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EASY GUIDE TO THE BINDER

1.

Download and open the binder document using your Adobe Acrobat
program/application.

Immediately click/tap on the “bookmark symbol” located near the top left-hand corner.

A bookmark panel should appear on either the top or the left-hand side of the screen.
To make adjustments, simply use the Page Display option in the View tab. If done
correctly, you should see something like:
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We suggest leaving open the bookmark panel to help you move efficiently among the
analysis sheets and supporting documents included in the binder. It's helpful to think of
these bookmarks as a table of contents which allows you to go to specific points in the
binder without having to scroll through hundreds of pages.

Resize the bars by placing the icon in the dark, vertical line located between the text
boxes and using a long click/tap to move «I* in either direction. You may also adjust the
sizing of the documents by adjusting the sizing preferences located on the Page Display
icons found in the top toolbar or in the View tab.

Upon locating an analysis sheet for an agenda item that interests you, notice that you
can get more information by double-clicking/tapping on any item underlined in red.

Return to the analysis sheet by simply re-clicking/tapping on the item in the bookmark
panel.



OVERVIEW OF FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
BUSINESS MEETING

e This is the 145" year of continuous operation of the Fish and Game Commission (Commission)
in partnership with the Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department). Our goal is the
preservation of our heritage and conservation of our natural resources through informed decision
making. These meetings are vital in achieving that goal. In that spirit, we provide the following
information to be as effective and efficient toward that end. Welcome and please let us know if
you have any questions.

e We are operating under Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act and these proceedings are being
recorded and broadcast via Cal-Span.

¢ In the unlikely event of an emergency, please note the location of the nearest emergency exits.
Additionally, the restrooms are located

e Items may be heard in any order pursuant to the determination of the Commission President.

e The amount of time for each agenda item may be adjusted based on time available and the
number of speakers.

e Speaker cards need to be filled out legibly and turned in to the staff before we start the agenda
item. Please make sure to list the agenda items you wish to speak to on the speaker card.

e We will be calling the names of several speakers at a time so please line up behind the
speakers’ podium when your name is called. If you are not in the room when your name is called
you may forfeit your opportunity to speak on the item.

e When you speak, please state your name and any affiliation. Please be respectful. Disruptions
from the audience will not be tolerated. Time is precious so please be concise.

e To receive meeting agendas and regulatory notices about those subjects of interest to you,
please visit the Commission’s website, www.fgc.ca.gov, and sign up for our electronic mailing
lists.

e If you are requesting the Commission to change a regulation, we ask that you submit it to the
Commission via email to fgc@fgc.ca.gov, with the words “Request for Change” noted in the
subject line. All requests must include the specific change you'd like to see and why you think it
is necessary. (Otherwise, we require that you make the request on a form proscribed the
Commission.)

e Warning! The use of a laser pointer by someone other than a speaker doing a presentation may
result in arrest.

1/12/2015
U:/Groups/FGC/Meetings/Binders/Binder Contents/Overview_Commission Meeting.pdf
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INTRODUCTIONS FOR FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
BUSINESS MEETINGS

FISH AND GAME COMMISSIONERS

Jack Baylis

Jim Kellogg

Richard Rogers
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Caren Woodson

President (Los Angeles)
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PERPETUAL TIMETABLE FOR CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION ANTICIPATED REGULATORY ACTIONS

Note: Dates shown reflect the actual date intended for the subject regulatory action. Please check commission and committee meeting agendas to confirm dates and actions.
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Wildlife Heritage and Conservation
Since 1870

MEETING AGENDA
June 10-11, 2015

Mountainside Conference Center
1 Minaret Road, Mammoth Lakes

The meeting will be live streamed at www.cal-span.org

NOTE: See important information about Commission deadlines and procedures
at the end of the agenda.

DAY 1 —JUNE 10, 2015, 9:00 A.M

1.

Public Forum

Any member of the public may address the Commission regarding the implementation of
its policies or any other matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission. The issue to be
discussed should not be related to any item on the current agenda. As a general rule,
action cannot be taken on issues not listed on the agenda; at the discretion of the
Commission, staff may be requested to follow up on such items. Submitting written
comments is encouraged to ensure that all comments will be included in the record
before the Commission. Please be prepared to summarize your comments in the time
allocated by the presiding commissioner.

Tribal Committee

(A)  Meeting summary
l. Receive recommendations
(B) Discuss and approve new topics

Adopt the Commission’s tribal consultation policy
Marine Resources Committee
(A)  Work plan development
l. Update on current work plan and timeline
Il. Discuss and approve new topics
Adoption of revised proposed regulations for petitioning the Commission to

change regulations
(Add Section 662, Title 14)



Request for authorization to publish notice of intent to amend commercial
market squid logbooks
(Section 149 and Appendix A, Title 14, CCR)

Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan and regulations

(A)  California Ocean Science Trust peer review
(B) Discussion and direction for implementing regulations

CONSENT ITEMS

8.

10.

11.

Receive Santa Barbara Mariculture’s request to renew state water bottom
lease M-653-02 for aquaculture

Receive Santa Barbara Mariculture’s application for new state water bottom
lease for aquaculture adjacent to existing lease M-653-02

Receive White Seabass Fishery Management Plan annual review
(Pursuant to Section 5.9, White Seabass Fishery Management Plan)

Permanently revoke the commercial fishing license (L84668) and lobster
operator permit (LOT909) for Mr. Troy Tecklenburg, Huntington Beach

12.

13.

14.

15.

Announce results from Executive Session
Items of interest from previous meetings

(A)  Action on petitions for regulatory change received at the April meeting and
pending items from previous meetings (the summary of petitions will be
posted at fgc.ca.gov/meetings/2015 about June 4, 2015)

(B)  Action on non-regulatory requests received at the April meeting and
pending items from previous meetings (the summary of requests will be
posted at fgc.ca.gov/meetings/2015 about June 4, 2015)

(C)  Streamlining routine regulatory changes

(D)  Public draft of the California State Wildlife Action Plan — 2015 Update

(E) Other

Department informational items

(A) Director’s report

(B)  Wildlife and Fisheries Division, and Ecosystem Conservation Division
(C) Law Enforcement Division

(D) Marine Region

(E) Other

Other items
(A)  Staff report

(B) Legislative update and possible action
(C) Federal agencies report




16.  Discussion and action on future meeting items

(A)  Town hall meeting — August 3

(B) Next meeting — August 4-5 in Fortuna

(C) Possible field trip for August meeting

(D)  Perpetual timetable for regulatory action updates
(E)  Meeting schedule and locations for 2016

(F)  New business

DAY 2 — JUNE 11, 2015, 8:00 A.M

17.  Public Forum
Any member of the public may address the Commission regarding the implementation of
its policies or any other matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission. The issue to be
discussed should not be related to any item on the current agenda. As a general rule,
action cannot be taken on issues not listed on the agenda; at the discretion of the
Commission, staff may be requested to follow up on such items. Submitting written
comments is encouraged to ensure that all comments will be included in the record
before the Commission. Please be prepared to summarize your comments in the time
allocated by the presiding commissioner.

18. Wildlife Resources Committee

(A)  Meeting summary
l. Receive recommendations

(B) Work plan development
l. Update on current work plan and timeline
Il. Discuss and approve new topics

19. Inland fisheries at risk due to drought

(A)  Adoption of emergency regulation to address inland fisheries at risk due
to drought conditions:
|. Add Section 8.01, Title 14, CCR, to create a process for temporarily
closing rivers to fishing; or
II. Amend Subsection 7.50(b)(118), Title 14, CCR, to close 5.5 miles of
the Merced River to fishing
(B) Discuss the long-term approach to addressing inland fisheries at risk
under varied water quality and quantity conditions

20.  Adopt Commission’s native plant policy
21.  Approve Department’s Duck Stamp proposals for Fiscal Year 2015-2016

22. Discussion of proposed changes to upland game bird regulations
(Sections 300 and 708.18, Title 14, CCR)

23. Discussion of proposed changes to waterfowl regulations
(Section 502, Title 14, CCR)



CONSENT ITEMS

24. Receive the Department’s status review report on the petition to list Pacific
fisher (Martes pennanti) as a threatened or endangered species
(Pursuant to Section 2074.6, Fish and Game Code)

25. Receive and approve initial Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and
Management Area (PLM) plans and 2015-2020 license for:
(Pursuant to Section 601, Title 14, CCR)

(A)  Big Lagoon PLM (Humboldt County)
(B) D-Rafter L Ranch, LLC (San Luis Obispo County)

26. Receive and approve annual reports and 2015-2016 Private Lands Wildlife
Habitat Enhancement and Management Area plans for:
(Pursuant to Section 601, Title 14, CCR)

(A) 3D Ranch (Tehama County)

(B)  Ash Valley Ranch (Lassen County)

(C)  Avenales Ranch (San Luis Obispo County)

(D)  Big Morongo Springs Ranch (San Bernardino County)
(E) Black Ranch (Shasta County)

(F) Buckeye Ranch (Solano County)

(G) Carrizo Ranch (San Luis Obispo County)

(H)  Chimney Rock Ranch (San Luis Obispo County)

() Connolly and Corral Hollow Ranch (San Joaquin County)
J) Coon Creek Ranch (Santa Clara County)

(K)  Corning Land Cattle Co. (Tehama County)

(L) Cottrell Ranch (Humboldt County)

(M)  Dixie Valley Ranch (Lassen County)

(N) El Rancho Rio Frio (Tehama County)

(O) Five Dot Ranch-Avila (Lassen County)

(P) Four Pines Ranch (Mendocino County)

(Q) Hearst Ranch (San Luis Obispo County)

(R)  Hunter Ranch (Humboldt County)

(S) Indian Valley Cattle Company (Monterey County)
(T)  Jerusalem Creek Ranch (Shasta County)

(U)  Morisoli Ranch (Monterey and San Benito counties)
V) Pepperwood Springs Ranch (Humboldt County)
(W) Rancho La Cuesta (San Benito County)

(X) Redwood House Ranch (Humboldt County

(Y)  Schneider Ranch (Mendocino County)

(2 SL Ranch (Modoc County)

(AA) Smith River PLM (Humboldt County)

(BB) Stover Ranch (Humboldt County)

(CC) Tejon Ranch (Kern and Los Angeles counties)

(DD) Temlor Ranch (San Luis Obispo and Kern counties)
(EE) Travis Ranch (Trinity County)

(FF) Trinchero Ranch (San Benito County)

(GG) Triple B Ranch (Shasta County)

(HH) Wiggins Ranch (Humboldt County)
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27.

() Work Ranch (Monterey County)

Receive and approve 5-year Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and
Management Area plans and 2015-2020 licenses for:
(Pursuant to Section 601, Title 14, CCR)

(A)  Big Bluff Ranch (Tehama County)

(B)  Burrows Ranch (Tehama County)

(C) Carnaza Ranch (San Luis Obispo County)

(D) Clark and White Ranches (San Luis Obispo County)
(E) Five Dot Ranch - Horse Lake (Lassen County)

(F) Five Dot Ranch - Tunnel Springs (Lassen County)
(G) Five Dot Ranch - Willow Creek (Lassen County)
(H) JS Ranch (Shasta County)

0] Llano Seco Rancho (Butte County)

J) Mendiboure Ranch (Lassen County)

(K) Roberts Ranch (Modoc County)

(L) Stewart Ranch (Trinity County)

28.

29.

Consideration of petition, Department’s report, and comments received on
whether listing the tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) as a threatened or
endangered species may be warranted

(Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2074.2).

Note: If the Commission determines listing may be warranted, a one-year
status review will commence before the final decision on listing is made.

Discussion of proposed changes to bobcat trapping regulations
(Pursuant to Section 4255, Fish and Game Code)




EXECUTIVE SESSION
(Not Open to Public)

Pursuant to the authority of Government Code Section 11126(a)(1) and (e)(1), and
Section 309 of the Fish and Game Code, the Commission will meet in closed Executive
Session. The purpose of this Executive Session is to consider:

(A)  Pending litigation to which the Commission is a Party

l. Big Creek Lumber Company and Central Coast Forest Assoc. v. California
Fish and Game Commission (Coho listing, south of San Francisco)

I. James Bunn and John Gibbs v. California Fish and Game Commission
(squid permits)

1. Center for Biological Diversity and Earth Island Institute v. California Fish
and Game Commission (black-backed woodpecker)

V. Dennis Sturgell v. California Fish and Game Commission, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Office of Administrative Hearings
(revocation of Dungeness crab vessel permit No. CT0544-T1)

(B) Possible litigation involving the Commission

(C)  Staff performance and compensation

(D) Receipt of hearing officer recommendations on license and permit items

l. Ms. Kele Young(er) — Appeal of Denial of the Application to Renew
Restricted Species Permit



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
2015 MEETING SCHEDULE
www.fgc.ca.gov

MEETING

DATE COMMISSION MEETING COMMITTEE MEETING
Marine Resources
July 8 Trinidad Town Hall
Y 409 Trinity Street
Trinidad, CA 95570
August 4-5 River Lodge Conference Center

1800 Riverwalk Drive
Fortuna, CA 95540

Wildlife Resources

Department of Industrial Relations
September 9 2550 Mariposa Mall, Room 1036
Fresno, CA 93721

Tribal Committee

Embassy Suites — LAX North
9801 Airport Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90045

October 6

Embassy Suites — LAX North
October 7-8 9801 Airport Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Marine Resources

Four Points by Sheraton Ventura
November 4 Harbor Resort

1050 Schooner Drive

Ventura, CA 93001

Town and Country Resort &
December 9-10 | Convention Center

500 Hotel Circle North

San Diego, CA 92108

OTHER MEETINGS OF INTEREST

Pacific Fishery Management Council
e June 12-17, Spokane, WA
e September 11-16, Sacramento, CA
e November 14-19, Garden Grove, CA

Wildlife Conservation Board
e September 3, Sacramento, CA
e November 19, Sacramento, CA

Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
e July 16-22, Reno, NV

Pacific Flyway Council
e July 24, Reno, NV


http://www.fgc.ca.gov/

IMPORTANT COMMISSION MEETING PROCEDURES INFORMATION

WELCOME TO A MEETING OF THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
This is the 145™ year of operation of the Commission in partnership with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Our goal is the preservation of our heritage and
conservation of our natural resources through informed decision making; Commission
meetings are vital in achieving that goal. In that spirit, we provide the following
information to be as effective and efficient toward that end. Welcome and please let us
know if you have any questions.

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Persons with disabilities needing reasonable accommodation to participate in public
meetings or other Commission activities are invited to contact the Reasonable
Accommodation Coordinator at (916) 651-1214. Requests for facility and/or meeting
accessibility should be received at least 10 working days prior to the meeting to ensure
the request can be accommodated.

SUBMITTING WRITTEN MATERIALS
As of July 1, 2015, the Commission will no longer accept comments or requests
for change via facsimile. Please submit written material by email or US Mail.

The public is encouraged to comment on any agenda item. Submit written comments by
one of the following methods: E-mail to fgc@fgc.ca.gov; fax to (916) 653-5040;
delivery to Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320,
Sacramento, CA 95814; or hand-deliver to a Commission meeting.

Written comments received at the Commission office by 5:00 p.m. on May 28 will be
made available to Commissioners prior to the meeting. Comments received by 12 noon
on June 5 will be marked late and made available to Commissioners at the meeting.
Otherwise, 12 copies of written comments must be brought to the meeting. All materials
provided to the Commission may be made available to the general public.

PETITIONS FOR REGULATORY CHANGE AND NON-REGULATORY REQUESTS
All petitions for regulatory change and non-regulatory requests will follow a two-meeting
cycle to ensure proper review and thorough consideration of each item. All requests
submitted by 12 noon on June 5 (or heard during public forum at the meeting) will be
scheduled for receipt at this meeting, and scheduled for consideration at the next
business meeting. Beginning October 1, 2015, all petitions for regulatory change must
be submitted in writing using a form that will be made available on the Commission’s
website; details about this new requirement and the form adopted by the Commission
are available at http://fgc.ca.gov/regulations/2014/index.aspx#662.

VISUAL PRESENTATIONS/MATERIALS

All visual presentations must be pre-approved by the Executive Director. Visual
presentations must be provided by email or delivered to the Commission office on a
USB flash drive by 12 noon on June 5. All electronic formats must be Windows PC
compatible. A data projector, laptop and presentation mouse will be available for use at
the meeting.


mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov

CONSENT CALENDAR

A summary of all items will be available for review at the meeting. Any item may be
removed from the consent calendar by the Commission, or upon the request of the
Department or member of the public who wishes to speak to that item.

LASER POINTERS may only be used by a speaker during a presentation; use at any
other time may result in arrest.

SPEAKING AT THE MEETING

To speak on an agenda item, please complete a “Speaker Card" and give it to the
designated staff member before the agenda item is announced. Cards will be available
near the entrance of the meeting room. Only one speaker card is necessary for
speaking to multiple items.

Agenda items may be heard in any order and on either day pursuant to the
discretion of the presiding commissioner.

1. Speakers will be called in groups; please line up when your name is called.

2. When addressing the Commission, give your name and the name of any
organization you represent, and provide your comments on the item under
consideration.

3. Each speaker has three minutes to address the Commission; however, time may be
adjusted at the discretion of the presiding commissioner. If there are several
speakers with the same concerns, please appoint a spokesperson and avoid
repetitive testimony.

4. Speakers may cede their time to an individual spokesperson, but only under the
following conditions:

a. Individuals ceding time forfeit their right to speak to the agenda item; and

b. The minimum number of individuals required to cede time to a spokesperson
and the amount of time allocated are arranged in advance with the presiding
commissioner.

5. If you are presenting handouts/written material to the Commission at the meeting,
please provide 12 copies to the designated staff member just prior to speaking.



Iltem No. 1
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015
1. PUBLIC FORUM
Today’s Item Information Action [
Receipt of public comments and requests for regulatory and non-regulatory actions.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Today’s receipt of requests and comments Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
e Direction to grant, deny or refer requests Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

FGC generally receives three types of correspondence: Requests for regulatory action,
requests for non-regulatory action, and informational only. The Administrative Procedure Act
(APA) requires action on regulatory requests to be either denied or granted and notice made of
that determination (last year we used the terms “accept” or “reject”; for 2015 we are using the
terminology directly from APA). At the end of public forum a motion may be made to provide
direction to staff on any items for which FGC wishes to receive additional information or take
immediate action. Otherwise, FGC will determine the fate of the regulatory and non-regulatory
requests at the next commission meeting.

Significant Public Comments

1. See regulatory requests in Exhibit 1
2. See non-regulatory requests in Exhibit 2

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits

1. Table containing a summary of new petitions for regulation change received by May
28 at 5:00 p.m., the comment deadline for the meeting binder.
2. Table containing a summary of new non-regulatory requests received by May 28 at
5:00 p.m., the comment deadline for the meeting binder.
3-13. Individual, new petitions and requests that are summarized in the tables.
14-20. Informational-only items; staff will not take any action on these unless otherwise
directed by FGC.

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Caren Woodson 1



Item No. 2
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015
2. TRIBAL COMMITTEE
Today’s Item Information Action [
Receive and discuss results of the Tribal Committee (TC) meeting held June 9, 2015.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e TC tribal take (TT) discussion April 7, 2015; Santa Rosa
e Today's TC TT discussion Jun 9, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

During FGC'’s rulemaking process to adopt a network of marine protected areas (MPAS), the
issue of impacting traditional gathering by Native American tribes surfaced. In particular, during
the north coast study region planning effort, the issue of tribal take of living marine resources
was recognized as a traditional use to avoid impacting through the siting and designation of
MPAs. FGC exempted take by tribes that could demonstrate traditional use of those resources
in MPAs; this exemption did not apply to MPAs designated as “reserves”. FGC has received
several requests since then from tribes that were not afforded that exemption in other study
regions (for example: Exhibits 1-6). TC was asked to explore the more recent requests and
provide recommendations to FGC.

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

Exhibits
1. Letter from the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs regarding tribal take in MPAs by
Resighini Rancheria, received Aug 20, 2012

2. Letter from the Pala Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding tribal use of marine
resources, received Mar 13, 2013

3. Letter from Smith River Rancheria to California Department of Fish and Game regarding
jurisdiction over coastal waters and marine resources, received Mar 21, 2012

4. Letter from the Sherwood Valley Rancheria regarding tribal use options for MPAs in
the north coast study region, received Jun 27, 2011

5. Letter from Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the Trinidad Rancheria, regarding
consultation about Reading Rock, received Aug 14, 2013

6. Letter from the Wishtoyo Foundation and Ventura Coastkeeper regarding the
Chumash co-management proposal for Sequit State Marine Conservation Area,
received May 5, 2009

7. TC meeting agenda, June 9, 2015

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Sonke Mastrup 1



Item No. 3
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015
3. TRIBAL CONSULTATION POLICY
Today’s Item Information [ Action
Consider adoption of tribal consultation policy

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e TC discussion and drafting April 17, 2014; Solvang

e TC discussion and drafting June 5, 2014; Fortuna

e TC discussion and drafting Sept. 17, 2014; Sacramento

e Receipt of draft policy Dec. 3, 2014; Van Nuys

e Discussion hearing Feb 11, 2015; Sacramento

e Discussion hearing April 7, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’s adoption hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

FGC announced the beginning of its process to implement Governor Brown’s Executive Order
B-10-11 to develop a Tribal Consultation Policy at its February 5, 2014, meeting. To strengthen
communication and collaboration between FGC and California federally-recognized tribes and
tribal communities, FGC created the Tribal Committee as one of its working committees. FGC
asked the Tribal Committee to develop an effective government-to-government consultation
policy to guide work between FGC and tribes on policies that affect California tribal
communities.

In summary, the draft policy focuses on early communication and coordination rather than on
formal consultation. Most of the issues that might warrant formal consultation would require
the participation of the DFW using its formal consultation policy.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)
Recommendation

FGC staff: Adopt tribal consultation policy.

Exhibits
1. Draft Tribal Consultation Policy

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the
proposed tribal consultation policy.
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4, MARINE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Review tasks referred to the Marine Resources Committee (MRC) for discussion and
evaluation, review potential agenda topics for July 8, 2015 MRC meeting in Trinidad, and
consider potential new topics for MRC review.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Most recent MRC meeting Mar 4, 2015; Marina
e Today’s approval of July draft MRC topics Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
e Next MRC meeting Jul 8, 2015; Trinidad

Background

FGC directs committee work. This agenda item is to review topics submitted to MRC for
evaluation, identify new topics to refer to MRC, and provide guidance as to the content of the
next MRC agenda. Topics already referred to MRC include:

e Abalone Fishery Management Plan (FMP) development
e Fisheries bycatch workgroup

e Pier and jetty fishing review in southern California

e Herring FMP planning updates

e California’s fishing communities

Two additional topics previously identified are now ready to schedule for MRC review, based
on DFW readiness:

e Update MLMA Master Plan for Fisheries
e Update MLPA Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas (MPAS)

Draft agenda topics for the July 8, 2015 MRC meeting are shown in the MRC work plan in
Exhibit 1, as well as proposed additions for FGC consideration today.
Significant Public Comments

1. Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), an MPA implementation partner, has
requested to be added to the July MRC agenda, to share results of a new NRDC report
titled, Enforcement Technology Options for California MPAs (Exhibit 2).

Recommendation

1. Staff recommends adding the following topics to the draft MRC work plan (Exhibit 1):

¢ MLMA Master Plan for Fisheries update
e MLPA Master Plan for MPAs update
e NRDC report on MPA enforcement technology options
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2. Staff also recommends that draft discussion topics for the July 2015 MRC meeting
include:

¢ Abalone FMP development update

e Fisheries bycatch workgroup update

e Pier and jetty fishing review update

e California’s fishing communities discussion

e Three additional topics identified under staff recommendation 1

Exhibits

1. MRC 3-year work plan and draft agenda topics for July 8, 2015 MRC meeting

2. Email request from Karen Garrison, NRDC, requesting to be added to the MRC agenda,
received May 28, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission approves
the July 2015 MRC draft meeting topics and the updated MRC work plan with additions
recommended by staff.
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5. REGULATION PETITION PROCESS AND FORM
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Adopt revised regulation petition process regulation and form FGCL1.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Notice hearing Oct 8, 2014, Mt. Shasta

e Discussion hearing Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys

e Original adoption hearing Feb 11-12, 2015; Sacramento

e Today’s adoption hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

At its Feb 11-12 meeting in Sacramento, FGC adopted a proposed regulation and form
regarding petitions for regulation change; the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) notified FGC
staff that OAL would not approve FGC’s regulation and form as written. FGC staff withdrew the
rulemaking file from OAL on Apr 21, 2015.

The following revisions were made based on OAL’s recommendation:
e Regulatory text concerning a two meeting process was removed,

e Regulatory text concerning referral to DFW or to a committee for evaluation and
recommendation prior to commencement of the rulemaking was removed,;

e Regulatory text concerning staff review of a petition was clarified to state that a petition
may be rejected if the petition fails to contain necessary information in the required
categories of petition form FGC1;

e Regulatory text stating “If any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation
change was considered within the previous 12 months and no information or data is
being submitted beyond what was previously submitted” was moved from the paragraph
concerning staff rejection of the petition to the paragraph concerning FGC denial of the
petition;

e Petition form FGC1 was revised to clarify which information is required and which
information is optional; and

e Petition form FGC1's check box “Reject — same as petition " was moved from
the section regarding staff action to the section regarding FGC action and changed to
“Deny — same as petition ”

The following revision was recommended by FGC staff:

e In the regulation and on Form FGC1, terminology regarding FGC action on a petition
was changed from accept/reject to grant/deny to match terminology in Government
Code, Section 11340.7

A 15-day notice of the revisions recommended by OAL and by FGC staff was sent to
interested and affected parties on May 20, 2015.
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If FGC approves the revised regulation and form, staff will re-file the rulemaking file with OAL.
If FGC does not approve the revised regulation and form, staff will file a notice of decision not
to proceed and the regulation will die.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation
FGC staff: Adopt the revised regulation as recommended by OAL and FGC staff.

Exhibits
1. ISOR with originally proposed regulation and originally proposed petition form FGC1
2. PSOR with revised proposed regulation based on public comment

3. Revised proposed regulation text based on OAL recommendation and staff
recommendation

4. Revised proposed petition form FGC1 based on OAL recommendation and staff
recommendation

5. Government Code Sections 11340.6 and 11340.7

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts revised
proposed Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, concerning the regulation
petition process and form FGC1.
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6. MARKET SQUID LOGBOOKS
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Authorization to publish notice of intent to amend market squid logbooks.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Original notice hearing Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’s notice hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e Adoption hearing Oct 7-8, 2015; Los Angeles
Background

DFW requests that FGC authorize publication of notice of its intent to consider amending
market squid logbook forms located in Appendix A of Title 14, and amending existing
regulations concerning said forms (Section 149, Title 14, California Code of Regulations).

Proposed changes to the market squid logbook provisions include:

* Update Market Squid Vessel Logbook (DFG 149a) and Market Squid Light/Brail Boat
Logbook (DFG 149b) to bring these forms into compliance with the standards set by
DFW'’s forms management coordinator.

* Improve instructions that explain how the logs are to be filled out.
* Improve the quality of data that are received by DFW.

* Refer to the revised forms entitled with an updated version number “Market Squid
Vessel Logbook — DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15)", and “Market Squid Light/Brail Boat
Logbook — DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15).”

Additionally, other non-substantive changes are proposed to the regulations of Section 149 in
order to improve clarity and organization

At the Apr 8, 2015 FGC meeting, DFW presented a potential regulatory package that included
the above changes as well as proposed changes to lighting requirements in subsections (f),
(9), and (h) of Section 149. However, at that same meeting, DFW withdrew its request for
authorization to publish notice. The proposed lighting changes have been removed from the
package to allow for further scoping of current practices, which has been deemed necessary to
more fully evaluate the proposed lighting modifications.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

FGC staff: Authorize publication of the notice as recommended by DFW.
Committee: N/A

DFW: Authorize publication of the notice of proposed regulatory action.
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Exhibits
1. DFW memo, received May 14, 2015
2. Initial statement of reasons
3. DFW presentation

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission authorizes
publication of a notice of its intent to amend Section 149 and Appendix A regarding
commercial market squid logbooks.

Author: Sherrie Fonbuena 2



Item No. 7
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

7. SPINY LOBSTER FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AND REGULATIONS

Today’s Item Information [ Action

Receive Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan (FMP) scientific review from California
Ocean Science Trust (OST); receive update on FMP and rulemaking timeline; discuss draft

regulations and provide direction on options for regulations to include in rulemaking.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e MRC vetting and recommendation Mar 4, 2015; Marina

e Informational update Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today discuss/direction on regulatory options Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e *Receive FMP; regulations notice hearing Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna

e *Adopt FMP; discussion/adoption hearing Dec 9-10, 2015; San Diego
Background

A Spiny Lobster FMP has been under development since 2012 and is nearing completion. A
preliminary public draft FMP was released in Nov 2014, and a scientific review was completed
in late May 2015 by a scientific review committee convened by OST (Exhibit 1). FGC is
scheduled to receive the FMP after DFW revises the draft based on scientific review findings.
Today, OST will present an overview of the scientific review.

Management measures and regulations to implement the Spiny Lobster FMP were developed
through DFW'’s Lobster Advisory Committee (LAC). LAC developed a package of consensus-
based regulatory recommendations, clarified and defined through follow-up meetings between
DFW and LAC commercial and recreational representatives. At its April 2015 meeting, FGC
received a DFW overview of LAC and DFW recommendations (exhibits 2 and 3), and an MRC
recommendation (see “Committee” recommendation below). A memo and summary overview of
LAC recommendations, select recommendations that DFW does not support, and additional
measures proposed by DFW is provided for discussion today (Exhibit 4).

Today, FGC is scheduled to discuss the regulatory recommendations, receive public comment,
and provide direction to DFW on the scope of regulatory options to include in a notice of
proposed regulatory action and initial statement of reasons for regulatory change. See FGC
staff, MRC, and DFW recommendations below. Key considerations for FGC direction are:

e Confirm inclusion of LAC recommendations and additional DFW recommendations.
e Include or do not include as options the LAC recommendations not supported by DFW?
e Include or do not include any alternatives to DFW or LAC recommendations?

* A note on timeline: DFW is expected to present a proposed timeline revision necessary to
account for project staff redirected to support Refugio oil spill response operations and to
adequately address the scientific review findings in the FMP.

Significant Public Comments
1. Ace Line Hauler Fishing Products, manufacturer of mechanized hoop pullers, email to
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DFW, concerned about impact of proposed pullers ban on business (Exhibit 5)

2. Package of 58 letters opposing LAC recommendation for commercial trap limits: 10
lobster or general commercial fishermen, 7 restaurant owners or fish buyers, and 41
commenters of unidentified affiliation (see Exhibit 6 for sample letters)

3. Public testimony is anticipated to reintroduce previous proposal concepts to
“grandfather in” higher trap limits, although staff has not seen any new specific written
proposal

Recommendation

FGC staff: Staff supports DFW recommendations to include LAC changes except for
restricting recreational mechanized pullers or for 3-year phase-in commercial trap limit, and to
include DFW-identified additions. However, staff recommends that FGC clarify with DFW
regarding specific implementation details associated with the LAC waiver to pull another
lobster operator permit holder’s traps (e.g., retention of lobsters from serviced traps, and
setting of waiver conditions by DFW). Staff also supports MRC recommendation to not include
alternate, non-consensus options such as trap limit tiers.

Committee: MRC recommends that FGC endorse the LAC consensus recommendations and
DFW additional recommendations for proposed regulation options. MRC did not recommend
any alternate stakeholder proposals to the LAC recommendations.

DFW: 1) Include LAC recommendations except: do not include a) restriction on recreational
use of mechanized pullers, nor b) short-term phase-in commercial trap limit provision; and 2)
Include DFW'’s additional recommendations not addressed by LAC.

Exhibits

1. OST report on Spiny Lobster FMP scientific review, received May 28, 2015

LAC and DFW recommendations: commercial lobster regulations, dated Feb 20, 2015
LAC and DFW recommendations: recreational lobster regulations, dated Feb 20, 2015
DFW memo, received May 29, 2015

Ace Line Hauler Fishing Products email to DFW opposing recreational ban of
mechanized pullers, forwarded from DFW to FGC on Apr 2, 2015

6. Sample letters opposing LAC trap limit, received May 18, 2015

aprwbd

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the
Commission directs staff to include all LAC recommendations for a draft lobster rulemaking,
with the following modifications (check those that apply):

____do not include LAC recommended restriction on recreational use of mechanized pullers
____do not include LAC recommended commercial short-term phase-in trap limit
____include DFW-identified recommendations

____under a waiver, specify that lobsters retrieved from serviced traps may be retained

under a waiver, specify that DFW may prescribe waiver conditions, including whether
traps must be brought back to shore or may be returned to water unbaited and wired open
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8. SANTA BARBARA MARICULTURE LEASE RENEWAL (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Receive Santa Barbara Mariculture’s request to renew state water bottom lease M-653-02 for
aquaculture.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e FGC approved one year lease extension Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys
e Today receive request to renew lease Jun 9, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

FGC has the authority to lease state water bottoms to any person for aquaculture if FGC
determines that such a lease is in the public interest (Section 15400, Fish and Game Code). A
lessee shall have a prior right to renew the lease on terms agreed upon between FGC and the
lessee (Section 15406, Fish and Game Code).

Santa Barbara Mariculture currently holds FGC-issued state water bottom lease (lease)
number M-653-02, which is set to expire January 17, 2016 (Exhibit 1). Since the original lease
period of 2005-2010, FGC has approved several short-term extensions (Exhibit 2). In 2013, the
leaseholder, Mr. Bernard Freidman, requested to renew his lease under a reconfigured shape
and position intended to be more compatible with vessel traffic patterns. The proposed new
shape overlaps approximately 46 acres of the current 72 acre lease, and relocates 26 acres to
an adjoining plot. At DFW'’s request, FGC granted Mr. Freidman a one-year extension in 2013
and again in 2014, to allow continued operations while DFW worked on resolving the complex
issues associated with the lease renewal and boundary reconfiguration request.

Based on legal counsel, staff advised Mr. Freidman to divide his request into two separate
action items: A “lease renewal” request for the portion of the current lease M-653-02 he wishes
to retain (this agenda item), and an application for a “new lease” for the area proposed to be
relocated adjacent to, but outside, the current lease area for M-653-02 (see Agenda Item 9).
Mr. Freidman has submitted both requests for concurrent consideration (Exhibit 3). The lease
renewal request is to retain approximately two-thirds of the current lease area (~46 acres) and
to surrender the seaward-most third of the lease (~26 acres). Mr. Freidman proposes to
relocate the 26 acres to a “new lease” area adjacent to Lease M-653-02; the new lease
application is received under Agenda Item 9 (see map in Exhibit 4). As the lease renewal and
new lease application are inextricably connected to each other, both items will be scheduled
concurrently for FGC consideration.

Following receipt by FGC, DFW will review the request and provide its evaluation for FGC
consideration later this year.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation (N/A)
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Exhibits

1. Santa Barbara Mariculture aquaculture lease renewal for State Water Bottom Lease M-
653-02 in Santa Barbara Channel, issued Nov 3, 2005

2. Lease history and renewal timeline for M-653-02
3. Santa Barbara Mariculture request for lease renewal and application for new lease
4. Map of current and proposed lease areas

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Fish and Game Commission
adopts the Consent Calendar, items 8-11.
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9. SANTA BARBARA MARICULTURE REQUEST FOR NEW LEASE (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Receive Santa Barbara Mariculture’s application for new state water bottom lease for
aquaculture, adjacent to existing lease M-653-02.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e FGC approved one year lease extension Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys
e Today receive new lease application Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

FGC has the authority to lease state water bottoms to any person for aquaculture if FGC
determines that such a lease is in the public interest (Section 15400, Fish and Game Code).
Requirements for new lease applications and their consideration by FGC are specified in
Section 15403 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code.

Santa Barbara Mariculture currently holds FGC-issued state water bottom lease (lease)
number M-653-02, which is set to expire January 17, 2016. As described in Agenda Item 8, the
lessee, Mr. Bernard Freidman, wishes to renew the lease under a reconfigured shape
anticipated to be more compatible with vessel traffic patterns. The proposed new shape
overlaps with ~46 acres of the current 72 acre lease, while the seaward-most 26 acres would
be relocated to an area adjacent to, but outside, the current lease area (see agenda item 8,
exhibits 8.1 and 8.2).

Legal counsel has advised that surrender of the seaward portion of the existing lease and its
relocation to a new adjacent area constitute separate actions, where amending the existing
lease footprint would be considered under lease renewal (Agenda Item 8) and the proposed
new area would be considered through an application for a “new lease”. Mr. Freidman has
submitted the lease renewal request and new lease application within the same letter and
supporting documentation (see Agenda Item 8, Exhibit 8.3).

The new lease application must undergo DFW and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review and public notice before final consideration by FGC. Staff is consulting with
legal counsel concerning the process and timing for the CEQA review. As the lease renewal
and new lease application are inextricably linked to each other, both items will be scheduled
concurrently for FGC consideration.

Following receipt by FGC, DFW will review the application, consult with agencies of
overlapping jurisdiction, and provide its evaluation and CEQA review to inform FGC
consideration later this year

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation (N/A)
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Exhibits (N/A) (see Agenda Item 8, exhibits 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3)
Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Fish and Game Commission
adopts the Consent Calendar, items 8-11
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10. WHITE SEABASS FMP ANNUAL REVIEW (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Receive DFW'’s White Seabass Fishery Management Plan 2013-2014 Annual Review report.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

FGC adopted the White Seabass Fishery Management Plan (FMP) in June 2002, which
requires annual monitoring and review of the commercial and recreational fisheries. The White
Seabass Scientific and Constituent Advisory Panel (WSSCAP) was established to assist DFW
and FGC with reviewing the fishery assessments, management proposals and plan
amendments. Annual review includes fishery-dependent and fishery-independent data, if
available, documented changes within the social and economic structure of industries that
utilize the white seabass resource within California, information on the harvest of white
seabass in Mexican waters and other relevant data. FGC adopted criteria (“points of concern”)
to help determine when to address resource management issues.

DFW met with WSSCAP in April 2015 to review fishery information and consider whether
current management measures were providing adequate protection for the white seabass
resource. WSSCAP reviewed the points of concern established in the FMP and found that
none of the concerns were met. In addition, a criteria-based evaluation of the white seabass
population was conducted to determine if an overfished condition exists and found that, while
there has been a decrease in commercial landings in recent years, an overfished condition
was not indicated.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation
FGC staff: Accept the DFW recommendation under a motion to adopt the consent calendar.

DFW: DFW recommends no changes to current recreational and commercial white seabass
fisheries management.

Exhibits
1. DFW memo, dated May 13, 2015

2. DFW White Seabass Fishery Management Plan 2013-2014 Annual Review, dated April
2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the Consent
Calendar, items 8-11

Author: Susan Ashcraft 1



Item No. 11
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

11. TROY TECKLENBURG (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Permanently revoke commercial fishing license and lobster operator permit for Troy L.
Tecklenburg of Huntington Beach.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife has requested that FGC permanently revoke
Troy L. Tecklenburg’'s Commercial Fishing License Number L84668 and Lobster Operator
Permit Number LOT909 (Exhibit 1). DFW sent a warden to Mr. Tecklenburg’s home in early
April 2015 to deliver its accusation; no one answered the door. DFW then sent the accusation
via certified mail to the mailing address on file; a USPS notice was left at Mr. Tecklenburg’s
address on April 17. California Government Code, Section 11505(c) states, in part, that
“Service by registered mail shall be effective if a statute or agency rule requires the respondent
to file the respondent's address with the agency and to notify the agency of any change, and if
a registered letter containing the accusation...and accompanying material is mailed,
addressed to the respondent at the latest address on file with the agency.” Mr. Tecklenburg’s
response to the accusation was required within 15 days of delivery if he wished to appeal
DFW'’s request; he did not respond.

FGC staff sent Mr. Tecklenburg a letter both certified and regular mail as a pre-meeting
notification of FGC’s potential action on June 10 (Exhibit 2); he contacted FGC staff by phone
to indicate that he was in Canada during the time the certified mail delivery attempts of the
accusation were made. However, staff has also been notified by DFW Office of the General
Counsel that DFW wardens personally interacted with Mr. Tecklenburg on his boat during the
same time frame (Exhibit 3).

Mr. Tecklenburg has violated the California Fish and Game Code numerous times, was
convicted twice, and has a third case pending. In Sep 2014, Mr. Tecklenburg’s commercial
lobster privileges were temporarily suspended for failure to appear at a hearing; the
suspension ended in Dec 2014 when the case concluded and Mr. Tecklenburg paid $521 in
fines.

In recognizing Mr. Tecklenburg’s waiver of his right to a hearing for failure to timely file a notice
of defense, FGC may (1) permanently revoke his commercial fishing license and/or his lobster
operator permit as requested by DFW or (2) in its discretion grant him a hearing through the
Office of Administrative Hearings, and/or temporarily suspend Mr. Tecklenburg’s commercial
fishing license and/or lobster operator permit until the hearing process is complete. If FGC
chooses to grant Mr. Tecklenburg a hearing, staff recommends this agenda item be moved to
the Aug 4-5, 2015 meeting for further discussion since for the Jun 10-11 meeting it is listed as
a consent item for permanent revocation.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)
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Recommendation

FGC staff: Support DFW’s recommendation.

Committee: N/A

DFW: Permanently revoke Troy Tecklenburg’'s Commercial Fishing License Number L84668
and Lobster Operator Permit Number LOT909.

Exhibits

1. DFW accusation against Mr. Troy Tecklenburg, received Apr 7, 2015
2. FGC letter to Mr. Tecklenburg, without enclosure, sent May 20, 2015
3. DFW letter to FGC, dated May 27, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the
Consent Calendar, items 8-11.

OR

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission moves
consideration of DFW'’s request to permanently revoke Troy L. Tecklenburg’'s commercial
fishing license and lobster operator permit to the August 4-5, 2015 meeting for further
consideration.
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12. EXECUTIVE SESSION

Today’s Item Information [J Action
(A) Pending litigation to which FGC is a party — See agenda for complete list of litigation.
(B) Possible litigation involving FGC — None to report through May 29.
(C) Staff performance and compensation: Update on staffing.

(D) Receipt of hearing officer recommendations on license and permit items — Review of
and action on Office of Administrative Hearings’ (OAH) administrative law judge’s
proposed decision regarding Ms. Kele Young ( er )’'s appeal of DFW’s denial of the
application to renew restricted species permit. (Exhibit D1)

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background
This is a standing agenda item for FGC to announce results from its executive session.

Significant Public Comments

(D) Kele Young (er) requests to vacate FGC’s June 10-11, 2015 agenda item to render a
decision on this matter until the first available southern California commission meeting
so that she may be present to address the commissioners on this matter. (Exhibit D2).
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) responded to the objection by
asking FGC to adopt the proposed decision in its entirety and objecting to the request
to vacate (Exhibit D3); DFW identifies a number of reasons for its positions, including
the fact that Ms. Young ( er)’s facility has been unpermitted since Nov 2013 and
uninspected since Dec 2011, and she has not paid any required fees since 2012.

Recommendation

(D) FGC staff: Support the DFW recommendation. If Ms. Young ( er ) appears to testify,
staff recommends taking her testimony before breaking for executive session.

DFW: Adopt the proposed decision from the Office of Administrative Hearings.

Exhibits

D1. Proposed decision for Kele Young ( er ) (exhibits will be available to view during
executive session)

D2. Kele Young ( er) objections to proposed decision, received May 28, 2015

D3. California Department of Fish and Wildlife response to Kele Young ( er )’s May 28,
2015 objections/request to vacate, received June 2, 2015

Motion/Direction (to be used in executive session)

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts / amends /
rejects the Office of Administrative Hearings’ administrative law judge’s proposed decision for
Kele Young (er).
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13. ITEMS OF INTEREST FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS
Today’s Item Information Action

This is a standing agenda item for FGC to provide direction on regulatory petitions and non-
regulatory requests from the public, as well as other items of interest from previous meetings.
For this meeting:

(A) Action on petitions for regulatory change received at the April meeting and pending
items from previous meetings.

(B) Action on non-regulatory requests received at the April meeting and pending items
from previous meetings.

(C) Streamlining routine regulatory changes
(D) Public draft of California State Wildlife Action Plan — 2015 Update
(E) Other

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

(A-B) FGC received the requests in exhibits A1 and B1 in three ways: (1) Requests
received at the office through March 26 were published as tables in the April meeting
binder, (2) requests received as late handouts were delivered at the April meeting,
and (3) requests that were received during public forum at the April meeting.

(C) Atits April 2015 meeting, the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission)
directed staff to bring to the June 2015 meeting an initial proposal for streamlining
some of the routine rulemakings to create more efficient processes.

(D) N/A

Background

(A-B) FGC provides guidance and direction to staff regarding requests from the public
received by mail, fax, and email and during public forum at the previous FGC
meeting. The public request logs listed as exhibits capture the regulatory and non-
regulatory requests received through the last meeting that require FGC guidance.

(C)  See Exhibit C.1 for background.

(D) FGC has received updates during development of the California State Wildlife Action
Plan (SWAP) — 2015 Update draft. The public comment period is currently open (see
exhibits D1 and D2).

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

(D) A commenter urges FGC to ask DFW to amend language in the public draft to reflect
language in a 2013 document where only illegal hunting, fishing and harvesting in
the Bay Delta-Central Coast Region was identified as a pressure, rather than
hunting, fishing and harvesting in general (Exhibit D.3).

