limitations over complete harvest bans.

� When presented with the scenario where fish stocks are stable or already recovering, there is 

little support for a ban, as only 24% agree that commercial fishing should still be banned if 

scientific evidence shows that fish stocks are stable or already recovering (66% disagree).  

Slightly higher agreement (37%) is found when it is suggested that commercial fishing be 
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banned while allowing recreational fishing, if scientific evidence shows that fish stocks are 

stable or already recovering (53% disagree).   

� When asked to name commercially fished species off the coast of California, respondents 

most commonly named salmon (34%), tuna (28%), halibut (16%), and bass (13%).  Note that 

40% could not name a species.  In a follow-up question asking if any of the named species 

are in trouble, salmon, tuna, and abalone are most commonly named.   

� Of the 801 respondents to the survey, 6 respondents (0.75%) personally work in the 

commercial or recreational fishing industry or a closely related field.  Additionally, 1.75% 

have family who work in the commercial or recreational fishing industry or a closely related 

field.  Finally, 5.5% have one or more friends who work in the commercial or recreational 

fishing industry or a closely related field.   

CONCERNS REGARDING RECREATIONAL FISHING IN CALIFORNIA 
� The survey asked Californians to rate the importance of recreational fishing to California’s 

economy, and they think it is somewhat important:  just barely a majority (52%) rated it 

above the midpoint, and 69% rated it at the midpoint or higher.  However, a quarter (25%) 

rated it less than the midpoint in importance.

� A substantial percentage of California residents (15%) consider themselves to be recreational 

saltwater anglers.   

� Recreational fishing is not perceived as a great threat to California’s marine waters, habitat, 

and fisheries:  only 5% rate it as a high threat, while 66% say it is a low threat or not a threat 

at all.  Furthermore, 76% disagree that people who recreationally fish in California are 

harming the ocean’s fisheries (only 16% agree).  On the other hand, the opportunity to be 

able to recreationally fish is perceived as important (even if the respondent does not 

personally fish himself or herself):  an overwhelming majority (88%) rate ensuring that the 

opportunity exists at the midpoint or higher in the rating scale, and 29% rate it 10.   
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� Disagreement (59%) far exceeds agreement (32%) for a complete ban of fishing, both

commercial and recreational, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.  

However, agreement is higher if recreational fishing is allowed while commercial fishing is 

still banned, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  50% agree and 

40% disagree.   

� An overwhelming majority of Californians (84%) agree that the State of California and local 

governments should work to keep charter boat opportunities available to the public, given 

that charter boat businesses provide opportunities to people who otherwise would not be able 

to boat because they cannot afford a boat of their own.   

CONCERNS REGARDING FAMILY-RUN BUSINESSES IN CALIFORNIA 
� Californians express much concern about the health of small family-run businesses:  a 

quarter rate their concern about this at 10 (on a 0 to 10 scale), and the overwhelming majority 

(87%) rate their concern at the midpoint or higher.  Compare this to their ratings of concern 

about large corporations in California:  only 14% rate their concern about large corporations 

at 10, and 67% rate their concern at the midpoint or higher.   

� Californians indicate a desire that family-run fishing boats can work and harvest fish 

sustainably in California.  When asked how important it is to them that they know that 

family-run fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably in California, 80% to 84% give a rating 

at the midpoint or higher (note that one question asked part of the sample about family-run 

commercial fishing boats and the other asked a different part of the sample about family-run 

fishing boats without the term “commercial,” and there was no marked difference in the two 

results).   

� Californians indicate that they care that family-run commercial fishing boats operate in 

California’s waters.  Only 23% of seafood consumers (those who consume seafood at least 

once a month) agree that they would be willing to forgo buying California seafood knowing 

that doing so would drive family-run commercial fishing boats in California out of business; 

63% disagree.   
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� More Californians oppose (38%) than support (27%) adding additional fishing restrictions to 

California coastal waters if it means that family-run commercial fishing boats may go out of 

business.  As a demonstration of the difficulty in making this choice, nearly a third answered 

this question with “don’t know” (29%).   

� When asked directly whether family-run commercial fishing boats are harming the ocean’s 

fisheries, the majority of Californians (55%) disagree, while 29% agree.   

� Finally, the survey asked Californians what exactly they think of when the term, 

“commercial fishing,” is applied to California, and family-run commercial fishing boats are 

not primarily on their mind, as 59% think primarily of large foreign factory ships or large 

U.S. corporations, and only 28% think primarily of small family-run fishing boats.   

OPINIONS ON FISH CONSUMPTION AND ITS EFFECTS ON CALIFORNIA’S 
COASTAL FISHERIES 
� Californians show concern both for having their seafood harvested sustainably as well as for 

ensuring that California’s seafood industry not be unduly harmed.  The survey asked seafood 

consumers (those who typically eat seafood at least once a month) five questions about their 

opinions on harvesting of seafood.  Overwhelming majorities agree that it matters to them 

that local seafood is harvested sustainably (86% agree) and that imported seafood is 

harvested sustainably (79% agree).  They also overwhelmingly agree (82%) that they would 

buy California seafood over imported seafood when informed that California currently has 

more conservation safeguards in place than exist in most other countries.  Seafood consumers 

show concern about California’s fishing industry, with less than a majority agreeing that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood only from international markets to put the highest 

priority on protecting California’s fisheries (37%), and even less than that saying that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so 

would likely force many family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California 

(23%).  Regarding this last question, 63% disagree that they would be willing to buy their 

seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so would likely force many 

family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California.   



xii Responsive Management 

� Interestingly, while the majority of seafood consumers in California agree that large 

corporate commercial fishing companies in California are harming the ocean’s fisheries 

(59%), less than half that amount agree that people who consume frozen, packaged seafood 

from large supermarket chains are harming the ocean’s fisheries (27%).   

� The overwhelming majority of Californians (91%) are not vegetarian, while 5% are 

vegetarian but not vegan, and 3% are vegan.  Those who are not vegan were asked how often 

they purchase seafood, with the large majority of them (57% of non-vegans) consuming 

seafood at least once a week.  Interestingly, in a follow-up question, half of those who 

consume seafood do not know if any of the seafood they consume is harvested in California’s 

waters; 38% indicated that some of the seafood is harvested in California’s waters.   

� When asked to name commercially fished species off the coast of California, respondents 

most commonly named salmon (34%), tuna (28%), halibut (16%), and bass (13%).  Note that 

40% could not name a species.  In a follow-up question asking if any of the named species is 

in trouble, salmon, tuna, and abalone are most commonly named.   
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 
This study was conducted for the Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries (ACSF) to 

determine Californians’ opinions on and attitudes toward commercial and recreational fishing in 

coastal areas of California, the ecological health of California’s coastal fisheries and wildlife, 

and fisheries and wildlife management along the coast.  The study entailed a telephone survey of 

California residents 18 years old and older.  Specific aspects of the research methodology are 

discussed below.

For the survey, telephones were selected as the preferred sampling medium because of the 

universality of telephone ownership.  In addition, a central polling site at the Responsive 

Management office allowed for rigorous quality control over the interviews and data collection.  

Responsive Management maintains its own in-house telephone interviewing facilities.  These 

facilities are staffed by interviewers with experience conducting computer-assisted telephone 

interviews on the subjects of natural resources and outdoor recreation.  The telephone survey 

questionnaire was developed cooperatively by Responsive Management and people associated 

with the ACSF.  Responsive Management conducted a pre-test of the questionnaire, and 

revisions were made to the questionnaire based on the pre-test.   

To ensure the integrity of the telephone survey data, Responsive Management has interviewers 

who have been trained according to the standards established by the Council of American Survey 

Research Organizations.  Methods of instruction included lecture and role-playing.  The Survey 

Center Managers and other professional staff conducted project briefings with the interviewers 

prior to the administration of this survey.  Interviewers were instructed on type of study, study 

goals and objectives, handling of survey questions, interview length, termination points and 

qualifiers for participation, interviewer instructions within the survey instrument, reading of the 

survey instrument, skip patterns, and probing and clarifying techniques necessary for specific 

questions on the survey instrument.  The Survey Center Managers and statisticians monitored the 

data collection, including monitoring of the actual telephone interviews without the interviewers’ 

knowledge, to evaluate the performance of each interviewer and ensure the integrity of the data.  

After the surveys were obtained by the interviewers, the Survey Center Managers and/or 

statisticians edited each completed survey to ensure clarity and completeness.   
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Interviews were conducted Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Saturday noon 

to 5:00 p.m., and Sunday from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., local time.  A five-callback design was 

used to maintain the representativeness of the sample, to avoid bias toward people easy to reach 

by telephone, and to provide an equal opportunity for all to participate.  When a respondent 

could not be reached on the first call, subsequent calls were placed on different days of the week 

and at different times of the day.  The survey was conducted in March 2007.  Responsive 

Management obtained a total of 801 completed interviews.   

The software used for data collection was Questionnaire Programming Language 4.1 (QPL).  

The survey data were entered into the computer as each interview was being conducted, 

eliminating manual data entry after the completion of the survey and the concomitant data entry 

errors that may occur with manual data entry.  The survey instrument was programmed so that 

QPL branched, coded, and substituted phrases in the survey based on previous responses to 

ensure the integrity and consistency of the data collection.  The analysis of data was performed 

using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences software as well as proprietary software 

developed by Responsive Management.   

Throughout this report, findings of the telephone survey are reported at a 95% confidence 

interval.  For the entire sample of California residents 18 years old and older, the sampling error 

is at most plus or minus 3.46 percentage points.  This means that if the survey were conducted 

100 times on different samples that were selected in the same way, the findings of 95 out of the 

100 surveys would fall within plus or minus 3.46 percentage points of each other.  Sampling 

error was calculated using the formula described on the following page, with a sample size of 

801 and a population size of 25,623,626 California residents 18 years old and older.   
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Sampling error equation: 
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Derived from formula: p. 206 in Dillman, D. A. 2000. Mail and Internet Surveys. John Wiley & Sons, NY. 

Note:  This is a simplified version of the formula that calculates the maximum sampling error using a 50:50 
split (the most conservative calculation because a 50:50 split would give maximum variation).

