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Figure 14.4  Numbers of reported White Shark captures occurring in Southern California by capture method, 
1935–2009. Unk, method of capture unknown.
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Figure 14.5  Spatial distribution of reported White Shark captures occurring in Southern California by  capture 
method, 1935–2009. Capture methods with three or fewer capture records (e.g. trawl, lobster 
trap, and gaff) were pooled into the “Other” category.
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reports off Ventura Flats and the San Pedro Shelf near the Los Angeles/Long Beach harbor (Figure 
14.5). Recreational hook-and-line captures occurred mainly within Santa Monica Bay. 

Of the 300 entangling net records, 62% of the reported captures occurred in the set-gillnet 
fishery targeting California Halibut, Pacific Angel Shark, and/or White Seabass, and 32% occurred 
in the DGN fishery targeting pelagic sharks and Swordfish; 6% of the reports provided no indica-
tion of entangling net fishery type. White Sharks captured in the SGN and DGN gillnet fisheries 
were reported across all seasons, with a prominent peak in set-gillnet captures occurring from May 
through July (Figure 14.6). The frequency of reported White Shark captures in the DGN fishery 
was more evenly distributed from April through November than that of the SGN fishery (Figure 
14.6). Reports of White Sharks in entangling net fisheries were dominated by YOY and began in 
the late 1970s, peaked in 1985, decreased into the late 1990s, and began an upward trend in 2006 
(Figure 14.7a).

Reported captures of YOY mirrored temporal trends in fishing effort (number of sets) in 
the SGN fisheries from 1981 to 2005 (Figure 14.7b). Fishing effort remained relatively stable in 
both fisheries from the mid-1990s to 2008; however, following 2005, the incidence of reported 
White Shark captures steadily increased. During the period prior to the nearshore-gillnet ban 
(1981–1993), the average (±SD) number of sets per year in the SGN fishery was 10,882 ± 3,964 
compared with 5,821 ± 3,251 in the DGN fishery. After the nearshore-gillnet ban (1994–2008), 
the average number of sets decreased significantly in both fisheries (set gillnets: X ± SD = 2,905 
± 936, t = 2.16, p < 0.0001; drift gillnets: X = 1,123 ± 893, t = 2.14, p < 0.0001). We found a sig-
nificant difference in the age-class distribution of reported White Sharks captured by gillnets 
before and after the nearshore-gillnet ban in state waters (X2 = 6.19, p = 0.045). Prior to the 
nearshore-gillnet ban, YOY White Sharks accounted for 61% of reported captures in gillnets, 
whereas after the ban this proportion increased by 16% to 77%. The average reported YOY 
CPUE (YOY/1,000 sets) in the SGN fishery was significantly higher after the closure (X = 0.93, 
95% confidence interval: 0.22 to 2.11) than before (X = 0.23, 95% confidence interval: 0.05 to 
0.55; t = 2.12, p = 0.02).

Prior to the nearshore-gillnet ban in state waters, SGN effort was primarily concentrated 
along the mainland coast (<3 nm from shore) from Point Conception to San Diego (Figure 
14.8a). Other areas with concentrated effort included the north and south sides of Santa Rosa 
Island. Higher numbers of set-gillnet YOY captures appeared to coincide with higher fishing 
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Figure 14.6  Total number of White Shark captures reported per month for the set- and drift-gillnet fisheries in 
Southern California, 1981–2009.