Recommendation

(A-B) Adopt staff recommendations for the regulatory and non-regulatory requests with
either (1) deny the request, (2) grant the request, or (3) refer the request to MRC,
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WRC, TC, DFW staff, or FGC staff for further evaluation or information gathering.
The exhibits contain staff recommendations for each request.

(C)  See Exhibit C.1 for staff recommendation.
(D) N/A
Exhibits
Al. Regulatory requests received in preparation for or presented at the Apr 2015 meeting

B1.

C1.
D1.
D2.
D3.

Non-regulatory requests received in preparation for or presented at the Apr 2015
meeting

Staff Report on Streamlining Routine Regulatory Changes
DFW news release on SWAP 2015 Update draft
SWAP 2015 Update — Executive summary

Email from Scott McMorrow regarding language in the public draft, SWAP — 2015
Update, received May 26, 2015

Motion/Direction

(A-B)

Author:

Moved by and seconded by that the commission
adopts the staff recommendations for actions on April 2015 regulatory and non-
regulatory requests and for streamlining routine regulatory changes.

OR

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the
staff recommendations for streamlining routine regulatory changes, and actions on April
2015 regulatory and non-regulatory requests, except for item(s) for
which the action is .

Caren Woodson 2
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14. DEPARTMENT INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Today’s Item Information Action O

This is a standing agenda item to receive and discuss informational updates from DFW:

(A) Director’'s Report

(B) Wildlife and Fisheries Division, and Ecosystem Conservation Division
(C) Law Enforcement Division

(D) Marine Region

(E) Other

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

With a coalition of oil spill response organizations, DFW's Office of Spill Prevention and
Response (OSPR) has been actively managing cleanup work at the Refugio Oil Spill in Santa
Barbara; OSPR provides regular updates on the status of efforts on its website (Exhibit A.1).

Elkhorn Slough is owned by DFW and operated in partnership with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration and the local non-profit Elkhorn Slough Foundation. The Elkhorn
Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project proposes to restore 147 acres of tidal salt marsh,
ecotone, and upland native grasslands (Exhibit D.1). While some of the project area occurs
along the edges of the Elkhorn Slough State Marine Reserve, the footprint of the reserve is not
expected to change. A mitigated negative declaration environmental document is expected to
be released early this summer.

Six DFW wildlife officers have received the State Medal of Valor, the state’s highest honor,
while several other wildlife officers and DFW communications staff have been recognized for
their work (see exhibits E.1-E.4).

DFW has undertaken a number of activities that are potentially of interest to FGC members
(see exhibits E.5-E.9).

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

Exhibits
Al. Refugio oil spill: Unified Command update (May 28, 2015), map of shoreline oiling
(May 27, 2015) and DFW declaration of fisheries closure (May 21, 2015)

D1. CDFW memo regarding restoration of Minhoto Marsh within the Elkhorn Slough State
Marine Reserve, received May 29, 2015

E1l. Six Wildlife Officers Receive Medal of Valor, California’s Highest Honor, April 23, 2015

E2. CDFW Tales Three Golds at Excellence in Communications Competition, May 21,
2015
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Item No. 14
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California Rifle and Pistol Association Honors CDFW Assistant Chief Roy Griffith as
Wildlife Officer of the Year, May 22, 2015

Shikar-Safari Club International Honors Lt. Sheree Christensen as Wildlife Officer of
the Year, May 26, 2015

CDFW Awards $21 Million in Grants for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Projects, Apr 30,
2015

Diverse Coalition Negotiating Historic Venture to Reintroduce Salmon to Sierra, May
7, 2015

Poachers Take Advantage of Drought Conditions to Target Juvenile Salmon, May 13,
2015

CDFW and Partners Investigate Decline in Pheasant Population, May 12, 2015

California Fish and Game Scientific Journal Completes 100th Anniversary Series, May
22,2015

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Melissa Miller-Henson 2



[tem No. 15A
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

15A. OTHER ITEMS — STAFF REPORT
Today’s Item Information Action O

Receive an update on staffing and staff’s time allocation for May 2015.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

In an effort to help keep the Commission current on its staffing and where staff is expending its
time, staff has developed a report that shows the allocation of time in general categories for
the previous month, as well as highlights some of the specific activities for the previous and
current months (see Exhibit Al).

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

Exhibits
Al. Staff Report on Staff Time Allocation — May 2015

Motion/Direction
Staff would appreciate feedback on the usefulness of this information and the format/content.

Author: Melissa Miller-Henson 1
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15B. OTHER ITEMS - LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Today’s Item Information Action

Review and discuss legislation of interest identified by FGC and DFW staff (exhibits B1 and
B2), and provide staff direction.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Brief update Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa
e Today’s update and possible action Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

FGC staff has prepared a list of legislative bills that may be of interest to FGC, which includes
a brief synopsis and current bill status. Items highlighted in yellow indicate legislation of
particular interest or that may impact FGC'’s resources and workload.

This is the best opportunity for FGC to provide direction to staff concerning any proposed
legislation. At any meeting FGC may direct staff to provide information or share concerns with
bill authors. FGC members also have the option to take positions on bills at the same meeting
an update is provided.

Updates on Pending Legislation

AB 290 (Bigelow) — This is a 2-year bill. Would re-define “pigs”, prohibit release into
uncontrolled areas, eliminate DFW-required management plan, require up to 40% of funds
from sale of wild pig validations be used to remedy damage by pigs, replaces wild pig tag with
a validation on the hunting license which permits unlimited take and possession, set pig
validation at $15 for residents and $30 for nonresidents, and prohibit take at night unless DFW
is notified by 3:00 p.m. prior to the planned take.

AB 665 (Frazier) — Confirms that the state fully occupies the field of authority for the taking
and possession of fish and game. The bill was amended to alleviate concerns regarding the
prohibition of cities and counties from enacting laws that affect incidental take for the purpose
of protecting health and/or safety. The bill clarifies that unless otherwise authorized by the Fish
and Game Code or other state or federal law, FGC and DFW are the only entities that may
adopt or promulgate regulations regarding the taking or possession of fish and game on any
lands or waters within the state.

AB 729 (Atkins) — Per Commissioner Sutton’s request, staff met with Speaker Atkins’ office
regarding AB 729 (San Diego Unified Port District, territory held in trust). Legislative staff
indicated they are not seeking to remove FGC’s aquaculture lease authority. This is a 2-year
bill, to be amended in the coming weeks. FGC staff agreed to keep in touch with the office and
monitor the legislation.

AB 1201 (Salas) — Would require DFW, by June 30, 2016, to develop and initiate a science-
based approach that addresses predation by nonnative species upon species of fish listed
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pursuant to the act that reside all or a portion of their lives in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta.

SB 457 (Nielsen) — Would amend the Bobcat Protection Act to permit that the boundary
features may also include, but are not limited to, landmarks. The bill was amended to include
roads instead of major roads and would provide that landmarks and geographic positions
established by navigation and surveying methods may be used to delineate the boundaries of
an area described above in which bobcat trapping is prohibited.

Significant Public Comments

e California Law Review Commission (CLRC) is studying the Fish and Game Code to
propose a complete revision. Phase 1 revisions are included in AB-1527, legislation
currently pending before the legislature. CLRC is soliciting public comment on its Phase
2 recommendations to enact new provisions that authorize take or possession in
specific circumstances and to abandon the FGC rulemaking procedures outlined in
Article 1 in favor of APA procedures (Exhibit B3). Comments are due Sept 1, 2015.

e Siskiyou Houndsmen and Sportsmen letter in support of SB 457 (Exhibit B4).
Recommendation

FGC Staff:

AB 290 (Bigelow): Per WRC direction, direct staff to work with DFW, the state legislature, and
stakeholders to facilitate an acceptable and pragmatic solution to the wild pig issues discussed
at the May 2015 Wildlife Resources Committee meeting.

AB 665 (Frazier): Consider supporting this legislation because it directly addresses the pier
and jetty fishing issue currently referred to the Marine Resources Committee.

WRC: WRC directed staff to work with the Department, state legislature, and stakeholders to
facilitate an acceptable and pragmatic solution to the wild pig issues presented and discussed
at the May 6, 2015, meeting in Los Angeles.

Exhibits
B1l. FGC Legislative Tracking Log, updated May 28, 2015
B2. DFW Legislative Update, as of May 27, 2015
B3. Memorandum 2015-20 from CLRC, received May 26, 2015
B4. Letter from Siskiyou Houndsmen and Sportsmen, received Apr 28, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission directs
staff to work with the state legislature to provide information and/or share concerns about AB

and/or SB that would significantly impact Commission authority or
resources.
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15C. OTHER ITEMS — FEDERAL AGENCIES REPORT

Today’s Item Information Action O

This is a standing agenda item to receive reports on any recent federal agency activities of
interest not otherwise addressed under other agenda items.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

NOAA: Charlotte Ambrose provides an update on a NOAA initiative for eight listed species, with
five in California's freshwater and marine environments. In Exhibit C1 she provides a summary
of the recovery actions for salmon and on June 10 will highlight the species in the spotlight,
criteria used to identify these species, some of the actions that have advanced this cause (such
as changes to fishing regulations FGC made last year for central California coast Coho) and
other actions NOAA intends to pursue with co-managers and stakeholders. Exhibit C2 is a news
release regarding all-time lows for overfishing and overfished species in U.S. fisheries.

USFWS: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service
announced an additional suite of actions they will take to improve the effectiveness of the
federal Endangered Species Act and demonstrate its flexibility. One of the proposed changes
would require petitioners to solicit information from relevant state wildlife agencies prior to
submitting a petition and to include any such information provided by the states in the petition.
See Exhibit C3. In addition, U.S. Secretary of the Interior Sally Jewell announced that the bi-
state population of greater sage-grouse does not require protection under the federal
Endangered Species Act as a result of a public-private conservation partnership (Exhibit C4).

Significant Public Comments

1. FGC received a request to support a 2% increase in outdoor economy programs in the
Interior and Environment Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 2016 (Exhibit C5).

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits

C1. Charlotte Ambrose report: NOAA'’s “Species in the Spotlight” Campaign

C2. NOAA Fisheries news release: U.S. fisheries continue to rebuild; overfishing and
overfished numbers at all-time lows, Apr 15, 2015

C3. USFW news release: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Propose Actions to Build
on Success of Endangered Species Act, May 18, 2015

C4. USFW news release: Successful Conservation Partnership Keeps Bi-State Sage-
Grouse Off Endangered Species List, Apr 21, 2015

C5. Email from Colin Cochran with America’s Voice for Conservation, Recreation and
Preservation, received Apr 20, 2015.

Motion/Direction (N/A)
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16A. FUTURE MEETING ITEMS — TOWN HALL MEETING
Today’s Item Information Action O

Discussion of potential Aug 3, 2015 town hall meeting

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Potential town hall meeting Aug 3, 2015
Background

At the Apr 8-9, 2015 FGC meeting, commissioners expressed an interest in having an open
house or town hall meeting in conjunction with the Aug 4-5 meeting in Fortuna.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

FGC staff: Staff recommends holding the town hall meeting from 6:30 to 8:00 p.m. on Aug 3,
and that agenda items include: An explanation of how FGC operates, direction on how
constituents can be most effective, and a question and answer period during which FGC staff
would provide answers to previously-submitted written questions. This town hall meeting would
not be a venue to debate or provide comments on items before FGC.

Exhibits (N/A)

Motion/Direction

FGC staff would appreciate feedback as to whether this proposal fulfills the expectations of
Commissioners.
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ltem No. 16B
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

16B. FUTURE MEETINGS — NEXT MEETING

Today’s Item Information Action O

Review logistics for the next FGC business meetings and identify potential agenda items.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)

Background

The next Commission meeting is scheduled for Aug 4-5, 2015, at the River Lodge Conference
Center in Fortuna; note that this is a Tuesday/Wednesday meeting. A town hall meeting will
potentially be held the evening before on Monday, August 3 (see Agenda Item 16A). Staff does
not anticipate any other special logistics for this meeting. Potential agenda items are included
in Exhibit B1.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation
Provide staff with feedback on agenda topics to add or delete for the August meeting.

Exhibits
B1l. Potential agenda topics for Aug 4-5, 2015, Commission meeting.

Motion/Direction (N/A)
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16C. FUTURE MEETINGS — POTENTIAL FIELD TRIP
Today’s Item Information Action O

Consider a potential field trip for the August 4-5, 2015 FGC meeting in Fortuna.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

Trip #1: Gary Rynearson with Green Diamond Resource Company has extended an invitation
to FGC members to tour timberlands property in the Eureka area to view spotted owl in its
nesting/foraging area, as well as Pacific fisher and bat habitat. He will share a bit of the
company’s story and how it has been successfully producing timber products and protecting
threatened and endangered species.

The tour can accommodate up to two FGC members. Mr. Rynearson has offered to provide
transportation or members may provide their own vehicle. The tour will begin at 7:30 a.m. on
Thursday, August 6 and end no later than noon.

Trip #2: Randy Lovell has offered to arrange a tour of shellfish growing activities and plans in
Humboldt Bay, along with the associated work of the California Shellfish Initiative.
Commissioners and staff can observe the leases, see new larval rearing systems deployed by
various local mariculture companies, and see the construction site of California’s only
commercial oyster hatchery being built by Hog Island Oyster Company. Also on the tour is the
nearby Samoa Pulp Mill and its additional aquaculture development potential.

The tour can accommodate up to two FGC members. Tour logistics can be arranged if there is
sufficient interest.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

FGC Staff: Staff asks that interested commissioners notify Mary Brittain at their earliest
convenience.

Exhibits (N/A)

Motion/Direction (N/A)
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16D. FUTURE MEETINGS — PERPETUAL TIMETABLE FOR REGULATORY ACTION
Today’s Item Information Action O

Review and acknowledge requested changes to the perpetual timetable for anticipated
regulatory actions.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

Adopted 2015 rulemaking calendar Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys
Amended perpetual regulatory timetable Feb 11-12, 2015; Sacramento
Amended perpetual regulatory timetable Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

Today’s requested changes to timetable Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

Background

Through a memo (Exhibit D1) DFW has requested changes to the FGC 2015 regulatory
timetable (Exhibit D2):

Move the request to publish notice of the Commission’s intent to amend the
Dungeness crab sport fishing regulations in Section 29.85 of Title 14, California Code
of Regulations (CCR), to the August FGC meeting in Fortuna, with adoption at the
December meeting.

Move the notice hearing for the proposed amendments to the definition of transgenic
animals in Section 1.92, Title 14, CCR, to the August FGC meeting with adoption at the
October meeting.

Move the notice hearing for the proposed amendments to the falconry regulations in
Section 670, Title 14, CCR, from the June FGC meeting to the October meeting, with
discussion scheduled for the December meeting and adoption at the February 2016
meeting.

Remove the previously proposed amendments to the wildlife rehabilitation regulations
in Section 679, Title 14, CCR, from the 2015 regulatory calendar. DFW may bring this
rulemaking package back for reconsideration in 2017.

Through a memo (Exhibit D3) FGC staff has recommended a change to the regulatory
timetable and highlighted a Section 100 staff plans to submit this summer:

Move the request to publish notice of proposed regulation for Commission procedures
to the October FGC meeting with adoption in December 2015.

Staff plans to file with the Office of Administrative Law a “Section 100" amendment for
subsections 630(g)(7) and 630(h)(24), Title 14, CCR, related to Mirage Trail in
Magnesia Spring Ecological Reserve.

Note that the requested changes listed above are reflected in Exhibit D2, the anticipated
regulatory timetable.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)
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Recommendation
Acknowledge that requested changes to the regulatory timetable are acceptable.

Exhibits

D1. DFW memo requesting changes to the regulatory calendar, received May 29, 2015
D2. Perpetual timetable for anticipated regulatory actions, updated June 2, 2015

D3. FGC staff memo recommending change to the perpetual timetable and Mirage Trail
Section 100, dated June 1, 2015

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Jon Snellstrom 2
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16E. FUTURE MEETINGS - 2016 MEETINGS

Today’s Item Information Action [

Discuss meeting dates and locations for 2016. All Commission meetings will be two days and
committee meetings half to full days.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

It is important that staff begin securing meeting locations for 2016 to ensure that staff has
adequate time to identify low-cost options that meet FGC’s needs, request and receive bids
from multiple facilities, secure contracts at least 60 days prior to a meeting, and, if for some
reason a facility cannot be secured in a particular city, an alternative can be identified and
pursued.

The proposed meeting dates and locations have taken into consideration state holidays, other
meetings, and regulatory deadlines. Staff recommends avoiding scheduling meetings in San
Luis Obispo, Palm Desert, Palm Springs and Santa Barbara because meeting and lodging
costs are usually prohibitive relative to approved rates for state business.

Tribal committee meetings will be held the afternoon before the first day of the FGC meetings
identified below.

January 20 WRC Sacramento

February 24-25 Tribal and FGC Sacramento

March 23 MRC San Rafael

March 15 Teleconference Sacramento & DFW
Offices

April 13-14 FGC Bay Area

April 22 Teleconference Sacramento & DFW
Offices

May 18 WRC Redding

June 22-23 Tribal and FGC Riverside

July 20 MRC Arcata/Eureka

August 24-25 FGC Fresno

September 21 WRC Ventura

October 19-20 Tribal and FGC Crescent City/Eureka

November 16 MRC San Diego

Dec 7-8 FGC San Diego

Author: Mary Brittain




ltem No. 16E
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

Other Relevant 2016 Meetings

e Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies — January 7-10 and July 15-21

e Pacific Fishery Management Council — March 9-14, April 16-21, June 23-28, September
22-27, November 23-28

e Wildlife Conservation Board — Dates unknown at this time

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

Discuss the proposed dates and locations and make any recommendations for changes so
that staff may finalize the proposal for approval at the August FGC meeting.

Exhibits (N/A)

Motion/Direction (N/A)
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16F. FUTURE MEETING ITEMS — NEW BUSINESS
Today’s Item Information Action [
No new business requests have been identified as of publication of the meeting binder.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background
On occasion issues that may need the attention of the Commission surface outside normal
processes for requests. This agenda item provides an opportunity to address these issues and
provide direction.
Significant Public Comments (N/A)
Recommendation (N/A)
Exhibits (N/A)

Motion/Direction (N/A)
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17. PUBLIC FORUM - SAME AS AGENDA ITEM 1
Today’s Item Information Action [
Receipt of public comments and requests for regulatory and non-regulatory actions.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Today’s receipt of requests and comments Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
e Direction to grant, deny or refer requests Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

FGC generally receives three types of correspondence: Requests for regulatory action,
requests for non-regulatory action, and informational only. The Administrative Procedure Act
requires action on regulatory requests to be either denied or granted and notice made of that
determination (last year we used the terms “accept” or “reject”; for 2015 we are using the
terminology directly from APA). At the end of public forum a motion may be made to provide
direction to staff on any items for which FGC wishes to receive additional information or take
immediate action. Otherwise, FGC will determine the fate of the regulatory and non-regulatory
requests at the next commission meeting.

Significant Public Comments

1. See regulatory requests in Exhibit 1, under Agenda Item 1
2. See non-regulatory requests in Exhibit 2, under Agenda Item 1

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits (under Agenda Item 1)

1. Table containing a summary of new petitions for regulation change received by May
28 at 5:00 p.m., the comment deadline for the meeting binder.
2. Table containing a summary of new non-regulatory requests received by May 28 at
5:00 p.m., the comment deadline for the meeting binder.
3-13. Individual, new petitions and requests that are summarized in the tables.
14-20. Informational-only items; staff will not take any action on these unless otherwise
directed by FGC.

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Caren Woodson 1



18.

Item No. 18
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

WILDLIFE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Today’s Item Information Action

Discuss results and recommendations from the May 6, 2015, MRC meeting.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

WRC meeting Jan 14, 2014; West Sacramento
Recommendations accepted at FGC meeting Feb 11-12, 2015; Sacramento
The three accepted recommendations were:

1. Authorized staff to work with DFW to prepare rulemakings for upland game and
waterfowl hunting, and wildlife rehabilitation regulations consistent with DFW
recommendations.

2. Encouraged DFW to work with user groups to identify options that extend beyond
the vehicle pass concept to capture all non-consumptive users accessing DFW
lands, and return with revised options for consideration at the May WRC meeting.

3. Requested that DFW bring to the May WRC meeting recommendations about the
three predator policy structural matters. The predator policy workgroup was
asked to explore the issues and possible solutions.

e Discuss and approve agenda topics Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e WRC meeting (Agenda — Exhibit 1) May 6, 2015; Los Angeles

e Discuss and approve recommendations Jun 11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

FGC directs committee work. This agenda item is to receive results from the May WRC
meeting, and discuss and consider any recommendations. Items that were referred to WRC for
evaluation included:

Predator management policy review

DFW lands visitor pass

Feral pig management

Possession of game for processing into food (3080(e), FGC)

Documents in preparation for the meeting were posted on the FGC
webpage: http://www.fgc.ca.gov/meetings/2015/May/050615wrcdocs.aspx

In addition, FGC staff identified the growing public participation and group dynamics of the
predator policy workgroup as preventing meaningful progress.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

WRC Recommendations:
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1) FGC authorize staff to work with DFW to prepare rulemakings for sport fishing as
proposed by DFW and for the DFW lands pass program that requires a vehicle or visitor
pass where cost effective and practical.

2) FGC appoint (by special meeting) representatives to a tiered workgroup to facilitate
addressing predator policy review and development. The tiered workgroup would
consist of a drafting group (6 representatives of the key stakeholders) and a review
group (no more than 10-20 to provide feedback to the drafting group). The final tier
would be WRC itself that would make final recommendations to FGC. The tiered
workgroup would be asked to bring a report to WRC by Dec 2015. WRC asked that staff
prepare a homination request, to be posted on FGC’s website and distributed through
our list server. In addition, WRC requested that DFW return to the Sep 2015 meeting to
provide an update on the scientific issues.

While not recommendations, WRC also provided guidance to staff:

e WRC directed staff to work with DFW, the state legislature, and stakeholders to
facilitate an acceptable and pragmatic solution to the wild pig issues presented
and discussed during the May 2015 meeting.

e WRC requested DFW staff to report back at a future meeting with
recommendations about how the results of DFW study may affect fishing
regulations.

Exhibits
1. WRC May meeting agenda

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission approves
recommendations of the WRC.
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19. INLAND FISHERIES AT RISK DUE TO DROUGHT

Today’s Item Information [ Action

(A) Adoption of emergency regulation to address inland fisheries at risk due to drought
conditions:

I.  Add Section 8.01, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), to create a
process for temporarily closing rivers to fishing (Alternative I);

OR

lI.  Amend Subsection 7.50(b)(118), Title 14, CCR, to close 5.5 miles of the Merced
River to fishing (Alternative I1).

(B) Discuss the long-term approach to addressing inland fisheries at risk under varied
water quality and quantity conditions

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Today’s adoption hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

(A) I - Add Section 8.01, Title 14, CCR, to create a process for temporarily closing rivers
to fishing

This proposed emergency regulation would authorize DFW to close waters of the state to
angling if the director or his or her designee determines one or more the following conditions
have been met:

e Water temperatures in occupied habitat exceed 70° Fahrenheit for over eight hours a
day for three consecutive days.

e Dissolved oxygen levels in occupied habitat drop below 5 mg/L for any period of time
over three consecutive days.

e Fish passage is impeded or blocked for fish species that rely on migration as part of a
life history trait.

e Water levels for ponds, lakes and reservoirs drop below 10% of their capacity.
e Adult breeding population levels are estimated to be below 500 individuals.

This would create an additional process, similar to those found in Section 8.00, but not limited
exclusively to low-flow closures. Conditions that would allow re-opening are also specified.

(A) I - Amend Subsection 7.50(b)(118), Title 14, CCR, to close 5.5 miles of the Merced
River to fishing

The alternative is to adopt case-by-case emergency closures during drought conditions,

beginning with a fishing closure of a portion of the Merced River from Crocker-Huffman Dam
downstream to the Snelling Road Bridge, a distance of approximately 5.5 miles, through
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December 31. Additional proposed emergency closures would likely be brought to FGC in Aug
and Oct, with the possibility of requests for special meetings between regular meetings to
address emergency situations.

(B) Discuss the long-term approach to addressing inland fisheries at risk under varied
water quality and quantity conditions

Staff will share the concept for a long-term approach, also described in Exhibit 13C.1 under
Agenda Item 13C.

Recommendation

FGC staff: Alternative |

DFW: Alternative |

Exhibits

1. DFW memo and statement of proposed emergency action for Section 8.01, Title 14, CCR

2. DFW memo, received May 28, 2015, and statement of proposed emergency regulatory
action for Section 7.50(b)(118), Title 14, CCR

Motion/Direction
Alternative |

Moved by and seconded by that the
Commission finds adopting the proposed emergency regulations is necessary for the addition
of immediate process for temporarily closing rivers to fishing, as established in Section 8.01,
Title 14, California Code of Regulations, as recommended by staff.

OR
Alternative Il

Moved by and seconded by that the
Commission finds adopting the proposed emergency regulations is necessary for the
immediate protection of inland waters of the Merced River from angling due to drought
conditions as stated in Section 7.50(b)(118), Title 14, California Code of Regulations, as
recommended by staff.
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20. NATIVE PLANT POLICY

Today’s Item Information [

Adopt FGC policy for native plants (Exhibit 1).

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

Action

e Received and discussed policy Apr 16, 2014, Ventura

e Discussed policy Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’s adoption of policy Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
Background

California hosts approximately 6,500 species, subspecies, and varieties of plants that occur
naturally in the state, and many of these are found nowhere else in the world. Some are
adapted to unique habitats or harsh conditions, and some occur in such low numbers or have
been so impacted by human influence that they are at risk of permanent extinction. The state's
policies and practices regarding native plants are in need of review and updating.

The legislature adopted a resolution in support of California’s native plants (Exhibit 2). This
resolution recognizes the vital role native plants have played in California’s past and the need
to conserve them for our future. In addition, it declared the third week of April, each year, as

California Native Plant Week.
Significant Public Comments (NA)

Recommendation
FGC staff: Adopt policy.

Exhibits

1. Draft Policy for California Native Plants
2. Assembly Concurrent Resolution 173

Motion/Direction
Moved by and seconded by

adopts the proposed policy for California Native Plants.

Author: Sonke Mastrup
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Item No. 21
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

21. DUCK STAMP PROPOSALS
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Approve Duck Stamp projects for Fiscal Year 2015-16 as proposed by DFW.
Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

Fish and Game Code § 3702 requires FGC authorization for DFW to spend funds from the
Duck Stamp Dedicated Account. DFW annually requests and reviews proposals for projects
that meet statutory goals of this dedicated account, which are reviewed by the Duck Stamp
Advisory Committee and then submitted to FGC as a list of recommended projects. Exhibit 1
contains a summary of the proposed projects for consideration and approval for funding with
Duck Stamp Dedicated Account funds in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16.

For FY 2015-16, spending authority for expenditures from this fund is $1,804,000. After
deducting the required administrative overhead costs (limited to 6%, per Fish and Game Code
83701, or $90,420) and the mandated amount portioned to Canada ($2.25 per stamp or
validation, per Fish and Game Code 83704, equaling $134,377), and $297,000 to capital
outlay projects, a total of $1,282,204 is available for new and ongoing projects.

A total of 19 projects are proposed in Exhibit 1.
Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation
FGC staff: Support DFW’s recommendation.
Committee: (N/A)

DFW: Approve funding of $1,804,000 from the Duck Stamp Dedicated Account in FY 2015-16
for the recommended projects.

Exhibits
1. DFW memo and summary of recommended Duck Stamp projects, dated Apr 12, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission authorizes the
expenditure of $1,804,000 from the Duck Stamp Dedicated Account for Fiscal Year 2015-16
for the specified projects.

Author: Melissa Miller-Henson 1



Item No. 22
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015
22.  UPLAND GAME BIRD
Today’s Item Information Action [
Discuss proposed changes to upland game bird regulations.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e WRC vetting Jan. 14, 2015; Sacramento

e FGC accepted WRC/DFW proposal Feb 11-12, 2015; Sacramento

e Notice hearing Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’s discussion hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e Adoption hearing Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

FGC annually adopts regulations to set limits on upland game bird hunting. Initially DFW
provides ranges until the conclusion of population survey efforts are completed in the spring. A
final recommendation within the range will be provided at the Aug FGC meeting. Two changes
are proposed for the 2015-2016 season:

1. Ranges for sage grouse

e East Lassen Zone (two-bird permits) [0-50]
e Central Lassen Zone (two-bird permits) [0-50]
e North Mono Zone (one-bird permits) [0-100]
e South Mono Zone (one-bird permits) [0-100]

2. Extend the close of shooting time for the spring wild turkey hunting by one hour.
Shooting time for spring turkey hunters would close at 5:00 p.m. instead of 4:00 p.m.

Significant Public Comments

1. Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) requests FGC not permit any sage-grouse hunting
in the 2015-2016 season to support conservation (Exhibit 2).

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits

1. Initial statement of reasons
2. Letter from CBD, received May 28, 2015

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Caren Woodson 1



Item No. 23
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015
23.  WATERFOWL
Today’s Item Information Action [
Discuss annual amendments to waterfowl regulations for the 2015-2016 season.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Notice hearing Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’s discussion hearing Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e Adoption hearing Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) annually establishes federal regulation
“frameworks” in late July after staff analyze current waterfowl population data and gather input
from the public. These “frameworks” describe the earliest waterfowl hunting seasons can open,
the maximum number of days hunting can occur, the latest hunting seasons must close, and
the maximum daily bag limit, among other things. States must set waterfowl hunting
regulations within the federal frameworks.

Sections 202, 355 and 356 of the Fish and Game Code authorize FGC to annually adopt
regulations pertaining to the hunting of migratory birds that conform with, or further restrict, the
regulations prescribed by the Service pursuant to its authority under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. FGC selects and establishes in State regulations the specific hunting season dates and
daily bag limits within the federal frameworks.

Recommended regulation changes are:

e Changes in hunting season lengths (which may be split) between 38 and 107 days.
Establish specific season dates and daily bag limits for each zone.

e Propose a range in subsections 502(d)(6)(B)6. and 502(d)(6)(B)7. for brant season
length in the Northern Brant and Balance of State Brant special management areas.

e Minor editorial changes are also proposed.

Significant Public Comments

e Support for continuing the existing season of the North East Zone Goose Hunt, support
for the current late season hunt for white geese in the North East Zone, possibly
allowing hunting on Type C Wildlife Areas during the late season (Exhibit 2).

Recommendations (N/A)

Exhibits

1. Initial statement of reasons
2. Letter from California Farm Bureau Federation, received May 28, 2015
3. Draft environmental document

Author: Jon Snellstrom 1



Item No. 24
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

24.  PACIFIC FISHER (CONSENT)

Today’s Item Information Action [

Receipt of DFW'’s status report on the petition to list the Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti) under
the California Endangered Species Act. DFW is expected to deliver the status report at the
meeting.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Receive petition Apr 10, 2008; Bodega Bay

e Findings that listing is not warranted Sep 10, 2010; McClellan

e Decision to set aside Sep 2010 decision Nov 7, 2012; Los Angeles

e Today’'s DFW's status report Jun 10-11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e Decide whether listing is warranted Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

The status report represents DFW'’s final written review of the status of the Pacific fisher and is
based upon the best scientific information available to DFW. The status review contains DFW'’s
recommendation on the petition to list the Pacific Fisher as threatened or endangered.

At its November 7, 2012, meeting in Los Angeles, FGC met in executive session and, pursuant
to court order, voted to set aside its September 15, 2010, findings rejecting the petition filed by
the Center for Biological Diversity to list the Pacific fisher as a threatened or endangered
species under the California Endangered Species Act. FGC also requested that DFW prepare
a status review for FGC'’s consideration.

Today’s receipt will provide at least 30 days for the public to review the report before FGC
takes action, as required by Fish and Game Code.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

This meeting is not intended for FGC discussion. However, under the Bagley-Keene Open
Meeting Act, FGC must permit public comment on this item if requested.

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits
1. Petition from the Center for Biological Diversity to list Pacific fisher

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the Consent
Calendar, items 24-27.

Author: Caren Woodson 1



Item No. 25
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

25. INITIAL PLM LICENSE AND PLAN (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Approve the initial Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and Management (PLM) Area
5-year management plan, application and 2015 harvest program for two properties.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

DFW has reviewed the application and management plan for this property and found that it is
in compliance with FGC policies for private lands management (Exhibit 1).

Significant Public Comments

Concerns about hunting elk on Rafter L. Ranch if it becomes part of the PLM Program and
requesting that the ranch’s application be rejected (Exhibit 3). DFW Regional Manager
responded to the comment (Exhibit 4).

Recommendation
FGC staff: Recommends approval under a motion adopting the consent calendar.

DFW: Recommends approving the 2015-2020 wildlife management plans, applications, and
2015 harvest programs under the conditions specified in Exhibit 2.

Exhibits

1. DFW memo
2. PLM initial annual details

3. Letter to DFW from Ron and Patricia Raybourne in opposition to D. Raffer L Ranch,
LLC becoming part of the PLM Program, received Feb 2, 2015

4. DFW letter to Mr. and Mrs. Raybourne regarding Rafter L Ranch application for
inclusion in the PLM Program, dated Mar 4, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the Consent
Calendar, items 24-27.

Author: Mary Brittain 1



Item No. 26
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

26.  ANNUAL PLM HARVEST PROGRAMS (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Approve the annual Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and Management (PLM) Area
2015 harvest programs on 35 properties.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)
Background

DFW has reviewed the annual reports and annual renewal applications for these properties
and found that they are in compliance with FGC policies for private lands management
(Exhibit 1). Morisoli Ranch previously used Camp 5 Oultfitters as its PLM operator and has
rewritten its management plan to remove Camp 5 Ouitfitters from the responsibility for
carrying out management activities in the PLM; DFW supports this change.

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation
FGC staff: Recommends approval under a motion adopting the consent calendar.

DFW: Supports the change of Morisoli Ranch as owner and operator, and recommends
approving the 2015/16 harvest programs for 35 properties, under the conditions specified in
Exhibit 2.

Exhibits

1. DFW memo
2. PLM annual details

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the Consent
Calendar, items 24-27.

Author: Mary Brittain 1



Item No. 27
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

27. 5-YEAR PLM LICENSE AND PLAN (CONSENT)
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Approve the new 5-year Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and Management (PLM)
Area management plans for 12 properties.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A)

Background

DFW has reviewed the renewal applications and 5-year management plans for these
properties and found that they are in compliance with FGC policies for private lands
management. (Exhibitl).

Significant Public Comments (N/A)

Recommendation

FGC staff: Recommends approval under a motion adopting the consent calendar.
DFW: Recommends approving the specified 2015-2020 wildlife management plans,
applications, and the 2015 harvest programs under the conditions specified in Exhibit 2.

Exhibits

1. DFW Memo
2. PLM 5-year plan details, 2015-2020

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the Consent
Calendar, items 24-27.

Author: Mary Brittain 1



Item No. 28
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

28. TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD
Today’s Item Information [ Action

Decide whether listing tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) as endangered under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) may be warranted.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e Received petition Oct 8, 2014

e FGC transmitted petition to DFW Oct 15, 2014

e Published notice of receipt of petition Oct 21, 2014

e Received petition and took emergency action to list Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys
e Received DFW's petition evaluation Apr 9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today decide whether listing may be warranted Jun 11, 2015; Mammoth Lakes
e If FGC moves species to candidacy, status report due Jun 2016; TBD

Background

FGC listed the tricolored blackbird as endangered through an emergency regulation that will
expire at the end of June 2015. CESA requires a petition evaluation be prepared by DFW
within 90 days and received by FGC for action. Today, FGC will consider the petition, DFW's
evaluation and other information to determine if listing may be warranted. If FGC finds listing
may be warranted, a one year status evaluation begins before a listing decision is made.

Significant Public Comments
1. FGC has received over 3,500 form letters and other comments supporting the petition
(exhibits 2-4 and 7).

2. FGC has received several letters opposing the petition from Daisy Cares with support
from the California Chamber of Commerce, California Building Industry Association, and
California Waterfowl Association (exhibits 5, 6 and 8).

Recommendation
FGC Staff: Accept the petition.

DFW: There is sufficient information to indicate that the petitioned action may be warranted;
accept the petition.

Exhibits

1. DFW memo and evaluation report

Example form letter “Speak up for California’s Tricolored blackbirds”
Letter from Joan Swenson, received Apr 9, 2015

Letter from San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, received Apr 8, 2015

Letter from Daisy Cares, et al., to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
received Mar 20, 2015

aprwbd

Author: Caren Woodson 1



Item No. 28
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

6. Letter from Daisy Cares, et al., to the U.S. Department of the Interior and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, with appended references, received Mar 2, 2015

7. Letter from Center for Biological Diversity, received May 28, 2015
8. Letter from Daisy Cares, et al, received May 28, 2015

Motion/Direction

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission, pursuant to
Section 2074.2 of the Fish and Game Code, finds the petitioned action to list the Tricolored
blackbird as an endangered species may be warranted based on the information in the record
before the Commission, and therefore, designates the Tricolored blackbird a candidate for
endangered species status. (Note: findings will be adopted at a future meeting.)

OR

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission, pursuant to
Section 2074.2 of the Fish and Game Code, finds that the petition to designate the Tricolored
blackbird as an endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act and other
information in the record before the Commission does not provide sufficient information to
indicate that the petitioned action may be warranted. (Note: findings will be adopted at a future
meeting.)

Author: Caren Woodson p



Item No. 29
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

29. BOBCAT TRAPPING
Today’s Item Information Action [

Discussion of proposed regulation changes to implement the Bobcat Protection Act of 2013.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions

e WRC vetting Jul 28, 2014; Sacramento

e WRC vetting Sep 17, 2014, Sacramento

e Notice hearing Dec 3, 2014; Van Nuys

e Update from DFW Feb 11-12; Sacramento

e Update from DFW Apr 8-9, 2015; Santa Rosa

e Today’'s update and discussion hearing Jun 9, 2015; Mammoth Lakes

e Adoption hearing Aug 4-5, 2015; Fortuna
Background

At its Dec 2014 meeting, FGC authorized staff to work with DFW to prepare a rulemaking to
implement the Bobcat Protection Act of 2013 (Section 4155, Fish and Game Code) using
readily identifiable features to delineate the boundaries of buffer zones where bobcat trapping
is prohibited around national and state parks, national monuments, and national wildlife
refuges in which commercial bobcat trapping is prohibited. FGC approved the concept of
establishing bobcat trapping zones and prohibiting bobcat trapping in the balance of the state.
In addition, FGC authorized inclusion of an option for a complete ban on commercial and sport
bobcat trapping.

The notice of proposed regulatory action was published on May 29, 2015. The proposed
regulatory changes will not affect the take of bobcats with a hunting license and bobcat tags or
under a depredation permit issued by DFW.

Two options are proposed for consideration:

e Option 1: Create an extensive Bobcat Trapping Closure Area within which commercial
trapping of bobcats is not permitted, as well as delineating property-specific closure
areas around national and state parks and national monuments and wildlife refuges in
which commercial bobcat trapping is prohibited. Fees to recover the costs of DFW'’s
administration and enforcement of the regulations are also proposed to be established
in Section 702.

e Option 2: A complete ban on commercial bobcat trapping in California. With the
exception of depredation trapping, this option would ban all trapping of bobcats
statewide.

DFW recommends implementing the designated bobcat trapping closures under Option 1 and
monitoring the participation of trappers, enforcement effort and administration of the new
regulation for a period of at least two years. To recover the costs of the new regulations in
Option 1, DFW recommends the following fees:

Author: Caren Woodson 1



Item No. 29
STAFF SUMMARY FOR JUNE 10-11, 2015

Bobcat Trapping Validations $1,137.00 per validation
Bobcat Shipping Tags $ 35.00 per pelt

Special Presentation — Jean Su, Center for Biological Diversity (CBD)

President Baylis approved a request by CBD staff to provide a brief presentation with CBD’s
views of the fiscal and legal implications of adopting the statewide ban versus a zonal
approach.

Significant Public Comments (received since the last meeting)

1. Mono County Board of Supervisors requests FGC consider including Mono County in
the ban, or establishing buffer zones around national and state parks and the Mono
Basin National Forest Scenic Area (Exhibit 4). (A Mono County representative, Mr. Tim
Alpers, will also speak to this request during public discussion.)

2. Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club requests no trapping zone for Mono Basin Watershed
(Exhibit 5).

3. Trinity County Board of Supervisors supports establishment of zones per Option 1
(Exhibit 6).

4. Over 1,000 letters supporting Option 2 (Exhibit 7).

Recommendation (N/A)

Exhibits

1. DFW memo

Initial statement of reasons

DFW presentation (to be hand-delivered at meeting)

Letter from Mono County Board of Supervisors, received Apr 9, 2015

Letter from Range of Light Group, Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter, received Apr 4, 2015
Letter from Trinity County Board of Supervisors, received Apr 28, 2015

Sample letter from Emily Swayer, received Apr 21, 2015

No gk wbN

Motion/Direction (N/A)

Author: Caren Woodson p



CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
RECEIPT LIST FOR REGULATORY ACTION: RECEIVED THROUGH 5-28-2015

FGC - California Fish and Game Commission DFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee MRC - Marine Resources Committee

Grant (previously Accept): FGC is willing to consider the petition through a process Deny (previously Reject): FGC is not willing to consider the petition
Refer: FGC needs more information before deciding whether to grant or deny the petition

:] Green cells: Referrals to DFW for more information :] Blue cells: Referrals to FGC staff or committee for more information
|:| Lavender cells: Accepted and moved to a rulemaking :] Yellow cells: Current action items
Date . Subject of Code or Title 14 o o DFW/FGC Final Action,
i Name of Petitioner i Short Description FGC Decision
Received Request Section Number Staff Response Other Outcomes
4/29/2015 Lynn Boulton Trapping Request to ban any and all trapping in the [Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015

Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area.

4/20/2015 James Keeling Klamath River - Blue Request Commission reconsider the Blue |Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
Creek Closure Creek decision, and hold a hearing on the
matter in the region.
5/28/2015 Kenny Priest Klamath River - Blue Petition signed by 497 supporters Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
Creek Closure requesting the Commission reconsider the
conservation closure on Blue Creek.
4/26/2015 Dave Brabec Clear Lake Hitch Requests regulations to stop weed spraying [Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
along banks, and Hitch hatchery in the state
park.
4/28/015 Robert Rutkowski Dcrab regulation-- Requests measures to address whale Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
Whale entaglement entaglement from Dcrab pot or trap lines

and reducing the number of lines in the
water to protect whales.

4/24/2015 Stash Elkin Hedgehogs Legalize possession of hedgehogs Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
4/24/2015 Emma Hanna Hedgehogs Leglaize possession of hedgehogs Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
4/28/2015 Deanna C. Badger Leglaize possession of badgers Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015

5/15/2015 Jorden Custard Ferrets Leglaize possession of ferrets Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015




CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

RECEIPT LIST FOR NON-REGULATORY REQUESTS: RECEVIED THROUGH 5-28-2015

FGC - California Fish and Game Commission DFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee MRC - Marine Resources Committee

Grant (previously Accept): FGC is willing to consider the petition through a process
Refer: FGC needs more information before deciding whether to grant or deny the petition

]
1]

Green cells: Referrals to DFW for more information
Lavender cells: Accepted and moved to a rulemaking

Deny (previously Reject): FGC is not willing to consider the petition

Blue cells: Referrals to FGC staff or committee for more information

|:| Yellow cells: Current action items

Date

Name of

Subject of

Final Action,

] o Short Description FGC Decision DFW/FGC Staff Response
Received Petitioner Request Other Outcomes
5/4/2015 Roy Thomas Fishing access Requests information on how federal tax dollars{Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015
to provide fishing and boating access is spent.
5/26/2015 Scott McMorrow SWAP Requests amended language to reflect the Action scheduled 8/4-5/2015

2013 intent of reducing only illegal hunting,

fishing and harvesting.




From: Lynn Boulton

To: EGC

Cc: Marguart, Dave@Parks; Lisa Cutting; Geoffrey McQuilkin; Tim Bue; jkazmierski@fs.fed.us; Stacy Corless;
Richard Hihn; Malcolm Clark; johnh@mills.edu; Constance Millar

Subject: New Request: No Trapping in MBNFSA

Date: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 10:57:01 AM

April 29, 2015

Mr. Sonke Mastrup

Executive Director

California Fish and Game Commission
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: No Trapping in MBNFSA

Dear Mr. Mastrup:

I am requesting that any and all trapping be officially banned in the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic
Area (MBNFSA). It needs to be clearly stated as such in its management plan and clear to the local
DFW staff that will need to enforce it.

The enabling legislation grandfathered in hunting, but not trapping. According to the 1984 California
Wilderness Act, Title llI: “...Such plan shall provide for hunting and fishing (including commercial brine
shrimp operations authorized under State law) within the Scenic Area in accordance with applicable
Federal and State law, except to the extent otherwise necessary for reasons of public health and
safety, the protection of resources, scientific research activities, or public use and enjoyment.”