Note that some results may not sum to exactly 100% because of rounding.  Additionally, 

rounding on the graphs may cause apparent discrepancies of 1 percentage point between the 

graphs and the reported results of combined responses (e.g., when “strongly support” and 

“moderately support” are summed to determine the total percentage in support).   

A note about the layout of the report:  some graphs pertain to more than one section, so these 

graphs are discussed in more than one section of the report.  In addition, some of these graphs are 

shown in multiple sections of the report to facilitate readability.  In other instances, a graph may 

be discussed in more than one section, but the graph is only shown in one section, with a call-out 

in the other section indicating where the graph is located.   

Where:   B = maximum sampling error (as decimal) 
 NP  = population size (I.e., total number who could be surveyed)
 NS  = sample size (I.e., total number of respondents surveyed) 
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PERCEPTION OF ISSUES FACING CALIFORNIA AND ITS 
ENVIRONMENT
� The survey sought to determine Californians’ concerns about the health of small family-run 

businesses versus the health of large corporations in California, as well as the level of 

concern for both of these relative to other issues facing California.  The survey found that 

concern about small family-run businesses is much higher than concern about the health of 

large corporations.  In the overall findings, concern about the health of small family-run 

businesses is just about equal to concern about highways and transportation.  Overall, public 

education is the top concern.   

• The mean rating of concern (on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all concerned and 10 

is extremely concerned) for the health of small family-run businesses is 7.24, compared 

to a mean of 5.80 for large corporations in California.  (Public education had a mean of 

8.35.)  While 25% rated their concern about the health of small family-run businesses at a 

10, only 14% gave a similar rating for their concern about the health of large corporations 

in California.  (At the top, 47% rated their concern about public education as a 10.)   

� The survey asked respondents to rate six possible threats to California’s marine waters, 

habitat, and fisheries.  By far, water pollution in the ocean and coastal waters is perceived as 

the worst threat, with 72% of Californians saying it is a high threat.  Nonetheless, corporate 

commercial fishing companies are also seen as a significant threat (29% rate them 

collectively as a high threat), second in the ranking of the six potential threats.  In contrast, 

family-run commercial fishing boats (10% rate them as a high threat) and the sport of 

recreational fishing (5%) are not perceived as significant threats, being last in the ranking.   

� California residents do not perceive the ecological health of California’s natural resources 

positively.  The mean ratings of ecological health (on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 

healthy and 10 is very healthy) of the various natural resources range from 4.78 for the 

ecological health of California’s coastal fisheries (the last ranked) to 6.14 for the ecological 

health of California’s forests (the top ranked).  Perhaps more telling, no more than 12% gave 

any of the resources a rating 9 or 10 in health.  Furthermore, for water and water-related 
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resources (California’s rivers and streams, its coastal fisheries, and its bays and estuaries), 

approximately a third of respondents rated the ecological health below the midpoint.   

• In the ranking of these six resources, California’s forests are perceived as the most 

healthy, and its coastal fisheries are perceived as the most unhealthy (however, note that 

all ratings are fairly close to each other).   



6 Responsive Management 

Q10-15.  Mean ratings regarding their concern 
about each of the following issues that California 

faces. (Don't know responses removed.)
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Q10-15.  Percent giving a rating of 10 regarding 
their concern about each of the following issues 

that California faces.
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Q10-15.  Percent giving a rating of 9 or 10 regarding 
their concern about each of the following issues 

that California faces.
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Q10-15.  Percent giving a rating of greater than the 
midpoint (5) regarding their concern about each of 

the following issues that California faces.
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Q29-34. Percent saying that each of the following is 
a high threat to California's marine waters, habitat, 

and fisheries.
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Q29-34. Percent saying that each of the following is 
a high or moderate threat to California's marine 

waters, habitat, and fisheries.
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Q29-34. Percent saying that each of the following is 
not a threat at all to California's marine waters, 

habitat, and fisheries.
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Q29-34. Percent saying that each of the following is 
a low threat or not a threat at all to California's 

marine waters, habitat, and fisheries.
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Q40-45.  Mean ratings of the ecological health of 
each of the following. (Don't know responses 

removed.)
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Q40-45.  Percent rating the ecological health of 
each of the following as a 10.
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Q40-45.  Percent rating the ecological health of 
each of the following as a 9 or 10.
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Q40-45.  Percent rating the ecological health of 
each of the following as greater than the midpoint 

(5).
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Q40-45.  Percent rating the ecological health of 
each of the following as less than the 

midpoint (5).
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PERCEPTION OF IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS INDUSTRIES 
TO CALIFORNIA’S ECONOMY 
� The survey sought to gauge Californians’ perceptions of the importance of various industries 

to California’s economy.  By far, agriculture and tourism are perceived as the most important 

(mean ratings of importance of 9.01 and 8.44, respectively).  Commercial fishing is in the 

middle of the eight industries about which the survey asked (mean of 6.51), below the 

aforementioned top two as well as the aerospace industry and petroleum refining, but above 

the timber industry, offshore oil drilling, and the recreational saltwater fishing industry.   
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Q18-25.  Mean ratings of importance of the 
following industries for California's economy. 

(Don't know responses removed.)
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Q18-25.  Percent giving a rating of 10 in importance 
of the following industries for California's 

economy.
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Q18-25.  Percent giving a rating of 9 or 10 in 
importance of the following industries for 

California's economy.
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Q18-25.  Percent giving a rating of greater than the 
midpoint (5) in importance of the following 

industries for California's economy.
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OPINIONS ON CALIFORNIA’S COASTAL FISHERIES AND 
MARINE WILDLIFE 
PERCEPTIONS OF ECOLOGICAL HEALTH OF FISHERIES AND MARINE 
WILDLIFE 
� Nearly half of California residents (48%) say that they can name a type of fish or sea 

mammal off the coast of California that is depleted, threatened, or endangered (note that 

some of these 48% named species that may not be depleted, threatened, or endangered, with 

a few naming species that do not exist in California, such as penguin or walrus; also note that 

“depleted, threatened, or endangered” was subjective, as the survey instructed interviewers to 

say, if the respondent asked about the definitions, “that you, personally feel are depleted, 

threatened, or endangered, regardless of any possible federal or state listing”).  The most 

commonly named species are sea lion/seal, otter, whale, salmon, abalone, dolphin, tuna, and 

shark (all named by 3% or more).   

• When asked what is causing the species to be depleted, threatened, or endangered, the 

most commonly named culprits are pollution (25% of all respondents gave this answer) 

and overfishing or overhunting (19%).  (Note that among those who named a species, 

53% said pollution was causing the problem, and 41% said overfishing or overhunting.)   

� In a direct question about the health of California’s wildlife, ratings are for the most part in 

the middle, with 48% giving a rating of 4 through 6 (on a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being not 

healthy at all and 10 being very healthy).  Only 5% give a rating of 9 or 10.   

� The results regarding the health of California’s sea mammals are similar to the results 

reported above regarding California’s wildlife:  the ratings of the health of California’s sea 

mammals are generally in the middle, with the peak at the midpoint (5).  Furthermore, 48% 

gave a middle rating from 4 to 6, and only 8% gave a rating of 9 or 10 regarding the health of 

California’s sea mammals.   

� Again, the results regarding the health of California’s coastal fisheries are similar to the 

results reported above regarding California’s wildlife and sea mammals:  the ratings of the 

health of California’s coastal fisheries, in general, are generally in the middle, with the peak 
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at the midpoint (5).  Furthermore, 41% gave a middle rating from 4 to 6, and only 4% gave a 

rating of 9 or 10 regarding the health of California’s coastal fisheries (the 4% does not appear 

to match the graph because of rounding).   

� After asking respondents to name any types of fish that they could think of that are or were 

commercially fished in California’s coastal waters, the survey asked them to indicate whether 

they think any of the types of fish they named are in trouble.  Most commonly, respondents 

think that salmon, tuna, and abalone are in trouble.  (This graph is shown in the section of 

this report titled, “Concerns Regarding Commercial Fishing in California.”)   
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Q35. Can you name any types of fish or sea 
mammals off the coast of California that are 

depleted, threatened, or endangered? Q36. If yes, 
what are they?
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(Follow-up to Q35. Can you name any types of fish 
or sea mammals off the coast of California that are 
depleted, threatened, or endangered? and Q36. If 

Yes, what are they?) Q37. What is causing them to 
be depleted, threatened, or endangered?
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Q37. What is causing them to be depleted, 
threatened, or endangered? (The types of fish or 

sea mammals you named off the coast of California 
that are depleted, threatened, or endangered.)
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Q40. What about California's wildlife? (How healthy 
is this, on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not healthy 

at all, and 10 is very healthy?)
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Q42. What about California's sea mammals? (How 
healthy are these, on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is 

not healthy at all, and 10 is very healthy?)
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Q45. What about California's coastal fisheries? 
(How healthy are these, on a scale of 0 to 10, where 

0 is not healthy at all, and 10 is very healthy?)
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OPINIONS REGARDING UTILIZATION, HARVEST, AND MANAGEMENT OF 
FISHERIES 
� The survey asked respondents to rate the importance of six values regarding coastal fisheries, 

on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not important at all and 10 is extremely important.  The 

highest mean rating was ensuring that California properly manages its coastal waters and 

coastal fisheries (8.31), markedly higher than the rest.  However, knowing that fishermen can 

harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in California (mean of 7.44) and that people have 

the opportunity to recreationally fish in coastal waters of California (mean of 7.42) were 

relatively important.  At the bottom of the ranking were knowing that family-run commercial 

fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably and knowing that family-run fishing boats (without 

“commercial” in the term) can harvest fish sustainably (both with a mean of 6.93).  Note, 

however, that even those at the bottom of the ranking have means above the midpoint.   

• These questions also tested respondents’ reaction to the term “commercial.”  This was 

done by asking two sets of paired questions (part of the sample received one question of 

each pair, another part of the sample received the other question).  In the paired 

questions, one question included the term, “commercial,” and the other question did not 

include “commercial.”  In general, there was not a markedly negative reaction to the term 

“commercial.”  In the first paired questions, the mean for “knowing that fishermen can 

harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in California” was 7.44, and 26% gave a 

rating of 10 in importance, while the mean for “knowing that commercial fishermen can 

harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in California” was 7.22, with 25% giving a 

rating of 10.  The second set of paired questions (knowing that family-run commercial

fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in California and knowing 

that family-run fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably from coastal waters in 

California) had identical means at 6.93, and 22% and 21%, respectively, rated their 

importance at 10.

� The survey asked five questions related to what may harm the ocean, from fishing in general, 

to recreational fishing, to family-run commercial fishing boats, to large corporate commercial 

fishing companies, and even to personal consumer decisions.  Looking at the results of the 

five questions together, large corporate commercial fishing companies are perceived most 
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negatively, with 59% agreeing that those companies are harming the ocean’s fisheries.  No 

other question had more than 29% agreeing.  The results are further discussed below:   

• In the most general question, 25% agree that fishing harms the ocean, but 65% disagree.   

• In the question allowing comparison between large corporate commercial fishing 

companies versus family-run commercial fishing boats, the large corporate commercial 

fishing companies (59% say they are harming the ocean’s fisheries) fare poorly relative 

to family-run commercial fishing boats (29% say they are harming the ocean’s fisheries).   

• Even consumers are perceived as harming the ocean’s fisheries by some:  27% agree that 

people who consume frozen, packaged seafood from large supermarket chains are 

harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

• Recreational fishing is not perceived negatively:  only 16% agree that people who fish 

recreationally in California are harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

� Four questions explore opinions regarding possible causes of fishing declines and possible 

bans on (or reductions of) fishing.  When overfishing is identified as a reason for declining 

fish populations, a large majority of Californians agree (72%) that commercial and 

recreational fishing should be banned.  However, if the reason for the decline is 

undetermined or is shown to be caused by something other than fishing, agreement on a ban 

is much lower (52% and 58% agree, respectively).  However, these latter results show that, 

even if fishing is not a problem but fisheries are declining, Californians show deference to 

the fisheries over commercial and recreational fishing.  A final result of these questions 

demonstrates Californians moderate opinions:  the most agreement, if fisheries are declining, 

is for a reduction in fisheries harvest rather than an outright ban.   

� Another set of four questions explores opinions on harvesting California’s coastal fisheries.  

Again, there is a split in opinions regarding the protection versus utilization dichotomy, but 

there is much concern about commercial fishermen’s livelihoods, particularly family-run 

fishing boats.   

• In one question, deference is again shown for family-run commercial fishing boats over 

corporate commercial fishing companies:  52% agree that if scientific evidence shows 

that fish populations are declining, only corporate commercial fishing companies should 
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be banned from fishing in California’s coastal waters, but family-run commercial fishing 

boats should be allowed; disagreement for this is 36%.   

• One question shows the split in opinion on commercial fishing:  50% agree that if 

scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining, commercial fishing should 

be banned, but recreational fishing is okay; 40% disagree.   

• When discussion of banning commercial fishing if scientific evidence shows that fish 

populations are declining includes the caveat that “even if it means that commercial 

fishermen’s livelihood will be ended,” more disagree (45%) than agree (39%).   

• The least agreement is for a complete ban of fishing, both commercial and recreational, if 

scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  only 32% agree, but 59% 

disagree.   

� Californians show concern both for having their seafood harvested sustainably as well as for 

ensuring that California’s seafood industry not be unduly harmed.  The survey asked seafood 

consumers (those who typically eat seafood at least once a month) five questions about their 

opinions on the harvesting of seafood.  Overwhelming majorities agree that it matters to them 

that local seafood is harvested sustainably (86% agree) and that imported seafood is 

harvested sustainably (79% agree).  They also overwhelmingly agree (82%) that they would 

buy California seafood over imported seafood when informed that California currently has 

more conservation safeguards in place than exist in most other countries.  Seafood consumers 

show concern about California’s fishing industry, with less than a majority agreeing that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood only from international markets to put the highest 

priority on protecting California’s fisheries (37%), and even less than that saying that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so 

would likely force many family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California 

(23%).  Regarding this last question, 63% disagree that they would be willing to buy their 

seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so would likely force many 

family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California.   

� In a question directly about use or protection of California’s coastal fisheries, Californians 

are in the middle:  they favored the moderate answers (“utilized with just a few limitations” 
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and “mostly protected with just a little utilization”) over the extreme answers (“fully utilized 

with almost no limitations” and “fully protected with almost no utilization”).  Furthermore, 

the two moderate answers are supported by nearly equal percentages.  Overall, this question 

shows an almost even split between utilization and protection.   

� Another question, like the one discussed above, asks about opinions on use versus protection 

of California’s coastal fisheries.  There is much more support (by more than 2 to 1) for 

allowing fishing in all areas, with science-based limits on the total harvest (68% support this 

position) over fully protecting (i.e., prohibiting all harvesting in) some areas with the 

concomitant result that fishermen would concentrate their fishing in remaining open areas 

(24%).  In simple terms, Californians support harvest limitations over complete harvest bans.

� More Californians oppose (38%) than support (27%) adding additional fishing restrictions to 

California coastal waters if it means that family-run commercial fishing boats may go out of 

business.  As a demonstration of the difficulty in making this choice, nearly a third answered 

this question with “don’t know” (29%).   

� Finally, the survey sought to determine exactly how Californians perceive the term, 

“protect,” as in “We should protect the ocean.”  In this regard, they are, again, moderate in 

their opinions:  they overwhelmingly (87%) perceive “protect” to mean that the resources can 

be used in a sustainable way rather than not used at all (8%).  This is an important 

consideration when examining statements and statistics about whether Californians want to 

“protect” the ocean.   
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Q50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56.  Mean ratings of importance 
of each of the following. (Don't know responses 

removed.)
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Q50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56.  Percent giving a rating of 10 
in importance for each of the following.
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Q50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56.  Percent giving a rating of 9 
or 10 in importance for each of the following.
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Q50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56.  Percent giving a rating of 
greater than the midpoint (5) in importance for each 

of the following.
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Q66, 68-71. Percent who strongly agree with the 
following.
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Q66, 68-71. Percent who strongly or moderately 
agree with the following.
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Q66, 68-71. Percent who strongly disagree with the 
following.
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Q66, 68-71. Percent who strongly or moderately 
disagree with the following.
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Q95-98. If fisheries scientists determined that 
California's coastal fisheries are declining because 

of the following conditions, would you support a 
ban of the following until the populations recover?
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Q87-90. Percent who strongly agree with the 
following.
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Q87-90. Percent who strongly or moderately agree 
with the following.
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Q87-90. Percent who strongly disagree with the 
following.
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Q87-90. Percent who strongly or moderately 
disagree with the following.
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Q79-83. Percent who strongly agree with the 
following.) (Asked of those who eat seafood at 

least once a month.)
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Q79-83. Percent who strongly or moderately agree 
with the following.) (Asked of those who eat 

seafood at least once a month.)
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Q79-83. Percent who strongly disagree with the 
following.) (Asked of those who eat seafood at 

least once a month.)
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Q79-83. Percent who strongly or moderately 
disagree with the following.) (Asked of those who 

eat seafood at least once a month.)
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Q57. What position regarding use or protection of 
California's coastal fisheries comes closest to your 

personal views? California's coastal fisheries 
should be:
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Q59. Which of the following positions do you think 
is better for California's coastal fisheries?
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Q101. About 3% of California's ocean waters are already fully 
protected, meaning that no fishing or other extractive activities are 

allowed.  Another portion of California's ocean is closed to most 
fishing, and the amount of fish that can be taken elsewhere has 
been reduced.  If fishing restrictions are increased, family-run 

commercial fishing boats may go out of business.  Knowing this, 
do you support or oppose adding to the restricted areas in the 

ocean waters in California, or do you not know?
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Q62. When you hear the word, "protect," as in "We 
should protect the ocean," do you think it means 

that ocean resources should be used in a 
sustainable way, or do you think it means that 

ocean resources should not be used at all?
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FISHERIES AND TOURISM 
� Working waterfronts are important for tourism in coastal towns, as a large majority of 

Californians (71%) agree that they seek out and enjoy going to working waterfronts in 

communities that have them; only 7% disagree.   

� In another question that pertains to tourism, an overwhelming majority of Californians (84%) 

agree that the State of California and local governments should work to keep charter boat 

opportunities available to the public, given that charter boat businesses provide opportunities 

to people who otherwise would not be able to boat because they cannot afford a boat of their 

own.
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Q63. "Working waterfront" refers to places where 
ocean-dependent businesses are located. Do you 

agree or disagree that when visiting a coastal 
California community that has a working 

waterfront, you seek out and enjoy going to the 
waterfront?
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Q64. Many coastal communities have charter boat 
businesses on their waterfront, which take people out on 
day trips. Typically, these charter boats enable people to 

go out on the water who otherwise cannot afford a boat of 
their own.  Do you agree or disagree that the state of 

California and local governments should work to keep this 
type of opportunity available for the public?
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CONCERNS REGARDING COMMERCIAL FISHING IN 
CALIFORNIA 
� The survey asked Californians what exactly they think of when the term, “commercial 

fishing,” is applied to California, and family-run commercial fishing boats are not primarily 

on their mind, as 59% think primarily of large foreign factory ships or large U.S. 

corporations; only 28% think primarily of small family-run fishing boats.   

� The survey asked Californians directly to rate the importance of commercial fishing to 

California’s economy, and they think it is important:  a large majority (60%) rated it above 

the midpoint, and 79% rated it at the midpoint or higher; only 17% rated it less than the 

midpoint.

� Californians do not perceive that fishing itself harms the ocean:  in answer to a basic 

question, two-thirds of Californians (66%) disagree that fishing harms the ocean, and only 

25% agree.  However, when asked about large corporate commercial fishing companies, the 

perception is more negative:  58% agree that large corporate commercial fishing companies 

are harming the ocean’s fisheries.   

� A large majority of Californians (73%) perceive corporate commercial fishing companies as 

being a high or moderate threat to California’s marine waters, habitat, and fisheries; 

conversely, only 5% say that they are not a threat at all, and 10% say that they are only a low 

threat.  Family-run commercial fishing boats are not perceived as being as great a threat, with 

opinion evenly split:  44% see them as a high or moderate threat to California’s marine 

waters, habitat, and fisheries, and 44% see them as only a low threat or not a threat at all.   



California Residents’ Opinions on and Attitudes Toward Coastal Fisheries and Their Management 61 

� Disagreement (59%) far exceeds agreement (32%) for a complete ban of fishing, both

commercial and recreational, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.  