People who participated in the discussions when the Scenic Area was established remember debates
about duck and deer hunting. However, trapping was never discussed. They are surprised to hear it is
mentioned in the management plan. It shouldn't have been. The Mono Lake Tufa State Natural
Reserve does not allow trapping. State Natural Reserve is the highest protection that can be given a
state park. Yet, because it is difficult to know if which agency's land you are on as you walk along the
shore, the Mono Lake Tufa SNR changed its management plan to include hunting. Now the MBNFSA
should change its management plan to exclude trapping for the same reason. The intent of
establishing the Scenic Area was to preserve the stark, stunning, and natural beauty of the area and to
prevent any further changes that would detract from that. It is not about extracting its resources. All
that changed when BLM turned over the management of this land to the Forest Service.

The enabling legislation for the Mojave National Preserve specifically states the hunting and trapping
are allowed. It wasn'’t specifically stated in the case of the Mono Basin NF Scenic Area which then left
it up to the Department of Fish and Game who did not have specific instructions one way or the other
and so, by default, trapping is allowed. It is time to change that.

Trapping is not in line with the charter of the Scenic Area, “...to protect its geologic, ecologic, and
cultural resources...”. Farming, ranching, and hunting activities in the Mono Basin fed the town of
Bodie until the Great Depression. Deer and duck hunting are part of the local tradition. Fur trapping is
not. Gardisky trapped the high Sierra from 1914-1922, but | don't think he embodies the purpose of
why hunting was grandfathered in. He was busy extirpating the red fox in the Tioga Pass area and



killed the last wolverine in the Sierra Nevada in 1922.

Mono County has a strong tourist and eco-tourist economy especially in the Mono Basin. Over the
past 30 years, the land use in the Mono Basin has completely changed from a declining agricultural
area to a unique and protected natural reserve. The shift started in 1981 when the Mono Lake Tufa
State Natural Reserve was established to protect the tufa formations, the wetlands along the lakeshore,
and the thousands of birds that feed on brine shrimp and alkali flies. Three years later, the Mono Basin
NF Scenic Area was established with a wider vision of protecting the whole watershed ecology and
view shed. Per the Title Il legislation, a beautiful visitor center was built, low-impact campgrounds
were setup nearby, and self-guided interpretive signs set up. There are 50 volunteer naturalists who
give interpretive talks, set up spotting scopes, and give canoe tours to enhance the public’s
appreciation of this unique treasure. The Mono Lake Committee has worked tirelessly for years to
protect the lake’s ecology and the riparian stream corridors.

Migrating through are 50-75,000 Phalaropes, 60,000 CA gulls (nesting), 1 million Eared Grebes, 15,000
Avocets, Sandpipers, Dowagers, Snowy Plovers, a variety of ducks, geese, etc. and 11 pairs of nesting
Osprey. 250-300 species of terrestrial and songbirds visit the Basin from spring to fall. 80 different
species stay with us in the winter. The longest running study of a bird species is conducted here at
Mono Lake on the California Gulls. Local birders have participated in the annual Audubon Christmas
Count for the past 35 years and the Mono Lake Committee organizes a Bird Chautauqua every year
where people can explore the area with the experts.

Many mammals also live within the Scenic Area: bear, foxes, coyotes, deer, mountain lions, pine
martins, short and long-tailed weasels, raccoons, rabbits (3 kinds), squirrels (2 kinds—and flying
squirrels up the canyon), chipmunks, rodents, and even a badger. Trapping does not fit in. Many
different stakeholders are involved in protecting the biodiversity and ecology of the Mono Basin and
once this is on your agenda, they will send in letters of support.

The Mono Lake Tufa State Natural Reserve, with the help of the Mono Basin NF Scenic Area
attractions, is the 4th most popular state natural reserve. Last year 365,000 visitors came from around
the world. We who live here and the thousands of visitors who come to Mono Lake, to enjoy its natural
beauty and wild character, value the thrilling sighting of a coyote, fox, weasel, or bobcat and knowing
that they are still with us. We want Mono County to stay “Wild by Nature”--its motto

Regards,
Lynn Boulton
Lee Vining, CA



From: James Keeling

To: EGC

Subject: Klamath river blue creek closure
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 9:59:20 AM
Attachments: image.png

I would like to see what studies the department has done on their own.what evidence they have to
close blue Creek besides they adopted the departments changes for the spit fishery like they said in the
meeting and it made it sound like they adopted the blue Creek closure because they did not want to go
against the tribe on two different subjects. And | would like to talk to a fish and game commission on
the phone if that is possible. And have a public hearing on this in Humboldt and Delnorte county or see
real evidence from the commission that there has been a problem at blue Creek and get it on the ballot
again for another vote or to reopen it. And the economic downfall to this far outweighs a few incidental
kills.

Sent from my iPhone
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Saving the Hitch

First let me say | want the hitch to survive. Fish in all lakes are cyclic and right now
in Clearlake the Hitch numbers might be down but, so are the Crappie, Bluegill
numbers and the Threadfin Shad are scarce. | think the Bass numbers are down
also. | get tired of hearing the Bass are causing the Hitch downfall. The Bass and
the Hitch have lived together for over 100 YEARS. The biggest problem is the lack
of water. The Hitch have not had a good spawn in 3 years due to drought
conditions. 4 years ago there were small hitch everywhere.

We need to fix the creeks and that includes the mouths of the creeks. The lake
needs to stay full longer so the hitch can even get up the creeks and if that means
Yolo county doesn’t get as much water so be it. It’s hard to get a good count on
spawning Hitch when they can’t even make it to the creek. The Hitch also need
more weed beds to hide in. The unregulated spraying needs to stop! The weed
beds die off on their own every winter.

The State already owns property at Kelsey and Cole creeks. Why not put a Hitch
hatchery in the state park?

Bass are not the only species to feed on the Hitch. There are more Catfish in the
lake capable of eating full-sized Hitch than there are Bass. The Crappie also eat
small Hitch.

Then there are the Eagles, Ospreys, Pelicans, Grebes, Cormorants, Herons, etc.
They all eat more Hitch than the Bass do. | have seen groups of Pelicans herd
Hitch into the shallows and gorge on thousands of them.



Let’s focus on stream restoration and a lake that stays full enough for the Hitch to
get in the creeks. If you try and take out predatory species out of the lake you can
kiss the biggest Catfish derby west of the Mississippi goodbye as well as 60 or so
less Bass tournaments annually. | know that not everyone is a fisherman but
most people don’t realize the importance of fishing for the local economy.
Motels, gas stations, restaurants, etc., all are affected. The local businesses are
having a hard enough time with what little tourism there is with the poor
economy. There are small businesses closing all the time.

We all need to work together to get thru this drought. | still see the pear farmers
using flood irrigation methods and the wineries have planted hundreds of acres of
new grapes this summer and | have to wonder why?

Pray for rain!!
Dave Brabec

Clearlake Outdoors



497 supporters

Petitioning California Fish and Game Commission Jack Baylis
Reconsider the conservation closure of Blue Creek on the Klamath River
Started 4/22/2015 by Kenny Priest Eureka, CA

1 Blue Creek, which flows cold water
' | into the Klamath River
approximately 16 miles from the
rivers mouth, is a critical refuge for
migrating salmon and steelhead. It
also provides some of the best
fishing the Klamath River has to
offer. On Friday, the CA Fish and
Game Commission voted 4-1 in
favor of closing this world-famous

: TR e fishery to all non-tribal sports

fishing from June 15 through Sept 14 from %2 mile below to 500 feet above the
confluence of Blue Creek.

This decision was not backed by any type of science, and there was no economic or
environmental studies done. The Commission also chose to ignore the pleas of the
CDFW, who suggested to take a step back and study the fishery first. Prior to the final
vote, Commission President Jack Baylis stated, "Why don't we just close it and see
what happens.” Well, what happens is the anglers, fishing guides, and local businesses
lose.

With this petition, I'm hoping we can get enough signatures to get this item back onto
the agenda at the next Commission meeting in May. What | hope comes of this is to
bring all parties back to the table and really study the problems. Let's capture some data
and not base our decisions on hearsay. Klamath River salmon and steelhead runs are
not in danger, in fact they are increasing. So why close one of the most beautiful and
productive fisheries on the West Coast.

Petition update

Let's continue to let the F&G Commissioners know closing Blue Creek to fishing
was a totally unwarranted decision!

May 27, 2015 — The next Commission meeting is June 10-11 in Southern California
and as of today, the Blue Creek closure appears to be a done deal for this year. We
were hoping that with enough public support, we could get this item back on the agenda
for a review. It doesn't appear that will happen, but let's not give up the fight.
Regulations on the Klamath are fluid, and with enough support we can get this
ridiculous law over turned. Or at the very least we can agree on some type of
compromise. Please sign and share and let the politicians know we're not giving up the
fight to fish Blue Creek.




From: Robert E. Rutkowski

To: EGC; Wildlife DIRECTOR
Subject: Reducing whale entanglements in California pot and trap gear fisheries
Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 11:28:38 AM

Mr. Charlton H. Bonham, Director Department of Fish and Wildlife 1416 9th Street, 12th
Floor Sacramento, CA 95814, Director@wildlife.ca.gov

Mr. Jack Baylis, President California Fish and Game Commission P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090, fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Re: Reducing whale entanglements in California pot and trap gear fisheries
Dear Gentlemen:

New data reveals that a record number of whales were entangled in fishing gear off the
U.S. Pacific coast last year and they are being reported at an even faster rate this
year, prompting Conservation groups to urge California fishery managers to institute
reforms to better protect marine mammals from injury, suffering and death.

According to the National Marine Fisheries Service, there were 30 unique
reports of whale entanglements in 2014 off the West Coast—most of them
gray or humpback whales caught in lines connected to crab pots—nearly twice
the number from the previous year, and well above the average from the last
decade (eight per year) or the previous decade (three per year). So far in
2015, there have been over 25 unique reports of entanglements in California
alone, including most recently a killer whale that washed up dead north of Fort
Bragg, Calif. entangled in crab gear.

It's heartbreaking to know so many whales are getting tangled up in fishing
gear. They often drown or drag gear around until they’'re too exhausted to
feed. Even more disturbing is that this problem is only getting worse.

Of the 30 cases last year, seven whales were disentangled and released free
of lines, seven were found dead, two were observed to self-release and the
remaining entangled whales had an unknown fate. Most recent entanglements
have occurred with Dungeness crab gear, although lobster and spot prawn
gear as well as gillnets have also been identified.

For whales that cannot free themselves or be disentangled by people, trailing
fishing gear can add drag, which depletes energy reserves and ultimately leads
to death, or can sever limbs and cut into flesh, which can cause infection or
prevent mobility. One study found that fatally entangled whales can take an
average of six months to die. There are also strong indications that the


mailto:Director@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
http://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/Take%20reduction%20request%20to%20CA_4-28-15.pdf
http://lostcoastoutpost.com/2015/apr/18/dead-killer-whale-mackerricher/

problem could be even worse than the official National Marine Fisheries
Service numbers show. Experts acknowledge there could be far more
entanglements that go undetected. A photographic study from 2004-2006
indicated at least half the humpback whales off the West Coast had scars
indicating prior entanglement.

Californians are incredibly lucky to share their coastal waters with these
magnificent whales. We have a responsibility to act quickly to prevent more
whales from getting tangled up in fishing gear. Work with groups and the
fishing industry to protect whales and secure federally required permits that
protect fishermen.

The California fishing industry has begun to address the risk of whale
entanglements, through industry-led retrieval of lost crab pots, better gear
marking and limits on the number of traps set. However, the combination of
increasing populations of some whales and changes in ocean and fishing
conditions have resulted in the unfortunate increase in entanglements,
indicating more needs to be done. The California Dungeness Crab Task Force
recently established a working group comprised of the fishing industry, state
and federal agencies, entanglement experts and conservation organizations to
address the problem.

Measures to address large whale entanglements from other regions have
included fishery closures in areas where whales are feeding; lines that are
designed to break away when a pot or trap catches on a whale; and reducing
the number of vertical lines in the water. These and other measures should be
considered, with a call for collaborative efforts to address the problems before
next fall when the next Dungeness crab fishing season begins. The current
Dungeness crab season on the West Coast ends June 30. The most
commonly identified gear on the whales was from the Dungeness crab fishery.

There are simple, common-sense solutions that will protect the whales, and
we're calling on the state to manage this fishery to protect whales. There
should be meaningful changes to address this growing problem before the next
crab season begins.

Thank you for the opportunity to bring these remarks to your attention.

Yours sincerely,
Robert E. Rutkowski


http://www.seadocsociety.org/lost-gear-short-film-features-seadoc-work-to-recover-commercial-crab-traps/

cc: House Minority Leadership

Re: Conservation groups letter:

http://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/Take%20reduction%20request%20t0%20CA_4-
28-15.pdf
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badgers actually. A father and son went up a hill. They spotted a burrow, newly dug. They went
back home to get their dog. Then, they put the dog by the hole. The badger came up, and the
father and son immediately caught it. The authorities came soon after, though the injustice done
to the badger was already done. Many people will harm badgers by pitting them against dogs.
This is extremely cruel to them. Keeping badgers as pets will protect them from that. They will
be able to enjoy a warm home, instead of being in their harmed ecosystem and having them be
captured by others.

By allowing people to have pet badgers, you can save a generation of them. Badgers will be
enjoyable companions who will protect you. Not only will they keep you safe, you will keep
them safe. They will be able to live to their natural lifespan without being hurt from others. A
badger will make a comfy companion. Roosevelt himself enjoyed his badger very much. It kept
him as well as his kids comforted. A badger will be a well behaved pet when raised from a
younger age. They will enjoy your company, as well as you will. Badgers will stay for another
generation to come, if they are allowed to be pets.

Sincerely yours,

Deanna C.
6th grade student, The Incubator School










From: roy thomas

To: EGC
Subject: Fishing access loss of license funds and federal tax money
Date: Monday, May 04, 2015 5:30:37 PM

A major reason California is last in fishing license sails per capita is access to many of our rivers and
lakes.The constitution of the great state of California tries very hard to protect its peoples right to fish.It
states very clearly that all land owned or ever owned by the state shall have the peoples right to fish
from it preserved .The state and county's have closed the majority of bank fishing access points |
know of.This does not have to be the case.The federal goverment provides over 20,000,000 dollars
each year to california to provide fishing and boating access. | tried to find where this excise tax from
imported fishing equipment was being spent.It appears to be a secret.| hope you check that it is going
to restoring bank fishing access.Many of the county roads use to end at the Sacramento river.now most
are blocked.Road 48 has almost a mile of gravel bar,now blocked off at the levee.The Russian river
use to have lots of access.Now all blocked and private.Some of that 20 million needs to buy back
access so people can fish again.Dose anyone on the comisson fish?Many have given up on California
fishing for the lack of access to good fishing. Please do the right thing!!


mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov

May 26, 2015

California Fish and Game Commission
1416 Ninth St., Room 1320
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan, Chapter 5.3 - Bay Delta-Central Coast

Dear Commissioners:

The draft 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) calls for a reduction in legal hunting,
fishing, and harvesting of aquatic resources in the Bay Delta-Central Coast Region.

This language in the draft SWAP conflicts with documents presented in 2013 regarding the
Bay Delta-Central Coast Region. In 2013, CDFW released a Fact Sheet for the Region that
called for the reduction of illegal hunting, fishing, and harvesting of aquatic resources.

It seems that the original 2013 concept of reducing illegal take has morphed into a general
reduction in hunting, fishing, harvesting in the draft 2015 SWAP.

In the past, the Commission and the Department have sought science-based decisions
concerning the regulation of California’s wildlife. To that end, I've submitted to CDFW a
Public Records Act Request for any data, reports, or information that support a reduction of
legal hunting in the Bay Delta-Central Coast Region.

I urge you to please ask the Department to amend the language of the draft 2015
SWAP to reflect the 2013 intent of reducing only illegal hunting, fishing, and
harvesting.

Here’s a link to the 2013 Fact Sheet that calls for a reduction the illegal consumptive uses:

Here’s where you can find the reductions to legal hunting and fishing in the 2015 SWAP:

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.a...=100044&inline

Chapter 5.3 - Bay Delta and Central Coast

Page 5.3-21 Table 5.3-4 - Key Pressures on Conservation Targets

Page 5.3-47 Conservation Strategies

Intended pressure(s) reduced: Recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial

animals; fishing and harvesting aquatic resources

Page 5.3-49 Conservation Strategy 7 (Management Planning)




Intended pressure(s) reduced: Dams and water management/use; shipping lanes; roads
and railroads; recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial animals; fishing and
harvesting aquatic resources.

P 5.3-49 Conservation Strategy 8 (Partner Engagement):

Intended pressure(s) reduced: Dams and water management/use; shipping lanes; roads
and railroads; recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial animals; fishing and
harvesting aquatic resources.

Page 5.3-50 Table 5.3-9 Stresses and Pressures for North American

Pacific Coastal Salt Marsh

Hunting and Collecting terrestrial animals and Fishing & Harvesting aquatic resources are
listing as pressures.

Page 5.3-51 Table 5.3-10 Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Bay Delta and
Central Coast Province

Hunting and Collecting terrestrial animals and Fishing & Harvesting aquatic resources are
listed as pressures.

Thank you.

Best Regards,
/s/

Scott McMorrow
Inverness, CA




From:

To: EGC

Subject: RE: condor

Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 12:57:40 PM

To whom it concerns,  After reading this | have a conclusion about these here
condors. | cannot believe that they are getting the lead form animals left in the
field. I thing lead ammo is the scapegoat. | have also heard about them eating road
paint. There is too much of a percentage of lead in the flock to be getting all this
lead from ammo. One more thing about these buzzards, do we have people making
a ajenda of this to ban things. I do not like the smell of this whole thing, |
personally do not want to pay for feeding them. | hope to hell you are not using my
lic. and tags fees for this. ARE YOU? That is my feelings on this. Gary Grabowsky
Atascadero Calif.

From: "FGC"

To:

Cc:

Sent: Wed, 13 May 2015 14:23:48 +0000
Subject: RE: condor

The majority of information regarding condors may be found on the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife’s webpage: https://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/t_e_spp/condor/ .

Attached are some additional reports that were provided to the Fish and Game Commission.

From:

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:21 PM
To: FGC

Subject: condor

I have been trying to find out about condors eating bullets. Do you people know
anything? | have e-mailed people in agencies involved in condor research--no


https://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/t_e_spp/condor/

answer. | think it is a hoax. I do not think we need a lead ban, you people didn't do
any research. |1 would like to see some proof for all this. Gary Grabowsky
Atascadero,Ca.



From: kathy Lynch <} -

Date: May 20, 2015 at 5:59:19 PM PDT

To: "Sonke Mastrup”, "Dan Yparraguirre"

Subject: FW: New study supports BASC position on lead ammunition | The British
Association for Shooting and Conservation

-Sonke- Please share with the commissioners. Thank you. Kathy

http://basc.org.uk/blog/press-releases/latest-news/new-study-supports-basc-position-on-lead-

ammunition/

New study supports BASC position on lead ammunition

Posted on May 19, 2015

The results of a new study by Australia’s National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC)
supports BASC’s position on lead ammunition: “no sound evidence, no change”.

The NHMRC Statement and Information Paper “Evidence on the Effects of Lead on Human Health”
includes the statement:

“It is not possible to conclude that lead was the direct cause of any of the reported health effects in
individuals with blood levels less than 10 micrograms per decilitre. While the results from some studies
indicate that blood levels less than 10 micrograms per decilitre may be associated with some health
effects, the available cross section studies do not provide the type of convincing evidence that would
enable public health experts and statisticians to make confident conclusions about cause and effect.”

Alan Jarrett, Chairman of BASC said:

“This comprehensive study from Australia supports BASC’s position that there is no need to change the
existing UK Food Standards Agency guidelines on the consumption of game meat.”

BASC continues to back compliance with the law on the use of lead ammunition and promotes good
game handling practices.

ENDS
FSA guidelines on the consumption of game can be found here — http://goo.gl/VV6x8M

The NHMRC paper is here — https://goo.gl/IFU7V{

BASC'’s policy on lead ammunition is here: — http://goo.gl/gpoZ3s
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Keeping Northwest California wild since 1977

Sent via e-mail on date shown below
May 19, 2015

Mr. Charlton H. Bonham, Director
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Department of Fish and Wildlife Status Report for the Northern Spotted Owl (Strix
occiedentalis caurina)

Dear Director Bonham,

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center
(EPIC), regarding the status of the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (Department) progress in
producing its status report for the northern spotted owl (NSO) (Strix occidentalis caurina).

In 2012, EPIC, concerned with the long-term viability of the NSO in California,
submitted a listing petition under the California Endangered Species Act to the California Fish
and Game Commission (Commission). On August 7, 2013 the Commission voted to advance the
NSO to candidacy status. The Commission adopted findings for this decision on December 11,
2013, thereby beginning the Department’s obligation to conduct a status report within 12 months
to aid the Commission in making its final determination. On October 9, 2014, the Department
sought a six-month extension to complete the status report pursuant to Cal. Fish & Game Code
§ 2074.6(a). On December 3, 2014, the Commission approved the Department’s six-month
extension with a new due date of June 26, 2015.

It has come to our attention that the Department does not intend to submit its status report
for the NSO on June 26, 2015, as was agreed by the Commission. In a personal communication
with Ms. Carie Battistone at the Department’s Wildlife Branch dated May 11, 2015, it was
relayed to us that the Department does not intend to submit its status report for the NSO at the
time agreed pursuant to the six-month extension granted by the Commission. Ms. Battistone
imparted to us that the Department was facing “circumstances” that have caused delays in the
production of its report. Ms. Battistone indicates that there is now no date-certain for submittal of
the Department’s status report for the NSO to the Commission. Further, Ms. Battisone stated that
the Department hopes to submit the report to the Commission by the end of 2015.

Environmental Protection Information Center
145 G Street Suite A Arcata, CA 95521
(707) 822-7711
www.wildcalifornia.org



We wish to remind the Department that CESA allows for a single six-month extension
on submittal of status reports. The Department has already applied for, and received a six-month
extension on the production of its status report for the NSO. We see no statutory or regulatory
authority which would allow the Department to push-out the date for submittal of its report
indefinitely, or even beyond the six-month extension for submittal of the report.

Furthermore, EPIC questions the legality of the original six-month extension. As
provided in Fish and Game Code § 2074.6(a), “The commission may grant an extension of up to
six months if the director determines an extension is necessary to complete independent peer
review of the report to provide a minimum of 30 days for public review of the peer reviewed
report prior to the public hearing specified in Section 2075.” From EPIC’s understanding, the
Department did not obtain the extension for either of the enumerated permissible reasons: is not
even at the independent peer review stage and no report is available for public review. As such,
the December 3, 2014 deadline extension appears to be wrongfully procured.

The ongoing delays in the production and submittal of the Department’s status report for
the NSO has harmed EPIC. We have long ago contracted an independent wildlife ecologist to
prepare an independent status report for the NSO in California. The delays in the Department’s
submittal of its NSO status report have caused EPIC to retain our independent contractor much
longer than was originally envisioned or desired because the timing of the submittal of our
independent report is contingent upon the timing of the Department’s submittal of its review.
These delays have thus cost our organization valuable time, money, and resources.

Furthermore, the Department’s failure to timely produce the status report harms EPIC’s
and the public’s interest in the conservation of the NSO. Wildlife generally, and the owl
specifically, are part of the public trust, and the State must manage the wildlife within its borders
on behalf of its citizens. Because of the Department’s delay, the Commission cannot act on the
proposed listing. This delay directly harms the NSO—uwhich is experiencing declining
populations—because until the NSO is listed, it does not receive full protections under CESA.

EPIC therefore requests that the Department provide: (1) an explanation as to the reasons
for delay in production of the NSO status report; (2) a date-certain for the submittal of its report
to the Fish and Game Commission; and (3) a statement of the steps it will take to ensure this new
date-certain will be met. We expect this information be provided no later than June 1, 2015.
Failure to provide us with the requested information will compel us to seek alternate remedies.

Please do not hesitate to contact me as necessary if there are questions or if there is a
need to discuss this matter further. EPIC looks forward to the Department’s response.

Sincerely,

Rob DiPerna

California Forest and Wildlife Advocate
Environmental Protection Information Center
145 G Street, Suite A

Arcata, California 95521

Office:

Email:



Cc:  Mr. Jack Bayless, President, California Fish and Game Commission
Mr. Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director, California Fish and Game Commission
Ms. Lacy Bauer, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Dedicated to Preserving Your Rights
To Hunt and Fish
In the State of California

April 22, 2015

Mor. Rick Baylis, President

California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Mr. Charlton H. Bonham, Director
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
1416 9™ Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Deaths of Point Reyes Flk Herd
Dear President Baylis and Director Bonham:

The Outdoor Sportsmen’s Coalition of California is a nonprofit organization of sportsman’s clubs and
individuals dedicated to preserving outdoor recreation in California. Our principal activities are to monitor
legislation that might negatively impact hunting, fishing and other recreation, and to oppose unwise changes
in laws and regulations relating to these activities.

The Outdoor Sportsmen’s Coalition of California (OSCC) promotes the conservation enhancement,
scientific management, and wise use of all our natural resources; OSCC seeks to end activities needlessly
destructive to natural resources; OSCC endeavors to educate and encourage the public generally, and the
vouth specifically, to an understanding of the advantages and importance of the conservation and
enhancement of our natural resources.

OSCC works to enhance outdoor opportunities for all citizens. With several thousand members located
throughout California, we stay in contact with our membership via newsletters and the internet so they can
be involved as they see fit.

I have read this article, “Conservationists Upset as Much of Point Reyes Elk Herd Dies,” SF-Gate
(http://m.sfoate. com/science/article/Conservationisis-upset-after-nearlv-half-tule-elk-6204583 php) and am
disturbed by its content. The elk referred to in this article were in a locked pen. Therefore, somebody is
responsible for their care and well-being. The evidence of neglect is that the wild, free roaming elk are
doing fine while these fenced-in elk are not. If they cannot be properly cared for they should be released.

The way I see this, the Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife is ultimately responsible for the
well-being of these lost elk. Not only has this resource been harmed due to neglect, but many thousands of
conservation dollars have also been wasted.

P.O. Box 848 Fresno Ca. 93712 Phone 559-225-6962 mail to: oscc@pacbell.net
http://www.theoscc.org
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The Mission Statement (https//'www.wildlife.ca. gov/Explore) of the Department of Fish and Wildlife is “to
manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the habitats upon which they depend, for
their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment by the public.”

Among the responsibilities listed on the Fish and Game Commission’s website
(http://www.fge.ca.gov/public/information/) are the following:
¢ Regulating uses of protected areas
¢ Authorizing terms and conditions for Private Lands Management Program, and
e Assuming a quasi-judicial role in considering appeal hearings for revocation of suspension of
licenses and permits

Sportsmen are under continual assault from the Legislature, the Department of Fish and Wildlife and those
that claim a higher degree of moral superiority. For years OSCC has worked for common sense in wildlife
management. In addition, we also promote management based on good science by professionals in the
department. Unfortunately we spend entirely too much time defending sportsmen against an agenda driven
process, and I suppose that will not end anytime soon.

No one, however, can defend a loss of this nature, especially due to neglect. Had even one elk died, due to
neglect or for any reason at the hands of a landowner or sportsman, the penalties would be severe and
¢xpensive.

AS SPORTSMEN AND SPORTSWOMEN WE EXPECT THE VERY SAME ACCOUNTABILITY BY
THOSE RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS.

Sincerely,

%;)M%M 0

Keith Ringgenberg
President, Outdoor Sportsmen's Coalition

ce: Governor Edmund G. Brown
Mr. Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director, California Fish and Game Commission
California Fish and Game Commission
Assemblymember Richard Bloom, Chair, Assembly Budget Subcommittee #3
Senator Lois Wolk, Chair, Senate Budget Subcommittee #2
Assemblymember Toni Atking
Assemblymember Kristin Olsen
Senator Kevin de Leon
Senator Robert Huff
Senator Jean Fuller
Mr. Peter Fimrite, SF-Gate
Outdoor Sportsmen’s Association of California
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April 3, 2015
Subject: Elk Depredation in Round Valley, Covelo

Dear Covelo Landowner:

Your letter of January 13, 2015 to the Governor was forwarded to the Department of
Fish and Wildlife (Department) for response. You expressed concerns regarding

property damage resulting from an expanding elk population in Round Valley near
Covelo.

Tule elk are native to California, originally ranging from east of the foothills of the
Sierra Nevada, west to the coast line and as far north as the headwaters of the
Sacramento River south to the Tehachapi Mountains. Some accounts indicate that
the number of Tule elk may have approached 500,000. Their numbers were reduced
to near extinction through un-regulated hunting. Efforts to restore this California-
native species began in the early 1900s, and these efforts returned Tule elk to the
Cache Creek area and many other portions of their historical range. It is a key part of
the Department’s mission to manage and restore native species. The Department has
relocated elk several times in or near Mendocino County between 1978 and 1990.
Some elk from these releases were fitted with radio (VHF) transmitters and
subsequently dispersed into Mendocino County. For example, at least 15 elk released
near Lake Pillsbury moved about 14 miles southwest and became established at
Potter Valley within the Mendocino unit by the end of 1981. Although most releases
occurred on or near public land (such as Elk Creek and Lake Pillsbury), Tule elk
subherds became established primarily on private property.

Roosevelt elk are also native and were once widely distributed in Mendocino County
and in the coastal redwood forests. Periodic sightings of elk in Laytonville, Sherwood
Valley and Fort Bragg have been reported as recently as 2013. Some of these appear
to be the Roosevelt subspecies or possible Roosevelt/Tule elk hybrids, however
genetic analysis has not been performed to confirm/refute this.

There are several options available to address elk depredation, and the Department is
available to discuss them at your convenience. Among them are the take of elk
through hunting or under a depredation permit. Opportunities are available for
landowners to charge hunters a fee when providing hunting access. Such fees may
be realized by drawing a Cooperative Elk Hunting Permit (landowner tag), enrolling in
the Private Lands Management Program, or providing access to a hunter(s) who has
drawn an elk tag for the Mendocino Elk Hunt Zone. The Department has proposed

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor & '

HARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 4t ihs"



Covelo Landowner
April 3, 2015
Page 2

regulations to the Fish and Game Commission that would establish additional elk
hunts throughout the state using the Departments Shared Habitat Alliance for
Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) program. Under the SHARE program,
participating landowners receive compensation and liability protection in exchange for

allowing access to hunters. Other options can include elk deterrence techniques and
possibly elk exclusion fencing.

Environmental Scientist Scott Koller covers depredation issues, among other duties, in
the Mendocino County area for the Department’s Northern Region Wildlife Program.
He has assisted other landowners with elk depredation concerns and is available to
help you as well. He can be reached at (707) 456-0329.

Sincerely,_ - K
~m TS
Neil Maniji

Regional Manager

cc:  Assembly Member Jim Wood
State Assembly (District 2)
Ukiah Valley Conference Center
200 S. School Street, Suite D
Ukiah, CA 95482

Senator Mike McGuire

State Senate (District 2)

200 South School Street, Suite K
Ukiah, CA 95482

Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director
California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

ec: Mss. Karen Kovacs, Renee Willgrubs, Susan LaGrande
Messrs. Richard Callas, Scott Koller, Craig Stowers, Joe Hobbs, Wayne Kidwell,
Dan Yparraguirre, and Eric Loft
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Karen.Kovacs@wildlife.ca.qov, Renee.Willgrubs@wildlife.ca.gov,
Susan.LaGrande@uwildlife.ca.qgov, Richard.Callas@wildlife.ca.gov,
Scott.Koller@wildlife.ca.gov, Craig.Stowers@wildlife.ca.gov,
Joe.Hobbs@uwildlife.ca.gov, Wayne.Kidwell@wildlife.ca.gov,
Dan.Yparraquirre@wildlife.ca.gov, Eric Loft@wildlife.ca.gov







* California also operates under an antiquated calendar system, whereby licenses expire
on December 31st of every year, regardless of when purchased.

Decline in License Sales Exposes Threat of Death Spiral

* Despite having one of the longest coastlines in the U.S.; over 4,000 lakes; and thousands
of rivers and streams; California’s fishing participation rate is ranked dead last in the US.

* Since 1980, when annual licenses were sold for as little as $5.00, California’s annual
fishing license sales have dropped by more than 55% (1980: 2.26 million; 2014: 990k).

* If the 35-year trend remains constant, annual fishing license sales could fall below
500,000 by 2027, or another 49% over the next 12 years. This downward trend could
accelerate if fees are increased substantially or new regulations are imposed.

The study also introduces policy recommendations as to how the state could address high costs
and unwarranted restrictions on fishing that'have led to an unprecedented and alarming trend.
The state has a strong incentive to consider them, as fishing licenses are a major source of
revenue for fishing and wildlife conservation programs.

If the State of California recognizes the economic value of protecting recreational fishing, it
needs to take immediate action to stop a rapidly declining participation rate from turning into
an out-of-control death spiral.

Reforming a costly and antiquated licensing.program and lifting unwarranted restrictions on
recreational fishing are the first steps to protecting a great form of family recreation that
supports jobs and our state’s economy. We would welcome the opportunity to work with you
to provide a solution.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact our legislative advocate, George Osborn, at (916)
446-7752. Thank you in advance for considering the study’s findings and the future of
recreational fishing.

Sincerely,

Marko Mlikotin . -
Executive Director

cc: California Fish and Game Commission
California Fish and Wildlife Director Charlton H. Bonham

2795 E Bidwell St #100-119, Folsom, CA 95630 @ 916.936.1777 @ sportfishingconservation.org











































have lived different lives. You have lived most of your adult life walking on blacktop. I, on the other
hand, a dedicated outdoors person have walked in the dirt on our public lands observing wildlife and
nature most of my life. You have been somewhat insulated from our wildlife and its required
management. As an outdoors family of 8 (my wife, 6 children & dog) our non working time has always
been in our National Forests enjoying nature giving me an intimate relationship with it and what is
happening to our wildlife and the habitat. A 60 year old Natural Resource Biologist once told me that he
learned more about wildlife in one day while bowhunting from a treestand than he did in four years of
college. Learning is what I have been doing all of my life. I am currently seeing the negative effects on
our wildlife populations caused by the “politically correct politics” that are dictating our wildlife
management programs which is destroying Scientifically Based Wildlife Management Plans. It’s all about
being there and being involved.

[ want you to understand why I am writing this letter to you. I am a lifelong dedicated volunteer and
outdoorsman and a concerned citizen. I am not just some local yokel who likes complaining about things.
[ am and have been an involved contributor to society. Here is a short summery of what I have
contributed. I purchased my first California Hunting license in 1954. Thave been teaching conservation
through wildlife management since 1977, when archery first became a part of California’s Hunter
Education Program. My wife, Joan, and I have donated more than 25 years to teaching archery to the
physically challenged and have been instructing the “Becoming an Outdoor Woman” archery and
bowhunting classes for 20 years. I have been instructing “National Bowhunter Education Foundation”
classes since 1976, and I served as California’s Volunteer Chairman for eleven years. Joan and I have
received many awards for promoting all aspects of archery, hunting and conservation. The California
Bowman Hunters and State Archery Association have awarded us many of those awards. I also have
received awards from California’s Hunter Education Program for my many years of teaching,.
Additionally, for many years prior to my retirement, a 55 year career as an electrician and member of the
IBEW in Sacramento, working and serving as an elected officer of the Electricians Local 340 several of
those years.

Governor, it appears that you, our many legislators and your appointed committee members seem to be
only concerned with being politically correct. We are seeing that our elected officials are only listening to
the “uninformed” and “misinformed” squeaky wheels who think the only way to manage our natural
resources is to remove all “positive” human influences. This include enhancing habitat and managing
individual wildlife species populations so that all species can thrive for generations to come. Decision
makers for our Natural Resource management who have no hands on experience with nature and wildlife
appear to have no idea how to manage real wildlife or they are intentionally allowing their ideologies or
anti-hunting groups to influence their decisions. Governor, I believe you, our legislators and managers
have no idea where you are taking our Renewable Natural Resource and the future of our wildlife and that
disturbs me greatly.

The decisions by the DFGC and bills being passed by our legislators and signed into law by you are in
direct conflict with what is taught in every DFW Hunter Education Class for proper management of our
renewable natural resources. Wildlife management through hunting, trapping and fishing are past proven
methods and supported by DFW’s Mission Statement. I suggest you ask the following questions of
DFGC and DFW. Is California’s predator management working? Is wildlife depredation requests
increasing or decreasing? How is the wild pig being managed? What is being done to enhance deer
populations and decrease coyote, mountain lion and bear (not to mention wolves in our future) predation
on adults and fawns? How are we managing bear populations now that the Houndsmen have been
eliminated from bear management? Is the increase in our bear population a concern of yours? What is




being done to enhance pheasant hunting other than Licensed Bird Clubs? Why isn’t the blood tests of
condors for lead content indicating a decrease in content? Why is the lead content in their blood
remaining at the same levels or increasing while there is no hunter lead for them to consume in the
Condor area? How are the wildlife species populations being managed in State Parks? Do all of these
programs make money and improve our Natural Resources in California, or are they not meeting
Resource Goals.

I would suggest that you one day in the near future attend a California Hunter Education Class which is
taught by one of your very dedicated Volunteer Instructors who get nothing for teaching hundreds of
students each year. Their only reward is to have their students purchase a hunting license and head afield.
Then experience first hand the thrill of having their wildlife quarry within a few feet of them and are
successful in harvesting that specie, field dress it, care for and enjoy wild game meat, As an added bonus
they experiences and witness nature each day in the wild, making them a true sportsperson,
conservationist and manager of our wildlife for generations to come. What we attempt to do in our
California Hunters Education Classes is to teach wildlife and Resources Management based upon Hunter
Education Materials. However, in reality our Wildlife and Resources are not being managed properly
because of our Government’s nonscientific and politically correct attitude and decision making over the
past several years. ,

In recent years I have noticed that DFW field staff are retiring as soon as they reach the minimum
retirement age. These individuals are not leaving because they don’t like working with wildlife and
sportspeople but because they are sick and tired of having to deal with the Politically Correct laws and
decisions made by the DFGC and Legislators that is in direct conflict with their mandated responsibilities
and goals. These retired employees are dedicated wildlife managers and many are giving of themselves to
non-profit conservation organizations like I do daily with Hunter Ed and Archery.

For many years my wife and I have been giving of ourselves doing whatever we can for conservation and
the future of wildlife management. We enjoy teaching women, youth and the disabled individuals the
sport of archery and bowhunting. However, I’m not sure how long our Historic Hunting Heritage will last
under the current anti-hunting and politically correct direction of the Governor and the DFGC.

Sincerely & God Bless;

Joe Becker,

cc: CA.DFGC, CAH.Ed. & CBHSAA




WENT OF

:\h He % & 13
gz, United States Department of the Interior ki
| P FISH AN
¥ BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS COMMISSION ’-‘}K
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Redding, California 96002-0292 W\LS
IN REPLY REFER TO:
AUG 15 2012

Executive Direction

Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director
California Fish and Game Commissio
PO Box 944209 :
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Dear Mr. Mastrup:

At the request of the Resighini Rancheria, this correspondence is in support of the Tribe’s position that
the Resighini Rancheria should be identified as eligible for “tribal take” as defined in the California
Marine Life Protection Act, Marine Protected Areas.

Resighini Rancheria is a Federally Recognized Tribe comprised of Yurok people, and is aboriginal to the
area within the North Coast Study Area. Further, the Resighini Rancheria has been listed on the
Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, list of Indian Entities Recognized to Receive Services
From the Bureau of Indian Affairs, published annually in the Federal Register, since its inception. The
original list, Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 26 — Tuesday, February 6, 1979, Indian Tribal Entities that
Have a Government-to-Government Relationship with the United States, lists the Resighini Rancheria as
Resighini Rancheria, Coast Indian Community of Yurok Indians, California.

The Northern California Agency is unaware of any Federal Law that grants any state agency the authority
to exclude the Resighini Rancheria under the current circumstances.

If there is a question, please contact me, at (530) 246-5141, Ext. 31, or you may write to the above
address.

Sincerely,
&>

~.Mirg,il.;}ns WN—J

Superintendent



PALA TRIBAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE

PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula Road
Pala, CA 92059
760-891-3510 Office | 760-742-3189 Fax PALA THPO

March 13, 2013

California Fish and Game Commission
PO Box 944209

Sacramento, CA.,

94224-2090

To Whom It May Concern:

The Pala Band of Mission Indians is a federally recognized tribe with members who trace their descent
to two bands, the Luisefio and Cupefio. Both of these bands have a documented ethnographic history of
using marine resources. They would travel seasonally along the San Luis Rey River to the Pacific to

procure fish and conduct subsistence activities.

Sincerely,

d\ o 3&7»@&%\A

Shasta C. Gaughen, PhD
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
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June 27, 2011

Jim Kellogg, President

California Fish and Game Commission
PO Box 944209

Sacramento CA 94244-2090

Re: Tribal Use Options for MPAs in North Coast Study Region
Dear Mr. Kellogg:

Sherwood Valley Rancheria strongly supports the Tribal Use Option 1 concept for Tribal use of
North Coast MPAs. We believe this will provide the highest level of protection for Tribal
traditional, non-commercial use of marine resources, and because it also provides protection for
the ocean environment. We urge the Fish and Game Commission to adopt the Tribal Use Option
1 concept as the preferred alternative for the purpose of the CEQA review and subsequent
development of regulations that will authorize a special category of Tribal use.

Option 1 will allow for continued Tribal gathering in the proposed MPAs and it appropriately
distinguishes between Tribal uses and public recreational uses. We believe Option 1 provides
the highest level of protection for the proposed MPAs. Of the three possible options the State
has developed, Option 1 most closely follows the recommendations of the Tribes, the Regional
Stakeholder Group, the Blue Ribbon Task Force, and the many other participants in the MLPA
Initiative process in regard to ensuring the continuation of Tribal uses, as well as the long term
conservation and recovery of critical marine species and habitats.

We hereby request the Commission to apply the Tribal Use Option 1 concept throughout the
MPA network, so that it is applicable not only to all State Marine Conservation Areas (SMCAs),
but also to all State Marine Recreational Management Areas (SMRMAs) because SMRMAs are
located in cultural use areas for Tribes of the North Coast.

Thank you to the Commission for your work to ensure protection for the ocean and the Tribes’
traditional cultural use of ocean resources.

Sincerely,

e

Michael F iizgerral
Tribal Chairman

Ce: Secretary John Laird, California Natural Resources Agency
Chairwoman Priscilla Hunter, Inter Tribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council

190 Sherwood Hill Drive ¢ Willits, California 95490
(707) 459-9690 e Fax (707) 459-6936



Cher-Ac Heights Indian Community of the Trinidad Rancheria

DL AL A g A

August 14, 2013

Sonke Mastrup

Executive Director

CA Fish and Game Commission
P.0. Box 944209

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Director Mastrup:

On behalf of the Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the Trinidad Rancheria, please accept this
letter to clarify an error made in the August 9, 2013 Trinidad Rancheria letter to you requesting
formal Government to Government Consultation with the CA Fish and Game Commission. I
inadvertently noted Trinidad Rancheria CEO Jacque Hostler-Carmesin as the point of contact for the
Trinidad Rancheria in regards to this consultation request. As Mrs. Hostler-Carmesin was recently
appointed to serve on the CA Fish and Game Commission, she has requested recusal from any

interactions between the Tribe and the Commlsswn in order to avoid any potential conflict of -

interest due to her due positions.

Please contact Trinidad Rancheria Executive Manager Amy Atkins at (707) 677-0211 ext. 2702 or
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Rachel Sundberg at (707) 677-0211 ext. 2726 to plan and
coordinate meeting dates and times for a Government to Government Consultation of Reading Rock
as originally requested in the August 9, 2013 letter.

Sincerely,

Garth Sundberg
Tribal Chairman
Trinidad Rancheria




May 5, 2009

SCRSG Members; MLPA Blue Ribbon Task Force Members; Scientific Advisory Team;
California Department of Fish and Game

MLPA Initiative

1416 9" Street, Room 1311

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Chumash MPA Co-Management Proposal - Sequit SMCA MPA with a
Moderate High Protection Level

Dear SCRSG Members, MLPA Blue Ribbon Task Force Members, Scientific Advisory
Team, and the California Department of Fish and Game staff:

Below is Wishtoyo Foundation’s revised proposal for a Chumash Co-Managed MPA
(Sequit MPA) from Leo Carrillo State Beach to Zuma Beach (Trancas) in Malibu,
California. Wishtoyo’s proposal has evolved following Wishtoyo’s and its Ventura
Coastkeeper program’s: 1.) April 9, 2009 Comment Letter; 2.) April 28, 2009 public
comment at the SCRSG MLPA meeting; 3.) work with and feedback from the SCRSG
workgroups on April 29, 2009; 4.) The hosting of and Chumash co-management
presentation to SCRSG members, MLPA Initiative Staff, and representatives from the
California Department of Fish and Game at Wishtoyo’s Chumash Discovery Village on
April 30, 2009.

As MPA development under the MLPA Initiative continues, Wishtoyo will continue to
reach out to the Chumash community for its input through the Chumash’s SCRSG
representatives, through meetings and conferences at the Chumash Discovery Village and
other locations, via website updates, and via email and phone communications.
Additionally, Wishtoyo is in the process of establishing a work plan on how to best reach
out to, share information with, and engage Chumash tribal groups. Wishtoyo also hopes
that the Sequit zone that it is proposing serves a blueprint for the establishment of
additional Chumash and Tribal Co-managed MPA’s.

Wishtoyo also proposes that the proposed allowable activities for traditional and
ceremonial utilization needs of the Chumash People included in this proposal are allowed
in all SMCAs. The Wishtoyo Foundation would like to note that while the enforcement
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services, Chumash cultural preservation services, and educational services that Wishtoyo
proposes to commit to assist the DFG in implementing the proposed Sequit MPA will be
provided by and from the Wishtoyo Foundation’s resources, the Wishtoyo Foundation
encourages other Chumash organizations, entities, and individuals to assist with and add
to the implementation of the proposed Sequit Chumash co-managed MPA by offering
their resources and services as well.

In regards to state policy making implications of a Chumash Co-managed MPA,
Wishtoyo would like to clarify that its Chumash Co-Management proposal is not a
proposal that is asking the DFG to share MPA policy making authority. Wishtoyo’s co-
management proposal is a proposal to preserve Chumash People’s right to participate and
assist with the protection and recovery of their marine environment, which they share
with modern society, while allowing Chumash people to continue their traditional and
ceremonial utilization needs of ocean resources in a manner that is consistent with
ecological protections established via MPAs under the MLPA.

Thank you for your time and efforts to achieve the goals of the MLPA to its fullest and to
help the Chumash people continue to maintain and revitalize their culture. As MPA
development continues in the MLPA Initiative, we look forward to continuing our work
with all stakeholders to ensure that a Chumash Co-Managed MPA is established.

Below is the Chumash Co-Management proposal for the Sequit MPA:
I. Proposed Locations for Chumash Co-Management Component (Sequit MPA)

1. Leo Carrillo State Beach to Zuma Beach in the Rincon to Point Dume Sub-region
a. Dimensions: From the coast extending out to the 3 nautical mile offshore
state waters boundary from Leo Carrillo to Zuma Beach (Trancas), which
is roughly 6 linear miles of coastline.

I1. The overarching impetus behind the Chumash Co-management component is

1. Preserving & protecting the ecological integrity of MPA’s
a. Preservation Rational: This region of the Los Angeles County coast is

dominated by low relief reef and patchy sand, kelp forests to depths of about
50 feet, patchy eelgreass beds, rich intertidal diversity, a pronounced steep
shelf near the 3-mile boundary, and distinctly different oceanographic patterns
than the areas within the Santa Monica Bay. With the many streams along this
stretch, this site is known as a steelhead trout barring area and the subtidal
habitats support a diverse assemblage of invertebrates and fishes including
lobster, white sea bass, angel sharks, giant black sea bass, as well as being
known for common sightings of the Gray whale seasonal migrations and pods
of dolphins.
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2. Preserving Chumash Culture and its relationship with the ocean by allowing
Chumash to continue their traditional and ceremonial utilization needs of ocean
resources in a manner that is consistent with ecological protections established
via MPAs under the MLPA.

3. Maintaining the Chumash People’s right to participate in the protection and
recovery of their marine environment, which they share with modern society.

4. Educating the general public about the Chumash’s intimate relationship
with and dependency on the environment, which in turn will better protect our
marine resources by helping society redefine their relationship with the ocean and
its resources.

I11. Summary of 2 main components:

1. Implementation: Co-beneficial Partnership with the Chumash and the California
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) to implement the “co-managed” MPAs
a. The Chumash people would provide an added service that would assist the
DFG in:
i. MPA enforcement (to protect the ecological integrity according to
the MPA type)
ii. Achieving the cultural preservation goals of the MLPA
iii. Education and Public Outreach

2. Traditional & Ceremonial Utilization needs of the Chumash people:
b. MPA type: SMCA
c. Protection Level: Moderate High (activities allowed include a list of
traditional Chumash takes and methods of take)
d. Activities Allowed:

i. The MPA would allow for takes of species that have been
traditionally used by Chumash People via traditional methods of
take

ii. These takes and methods of take would preserve the ecological
integrity of the MPAs

IV.Component #1: Implementation

1. Outline:
a. Co-beneficial Partnership with the Chumash and the California
Department of Fish and Game to implement the “co-managed” MPAs

b. Chumash Organizations / Entities providing the added service
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i. Wishtoyo Foundation at the Chumash Discovery Village, a 8,000 year
old Chumash Site, at Nicholas Canyon State Beach, Malibu, CA.

c. The Chumash people would help provide an added service that would
assist the DFG in:
1. MPA enforcement (to protect the ecological integrity according to
the MPA type)
a. Wishtoyo will provide additional eyes on the water and MPA
enforcement assistance from the overlook of the proposed
Chumash co-managed MPA at Wishtoyo’s Chumash Discovery
Village, via modern power boats, and via traditional Tomols
(canoes)

2. Achieving the maritime cultural preservation goals of the MLPA
a. The establishment of a Chumash co-managed MPA that

recognizes Chumash people’s stewardship and cultural
responsibility to protect the ocean ecosystems their culture
depends upon, while allowing Chumash people to continue their
traditional and ceremonial utilization needs of ocean resources in
a manner that is consistent with ecological protections
established via MPAs under the MLPA is an important
component to better enable Chumash people to continue to
maintain and revitalize their culture.

b. Allowing Chumash people to assist in implementing the MPA’s
will better enable Chumash people to re-align and maintain their
traditional relationship and utilization of ocean resources with
modern society and the current ecological state of the ocean.

c. Permitting traditional and spiritual utilization of ocean resources
in MPA that align with moderate-high protection levels in
SMCA’s allow Chumash people to continue their commitment to
maintain their cultural identity and relationship with their
ancestors, and to not lose their culture.

3. Educating the general public about the importance of protecting
and preserving marine protected areas

a. Wishtoyo Discovery Village’s interpretive MPA ecological and
Chumash cultural educational center will provide a powerful
educational platform to promote sustainable ocean ecosystem
management and to redefine our relationship with the ocean
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I.  This center will:

1. Be designed to educate the public about the importance of
preserving the marine environment

2. Will aim to change the way society views its relationship
with the ocean by educating them about Chumash culture
and the interdependent relationship Chumash people
shared with the ocean. Chumash culture and traditions
foster a conservation and marine protection ethic.

ii. Center Management

1. Wishtoyo will have Chumash representatives on site 7
days a week

2. Through programs and walk in visitors, Wishtoyo already
attracts over a thousand school children and people to its
discovery village to educate them about Chumash culture
and the importance of preserving, protecting, and
respecting our environment.

V. Component #2: Traditional & Ceremonial Utilization needs of the Chumash
People for Cultural Preservation

1.

Proposal Overview:

a. MPA type: SMCA

b. Protection Level: Moderate High

The MPA would allow for takes of species that have been traditionally
used by Chumash People via traditional methods of take

. These takes and methods of take would preserve the ecological integrity of

the MPAs

The proposed Chumash traditional and ceremonial utilization of ocean
resources acknowledges and respects the current ecological condition of
the ocean and as such, our proposed traditional utilizations would foster a
greater level of preservation that is just as, if not, more protective of
marine plants and sea creatures than afforded at the Moderate High
Protection Level.

The use of ocean resources for Chumash ceremonies and traditional
cultural uses that not only preserves Chumash culture and maintain
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Chumash people’s connection with their lifeways, but that also, by the
manner in which these ocean resources will be used, cherished, and
respected, will promote societal conservation of our ocean resources.

c. Moderate — High Protection Level with Chumash Cultural Protection
i. Current Proposed Activities Allowed (Take of all living marine
resources is prohibited except):
1. (high) Coastal pelagic finfish, bonito, and market squid (pelagic seine,
dip-net, crowder); jJumbo squid (squid jigs); swordfish (harpoon); In
water depth > 50m: pelagic finfish, bonito and white seabass (H&L;
spear at any depth)

2. (moderate high) Catch and release in <10m water or using surface gear
(H&L single barbless hooks and artificial lures only); pier-based
fishing (H&L, hoop-net); halibut (spear); In water depth 30<50m on
mainland: pelagic finfish, bonito and white seabass (H&L)

ii. Proposed Chumash Activities Allowed (methods of take), also allowed
for the general public (in all SMCA’s)*

1. The take of all living marine resources is prohibited except as provided
for in V.1.c.i. above and in this section.

2. Additionally, we propose the traditional Chumash methods of take
listed in this section to be allowed for the marine resources and species
listed above, except for market squid and jumbo squid.

3. Traps:

a. Requirement: Traps must be made of woven sticks of plants such
as mulefat (Baccharis glutinosa), sometimes in combination with
netting

b. Types:

i. Weir Trap: a conical device into which freshwater fish were
skillfully driven using a team strategy

4. Nets:
a. Requirement: must be made from 2 or 3 ply net cordage, several
kinds of fibers can be used according to preference and
availability: tok or dogbane (Apocinum cannabinum), yucca

! Where specific types of species being taken under a Chumash Traditional “activities” are not listed, only
the type of species listed under the current proposed activities allowed under “moderate — high” protection
level are allowed to be taken (see V.1.).c.i.1-2).

6
Wishtoyo Foundation
3875-A Telegraph Road, #423 e Ventura, CA 93003
Phone 805.658.1120 e Fax 805.258.5135 e www.wish’coyo‘orq




(Yucca whipplii), nettle (Urtica dioeca), and surf grass
(Phyllospadix spp.)

b. Types of allowed nets & methods of netting
I. Seine Net: is a long, weighted net that hangs vertically in the

water to encircle and trap schools of ocean fish. The top edge
will be kept afloat with wooden floats, while the whole will be
pulled along by tomols (Chumash canoe).

ii. Dip Net: a small bag-like net baited with ground-up cactus
leaves and hand-cast to snare sardines and other small fish

iii. Drag Net: a tubular small-mesh net used to catch bonita,
dragged on a long line from the stern of a tomol

5. Fish Spear (ti’'wo’y):
a. Materials: shaft will be made from toyon (Heteomeles arbutifolia)
with a bone point fixed with asphaltum into a hole at the end.

6. Harpoon / Spear fishing:
a. Harpoon Requlations
i.  Will be made with a fletched cane shaft and a detachable
foreshaft with barbed point and retrieval line.
ii. Must be shot from the prow of a tomol

b. Composite Spear
i. Isa8-9 foot long harpoon used for taking species in

accordance with moderate high protection. The shaft would be
4 inches in diameter and made of ironwood or holly. Styles of
points for the harpoon could be barbed, composite bone or
stone, or a toggle point. The retrieval line will be made from
horsenettle or from tok, % inch diameter and anywhere from
240 to 350 feet in length. A shallow basket will be kept in the
tomol for the coiled harpoon line; the basket exterior may have
been coated with asphaltum for protection from wear and
water.

7. Hook and Line Fishing:

a. Allowed for: surf fishing, kelp fishing, and trolling in tomols
powered by oars

b. Line Regulations: Lines for this method of fishing will be as long
as 160 feet and will be made from the same variety of plant fibers
listed above for nets, with “tok” or dogbane being preferred by
many because it shrinks when wet, thus becoming harder and
tougher in the water.
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c. Hook Requlations & Materials:

i. The circular hook will be somewhat J-shaped and will be made
from a single piece of bone or hard shell such as abalone,
mussel, or clam.

ii. The V-shaped composite hooks will be made from two pointed
pieces of shell, wood or bone bound together at one end to
form an acute angle.

iii. Custom hooks will be made from bones and shells designed for
the swallowing behaviors of specific kinds of fish.

d. Chumash Submerged Sacred and Cultural Site Protection

i. The SMCA protection level of Moderate High will include a prohibition
of bottom trawling and similar activities that could destroy or disturbed
sacred submerged Chumash cultural sites and villages.

ii. The SMCA protection level of Moderate High will prohibit divers from
disturbing submerged Chumash cultural sites and villages.

VI. MLPA Policy Justifications:
1. A Tribal Co-Management Component will help best achieve the MLPA goals for
seven reasons:

I. It protects an ecological important Marine Habitat;
ii. It provides for sound management and enforcement of the SMCA;

iii. It provides a powerful educational platform to promote sustainable ocean
ecosystem and fisheries management and to redefine our relationship with the
ocean;

iv. It protects and preserves Chumash maritime culture and traditional connection
with the ocean and its resources in accordance with the mandates of the
MLPA regarding cultural preservation;

v. It best protects submerged cultural and sacred resources and archeological
sites;

vi. It satisfies nine “Design Considerations” approved by the MLPA Blue Ribbon
Task Force that will be difficult to achieve without its inclusion, including ;
1. siting MPAs adjacent to "eyes on the water" to facilitate management,
enforcement, monitoring, education and outreach

8
Wishtoyo Foundation
3875-A Telegraph Road, #423 e Ventura, CA 93003
Phone 805.658.1120 e Fax 805.258.5135 e www.wish’coyo‘orq




2. siting MPAs to facilitate use of volunteers to assist in monitoring and
management

3. designing MPA boundaries that facilitate ease of public recognition and
ease of enforcement;

4. preserving the diversity of cultural uses;

5. ensuring some MPAs include areas of educational and cultural use.

vii. It facilitates all of the “Implementation and Management Activities” to be
included in regional MPA plans as set forth and approved by the MLPA Blue
Ribbon Task Force.

VII. Other Considerations: With the multitude of adjacent state parks, state beaches,
and county beaches at Leo Carrillo, Nicholas Canyon, El Pescador, La Piedra, El
Matador and Robert H. Meyer Memorial, as well as being an ASBS and sites of on-
going CRANE study, this part of the coast offers a wide range of opportunities for
public access, shore —based recreation, consumptive recreation (including shore-
based fishing, kayak fishing, and spear fishing), education and research.

Thank you again for your time and effort to achieve the goals of the MLPA to its fullest
and to help the Chumash people continue to maintain and revitalize their culture. As
MPA development continues in the MLPA Initiative we look forward to continuing our
work with all stakeholders to ensure that a Chumash co-managed MPA is established
Please contact us to collaborate further, or with any questions or comments.

Warmest Regards,

7 Y ad

Mati Waiya Jason Weiner

Executive Director Associate Director & Staff Attorney
Wishtoyo Foundation/Ventura Coastkeeper Ventura Coastkeeper

Telephone: 805.794.1248 Telephone: 310.775.5281
matiwaiya@wishtovyo.org jweiner.venturacoastkeeper@wishtoyo.org
Luhui Isha

Cultural Resource Director
Wishtoyo Foundation
Telephone.: 424.644.0088

luhuiisha@wishtoyo.org
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TRIBAL COMMITTEE
Committee Co-Chairs: Commissioner Sutton and Commissioner Hostler-Carmesin

Meeting Agenda
June 9, 2015, 3:00 p.m.

Mountainside Conference Center
1 Minaret Road, Mammoth Lakes

NOTE: Please see important information about public comment deadlines and
Committee procedures at the end of the agenda; the comment deadline is 5:00
p.m. on June 3, 2015. All agenda items are informational and/or discussion only. The
Committee develops recommendations to the Commission but does not have authority to
make policy or regulatory decisions on behalf of the Commission.

1. Public forum

2. Discuss tribal hunting, fishing and gathering opportunities off trust lands: Current
practices, unfulfilled needs, and lessons learned

3. Discuss creating annual regulation training and planning event associated with
Native American Day

4, Discuss issues affecting tribes needing legislative resolution — protecting
confidential information and co-management



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
2015 MEETING SCHEDULE
www.fgc.ca.gov

MEETING

DATE COMMISSION MEETING COMMITTEE MEETING

Mountainside Conference Center
June 10-11 1 Minaret Road
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93456

Marine Resources
July 8 Trinidad Town Hall
409 Trinity Street

Trinidad, CA 95570

River Lodge Conference Center
August 4-5 1800 Riverwalk Drive
Fortuna, CA 95540

Wildlife Resources

Department of Industrial Relations
September 9 2550 Mariposa Mall, Room 1036
Fresno, CA 93721

Tribal Committee

October 6 Embassy Suites — LAX North
9801 Airport Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Embassy Suites — LAX North
October 7-8 9801 Airport Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Marine Resources

November 4 Four Points by Sheraton Ventura
Harbor Resort

1050 Schooner Drive

Ventura, CA 93001

Town and Country Resort &
December 9-10 | Convention Center

500 Hotel Circle North

San Diego, CA 92108

OTHER MEETINGS OF INTEREST

Pacific Fishery Management Council
e June 12-17, Spokane, WA
e September 11-16, Sacramento, CA
e November 14-19, Garden Grove, CA

Wildlife Conservation Board
e September 3, Sacramento, CA
e November 19, Sacramento, CA

Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
e July 16-22, Reno, NV

Pacific Flyway Council
e July 24, Reno, NV
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IMPORTANT COMMITTEE MEETING PROCEDURES INFORMATION

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES
These facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities.

1. To request reasonable accommodations for a disability, please contact the
California Fish and Game Commission at (916) 653-4899 as soon as possible
and no later than five (5) business days prior to the meeting.

2. For persons with a hearing or speech disability, please contact the California
Relay Service as soon as possible and no later than five (5) business days prior
to the meeting at 1-800-735-2929 (TTY) or 1-800-735-2922 (voice) and request
your message be relayed to the California Fish and Game Commission.

3. If arequest for an accommodation has been submitted but due to circumstances
is no longer needed, please contact the California Fish and Game Commission at
(916) 653-4899.

SUBMITTING WRITTEN MATERIALS

The public is encouraged to attend Committee meetings and engage in the discussion
about items on the agenda; the public is also welcome to comment on agenda items in
writing. You may submit your written comments by one of the following methods (only
one is necessary): Email to fgc@fgc.ca.gov; fax to (916) 653-5040; deliver to
California Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320,
Sacramento, CA 95814; or hand-deliver to a Committee meeting.

Written comments received at the Commission office by 5:00 p.m. on June 3, will be
made available to the Committee prior to the meeting. Written comments received
between 5:00 p.m. on June 3 and 12 noon on June 5 will be made available to the
Committee at the meeting. After 12 noon on June 5, five copies of written comments
must be delivered at the meeting, otherwise they will not be made available to the
Committee until after the meeting.

The Committee will not consider comments regarding proposed changes to regulations
that have been noticed. If you wish to provide comment on an otherwise noticed item,
please provide your comments during Commission business meetings, via email or fax,
or deliver to the commission office.

NOTE: Materials provided to the Committee may be made available to the general
public.

SPEAKING AT THE MEETING
Committee meetings operate informally and provide opportunity for everyone to
comment on agenda items. If you wish to speak on an agenda item, please follow these
guidelines:

1. Raise your hand and wait to be recognized by the Committee co-chair(s).

2. Once recognized, please begin by giving your name and affiliation (if any) and
the number of people you represent.

3. Time is limited; please keep your comments precise so that everyone has an
opportunity to speak.

4. If there are several speakers with the same concerns, please try to appoint a
spokesperson and avoid repetitive comments.
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5. If you would like to present handouts or written materials to the Committee,
please provide five copies to the designated staff member just prior to speaking.

6. If speaking during public forum, the subject matter you present should not be
related to any item on the current agenda (public comment on agenda items will
be taken at the time the Committee members discuss that item). As a general
rule, public forum is an opportunity to bring matters to the attention of the
Committee, but you may also do so via email, standard mail, and fax. At the
discretion of the Committee, staff may be requested to follow up on the subject
you raise.

WHEN WILL MY AGENDA ITEM BE HEARD?

The Committee begins each session at the time listed on the agenda and generally
considers each agenda item in the sequence listed, except in extraordinary
circumstances.

VISUAL PRESENTATIONS/MATERIALS
All PowerPoint presentations must be submitted by 12 noon on June 5 and approved by
the Commission executive director before the meeting.

1. All electronic formats must be Windows PC compatible.
2. Files created on a Mac are not supported.

3. Itis recommended that a print copy of any electronic presentation be submitted
in case of technical difficulties.

4. A data projector, laptop and presentation mouse will be available.

LASER POINTERS may only be used by a speaker during a presentation.



California Fish and Game Commission

Draft Tribal Consultation Policy
March 2015

The Policy

On September 19, 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., issued Executive Order B-10-11,
which provides, among other things, that it is the policy of the administration that every state
agency and department subject to executive control implement effective government-to-
government consultation with California Indian Tribes.

Purpose of the Policy

The mission of the California Fish and Game Commission (FGC) is, on the behalf of California
citizens, to ensure the long term sustainability of California’s fish and wildlife resources by
setting policies, establishing appropriate rules and regulations, guiding scientific evaluation and
assessments, and building partnerships to implement this mission. California Native American
Tribes, whether federally recognized or not, have distinct cultural, spiritual, environmental,
economic and public health interests and unique traditional knowledge about the natural
resources of California.

The purpose of this policy is to create a means by which tribes and FGC can effectively work
together to realize sustainably-managed natural resources of mutual interest.

Policy Implementation

1. Communication. Both FGC and the tribes are faced with innumerable demands on their
limited time and resources. In the interest of efficiency, FGC will annually host a tribal
planning meeting to coordinate the upcoming regulatory and policy activities before
FGC. The meeting will provide a venue for education about process, identifying
regulatory and policy needs, and developing collaborative interests; this will include
inviting sister agencies to participate.

2. Collaboration. In areas or subjects of mutual interest, FGC will pursue partnerships with
tribes to collaborate on solutions tailored to each tribe’s unique needs and capacity. The
structure of these collaborative efforts can range from informal information sharing, to
Memorandum Of Understanding with more specific agreements regarding working
relationships and desired outcomes, to co-management agreements with specific
responsibilities and authorities.

3. Record-keeping. FGC will maintain a record of all comments provided by tribes and will
include them in administrative records where appropriate.

4. Training. FGC will provide training to interested tribes on its processes for regulation
and policy development.



Draft Marine Resources Committee (MRC) 3-Year Work Plan
(Revised 5/29/2015)

2015 2016 2017
Topic MAR JUL NOV | MAR | JUL | NOV | MAR | JUL | NOV
(Marina) | (Trinidad) | (So. CA)
Lobster FMP R
Abalone FMP [and ARMP update] X X X |XIR
Fisheries Bycatch Workgroup X X
Pier and Jetty Fishing Review X X
Herring FMP Development Updates X
Special Closures in Central Coast
) X/R
(stakeholder proposal review)
Experimental Squid Permits — review N
of regulations
California’s Fishing Communities X X
Annual Sport Fish Regulations X X
Update to (X)
MLMA Master Plan for Fisheries
Update to

MLPA Master Plan for MPAs

(X)

NRDC report on Enforcement
Technology Options for CA MPAs

(X)

Notes:L_|
[ ]

X =
R =

Discussion scheduled

= Topics previously referred to MRC
= Possible new topics to recommend for referral to MRC

MRC recommendation to be developed




From: Karen Garrison

To: Ashcraft, Susan@FGC
Subject: MRC August meeting agenda
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:53:37 PM

Hi Susan, how are you? I'm writing to ask to get technology options for MPA
enforcement, and specifically electronic records management systems, on the MRC
agenda for Aug 5.

By the end of June, NRDC plans to release a report that evaluates various
technology options, and concludes that electronic RMS should be a top priority for
DFW. Of course, it already is! We'd like to briefly sum up our findings, then make a
couple of suggestions for next steps.

| talked to Mike Sutton, and he suggested | contact you and ask to have this put on

the agenda. Let me know if there's any problem with that or anything else | need to
do. I'll send the report and a cover let to commissioners in early July.

B " 10 -

best, karen

Karen Garrison
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

INITIAL STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REGULATORY ACTION

(Pre-publication of Notice Statement)

Add Section 662
Title 14, California Code of Regulations
Re: Petitions for Regulation Change

Date of Initial Statement of Reasons: October 21, 2014

Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings:

(@)

(b)

(b)

Notice Hearing: Date: October 8, 2014
Location: Mt. Shasta, CA

Discussion Hearing Date: December 3, 2014
Location: Van Nuys, CA

Adoption Hearing: Date: February 11, 2015
Location: Sacramento, CA

Description of Regulatory Action:

(@)

Statement of Specific Purpose of Regulation Change and Factual Basis
for Determining that Regulation Change is Reasonably Necessary:

Under current law (Government Code Section 11340.6) any interested
person may petition the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to
adopt, amend or repeal a regulation. This Section also requires that any
petition clearly and concisely state the substance or nature of the
requested regulation change, the reason for the request, and reference to
the authority of the Commission to take the requested action.

In 2013, the Commission received approximately 80 requests for
regulation changes; from January through August 2014, the Commission
received 70 requests for regulation changes. The requests are presented
to the Commission via mail, email, facsimile and/or oral testimony during a
Commission meeting. Many requests lack critical information for the
Commission to make an informed decision, leading to additional workload
for staff to research and gather relevant information to understand the
issue or concern and support decision-making. Often the requests are
subsequently forwarded to the Department to provide biological data and
expertise, and then added to the agenda of a regularly-scheduled
Commission meeting for formal acceptance or rejection.

The public is often confused about the scheduling and timing of
Commission action on regulation change requests. To improve

1-



transparency and provide consistent guidance on the Commission’s
rulemaking process, Commission staff recommends the Commission
adopt a regulation and require the use of a form for submitting regulation
change proposals.

The proposed regulations add new Section 662, Title 14, California Code
of Regulations (CCR), and require that every person petitioning the
Commission for a regulation to be added, amended or repealed must use
the authorized petition form [FGC 1 (New 10/23/14)].

Under the proposed regulations, Commission staff will review the petition
and will reject a petition if it is not submitted on form FGC 1, if it fails to
contain necessary information in each of the categories listed on the form
FGC 1, if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority,
or if a similar regulation change was considered within the previous 12
months and no new information or data is being submitted beyond what
was previously submitted.

The proposed regulations specify that an incomplete petition will be
returned to the petitioner by the Commission staff within 10 working days
of receipt, and that a complete petition will be considered in a two-meeting
series:

) At the first meeting, the Commission will formally receive the
petition. The petition may also be forwarded to the Department for
initial evaluation.

" At the second meeting, the Commission will consider the petition,
the Commission staff’'s recommendation, the Department’s initial
evaluation, if any, and any oral or written public comments
received. At this meeting, the Commission may reject a petition if it
finds the petition does not provide sufficient information to indicate
that the petitioned change may be warranted, may add the
petitioned change to its rulemaking schedule, may refer the petition
to one of the Commission’s committees for further public input and
committee evaluation and recommendation, or may refer the
petition to the Department for evaluation and recommendation.

Proposed Form FGC 1 (New 10/23/14) requires the petitioner to provide
the following information:

" Petitioner contact information

. Category of regulation change being proposed

" Whether the proposal will add, amend or repeal a regulation

. Whether the petition is related to a previous petition which was
rejected

= Authority and reference citations, if known

" A summary of the proposed changes to regulation

. The rationale for the proposed change

-2-



(b)

()

(d)

(€)

" The desired effective date and, if applicable, the nature of the
emergency requiring immediate implementation

" Supporting data, reports or other documents, if any
. Any known economic and/or fiscal impacts
" Identification of any forms to be created, amended or repealed

The proposed regulations will also rename Chapter 2 of Subdivision 3, of
Division 1, Title 14, CCR, as “Commission Business Practices and
Procedures.”

The benefits of the proposed regulations are increased transparency and
understanding of the Commission’s regulatory process, and consistency in
the processing of public requests for regulation change.

Authority and Reference Sections from Fish and Game Code for
Regulation:

Authority: Section 108, Fish and Game Code.

Reference: Sections 108 and 207, Fish and Game Code; and
Sections 11340.6 and 11340.7, Government Code.

Specific Technology or Equipment Required by Regulatory Change:
None.

Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Regulation Change:
Economic Impact Assessment

Public Discussions of Proposed Regulations Prior to Notice Publication:
No public meetings are being held prior to the notice publication. The 45-

day comment period provides adequate time for review of the proposed
regulations.

Description of Reasonable Alternatives to Regulatory Action:

(@)

(b)

Alternatives to Regulation Change:

No alternatives were identified or brought to the attention of Commission
staff.

No Change Alternative:

Under the no change alternative, the public would continue to be confused
regarding the scheduling and timing of Commission action on regulation
change requests, and petitions for regulation changes would continue to
be presented in inconsistent formats, often lacking critical information.

-3-



VI.

(©)

Consideration of Alternatives: In view of information currently possessed,
no reasonable alternative considered would be more effective in carrying
out the purpose for which the regulation is proposed, would be as effective
and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed
regulation, or would be more cost effective to affected private persons and
equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provision of
law.

Mitigation Measures Required by Regulatory Action:

The proposed regulatory action will have no negative impact on the environment;
therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.

Impact of Regulatory Action:

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result
from the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial
determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been made:

(@)

(b)

Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting
Businesses, Including the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with
Businesses in Other States:

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse
economic impact directly affecting business, including the ability of
California businesses to compete with businesses in other states. The
proposed regulations only affect the process through which the
Commission will receive and consider petitions for regulation changes.

Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the
Creation of New Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or
the Expansion of Businesses in California; Benefits of the Regulation to
the Health and Welfare of California Residents, Worker Safety, and the
State’s Environment:

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation or
elimination of jobs, the creation of new business, the elimination of
existing businesses or the expansion of businesses in California.

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare in an
increase in transparency and understanding of the Commission’s
regulatory process and consistency in the processing of public requests
for regulation change

The Commission does not anticipate any benefits to worker safety or the
environment.



(©)

(d)

(e)
(f)
(9)

(h)

Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The agency is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private
person or business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with
the proposed action.

Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding
to the State: None.

Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None.

Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None.
Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required
to be Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of

Division 4, Government Code: None.

Effect on Housing Costs: None.



Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Under current law (Government Code Section 11340.6) any interested person may
petition the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to adopt, amend or repeal a
regulation. This section also requires that any petition clearly and concisely state the
substance or nature of the requested regulation change, the reason for the request, and
reference to the authority of the Commission to take the requested action.

The proposed action adds new Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations
(CCR). The proposed regulation outlines the process under which petitions will be
evaluated and scheduled for receipt and Commission action and requires the use of the
form entitled “PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR
REGULATORY CHANGE,” FGC 1 (New 10/23/14, and being incorporated by
reference), for submitting regulation change proposals.

The benefits of the proposed regulation are increased transparency and understanding
of the Commission’s regulatory process and consistency in the processing of public
requests for regulation change.

Commission staff has searched the CCR and has found that the proposed regulation is
neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations.



Chapter 2 of Subdivision 3, of Division 1, Title 14, California Code of Regulations
is renamed:

Chapter 2. Commission_Business Practices and Procedures

Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is added to read:

8662. Petitions for Requlation Change.

The following rules and procedures govern the submission and review of petitions for

adding, amending, or repealing requlations under the authority of the commission:

)

Petition Requirement. Except for the department, every person or agency

(b)

recommending that a requlation be added, amended, or repealed must submit a
petition to the commission using the authorized petition form (PETITION TO THE
CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE,
FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), which is incorporated by reference herein), available at
www.fgc.ca.gov.

Staff Review of Petition: A petition will be rejected by commission staff if it is not

(c)

submitted on form FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), if it fails to contain necessary
information in each of the cateqories listed on FGC 1, if it does not pertain to
regulations under the commission’s authority, or if a similar requlation change
was considered within the previous 12 months and no new information or data is
being submitted beyond what was previously submitted. A rejected petition will
be returned to the petitioner by the commission staff within 10 working days of

receipt.
Commission Receipt of Petition and Transmittal of Petition to the Department: A

(d)

complete petition will be scheduled for receipt at the next available commission
meeting and may be forwarded to the department for initial evaluation.
Commission Action on Petition: The petition will be scheduled for consideration

at the next available meeting after the meeting of receipt as identified in

subsection (c). The commission will consider the petition, the commission staff's

recommendation, department’s initial evaluation, if any, and any oral or written
public comments received, and may take one or more of the following actions:

(1) If the commission finds that the petition does not provide sufficient
information to indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the
commission may reject the petition.

(2) If the commission finds that the petition provides sufficient information to
indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the commission
may accept the petition for further consideration and direct one or more of
the following actions:

(A)  Add the petitioned change to its rulemaking schedule. Further
proceedings of the commission on the petitioned change will be
held in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter
3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of
Title 2 of the Government Code).
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(B) Refer the petitioned change to one of the commission’s committees
to gather additional public input and for a committee evaluation and
recommendation pursuant to sections 105 and 106 of the Fish and
Game Code.

(C) __ Refer the petitioned change to the department for further evaluation
and recommendation.

(e) A petition referred to a committee pursuant to subsection (d)(2)(B) or to the
department pursuant to subsection (d)(2)(C) will be reconsidered pursuant to
subsection (d) once the evaluation and recommendation has been received from
the committee or department.

Note: Authority: Section 108, Fish and Game Code. Reference: Sections 108 and 207,
Fish and Game Code; Sections 11340.6 and 11340.7, Government Code.




State of California — Fish and Game Commission
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE
FGC 1 (NEW 10/23/14) Page 1 of 2

Tracking Number: (Click here to enter text.)

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to: California Fish and Game
Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814 or via facsimile to (916) 653-
5040 or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note: This form is not intended for listing petitions for
threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 of Title 14).

Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or
fails to contain necessary information in each of the categories listed on this form. A petition will be
rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority, or if a similar regulation
change was considered within the previous 12 months and no new information or data is being
submitted beyond what was previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact
Commission staff at (916) 653-4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov.

SECTION 1: General Information.

1. Date: Click here to enter text.

2. Person or organization requesting the change
Name of primary contact person: Click here to enter text.
Address: Click here to enter text.

Telephone number: Click here to enter text.
Email address: Click here to enter text.

3. Category of Proposed Change
[] Sport Fishing
[1 Commercial Fishing
[J Hunting
[1 Other, please specify: Click here to enter text.

4. The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs)
[J Amend Title 14 Section(s):Click here to enter text.
[J Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.
[] Repeal Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.
[J Unknown

5. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify
the tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text.
Or [J Not applicable.

6. List of Authority/Reference Citations, if knownClick here to enter text.
(see https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs)




State of California — Fish and Game Commission
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE
FGC 1 (NEW 10/23/14) Page 2 of 2

SECTION 2: Proposal.
Please be succinct. Responses for Section Il should not exceed five pages, excluding supporting
documentation (Iltem 10)

7. Overview - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: Click here to enter text.

8. Rationale - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change. If the proposal is
related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, use highlight or bold font to
emphasize the new information and/or data provided: Click here to enter text.

9. Effective date: Identify the desired effective date of the regulation.
If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the
emergency: Click here to enter text.

10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the
proposal including data, reports and other documents: Click here to enter text.

11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Identify any known impacts of the proposed regulation change
on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals, businesses, jobs,
other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing: Click here to enter text.

12.  List any forms to be created, amended or repealed: LIUnknown

Click here to enter text.
SECTION 3: FGC Staff Only
Date received: Click here to enter text.

FGC staff action:
(] Accept - complete
[] Reject - incomplete
[1 Reject - outside scope of FGC authority
[] Reject - same as petition

Tracking Number

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:

Meeting date for FGC consideration:

FGC action:
1 Rejected by FGC
[ Accepted for consideration of regulation change
(1 Referred for further evaluation: (program and/or individual)



VI.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REGULATORY ACTION
(Pre-adoption Statement of Reasons)

Add Section 662

Title 14, California Code of Regulations
Re: Petitions for Regulation Change

Date of Initial Statement of Reasons:  October 21, 2014
Date of Pre-adoption Statement of Reasons: January 29, 2015

Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings:

@) Notice Hearing: Date: October 8, 2014
Location: Mt. Shasta, CA

(b) Discussion Hearing Date: December 3, 2014
Location: Van Nuys, CA

(b)  Adoption Hearing: Date: February 11, 2015
Location: Sacramento, CA

Description of Modification of Originally Proposed Language of Initial Statement
of Reasons:

In subsection 662(b), the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that a
petition may be rejected if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent
regulation change was considered within the previous twelve months. In addition
the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that new information means
information not submitted in a previous petition.

In subsection 662(d), the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that a
petition will be scheduled for consideration at the next available Commission
meeting after the meeting of receipt.

Reasons for Modification of Originally Proposed Language of Initial Statement of
Reasons:

The proposed modifications have been made for clarity purposes.
Summary of Primary Considerations Raised in Opposition and in Support:

See Attachment A.



Updated Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Under current law (Government Code Section 11340.6) any interested person may
petition the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to adopt, amend or repeal a
regulation. This section also requires that any petition clearly and concisely state the
substance or nature of the requested regulation change, the reason for the request, and
reference to the authority of the Commission to take the requested action.

The proposed action adds new Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations
(CCR). The proposed regulation outlines the process under which petitions will be
evaluated and scheduled for receipt and Commission action and requires the use of the
form entitled “PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR
REGULATORY CHANGE,” FGC 1 (New 10/23/14, and being incorporated by
reference), for submitting regulation change proposals.

In subsection 662(b), the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that a
petition may be rejected if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent
regulation change was considered within the previous twelve months. In addition
the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that new information means
information not submitted in a previous petition.

In subsection 662(d), the proposed regulation has been revised to clarify that a
petition will be scheduled for consideration at the next available Commission
meeting after the meeting of receipt.

The benefits of the proposed regulation are increased transparency and understanding
of the Commission’s regulatory process and consistency in the processing of public
requests for regulation change.

Commission staff has searched the CCR and has found that the proposed regulation is
neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State regulations.



Chapter 2 of Subdivision 3, of Division 1, Title 14, California Code of Regulations
is renamed:

Chapter 2. Commission_Business Practices and Procedures

Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is added to read:

8662. Petitions for Requlation Change.

The following rules and procedures govern the submission and review of petitions for

adding, amending, or repealing requlations under the authority of the commission:

)

Petition Requirement. Except for the department, every person or agency

(b)

recommending that a requlation be added, amended, or repealed must submit a
petition to the commission using the authorized petition form (PETITION TO THE
CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE,
FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), which is incorporated by reference herein), available at
www.fgc.ca.gov.

Staff Review of Petition: A petition will be rejected by commission staff if it is not

(c)

submitted on form FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), if it fails to contain nhecessary
information in each of the categories listed on FGC 1, if it does not pertain to

regulations under the commission’s authority, or if a-shitarany petition

requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was considered within the
previous 12 months and no aew~information or data is being submitted beyond

what was previously submitted. A rejected petition will be returned to the
petitioner by the commission staff within 10 working days of receipt.
Commission Receipt of Petition and Transmittal of Petition to the Department: A

(d)

complete petition will be scheduled for receipt at the next available commission
meeting and may be forwarded to the department for initial evaluation.
Commission Action on Petition: The petition will be scheduled for consideration

at the next available commission meeting after the meeting of receipt as
identified in subsection (c). The commission will consider the petition, the

commission staff's recommendation, department’s initial evaluation, if any, and

any oral or written public comments received, and may take one or more of the

following actions:

(D If the commission finds that the petition does not provide sufficient
information to indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the
commission may reject the petition.

(2) If the commission finds that the petition provides sufficient information to
indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the commission
may accept the petition for further consideration and direct one or more of
the following actions:

(A)  Add the petitioned change to its rulemaking schedule. Further
proceedings of the commission on the petitioned change will be
held in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter
3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of
Title 2 of the Government Code).

(B) Refer the petitioned change to one of the commission’s committees
to gather additional public input and for a committee evaluation and
recommendation pursuant to sections 105 and 106 of the Fish and
Game Code.

1



(@) Refer the petitioned change to the department for further evaluation
and recommendation.
(e) A petition referred to a committee pursuant to subsection (d)(2)(B) or to the
department pursuant to subsection (d)(2)(C) will be reconsidered pursuant to

subsection (d) once the evaluation and recommendation has been received from
the committee or department.

Note: Authority: Section 108, Fish and Game Code. Reference: Sections 108 and 207,
Fish and Game Code; Sections 11340.6 and 11340.7, Government Code.




KEY:

Regulatory language originally proposed to be added is shown in single underline
format.

Regulatory text newly proposed to be added is shown in highlighted double underline
format.

Regulatory language originally proposed to be added but now proposed to be deleted is

shown in highlighted-single underine-and-single-strikeout format.

Regulatory language proposed to be added to or deleted from subsection (b) in the
February 12, 2015 continuation notice is not shown in subsection (b); however, those
proposed changes are incorporated in the proposed new subsection (d)(2). Text
proposed to be deleted in the February 12, 2015 continuation notlce and which remains
proposed for deletion is shown in siagle-anrderdine-and mat. Text
proposed to be added in the February 12, 2015 continuation notice and which remains
proposed to be added is shown in highlighted bold underline format.

Regulatory language proposed to be added to subsection (d) in the February 12, 2015
continuation notice and which remains proposed to be added is shown in highlighted
bold underline format.

Chapter 2 of Subdivision 3, of Division 1, Title 14, California Code of Regulations
is renamed:

Chapter 2. Commission_Business Practices and Procedures

Section 662, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is added to read:

8662. Petitions for Regulation Change.

The following rules and procedures govern the submission and review of petitions for

adding, amending, or repealing requlations under the authority of the commission:

(a) Petition Requirement. Except for the department, every person or agency
recommending that a requlation be added, amended, or repealed must submit a
petition to the commission using the authorized petition form (PETITION TO THE
CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE,
FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), which is incorporated by reference herein), available at
www.fgc.ca.gov.

(b) Staff Review of Petition: A petition will be rejected by commission staff if it is not
submitted on form FGC 1 (New 10/23/14), if it fails to contain necessary

information in each of the required categories listed on FGC 1, or if it does not
pertain to requlatlons under the comm|SS|on 's authontv—er—#a—amﬂ&wequlfanen




petition will be returned to the petitioner by the commission staff within 10

working days of receipt.

(c) Commission-Receiptof Petitionand-Transmittal of Petition to the Department: -A
complete An accepted petition willbe seheduled-forreceiptatthe nextavailable
commission-meetingand-may be forwarded to the department for initial
evaluation.

(d) Commission Action on Petition: FreAn accepted petition will be scheduled for
consideration at the next available commission meeting-afterthe meeting of
receiptas-identifiedin-subsection{e). The commission will consider the petition,
the commission staff's recommendation, department’s initial evaluation, if any,
and any oral or written public comments received, and may take one or more of
the following actions:

(1) If the commission finds that the petition does not provide sufficient
information to indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the
commission may rejeet-deny the petition.

If a=statarany petition requesting a functionally equivalent reqgulation
change was considered within the previous 12 months and no pew
information or data is being submitted beyond what was previously

submitted, the commission may deny the petition.
£2)(3) If the commission finds that the petition provides sufficient information to

indicate that the petitioned change may be warranted, the commission
may aeeeptgrant the petition for further consideration and direeteone-of
AY—Addadd the petitioned change to its rulemaking schedule. Further
proceedings of the commission on the petitioned change will be held in
accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the

Government Code).

Note: Authority: Section 108, Fish and Game Code. Reference: Sections 108 and 207,
Fish and Game Code:Sections 11340 6 and 11340 7 Government Code.




KEY:

Originally proposed text for this form is shown in normal format.

Text proposed to no longer be included on this form is shown in strikeout-format.
Text newly proposed to be added to this form is shown in underline format.

State of California — Fish and Game Commission
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE
FGC 1 (NEW 10/23/14) Page 1 of 2

Tracking Number: (Click here to enter text.)

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to: California Fish and Game
Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814 erviafacsimie-to{916)-653-
5040-or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note: This form is not intended for listing petitions for
threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 of Title 14).

Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or
fails to contain necessary information in each of the required categories listed on this form_(Section I).
A petition will be rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority. A petition
may be denied;-er if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was
considered within the previous 12 months and no information or data is being submitted beyond what
was previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact Commission staff at (916)
653-4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov.

SECTION 1l: GeneralRequired Information.

Please be succinct. Responses for Section | should not exceed five pages

I Bater —clerorelopnes o

2-1. Person or organization requesting the change_(Required)
Name of primary contact person: Click here to enter text.
Address: Click here to enter text.
Telephone number: Click here to enter text.
Email address: Click here to enter text.

H-Amend-Title-14-Section{s):Click here to enter text.



6:2. List of Authority/Reference Citations_(Required):H-knewnClick here to enter text.
(see https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs)

7-3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to requlations: Click here to enter
text.

8-4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change. If the
proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, use highlight or bold font to
emphasize the new information and/or data provided: Click here to enter text.

SECTION 2lI: PrepesalOptional Information

5. Date of Petition: Click here to enter text.

6. Category of Proposed Change
[] Sport Fishing
[ 1 Commercial Fishing

[ Hunting
[] Other, please specify: Click here to enter text.




State of California — Fish and Game Commission
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE
FGC 1 (NEW 10/23/14) Page 2 of 2

7. The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs)

[] Amend Title 14 Section(s):Click here to enter text.

[J Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.

[] Repeal Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.

8. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify the
tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text.

Or [ Not applicable.

9. Effective date: identify If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the emergency:
Click here to enter text.

10. Supporting documentation: Optional. Identify and attach to the petition any information
supporting the proposal including data, reports and other documents: Click here to enter text.

11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Optional. Identify any known impacts of the proposed
regulation change on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals,
businesses, jobs, other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing: Click here to enter text.

12. Forms: ListIf applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed: -HUnknown

Click here to enter text.
SECTION 3: FGC Staff Only
Date received: Click here to enter text.

FGC staff action:
(] Accept - complete
[] Reject - incomplete
[1 Reject - outside scope of FGC authority
O Rej o
Fracking-Number
Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:

Meeting date for FGC consideration:




FGC action:

[1 Rejeeted-Denied by FGC
[ 1 Denied - same as petition
Tracking Number
[1 Aeeepted-Granted for consideration of regulation change

H-Referredforfurtherevaluation—{program-andioradmidual)




11340.6.

Except where the right to petition for adoption of a regulation is restricted by
statute to a designated group or where the form of procedure for such a petition is
otherwise prescribed by statute, any interested person may petition a state agency
requesting the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a regulation as provided in
Article 5 (commencing with Section 11346). This petition shall state the following
clearly and concisely:

(a) The substance or nature of the regulation, amendment, or repeal requested.
(b) The reason for the request.