However, agreement is higher if recreational fishing is allowed while commercial fishing is 

still banned, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  50% agree and 

40% disagree.  Finally, when a ban of commercial fishing is discussed with the caveat that 

commercial fishermen’s livelihood will be ended, agreement erodes:  only 39% agree, while 

45% disagree.  In short, Californians, in general, do not favor a complete ban, and they are 

concerned about commercial fishermen’s livelihood, although substantial percentages, 

nonetheless, support a ban if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.   

� There is much more support (by more than 2 to 1) for allowing fishing in all areas, with 

science-based limits on the total harvest (68% support this position) over fully protecting 

(i.e., prohibiting all harvesting in) some areas with the concomitant result that fishermen 

would concentrate their fishing in remaining open areas (24%).  In simple terms, Californians 

support harvest limitations over complete harvest bans.  (This graph is shown in the section 

of this report titled, “Opinions Regarding Utilization, Harvest, and Management of 

Fisheries.)   

� When presented with the scenario where fish stocks are stable or already recovering, there is 

little support for a ban, as only 24% agree that commercial fishing should still be banned if 

scientific evidence shows that fish stocks are stable or already recovering (66% disagree).  

Slightly higher agreement (37%) is found when it is suggested that commercial fishing be 

banned while allowing recreational fishing, if scientific evidence shows that fish stocks are 

stable or already recovering (53% disagree).   

� When asked to name commercially fished species off the coast of California, respondents 

most commonly named salmon (34%), tuna (28%), halibut (16%), and bass (13%).  Note that 

40% could not name a species.  In a follow-up question asking if any of the named species is 

in trouble, salmon, tuna, and abalone are most commonly named.   
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� Of the 801 respondents to the survey, 6 respondents (0.75%) personally work in the 

commercial or recreational fishing industry or a closely related field.  These include 

recreational fishing, restaurant, seafood processing, fishing equipment retail, and a 

government agency.  Additionally, 1.75% have family who work in the commercial or 

recreational fishing industry or a closely related field, including commercial fishing, 

recreational fishing, aquaculture, harbor activities, seafood processing, and a government 

agency.  Finally, 5.5% have one or more friends who work in the commercial or recreational 

fishing industry or a closely related field, including commercial and recreational fishing, 

fishing equipment retail, seafood processing and retailing, and the restaurant industry.   
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Q75. When you think of the term, "commercial 
fishing," as it applies to California, do you think 

primarily of large foreign factory ships, large U.S. 
corporations, or small family-run fishing boats?
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Q20. What about commercial fishing? (How 
important is commercial fishing to California's 

economy?)  (The scale is 0-10, where 0 is not at all 
important, and 10 is extremely important.)
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Q66. Do you agree or disagree that fishing harms 
the ocean?
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Q68. Do you agree or disagree that large corporate 
commercial fishing companies in California are 

harming the ocean's fisheries?
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Q30. What about corporate commercial fishing 
companies? (How much of a threat are these to 

California's marine waters, habitat, and fisheries?)
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Q32. What about family-run commercial fishing 
boats? (How much of a threat are these to 

California's marine waters, habitat, and fisheries?)
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Q87. If scientific evidence shows that fisheries 
populations are declining, California's coastal 

fisheries should be fully protected, with no 
commercial or recreational fishing allowed. (Do 

you agree or disagree with this statement?)
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Q88. If scientific evidence shows that fish 
populations are declining, commercial fishing 

should be banned from California's coastal waters, 
but recreational fishing is okay. (Do you agree or 

disagree with this statement?)
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Q89. If scientific evidence shows that fish 
populations are declining, commercial fishing 

should be banned, even if it means that commercial 
fishermen's livelihood will be ended. (Do you agree 

or disagree with this statement?)
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Q91 and 92. If scientific evidence shows that fish 
stocks are stable or already recovering, do you 

agree or disagree that:
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Q99. Please tell me all the fish species that you can 
think of that are or were commercially fished in 

California's coastal waters.  Remember that we are 
only discussing commercial fishing here, not 

recreational fishing. (Part 1.)
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Q99. Please tell me all the fish species that you can 
think of that are or were commercially fished in 

California's coastal waters.  Remember that we are 
only discussing commercial fishing here, not 

recreational fishing. (Part 2.)
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Q100. Are any of the fisheries you just named in 
trouble? (Asked of those who named commericially 

fished species.) (Part 1.)
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Q100. Are any of the fisheries you just named in 
trouble? (Asked of those who named commericially 

fished species.) (Part 2.)
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Q102. Do you personally work in the commercial or 
recreational fishing industry or closely related 

field?
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Q104. Do any of your family work in the commercial 
or recreational fishing industry or a closely related 

field?
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Q105. What is the commercial or recreational 
fishing industry or closely related field in which 
your family works? (Asked of those who have 

family working in the commercial or recreational 
fishing industry or closely related field.)

7

7

7

14

14

50

0 20 40 60 80 100

Commercial fishing

Government
agency

Recreational
fishing

Aquaculture

Harbor activities
and shipping

Seafood
processing

Percent (n=14)



80 Responsive Management 

Q106. Do any of your friends work in the 
commercial or recreational fishing industry or a 

closely related field?
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Q107. What is the commercial or recreational 
fishing industry or closely related field in which 
your friend(s) work? (Asked of those who have 

friend(s) working in the commercial or recreational 
fishing industry or closely related field.)
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CONCERNS REGARDING RECREATIONAL FISHING IN 
CALIFORNIA 
� The survey asked Californians to rate the importance of recreational fishing to California’s 

economy, and they think it is somewhat important:  just barely a majority (52%) rated it 

above the midpoint, and 69% rated it at the midpoint or higher.  However, a quarter (25%) 

rated it less than the midpoint in importance.

� A substantial percentage of California residents (15%) consider themselves to be recreational 

saltwater anglers.   

� Recreational fishing is not perceived as a great threat to California’s marine waters, habitat, 

and fisheries:  only 5% rate it as a high threat, while 66% say it is a low threat or not a threat 

at all.  Furthermore, 76% disagree that people who recreationally fish in California are 

harming the ocean’s fisheries (only 16% agree).  On the other hand, the opportunity to be 

able to recreationally fish is perceived as important (even if the respondent does not 

personally fish himself or herself):  an overwhelming majority (88%) rate ensuring that the 

opportunity exists at the midpoint or higher in the rating scale, and 29% rate it 10.   

� Disagreement (59%) far exceeds agreement (32%) for a complete ban of fishing, both

commercial and recreational, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining.  

However, agreement is higher if recreational fishing is allowed while commercial fishing is 

still banned, if scientific evidence shows that fish populations are declining:  50% agree and 

40% disagree.   

� An overwhelming majority of Californians (84%) agree that the State of California and local 

governments should work to keep charter boat opportunities available to the public, given 

that charter boat businesses provide opportunities to people who otherwise would not be able 

to boat because they cannot afford a boat of their own.  While the question did not 

specifically state that people would be fishing while on these charter boats, many charter 

boats are hired for fishing excursions.  (This graph is shown in the section of this report 

titled, “Fisheries and Tourism.”)   
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Q23. What about the recreational saltwater  fishing 
industry? (How important is the recreational 

saltwater fishing industry to California's 
economy?)  (The scale is 0-10, where 0 is not at all 

important, and 10 is extremely important.)
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Q108. Do you consider yourself a recreational 
saltwater angler?
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Q31. What about recreational fishing? (How much 
of a threat is this to California's marine waters, 

habitat, and fisheries?)
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Q69. Do you agree or disagree that people who fish 
recreationally in California are harming the ocean's 

fisheries?
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Q52. What about knowing that people have the 
opportunity to recreationally fish in coastal waters in 

California, regardless of whether you fish? (How 
important is it to you personally, on a scale of 0 to 10, 

where 0 is not at all important and 10 is extremely 
important.)
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Q87. If scientific evidence shows that fisheries 
populations are declining, California's coastal 

fisheries should be fully protected, with no 
commercial or recreational fishing allowed. (Do 

you agree or disagree with this statement?)
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Q88. If scientific evidence shows that fish 
populations are declining, commercial fishing 

should be banned from California's coastal waters, 
but recreational fishing is okay. (Do you agree or 

disagree with this statement?)
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CONCERNS REGARDING FAMILY-RUN BUSINESSES IN 
CALIFORNIA 
� Californians express much concern about the health of small family-run businesses:  a 

quarter rate their concern about this at 10 (on a 0 to 10 scale), and the overwhelming majority 

(87%) rate their concern at the midpoint or higher.  Compare this to their ratings of concern 

about large corporations in California:  only 14% rate their concern about large corporations 

at 10, and 67% rate their concern at the midpoint or higher.   

� Californians indicate a desire that family-run fishing boats can work and harvest fish 

sustainably in California.  When asked how important it is to them that they know that 

family-run fishing boats can harvest fish sustainably in California, 80% to 84% give a rating 

at the midpoint or higher (note that one question asked part of the sample about family-run 

commercial fishing boats and the other asked a different part of the sample about family-run 

fishing boats without the term “commercial,” and there was no marked difference in the two 

results).   

� Californians indicate that they care that family-run commercial fishing boats operate in 

California’s waters.  Only 23% of seafood consumers (those who consume seafood at least 

once a month) agree that they would be willing to forgo buying California seafood knowing 

that doing so would drive family-run commercial fishing boats in California out of business; 

63% disagree.   

� More Californians oppose (38%) than support (27%) adding additional fishing restrictions to 

California coastal waters if it means that family-run commercial fishing boats may go out of 

business.  As a demonstration of the difficulty in making this choice, nearly a third answered 

this question with “don’t know” (29%).  (This graph is shown in the section of this report 

titled, “Opinions Regarding Utilization, Harvest, and Management of Fisheries.”)   