(c) Reference to the authority of the state agency to take the action requested.
(Added by Stats. 1994, Ch. 1039, Sec. 5. Effective January 1, 1995.)

11340.7.

(a) Upon receipt of a petition requesting the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a
regulation pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with Section 11346), a state agency
shall notify the petitioner in writing of the receipt and shall within 30 days deny the
petition indicating why the agency has reached its decision on the merits of the
petition in writing or schedule the matter for public hearing in accordance with the
notice and hearing requirements of that article.

(b) A state agency may grant or deny the petition in part, and may grant any other
relief or take any other action as it may determine to be warranted by the petition
and shall notify the petitioner in writing of this action.

(c) Any interested person may request a reconsideration of any part or all of a
decision of any agency on any petition submitted. The request shall be submitted in
accordance with Section 11340.6 and include the reason or reasons why an agency
should reconsider its previous decision no later than 60 days after the date of the
decision involved. The agency’s reconsideration of any matter relating to a petition
shall be subject to subdivision (a).

(d) Any decision of a state agency denying in whole or in part or granting in whole
or in part a petition requesting the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a regulation
pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with Section 11346) shall be in writing and shall
be transmitted to the Office of Administrative Law for publication in the California
Regulatory Notice Register at the earliest practicable date. The decision shall
identify the agency, the party submitting the petition, the provisions of the
California Code of Regulations requested to be affected, reference to authority to
take the action requested, the reasons supporting the agency determination, an
agency contact person, and the right of interested persons to obtain a copy of the
petition from the agency.

(Added by Stats. 1994, Ch. 1039, Sec. 6. Effective January 1, 1995.)



State of California
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Memorandum

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

May 14, 2015

Sonke Mastrup
Executive Director
Fish and Game Commission

Charlton H. Bonham
Director

Agenda Item for June 10 - 11, 2015 Fish and Game Commission Meeting request
for Notice Authorization Re: Commercial Fishing Logbooks for Market Squid
(Amend Subsection (e) of Section 149 and Appendix A of Subdivision 1 of
Division 1, Title 14 CCR)

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) requests that the Fish and Game
Commission (Commission) authorize publication of notice of its intent to consider
amendment of existing regulations for the commercial market squid fishery (Section
149). The Initial Statement of Reasons (ISOR) includes proposed modifications to the
regulatory text to reflect new logbook versions.

Proposed changes to the Market Squid Logbook provisions include:

e Update Market Squid Vessel Logbook (DFG 149a) and Market Squid Light/Bralil
Boat Logbook (DFG 149b) to bring these forms into compliance with the
standards set by the Department’s Forms Management Coordinator.

e Improve instructions that explain how the logs are to be filled out.

¢ Improve the quality of data that are received by the Department.

o Refer to the revised forms entitled with an updated version number “Market
Squid Vessel Logbook — DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15)”, and “Market Squid
Light/Brail Boat Logbook — DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15).”

Additionally, other non-substantive changes are proposed to the regulations of Section
149 in order to improve clarity and organization. All amendments proposed in this
rulemaking would be consistent with the Market Squid Fishery Management Plan, and
fall within its scope.

At the April 8, 2015 Fish and Game Commission meeting, the Department presented a
potential regulatory package which included the above changes as well as proposed
changes to lighting requirements in Subsection (f), (g), and (h) of Section 149, Title 14
CCR. These proposed lighting changes have been removed from this package to allow
for further scoping of current practices. Further scoping has been deemed necessary
to more fully evaluate the proposed lighting modifications.



Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director
Fish and Game Commission

May 14, 2015

Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact

Dr. Craig Shuman, Regional Manager in the Department’'s Marine Region, by
telephone at (805) 568-1246. The public notice for this rulemaking should identify
Environmental Scientist, Laura Ryley as the Department’s point of contact. She can be
reached at (831) 649-7142 or by email at Laura.Ryley@wildlife.ca.gov.

Attachments

ec: Dan Yparraguirre, Deputy Director
Wildlife and Fisheries Division
Dan.Yparraquirre@wildlife.ca.qov

Craig Shuman, D. Env., Manager
Marine Region (Region 7)
Craig.Shuman@wildlife.ca.gov

Craig Martz, Program Manager
Regulations Unit
Craig.Martz@wildlife.ca.gov

Marci Yaremko, Program Manager
State and Federal Fisheries
Marine Region (Region 7)
Marci.Yaremko@wildlife.ca.gov

Michelle Horeczko, Senior
Environmental Scientist Supervisor

Marine Region (Region 7)

Michelle.Horeczko@wildlife.ca.gov

Scott Barrow, Senior

Environmental Scientist (Specialist)
Regulations Unit
Scott.Barrow@wildlife.ca.gov

Laura Ryley, Environmental Scientist
Marine Region (Region 7)
Laura.Ryley@wildlife.ca.gov

Chelsea Protasio, Environmental Scientist
Marine Region (Region 7)
Chelsea.Protasio@wildlife.ca.gov




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

INITIAL STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REGULATORY ACTION

(Pre-publication of Notice Statement)

Amend Section 149 and
Appendix A of Subdivision 1 of Division 1
Title 14, California Code of Regulations
Re: Commercial Fishing Logbooks
for Market Squid

Date of Initial Statement of Reasons: May 11, 2015

Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings:

(@)

(b)

Description of Regulatory Action:

(@)

Notice Hearing:

Discussion/Adoption Hearing:

Statement of Specific Purpt
Basis for Determining that
Necessary:

Market squid (D@

[ ) opalescens) is managed under the
California Mark

Management Plan (MSFMP).
alifornia Code of Regulations (CCR), governs

recreational fishefies and as forage species for fish, marine mammals, and
birds. Markehsgid is one of the most valuable California commercial
fisheries. Alth@ugh the market squid population fluctuates due to
environmental conditions, commercial harvest typically occurs south of
San Francisco with the majority taken from southern California waters.

The proposed regulations will revise and standardize logbooks that are
currently in use.

Subsection 149(e), Title 14, CCR, currently requires that any operator of a
commercial market squid vessel, or person who possesses a valid Market
Squid Vessel Permit, Market Squid Brail Permit, or Market Squid Light
Boat Permit shall complete and submit an accurate record of his/her
fishing, lighting, or brailing activities on a form provided by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department), as appropriate to the type
of fishing activity. The forms provided by the Department, referred to as



logs or logbooks, are used to assist the Department in management of the
commercial market squid fishery.

Subsection 149(e) currently specifies the fishing, lighting, or brailing
activity records for commercial market squid as “Market Squid Vessel
Logbook — DFG 149a (9/01), or Market Squid Light/Brail Boat Logbook —
DFG 149b (10/05)".

Proposed Regulation Changes

Amend Subsection (e) of Section 149, Title 14, CCR to update and
reorganize existing logbook forms.

Market Squid Vessel Logbook (DFG 149a) and Market Squid Light/Brall
Boat Logbook (DFG 149b) are proposed to be updated to bring these
forms into compliance with the standards set by the Department’s Forms
Management Coordinator, improve instructiop§that explain how the logs
are to be filled out, and improve the qualit data that are received by the
Department.

Updated instructions that explain
well as when the logs are to be t the Department will

r completing the market squid
ill out the forms to ensure that
accurate and consistent da
190, Fish and Game Code

instructions will be i

rt of CCR, Title 14, Appendix A and the
DFG 149b (10/05)) will be removed.

on 149(e) refer to the revised forms entitled
number “Market Squid Vessel Logbook — DFW
d “Market Squid Light/Brail Boat Logbook —

DFG 149a (9/01) as follows:

1. Form instructions were updated to include additional instructions for
new fields and to improve the clarity of existing instructions.

2. Form contents have been updated to replace all instances of
“Department of Fish and Game” with “Department of Fish and
Wildlife”.

3. Form header section has been updated to be in compliance with
the standards set by the Department’'s Forms Management
Coordinator.

4. The “Market Squid Vessel Summary Page” has been retitled
“Market Squid Vessel Profile”.



5. The log page and profile page now ask for “Vessel ID Number” as
opposed to “Vessel F&G Number”. The field name was changed to
be consistent with language used in landing receipt books and
other logbooks.

6. The log page and profile page now ask for “Captain’s Name” and
“Captain’s ID Number” as opposed to “Fisherman’s Name” and
“Fisherman’s ID Number”. This represents a change in language
used and not in data collected. The change was made to make the
text consistent with the light/brail boat log.

7. Addition of a field to collect the “Vessel Permit Number”. This new
field was added to the profile and log page. The purpose of this
field is to better facilitate the link between logbook records and the
unigue vessel permit numbers in the Department’'s Automated
License Data System (ALDS).

8. The profile page now asks for “Light Generated” under the heading
of “Attracting Lights Used” as oppose “Wattage”. The captain is
instructed to circle the appropriate type (“W” for watts or “L” for
lumens). The purpose of this ch offer more options for
data collection as technology

9. An extra line was added un
more space for collection

10. Units of measure have bee
Capacity” in the “Ve

11.Units of measure ha'
the profile page.

12.“Auxiliary Eng
section o

d next to “Boat Length” and “Hold
istics” section of the profile page.

nged to “Generator” in the “Horsepower”

this is:” section of the profile page has
ormation is no longer necessary since the
e this page fully completed with each logbook.

ollect “Brail scoop capacity” was added to the profile

2 event that a vessel permitted boat uses brail instead of

seine ge€ar.

16.The “Crew members” section of the profile page now asks for “ID
Number” as opposed to “License No.” This does not represent a
change in the data collected but a change in the language used to
collect the data. The change makes this field consistent with other
language used on the form.

17.The “List Captain first” text was removed from the “Crew members”
section of the profile page. Listing of captain in this section of the
profile page is not necessary since the captain’s information is
already recorded in the “Captain’s Name” and “Captain’s ID
Number” fields.

18. A field named “Alpha Code” was added to the log page. This field
has been automatically populated with values between “A” and “H".
The presence of this field is related to the squid logbook database
and does not represent extra work for the captain filling out the log.



19.The “Set Number” field description on the log page was updated to
include additional text that instructs captains to record “B” in the
“Set Number” field if they are recording fishing activity using brail
gear.

20.The “Set Time” field on the log page was updated so that the
captain has the option to record set time in 12 hour format and
when using this format, the captain will need to circle “AM” or “PM”.
These changes were made to eliminate uncertainty related to
whether or not set time had been recorded using 24 hour format.

21. Additional text was added to describe the requirements of the “Set
Position” field. The text includes a description of the level of
accuracy to which location data should be reported (i.e., decimal
minutes to hundredths place) along with examples.

22.The “Name of light boat used, if any” field name was edited to
“Name of light boat set upon”. This does not represent a change to
the data collected.

23.The field that asks whether or not t
been removed from the log.

24.The “Catch Estimate” field wa
should be recorded.

25.The word “Primary” was r

essel used its own lights has

m the “Bycatch” field since the
catch information.

26.The “Comments” se on was expanded to include
additional examples formation that should be
recorded.

27."“Certified ung perjury as true and correct” was added

'S signature. This step was taken to make

ger in place.
30. Other minor clerical changes were made to the “Notice to
Individuals” section.

Market Squid Light/Brail Boat Logbook - DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15) differs
from DFG 149b (10/05) as follows:

1. Form instructions were updated to include additional instructions for
new fields and to improve the clarity of existing instructions.

2. Form contents have been updated to replace all instances of
“Department of Fish and Game” with “Department of Fish and
Wildlife”.

3. Form header sections have been updated so that they are in
compliance with the standards set by the Department’s Forms
Management Coordinator.



4. The log page and profile page now ask for “Vessel ID Number” as
opposed to “Vessel F&G Number” (log page) and “Vessel FG
Number” (profile page). The field name was changed to be
consistent with language used in landing receipt books and other
logbooks.

5. The profile page now asks for “Captain’s Name” and “Captain’s 1D
Number” as opposed to “Fisherman’s Name” and “Fisherman’s L#".
This represents a change in language used and not in data
collected. The change was made to make the text consistent with
the log page.

6. Addition of a field to collect the “Light or Brail Boat Permit Number”.
This new field was added to the profile and log pages. The purpose
of this field is to better facilitate the link between logbook records
and the unique light or brail permit numbers in the Department’s
Automated License Data System (ALDS).

7. The profile page now asks for “Light G
of “Attracting Lights Used” as oppo
instructed to circle the appropriat

rated” under the heading
to “Wattage”. The captain is
e (“W” for watts or “L” for

data collection as technolo

8. An extra line was added
more space for collection o

9. Units of measure h been
“Hold Capacity” in

profile page.

10. The “Mark wi
removed &

information.
d next to “Boat Length” and
acteristics” section of the

" section of the profile page has been
n is no longer necessary.
as added to the section of the profile page that

of othertypes of “Electronics Used”.

ection was removed from the profile page since

seine, and lampara are not legal gear types for

tivity recorded in this logbook.

apacity” field was expanded to specifically ask for

ce in feet, depth in feet, and average pounds per scoop.

14. A secti@h was added to the profile page to collect information about
the vessel’s fish hold’s water system.

15.The crew member section of the profile page now asks for “ID
Number” as opposed to “License #”. This does not represent a
change in the data collected but a change in the language used to
collect the data. The change makes this field consistent with other
language used on the form.

16.The “List Captain first” text was removed from the “Crew members”
section of the profile page. Listing of captain in this section of the
profile page is not necessary since the captain’s information is
already recorded in the “Captain’s Name” and “Captain’s ID
Number” fields.

17.The “General Location” field was replaced with a “Location” field
that asks for the Department block code if operating as a light boat,
or latitude and longitude in degrees decimal minutes to the




(b)

hundredths place if operating as a brail boat. The purpose of this
change is to collect higher resolution spatial data for brail fishing
activities and to collect more standardized and easy to interpret
location data for light boat activity.

18. Addition of a field to collect start and end time of brail fishing activity
(brailing). The purpose is to collect additional data needed for
management of the fishery.

19. Addition of a field to collect bottom depth during brail fishing
activity. The purpose is to collect additional data needed for
management of the fishery.

20. Addition of fields to collect bycatch species and weight associated
with brail fishing activity. The purpose is to collect additional data
needed for management of the fishery.

21.The “Comments” section description was expanded to include
additional examples of the type of information that should be
recorded.

22."“Certified under penalty of perjury
under the area for captain’s sign

e and correct” was added
is step was taken to make

the logbooks consistent with t ipt books.

23.The citation of Fish and Ga 923 was removed
from item (C) of the “Noti uals” section of this form
because Section 7923 does ply to squid logbooks.

24. Text related to a M Understanding (MOU) with the

National Oceanic a dministration was removed
from the “Notice to In tion of this form since this MOU
is no longer 4 :

are also proposed to improve the organization, clarity
he regulations.

Benefits of the Regulations

The updated logbooks and regulation will assist the Department’s
environmental staff in managing the market squid fishery. Consistent with
Fish and Game Code Section 7055, the proposed regulations benefit
persons engaged in the market squid fishery because the changes are
aligned with sustainable fishing activities as described in the MSFMP. The
proposed regulatory action will benefit fishermen, processors, the State’s
economy, and the environment by maintaining a healthy and sustainable
market squid fishery.

Authority and Reference Sections from Fish and Game Code for
Regulation:

Authority: Sections 7078, 7701, 7708, 8026, 8425 and 8429.5, Fish and



Game Code.

Reference: Sections 7701, 7708, 8026, 8425, 8429.5, 8429.7, 12159 and
12160, Fish and Game Code.

(c) Specific Technology or Equipment Required by Regulatory Change:
None

(d) Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Regulation Change:
CDFG 2005. Final Market Squid Fishery Management Plan (dated March

25, 2005). California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento,
California. http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/msfmp/

(e) Public Discussions of Proposed Regulations r to Notice Publication:

No public meetings are being held prior
day comment period provides adequ
amendments.

tice publication. The 45-
iew of the proposed

time fo

Description of Reasonable Alternatives to atory Action:
(@) Alternatives to Regulation

No alternatives were

(b)

ct data that is less efficient in assisting the Department
ot the commercial market squid fishery.

(c) Consideration of Alternatives:

In view of information currently possessed, no reasonable alternative
considered would be more effective in carrying out the purpose for which
the regulation is proposed, would be as effective and less burdensome
to affected private persons than the proposed regulation, or would be
more cost effective to affected private persons and equally effective in
implementing the statutory policy or other provision of law.

Mitigation Measures Required by Regulatory Action:

The proposed regulatory action will have no negative impact on the environment;
therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.



VI.

Impact of Regulatory Action:

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might
result from the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following
initial determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been
made.

(@)  Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting
Businesses, Including the Ability of California Businesses to Compete
with Businesses in Other States:

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse
economic impact directly affecting business, including the ability of
California businesses to compete with businesses in other states. The
proposed regulations continue to allow all actively permitted market squid
vessels (vessel, light, and brail) to participatedf*a directed fishery for
market squid during the commercial mark uid season until the season
closes. The proposed regulations updat books currently in use by
commercial squid fishermen. These
increase the time spent to comple

(b) Impact on the Creation or Eliminati obs Within the State, the

ination of Existing Businesses,
or the Expansion of Business [
to the Health and Welfare o
the State’s Environa '

The Commissi

C pate any impacts on the creation or
elimination of jo

of new businesses or the elimination of
the expansion of businesses in California.
The does not anticipate any benefits to the health and
The Commission anticipates benefits to the environment in the
sustainable management of a healthy squid resource.
(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:
The agency is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private
person or business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance

with the proposed action.

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal
Funding to the State:

None.



VII.

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies:

None.

Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts:

None.

Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required to
be Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of
Division 4, Government Code:

None.

Effect on Housing Costs:

None.

Economic Impact Assessment

The proposed regulations will revise loghGoks are currently in use.

(@)

(b)

Effects of the Regulation o or Elimination of Jobs Within the

State

The proposed actiomiili t the creation or elimination of jobs in the
0S ndments update the logbooks currently
in use by com uid,fi men. These changes are not expected
~ omplete the log and will not change the
, tivity. This change is administrative in nature and
will nat i « , Impose compliance costs or impact the volume

The proposed regulations are not anticipated to result in the elimination of
existing businesses in the State, nor spur the creation of new businesses
because the proposed amendments update the logbooks currently in use
by commercial squid fishermen. These changes are not expected to
increase the time spent to complete the log and will not change the
volume of economic activity. This change is administrative in nature and
will not require new gear, impose compliance costs or impact the volume
of fishing activity.



()

(d)

(e)

(f)

Effects of the Regulation on the Expansion of Businesses Currently Doing
Business Within the State

The proposed regulations are not anticipated to result in the expansion of
businesses currently doing business in the State because the proposed
amendments update the logbooks currently in use by commercial squid
fishermen. These changes are not expected to increase the time spend to
complete the log and will not change the volume of economic activity.

This change is administrative in nature and will not require new gear,
impose compliance costs or impact the volume of fishing activity.

Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California
Residents

The Commission anticipates generalized benefits to the health and
welfare of California residents through the impf6éved protection of the
market squid population and the fish and wildlife resources that depend
upon them.

The proposed regulations are intendéd to add admipistrative clarity that
[ MSFMP, adopted by the
Commission in August 2004. Adhe to the MSFMP is anticipated to
uid fishery by supporting the
long-term viability of marke and associated business

activities.

Benefits of the R

The proposed re li ons represent a neutral effect, offering neither
benefits AGFE o worker safety in the State.

The propo gulations are consistent with the goals set forth in the
MSFMP; “to manage the market squid resource to ensure long-term
resource conservation and sustainability, and to develop a framework for
management that [is] responsive to environmental and socioeconomic
changes.”

The Commission anticipates benefits to the environment in the sustainable
management of the squid resource and benefits to species dependent
upon a healthy squid resource. The proposed changes to the regulations
support the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) [MLMA, Statutes 1999
Chapter 483], which declares that “conservation and management
programs prevent overfishing, rebuild depressed stocks, ensure
conservation, facilitate long term protection and, where feasible, restore
marine fishery habitats" [FGC, subsection 7055(b); see also Section
7056(b), (c)].

10



The Legislature declared that to prevent excessive fishing effort in the
market squid fishery and to develop a plan for the sustainable harvest of
market squid, it was necessary to adopt and implement a fishery
management plan (FMP) for the California market squid fishery that
sustains both the squid population and the marine life that depends on it.
The proposed regulation change clarifies the implementation of the market

squid FMP.

11



Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

The Market Squid Fishery Management Plan (MSFMP) was developed under the
provisions set forth by the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) and sets goals and
objectives to govern the conservation, sustainable use, and restoration of the market
squid resource. Section 149, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR),
governs commercial market squid fishing activities off California, pursuant to the
MSFMP.

Current regulations prescribe the use of logbooks for the collection of fishing data.
Market Squid Vessel Logbook (DFG 149a) and Market Squid Light/Brail Boat Logbook
(DFG 149b) are proposed to be updated to bring these forms into compliance with the
standards set by the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (Department) Forms
Management Coordinator, improve instructions that explain how the logs are to be filled
out, and improve the quality of data that are received by t epartment. Updated
instructions will accompany the forms. The forms and i tions will be inserted as
part of CCR, Title 14, Appendix A, and the old forms (9/01) and DFG 149b
(10/05)) will be deleted.

The follow changes are proposed:
refer to the revised forms

: quid Vessel Logbook — DFW
149a (Rev. 05/01/15)", and jAt/Brail Boat Logbook — DFW 149b

e Additional changes are o improve the organization, clarity and

Benefits of the Re

The proposed regulato
economy, and the environ
fishery.

ill benefit fishermen, processors, the State’s
t by maintaining a healthy and sustainable market squid

Consistency with State Regulations

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State
regulations. Commission staff has searched the California Code of Regulations and
statutes and has found no other State regulations related to the take of market squid
and no other State agency with authority to promulgate commercial squid fishing
regulations.

12



Regulatory Language
Amend Section 149, Title 14, CCR, as follows:

8 149. Commercial Taking of Market Squid.

Requirements of this Section apply both to vessels taking squid and to vessels
attracting squid with lights for the purpose of commercial take. Incidental commercial
take of market squid that meets the criteria specified in subsection (I) below, and
commercial take of market squid for live bait as described in subsection (m) below are
not subject to the requirements of this Section, unless expressly specified.

(a) Permit Required. No person shall take, land, or attract squid by light for commercial
purposes, except as provided in subsections (l) and (m) below, unless the owner of that
vessel has a valid market squid permit issued pursuant to Section 149.1 or Section
149.3 of these requlations for use on that vessel that has ngiabeen suspended or
revoked.

(b) Seasonal Catch Limitation.

(1) For the period from April 1 through March 31 of
more than 118,000 short tons of market squid m
purposes.

(2) Closure Process
(A) The department shall estimate, from the curre
Seasonal Catch Limit will be reached, a ithpublic
closure of the directed commercial fisher
10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. (midnight).
(B) It shall be the responsibility #Fa
monitor VHF/channel 16 to g @
reached and the fishery close@hAn
on VHF/channel 16 shallgé
(c) Time Closures.
Mexico boundary |iQ€
(1) Fishing Days: Ma

year, a total of not
ide for commercial

nnounce the effective date of
el 16 between the hours of

of permitted market squid vessels to
Seasonal Catch Limit is expected to be
2 ement issued or made by the department
2 official notice.

extension of the United States - Republic of

ay not be taken for commercial purposes between
1200 hours (noon) on 1200 hours (noon) on Sunday of each week.

(2) Seasonal Closure: Whe@ithe Seasonal Catch Limit defined in subsection (b) has
been reached and the commercial fishery is closed, squid may be taken for commercial
purposes only incidentally to the take of other target species and subject to the
limitations defined in subsection 149(l) or for live bait as defined in subsection 149(m)
through March 31.

(d) Closed Areas for Seabirds. Market squid may not be taken for commercial purposes
utilizing attracting lights in all waters of the Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary. Boundaries of the Sanctuary are defined as those in effect on August 27,
2004, pursuant to Title 15, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 922, Subpart H.
This regulation also applies to vessels pursuing squid for live bait purposes.

(e) Records. Pursuant to Section 190 of these regulations, any operator of a commercial
market squid vessel, or person who possesses a valid Market Squid Vessel Permit,
Market Squid Brail Permit, or Market Squid Light Boat Permit shall complete and submit
an accurate record of his/her squid fishing, lighting, or brailing activities on a form



(Market Squid Vessel Logbook - BFG-149a(9/01)DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15), or Market
Squid Light/Brail Boat Logbook - BFG-149b(10/05)DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15), which
are located in Appendix A of Subdivision 1 of Division 1 of Title 14, CCR) provided by
the department, as appropriate to the type of fishing activity. Logbook records shall be
transmitted to the department on or before the 10th day of each month following the
month that fishing activity occurred.

(f) Use of Lights to Aggregate Squid. It is unlawful to attract squid by light except as
authorized under permits described in subsection 149.1(b) or Section 149.3 of these
requlations. This regulation does not apply to seine skiffs of a permitted vessel, or to
vessels pursuing squid for live bait purposes only.

(g) Maximum Wattage. Each vessel fishing for squid or lighting for squid shall utilize a
total of no more than 30,000 watts of lights to attract squid at any time.

(h) Light Shields. Each vessel fishing for squid or lighting for squid will reduce the light
scatter of its fishing operations by shielding the entire filamea of each light used to
attract squid and orienting the illumination directly down , or providing for the
illumination to be completely below the surface of the The lower edges of the
shields shall be parallel to the deck of the vessel.
(i) Forfeiture. Squid landed or possessed in violati
provision of the Fish and Game Code or [

of this Se or any other

Preservation Fund.
(j) Citations for violations of this Section
crewmembers, and/or the holder gf.a mar i rmit issued pursuant to Section
149.1 or 149.3,Fitle-14,-CCR qf '
(k) Exemption from Tidal Invg itY®perators and crewmembers of a
commercial market squid ve operating under the provisions of a
commercial market squidspermit@ke not required to possess a Tidal Invertebrate Permit,
but are subject to the i 3 ection 123 of these regulations.

() Incidental Take . suant to this subsection, market squid may be taken
for commercial purposes incidefifally when engaged in fishing activities for other target
species. Other requiremen
taken squid shall meet all e following criteria:

(1) The volume of squid landed or possessed on a vessel shall not exceed 2 tons per
trip.

(2) Market squid taken incidentally to other fisheries shall not exceed 10 percent of the
total volume by weight of all fish landed or possessed on a vessel.

(m) Exemption for Live Bait. Squid taken for live bait purposes shall only be possessed
for use as live bait or sold as live bait. Other requirements of this Section do not apply to
take of live squid for bait, unless expressly specified.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 7078, 7701, 7708, 7923; 8026, 8425 and 8429.5, Fish
and Game Code. Reference: Sections 7701, 7708, #923; 8026, 8425, 8429.5, 8429.7,
12159 and 12160, Fish and Game Code.
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DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15) Previously DFG 149a
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4.

5.
6.

MARKET SQUID VESSEL LOGBOOK
IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS

Insert the folded flap between sets of pages to prevent duplicating on other pages.

Please return completed (white) copies to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
on or before the 10" of the following month (20 Lower Ragsdale Dr., Suite 100, Monterey, CA
93940 or 4665 Lampson Ave, Suite C, Los Alamitos, CA 90720).

Additional logbooks and envelopes may be obtained through the CDFW office in Monterey or Los
Alamitos at the above addresses.

The duplicate copy (yellow) is the property of the permittee and should remain in the logbook as a
permanent fishing record.

Use a blue or black ballpoint pen. DO NOT use pencil or felt marker.

Write legibly.

PROFILE PAGE

1.

Complete the Market Squid Vessel Profile page after reading the instructions.

2. Complete the Market Squid Vessel Profile page when starting each new logbook. Submit the pink
copy with your next submission of log pages.

Definitions:

e Vessel ID Number: The registration number assigned by CDF a particular vessel.

e Captain’s ID Number: The number assigned by CDFW to t erman. This number consists of
an “L” and five numbers.

e Attracting lights used: Type (sodium, incandescent, i t emitting diode (LED),
other), amount of light generated by individual bulb for lumens), and number
of total bulbs for each type. Please indicate if lig ed by adding S to type (i.e. S-LED).

e Vessel characteristics: Boat length (feet), gross and hold capacity (short tons) of the
vessel.

e Net type: If applicable, circle appropriate

e Net dimensions: Depth and length of net

e Mesh size: Mesh size in inches.

e Scoop capacity: Enter the circum ce around the circle) and depth of bag in feet.

o Electronics used: Circle app

e Horsepower: Both the maiafa ator) engines.

e Fish hold’s water system: esponse. RSW is the acronym for refrigerated sea
water and CSW is the g

e Crew members: Ljg r W license ID numbers.

LOG PAGE

1. Use one line per se

2. Fishing activity must be 2d before fishing activity is complete.

Definitions:

o Date: Date of fishing activity.

e Set Number: Numerical order of sets. Set number should restart at the start of each new trip. If
fishing with brail gear, record “B” instead of a set number and record one line per brail fishing
location.

e Set Time: Time of start and end of set. Hours and minutes may be entered in 24-hour or 12-hour
format. If using 12-hour format, circle AM or PM.

e Set Position: Latitude and longitude of set. Use degree decimal minutes to the hundredths place.
Example: 34° 05.15" N, 120° 04.85' W.

e SST: Sea surface temperature in Fahrenheit.

e Bottom Depth: Depth at set location in fathoms.

o Light Boat: Enter name of light boat set upon. If no light boat was used, then leave blank.

e Catch Estimate: Enter your catch estimate for that set in short tons.

e Market Order Limit: Enter Y (Yes) or N (No) if your fishing was limited by your market.

e Bycatch: Species common name and amount in pounds.

e Landing Receipt: Enter landing receipt or receipt numbers if delivering to multiple receivers.

e Comments: List by date any anecdotal information such as equipment problems, interference from

other boats, weather-related problems, day set activity, additional bycatch information, etc.



State of California - Department of Fish and Wildlife LOG #
™, MARKET SQUID VESSEL LOGBOOK
7  DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15) Previously DFG 149a

Market Squid Vessel Profile

Vessel Name Attracting Lights Used:

Vessel ID Number Type: Light Generated: Number: Vessel Characteristics:

Vessel Permit Number Boat Length (ft)

Captain's Name Hold Capacity (st)

Captain's ID Number Gross Tonnage

Purse Seine / Drum Seine / Lampara / Brail Net (circle one) Horsepower:

Net Depth (fm) No (circle one) Main Engine

Net Length (fm) No (circle one) Generator

Mesh Size (in)

If Brail, scoop capacity (ft): Circumference bs per scoop

Fish Hold's Water System (circle one): Brine W SW (live) Other (please specify)

Crew members:

Name ID Number ID Number

Captain's Signature Date

Certified under penalty of perjury as true and correct



State of California - Department of Fish and Wildlife LOG #
74 MARKET SQUID VESSEL LOGBOOK
¥ DFW 149a (Rev. 05/01/15) Previously DFG 149a

Vessel Name: Vessel Permit Number: Captain's Name:
Vessel ID Number: Captain's ID Number:
p
Bl Set Position: - o |2z
o) 5 5 Set Time: hrmin decimal minutes to hundredths place = T 08>
8 273 | ESES
o Eg AM or PM Latitude Longitude ~ 2 g K7 =R
© = (circle one) 9 5 £ & L £ €59 Bycatch:
= B 2 » |2 S 28¢
< D m Degree | Minutes | Degree | Minutes 2 E‘_‘; Do g Amount
Date °| Start End Ex. 34° | Ex. 05.15' | Ex. 120° | Ex. 04.85' = Species (Ibs) Landing Receipt(s)

A AM/PM | AM/PM
B AM/PM | AM/PM
C AM/PM | AM/PM
D AM/PM | AM/PM
E AM/PM | AM/PM
F AM/PM | AM/PM
G AM/PM | AM/PM
H AM/PM | AM/PM

Comments: List by date any anecdotal information such as additional bycatch information, equipment problems, interference from other boats, weather-related problems, day set
activity, etc.

Captain's Signature Date

Certified under penalty of perjury as true and correct



et STATE OF CALIFORNIA
&5 NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

(C)

MARKET SQUID VESSEL LOGBOOK

NOTICE TO INDIVIDUALS

This information is being requested by:

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Marine Regio

Regional Manager, Marine Region
4665 Lampson Ave, Suite C, Los

Any person who owns and/or operat ssel used to take squid shall

complete and submit an accurate recor his/her squid fishing activities on
forms provided by the Depa
granted pursuant to Fish and seetion 8026, and California Code
of Regulations, Title 14, sectio

Information from this form may be given “To a person, or to another agency
where the transfer is necessary for the transferee agency to perform its
constitutional or statutory duties, and the use is compatible with a purpose for
which the information was collected” and “To a government entity when
required by state or federal law” (Civil Code Section 1798.24, subdivisions (e)
and (f)).

An individual has a right of access to records containing their personal
information maintained by the Department. Records may be accessed by
contacting the official listed in Section (B) above.



MARKET SQUID

LIGHT/BRAIL BOAT
LOGBOOK

BOOK ##HH#H#

\_/\_‘

CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF
FISH &
WILDLIFE

MAILING ADDRESS:

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE
20 LOWER RAGSDALE DR, SUITE 100
MONTEREY, CA 93940



4.

5.
6.

MARKET SQUID LIGHT/BRAIL BOAT LOGBOOK
IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS

Insert the folded flap between sets of pages to prevent duplicating on other pages.

Please return completed (white) copies to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
on or before the 10™ of the following month (20 Lower Ragsdale Dr., Suite 100, Monterey, CA
93940 or 4665 Lampson Ave, Suite C, Los Alamitos, CA 90720).

Additional logbooks and envelopes may be obtained through the CDFW office in Monterey or Los
Alamitos at the above addresses.

The duplicate copy (yellow) is the property of the permittee and should remain in the logbook as a
permanent fishing record.

Use a blue or black ballpoint pen. DO NOT use pencil or felt marker.

Write legibly.

PROFILE PAGE

1.

Complete the Market Squid Light/Brail Profile page after reading the instructions.

2. Complete the Market Squid Light/Brail Profile page when starting each new logbook. Submit the
pink copy with your next submission of log pages.

Definitions:

e Vessel ID Number: The registration number assigned by CDFW to a particular vessel.

e Captain’s ID Number: The number assigned by CDFW to the fisherman. This number consists of
an “L” and five numbers.

e Attracting lights used: Type (sodium, incandescent, metal halide, light emitting diode (LED),
other), amount of light generated by individual bulb (circle W for watts or L for lumens), and number
of total bulbs for each type. Please indicate if light is for use underwater (submerged) by adding S
to type (i.e. S-metal halide).

o Vessel characteristics: Boat length (feet), gross tonnage, and hold capacity (short tons) of the
vessel.

o Electronics used: Circle appropriate response.

o Horsepower: Both the main and auxiliary (generator) engin

e Scoop capacity: Enter the circumference (distance arou e) and depth of bag in feet.
Also include an estimate of average pounds of squid c

e Fish hold’s water system: Circle appropriate resp onym for refrigerated sea
water and CSW is the acronym for chilled sea wa

e Crew members: List names and CDFW license |

LOG PAGE

1. Use only one line per day, unless you pro han two seiners or fished in more
than one location. Several fishing days, bu even, may be recorded per page.

2. Fishing activity must be recorded e fishi Ivity is complete.

Definitions:

Date: Date of fishing activit
Location: If fishing with brail g
hundredths place.
CDFW block code

ter latitude and longitude using degree decimal minutes to the
"N, 120° 04.85' W. If operating as a light boat, enter the

ur location of fishing. If the CDFW block code is unknown
If you move to a new block record details on a new line.

pent metering for squid. This time also includes time spent

ly enter one value per date or one value for each location if you
operated in multiple loca on the same date. Do not enter a unique value for each seiner if you
provided light for more thanone seiner.

Hours spent lighting: Hours spent attempting to attract squid with lights. Only enter one value per
date or one value for each location if you operated in multiple locations on the same date. Do not
enter a unique value for each seiner if you provided light for more than one seiner.

Name of seiner that set squid: Provide the name of the seiner that set squid on each line. If you
lit for more than two seiners, use the next line.

Estimated total tons taken by each seiner: Enter total short tons taken by each seiner. Use one
line per seiner.

Estimated tonnage, if any, remaining after fishing is completed: Was there any squid left?
Enter amount in short tons. Only enter one value per date or one value for each location if you
operate in multiple locations on the same date. Do not enter a unique value for each seiner if you
provided light for more than one seiner.

Were birds present? Y/N: Enter appropriate response.

Were mammals present? Y/N: Enter appropriate response.

Time of brail fishing activity (brailing): Time of start and end of brail fishing activity. Hours and
minutes may be entered in 24-hour or 12-hour format. If using 12-hour format, circle AM or PM.
Bottom Depth: Depth in fathoms to be completed if fishing by brail.

Amount sold to market: Record amount of your vessel’s brail caught squid sold to market in short
tons.

Landing receipt #: Enter landing receipt of your vessel’s brail caught squid or receipt numbers if
delivering to multiple receivers.

Amount for live bait: Enter your vessel’s live bait catch amount in pounds.

Bycatch: Species common name and amount in pounds of your vessel’s brail caught bycatch.
Comments: List by date any anecdotal information such as additional bycatch information,
equipment problems, interference from other boats, weather-related problems, day set activity, etc.



State of California - Department of Fish and Wildlife
MARKET SQUID LIGHT/BRAIL BOAT LOGBOOK

DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15) Previously DFG 149b

Vessel Name:

Vessel ID Number:

Light or Brail Boat Permit Number:

Captain's Name:

Captain's ID Number:

Electronics:
Side-scan Sonar:  Yes No (circle one)
Fathometer: Yes No (circle one)

Other:

Scoop capacity: Circumference (ft) Depth (ft).

Market Squid Light/Brail Boat Profile
Attracting Lights Used:

Type: Light Generated:

Horsepower:

Main Engine

Generator

Average b

Number:

Fish Hold's Water System (circle one): Brine  RSW Dry CS
Crew Members:
Name ID Number
Captain's Signature: Date,

Certified under penalty of perjury as true and correct

LOG#

Vessel Characteristics:
Boat Length (ft):
Gross Tonnage:

Hold capacity (st):



LOG #

State of California - Department of Fish and Wildlife
MARKET SQUID LIGHT/BRAIL BOAT LOGBOOK

DFW 149b (Rev. 05/01/15) Previously DFG 149b

Vessel Name: Light or Brail Boat Permit Number: Captain's Name:
Vessel ID Number: Captain's ID Number:
Location: 0 :
. Total Your vessel's estimated BRAIL catch
— " Hours spent: Estimated . . ' . . " "
For brail activity enter latitude and tons stimate Leave blank if you are a light boat permittee or a brail boat permittee operating solely as a light boat
longitude using decimal minutes to (st) of tonnage (st)] Were Were
Date hundredths place. Name of Seiner that set squid remaining | birds |mammal
o y o . i ishi P Al t i .
Ex. 34° 05.15, 120° 04.85 Searching squid caught after if;shlng preysleNn‘? P"‘?ﬁ‘"” Timegf brailing: hrimin | gottom src':lzut! Amount for Brail Bycatch:
For light boat activity enter block | (includes | Lighting by | completed M or PM depth | 7P | Landing receipt# | Live Bait
code or lat/long if block code | day sets) seiner (circle one) (fm) arke (Ibs) Amount
unknown. End (short tons) Species (Ibs)
AM/PM AM/PM
AM/PM AM/PM
AM/PM AM/PM
AM/PM AM/PM
AM/PM AM/PM
AM/PM AM/PM
AMPM_| AM/PM
Comments: List by date any anecdotal information such as additional bycatch information, equipment problems, interference from other boats, weather-related problems, day set activity, etc.
Captain's Signature: Date:
Certified under penalty of perjury as true and correct
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good afternoon/morning President Baylis and Commissioners.  

I will provide a short presentation to update you on proposed regulatory changes for the market squid fishery.

I would like to begin with a summary of recent events.  



Proposed Changes to Market
Squid Logbook Regulations (8149)

Logbooks

 Requesting authorization to publish notice of
Intent to amend commercial market squid
logbook regulations.

Lights
 Complete additional scoping.
e Revisit potential changes at a later date.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
At April 8th meeting I presented a description of proposed changes to commercial market squid logbook and light regulations.  At that time Dr. Shuman and I let you know that the Department decided to not request authorization to publish notice.  This decision was made after consideration of public comment that indicated that the proposed light regulation changes would have a larger than originally anticipated impact on commercial squid fishery participants.  

Since the April meeting, the Department completed additional scoping by making a questionnaire available online and by making observations at the docks. I want to take a moment to thank all that took the time to provide feedback. Our scoping efforts confirmed that modifications to the originally proposed changes are required and implementation of lighting regulations is more complex than originally thought.  For these reasons the Department is asking for authorization to publish notice of intent to amend only commercial market squid logbook regulations and has removed the amendments to light regulations from this proposed regulatory package.  The Department feels it is necessary to complete additional scoping before revisiting potential light regulation changes. Additional scoping will ensure that proposed changes balance the need to address biological concerns, minimize adverse economic impacts on the commercial fishing fleet, and ensure that regulations are enforceable both now and as lighting technology evolves.   
 



Proposed Changes to Market
Squid Logbook Regulations (8149)

Logbooks

MARKET SQUID VESSEL
LOGBOOK Am en d

BOOK # e Subsection (e) of Section 149,
CALIFORNIA Title 14, CCR to reflect the
“& version numbers of updated

!

market squid logbooks.

 Appendix A, Title 14, CCR with
updated forms and
Instructions.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The proposed regulatory change involves amending subsection e of section 149 to reflect the version number of updated market squid vessel and market squid light/brail boat logbooks. 

As a result Appendix A of title 14 CCR will be amended with images of the updated forms and instructions.  




« Loghooks updated
to comply with
Forms Management
reguirements

 Improve instructions
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 Improve quality of data that are received b
the Department


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Updated versions of the Market Squid Vessel Logbook and Market Squid Light/Bail Boat Logbook have been created to:

Bring these logbooks into compliance with standards set by the Department’s Forms Management group.  
Improve instructions that help ensure the logs are filled out correctly.
Improve the quality of data that are received by the Department through the modification of several existing data fields and through the addition of several new data collection fields.  
New data collected include location of brail fishing reported as latitude/longitude, start and end time of brail fishing, and brail bycatch. The logbook profile page instructions have also been modified to ask that captains record information about submerged light systems on the profile page.     




 




Conclusion

 Request authorization to update logbook version
numbers in Section 149, Title 14 CCR based on
Improved market squid logbooks.

Timeline

e June 2015, Mammoth Lakes — Notice Hearing

e October 2015, Los Angeles - Discussion/Adoption
Hearing

o Early 2016 — Expected Implementation



Presenter
Presentation Notes
In conclusion we plan to

Ask for authorization to publish notice of intent to amend only commercial market squid logbook regulations.  

The Department anticipates that the discussion and adoption hearing for proposed logbook regulation changes will occur at the October 7th Fish and Game Commission meeting in Los Angeles and be followed by implementation of amended logbook regulations in early 2016.  
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Review Participants

Review Participants

CALIFORNIA OCEAN SCIENCE TRUST

California Ocean Science Trust is a boundary organization. We work across traditional boundaries, bringing
together governments, scientists, and citizens to build trust and understanding in ocean and coastal science.
We are an independent non-profit organization established by the California Ocean Resources Stewardship
Act (CORSA) of 2000 to support managers and policymakers on the U.S. West Coast with sound science, and
empower participation in the decisions that are shaping the future of our oceans.

Ocean Science Trust served as the independent appointing agency in alignment with the Procedural Guidelines
for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Ad Hoc Independent Scientific Advisory Committees. Ocean
Science Trust convened the review committee and designed and implemented a scientific review process that
promoted objectivity, transparency, and scientific rigor (see Appendix C).

SCIENTIFIC REVIEW COMMITTEE

John Field (chair)
Research Fishery Biologist, Fisheries Ecology Division, Southwest Fisheries Science Center, National Marine
Fisheries Service (NOAA)

Michel Comeau
Head of the Lobster Section, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Robert Muller
Assessment and Modeling, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Florida Wildlife Research Institute

Pete Raimondi
Chair/Professor, Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of California, Santa Cruz

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

The Mission of the Department of Fish and Wildlife is to manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant
resources, and the habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment
by the public.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff were engaged throughout the review process. They delivered
presentations to the review committee and supplied additional data, information, and feedback to Ocean
Science Trust as necessary throughout the review process.

Travis Buck Tom Mason
Julia Coates Carlos Mireles
Kai Lampson Anthony Shiao

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife Marine Region Program Manager, Tom Barnes, was the primary
management contact for this review. California Wildlife Foundation was the grant manager for this project.
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Background

Background

Spiny lobster (Panulirus interruptus) populations support important commercial and recreational fisheries,

and play a key role in the southern California kelp forest ecosystem. Over the last three years, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (the Department) has developed a draft spiny lobster fishery management
plan (FMP) to guide management of these fisheries in accordance with the Marine Life Management Act. An
FMP assembles information, analyses, and management options, and serves as the vehicle for the Department
to present a coherent package of information, and proposed regulatory and management measures to the
California Fish and Game Commission (the Commission). The FMP becomes effective upon adoption by the
Commission, following their public process for review and revision. Thus, it is important for the scientific
underpinnings of the draft FMP to have undergone independent review prior to submission to the Commission.

The Department is committed to incorporating the best scientific information into management decisions. To this
end, the Department approached the Ocean Science Trust to convene experts to conduct an assessment of key
scientific and technical components within the FMP and supporting spawning potential ratio (SPR) cable model.
Ocean Science Trust, an independent organization that works to advance independent science in management
decisions, tailored this review to meet the science needs of the Department, and served as the appointed entity
to design and coordinate all aspects of this review.

REVIEW SCOPE

Ocean Science Trust, in consideration of the management request, worked with the Department to develop a
scope of review focusing on the scientific and technical underpinnings of the FMP and supporting materials.
Thus, this was not a comprehensive review of the FMP, or the proposed approach to management contained
therein. Rather, the central question of this review was:

Given the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s available data streams and analysis techniques, are the technical
components, models, and supporting documents that underpin the FMP scientifically sound and reasonable?

The review focused on the following components:

1. The three proposed reference point thresholds (i.e., catch, catch per unit effort (CPUE), and spawning
potential ratio) that will serve as signals for when changes within the fishery may warrant management
responses;

2. The underlying science that informed the decision to manage the fishery as a single stock;

3. The comprehensiveness of the data supporting the estimate of spiny lobster habitat contained within marine
protected areas;

4. Estimates of stock productivity and its ability to support fishing (i.e., calculations for the lobster growth
curves adopted in the Parrish Model for setting the spawning potential ratio threshold); and

5. The spawning potential ratio (SPR) model as presented in “DRAFT Report on the Cable-CDFW 1.0 Model
and the Calculation of Spawning Potential Ratio” (cable model), including model assumptions, calculations,
interpretation, and application of the model results in setting the SPR reference point threshold.

Final Report of the Scientific Review Committee, 2015 4



Background

In addition to these specific sections of the FMP, reviewers were asked to identify priority research and
monitoring gaps associated with the scientific and technical components of the FMP. Reviewers also provided
recommendations for ways to work more closely with the academic community to collect and maintain the most
up-to-date essential fishery information (EFI).

SUMMARY OF THE REVIEW PROCESS

This review took place from October 2014 — May 2015. Ocean Science Trust implemented a scientific

review process! that sought to promote objectivity, transparency, candor, efficiency, and scientific rigor. A
multidisciplinary, four-member review committee was assembled, representing international expertise in
fisheries science and management, marine ecology, stock assessment, and modeling. Reviewer names remained
anonymous until completion of this review to encourage candid feedback. Ocean Science Trust facilitated
constructive interactions between reviewers and the Department through a series of remote meetings, where
Department staff provided reviewers with the management context, presented an overview of the scientific and
technical elements under review, and were available to answer reviewer’s questions. In addition, Ocean Science
Trust convened reviewers independently to allow the review committee to candidly discuss the review materials
and conduct their assessment. Ocean Science Trust worked with the review committee to assemble and
synthesize their written and verbal responses to guiding questions, as well as discussion from remote meetings
into this final report. This report is publicly available on the Ocean Science Trust website?.

PROJECT MATERIALS UNDER REVIEW

The following materials were provided by the Department to the review committee for scientific and technical
review:

e Draft Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan, For Technical Review, 11/4/20143

e Draft Report on the Cable-CDFW 1.0 Model and the Calculation of Spawning Potential Ratio

e Draft Spawning Potential Ratio Cable-CDFW 1.0 Model

Additional data and information were provided by the Department at the request of the review committee to
assist with their assessment throughout the review process.

! Available at http://bit.ly/1Fd9A6X
2 Available at http://bit.ly/1Fd9zA3
3 Draft available on the Department of Fish and Wildlife website at http://bit.ly/1Fda254
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Review and Recommendations

Review and Recommendations

Foremost, the review committee valued the opportunity to provide independent scientific recommendations for
consideration in management of the California spiny lobster fisheries. They acknowledged the extensive time
and resources that went into the development of the FMP and supporting model by both the Department, the
Lobster Advisory Committee, stakeholders, and outside experts, including modeler Dr. Richard Parrish. Reviewers
appreciated the Department staff’s constructive engagement throughout the course of the review, as well as
their willingness to thoughtfully consider recommendations from this report. The Department produced an FMP
that is user-friendly and readable by broad audiences, is well referenced, and incorporates the effects of no-
take marine protected areas for the first time in a state-managed fishery. Reviewers noted that the FMP would
complement the fairly robust management measures already in place.

This assessment is organized around the key focal points identified in the scope of review. These
recommendations aim to improve the science supporting the proposed reference point thresholds prescribed in
the draft FMP. Where possible, insight is provided on the implications of each recommendation.

The main recommendations concern the spawning potential ratio (SPR) cable model, several of which would
need to be addressed before this model can provide a sound scientific basis for decision-making. Additional
scientific guidance and considerations are included that would produce a more scientifically robust FMP, as well
as longer-term recommendations, data and research needs that would strengthen the science contained within
the model and FMP and its ability to inform management as new information and analyses become available.

This FMP is the first instance where state fisheries managers in California are employing a technical model (aside
from a formal stock assessment) to inform the development of a harvest control rule. As such, reviewers thought
it valuable to close the review with some insight into how scientific models are scoped, considered, and reviewed
as FMPs are developed for other state fisheries in the future.

1. EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED REFERENCE POINT THRESHOLDS

Three proposed quantitative reference points and associated thresholds — spawning potential ratio, catch, and
catch per unit effort (CPUE) — are meant to serve as metrics to assess the state of the lobster fishery and stock.
The FMP states that whenever a stock reaches a threshold reference point, resource managers must investigate
the cause and potentially provide a response. The Department has to review the catch, catch per unit effort, and
update the spawning potential ratio on an annual basis. This process is designed to monitor the fishery and its
stock in order to prevent any of the metrics from reaching a threshold.

Below are the scientific review committee’s recommendations for each reference point. For sections 1.1 (SPR)
and 1.2 (catch, CPUE), recommendations are divided into those that reviewers suggest the Department address
before adopting the FMP, and those that are longer-term considerations, which can be addressed after adoption
of the FMP.
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Review and Recommendations

11 Spawning Potential Ratio (SPR) Cable Model and the SPR Reference Point

Much of the review focused on the SPR cable model, since it is the main measure of the spiny lobster spawning
biomass structure and the only biological reference point in the FMP (i.e., it integrates information and
assumptions about lobster growth, reproduction, and mortality). The model, starting with 1,000 recruits,
calculates an equilibrium SPR value — a ratio of the number of eggs produced by the fished population over the
number of eggs produced by the unfished population. Being an equilibrium model, it does not track cohorts or
size trends over time, but does provide relative abundance estimates for the fixed number of recruits. Therefore,
this SPR estimate is used to estimate an annual fishing mortality rate specific to a given year’s observed mean
size, with no temporal connection among the annual estimates. The FMP advises that when the SPR_ . falls
below the “stable and productive” reference period between 2000-2010 (SPR_,,........» based on the average SPR
value during this period), the Department is required to investigate the underlying cause and potentially provide
a management response for the Commission to consider. The model also evaluates the effects that marine
protected areas (MPAs) may have on the calculated SPR value of the lobster stock.

During the course of the review, reviewers were provided with three iterations of the SPR model. The model
was originally developed by Dr. Richard Parrish, and underwent further development and revisions by the
Department. The final version (referred to here as the cable model) is the version intended for use in the
management of the fishery, and was the main focus of this assessment. The cable model includes the following
revisions from the previous iterations:

1. anew growth model (i.e., changing the model from a von Bertalanffy growth model to a newly
developed model)
2. changes to initial time step (i.e., size, age, season)

The draft FMP provided to reviewers for their work was developed based on the original model and did not
reflect these revisions. The reviewers were instructed to assume that the draft FMP would be revised to reflect
the most recent cable model. Additionally, following initial technical discussions between Department staff and
the reviewers, the Department agreed to remove a prescribed value for the SPR threshold in order to allow for
the ability to continually improve the model without amending the FMP.

1.1.1 Key Recommendations for Securing a Management-Ready SPR Model

Reviewers agreed that the cable model requires essential revisions before it can provide a scientific basis for
management of the lobster fishery, but that these revisions are likely achievable before the FMP is adopted. In
the longer term, more substantive data collection and research initiatives to better inform a model comparable
to the current model, or an alternative modeling approach, are identified as priorities. Below are the key
recommendations for securing a management-ready SPR model, organized around thematic areas.

Growth Model

® Rely on the von Bertalanffy growth modeling methods until the newly developed growth
model can be robustly validated.

The primary revision to the SPR model by the Department was the replacement of a von Bertalanffy growth
model, with a new set of Gaussian 4-parameter growth curves that were developed by Department staff.
These were based on raw data from three tag-recapture studies in order to estimate male and female
lobster growth rates. Growth curves are central to determining a stock’s ability to replenish itself. Reviewers
acknowledged the inherent difficulties in obtaining reliable growth rates for crustaceans, such as lobsters,
that grow through molting. Though von Bertalanffy growth models are widely used and accepted, they
represent a generic growth response; the Department examined multiple growth models in an attempt to
employ an alternative that better represented the growth of P. interruptus.
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Review and Recommendations

The reviewer’s main concern with the current SPR cable model is with the application of the new Gaussian
growth curves. While reviewers recognized that the Gaussian 4-parameter curves may better fit the data,
they had concerns that these growth models have not been subject to rigorous scientific discussion. The
results of the Gaussian curves are not consistent with the existing literature regarding the growth patterns
of lobsters in similar ecosystems, and lead to potentially unrealistic SPR model behavior and results. In
particular, they lead to growth rate estimates that are very slow such that mature individuals can reproduce
many times prior to being vulnerable to full fishing mortality. Slow growth rates in this particular SPR

model implementation translate into lower harvest rates and a reduced impact of fishing on population
reproductive output; the slower you make growth, the lower the estimated relative exploitation rate is in
the SPR model. This is contrary to what is typically understood about growth rates and stock productivity.
The fact that this model estimates a “snapshot” of relative exploitation rate in a given year with assumed
constant recruitment, rather than tracking exploitation and cohort strength (and potential feedback to
recruitment) over time contributes to this somewhat counter-intuitive result, but the unusually slow growth
is the primary driver. The net effect of the Gaussian growth model as applied in SPR cable model is that
fishing mortality of most legal lobsters has a reduced impact on the estimated SPR, relative to SPR estimation
based on the von Bertalanffy growth model.

These Gaussian growth curves are not necessarily incorrect — in fact,

they may well be a more accurate representation of lobster growth — von Bertalanffy
and should be improved with additional research. Reviewers commend growth expands the
the Department for making strides to move beyond the standard resolution of the SPR

growth model. Further studies showing that the approach has some
precedent with crustaceans and more investigation of the underlying
data is necessary before the Gaussian growth model can be applied with
confidence. If and when an alternative growth model is considered to be
sufficiently developed to incorporate into the SPR model, the Department
should consider whether that model is consistent with growth models of lobsters in other (similar)
ecoystems, and ensure that sensitivity analyses are conducted to evaluate the effects of any new growth
relationships on SPR model performance.

model compared to the
Gaussian growth curves

With current understanding, the von Bertalanffy growth model is more appropriate for a relative metric

of exploitation as it is more responsive to changes in exploitation, produces results that are comparable to
methods used elsewhere for similar fisheries, and expands the resolution of the SPR model (see Appendix A
for further analyses conducted by reviewers). Thus, reviewers recommend that the Department rely on the
more standard and widely used von Bertalanffy growth modeling methods, until the newer Gaussian curves
can be robustly validated.

Longer-term considerations are included in section 1.1.2, including the need to routinely collect length or
other size compositional data (length or weight distributions) and information on actual selectivity and
maturity curves, which would provide the basis for a more robust SPR model (e.g., more accurate estimates
of fishing mortality). Reviewers recognized that there is inherent variability in the growth data at small sizes
using the available tag-recapture studies, and provide some recommendations that may increase comfort
with new Gaussian growth curves based on these data.

Use SPR with caution at high exploitation rates.

It is also important to note that the SPR cable model (with either growth model applied, although the
problem is exacerbated at slower growth rates) becomes uninformative at very high exploitation rates
(Appendix A). This is partially a result of the confounding of the maturity and selectivity curves described
below. This constraint should be recognized explicitly in the SPR model documentation and the FMP, and the
Department should be cautious when interpreting results at high exploitation rates.
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Review and Recommendations

® Reconsider some of the tag-recapture data that were removed from the growth models.

The growth models are based on a limited data set, from which some outliers and negative values were
removed (per Department presentation to review committee). Juveniles can often show high growth rates in
short timeframes, thus some of the data identified and removed might actually be informative. In addition,
the Department should consider making the “negative growth” data points zero instead of removing them
from the analyses if they are believed to be measurement error. Reconsidering how these data points are
treated may reduce variability at small lobster sizes and lead to more accurate estimates of growth.

Model Functionality
® Update the vulnerability relationship.

In the cable model, the vulnerability function has precisely the same coefficients as maturity. If this is a

true coincidence, it should be explained. However, recent data on female lobsters from Hovel et al. (2015)
and Kay (2011) indicate that female lobsters may be reproductive at smaller sizes than previously thought.
The Department should verify, and if appropriate, update this function in the cable model. In addition, the
current function in the cable model is for the commercial fishery that uses traps. Traps have an upper limit
based on the throat size of the trap while there is no upper limit in the recreational fishery. Therefore, there
should be a separate vulnerability relationship for the recreational fishery in any future model that can
account for recreational catch.

® Revisit the natural mortality function.

The natural mortality function assumes that natural mortality decreases as lobsters grow; however within
the current cable model, a minimum rate occurs at an age of 17.92 years and then the rate increases again.
This pattern of senescence is unusual, and the Department should provide additional references or data

to support the assumption that older, larger lobsters experience higher natural mortality. If the proportion
of ‘plastered females’ (i.e., female lobsters that have mated) is lower at larger sizes, suggesting that large
females are not contributing as much to SPR, those data should be presented.

® Explain the ramifications of SPR being independent year to year.

Each model run begins with exactly 1,000 larvae, and ignores variable and episodic recruitment, and the
relationship between spawning biomass and recruitment. The model also assumes constant carrying
capacity and a constant function for density dependence, among other considerations. These limitations
should be made more explicit in the FMP and model report.
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Review and Recommendations

Sensitivity Analyses

® Make greater use of sensitivity analyses in explaining the
model.

Sensitivity analyses are important for understanding the impacts of
a model’s input variables. They can help identify parameters that
are likely to have no effect on the output (and could potentially

be removed), as well as variables that have a large effect (where
attention should be focused on ways to reduce uncertainty around
these values/inputs). The Department should conduct explicit
sensitivity analyses each time the SPR cable model is revised, and
make this information available in the accompanying report to
provide additional credibility to the reasoning behind such revisions.
Standard practice is to double and halve the variable of interest and
observe the impact to the outputs. The Department should consider
assembling and formally communicating the error and uncertainty
associated with the cable model results.

1.1.2 Longer-Term Considerations for the SPR
Model

The review scope charged reviewers with conducting an assessment

of the SPR model based on the Department’s currently available data
streams that would not require additional information or research.
However, the model may benefit considerably from and be more robust
as a result of addressing the following longer-term recommendations
after adoption of the FMP.

Research Needs

» Explore alternative methods to estimate lobster growth.

Novel methods for age validation and improved growth estimation
continue to emerge and should be explored, either by the
Department or by academic and other independent research
institutions. For example, direct methods of growth and age
determination are now possible for crustaceans by measurements
of annual molt-independent growth bands. Detection of growth
bands in calcified regions of the eyestalk or gastric mill using the
and age determinatio cold cure epoxy resin technique has been reported for cold-water
are now possible for shrimps (Sclerocrangon boreas and Pandalus borealis), snow crab
crustaceans (Chionoecetes opilio) and American lobster (Homarus americanus)
(Kilada et al. 2012). A similar technique could be used to better
estimate growth for the California spiny lobster (even on a spatially
explicit basis), and perhaps elaborate or modify the 2011 stock
assessment model to include an age-based parameter. Identifying
these as key research priorities in the FMP may incentivize outside
researchers and funders to pursue this research.
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Review and Recommendations

Explore additional technical models that can account for variable recruitment.

Given that lobster recruitment is likely highly variable and episodic, a key longer-term research objective
should be the development of a more sophisticated modeling approach that can track cohorts over time.

Develop a sampling program to collect individual lobster length or weight composition
data from both sectors of the fishery.

Estimates of fishing mortality used to obtain a corresponding SPR value each year are currently determined
using average weight data from the commercial sector. The relevant parameters are derived using an
extrapolation, linking logbook data to fish ticket data. These estimates would be greatly improved by a
program in which actual length or weight measurements (by individual) could be collected. The sampling
program needs to include the recreational sector as well because it accounts for approximately 30% of

the landings and their vulnerable sizes may differ from commercial traps. Such data would be helpful in
informing more sophisticated modeling approaches (e.g., that track cohorts over time) in the longer-term as
well.

Prioritize obtaining intermediate recapture data, which could be useful for better
understanding the dynamics of lobster growth rates.

While alternative methods to estimate growth are ultimately necessary, reviewers provided a suggestion that
may improve upon the existing estimates in the near term.

The growth curves were developed from data sets with gaps at important size ranges. Tag-recapture data
gaps exist between the Engle (1979) and Hovel et al. (2015) data sets, in the 30 mm and 55 mm size classes.
Currently, juvenile data must be extrapolated out in any growth curve model. Additional data would be
valuable in “filling in” the points between data sets for a more accurate estimate of California spiny lobster
growth.

Model Functionality

Develop a function or method to incorporate recreational catch into the model.

Recreational catch is a substantial portion of overall catch and is not accounted for in the SPR model.

This sector is potentially harvesting larger lobsters, thus, the vulnerability to fishing differs between the
recreational and commercial sectors. It is important to parse out the proportion of the spawning potential
coming from larger individuals. If this is the case, the vulnerability curve applied in the SPR cable model for
the recreational sector should not be dome-shaped, but rather should be asymptotic, and there may be
other facets of the recreational fishery of significance in accurately assessing SPR.

Revisit the SPR model as MPAs reach their full maturity.

The SPR cable model assumption that South Coast MPAs have reached full maturity (thus, are having a
threshold impact on the fishery) is unlikely given the MPAs are newly established. A number of factors
will differ as MPAs reach full maturity, including the possibility of increased density dependence which
could affect movement and reproduction as well as that spawning stock (given growth curves) may not
yet be optimized through size and density. In other words, the current SPR model inputs may be over- or
underestimating the effects of MPAs.
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® Formalize a process to review, revise, update, and evaluate the SPR model and its
effectiveness in meeting management goals as new data, information, or analyses become
available.

Models like SPR will require continual refinement as new information and data are obtained. Many such
improvements can be accomplished within this FMP framework. The reviewers commend the Department
for removing a prescribed SPR threshold from the language of the draft FMP. This allows the ability to
recalculate an appropriate threshold as the model is improved rather than needing to delay implementing
these changes by waiting for the FMP to be formally amended. It would be valuable to formalize a process
for considering revisions to the model — which may have substantial implications for the SPR outputs — as
changes and updates are made. Reviewers recommend convening fishery managers and biologists with
independent experts to evaluate the input data, coding, and effectiveness of the model at regular intervals.

1.2 Catch- and CPUE-based Reference Points

As noted previously, the process of reviewing current seasonal catch and CPUE data should permit the
Department to monitor the fishery and its stock, and prevent any of the measures from reaching a threshold.
However, reviewer consensus is that the Catch and CPUE-based reference points are not very robust or
sensitive to picking up trends or slow declines. There is concern that “sliding” calculations will rarely exceed
the established thresholds. Even when a threshold is exceeded, no specific management responses are
required, thus these measures act more as indicators than as reference points. Section 1.2.1 contains key
recommendations that would allow for a more robust method to monitor the condition or trajectory of the
fishery, and should be addressed before adopting the FMP. Section 1.2.2 includes recommendations that could
be addressed in the longer-term.

1.2.1 Key Recommendations for Catch and CPUE-based Reference Points

® Describe the catch and CPUE thresholds as “fishery indicators" instead of reference points.

A more informative approach to identifying declines in the fishery may be to present the proposed catch and
CPUE reference points as indicators of fishery condition, and set the thresholds to more conservative levels.
This could provide a more sensitive measure (i.e., reference thresholds would be crossed more easily, making
for earlier “warning signs”) and allow the Department to elicit useful scientific information for interpreting
any changes observed in SPR.

Reviewers conducted some additional analyses to explore the sensitivity of the threshold to detecting
changes in the fishery (see Appendix B for a description of the full method). They compared California’s
proposed approach to a method currently under development for the American lobster (Homarus
americanus) in Canada. In 2014, Canada established a reference point for the American lobster using
commercial catch based on the Precautionary Approach (PA) for the southern Gulf of St. Lawrence fisheries.
Employing the PA on a 123-year long data series, American lobster landings were below an upper stock
reference point 85 times (Appendix B, Figure 1). However, applying the California spiny lobster approach to
the same American lobster data revealed that California’s proposed 0.8 catch-based reference point would
only be exceeded two times (Appendix B, Figure 2), indicating it may not be a very sensitive measure for
detecting fishery declines.

Reviewers then applied Canada’s Precautionary Approach to the California spiny lobster commercial landings
data (Appendix B, Figure 3). Based on the PA and using a three year running average for landings, California
spiny lobster commercial landings would have dropped below an upper stock reference point 31 times
between 1935 and 2013, compared to 11 times as indicated in the draft FMP using the current 0.8 catch-
based reference point (FMP Figure 4-6).
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Based on these preliminary analyses, the 0.8 thresholds are not very sensitive to picking up trends in the
fishery. If catch and CPUE data were used as contextual information for interpreting SPR, the thresholds
could be set to more conservative levels to allow for greater sensitivity to detect fishery declines.
Another approach for detecting trends would be to report both a static number for CATCH and

threshold

CPUE, . . inaddition to the moving averages, along with a discussion of the pros and cons of each method

and what information they can provide.

Clarify rationale for the use of 0.8 thresholds prescribed in the FMP.

The FMP should provide more clarity about how the thresholds were derived. They appear to be derived
from the Hilborn 2010 citation referenced in the FMP. That study made the point that a broad range of
relative abundance levels are typically associated with a more narrow range of relative yield (e.g., most give
80% or more of theoretical maximum), such that declines below 80% of the theoretical maximum could
indicate substantial stock declines (if not driven by declines in effort or markets). This is an important aspect
of the Catch and CPUE component, and should be better explained in the text.

Report the CPUE statistic in mass per unit effort.

The current approach to calculating the CPUE statistic in the FMP is in numbers of individual lobster, not total
weight of catch. Using weight (linked to fish tickets) may be more appropriate and is a more typical metric
used in such fisheries.

Include greater discussion of the reliability of recreational catch estimates.

Recreational catches are a substantial portion of the total catch for spiny lobsters, but seem to have a
different trajectory, and one might expect trends to vary from commercial trends in the future as well. The
Department should discuss the uncertainty around these recreational catch estimates in greater detail, and
clarify whether they were adjusted or tuned to account for non- or under-reporting. Understanding the
magnitude and significance of recreational catch is key in considering control rules.
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1.2.2 Longer-Term Considerations for Catch and CPUE Data

Again, the review scope charged reviewers with conducting an assessment of the existing reference points and
associated thresholds. However, the model may benefit considerably from, and be more robust as a result of
addressing the following longer-term recommendations.

» Explore other technical models to obtain additional or alternative biological reference
points that account for inter-annual variability in recruitment and other variables.

The Department could consider estimating the annual fishing mortality rates with a modified Delury
depletion model (Gonzélez-Yafez et al. 2006, Puga et al. 2013) rather than the moving average approaches
for catch and CPUE from average size used in the FMP. A Delury model includes the total numerical catch,
the effort and the index of abundance in number (CPUE) as input data, which also takes into account inter-
annual variability in recruitment. This approach would allow for both the commercial and recreational
sectors to be modeled and there are extensions of the model that include a stock-recruit relationship

for obtaining biological reference points. If size composition data become available in the future, the
Department may also want to consider a more robust population dynamics analysis similar to one used for
Australian southern rock lobsters (Jasus edwardsii) (Punt and Kennedy 1997). Additional age-structured
analyses (Muller et al. 1997) or yield or egg production models that account for individual variability in
growth (Fogarty and Idoine, 1988) may also be informative and should be explored further.

» Standardize commercial and recreational catch data to the same spatial reference points.

Commercial and recreational fishermen report location at different spatial scales. In comparing Figures 2-3
and 2-10 in the FMP, it appears that commercial fishermen report by Department of Fish and Wildlife block,
while recreational fishermen may report by various specific locations (e.g., each of the Channel Islands has a
single location code). This discrepancy will confound comparisons in evaluating questions such as the extent
of spatial overlap in the commercial and recreational fisheries (e.g., line 825-26 in the FMP).

2. SCIENCE SUPPORTING THE DECISION TO MANAGE AS A SINGLE-STOCK

The FMP provides evidence to suggest that California spiny lobster larvae are well mixed throughout the
Southern California Bight (“...complete population mixing due to the species’ protracted larval phase”).
Accordingly, the Department proposes considering the entire lobster stock within the U.S. border with one
spawning potential ratio (SPR) value and threshold. However, Department data show that individuals in the
northern Channel Islands are notably larger than the minimum legal size, while lobsters in the south are
generally caught very close to the legal size, suggesting northern lobsters participate in more spawning seasons
than southern lobsters before capture.

Reviewer’s evaluation of the literature and existing research on the population structure of California spiny
lobster suggests there is some potential for localized recruitment, and that the species does not maintain a single
homogenous population despite the extended pelagic larval duration (lacchei et al. 2013). However, reviewers
recognize that the decision on single-stock management must take into account social, economic, and other
factors in addition to the science. It is ultimately up to the Fish and Game Commission to determine the most
appropriate method to manage the stock.

® Assess and report any spatially explicit differences between regions of the fishery.

Available data suggests there are clear regional differences in size distribution, catch, timing of catch, and
effort — several of which are meaningful to the calculation of SPR and to determining how it varies in space
and time. There is also evidence that growth and reproduction differ spatially, which could lead to spatially
structured source-sink dynamics that may interact with fishing in a way inconsistent with single stock
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predictions. While lobsters have an extended larval period with extreme

dispersal potential (which could lead to assumptions of complete larval Reporting spatial

mixing), studies in other lobster species suggest substantial localized differences among

recruitment (lacchei et al. 2013). regions of the fishery
can help decision-

Reviewers recommend reporting any spatial differences among regions of
the fishery to assist decision-makers with parsing out trends in catch and
life history traits across the region, and assess whether current harvest
control rules are adequately meeting management goals. history traits

makers parse out
trends in catch and life

Interactions with the Mexican spiny lobster stock should be
considered and discussed in greater detail throughout the FMP.

The reviewers expressed concern about the decision to neglect potential interactions between California
and Mexico lobster populations. Given how the biology and management of Mexico’s portion of the stock
has implications for the entire range of the species, the FMP should include discussion of the potential
uncertainty in SPR calculations associated with neglecting potential contributions from the south.

For example, regardless of the genetic structure of California spiny lobster, if the larval pool for California’s
population includes a large contribution from the Mexican portion of the stock, the actual SPR may be
insensitive to management actions in California. The Department should discuss uncertainty around larval
transport and reproductive interactions between California and Mexico’s lobster populations. This should
include a more comprehensive review of the literature (e.g., bolstering literature citations supporting the
idea that stock is, or is not, well mixed).

Prioritize longer-term research needs relating to regional differences in the species’
biological parameters.

The Department should prioritize collection of data aimed at better understanding lobster population
genetics, plankton connectivity modeling, and the benthic stage. This could provide greater insight into
source and sink populations, interactions with Mexican spiny lobster populations, and how management in
California will affect the population.

Evidence from multiple lobster fisheries suggests local recruitment processes are possible. A recent
microsatellite and mitochondrial DNA study in California spiny lobster suggests that the genetic structure

of the P. interruptus exhibits genetic patchiness (lacchei et al. 2013). The species does not maintain a single
homogenous population, despite the species’ 240-to 330-day pelagic larval duration. Instead, these lobsters
appear to either have substantial localized recruitment or maintain planktonic larval cohesiveness whereby
siblings more likely settle together than disperse across sites. However, DNA analysis in the Caribbean lobster
(P. argus) suggest that populations of this spiny lobster are highly interconnected throughout its range, with
a single genetic stock structure (Truelove et al. 2014, Lipcius and Cobb 1994; Silberman and Walsh 1994),
except for a few sites where self-recruitment is enhanced by persistent offshore gyres. Lastly, a genetic
study in the American lobster (Homarus americanus) indicated a genetic

homogeneity of the northern region of the lobster population (suggesting

a single genetic stock) within the Gulf of St. Lawrence (Kenchington et Research suggests

al. 2009). However, a larval transport model for this species also showed California spiny lobster
an extensive pelagic connectivity with some level of local recruitment populations exhibit
(Chassé and Miller 2010) and no physical features that restrict benthic localized recruitment

stage exchanges (Comeau and Savoie 2002).
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ESTIMATE OF LOBSTER HABITAT CONTAINED WITHIN MARINE
PROTECTED AREAS

The FMP factors in the effects of California’s network of MPAs by including them as a component of the fishing
mortality calculation in the SPR cable model. The model includes an estimate that 14.6% of all available

lobster habitat is protected by MPAs. This is based on available hard-bottom habitat data, augmented by proxy
information where suitable bottom-type data are not available, for all the areas that comprise lobster habitat.
Only areas that prohibit both recreational and commercial take were used for this calculation. In the near
term, reviewers would like to see additional discussion in the FMP of the data sources used, and going forward,
refinements to these estimates as the model is improved. Given other uncertainties in the spatial analyses,
reviewers suggested that an estimate of 15% is likely adequate.

Provide greater discussion of the data sources used to estimate suitable lobster habitat.

Reviewers acknowledge the rigor of the hard bottom data set used to generate the estimate, however the
Department should provide more clarity on the locations where information was not available from this data
set. It would also be informative to report a rough percent of unmapped habitat and percent of the estimate
that was calculated using kelp canopy.

Continue to refine the MPA estimate as new information becomes available.

The data used to estimate lobster habitat contain critical data gaps within the shallow nearshore regions
(typically 10-15 meter depths) where remote sensing techniques are generally infeasible (known as the
“white zone”). New research is providing better information to bridge these data gaps.

Ongoing research through UC Santa Cruz, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (staff contact: Paulo
Serpa), and Ocean Science Trust is making progress on estimating sand versus rocky habitats across the State
within this white zone. The first stage has been completed in the North Central coast and may be expanded
statewide over the coming years, and could potentially provide an additional data source to incorporate

into the Department’s MPA estimate. The Seafloor Mapping Lab at California State University, Monterey Bay
developed a shallow water mapping vessel, the R/V Kelp Fly, uniquely able to map the white zone. As these
new data sources become available, the Department should include them as refinements to the cable model.
The Department should also explore the contribution of habitat from breakwaters and artificial jetties.

Consider developing a function or method to consider actual marine protected area sizes in
the SPR cable model.

The SPR cable model makes coarse assumptions about the size and spacing of MPAs within the lobster range.
The actual values of these parameters are well known, and accounting for California’s actual MPA sizes and
spacing — which differ regionally — could have implications for regional estimates of vulnerability because of
the assumptions of movement that interact with the size and location of MPAs.

RESEARCH AND MONITORING

Continue to update and prioritize research and data needs in the FMP.

The FMP includes Table 5-1, a prioritized list of research and data needs. Throughout this report, reviewers
have identified additional research and data needs that would support more robust management of the
fishery (some of which parallel those noted in the FMP). Additional recommendations from this review
should be incorporated in the table as well. These science needs could provide further impetus for collecting
the information identified and prioritized. A resource with up-to-date research and monitoring needs
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provides independent researchers (and potential funders), with the basis for assessing the applicability
of given research or other proposals to spiny lobster management and/or state information needs. The
Department should continue to update this prioritization and guidance.

5. ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS

This section contains additional recommendations reviewers considered important, but were not clearly outlined
in the formal scope of review.

The harvest control rule matrix should include predetermined management options.

While reviewers recognized that this recommendation might be outside of the review scope, they agreed
that scientific recommendations are most successful when they are accompanied by predetermined
management actions. The lack of pre-determined management response options when one or more of the
management thresholds are exceeded has the potential for inaction if the indices or data suggest there

are troubling in the fishery. Table 4-2 in the draft FMP lists the suggested management response sequence,
including four scenarios in which “No response is required,” and another four in which a response is
required. However, the required response in these scenarios is an investigation of underlying causes and
confirmation with multiple models and approaches; if management action is required, the FMP guidance is
to “tailor management response to prevailing conditions.” The reviewers found these requirements vague.

One of the key benefits of pre-specified harvest control rules is a higher certainty of the actions that will be
taken when reference points are exceeded. This allows models to be used to evaluate the effectiveness of
these actions to restore the fishery to the desired condition.

Other fisheries that have used SPR for developing harvest control rules may provide good resources

for identifying appropriate management responses to thresholds that have been exceeded. Consider
supplementing FMP Table 4-1 (summary of SPR thresholds for other lobster fisheries) with a discussion of
the management response are in those various management scenarios, as well as whether any of those
fisheries also include target SPR rates.

Clarify the information required for setting total allowable catch (TAC).

Lines 1964-1965 state that “Creating a TAC for the CA lobster fishery would likely require the Department
to estimate the total biomass of the stock...”. This is not necessarily true. For example the Market Squid
fisheries established a TAC based on historical high catch levels in the absolute absence of total biomass
estimates or idealized CPUEs. For many groundfish and other exploited fishes, a common practice in the
absence of a quantitative guidance for stocks or stock complexes is to set a TAC at some fraction (e.g., 0.5,
0.75) of the peak historical catch. Any TAC that might be implemented should have a rationale, but it does
not mean it requires a sophisticated model.
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Looking Forward: Considerations for
developing scientific models for state
fishery management plans

The California spiny lobster FMP represents one of the first examples of a state fishery management plan
including the use of a technical model to obtain harvest control rules. The experts who participated in this review
have experience developing and using fisheries models at the federal and international levels, and thought it
valuable to provide insight into processes employed elsewhere.

When considering the development and use of other technical models going forward, the Department should
ensure that the plan for producing the science is decoupled from any management concerns. This will include
scoping the objectives, approaches, reporting requirements, and responsibilities of various participants in
advance. Model development should take place from a position of academic freedom focused on developing
the best model, given the resources and data. The Department should ensure the process is inclusive and
transparent from the outset.

Reviewers also suggest decoupling the review of technical models from review of the FMP that such models
inform. Future model reviewers should have the responsibility of ensuring that the models represent the best
available science and the most robust methods. This review committee acknowledges that ideally an in-person,
multi-day review workshop with the model development team would allow more detailed technical discussion
and model improvement. It is advantageous to have several days to review, so that modelers can be given
“homework” on sensitivity tests or alternative analyses that come up during the review and report back. Any
future review team should include scientists from outside the region and fishery, and if possible, international
expertise. A goal should be to ensure that the model is clearly understandable to those with no background

in the particular fishery under consideration. Only models that have been accepted by reviewers as the best
available science are advanced to managers. This way, managers can make recommendations and develop
harvest control rules based on a model that has been independently recognized as scientifically rigorous.

As noted in this report, models like SPR will require continual refinement and review to ensure they are
effectively meeting management goals. Formalizing a process to periodically review the model coding and
configuration, and incorporate recent information is recommended. Groups like SouthEast Data, Assessment and
Review! (SEDAR) and NOAA PFMC Stock Assessment Review (STAR) Panels may provide informative examples of
successful approaches that vary in detail and level of time and analyses required.

1 More information at http://sedarweb.org/
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Appendix A: von Bertalanffy and Gaussian Growth Curve Comparison, and Appendix B: Applying the Canadian
Precautionary Approach to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Landings contain additional
analyses that were conducted by the review committee as part of their assessment in support of the
recommendations contained within this report.

Appendix C: Scientific and Technical Review Process details the process Ocean Science Trust developed and
implemented for this review.
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APPENDIX A: VON BERTALANFFY AND GAUSSIAN GROWTH CURVE
COMPARISON

We (the review committee) compared the von Bertalanffy and Gaussian growth models to determine which

would be most appropriately applied in the SPR model. The first step was to examine the cumulative fecundities,

in millions of eggs, over the projected 25-year lifetime. The age-specific fecundities from the Cable 6.0 model,
which uses a von Bertalanffy growth curve, and those from the CDFW 1.0 model, that uses their new growth
model, are shown in Figure 1 plotted at the same scale. The main difference is the levels of fecundity. In the
Cable model, the cumulative fecundity at F = 0 is 147.2 million eggs while the fecundity at F = 0 in the CDFW
model is 46.4 million. At high fishing mortality rates, the fecundities are similar (17.7 vs. 15.8 million eggs at F =
3.0) which means that the SPR ratio will be much higher in the CDFW model; the higher SPR is just the result of
the much lower unfished cumulative fecundity (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Fecundity by age for the two SPR models: a) the Cable 6.0 and b) CDFW 1.0 for
a range of fishing mortality rates.
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Even for a high fishing mortality rate of 3.0 per year, the CDFW model still has a SPR value of 34%. However,
when we plotted the corresponding average lobster weight against fishing mortality (Figure 3), which is the basis
of the control rule, we found that neither model would be a very sensitive way of determining fishing mortality
and the corresponding fishing mortality rate that would be used to obtain the SPR value each year. Note that

the axes in Fig. 3 are plotted to reflect that the average weight is what is measured so as to estimate the fishing
mortality rate. With the current SPR model, fishing mortality would be undefined at average weights less than
1.40 |b. For comparison, the average weight at legal size (82.5 mm CL is 1.25 Ib for males and 1.38 Ib for females).
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Figure 2. Spawning potential ratios for the two SPR models (Cable 6.0 and CDFW 1.0) for
a range of fishing mortality rates.
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Figure 3. Average spiny lobster weights and the corresponding fishing mortality rates
from the two SPR models (Cable 6.0 and CDFW 1.0).
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APPENDIX B: APPLYING THE CANADIAN PRECAUTIONARY APPROACH
TO CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMERCIAL
LANDINGS

We compared the sensitivity of the Department’s proposed catch-based threshold approach with another
strategy in use for the American lobster in Canada. In 2014, Canada established a reference point for their
southern Gulf of Saint Lawrence lobster fisheries using commercial catch based on the Precautionary Approach.
Based on this approach, if landings are between an upper stock reference (USR) and the limit reference point
(LRP, i.e., the caution zone) it automatically triggers management considerations. These harvest control rules
are pre-set management actions aimed at exiting the caution zone and re-entering the healthy zone (i.e., above
the upper stock reference point). Based on a 123-year data series for the southern Gulf of Saint Lawrence,
management considerations would have been triggered for the American lobster 85 times, and 12 times in

a recovery mode (i.e., drastic reduction of effort to a no fishing situation) (Figure 1). However, applying the
California spiny lobster approach to the same American lobster data revealed that California’s proposed 0.8
reference point would only be exceeded two times (Figure 2).

Figure 1. American lobster landings (1893-2013) in the southern Gulf of St. Lawrence; years
in the healthy zone (i.e., above the upper stock reference [USR]) in green, caution zone (i.e.,
between the USR and the limit reference point [LRP]) in yellow, and below LRB in red. The
biomass for the maximum sustainable yield (Bmsy) is estimated at 17,247 t.

We then applied Canada’s Precautionary Approach to the Department’s California spiny lobster commercial
landings data. To do this, we calculated a hypothetical biomass at maximum sustainable yield (Bmsv) based on

a time period from low landings followed by a “recovery” to higher and more sustained landings. Based on

the information in the draft spiny lobster FMP, the lowest landings (with information available on effort) were
observed in 1974 followed by increasing landings (with fluctuations) until 2013. Based on the trap pull haul
(webinar presentation fig. 2.6), it seems that the effort level (traps hauled) increased 4 times: 200,000-400,000
between 1973-1979; 400,000-600,000 (with a drop in 1991-2) between 1980-94; +800,000 between 1995-2011;
and above 1 million in 2012-3. A reasonable assumption is that the stock could sustain the 800,000 trap haul
level (16 years) since the landings did not drop during the time. Hence, the time period could be established
between 1974 and 2011. However, please note that based on the CPUE reference values (see fig. 4.7 in FMP
document), one could reasonably argue that the stock does not seem to react well to the level of effort in the
last 7 years and that the time period should/could be 1974-2007. Nevertheless, using the 1974-2011 period
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Figure 2. Catch reference for the American lobster landings (1892-2013) in the southern
Gulf of St. Lawrence using the California spiny lobster catch-based threshold approach.

the Bmsy is estimated at 587,409, given an upper stock reference (80% of Bmsy; USR) of 469,927, and the limit
reference point (40% of B sy LRP) of 234,963 (Figure 3). The draft FMP (Figure 4.6) indicates that between 1935
and 2013 management considerations would have been trigged 11 times, mostly between 1960-74. Based

on the precautionary approach and using a 3-year running average for landings, the spiny lobster fishery was
below LPR in 1975-6 (critical zone; normal because the time period stated at low values), which would trigger

a recovery period (i.e., drastic reduction of effort to a no fishery situation). Since 1935, landings were between
LRP and USR (caution zone) 31 times (latest 1977-87) that would have triggered immediate management actions
from pre-established harvest control rules (mainly effort reductions) to, hopefully, exit the caution zone and
re-enter the healthy zone. Landings between USR and Bmsy was observed 9 times (latest 1993-5) but does not
trigger urgent management considerations, but could be used by managers to start a dialogue with the industry
(e.g., to be cautious).

Figure 3. Application of Canada’s Precautionary Approach to California spiny lobster
commercial landings data; years in the healthy zone (i.e., above the upper stock reference
[USR; yellow line]), caution zone (i.e., between the USR [yellow line] and the limit
reference point [LRP; red line]), and below LRP. The biomass for the maximum sustainable
yield (Bmsy) is estimated at 587,409 Ibs.
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APPENDIX C: SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL REVIEW PROCESS

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (the Department) asked California Ocean Science Trust to
coordinate an external scientific and technical review of the reference point thresholds prescribed in the
California Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan (FMP) and supporting materials. Specifically, the Department
sought an independent assessment of whether the technical components, spawning potential ratio model,

and supporting documents that underpin the proposed reference point thresholds prescribed in the FMP

are scientifically sound and reasonable given the Department’s currently available data streams and analysis
techniques. See the “Scope of Review” for details on the charge to reviewers.

Ocean Science Trust designed and implemented all aspects of the review process, including compiling
appropriate background materials, drafting instructions to guide reviewers throughout the process, scheduling
and hosting remote meetings as appropriate, and working with reviewers to produce a written final summary
report, among other activities. Upon completion of the review, the final report was delivered to the Department
and made publicly available on the Ocean Science Trust website. Throughout, Ocean Science Trust facilitated
constructive interactions between the Department and reviewers as needed in order to ensure reviewers provide
recommendations that are valuable and actionable, while maintaining the independence of the review process
and outputs

Scientific Review Principles

In any review, it is our intent to provide an assessment of the work product that is balanced, fairly represents all
reviewer evaluations, and provides feedback that is actionable. When building a scientific and technical review
process, we seek to balance and adhere to six core review principles. These principles help guide the design and
implementation of each review, and shape the final outputs:

e Scientific rigor: the process must yield an evaluation of whether scientific and technical components
contained within products are valid, accurate and thorough.

e Transparency: given the context for the review, the process must include the appropriate level of information
disclosure and openness in order to facilitate social recognition and accountability.

e Legitimacy: the process must yield an output that is viewed as authoritative in the eyes of scientific
community, the requesting agency, and other constituents.

e Credibility: the process will seek to be unbiased and incorporate the best available science.

e Salience: the process will consider the most relevant scientific information while balancing management
needs and timelines.

e Efficiency: the process will be as cost-effective as possible, and utilize time, resources, and effort in a
proficient manner to create the most robust output possible.
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Review Process
The review took place from October 2014 through May 2015. A timeline of each task is provided below.

2014 2015

Milestone Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

Task 1 - Review Preparation

Scope and process development;
budget and administrative
preparation; reviewer solicitation and X
selection process; collateral material
development

CDFW delivery of draft FMP to Ocean
Science Trust

Task 2 — Conduct Review

Webinar 1: Initiation of Review
(Attendees: CDFW, Review X
Committee, Ocean Science Trust)

Webinars 2: FMP Assessment
(Attendees: Review Committee, X
Ocean Science Trust)

CDFW delivery of draft SPR model and
report to Ocean Science Trust

Webinar 3: SPR Model Assessment
(Attendees: CDFW, Review X
Committee, Ocean Science Trust)

Webinar 4: Cont. SPR Model
Assessment, Develop Review
Recommendations X
(Attendees: Review Committee, Ocean
Science Trust)

Task 3 - Finalize Summary Report

Deliver final report to CDFW and
make available online; publish
membership of review committee; X
present findings to the Fish and Game
Commission
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Assembling the Review Committee

Ocean Science Trust implemented a reviewer selection process to assemble a review committee composed of
four external scientific experts. Ocean Science Trust consulted with and accepted reviewer recommendations
from the Ocean Protection Council Science Advisory Team (OPC-SAT), as well as Ocean Science Trust’s own
professional network among the academic and research community. Membership included experts from
academia, research institutions, and government entities in order to deliver balanced feedback and multiple
perspectives. Reviewers were considered based on three key criteria:

e Expertise: The reviewer should have demonstrated knowledge, experience, and skills in one or more of the
following areas:

e Fisheries biology, stock assessments and modeling, including spawning potential ratio analyses and
application

e Invertebrate ecology and/or population biology, with an understanding of California’s coastal
ecosystems, and how invertebrate stocks respond to fishing pressure, climate change and marine
protected areas

e Objectivity: The reviewer should be independent from the generation of the product under review, free
from institutional or ideological bias regarding the issues under review, and able to provide an objective,
open minded, and thoughtful review in the best interest of the review outcome(s). In addition, the reviewer
should be comfortable sharing his or her knowledge and perspectives and openly identifying his or her
knowledge gaps.

e Conflict of Interest: Reviewers will be asked to disclose any potential conflicts of interest to determine if they
stand to financially gain from the outcome of the process (i.e. employment and funding). Conflicts will be
considered and may exclude a potential reviewer’s participation.