� When asked directly whether family-run commercial fishing boats are harming the ocean’s 

fisheries, the majority of Californians (55%) disagree, while 29% agree.   
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� Finally, the survey asked Californians what exactly they think of when the term, 

“commercial fishing,” is applied to California, and family-run commercial fishing boats are 

not primarily on their mind, as 59% think primarily of large foreign factory ships or large 

U.S. corporations, and only 28% think primarily of small family-run fishing boats.  (This 

graph is shown in the section of this report titled, “Concerns Regarding Commercial Fishing 

in California.”)
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Q11. What about the health of small family-run 
businesses? (How concerned are you about this on 

a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important, 
and 10 is extremely important?)
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Q15. What about the health of large corporations in 
California? (How concerned are you about this on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important, and 

10 is extremely important?)
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Q54. What about knowing that family-run 
commercial fishing boats can harvest fish 

sustainably from coastal waters in California? 
(How important is it to you personally, on a scale of 

0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is 
extremely important.)

3

4

0

16

11

13

12

10

22

3

5

1

0 20 40 60 80 100

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

Don't know

Percent (n=300)



California Residents’ Opinions on and Attitudes Toward Coastal Fisheries and Their Management 95 

Q55. What about knowing that family-run fishing 
boats can harvest fish sustainably from coastal 
waters in California? (How important is it to you 

personally, on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at 
all important and 10 is extremely important.)
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Q80. I would be willing to buy seafood from a source other 
than California, knowing that many family-run commercial 

fishermen in California waters will no longer be able to 
make a living and will have to shut down their operations. 
(Do you agree or disagree with this statement?) (Asked of 

those who eat seafood at least once a month.)
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Q70. Do you agree or disagree that family-run  
commercial fishing boats in California are harming 

the ocean's fisheries?

12

22

32

5

20

9

0 20 40 60 80 100

Strongly agree

Moderately agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Moderately
disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Percent (n=598)



98 Responsive Management 

OPINIONS ON FISH CONSUMPTION AND ITS EFFECTS ON 
CALIFORNIA’S COASTAL FISHERIES 
� Californians show concern both for having their seafood harvested sustainably as well as for 

ensuring that California’s seafood industry not be unduly harmed.  The survey asked seafood 

consumers (those who typically eat seafood at least once a month) five questions about their 

opinions on harvesting of seafood.  Overwhelming majorities agree that it matters to them 

that local seafood is harvested sustainably (86% agree) and that imported seafood is 

harvested sustainably (79% agree).  They also overwhelmingly agree (82%) that they would 

buy California seafood over imported seafood when informed that California currently has 

more conservation safeguards in place than exist in most other countries.  Seafood consumers 

show concern about California’s fishing industry, with less than a majority agreeing that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood only from international markets to put the highest 

priority on protecting California’s fisheries (37%), and even less than that saying that they 

would be willing to buy their seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so 

would likely force many family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California 

(23%).  Regarding this last question, 63% disagree that they would be willing to buy their 

seafood from non-California sources if they knew that doing so would likely force many 

family-run commercial fishermen out of business in California.  (These graphs are shown in 

the section of this report titled, “Opinions Regarding Utilization, Harvest, and Management 

of Fisheries.”)   

� Interestingly, while the majority of seafood consumers in California agree that large 

corporate commercial fishing companies in California are harming the ocean’s fisheries 

(59%), less than half that amount agree that people who consume frozen, packaged seafood 

from large supermarket chains are harming the ocean’s fisheries (27%).   

� One question in the survey was asked simply to help determine seafood consumption patterns 

and for skip-outs in the survey (i.e., to ensure that vegans, who do not consume any animal 

products, including seafood, were not asked questions about seafood consumption behaviors 

and opinions on seafood consumption).  The overwhelming majority of Californians (91%) 

are not vegetarian, while 5% are vegetarian but not vegan, and 3% are vegan.  Those who are 
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not vegan were asked how often they purchase seafood, with the large majority of them (57% 

of non-vegans) consuming seafood at least once a week.  Interestingly, in a follow-up 

question, half of those who consume seafood do not know if any of the seafood they 

consume is harvested in California’s waters; 38% indicated that some of the seafood is 

harvested in California’s waters.   

� When asked to name commercially fished species off the coast of California, respondents 

most commonly named salmon (34%), tuna (28%), halibut (16%), and bass (13%).  Note that 

40% could not name a species.  In a follow-up question asking if any of the named species is 

in trouble, salmon, tuna, and abalone are most commonly named.  (These graphs are shown 

in the section of this report titled, “Concerns Regarding Commercial Fishing in California.”)   
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Q68. Do you agree or disagree that large corporate 
commercial fishing companies in California are 

harming the ocean's fisheries?
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Q71. Do you agree or disagree that people who 
consume frozen, packaged seafood from large 
supermarket chains are harming the ocean's 

fisheries?
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Q72. Are you a vegetarian or vegan?
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Q73. How often do you consume seafood?  Would 
you say... (Asked of those who are not vegan.)
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Q74. Is any of the seafood you consume harvested 
in California? (or do you not know?) (Asked of 

those who are not vegan and who consume 
seafood.)
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA AND MEMBERSHIP IN SPORTSMEN, 
CONSERVATION, OF FISHERIES-RELATED ORGANIZATIONS 
� The sample was fairly well split between male and female.   

� The ages of respondents are shown, fairly well distributed among the age categories.   

� The years that Californians have lived in California is shown; the pattern follows a bell 

curve.

� While two-thirds (66%) of Californians do not have children living at home with them, 14% 

have one child at home, 11% have two children, and 5% have three or more children living at 

home.

� Ethnic backgrounds are shown.   

� Counties of residence are shown; Los Angeles County has the most respondents, followed by 

San Diego and Orange Counties.   

� Educational attainment of respondents is shown.  The majority (72%) have taken some 

college or trade school courses, and 43% have a Bachelor’s degree (with or without a higher 

degree).   

� Occupations of respondents are shown.   

� Household incomes of respondents are shown.   

� While most Californians surveyed do not belong to any sportsmen’s, conservation, 

environmental, or commercial fishing organizations, 5% do belong to one or more such 

organizations.  The most common organizations are the Sierra Club and Ducks Unlimited.   



106 Responsive Management 

Q132. Respondent's gender (not asked, but 
observed by interviewer).
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Q126. May I ask your age?

6

11

16

20

18

21

3

5

0 20 40 60 80 100

65 years old or
older

55-64 years old

45-54 years old

35-44 years old

25-34 years old

18-24 years old

Don't know

Refused

Percent (n=801)



108 Responsive Management 

Q112. How many years have you lived in 
California?
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Q121. Do you have any children under 18 living at 
home?
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Q124. What races or ethnic background do you 
consider yourself?
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Q115. What is your county of residence? (Part 1, 
sorted alphabetically.)
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Q115. What is your county of residence? (Part 2, 
sorted alphabetically.)
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Q115. What is your county of residence? (Part 1, 
sorted by percentage.)
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Q115. What is your county of residence? (Part 2, 
sorted by percentage.)
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Q116. What is the highest level of education you 
have completed?
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Q117/118. Respondent's occupation.
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Q120. Which of these categories best describes 
your total household income before taxes last 

year?
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Q109. Do you belong to any sportsmen's, 
conservation, environmental, or commercial fishing 

organizations?

1
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Q110. Which sportsmen's, conservation, 
environmental, or commercial fishing organizations 
do you belong to? (Asked of those who belong to 