Final selections for the review committee were made by the Ocean Protection Council Science Advisor (Ocean
Science Trust Executive Director). Ocean Science Trust selected one member of the review committee to serve
as chair to provide leadership among reviewers, help ensure that all members act in accordance with review
principles and policies, and promote a set of review outputs that adequately fulfill the charge and accurately
reflect the views of all members.

Series of Review Webinars

All meetings took place via a series of remote online meetings (webinars) and phone calls. At the outset of

the review, Ocean Science Trust worked with the Department to develop detailed reviewer instructions that
encouraged focused scientific feedback throughout the process. Instructions included directed evaluation
questions and delegated tasks for reviewers based on their individual areas of expertise. The instructions were
used to guide the development of meeting agendas, and track progress throughout the course of the review.
For each meeting, advanced work was required of participants (e.g., conducting analyses, drafting responses to
guiding questions, preparing presentations) in order for all parties to come prepared for meaningful discussions.
Ocean Science Trust notified CDFW of additional requested materials and data prior to the first “Initiation of
Review” webinar in mid-November.

e Webinar 1: Initiation of Review (December 2014)

Ocean Science Trust hosted an initial remote meeting (webinar) to provide the review committee and
Department staff an overview of the scope and process, and clarify the roles and responsibilities of each
participant. The Department provided a summary of the relevant management context to ensure reviewers
understood the role of the review in the FMP development process, and how the outputs would be considered.
The bulk of the webinar focused on a presentation by the Department of the scientific and technical components
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of the draft FMP. The webinar was an opportunity to develop a shared understanding of the tasks and allow
reviewers to ask the Department any clarifying questions about the review materials before they convened
independently to conduct their technical assessment.

e Webinars 2-4: Reviewers convened with Ocean Science Trust to conduct review (January through
April 2015)

Ocean Science Trust convened three remote one- to two-hour webinars with the review committee to conduct
an in-depth evaluation of the components identified in the Scope of Review. In advance of each webinar,
reviewers were asked to prepare responses to guiding evaluation criteria questions from the review instructions.
During each webinar, reviewers discussed their findings and developed conclusions and recommendations.
Outputs from each webinar, as well as reviewer responses to the questions, guided the development of the final
report.

Final Summary Report

Ocean Science Trust worked with the review committee to synthesize reviewer assessments (responses to

the review instructions and input during webinars) into a cohesive, concise final report. The final report was
delivered to the Department in May 2015, and made publicly available on Ocean Science Trust’s website along
with the identities of the review committee members. Ocean Science Trust presented the review results on
behalf of the review committee at the June 10, 2015 California Fish and Game Commission public meeting in
Mammoth, California.

Contact Information

For information related to the scientific review process:

Hayley Carter

Project Scientist

California Ocean Science Trust
hayley.carter@oceansciencetrust.org

For information related to the spiny lobster FMP, and other management inquiries:

Tom Barnes
Marine Region Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Tom Mason
Marine Sr. Environmental Scientist Supervisor
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDFW Feedback on Implementation Details of the Lobster Advisory
Committee Commercial Recommendations:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recently met with the Lobster Advisory
Committee (LAC) Commercial Representatives to discuss details regarding implementation of
the proposed regulatory changes to the commercial lobster fishery recommended by the LAC.
Input from CDFW Marine Region and Law Enforcement Division (LED) is provided in Blue Font
below. This information is being disseminated to refine the details prior to the formal regulatory
process which takes place after the Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) has been adopted in
2015. The LAC recommendations will part of the Lobster FMP implementing regulations that will
be formally introduced to the Fish and Game Commission in mid-2015. Any new regulations that
are adopted would not be implemented until the 2016-2017 lobster season.

LAC Commercial Proposal

Table 1. COMMERCIAL TRAP LIMIT

CATEGORY | NUMBER OF PROVISIONS
TRAPS
“300” 300 e May stack another permit for a maximum of 2 permits (2
Transferable x 300 traps = 600 trap maximum)
Permit (T) e The second permit remains transferable
e Death provision applies only to transferable permits (NT
“300” Non- permits are not transferable - even due to death)
transferable
permit (NT)

CDFW supports the proposed LAC trap limit of 300 traps with the ability to stack another permit for a
maximum of 2 permits (2 permits X 300 traps = 600 trap maximum). The second permit remains
transferable, and the death provision only applies to transferable permits.

Phase-In 300 e Available to either transferable or non-transferable
Stacking permittees
Permit e Non-transferable permit
e Only available for three years (must be renewed
annually)

e Permit funds would go for commercial lobster research
& monitoring - ($5,000 - $10,000 annual permit fee)
e  Would become effective when trap limits go into effect

CDFW recognizes that a “Phase-In Stacking Permit” may no longer be necessary given the projected
timeline for the proposed implementing regulations. New regulations would become effective for the
2016/2017 season.
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Table 2. GENERAL PROVISIONS

= Death provision applies only to transferable permits
CDFW Proposed Details:
= non-transferable permits can never be transferred - even upon death

= All traps must be tagged (on trap or buoy or both)(must be purchased annually); details to
be worked out with LED
CDFW Proposed Details:

= Traps shall be tagged w/ Dept. issued trap tags

= 300 trap tags shall be issued once a year to each permittee before the start of the season

=  Program costs to be incorporated into permit fees, and tags will not be purchased separately

= Catastrophic gear loss provision; details to be worked out with LED (application would
include requirement to report details of loss)(Information could be shared with permitted
recovery projects)
CDFW Proposed Details:

=  The Department is considering defining catastrophic loss as the loss of 75 or more tags per
permit. Catastrophic loss claims will be formally submitted to the Department for approval.
LED will determine whether to approve or deny catastrophic loss claims. Claim information
must include a detailed description of the circumstance that caused the loss, date of loss,
number of traps lost along with their tag numbers, and location of lost traps (Latitude and
Longitude coordinates).

= Catastrophic loss tags would be uniquely identifiable.

= Allow scuba equipment on board commercial vessels to retrieve lost traps or remove line
from prop (not allowed to “fish” when on scuba)
CDFW Proposed Details:

= Scuba gear already allowed per T14 122. Cannot be used for “take”

= Provide clarification that no lobsters can be taken or possessed w/scuba gear, or any other
underwater breathing apparatus (including hookah). However, this equipment can be used to
locate and secure (retrieve) traps

= Provide clarification that lobsters contained in a trap that has been secured using scuba gear,
or any other underwater breathing apparatus equipment (including hookah), can be
possessed after the trap has been serviced aboard the vessel

= More than one permittee may operate from a single vessel; each permittee whose traps are
being pulled must be aboard
CDFW Proposed Details:

= Dual Permittee on board — both permittees will be responsible for any violation found on
vessel

= 7 day soak time using “Federal Rules” regarding weather
CDFW Proposed Details:

= Adopt similar language to CFR Title 50 §660.230(3)

= Traps must be attended at least once every 7 days. No specific weather exemption. If traps
cannot be pulled due to weather, fishermen will be responsible for burden of proof (e.g.
NOAA weather advisory, or other formal documentation from a government weather

agency)
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= Limit use of “note” to fish traps by other than permit holder. May open (and retain the
lobsters within) or retrieve traps belonging to another lobster fisherman with a note and
notification to DFW LED (details to be worked out with LED); may not bait or fish traps for
another permittee
CDFW Proposed Details:

=  Formalize the “note” process by requiring permittees to submit a waiver request to the
Department. Waiver should be similar to the Dungeness Crab Waiver to Pull Traps

= Specific protocol and procedures for the Lobster Waiver to be established by LED

= CDFW will determine each waiver request on individual case basis. The information submitted
in the waiver request will be used to determine the conditions. Lobsters may not be retained
unless specified by CDFW as a condition on the waiver

= Department to be notified in advance

= Responsibility for violations is transferred to the individual permittee that has permission to
pull

=  Traps need to be either removed from water or wired open as specified by CDFW as a
condition on the waiver.

= Establish provision to allow other fishermen targeting other species to recover lost or derelict
gear (if found more than 9 days after the close of lobster season). This would be modeled
after the existing provision for the recovery of up to 6 Dungeness crab traps.

= Allow commercial fishermen to start hauling their traps to sea before the season starts on
the Monday before opening week (9 days before the commercial opener) and allow traps
with doors open to remain in the water not more than 9 days after the close of the season
CDFW Proposed Details:

= Allow traps to be deployed (unbaited and doors wired open) 9 days before the commercial
opener, and allow traps to remain in the water (unbaited and doors wired open) not more
than 9 days after the close of the season. Traps must be out of the water no later than 9 day
after the close of the season.

= “Bait day” remains the same

* Branding of floats allowed (details to be worked out with LED)
CDFW Proposed Details:

= This is already allowed under current regulations and so a regulatory change is not necessary
to implement it. Therefore, the following clarification is provided as guidance to encourage
effective compliance. Each buoy identifying a lobster trap would display the commercial
fishing license identification number of the lobster operator permit holder followed by the
letter P. The commercial fishing license number and the letter P would be at least one (1) inch
in height and at least one-eight (1/8) inch in width, and either branded on the buoy in a way
that is clearly readable or painted in a color that contrasts with that of the buoy. All lobster
permit holders would maintain lobster trap buoys in such a condition that buoy identifying
numbers are clearly readable.

= Additional Issue (Not addressed by the LAC): Traps that are wired open and unbaited still
need to be serviced every 96 hours per FG9004
CDFW Proposed Details:

=  Traps that are wired open and unbaited would be exempt from the trap service requirement
for a period up to 14 days. Traps that have not been serviced after 14 days will be considered
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abandoned.

CDFW Staff

Bob Puccinelli — Captain, Law Enforcements Division
Craig Shuman — Regional Manager

Tom Barnes — Manager of State Managed Species
Kai Lampson - Lobster FMP Coordinator
Representatives on the LAC

Rodger Healy — Commercial Fishing Representative
Shad Catarius — Commercial Fishing Representative
Jim Colomy — Commercial Fishing Representative

Josh Fisher — Alternate Commercial Fishing Representative

MEETING PARTICIPANTS
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Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan
Lobster Advisory Committee

Recreational Lobster Fishery Management
Recommendations

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recently met with the Lobster
Advisory Committee (LAC) Recreational Representatives to discuss details regarding
implementation of the proposed regulatory changes to the recreation lobster fishery
recommended by the LAC. Input from CDFW Marine Region and Law Enforcement Division
(LED) is provided in Blue Font below. This information is being disseminated to refine the
details prior to the formal regulatory process which takes place after the Fisheries
Management Plan (FMP) has been adopted in 2015. The LAC recommendations will be
part of the Lobster FMP implementing regulations that will be formally introduced to the
Fish and Game Commission (Commission) in mid-2015. It is expected that any new
regulations adopted by the Commission would be implemented at the start of 2016-2017
lobster season.

Please Note: Proposals to prohibit or “ban” the use of conical hoop nets or to establish a
seasonal limit were not part of the LAC’s consensus recommendations for the recreational
fishery. CDFW will not be forwarding these proposals to the Commission as part of the LAC
recommendations.

Full consensus was achieved by the Lobster Advisory Committee for the
following:

Issue: Lobster caught by recreational fishermen is being illegally sold in the commercial
market place. Requiring sport fishermen to clip or punch the center tail flap makes it
possible for law enforcement to identify lobsters caught in a recreational fishery that end
up in the market and take appropriate legal action. This proposal will give law enforcement
a tool to address buyers and markets that purchase lobster from recreational fishermen.

Proposal: Recreationally caught lobsters are to be tail-clipped (removing the bottom half
of the central tail flap) or tail-punched in the central tail flap (Australia requires a 10 mm
minimum hole). Additional details will be worked out with LED (e.g. clipped when
landed?).

LAC Action: The LAC achieved consensus on the tail-clipping proposal above.

CDFW Proposed Details:
= Allow both tail clipping and tail punching as an option: remove at least the bottom half
of central tail fin or single hole punch the center tail fin with a hole no less than % inch
in diameter
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=  The tail must be clipped or punched at the same time the catch information is
reported on the report card (T14 29.91(C): When the cardholder moves to another
location code, or finishes fishing for the day, he or she must immediately record on
the card the number of lobster kept from that location

Issue: Use of mechanized pullers has made it easier to rob from commercial traps.

Proposal: Restrict the use of mechanized pullers only to persons in possession of proof of
disability/medical (Disabled Mechanized Hoop Net Puller Permit). This restriction would
only pertain to power driven mechanized pullers and not hand operated davits with single
pulley systems.

Clarification: This restriction only applies to individuals targeting or in possession of
lobster, not persons solely targeting crab.

Proposed CDFW Disabled Mechanized Hoop Net Puller Permit Form:

The following conditions must be met to qualify for issuance of a Disabled
Mechanized Hoop Net Puller Permit: “For the purposes of this permit a disability
means a permanent loss, significant limitation, or diagnosed disease or disorder,
which substantially impairs an individual’s ability to physically pull by hand and
retrieve a hoop net for the purpose of targeting lobster.” A medical physician must
sign the permit application form.

LAC Action: The LAC achieved consensus on the mechanical puller restriction proposal
above.

Some members noted that the broad wording of the disability option could render the
management measure ineffective and suggested that the LAC work with LED to ensure the
new rule has “teeth” when it is applied.

CDFW Recommendation:

=  Mechanized pullers should not be restricted beyond current legal use

= The potential for illegal use given the circumstance is not viewed as a reasonable
justification for restriction

= |llegal use of mechanized pullers is not a commonly observed problem. LED reported
one case over ten years ago, with four lobsters taken from a commercial trap using a
mechanized puller

= The creation of disabled hoop net puller permit creates an unnecessary burden on
disabled persons through the potential added expense and time to obtain the
necessary note from a physician in order to obtain a permit
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Issue: The midnight opener creates a “rush” mentality that fuels conflicts between
recreational users and poses a safety risk. The current lobster opener date and time can be
difficult to understand (confusion regarding when the season actual “starts”) and
constituents are having trouble following the law. CDFW has been asked to consider an
alternate start time.

Proposal: Make the lobster opener 6:00 a.m. on Saturday instead of 12:01 a.m. on
Saturday.

Key discussion points:

New time is workable for LED

Proposal improves safety conditions

Regulatory change has no impact on the resource
Commercial season dates would not change

LAC Action: The LAC achieved consensus on the lobster opener proposal above. The group
acknowledged concerns regarding the economic impact this proposal may have on some
dive charters.

LAC recommendation is for a 6:00 a.m. Saturday start time (lobster opener)

CDFW Recommendation:
=  Proposed 6:00 am Saturday start time is easier to facilitate enforcement patrols
=  Promotes a safer environment for both boaters and divers on opening day
= Reduces the “rush” mentality which fuels negative diver/hoop netter interactions at
harbors and jetties

Issue: Marking hoop net floats will improve accountability and safety among recreational
fishermen, and may help reduce illegal commercialization.

Proposal: Hoop net floats should be marked with unique ID (DL, Go ID, etc. — details to be
worked out with LED).

LAC Action: The LAC achieved consensus on the marked hoop net proposal above.

CDFW Proposed Details:
= Buoy identification should be required with GO ID number. This number shall be
legible, but there will be no size or color specification. Go ID number helps maintain
fishermen’s confidentiality, and minimizes the risk of identity theft
= LED can easily verify this number in the field as it can be cross referenced with the
fishing license
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Issue: Spear fisherman have been harassed or cited for carrying a spear gun while in the
pursuit of lobster. Constituents have asked for clarity on the definition of a “hooked”
device.

Proposal: Keep change simple. Ensure regulatory language focuses on how lobster can be
taken (i.e. “skin and scuba divers may take lobsters by hand only”) and not how it cannot be
taken; remove “hooked device” term from current regulations. The proposal allows for
possession of a spear gun or pole spear underwater while hunting lobsters. Misuse of this
equipment to take lobster (lobster can only be taken by hand) would remain illegal.

LAC Action: The LAC achieved consensus on the hooked device proposal above.

CDFW Recommendation:
=  Remove “hooked device” for clarification

MEETING PARTICIPANTS
CDFW Staff

Bob Puccinelli - Captain, Law Enforcements Division
Craig Shuman - Regional Manager

Tom Barnes - Manager of State Managed Species
Kai Lampson - Lobster FMP Coordinator

Representatives on the LAC

Jim Salazar - Recreational Fishing Representative
Michael Gould - Recreational Fishing Representative
Al Stasukevich - Recreational Fishing Representative

Paul Romanowski - Recreational Fishing Representative
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From: Puccinelli, Robert@Wildlife
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:41 AM
To: Brittain, Mary@FGC

Cc: Farrell, Bob@Wildlife; Shuman, Craig@Wildlife; Barnes, Tom@Wildlife; Mason, Tom@Wildlife
Subject: RE: April Agenda

Thanks Mary. | know that it is getting late in the game, but | received the attached lobster letter that was
sent to the Director a year ago. | responded to the letter writer and told the subject that | would forward
his letter to the FGC when the lobster issue was to be brought up to the FGC. Almost forgot about it until
now.

Thanks,
Bob



¢

- Puccinelli, Robert@Wildlife

From: - . .  Brown, Leslie@Wildlife -

Sent: R . * ~’Monday, March 24,2014 8:49 Al\/l
- To: oo .+ o Farrell, Bob@Wildlife; Puccinelli, Robert@Wildlife .
_ Subject: . C FW: Mechanized lobster hoop puller ban
.. Follow Up Eleg: : Follow up
~* Flag Status: " Flagged

" Bob orBob-
If this should_ g0 to someone else please let me know. Thanks!-

' --Leslie

- From Wlldllfe DIRECT OR L
" Sent: Friday, March 21, 2014 3: 59PM ..
~To: Brown, Leslie@Wildlife ' '
SubJect FW Mechamzed lobster hoop puller ban

" Hi, Leslie - -

' Please have the appropriate staff member respond to Vartan Chorbajian’s allegatlon Please mstruct staff to

‘cc’ Dlrector@wﬂdhfe ca.gov while replymg

If you have received thls message in error, please let me know, so it can be. forwarded promptly to the:
correct mdrvrdual

Thank you -

Sandi K.

_For: Director@wildlife.ca.gov =

From: Ace Line Hauler [mailto:info@acelinehauler.com]
Sent: Friday, March 21, 2014 12:31 PM

To: Wildlife DIRECTOR

Cc: jim@sabaslaver.com :

Subject: Mechanized lobster hoop puller ban

To whom it may concern: : 2

It has come to our attention that the California Department of Fish and Wildliife is under pressure to: ban the ‘use of -
electrical hoop pullers. .

Our company Ace Line Hauler has been manufacturing these devices for the last fourteen years and lt isour bellef that -
our devices only enhance the lives of our customers. ol .

'No matter where you live; California, Washington or British Columbia we see the same type of resrstance from .

commercial fishermen. They view the entire resource as theirs and do not want to see any sport fisherman usinga -

product that will make them more efficient. What our product does is very simple. Electricpot or hoop pullers allow

sports fishermen who are older or handicapped in any way to be able to go out and.enjoy fi_shing. We hear from

R



custorhers all the time who were not able to go out for Lobster, crab or Shrimp anymore because of shoulder injuries,
arthritis and a variety of other issues before they purchased a puller. We are not suggesting that all of our customers.

" """aré disabled; many‘of them are dble but looking for an‘easier way to pull their'traps and there is nothing wrong'with. =
. this. One thing that nobody can dispute is that a lobster caught by a sports fisherman brings much more.into the local’

economy than a commercraily caught lobster so if.a flsherman wants to use a devnce that makes.life easier that should
.be his decision.. - ‘ ' Coe

Ace Line Hauler buys products for the manufacture of our puller from the Umted States. We then assemble in. Canada
and then resell to the United States. This provides jobs for not only our Canadian employees but also Amerlcans inthe
manufacturing and retail sectors.

One of the main arguments against people possessmg a mechanlzed puller is that they wull use it to rob from

Commercial traps. The cost for our puller is-roughly 600 dollars. Many other mechanized:pullers are upwards of 1300‘ e e
dollars. Many of the people who purchase pullers have boats that are 100,000 dollars. People spending this type of ... . =« .

money have worked hard their entire lives; they have fishing permits and are law abiding citizens. Speaking with.Jim -
Salazar who is on the Lobster Advusory Committee he says that there has never been a citation or conviction to back. up
this claim. The claim that they would risk breaking the law is ridiculous.

Obwously forus we have an mterest in seeing mechanized pullers being made avallable to aII sports flshermen as. thlS is.. o
our primary business....... ... but there is a larger issue at play here. The larger issue is that commercial fishermen will -~

always be looking for more of the resource. They will always be working at limiting sports fishing: opportunltles and it

Sincerely

‘Vartan Chorbajian
Ace Line Hauler

690C Comox Road
Nanaimo, BC VIR 3J3
250.753.7179 office

- 250.753.7178 fax

Toll free 1.866.753.7179
‘www.acelinehauler.com

- info@acelinehauler.com

5% Do you really need to print this email?

e T

_ seems thatin southern Callfornla ‘they have the DFG on their side. The DFG is supposed to be: managmg the resource for S
everyone How sad that future generatlons may not have the sports flshlng opportunltles we did..-






Fish Market Restaurant

(/ Suzanne C, Fish, General Manager
750 N. Harbor Dr.
San Diego, CA 92101

California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Commissioner,

I wish to express my opposition to the current LAC proposal before the Commission regarding the
commercial spiny lobster fishery. I urge you to reject the proposal in its current form and to modify the
plan to mitigate the negative impacts on long-term commercial fishermen who would be unfairly and
unjustifiably impacted.

The LAC was predetermined to implement significant trap limitations without a scientific reason. The
number of sublegal-size lobsters caught by commercial fisherman has increased in recent years, which
suggests that the current size limit is effective, and that a sizable number of sublegal-size lobsters are
present in the wild and contributing to reproduction (Neilson, 2011).

( According to the CDFG California Spiny Lobster Stock Assessment - Executive Summary,

“The number of traps deployed is expected to continue to decline, and the number of permit
transfers in any given yeqr (who may fish at higher effort levels) is not expected to be significant.

Measured CPUE, while currently lower than two or three decades ago,is still within a standard
deviation of the average CPUE over the last decade.

“Catchability, the percent of the total catch caught with each trap pull and estimated using depletion
models, has been consistent since 1998, the earliest year considered. This consistency is seen despite
Sfluctuations in the ultimate size of the catch each season.”

The proposed 300 trap limit is unjustified and no scientific rational was utilized in developing this trap
limit.

[ ask that a compromise be crafted that protects the economic viability of existing businesses that have
historically fished a larger number of traps and yet still meets everyone's long-term goal of protecting
the fishery.

Sincerely,
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Bruce Campbell

April 28,2015

California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Commissioner,

As a commercial fisherman, I wish to express my opposition to the current Fishery Management Plan
and regulatory proposal sent to the Commission by the Spiny Lobster Advisory Committee and the
Marine Resource Committee, I urge you to reject the proposal in its current form and to modity the
plan to protect long-term commercial fishermen who would be unfairly and unjustifiably impacted.

The LAC was predetermined early on to implement significant trap limitations without a scientific
reason,

According to the CDFG California Spiny Lobster Stock Assessment - Executive Summary,

“The number of traps deployed is expected to continue to decline, and the number of permit
transfers in any given year (who may fish at higher effort levels) is not expected to be significant.

Measured CPUE, while currently lower than two or three decades ago,is still within a standard
deviation of the average CPUE over the last decade.”

No biological imperative exists to necessitate the need for any immediate resource collection restriction
measures. The Departments own stock assessment studies have shown that the current fishery
regulations are working as intended to preserve the fishery stock and the fishery is sustainable.

The proposed 300 trap limit is unjustified and no scientific rational was utilized in developing this trap
limit,

['ask that a compromise be crafted that protects the economic viability of existing businesses that have
historically fished a larger number of traps and yet still meets everyone's long-term goal of protecting
the fishery.

%mceM
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Commissioner,

I wish to express my opposition to the current LAC proposal before the Commission regarding the
commercial spiny lobster fishery. I urge you to reject the proposal in its current form and to modify the

plan to mitigate the negative impacts on long-term commercial fishermen who would be unfairly and
unjustifiably impacted.

The LAC was predetermined to implement significant trap limitations without a scientific reason. The
number of sublegal-size lobsters caught by commercial fisherman has increased in recent years, which
suggests that the current size limit is effective, and that a sizable number of sublegal-size lobsters are
present in the wild and contributing to reproduction (Neilson, 2011).

According to the CDFG California Spiny Lobster Stock Assessment - Executive Summary,

“The number of traps deployed is expected to continue to decline, and the number of permit
transfers in any given year (who may fish at higher effort levels) is not expected to be significant.

Measured CPUE, while currently lower than two or three decades ago,is still within a standard
deviation of the average CPUE over the last decade.

Catchability, the percent of the total catch caught with each trap pull and estimated using depletion
models, has been consistent since 1998, the earliest year considered. This consistency is seen despite
Sluctuations in the ultimate size of the catch each season.”

The proposed 300 trap limit is unjustified and no scientific rational was utilized in developing this trap
limit.

[ ask that a compromise be crafted that protects the economic viability of existing businesses that have

historically fished a larger number of traps and yet still meets everyone's long-term goal of protecting
the fishery.

Sincerely, B MV e KI‘PK/)/\t'jz:’ T@W’v /A 7%




























Fish and Game Commission Lease History and Timeline for State Water Bottom Lease M-653-02

Lease No: M-653-02
Company: Santa Barbara Mariculture
Owner: Bernard Friedman

Lease Location: Open Ocean off Santa Barbara

Action Action Start | Action Expiration Notes

Original Lease granted to Jeff Young

(under Pacific Seafood Industries) 2/15/1984 211411989
Fish and Game Commission at its meeting on

Lease transferred to SB Mariculture 11/3/2005 11/2/2010 ll/3/200$_author|zed the transfer of the title of Lease
from Pacific Seafood Industries to Santa Barbara
Mariculture Company.

Commission approved

90-day extension at its 10/21/10 meeting 11/2/2010 2/1/2011

Commission approved

180-day extension at its 12/16/10 meeting 2/1/2011 7/31/2011

Commission approved

180-day extension at its 6/30/11 meeting 7/31/2011 1/27/2012

Commission approved

one year extension at its 8/03/11 meeting 1/27/2012 1/27/2013

Commission approved

one year extension at its 8/08/12 meeting 1/27/2013 1/27/2014

Commission approved

one year extension at its 6/27/13 meeting 112712014 1/27/2015
Fish and Game Commission at its meeting on

Commission approved 12/3/2014 approved a lease amendment to modify

one year extension at its 12/3/14 meeting 1/27/2015 1/27/2016 boundary descriptions in lease to reflect actual location
of operation.
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Santa Barbara Mariculture
Lease M-653-02

Legend

Pre Nov 2014 Description (72 Acres)

Current Location of Gear (28 Acres)

Current Description (72 Acres)

Proposed Lease 1 Description (46 Acres)

Proposed Lease 2 Description (26 Acres) ) 1
Santa Barbara City limit I b
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State of California
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Memorandum

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

"
Apr«%-g@ 2015

Sonke Mastrup
Executive Director
Fish and Game Commission

Charlton H. Bonham
Director

Consent Calendar Item for the June 10-11, 2015 Fish and Game Commission
Meeting. Submission of White Seabass Fishery Management Plan 2013-2014
Annual Review Report

Attached please find the report “White Seabass Fishery Management Plan 2013-2014
Annual Review”.

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) met with the White Seabass
Scientific and Constituent Advisory Panel (WSSCAP) in April 2015 to review fishery
information and to consider if current management measures were providing
adequate protection for the white seabass resource. The WSSCAP evaluated
fisheries data to determine if an overfished condition exists and reviewed the Points of
Concern established in the White Seabass Fishery Management Plan. Although-
there has been a decrease in commercial landings in recent years, recreational
fishing did not experience similar declines. Other factors such as water temperatures
and spawning location and timing may have negatively affected commercial fishing.
The WSSCAP found that an overfished condition did not exist in the 2013-2014
fishing season and no other Points of Concern were met. Thus, the Department
recommends no changes to the current management of the recreational and

commercial white seabass fisheries.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Dr. Craig Shuman, Regional Manager of the Marine Region (Region 7) at

(805) 568-0216.

Attachments

ec: Craig Shuman, D. Env.
Regional Manager
Marine Region (Region 7)
Wildlife Division
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White Seabass Fishery Management Plan
2013-2014 Annual Review

Executive Summary

The California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) adopted the White Seabass
Fishery Management Plan (WSFMP) in June 2002. The WSFMP includes a provision
for annual monitoring and assessment of the white seabass fisheries. The White
Seabass Scientific and Constituent Advisory Panel (WSSCAP) was established to
assist the Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) and the Commission with the
review of the fishery assessments, management proposals, and plan amendments.
The annual review includes fishery-dependent data (e.g., commercial and recreational
landings and length frequencies), and fishery-independent data (e.g., recruitment
information) if available, as well as documented changes within the social and economic
structure of the recreational and commercial industries that utilize the white seabass
resource within California. The review also includes information on the harvest of white
seabass from Mexican waters and other relevant data. Based on the results of the
annual review, in cooperation with the WSSCAP, the Department will provide
management recommendations, if needed, to the Commission.

To assist the Commission in determining if management measures need to be modified
or added, the WSFMP framework includes, and the Commission adopted, points of
concern criteria to help determine when management measures are needed to address
resource issues. The points of concern are:

1. catch is expected to exceed the current harvest guideline or quota;

2. any adverse or significant change in the biological characteristics of white
seabass (age composition, size composition, age at maturity or
recruitment) is discovered;

3. an overfishing condition exists or is imminent;

4. any adverse or significant change in the availability of white seabass

forage or in the status of a dependent species is discovered,;

new information on the status of white seabass is discovered,;

an error in data or stock assessment is detected that significantly changes

estimates of impacts due to current management.

oo

The Department and WSSCAP met on April 15, 2015 to review the 2013-2014 fishery
season (September 1 to August 31), and together agreed that none of the points of
concern were met. Additional social and economic information along with the catch
information from Mexico support this conclusion. As a result, the Department does not
recommend any changes to the management of white seabass or to the WSFMP at this
time.
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Background

The WSSCAP annually reviews current information to evaluate the status of the white
seabass resource based on points of concern adopted to implement the WSFMP, and
to consider whether current management measures provide adequate protection for the
resource. If a resource conservation issue is found, based on the points of concern, the
WSSCAP will provide its recommendation, rationale, and analysis to the Department,
which will recommend to the Commission the appropriate management measure(s) to

address the issue(s).

Results

Analysis of the points of concern (Table 1) showed that none of the criteria were met in

2013-2014.

Table 1. Analysis of the points of concern.

Criteria Analysis Result
Catch is expected to exceed the 2013-2014 total catch = 481,557 pounds; | No action
current harvest guideline or quota. | Optimum Yield = 1.2 million pounds; necessary
Total catch is below optimum yield.
Any adverse or significant change | Recreational and commercial fishery No action
in the biological characteristics of | length-frequencies showed no significant | necessary
white seabass (age composition, | change that would indicate a problem in
size composition, age at maturity | the fishery.
or recruitment) is discovered. No new information on age composition,
age at maturity, or age at recruitment.
An overfishing condition exists or | See analysis in Table 2. No action
IS imminent. No overall overfishing condition noted. necessary
Any adverse or significant change | Forage species are fairly stable in No action
in the availability of white seabass | aggregate. Data indicate an increase in necessary
forage or in the status of a or steady availability for four of the forage
dependent species is discovered. | species, and a decrease in availability for
one of the forage species.
New information on the status of | No new information. No action
white seabass is discovered. necessary
An error in data or stock No significant errors detected. No action
assessment is detected that Stock assessment has not been necessary

significantly changes estimates of
impacts due to current
management.

completed.
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Point of Concern: Expectation of optimum yield being exceeded.

The Commission established a fishing season of September 1 through August 31 of the
following year. The Commission also adopted an optimum yield. The optimum yield is
based on a maximum sustainable yield proxy of the unfished biomass, and is currently
set at 1.2 million pounds. In the 2013-2014 season, the total recreational and
commercial harvest was 481,557 pounds, 40 percent of the allowable catch (Appendix
A, Table 1).

Point of Concern: Changes in the biological characteristics of white seabass.

The commercial fishery continues to harvest white seabass across a wide size range
(Appendix A, Figure 1). In 2013-2014, 100 percent of the fish sampled were larger than
the minimum size limit of 28 inches (711 mm) and approximately two thirds of the fish
sampled were larger than 45 inches (1143 mm). Based on previous age-at-length
information from reading otoliths and from a previously calculated weight/length
relationship, those fish larger than 45 inches are likely more than 11 years old and
weigh more than 30 pounds.

Sampled length frequency data for the recreational fishery are presented in Appendix A,
Figure 2. Before the start of the 2009-2010 season the Department prepared and
distributed a brochure targeting recreational anglers to improve compliance with the
recreational minimum size limit for white seabass. In the seasons since this brochure
was distributed, less than 10 percent of the fish measured were smaller than the
minimum size limit of 28 inches (711 mm). This is a significant improvement from the
previous seasons, in which 17-19 percent of all fish measured were less than minimum
legal size. This season 195 legal-sized fish were measured from the recreational
fishery. Of the legal-sized fish measured from the recreational fishery approximately
one third of the fish measured were larger than 40 inches (1016 mm) total length. There
was a slight shift to catching more, smaller fish, especially between 750 mm and 850
mm than in past years. Based on the previously calculated weight/length relationship,
those fish larger than 40 inches are likely more than 9 years old and weigh more than
24 pounds.

Point of Concern: An overfishing condition exists or is imminent.

Three criteria (Table 2), all of which must be met to establish a point of concern,
determine if an overfishing condition exists or is imminent. For the commercial fishery,
there must be a 20 percent decline in landings in each of two consecutive seasons
compared to the prior 5-season running average. Commercial landings of white
seabass (Appendix A, Table 2) totaled 262,441 pounds in the 2013-2014 season; this is
a 39 percent decrease when compared to the prior 5-season running average (431,873
pounds). Inthe 2012-2013 season commercial landings totaled 315,533 pounds; this is
a 37 percent decrease compared to the prior 5-season running average (499,419
pounds). The WSSCAP and the Department agreed that the overfishing criterion for the
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commercial fishery was met. However, all three criteria must be met to establish a point
of concern. From 1952-2014, this criterion has been met ten and eight times for the
commercial and recreational fisheries, respectively; however, it has only occurred in
both fisheries during the same time period twice (1960 and 1969).

For the recreational fishery, the overfishing criterion is defined as a 20 percent decline
in each of two consecutive seasons for both the number of fish and the average weight
(Appendix A, Table 3). In the recreational fishery, the number of fish caught in the
2013-2014 season decreased 10 percent when compared to the previous season. The
average weight of fish caught in the 2013-2014 season increased 19 percent when
compared to the previous season. The WSSCAP and the Department agreed that the
overfishing criterion for the recreational fishery was not met.

The final criterion for determining if an overfishing condition exists is a 30 percent
decline in the recruitment index for juvenile white seabass compared to the prior 5-
season running average of recruitment. The Ocean Resources Enhancement and
Hatchery Program (OREHP) had routinely conducted standardized field studies four
times a year (August, October, April and June) for juvenile recruitment. However,
reductions in funding curtailed survey effort. The Southern California Sport Fishing
Enhancement Stamp fund was insufficient to cover all of the OREHP activities as well
as the gill net recruitment surveys, and consequently there was no gill net sampling
between 2009 and 2011.

In October 2012 gill net sampling similar to previous surveys was reinstated. The
objective of the current sampling design seeks to resume the prior gill net sampling
regime but in a reduced capacity with fewer locations surveyed and a reduction in the
number of nets deployed at each site.

In order for this criterion to be evaluated six consecutive years of data will need to be
collected. Because six years of consecutive white seabass recruitment surveys have
not been completed this criterion could not be addressed in this report.

Based on the analysis of all three overfishing criteria, the WSSCAP and the Department
agreed that the overall overfishing point of concern for the fishery was not met.
However, because the overfishing criterion for the commercial fishery was met staff will
investigate the preliminary data from the recruitment surveys and other information that
could explain these continued declines.
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Table 2. Analysis to determine if the white seabass resource is overfished (Criteria taken
from Section 51.01 (b), Title 14, California Code of Regulations).

Criteria Analysis Result
A 20 percent decline in the total 2013-2014 Criterion
annual commercial landings of 262,441 pounds = 39% decrease was met
white seabass for the past two 5-season average = 431,873 pounds
consecutive seasons compared to

the prior 5-season running average | 2012-2013

of landings, based on landing 315,533 pounds = 37% decrease

receipt data. 5-season average = 499,419 pounds

A 20 percent decline in both the 2013-2014 Criterion
number of fish and the average 9,567 fish = 10% decrease not met
weight of white seabass caught in 22.9 pound average = 19% increase

the recreational fishery for the same

two consecutive seasons, as 2012-2013

determined by the best available 10,634 fish = 8% increase

data. 19.3 pound average = 28% decrease

A 30 percent decline in recruitment | Criterion not analyzed N/A
indices for juvenile white seabass

compared to prior 5-season running

average of recruitment, as

determined by the best available

data.

Point of Concern: Any adverse or significant change in the availability of white seabass

forage or in the status of a dependent species is discovered.

Prey species (northern anchovy, jack mackerel, market squid, Pacific mackerel, and

Pacific sardine) are highly mobile and their distributions are affected by oceanographic
conditions. A review of white seabass forage species (Appendix A, Figures 3, 4, and 5)
revealed some changes in availability.

Since there are currently no biomass estimates or stock assessments for northern
anchovy, jack mackerel, and market squid, commercial fishery landings were used as a
proxy for their availability. Northern anchovy and market squid availability increased
from the previous year, whereas jack mackerel landings showed a small decrease but
still remained at a high level.

Both Pacific mackerel and Pacific sardine have stock assessments conducted by the
National Marine Fisheries Service and these stock assessments include biomass
estimates. Since 2008, Pacific mackerel biomass estimates have been conducted
every two years. Pacific sardine biomass estimates are conducted every year. The
biomass estimates for Pacific mackerel and Pacific sardine in 2014 show decreases for
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both species from their last assessment. The 2014-2015 Pacific sardine fishery closed
two months early in April, and will be closed for the 2015-2016 season.

Based on the analysis of all of the prey species, the WSSCAP and the Department
agreed that this point of concern was not met.

Other Points of Concern:

The remaining two points of concern (Table 1) consider any new information on the
status of white seabass, and if any errors in data or stock assessment were found.

There is no new information on stock status and there were no significant errors found
in the data. A stock assessment for white seabass is currently underway and is
expected to be completed by the end of 2015.
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Additional Information

The Department has used one indicator each of some basic social and economic
information to characterize the commercial fishery and provided those summaries to the
WSSCAP (Appendix A, Table 4). As a social information indicator, the number of
commercial vessels landing white seabass has been tracked over time. In the 2013/14
seasons the number of vessels fishing for white seabass has decreased slightly. This
decrease in the number of vessels occurred mostly in the hook-and-line fishery. An
economic information indicator of the most frequent ex-vessel price per pound has also
been tracked over time. The ex-vessel price per pound has shown a steady increase
over time and is presently at its highest at $5.50 per pound for all gears combined. No
similar social or economic data are available for the recreational fleet.

Information about the take of white seabass in Mexican waters was considered by the
WSSCAP. California commercial fishermen are prohibited by Mexican law to fish in the
territorial seas of Mexico, and no landings of white seabass from Mexico by California
commercial fishermen were reported in 2013-2014. Recreational anglers may fish in
Mexico under the authority of a Mexican sport fishing license. During the 2013-2014
season, Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel log book data reported 23 white
seabass taken in Mexico, a decrease of 160 fish from the reported 183 taken in the prior
season. No additional information about either the recreational or commercial catch of
white seabass in Mexico is available.
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Appendix A — Data Analyses

Table 1. Total catch (pounds) of white seabass,
2004/05 - 2013/14

Season Recreational Commercial Total
2004/05 128,472 287,694 416,166
2005/06 199,083 391,301 590,384
2006/07 253,959 421,388 675,347
2007/08 150,988 653,264 804,252
2008/09 152,799 414,459 567,258
2009/10 215,071 502,021 717,092
2010/11 306,491 520,605 827,096
2011/12 259,028 406,746 665,774
2012/13 265,816 315,533 581,349
2013/14 219,116 262,441 481,557

Source: California Recreational Fisheries Survey extracted from the RecFIN database at
http://www.recfin.org/forms/est2004.html, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Fisheries
Information System (includes commercial landing receipt and CPFV logbook data).

Table 2. Commercial white seabass landings in pounds, 2003/04 - 2013/14

Season | Pounds Landed Prior 5-season P_ercent change from
average previous 5-season average

2003/04 305,688 316,788 -4

2004/05 287,694 325,234 -12

2005/06 391,301 339,004 15

2006/07 421,388 374,126 13

2007/08 653,264 377,896 73

2008/09 414,459 411,867 1

2009/10 502,021 433,621 16

2010/11 520,605 476,487 9

2011/12 406,746 502,347 -19

2012/13 315,533 499,419 -37

2013/14 262,441 431,873 -39

Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Fisheries Information System (includes commercial
landing receipt data).

Table 3. Recreational white seabass catch, 2004/05 - 2013/14

S Total number Percent change Average weight Percent change

eason . in number of fish . in weight from

of fish caught f ; in pounds :
rom prior season prior season

2004/05 8,179 NA 15.4 NA
2005/06 10,934 34 13.1 -15
2006/07 7,261 -34 18.5 41
2007/08 7,593 5 19.3 4
2008/09 6,751 -11 19.8 3
2009/10 8,788 30 24.3 23
2010/11 12,672 44 29.1 20
2011/12 9,876 -22 26.9 -8
2012/13 10,634 8 19.3 -28
2013/14 9,567 -10 22.9 19

Source: California Recreational Fisheries Survey extracted from the RecFIN database at
http://www.recfin.org/forms/est2004.html, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Fisheries
Information System (includes Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel logbook data).

A-1
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Table 4. Sociological and Economic Factors
Total number of vessels Most common ex-vessel
Season . ; .
landing white seabass price per pound

2003/04 117 $2.50
2004/05 77 $2.50
2005/06 95 $3.00
2006/07 97 $3.00
2007/08 96 $3.50
2008/09 93 $3.50
2009/10 183 $3.50
2010/11 254 $4.00
2011/12 276 $4.00
2012/13 257 $5.00
2013/14 238 $5.50

Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Fisheries Information System (includes commercial
landing receipt data).

A-2
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Figure 3. Harvest guidelines and commercial catch of white seabass forage
species.
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Figure 4. Biomass estimates for Pacific mackerel in metric tons, 2005 — 2014.
Biomass estimates were biennial after 2009.
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DAVID KIENE, STAFF COUNSEL
1416 9TH ST, 12TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 651-7646

(916) 654-3805 (fax)

e-mail: David.Kiene@wildlife.ca.gov
State Bar No. 215721

Attorney for the DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
BEFORE THE FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Accusation Against
Troy Tecklenburg, STATEMENT TO RESPONDENT

)
)
)
)
Respondent. )
)
)
)
)
)

TO THE REPSONDENT ABOVE NAMED:

There is attached hereto a copy of the Accusation that has been filed with the office of the

Fish and Game Commission (Commission) and is hereby served on you.

Unless a written request for a hearing signed by you or on your behalf is delivered of
mailed to the Commission within 15 days after a copy of the Accusation was personally served
on you or mailed to you, you will be deemed to have waived your right to a hearing in this
matter, and the Commission may proceed on the Accusation without a hearing and may take

action on it as provided by law.



































































Commissioners STATE OF CALIFORNIA Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director

Jack Baylis, President Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320
Los Angeles Sacramento, CA 95814
Jim Kellogg, Vice President (916) 653-4899

Discovery Bay Fish and Game Commission (916) 653-5040 Fax

Richard Rogers, Member www.fgc.ca.gov
Santa Barbara
Michael Sutton, Member

Monterey
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Member
McKinleyville
Wildlife Heritage and Conservation
Since 1870
CERTIFIED MAIL
May 20, 2015

Mr. Troy Tecklenburg
Huntington Beach, CA
Dear Mr. Tecklenburg:

This letter is regarding the permanent revocation of your Commercial Fishing License
Number L84668 and Lobster Operator Permit Number LOT909, per the request of the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department).

In April 2015 The Department sent a warden to your home to deliver the accusation to
you, but no one answered the door. At the same time, via certified mail, the Department
mailed to your address on file its accusation and request for the California Fish and
Game Commission (Commission) to permanently revoke your commercial fishing
license and lobster operator permit (see enclosure); your response to the accusation
was required within 15 days if you wished to appeal the Department'’s request.