an organization.)
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
Q130. That’s the end of the survey.  Thanks for your time and cooperation.  If you have 
any additional comments, I can record them here. 
The oceans are real fragile and part of the ecosystem of the planet.  If you see an area where 
fishing is depleting the species, then there is a problem.  Everyone should take their lumps like 
the construction industry. 
I am opposed to having genetically altered fish mixing with natural, organic fish. 
The survey should say if you are against commercial fishing, if we can deduct their fishing by a 
certain percent.  We shouldn’t take it out completely. 
More protection for the entire world; we have to conserve. 
I do not approve of fish farming in the commercial industry. 
Fishing licenses cost too much. 
They teach bad social issues in school.  Environmental charges make for more taxes but don’t 
help the environment.  This just increases the taxes.  Large corporations need to clean up the 
messes.
I think the best thing the state could do for charter boat businesses and small family-run boats is 
to not force them out of business with all kinds of red tape and requirements. 
There should be restrictions on recreational fishing, but fishing for food is okay. 
Fisheries must be preserved long-term.  Hopefully restrictions could be temporary and 
retraining would be offered to displaced commercial fishermen.  Stop pollution and save 
fishing. 
The idea that the government is going to restrict something is preposterous.  These restrictions 
are stupid.  We need to stop foreign ships. 
Take care of the fish. 
The cost of recreational fishing is too much. 
Endangered fish should be in TV ads, and why they are endangered. 
I care about the environment, and I think if it is harming the environment we need to start to 
protect it; I have a daughter and would like for her to see what we have. 
Where is the nuclear waste dumped? 
My husband and son both do catch-and-release, enjoy fishing. 
Put restrictions on sewer, water, and power plants that pollute the ocean. 
Due to legislation, creating a tax for corporate fishing, they will be restocking the waters.  I 
think that they need to restock the waters and restock them properly including food sources and 
habitat, not throwing them in haphazardly. 
Questions regarding foreign and frozen seafood:  my answer depends on whether the fisheries 
involved are sustainable.  Also, my answer is that fishing should be banned only if the ban will 
help fisheries recover.  Cure the cause. 
Government should subsidize commercial fishermen when fisheries decline. 
I want to protect the oceans.  A little fishing is okay; limit, but don’t ban. 
We should also reduce the human population; sustainable population. 
Instead of focusing on the fish populations, we should also assess the health of the fish in 
general. 
If necessary to health of species, I support restrictions on fishing, but I hate to think of small, 
family-run commercial boats being put out of business if that can be avoided. 
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Dams being built on rivers where salmon are trying to reproduce needs to stop. 
Fish farms are what are endangering the fish population of the whole world. 
I feel for small independent men trying to make a living, and I think they should be able to.  
Commercial fishing boats push them out of business. 
Foreign fishing is harmful to the coastal ocean and to proper fish management. 
Balance with care to the restrictions on the fisheries.  I do not want the government having total 
control.
Protect the otters; better irrigation patterns should be in place to prevent polluted runoff from 
getting to the ocean. 
Drag fishing is extremely destructive; I want only hook fishing.  True family-run operations are 
important to keep. 
I am concerned about sharks and dolphins being caught in nets and mutilated from that. 
I feel that oil dumping harms fisheries.  Small fisheries need to survive. 
I support small fishermen in California to the degree that the populations of fish will support 
them. 
I favor protecting commercial fishing if the fishing is sustainable. 
I think people should be allowed to fish; however, the fish should come first. 
This should be determined by scientists, not politicians.  I’d rather see restrictions (like catch 
limits) rather than a total ban on fishing unless absolutely necessary. 
There is too much foreign fishing allowed.  Can’t control migration, so they can just be fished 
in other states.  Control pollution, restore balance. 
I get most of the fish I eat from friends out of Alaska or Mexico. 
I’d really need more information to answer policy questions, but generally I oppose absolute 
bans on fishing unless they’re absolutely, scientifically necessary. 
Pollution is the worst hazard out of all the hazards because it affects people as well.  
Overfishing is bad too. 
I don’t check the packages of the seafood I buy. 
I’m going to go look up more about California fisheries. 
I think anything for the environment is good. 
Pollution includes mercury which can kill you.  Family-owned commercial fishing (family 
industries) are important to California. 
Hard to protect family-owned businesses and the environment.  I would stop eating seafood if it 
cannot be harvested sustainably. 
The ocean is not being supervised and needs more protection.  Stronger supervision on family-
run boats.  I buy Alaska salmon. 
I think the state is getting too tight with the restrictions.  We should be more concerned about 
the pollution.  They need better sewers and less pollution. 
We can’t fish any more than 140 feet deep.  The bigger fish are in the deep sea, and we are not 
allowed to do that anymore. 
I live in San Pedro.  Pitiful what is being done to the small fisherman in this area due to over 
regulation.  I am not in the business, have just seen it.  It is not right what is happening to 
people.
Individual family-owned commercial boats are not a problem; large fleets are a problem. 
I really don’t know anything about commercial fishing or any of these things.  I think qualified 
scientists should decide about bans and limits, not me. 
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“Ban” is such a harsh word; limiting would be more appropriate. 
We should strive for sustainable fisheries; any restraint should be applied equally to commercial 
and family businesses.  There should be a limit to amount of fish taken.  I am beginning to be 
quite concerned about this issue. 
Overall, I don’t have a problem with fishing, as long as it is done in a sustainable manner. 
I favor legislation to keep businesses going, both commercial and family-run. 
There needs to be international conservation standards from Japan and Russia, who overfish 
California waters. 
Require replenishing and non-polluting methods. 
I am active with Surfriders and am concerned with the pollution of the ocean.  It is okay for the 
chartered boats to go fishing for the public. 
We need to take desperate measures to control commercial fishing and save the ocean and the 
fish until they recover. 
I think they need more regulations and more enforcement of those regulations. 
I think these are important questions. 
Some answers depend on who decides if the fisheries are in danger and if they really are in 
danger.  Bans on fishing should be equal for all. 
It’s important that people abide by fishing rules; people should practice conservation. 
I’m a great believer in moderation, so unless banning fishing altogether is necessary to save 
species, I prefer scientific regulation and limits. 
There need to be more restrictions on wildlife, habitat, fish, and the environment. 
Find another way to bring oil to land; find a way to produce oil on land.  I worry about the 
dirtiness of water and the oil spills that are causing pollution. 
I don’t like sport fishing or killing anything. 
ATVs and snowmobiles are threatening wildlife and habitat; there needs to be restrictions on 
foreign (Japanese) companies that overfish California species. 
If fish are declining, scientists should find out why and correct it, but fishing shouldn’t be 
totally banned unless it’s the reason for the decline. 
I believe there needs to be moderate considerations to areas that are overfished, but not enough 
to run businesses underground. 
Restrictions should have a scientific basis and should be regularly reviewed given the cyclical 
nature of many fisheries. 
Money rules; corporations will do what they want to. 
Commercial fishermen respect waters; commercial fishermen can regulate themselves. 
Americans need omega 3 fish oil; we need to consume more fish.  We shouldn’t put our own 
fisheries out of business.  We should be patriotic and buy from California.  The human body is 
part of the environment. 
The health of family-run fishing boats should be put before corporate ones. 
I would not like to see family commercial fisherman put out of business.  Large commercial 
fishermen should be reduced to their lowest levels first.  Banning fishing would depend on how 
long the ban lasts. 
I think the commercial fishing industry cares less whether the waters are depleted because they 
can go fish other places.  I also think that family-run operations are more careful because their 
livelihood depends on it. 
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I think limiting is fine, but don’t think it should be too limited because of ruining livelihoods; 
should have some limits for environmental protection. 
The problem of overfishing is due partly to overpopulation of California. 
I think it is important to take care of our environment in a sustainable way. 
I grew up in Maine and know about trouble small fisherman have staying in business; pollution 
and water (industry) are the problems, not the commercial fishermen.  Watch coastal waters for 
foreign encroachment, watch environmental pollution (industry related). 
Banning fishing depends on  how long; I wouldn’t want to put anyone out of work. 
A lot of good laws started off okay but went too far; most are too extreme. 
Commercial fishing should be looked at individually as to how much damage they do. 
If I knew that California fish contained no mercury (or less than other sources), I’d look for 
locally caught fish. 
I’ve never been so ill-prepared for a survey, and there should be some literature distributed 
about this, but you have to worry about bias.  I don’t want anyone to go out of business, but I’m 
worried about ecology too. 
Some bays are cleaner than others. 
A 3-4 year moratorium to help fisheries recover makes sense, but I’d hate to see the family 
boats put out of generational traditions.  Restriction vs. bans?  Stop poachers. 
I love fish.  I think pollution is a bigger threat than small-scale fishing. 
Global warming needs government attention. 
Stop the big, foreign commercial boats. 
They need to give the fish time to replenish themselves.  You can’t take and take and take 
unrestricted. 
Recreational fishing is okay, but I don’t do it. 
Fishing is part of my cultural and religious tradition, and I’d hate to see it banned, but I think 
the overall health of the ocean and fisheries is more important than commerce or sport or even 
wonderful family heritage. 
I am against recreational/sport hunting and fishing—it kills and uses tools to make the animals 
defenseless.  It is more important to look out for small businesses rather than corporate 
industries that have taken over; they take away from American jobs. 
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ABOUT RESPONSIVE MANAGEMENT 
Responsive Management is a nationally recognized public opinion and attitude survey research 

firm specializing in natural resource and outdoor recreation issues.  Its mission is to help natural 

resource and outdoor recreation agencies and organizations better understand and work with their 

constituents, customers, and the public.

Utilizing its in-house, full-service, computer-assisted telephone and mail survey center with 45 

professional interviewers, Responsive Management has conducted more than 1,000 telephone 

surveys, mail surveys, personal interviews, and focus groups, as well as numerous marketing and 

communications plans, need assessments, and program evaluations on natural resource and 

outdoor recreation issues.   

Clients include most of the federal and state natural resource, outdoor recreation, and 

environmental agencies, and most of the top conservation organizations.  Responsive 

Management also collects attitude and opinion data for many of the nation’s top universities, 

including the University of Southern California, Virginia Tech, Colorado State University, 

Auburn, Texas Tech, the University of California—Davis, Michigan State University, the 

University of Florida, North Carolina State University, Penn State, West Virginia University, and 

others.

Among the wide range of work Responsive Management has completed during the past 20 years 

are studies on how the general population values natural resources and outdoor recreation, and 

their opinions on and attitudes toward an array of natural resource-related issues.  Responsive 

Management has conducted dozens of studies of selected groups of outdoor recreationists, 

including anglers, boaters, hunters, wildlife watchers, birdwatchers, park visitors, historic site 

visitors, hikers, and campers, as well as selected groups within the general population, such as 

landowners, farmers, urban and rural residents, women, senior citizens, children, Hispanics, 

Asians, and African-Americans.  Responsive Management has conducted studies on 

environmental education, endangered species, waterfowl, wetlands, water quality, and the 

reintroduction of numerous species such as wolves, grizzly bears, the California condor, and the 

Florida panther.  
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Responsive Management has conducted research on numerous natural resource ballot initiatives 

and referenda and helped agencies and organizations find alternative funding and increase their 

memberships and donations.  Responsive Management has conducted major agency and 

organizational program needs assessments and helped develop more effective programs based 

upon a solid foundation of fact.  Responsive Management has developed Web sites for natural 

resource organizations, conducted training workshops on the human dimensions of natural 

resources, and presented numerous studies each year in presentations and as keynote speakers at 

major natural resource, outdoor recreation, conservation, and environmental conferences and 

meetings.   

Responsive Management has conducted research on public attitudes toward natural resources 

and outdoor recreation in almost every state in the United States, as well as in Canada, Australia, 

the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan.  Responsive Management routinely conducts 

surveys in Spanish and has also conducted surveys and focus groups in Chinese, Korean, 

Japanese, and Vietnamese.   

Responsive Management’s research has been featured in most of the nation’s major media, 

including CNN’s Crossfire, ESPN, The Washington Post, The Washington Times, The New York 

Times, Newsweek, The Wall Street Journal, and on the front page of USA Today.

Visit the Responsive Management Website at: 

www.responsivemanagement.com 



ACSF Comments About the MBNMS Use of Data to Claim Public Opinion
 Supports More MPAs, and Other Socio-economic Considerations

May 2008

The data which the Sanctuary uses or has chosen not to use, seems to the 
Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries (ACSF) to be very much open 
to scientific scrutiny, particularly by the Social Science disciplines of the SSC.  
The ACSF is asking for a determination to be made as to the adequacy of the 
Sanctuary’s claim that public opinion supports more MPAs be established in the 
federal waters of the National Marine Sanctuary, based in part on the public’s 
desire to create wilderness-type areas.  Pertinent questions include:  What is the 
quality of the data?  Has data been manipulated or selectively used?  Is there 
data that has not been included in the MBNMS’s decision letters (2/15/08 and 
4/15/08)?  In asserting a “values” point of view, does the MBNMS also analyze 
other “values,” and provide any relative weight to these?

In both the February 15th and April 15th 2008 Sanctuary MPA decision 
documents, the MBNMS has asserted that an interpretation of the National 
Marine Sanctuary Act says they must set aside “Wilderness Areas” for their 
intrinsic value for future generations, and that there is a body of public opinion 
behind this need.

The ACSF does not dispute that this is a legitimate human value and that some 
people hold this value, even in its most extreme form, that all of the ocean should 
be set aside from human use.  We also believe that the legal interpretation of the 
National Marine Sanctuary Act which the Sanctuary is asserting is not likely to 
survive a judicial review.  This interpretation is exactly contrary to the original 
MBNMS designation document and EIS which did not assert this opinion.  We 
submit that this interpretation comes directly from culture in the National Marine 
Sanctuary Program that appears to want to expand the powers of the Act and the 
Program at every opportunity.  A 2004 report in the Environmental Law Review 
(“The History and Evolution of the National Marine Sanctuaries Act,” by Chandler 
and Gillelan) clearly shows that it was not the intention of Congress that the 
NMSA be a “wilderness” law, and that multiple use opportunities have always 
been an important goal of the Act.  Even though a copy of this report was 
provided to the MBNMS in advance of its February 15, 2008 decision letter, this 
report is not referenced and the MBNMS decision stands in contrast to its 
findings.

The 2/15 and 4/15 MBNMS documents are also silent about the very broad 
public support for two statements of concern, and recommendations, made by 
public agencies (elected officials) and organizations, in the region.  These 
statements are:

1. The MBNMS should not seek to change its Designation Document to 
override the State F&G Commission or PFMC to create MBNMS 
fishing regulations or zones which affect fishing.

2. The MBNMS must gain the support of the fishing community for any 
regulations or zones which affect fishing that the MBNMS takes to the 
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State or PFMC.

These statements are supported by Congressman Sam Farr, the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments, the Monterey Peninsula Chamber of 
Commerce, and numerous other public agencies.  While these recommendations 
do not directly address a public opinion of support, or lack of, for “intrinsic value” 
MPAs, they do indicate the public’s value of the PFMC process, and of the value 
of needing fishermen’s support for “wilderness” type areas.  These values are not 
addressed at all in the MBNMS 2/15 and 4/15 documents.

The large bulk of public comments “for MPAs” was received in 2001 as part of 
the Sanctuary’s scoping process for its pending Management Plan Review.  At 
this time, there were hardly any MPAs, and generally less protection in place 
within the Sanctuary Region.  Now, extensive fishery management is in place, 
along with other precautionary management measures, including numerous 
MPAs. Therefore, for the Sanctuary to be claiming now that thousands of people 
want MPAs in the Sanctuary, and that’s why they need to propose more, simply 
is not a credible statement.  At minimum, it must be recognized that the public 
who made that statement in 2001 is not a currently informed public.  Secondly, 
we point out that, by the MBNMS’s own statements, the public comment received 
was largely generated electronically from the list-servers of several large 
environmental organizations that are not necessarily representative of the 
general public.  The MBNMS has done nothing to examine the quality of this 
data.

The Council and SSC should be aware that a recent (April 2007) public opinion 
poll conducted by Responsive Management Inc. of Virginia asked Californians in 
every county, in a statistically valid study, a set of questions about how the public 
views protection and ocean management.  One key question asked:  “When you 
hear the word “protect,” as in “We should protect the ocean,” do you think it 
means that ocean resources should be used in a sustainable way, or do you 
think it means that ocean resources should not be used at all?”  Eighty-seven 
percent of the public responded that what they mean by protection is “manage for 
sustainable use.”  Only eight percent stated that ocean resources should not be 
used at all.  The public was also asked which they thought was the better 
management option for California’s coastal fisheries.  One choice was to fully 
protect some areas from fishing, even if it means the fishermen would then 
concentrate their fishing in the remaining open areas.  Only 24% of the public 
favored this option.  However, 68% of the public favored the option that said 
“through the use of science-based limits on the amount of fish that can be taken, 
allow fishing in all areas.”  An additional 8% did not choose an answer.  These 
factors tell us that the Sanctuary is either misinterpreting or misusing data to 
support a position that the Sanctuary Program itself favors, as opposed to 
looking at this question objectively as to the opinions of all Californians.  We do 
recognize, incidentally, that the Sanctuary Program represents all of the nation, 
not just California, but we believe that the poll results would not be substantially 
different in any other parts of the country.  



A second survey was completed in January 2008.  Also conducted by 
Responsive Management Inc., this report is titled “California Tourism and Fishing 
Heritage Assessment.”  It documents the economic importance of fishing 
heritage in three coastal communities (Morro Bay, Monterey, and Crescent City, 
CA) to the tourism economies of these communities, as expressed by local civic 
and business leaders.  It shows a very high appreciation by those civic and 
business leaders for the fact that people come to visit these communities to eat 
fresh fish and experience this heritage, and that the spending this creates is a 
cornerstone of their tourism economies.  The MBNMS received a copy of this 
report, but its findings, and the human values which it expresses, are not 
addressed by the MBNMS at all. 

These polls can be found on the ACSF website, www.alliancefisheries.com, 
under “reports.”

Has the Sanctuary used selective and questionable data to try to justify the need 
to create intrinsic value or ocean wilderness areas? How much o f the public 
actually supports wilderness areas if they become aware of the levels of 
protection that already exist?  Further, the Sanctuary does not address the 
significant areas of state waters and the Davidson Seamount that were put aside 
essentially as either research or intrinsic value areas by the State or by this 
Council.  How will the MBNMS weigh “public opinion” vs. a need for further 
protection based on scientific analysis?  How does the MBNMS view the 
expression of Congress in the recent reauthorization of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, wherein Congress told the regional councils to base their decisions on good 
science?  The question posed earlier of how much protection or research or 
intrinsic value is enough is still the guiding question for this discussion.  The 
ACSF wonders if any amount is ever enough for the MBNMS.

We point out that whereas the 2/15 MBNMS document has a brief passage about 
developing socio-economic information, the 4/15 document is silent on socio-
economic considerations.  We are also aware that during the State MLPA 
process, the MBNMS commissioned Ecotrust to develop some spatial use 
information for the federal waters, along with state waters. A peer review of 
Ecotrust’s methodology in the State process was prepared, coordinated by Dr. 
Barbara Walker of UCSB.  It can also be found on the ACSF website, under 
“reports.”  This peer review expresses concerns and a number of suggestions 
about the Ecotrust methodology.  It appears that the MBNMS is continuing to use 
Ecotrust to develop socio-economic information, yet we have not heard that the 
methodology concerns were ever addressed.  

Moreover, the ACFS must make the point that socio-economic information critical 
to the MBNMS’s “need” decision was either not developed or ignored.  
Particularly relevant is the landing information found in Dr. Parrish’s report.  For 
the MBNMS to have made a decision that it “needs” additional MPAs, despite the 
fact that it has accurate information that certain regional fisheries are very close 
to economic collapse, therefore also affecting their communities, seems to the 
ACSF to reveal a lack of concern by the MBNMS as to the consequences of its 



actions. 



ACSF Comments on MBNMS Research “Needs”
May 2008

The Sanctuary asserts a research need.  While we agree that research is one of 
the most legitimate purposes of MPAs, we find the Sanctuary’s rationale for 
additional MPAs for this purpose to be uncompelling.  In fact, we point out that 
the Sanctuary, in creating their need statement, never even consulted with their 
own Research Advisory Panel, a group of approximately 20 respected scientists 
from all of the Monterey Bay Region’s research institutes, that meets on a regular 
basis.  They were never asked for their opinions about research needs in the 
Sanctuary.  Perhaps MBNMS officials should be asked why.

Further, we point out that the Sanctuary did virtually nothing to do any of its own 
monitoring or research on the two State Marine Reserves in the Sanctuary 
Region during its first 14 years of existence.  

Finally, we point out that regarding the list of research questions listed in the April 
15th letter, the letter does not address specifically how these questions can be 
answered by existing MPA opportunities. There are now 29 State MPAs within 
the region.  The new State MPAs in our region include some very deep water in 
and along the edges of Monterey Bay Canyon. Additionally, research could be 
conducted on the Essential Fish Habitat Area to document the effects of bottom 
trawling on similar habitats.  The RCA also provides research opportunities.  And, 
of course, we should not forget that the National Marine Sanctuary came to the 
Council with a request that the very large Davidson Seamount Area be made 
essentially a benthic reserve, with no bottom extraction at all within 1000 feet of 
the top of the Seamount.  This covers a 775 square-mile area.  The Sanctuary 
gave both research and intrinsic value arguments for asking the Council for this 
protection.  Finally, the new federal waters Channel Islands National Marine 
Sanctuary MPA was also created to provide research opportunities to the 
Sanctuary Program

In short, there is little evidence provided in the April 15th MBNMS rationale 
statement about why additional MPAs are needed for research.  There is also no 
discussion about the MBNMS’s research capabilities.  Not only has the MBNMS 
not answered the question: “How much protection is enough?” - they have also 
not answered the question: “How many research opportunities are enough, 
especially if they come at a cost of removing fishing opportunities from struggling 
local fisheries?”
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PO Box 1951 Buellton, CA 93427 Telephone 805-693-5430 Fax 805-686-9312 
               Email  <dplesch@earthlink.net> 

 
CALIFORNIA WETFISH PRODUCERS 

ASSOCIATION 

Representing California’s Historic Fishery 
 

Visit www.CaliforniaWetfish.org for information 
 

AGENDA ITEM I.1.C. 
 

 
 

May 21, 2008 
 

Mr. Don Hansen, Chair &  
Dr. Don McIsaac, Executive Director 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place #200 
Portland OR 97220-1384 
 
RE:  Agenda Item I.1.c :  Review of Rationale for MPAs in Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary 
 
Dear Chairman Hansen, Dr. McIsaac and Council members, 
 

The California Wetfish Producers Association (CWPA) represents the majority of wetfish processors 
and active wetfish fishermen from both Monterey and southern California.   We have followed with 
interest, in fact grave concern, the redoubled efforts of the National Marine Sanctuary Program, 
with particular reference to the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS), to rationalize 
the ‘need’ to establish more MPAs in federal waters of the MBNMS. 
 
We strongly concur with and support the testimony and extensive documentation provided by the 
Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries (ACSF) and their expert witnesses, all 
questioning: 

• the scientific justification and rationale for the ‘need’ for more MPAs;  
• the accuracy of alleged public support for additional MPAs beyond the 29 recently 

established by the State in the MBNMS; as well as  
• the legal authority to implement any regulatory action resulting in restrictions on fishing, 

without full compliance with the recently amended Magnuson-Stevens Act, which expanded 
the PFMC’s authority to designate such zones. [16 U.S.C. &1853(b)(2)(A)].  

 
 According to a legal review provided to both NOAA and the PFMC by James P. Walsh Esq., Davis 
Wright Tremaine LLP dated May 8, 2008, “This recent specific Congressional authorization [see ref. 
above] trumps the more general authority provided under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
(NMSA).   
 
Moreover, the MBNMS Designation Document prohibits regulating fishing activities, under a 
promise made when the Sanctuary was created to gain support from the fishing community.  
Regional governmental officials in the Monterey Bay Area (AMBAG), as well as regional 
Congressman Sam Farr, broadly support the fishing community, its economic and tourism value in 
this region.  Both the Monterey City Council and AMBAG have resolved that the Sanctuary should 
uphold the ‘fishermen’s promise’.  By unilaterally moving to designate MPAs without the support of 
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the fishing community and local government, however, the Sanctuary expressly contradicts this 
promise. 
 
We call attention to the detailed scientific review of the ‘need’ question by internationally honored 
scientists Ray Hilborn and Carl Walters, and including analysis by respected scientists Drs. Richard 
Parrish, Doyle Hanan and Barbara Walker.  This review was commissioned by ACSF and provided 
earlier to the Sanctuary and recently to the Council.  Please also consider the further May 2008 
comments submitted by Dr. Ray Hilborn, which state: 
 

“…[the MBNMS objective] statement provides no basis for determining how much protection is 
appropriate.  Implicit throughout the report is the assertion that the current levels of protection 
are not sufficient, but there is no basis for making any decisions on how much is enough.” 

 
Wetfish, i.e. sardines, anchovy and market squid, comprise the lion’s share of landings in this 
region, representing as much as 96 percent of total volume of commercial fishery landings in the 
greater Monterey Bay area (2006) and 65 percent of ex-vessel value (2003).  The historic wetfish 
industry has been the backbone of the fishing community in the Monterey Bay region, both 
economically and culturally, for more than a century.  It is vitally important to maintain the 
economic base as well as the fishing culture of this community.   
 
As ACSF testimony and support documents point out, the Monterey Sanctuary has not yet 
addressed fishing community concerns, nor apparently considered scientific expertise that 
contradicts its mission as stated in recent ‘needs’ rationales.  We support the requests made by the 
Alliance to the Council, and urge the Council to consider and act on ACSF’s recommendations, [in 
part] including a request that the MBNMS: 

• withdraw its February 15 and April 15, 2008 ‘decision’ letters and restructure the task of an 
MPA work group to evaluate the the utility and socio-economic consequences of additional 
MPAs versus other protection measures 

• include State waters [and the 29 recently implemented MPAs] in its review of protection…, 
• acknowledge the socio-economic crisis now unfolding in fisheries and fishing communities 

on the central coast, and set as a goal of the MPA process that there be no further loss of 
economic opportunity 

 
We further concur with the ACSF recommendation that this Sanctuary MPA process should occur 
as part of the PFMC process to develop and implement the California Current System Ecosystem 
Management Plan, perhaps funded in part by the MBNMS.  Conducting an evaluation of the need 
for and siting of additional MPAs in the MBNMS region in the context of the PFMC process would 
be consistent with the legal opinion provided by Mr. James Walsh, who also notes the Sanctuary 
lacks specific authority in the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, absent significant change to the 
current MBNMS designation document, to create zones that regulate/restrict fishing. 

 
Thank you very much for your consideration of our concerns. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Diane Pleschner-Steele 
Executive Director 



 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 American Cetacean Society  
Monterey Bay Chapter  

 
 
 

Delivered via electronic mail to:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
 
 
May 15, 2008 
 
Chair Hansen and  
Members of the Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101 
Portland, OR 97220-1384 
 
RE: Support for Use of Marine Protected Areas as an  

Ecosystem Management Tool in the Federal Waters of the  
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary

 
Dear Chair Hansen and Members of the Pacific Fishery Management Council: 
 
Please accept the following comments in support of marine protected areas 
(MPAs) in the federal waters of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
(MBNMS) on behalf of Ocean Conservancy, World Wildlife Fund, Save Our 
Shores, Monterey Coastkeeper, The Otter Project and American Cetacean 
Society’s Monterey Bay Chapter.    
 
Our organizations have been strong supporters of the National Marine Sanctuary 
Program for many years and we have been deeply involved with the program at 
both the national and individual sanctuary level.  Some of our organizations have 
been integrally involved in the successful MPA efforts in both the Florida Keys 
and the Channel Islands sanctuaries as well as California’s efforts under the 
Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA).   Based on our experience with MPAs and 
with the National Marine Sanctuary Program and our involvement in MBNMS 
management, we believe that the MBNMS would benefit from adoption of federal 
water MPAs that build upon and leverage the recent accomplishments of the 
State of California under the MLPA. 
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Adoption of MPAs was the top priority identified by the public during the scoping 
period of the Sanctuary Program’s Joint Management Plan Review (JMPR) 
process.  In response to this strong public support and to a growing scientific and 
policy literature outlining the value of marine protected areas as an important 
ecosystem management tool, in 2001, the MBNMS convened an MPA working 
group that included several fishermen and harbormasters as well as 
representatives from scientific institutions and conservation organizations.  
Several of our organizations participated in this working group. 
 
The Sanctuary’s MPA working group developed an Action Plan that was 
unanimously adopted by the Sanctuary Advisory Council in 2003 at a public 
hearing in Santa Cruz where more than 200 members of the public testified – the 
vast majority in favor of stronger Sanctuary protections.  Considerable progress 
has already been made under the MPA plan which is expected to continue to 
serve as the basis for the Sanctuary’s MPA planning process in the future.   
 
Public support for federal water MPAs within the MBNMS was reaffirmed at the 
December 2007 Sanctuary Advisory Council meeting in Monterey where more 
than two dozen local residents spoke in favor of such protection.  The Sanctuary 
also received several thousand written comments urging adoption of federal 
water MPAs during a comment period earlier this year. 
 
Our organizations support the ecosystem management objectives for MPAs in 
federal waters of the MBNMS outlined in the Sanctuary’s April 15, 2008 
Rationale Document provided to its Advisory Council: 
 

• Preservation of unique and rare areas in their natural state for the benefit 
of future generations; 

• Preservation of areas where species and habitats are maintained and/or 
restored for the purpose of ecosystem protection; 

• Designation of research areas to differentiate between natural variation 
versus human impacts to ecological processes that will contribute to better 
management decisions. 

 
These ecosystem management objectives are closely aligned with the statutory 
goals of the National Marine Sanctuaries Act and are critical to the successful 
long-term management and protection of MBNMS resources and qualities. 
 
It is our understanding that the MBNMS’ MPA process will include a review of 
how fisheries based closures like the Rockfish Conservation Areas and Essential 
Fish Habitat can contribute to partial accomplishment of the MBNMS’ 
management objectives for federal water MPAs.   We believe that it may be 
appropriate in some cases to leverage existing fisheries management measures 
to help contribute to meeting sanctuary ecosystem protection objectives and we 
anticipate exploring this issue further as the process unfolds.   
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We look forward to working with the Office of National Marine Sanctuaries, the 
Pacific Fisheries Management Council and NOAA Fisheries as well as members 
of the fishing community, scientists, other conservation interests and the public to 
advance this important issue. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kaitilin Gaffney    Steve Shimek 
Ocean Conservancy  The Otter Project & Monterey Coastkeeper 
 
Laura Kasa    Mike Osmond    
Save Our Shores   World Wildlife Fund 
 
Carol Maehr     
Monterey Bay Chapter,    
American Cetacean Society 
 
 
cc: Dan Basta, Office of National Marine Sanctuaries 
 Paul Michel, Superintendent of the MBNMS 
 Congressman Sam Farr    
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May29, 2008 

Jim .Martin, WQst Coast Regional Director 
Recreational Fishing Alliance 
P.O. Box 2420 
Foi:t Bragg) CA 95437 

D~ar Mr. Ma11in: 

Thank you for writing to roe regarding H.R.1187, the Gulf of the Fara)lones and · GO.rc\~ll . : · 
· " ·.. Batlk NationaI·Matine Sa11ctuaries· Boundary Modification Erod Protection Act, whi~h po.sscJ tli~· 

House in March. I appreciate having this opportunity to respond to your concerns. 

l an.1 proud to have introduced S.2635, the Se•1ate version of this bill~ which was 
approved by the Senate Commerce Committee earlier this month. Like H.R.1187. S.2635 would 
p\?rmane-ntfy protect the coastal waters and estuaries of SMoma County and portions of 
Mt:ndocino County by extending the boundaries of the Gulf of the Farallones and Cordell Bank 
National Marine Sanctuaries, 

l i.md~stand that you have concerns that Jl_RJ 187/S.2635 could fesult in more fishing 
regulations within the Farallones and Cordell Bank sanctuaries. Let me assure you that 
recreational fishing is extremely importAllt to California and to me. In fact, one of the objectives 
of this bill is to protect the water quality and habitat e$$erttial for good fishing. 

The Gulf of the Farallones and Cordell Bank Sanduaries do not restrict fishing - in fact, 
their designation documents do not allow them to impose fishing regulations - and this bill would 
not change that. The Sanctuary Advisory Councils, whk:h draft sanctuary regulations, include 
.n·~?~:;cniat1ves from the commercial atid fecJ•ea.tional fishing industries (the Vice..Chair of the 
F1:wallones Council is a ftsherwoman), and any proposal t6 change the designation documents 
would require both the support of these fishermen and a lengthy public review pro~ess. 

I appreciate your perspectives on improvements needed in the National Marine 
Sanctuaries Program and will take your stJggcstions ittto consideration during reauthorizatjon of 
th~ National Marine Sanctuaries Act. However~ becaU!.~e of imminent threats to California's 
m~rine ~nvironment (including oil spills, sewage pollution, and water removals). I believe that 
Coo.gress mui;t act swiftly to enact H.R.1187/S.2635. Be assured that the aim of this bill is not to 
impose furthet' fishing restrictions but to protect an ecologically and economically important are~ 
from pollutio1'\ and habitat degradation. 

Again) thank you for writing to me. Please feel free to contact me again about this or 
other issues of concern to you and the Recreational Fishing Alliance. 
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