The certified mail package sent to your address on file was not claimed. California
Government Code, Section 11505(c) states, in part:

“Service may be proved in the manner authorized in civil actions. Service
by registered mail shall be effective if a statute or agency rule requires the
respondent to file the respondent's address with the agency and to notify
the agency of any change, and if a registered letter containing the
accusation or District Statement of Reduction in Force and accompanying
material is mailed, addressed to the respondent at the latest address on
file with the agency.”

As the holder of a commercial fishing license and lobster operator permit, you are
required to keep current your address on file with the Department. Per Government
Code, Section 11505(c), you have been served notice and the Commission did not



Troy Tecklenburg
May 20, 2015
Page 2 of 2

receive from you a request to appeal the requested revocation. Action on your license
and permit revocation will be considered by the Commission at its June 10-11, 2015
meeting in Mammoth Lakes under consent. You will receive a copy of the final decision
after the meeting.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter, please contact Melissa
Miller-Henson of my staff at 916.653.6184 or Melissa.Miller-Henson@fgc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
A

Sonke Mastrup
Executive Director

Enclosure

ec: Christopher Ames, Office of the Attorney General, California Department of Justice,
Christopher.Ames@doj.ca.gov
California Department of Fish and Wildlife:

David Kiene, Office of the General Counsel, David.Kiene@wildlife.ca.gov

David Bess, Law Enforcement Division, David.Bess@wildlife.ca.gov

James Fong, License and Revenue Branch, James.Fong@uwildlife.ca.gov

Vandella Campbell, License and Revenue Branch,
Vandella.Campbell@wildlife.ca.gov








































































~ California Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN, JR,_Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Dircctor
http:/iwww.wildlife ca.gov
Law Enforcement Division
1416 9™ Street, Room 1326
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 653-4094

September 18, 2014

Mr. Troy Leith Tecklenburg
Seal Beach, CA
Dear Mr. Tecklenburg:

The Department of Fish and Wildlife has been notified that you failed to appear on a
wildlife violation in the Los Angeles County Superior Court on June 20, 2014,

Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 12002(d)(1) (see attached) this |etter serves
as notice that your commercial lobster permit privileges are hereby suspended and will
remain suspended until this Department receives notification that the court proceeding
is completed and any fines are paid.

If you have any questicns regarding this matter you may contact my office at the
letterhead address or telephone number (916) 653-4094

Sincerely,

=2
Michael P. Carion, Chief
Law Enforcement Division

Altachments

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870










































BEFORE THE
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
In the Matter of the Denial of the Application to :
Renew Restricted Species Permit Issued to: Case No. 14ALJ19-FGC
KELE YOUNG(ER), | .OAH No. 2014110192
Appellant.
PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was assigned to Administrative Law Judge Coren D. Wong, Office of
Administrative Hearings (OAH), State of California, acting as hearing officer for review and
decision pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.1, subdivision

©)(A).

David Kiene, Senior Staff Counsel, represented the Department of Fish and Wildlife
(Department), State of California.

Appellant Kele Young(er) represented herself.

This matter was decided based solely on the parties’ written submissions. The record
was closed, and the matter was submitted for decision on January 20, 2015.

SUMMARY

Appellant applied for renewal of her 2013 Restricted Species Shelter Permit, which
allowed her to keep one Leopard, one Mountain Lion, two Indochinese Leopards and two
Siberian Tigers for humane purposes. She completed her renewal application incorrectly and
did not submit the required application, species permit, or inspection fees, claiming to be
exempt from such fees. The Department treated appellant’s claim of exemption as a request
for a waiver of the application and permit fees, and approved the request. However, the
inspection fee is not waiveable, and the Department informed appellant of that and provided
her with another opportunity to submit a completed application and the nécessary fee.
Appellant refused to submit a completed application or pay the inspection fee, and the
Department denied her application. Appellant appealed the Department’s denial of her
application and request for a waiver of the inspection fee. For the reasons discussed below,
her appeal should be denied.




FACTUAL FINDINGS
Procedural Issues

1. Appellant objected to the Fish and Game Commission’s authority to refer her
appeal to an Administrative Law Judge with OAH for resolution. She also objected to the
Fish and Game Commission’s authority to have her appeal decided based solely on the
parties’ written submissions. As discussed in Legal Conclusion 1, both of appellant’s
arguments are without merit.

2. Appellant also objected to and moved to sirike Respondent’s Response to
Appellant’s Written Statement on the grounds that it was untimely, filed in bad faith after the
Department notified appellant and OAH that it would not file a response, and filed directly
with OAH rather than the Fish and Game Commission. Appellant’s objections are overruled
and her motion is denied for the reasons explained below.

3. The Department served appellant notice that it was denying her Application on
September 19, 2014. Appellant filed her Notice of Appeal on October 15, 2014. Therefore,
her written statement in support of her appeal was due no later than November 14, 2014,
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 671.1, subd. (c)(7)(B) [appellant’s written statement in support of
appeal is due no later than 30 days after filing an appeal request].)

But the Department stipulated to extending the deadline for appellant to submit her
written statement through and including December S, 2014, and OAH issued an order setting
a briefing schedule incorporating that stipulation.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 671.1, subd.
(c)(7)(B) [the parties may stipulate to extending the deadline for appellant’s written
statement by 30 days].) Appellant’s Opening Brief was timely submitted on December 5,
2014, and Respondent’s Response to Appellant’s Written Statement was timely submitted
on January 5, 2015 2 - -

4. Appellant argues in her motion to strike that she “never requested an extension
of time to submit a Written Statement, nor did she ever need or stipulate to an extension of
time to submit a Written Statement.” To the extent appellant is now disclaiming the benefits
of the Department’s stipulation and therefore denying the benefit of the extended deadlines
specified in OAH’s briefing schedule, Appellant’s Opening Brief was untimely since it was
due by November 14, 2014 — the 30th day after the date on which she submitted her request

! Appellant’s argument that Exhibit B to her motion to strike supports her contention
that she timely submitted her written statement on November 13, 2014, is belied by the e-
mail in that exhibit. First, her e-mail is dated November 25, 2014. Second, the e-mail states:
“Attached please find Appellant’s Request for Judicial Notice. A hard copy is being served
today with proof of service.” The e-mail says nothing about Appellant’s Opening Brief.

2 Contrary to appellant’s argument, the Department never received an extension of
time to submit its response as explained in Factual Finding 5.



for appeal. And since she has the burden on appeal, her failure to timely submit a written
statement results in the denial of her appeal. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 671.1, subd.
(eXT)(B) [“[A] person requesting an appeal (appellant) shall submit a written statement to
the commission that specifically identifies the legal and factual grounds for challenging the
department’s action.”]) But the Department’s written response was timely under both the
statutory deadline — 30 days from receipt of appellant’s written statement® — or that which
was specified in OAH’s briefing schedule — January 5, 2015. (See, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
§ 671.1, subd. (c)(7)(C) [the Department’s response is due no later than 30 days after 1ts o
receipt of appellant’s written statement].)

5. Contrary to appellant’s argument, the Department never made the
representation that it was not going to respond to Appellant’s Opening Brief. Instead, the
Department responded to OAH’s request for a response to appellant’s Notice of Objection to
“Order?” Denying Disqualification by stating that “the Department will not be responding to
that filing.” v

6. Appellant is technically correct that all documents on appeal are supposed to
be submitted to the Fish and Game Commission, who in turn is supposed to forward copies
to OAH, rather than directly to the latter entity. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §671.7, subd.
(€)(7)(C).) But such a trivial departure from the proper procedure is meamngless (See, Inre
Martinez (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 800, 827 [the law generally does not require:- idle acts when
doing so would exalt form over substance].)

Evidentiary M atters

Written submissions

7. This matter was decided based solely on the following exhibits, except as
discussed in Factual Findings 11, 15, and 16 below:

1. Notice of Appeal,

2. September 19, 2014 Notice of Denial of Your 2013 Renewal
Application for a Restricted Species Shelter Permit and Proof of
Service;

3. July 14, 2014 Notice of Incomplete 2013 Renewal Application for a
Restricted Species Shelter Permit;

4, July 7, 2014 Memorandum from David Elms, Regional Manager of the
Inland Desert Region;

> The 30th day fell on Sunday, January 4, 2015. Therefore, the statutory deadline
rolled to Monday, January 5, 2015. (Code Civ. Proc., § 12a, subd. (a).)




10.

November 4, 2014 correspondence from Sonke Mastrup, Executive
Director;

November 7, 2014 e-mail correspondence from David Kiene, Senior
Staff Counsel;

‘Order Setting Briefing Schedule;

Notice of Non-Waiver of Ob]ectlons

Appellant S Openlng Brief;

Appellant’s Opening Brief and Proof of Service, w1th the following
attached exhibits:

A.

=

o 0 0

August 2, 2012 and August 29, 2012 correspondence from Tom
Adams, Notice of Decision Not to Proceed, April 27, 2012
correspondence from Jon D. Snellstrom, Associate
Governmental Program Analyst;

September 19, 2012 and May 8 and 10, 2013 correspondence
from appellant

August 2, 2012 and August 29, 2012 correspondence from Tom
Adams, Notice of Decision Not to Proceed, April 27, 2012
correspondence from Jon D. Snellstrom Associate
Governmental Program Analyst;*

ASeptember 19, 2012 correspondence from appellant;

May 8, 2013 correspondence from appellant;

E-mail correspondence from David Kiene, Senior Staff Counsel;
Notice of Changes and New Requirements to Section 671, Title
14, of the California Code of Regulations Re: Inspections,
Facility Maps and Records of Restricted Species;

Response to Respondent’s Written Statement;

[Blank]

* The exhibits are listed exactly as they are attached to Appellant’s Opening Brief,

including duplicates.



11.

12.

G. October 30, 2013 e-mail from correspondence
cheetatheachimp@cs.com and August 6, 2013 e-mail
correspondence from appellant;

H. Civil Case Information — All Minute Orders;

L Fish and Game Code Section 202, 220, 2050 - 2055;

L. Proof of Service for Notice of Denial — Restricted Species
Permit Renewal Application;

K. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 15;

Appellant’s Request for Judicial Notice, requesting judicial notice of
the following matters:

A. Fish and Game Code sections 200; 220, subdivision (b); 240,
subdivision (a)(1), (2); 1002; 1002, subdivision (c); 2116;
2118.5; and 2150, subdivision (b);

B.  California Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 671.1,
subdivision (b)(3), (10); and 671.8, subdivision (a);

C. Government Code sections 11340.6; and 11340.7, subdivisions

(a) and (b);

D. Civil Code sections 1619 through 1623;

E. DVD recording of the May 22, 2013 Fish and Game

Commission meeting;
F. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 15;

G. Court order in Exotic Feline Breeding Compound Inc. v.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife,

H. Fish and Game Code sections 2050 through 2055 -
Declaration of Thomas Adams, with the following attachments:
A. August 29, 2012 correspondence;

B. | | August 2, 2012 correspondence;

C.  Notice of Decision Not to Proceed;
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13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18,
19,
20,
21.
2.

23.

24.

D. April 27, 2012 correspondence from Jon D. Snellstrom
Declaration of Thomas Adams, with the following attachments:

A. August 2, 2012 correspondence;

B.  Notice of Decision Not to Proceed;

C. April 27, 2012 correspondence from Jon D. Snellstrom
Appellant’s Response to the California Fish and Game Commission’s
November 4, 2014 Notice of Receipt of Appeal and Other Statements
Made Therein;

Affidavit of Prejudice;

DVD of the August 8, 2012 and May 22, 2013 Fish and Game
Commission meetings;

Proof of Service;

November 14, 2014 correspondence from David Kiene, Senior Staff
Counsel'

Order Deferrmg Ruhng on Appellant s Objections to JurISdICtIOIl and
Venue:

Notice of Objection to “Order ?” to Defer Disqualification ?;

" Order Dénying Appellant’s Challenge for Cause and Peremptory

Challenge of the Office of Adm1n1strat1ve Hearings and Proof of
Service;

Notice of Ob"j’ecti;on to “Order ?” Denying Disqualification;

December 19, 2014 e-mail correspondence from Dav1d Kiene, Senior
Staff Counsel;

Response to Respondent’s Written Statement, with the attached
exhibits;

1. August 6, 2013 e-mail correspondence from Eric Loft, Chief of
the Wildlife Branch;



25.

26.

27.

28.

Appellant’s 2013 Restricted Species Permit Renewal
Application and 2013 Inventory of Animals Renewal;

July 7, 2014 Memorandum from David Elms, Regional
Manager of the Inland Desert Region;

July 14, 2014 Notice of Incomplete 2013 Renewal Application
for a Restricted Species Shelter Permit;

Appellant’s August 8, 2014 correspondeﬂce and appellant’s
2013 Restricted Species Permit Renewal Apphcatlon and 2013
Inventory of Animals Renewal;

September 19, 2014 Notice of Denial of Your 2013 Renewal
Application for a Restricted Spec1es Shelter Permit and Proof of
Service.

Notice of Motion and Motion to Strike Respondent’s Response to
Appellant’s Written Statement, Memorandum of Points and _
Authorities, and Declarations of Kele Young(er) and Dan Westfall and
Proof of Service;

Appellant’s Request for Judicial Notice (2), requesting judicial notice
of the following statutes:

A.

o 0 =

e

F.

G.

Evidence Code section 210;

Evidence Code section 1280;
Evidence Code section 1400;
Evidence Code section 1421;
Evidence Code section 1452;
Evidence Code section 1453;

Evidence Code section 1553

January 20, 2015 correspondence from David Kiene, Senior Staff
Counsel;

Appellant’s Reply Memorandum to Respondent’s Response to
Appellant’s Motion to Strike Respondent’s Response to (Respondents
?7) Written Statement;




29.  January 29, 2015 e-mail correspondence from apbellant; and
30.  Notice of Additional Damages.

The Department’s evidentiary objections to Exhibit 16 (DVD of August 8, 2012 and
May 22. 2013 Fish and Game Commission meetings)

8. The Department objected to Exhibit 16 on the grounds of relevance and
hearsay.

9. Relevant evidence is “evidence, including evidence relevant to the credibility
of a witness or hearsay declarant, having any tendency and reason to prove or disprove any
disputed fact that is-of consequence to the determination of the action.” (Ev1d Code, § 210.)
Only relevant evidence is admissible. (Evid. Code, § 350.)

10.  “‘Hearsay Evidence’ is evidence of a statement that was made other than by a
witness while testifying at the hearing and that is offered to prove the truth of the matter
stated.” (Evid. Code, § 1200, subd. (a).) Hearsay evidence is inadmissible, unless subject to
a statutory exception or as otherwise provided by law. (Evid. Code, § 1200, subd. (b).)

11.  Appellant failed to explain how the DVD of the August 8, 2012 and/or May
22, 2013 Fish and Game Commission meetings is relevant to her appeal. Nor did she explain
why the DVD does not constitute hearsay evidence or identify any exception to the hearsay
rule under which it falls. Therefore, the Department’s objection to Exhibit 16 is sustained,
and Exhibit 16 was not considered for any purpose. '

Appellant’s requests for judicial notice

12.  Appellant requested judicial notice of various Civil Code, Fish and Game
Code and Government Code statutes; various California administrative regulations; Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, rule 15; an order issued by the Superior Court of the State of
California, in and for the County of Kern, in Exotic Feline Breeding Compound Inc. v.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife; and the DVD of the May 22, 2013 Fish and
Game Commission meeting (collectively, Exhibit 11).

13.  The Department objected to the request that judicial notice be taken of the
DVD for the reasons discussed in Factval Finding 8.

14, Pursuant to Evidence Code sections 450, 451, subdivisions (a) and (d), 452,
subdivision (b), judicial notice is taken of all federal rules of procedure and California
statutes and administrative regulations identified in Factual Finding 12.

15.  Additionally, judicial notice is taken only of the existence of the court order
identified in Factual Finding 12 pursuant to Evidence Code sections 450 and 452,
subdivision (d). (See, e.g., Sosinsky v. Grant (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1548, 1564-1565 [while a



court may take judicial notice of the existence of a document in a court file, it cannot take
judicial notice of hearsay allegations contained in that document].)

16.  For the reasons explained in Factual Findings 9 through 11, appellant’s request
for judicial notice of the DVD identified in Factual Finding 12 is denied. (See, e.g., Aquila,
Inc. v. Superior Court (2007) 148 Cal.App.4th 556, 569 [only relevant material may be
judicially noticed]; Sosinsky v. Grant, supra, 6 Cal. App.4th at pp. 1564-1565.)

17.  Appellant also requested judicial notice of several provisions of the Evidence
Code (Exhibit 26).

18.  The Department did not object to Exhibit 26.

19.  Pursuant to Evidence Code sections 450 and 451, subdivision (a), judicial
notice is taken of all statutes identified in Factual Finding 17.

Background

20.  The Department issued Restricted Species Shelter Permit No. 2511 (Permit) to
appellant. The Permit allowed appellant to possess one Leopard, one Mountain Lion, two
Indochinese Leopards, and two Siberian Tigers for humane purposes.

21.  On August 1, 2013, appellant signed a 2013 Restricted Species Permit
Renewal Application (Application), which the Department received on August 8, 2013. On
the Application, appellant marked the boxes indicating she was seeking to renew her Permit
and that she has one to five enclosures for animals.

22.  Appellant did not include the requisite application, species permit, or
inspection fees with her Application, instead writing on the Application that she was
“Exempt” from such fees.

23.  The Department treated appellant’s claim that she was “Exempt” from having
to pay the requisite application, species permit, and inspection fees as a request for a fee
waiver. David Elms, the Department’s Regional Manager for the Inland Desert Region,
wrote the following memorandum on July 7, 2014, granting that request, in part:

My staff reviewed the information provided by Ms. Kele
Younger and have determined the permit fee waiver she
requested for her restricted species permit application should be
approved. The fee waiver is only for the permit application fee
and does not waive Ms. Younger’s inspection fees. Title 14,
Section 671 does not provide the Department of Fish and
Wildlife (Department) the authority to waive any other fees.




Based on Department staff’s knowledge of Ms. Younger’s
facility from past inspections and the care she is giving to her
animals, we determined it is in the best interest of the animals
and the Department to waive the permit application fee pursuant
to Title 14, Section 671.1 (b) (10). According to restricted
species application submitted by Ms. younger, the inspection fee
for this facility would be $227.91. Ms. Younger must resubmit
her application with the appropriate inspection fee and a copy of
the letter approving the waiver of the restricted species permit
application fee.

Please let me know if you need any additional information.

24, OnlJuly 14, 2014, the Department returned appellant’s Application to her,
explaining that her Application was incomplete because she did not submit the inspection fee
and the Application was completed incorrectly. The Department further explained that the
permit fee of $56.14 and application fee of $56.65 were both waived, but the inspection fee
of $227.91 was not. Therefore, appellant was given an additional 30 days to submit a
correctly completed application and the inspection fee.

25.  On August 8, 2014, appellant wrote the following letter to the Department,
which included a duplicate copy of the Application she originally submitted:

We are in receipt of your above referenced (sic) notice dated
July 14, 2014. Following legal review of this notice it has been
determined that Kele Young, (also known professionally as Kele
Younger), has indeed not submitted an incomplete application
... Further, legally binding agreements were entered into with
the Department and the affected parties for that inspection fee -
waiver ... The fact that counsel staff for DFW David Kiene has
alleged that those agreements are not legally binding due to the
fact that they were not reduced to writing is utterly irrelevant ...
California Civil Code Sections 1619 — 1623 et.al (sic)
unarguably establishes the fact that those agreements with the
Department and the affected parties for a waiver of all fees,
including the application and inspection fees are legally binding

Moreover, pursuant to Title 14 of the CA. (sic) Code of
Regulations Section 703, the Department retains the inherent
discretion to issue permits, and amend existing permits with the
conditions it determines are necessary to protect native wildlife,
agriculture interests, and animal welfare, and/or human health
and safety, as unarguably demonstrated in the Department’s
inherent discretion to waive the application fee ...

10



- Thank you for your prompt assistance in this matter ...
26.  Appellant’s Permit expired November 9, 2013.

27.  On September 19, 2014, the Department denied appellant’s Application
because she did not submit a completed Application and pay the requisite inspection fee.
The Department provided appellant with the following three options: 1) pay the $227.91
inspection fee and submit it to the Department with a completed Application; 2) forgo
renewing her Permit and notify the Department which permitted facility for Restricted
Species the animals identified on her Restricted Species Permit Inventory of Animals will be
transferred to and when that transfer will occur; or 3) pay the $227.91 inspection fee and
submit it to the Department along with a completed Application and request for appeal.

28.  Appellant sent the Department her Notlce of Appeal on October 15, 2014.
However, she did not pay the $227 91 inspection fee.’

Discussion

29.  Appellant failed to cite any statutory or regulatory authority that supports her
position that the Department has the authority to waive the inspection fee associated with her
Application. As Mr. Elms explained in his memorandum approving appellant’s request for a
fee waiver discussed in Factual Finding 23, as well as in Legal Conclusion 4, California
Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.1, subdivision (b)(10), limits the Department’s
authority to waive fees to shelter permit fees. The Department has interpreted that regulation
to include authority to waive the non-refundable application fee. But the Department has
never interpreted the regulation to include the authority to waive inspection fees, which are
authorized under California Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 671.1, subdivision
(c)(2)(B), and 703, subdivision (a)(1)(A)(19). Nor is the regulation reasonably subject to
such an interpretation.

30.  Contrary to appellant’s argument, Fish and Game Code section 1002 does not
support her argument that she is entitled to a waiver of the inspection fees. That statute
applies to scientific collecting permits, not restricted animal species permits, and is therefore
inapplicable. California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.8, subdivision (a), is also
inapplicable because it applies to the approval of applications for newly built facilities.

31. Al argumevnts of the parties not specifically addressed herein were considered
and are rejected.

> The Department s denial of appellant’s application implicitly included the denial of
her request for a waiver of the inspection fee. Therefore, appellant’s appeal is interpreted as
including the denial of her request for a fee waiver.

® The validity of the Department’s interpretation is not the subJect of this appeal, and
no opinion is expressed about such interpretation.
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Conclusion

32.  When considering all admissible evidence, appellant’s appeal should be denied
because the Department has no authority to waive the inspection fee associated with her
Application. Furthermore, she never submitted a completed Application.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS
Jurisdiction

1. An Administrative Law Judge with the Office of Administrative Hearings has
jurisdiction to issue a proposed decision on appellant’s appeal of the denial of her
Application and request for a fee waiver. California Code of Regulations, title 14, section
671.1, subdivision (c)(7), provides:

Appeal. Any applicant or permittee who is denied a permit, an
amendment to an existing permit or has a permit suspended or
revoked by the department pursuant to these regulations may
appeal that denial, suspension, or revocation by filing a written
request for an appeal with the commission. The request for an
appeal shall either be postmarked, if sent by the Unites States
mail or overnight carrier, or received by the commission, if sent
by electronic mail, or facsimile no later than 30 days after the
date of the proof of service accompanying the department’s
notice of denial, suspension, or revocation. The commission
shall not accept a request for an appeal that is submitted after
the 30 day deadline to request an appeal. If the 30 day deadline
falls on a weekend or holiday, the request for appeal will be
accepted until the close of business on the first state business
day following the deadline to submit a request for appeal.

(A) The commission’s president. may appoint a commissioner, a
current or former executive director of the commission, a
current employee of the commission, or a member of the State
bar of California in the active practice of law to serve as a
hearing officer. '

(B) No later than 30 days after filing an appeal request, a
person requesting an appeal (appellant) shall submit a written
statement to the commission that specifically identifies the legal
and factual grounds for challenging the department’s action.
The appellant’s written statement shall be signed by the
appellant under penalty of perjury. Upon receipt, the
commission shall forward to the department a copy of all

12



appeal-related materials it receives from the appellant, including
a copy of the request for an appeal, and the appellant’s written
statement. The appellant may receive an additional 30 days to
submit a written statement if no later than 30 days after filing a
re-quest for an appeal the appellant either: (i.) receives a written
stipulation from the department agreeing to an additional 30
days to submit a written statement and submits a copy of the
stipulation to the commission, or (ii.) submits a written request
to the hearing officer for a determination that good cause exists
to grant an-additional 30 days to submit a written statement.
The hearing officer shall provide the department with a copy of
the request for additional time and an opportunity to submit a
written objection to the request.

(C) No later than 30 days after receipt of the appellant’s written
statement, the department may submit a response to the
commission, with a copy sent to the appellant, along with any

~ supporting documentary evidence and/or declarations under .
penalty of perjury.

(D) No later than 15 days after receipt of the department’s
. response, the appellant may submit a reply to the commission
signed by the appellant under penalty of perjury, with a copy
sent to the department that addresses arguments and evidence
raised in the department’s response. The appellant’s reply shall
not contain any new evidence or new factual or legal grounds
for challenging the department’s action.

(E) Following the appellant’s and the department’s submittals
on the appeal, the hearing officer may request additional
information, including testimony under oath, from either party,
and may permit either party to present additional information or
rebuttal if the hearing officer determines such to be helpful in
reaching a correct decision.

(F) In any appeal of the department’s denial of an application
for a permit or to amend an existing permit, if the hearing
officer determines the appeal is based upon new evidence or
factual information that was not included in the application or
otherwise submitted to the department prior to the department’s
denial, the hearing officer shall direct the applicant or permittee
to file a new application or seek reconsideration by the
department, and the request for appeal shall be closed.
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(G) No later than 60 days after receipt of all submittals and any
additional information or rebuttal permitted by the hearing
officer under subsection 671.1(c)(7)(D), the hearing officer shall
prepare and submit a proposed decision to the executive director
of the commission. The decision shall contain proposed '
findings and reasons for the commission’s action. Upon receipt,
the executive director of the commission shall provide both
parties a copy of the hearing officer’s proposed decision. A
cover letter accompanying the proposed decision shall indicate
the date when the commission will consider the proposed
decision and a deadline for the parties to comment on the
proposed decision. Copies of the proposed decision shall
include a proof of service indicating the date the proposed
decision is mailed to the parties. Each party may submit written
comments on the proposed decision to the commission,
however, these comments shall not exceed two pages, and they
shall not refer to or introduce any new factual information or
evidence that was not previously submitted to the commission.

(H) At a meeting of the commission no later than 60 days after
receipt of the hearing officer’s proposed decision, the
commission shall consider adoption of the proposed decision,
unless good cause exists to delay consideration of the proposed
decision. The commission may by order adopt, revise or reject
the proposed decision. The commission shall serve both parties
a copy of the commission's order and decision. The order is
final.

(I) A party may request judicial review by filing a petition for
writ of mandate in accordance with Section 1094.5 of the Code
of Civil Procedure within 30 days from the date of service
(postmark) of the order. ‘The record of the proceedings as
designated by the petitioner shall be prepared by the
commission and delivered to petitioner’s counsel or, if
appearing pro se, the petitioner within 30 days after petitioner’s
request and upon payment of the fee specified in Section 69950
of the Government Code.

Applicable Law

2. California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.1, subdivision (a),
provides: “General. It is unlawful for any person to import, export, transport, maintain, sell,
dispose of, or use for any purpose any animal restricted by Section 671 except as authorized
in a permit issued by the department.” Leopards, Mountain Lions, Indochinese Leopards,
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and Siberian Tigers are animals restricted by California Code of Regulations, title 14, section
671, subdivision (c)(2)(K)(1). '

3. “The applicant for a new permit, amendment to an existing permit, or permit
renewal shall submit the completed application or document, and fee, as specified in Section
703, to the address listed on the application.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 671.1, subd.

(©@3).)

4, California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.1, subdivision (b),
specifies that certain permits issued by the Department have fees associated with them:

Permits and Fees. The following permits have fees specified in
Section 703 that shall be adjusted annually. The department
may issue permits and amend existing permits with the
conditions it determines are necessary to protect native wildlife,
agriculture interests, animal welfare, and/or human health and
safety for:

191 -.. 1

(10) Shelter. Issued to any person who is a resident, who
possesses the qualifications listed in subsection 671.1(c)(1), and
who has a statement in writing signed by the department’s
regional manager with jurisdiction over the proposed facility
verifying the need for a shelter or similar facility in the area, to
transport and possess restricted species for humane purposes
only. The permit fee may be waived upon recommendation of
the regional manager when he/she determines it is in the best
interest of the public, the animal, or the department to do so.
Additional requirements are specified in subsection 671.1(c)(3).

(Italics added.)

5. California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 671.1, subdivision (c)(2),
imposes the following types of fees for the various permits issued by the Department:

Fees. The fdllowing application and inspection fees specified in
Section 703 are required and shall be adjusted annually.

(A) Application. The applicant shall pay a nonrefundable
application fee when submitting an application for a new permit,

amending an existing permit, or renewing a permit.

(B) Inspectioﬂ. The applicant shall pay an inspection fee for
the type of inspection as required in Section 671.8. Applicants
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for Aquaculture permits may have the inspection fee waived if a
fish pathologist as defined in subsection 245(b)(5) has inspected
the applicant’s facilities within the last six months, determines
that the facility’s housing meets the minimum applicable
requirements in Section 671.7 and no fish health issues have
been identified in the past year. If not waived, the applicant for
an Aquaculture permit shall pay an aquaculture inspection fee.

The applicable fees must be included with an application to renew a permit, (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 671.7, subd, (c)(3).)

6.

California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 703, subdivision (a)(1)(A),

sets the amounts of the fees charged by the Department as follows: -

7.

1. Restricted Species Permit Application (New) $104.25

2. Restricted Species Permit Application (Amended or

Renewal) $56.65
91 ... [1]
16. Shelter , | $56.14
(1. [1]

19. Fee for annual inspection (All permits except Aquaculture
and Fish) based on number of Animal Enclosures:

1-5 Enclosures . $227.91

~ 6-25 Enclosures $319.95
26-50 Enclosures $519.72
51-100 Enclosures $815.22
101-500+ Enclosures $3,002.27

Appellant applied for renewal of her Permit, but d1d not include the applicable

application, shelter permit, and inspection fees. Nor did she submit a completed Application.
The Department granted her a waiver for the application and shelter fees, but not the
inspection fee. As noted in Legal Conclusion 4, the Department’s authority to waive fees
associated with the renewal of appellant’s Permit was limited to the application and shelter
fees. Therefore, appellant’s appeal from the Department’s denial of her Application and
request for a waiver of the inspection fee should be denied.
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ORDER

Appellant Kele Young(er)’s appeal from the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s denial
of her 2013 Restricted Species Permit Renewal Application and request for a waiver of the
inspection fee is DENIED.

DATED: March 12, 2015

\ N\/\% \,Dl/v\

C ‘EN D. WONG
Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearin
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Kele Young ( er)
P.O. Box 580103
North Palm Springs, CA. 92258

Appellant in Proper Person

BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

KELE YOUNG, an Individual,
OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED DECISION,
REQUEST TO VACATE COMMISSION'S
JUNE 10 - 11, 2015 AGENDA ITEM TO
RENDER A DECISION ON THIS MATTER
UNTIL THE FIRST AVAILABLE SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA COMMISSION MEETING SO
THAT APPELLANT MAY BE PRESENT TO
ADDRESS THE COMMISSIONERS ON THIS
MATTER

APPELLANT,
V.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND
WILDLIFE, and Does 1 — 100, inclusive,

CHARLTON H. BONHAM, individually, and in
his official capacity as Director, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Does

1 — 10 inclusive,

RESPONDENTS.

LR N D P S e W

TO ALL OF THE PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD, Please take NOTICE that :

I am the Appeliant in the hereinabove entitled action or special proceeding, and hereby submit the
following objections to the proposed decision of the Office of Administrative Hearings in this matter . . .
Objection 1. To attorney Wong and the Office of Administrative Hearings deciding their own disqualification
in this matter . . .

Objection 2. To the matter being decided on written submissions only . . .
Objection 3. To the entirety of attorney Wong's statement of Factual Findings pg. 2and pg. 3 #1-#7 ...

Appellant's Opening Brief was timely submitted pursuant to the specific requirements of Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations Section 671.7 et seq. ( hereinafter 671.7 et seq. ) . . . The Department
of Fish and Wildlife’s January 2, 2015 opposition was grossly untimely pursuant to 671.7 et seq., as well as
Code of Civil Procedure 1005 ( plus five days for mailing ) as it was not filed within 30 - 35 days after

-
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Appellant’s timely Filing . . . As stated in her Motion to Strike the Department’s untimely opposition,
Appellant did not seek nor require any extension of time to submit her Opening Brief and timely submitted
that pleading on November 13, 2014, and thus, the clock began to tick from [ that date } 671.7 et seq. . .
The Department failed to seek an extension of time to file a [ late opposition ] 671.7 et seq. . .

Further, the improper closing of the record on January 20, 2015 without considering Appellant's
timely submitted Reply Memorandum to the Department’s Opposition to her Motion to Strike was willfully
and grossly ﬁegligent ... Moreover, attorney Wong'’s willful failure to consider the applicable law, and
relevant and admissible evidence including but not limited to : the timely and properly submitted DVD of the
Commission’s own Aug. 2, 2012, and May 22, 2013 meetings, which Plaintiff properly laid the foundation

for in Appellant's Argument pages 9 — 10, and Appellant's Statement of the Case pages 1 — 3, and the prior

GOVERNING Court ruling in The Exotic Feline Breeding Compound Inc. [WIrit litigation, speaks volumes

as to attorney Wong’s own personal corruption, and utter lack of legal ethics and creditability . . .

In the end, this leaves nothing for the Commission to consider of attorney Wong’s opinions, as they
are merely bought and paid for, and utterly without merit . . . What the Commission must consider at this
point, is just how long they intend to be led around by Mr. Mastrup, Mr. Bonham, and Mr. Wong, and their
continuing conspiracy to enforce their unlawful agenda of underground regulation which thereby forces
licensees into unnecessary litigation on the issue of their qualification for a waiver of permit requirements,
and further, at an approximate cost of over one hundred thousand tax payer dollars per case . . .

Plaintiff has no issue with going public on this matter, nor in seeking criminal and civil prosecution
in this matter, but prior to that, she requests an opportunity to address the Commission in an open public
meeting forum, with an official record of that meeting . . . Unfortunately, Mr. Mastrup consistently schemes
to prohibit licensees including Appellant from open access to the Commissioners by delaying and
organizing Commission agenda items until it is virtually impossible for a licensee to appear on their or
others behalf . . . Plaintiff is unavailable on June 10 — 11, 2015 as she is appearing at that time on other
non - related law and motion hearings in southern California. Further, the prohibitive costs of traveling so
far to publicly address the Commissioners is unreasonable, as the matter could be effectively and timely

addressed at the next available southern California Commission meeting . . . Accordingly, in the inherent

interests of justice Appellant requests that this matter be vacated from the June 10 — 11 Commission -

e

e
-

agenda, and reset for hearing at the first possible southerr@wn meetmg //
Dated : May 28, 2015

-2- Kele Yo ng (ef) Appellant
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FGC - California Fish and Game Commission DFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee MRC - Marine Resources Committee

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
DECISION LIST FOR REGULATORY REQUESTS

Received Through April

9, 2015

Grant (previously Accept): FGC is willing to consider the petition through a process
Refer: FGC needs more information before deciding whether to grant or deny the petition

:] Green cells: Referrals to DFW for more information
|:| Lavender cells: Accepted and moved to a rulemaking

Deny (previously Reject): FGC is not willing to consider the petition

:] Blue cells: Referrals to FGC staff or committee for more information

:] Yellow cells: Current action items

Date . Subject of Code or Title 14 o o DFW/FGC Final Action,
i Name of Petitioner i Short Description FGC Decision
Received Request Section Number Staff Response Other Outcomes
2/6/2015 Michel & Associates, Methods of take - T14, Sec. 311 Requests removing improper restrictions on |Referred on 4/8/2015 to DFW for |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
representing National Rifle |small game possession of firearms necessary for self- |recommendation. Staff Recommendation:
Association defense. Refer to 2016 upland game
rulemaking.
2/4/2015 James Moore Restricted fishing Requests lifting the fishing restrictions from |Referred on 4/8/2015 to DFW. Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
the banks of the Sacramento River, Proposal currently under review by|Staff Recommendation:
immediately below the Red Bluff Diversion [DFW. Will be included in Aug 2015
Dam. notice for 2016 sport fish
rulemaking.
2/12/2015 Robert Moore Take of wild turkey [T14, Sec. 354 Requests language be added to section Referred on 4/8/2015 to DFW for |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
FGC meeting 354(c) to include wild turkeys, so as to recommendation. Staff Recommendation:
require the proper point when archery Refer to 2016 upland game
hunting wild turkeys. rulemaking.
2/22/2015 Meyer Ranch Abalone Requests the start time be back to 1/2 hour [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
before sunrise and reduce the total take of |Staff Recommendation:
Abalone to 15 per year to promote Deny; to be considered during
opportunities for all abalone fishermen. abalone fishery management
plan development process.
2/7/2015 Eric Mills Method of take, Request to prohibit robotic/electronic duck |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
birds and mammals decoys. Staff Recommendation:
Deny; no new data to support
request.
2/18/2015 William Toth Feather River spring Request to release low flow provisions up to|Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

salmon

the Hwy 62 bridge to permit increased
fishing opportunities.

Staff Recommendation:
Refer to 2016 Central Valley
Salmon rulemaking.




Date . Subject of Code or Title 14 o o DFW/FGC Final Action,
i Name of Petitioner i Short Description FGC Decision
Received Request Section Number Staff Response Other Outcomes
3/18/2015 Hazel Tove Ferrets Request to permit ferrets under certain Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
circumstances. Staff Recommendation:
Deny; no new data to support
request.
2/27/2015 George Madriaga Hedgehogs Request permit of hedgehogs under certain |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
circumstances. Staff Recommendation:
Deny; no new data to support
request.
3/8/2015 Jim Jackson Sporfish - Requests limits on fishing for Pine Creek  [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Inyo Cnty. Limits including size and possession restrictions. |Staff Recommendation:
Refer to Fishery Management
Council for consideration in
2017 sport fish rulemaking.
3/25/2015 Ken Bates Squid Requests emergency daily boat limit of 50 |Withdrawn by petitioner on
short tons squid for conservation measure [4/15/2015
next season.
3/3/2015 William Anderson Waterfowl Requests to increase the 25 cartidge limit  |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
for waterfowl hunting to reduce the physical |Staff Recommendation:
exertion it takes to make multiple trips to Deny; the regulatory rationale is
vehicles for additional cartridges. not linked to bag limits but
rather sportsmanship.
3/20/2015 Andy Brown Experimental Squid Requests change to fishery management |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
permits plan and regulations to allow experimental |Staff Recommendation:
market squid vessel permit. Deny regulations request; Refer
to fishery management plan
review process.
3/20/2015 Scott Rassmussen Experimental Squid Requests change to fishery management |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
permits plan and regulations to allow experimental |Staff Recommendation:
market squid vessel permit. Deny regulations request; Refer
to fishery management plan
review process.
2/19/2015 Kieth Riggenberg, Method of take Section 311, T14 Requests removing improper restrictions on |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

Outdoor Sportsman
Coaltion of Calfornia

possession of firearms necessary for self-
defense.

Staff Recommendation:
Refer to 2016 upland game
rulemaking.




Date . Subject of Code or Title 14 o o DFW/FGC Final Action,
i Name of Petitioner i Short Description FGC Decision
Received Request Section Number Staff Response Other Outcomes
2/19/2015 Randy Walker, Method of take Section 311, T14 Requests removing improper restrictions on |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
The California Sportsman possession of firearms necessary for self- [Staff Recommendation:
Lobby defense. Refer to 2016 upland game
rulemaking.

3/4/2015 Ronald LaForce, Feather River Request and early run salmon season to Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

United Outdoor Sportsmen [salmon commence May 2, 2015, with a possession |Staff Recommendation:
limit of 1 fish per day. Refer to 2016 Central Valley
salmon rulemaking.

3/23/2015 California Department of  |Central Valley Requests elimination of the size and bag Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

Water Resources (DWR) [Salmon limits for Striped Bass to reduce predation |Staff Recommendation:
on Central Valley Spring Run Chinook Refer to 2016 Central Valley
Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, and salmon rulemaking.
Green Sturgeon.
3/5/2015 Sonoma County Fish and |Inland Filleting of Section 1.45, T14 Request to abolish fillet requirements for Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Wildlife Commission Salmonoids inland salmonoids. Staff Recommendation:
Refer to 2016 sport fish
rulemaking.

3/8/2015 Gary Hansen, Glenn Inland filleting of Section 1.45, T14 Request to abolish fillet requirements for Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

County Fish, Game and salmonoids inland salmonoids. Staff Recommendation:
Recreation Commission Refer to 2016 sport fish
rulemaking.

4/8/2015 Charlie Beck Steelhead fishing Request for review of low flow regulation in |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Region 3 to permit more opportunity Staff Recommendation:
including: lowering low flow guidelines on  |Refer to DFW for evaluation and
the Gaula River to 75 cfs and the Navaro to |[recommendation.

100 cfs, extend trout fishing from fourth
Saturday in May to September 30.

4/8/2015 Neil Light Steelhead fishing Request closure of Gaula River north fork, |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
and the Garcia from HWY 1 Bridge. Staff Recommendation:

Refer to DFW for evaluation and
recommendation.

4/8/2015 Erik Owen Steelhead fishing Request adoption of low flow guidelines of [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
75cfs on the Koala and 100cfs on the Staff Recommendation:
Navarro, and consider articifical only Refer to DFW for evaluation and
restrictions recommendation.

4/8/2015 David Misakign Steelhead fishing Request adoption of low flow guidelines of |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

75cfs on the Gaula River and 100cfs on the
Navarro.

Staff Recommendation:
Refer to DFW for evaluation and
recommendation.




Date . Subject of Code or Title 14 o o DFW/FGC Final Action,
i Name of Petitioner i Short Description FGC Decision
Received Request Section Number Staff Response Other Outcomes
4/8/2015 Dan Brown Steelhead fishing Request adoption of low flow guidelines of [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
75cfs on the Gaula River and 100cfs on the |Staff Recommendation:
Navarro and to leave the main stems open |Refer to DFW for evaluation and
year-round. recommendation.
4/2/2015 Ed Given Low Flow, Region 3 Request to reconsider the low flow Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
guidelines implemented for Region 3. Staff Recommendation:
Refer to DFW for evaluation and
recommendation.
4/8/2015 Al Gearhardt Abalone Request change in Abalone fishing start Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
time to permit rock pickers opportunity. Staff Recommendation:
Previously denied 10/8/2014;
regulations recently changed
and abalone management plan
under review.
4/9/2015 Janie Gault Trapping 465.5 Request to ban all trapping in California, Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

and ban the use of dogs for all hunting

activities.

Staff Recommendation:

(1) Deny; requires statutory
change.

(2) Deny; previously denied and
no data or information
submitted to support change.




CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

DECISION LIST FOR NON-REGULATORY REQUESTS

Received Through April 9, 2015

FGC - California Fish and Game Commission DFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee MRC - Marine Resources Committee

Grant (previously Accept): FGC is willing to consider the petition through a process

Refer: FGC needs more information before deciding whether to grant or deny the petition

]
1]

Green cells: Referrals to DFW for more information
Lavender cells: Accepted and moved to a rulemaking

Deny (previously Reject): FGC is not willing to consider the petition

Blue cells: Referrals to FGC staff or committee for more information
|:| Yellow cells: Current action items

Date Name of Subject of L . Final Action,
] o Short Description FGC Decision DFW/FGC Staff Response
Received Petitioner Request Other Outcomes
1/30/2015 Jim Brockett Permit for Requests permit to possess rattlesnakes for the|Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
James McCabe Possesstion of purposes of (a) extracting venom for developing|Staff Recommendation:
Rattlesnales anit-venom serums and (b) dog aversion Deny; request requires statutory
training. change.
2/18/2015 Jono Wilson Abalone Fishery Management requests for consideration during [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Nature Conservancy |Manangement Plan |the Abalone FMP process. Staff Recommendation:
Will be considered by MRC. Refer
proposal to DFW for
consideration during FMP review.
3/25/2015 Stephen Smith FGC meetings Request to webcast all public meetings as Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
webinars so that persons who can't attend at  |Staff Recommendation:
the location may still comment. Deny; FGC does not have
sufficient staff.
3/25/2015 Ken Bates Squid Fishery Initiate Squid FMP review to allow experimental [Withdrawn by petitioner on
Management Plan  [squid permits 4/15/2015
4/8/2015 Kimberly Richard Baby seals Request for review of issue by MRC to save the [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
seals. Staff Recommendation:
Deny; FGC has no authority over
marine mammals, refer to National
Marine Fisheries Service.
4/8/2015 Richard James Tomales Bay Oyster |Request that the Commission provide better Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

Farming Oversight

and more consistent oversight of the Tomales
Bay oyster faming operations.

Staff Recommendation:

Grant; FGC is working with DFW
and growers to determine how to
provide more consistent
oversight.




Date Name of Subject of o o Final Action,
] . Short Description FGC Decision DFW/FGC Staff Response
Received Petitioner Request Other Outcomes
4/8/2015 Al Gerhardt Sea lions Request consideratio of a management plan for [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Sea lions. Staff Recommendation:
Deny; FGC has no jurisdiction
over marine mammals,
responsibility of National Marine
Fisheries Service.
4/9/2015 Kathy Lynch Michael Sutton Request Commissioner Sutton recuse himself [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
from participating in processes where Audobon |Staff Recommendation:
has a clear interest. Deny; authority of Fair Political
Practices Commission or
Governor's office.
4/9/2015 Kim Richard Budget resources Request regulations that permit adopt a Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
California critter as a way to raise money from |Staff Recommendation:
nonconsumptive users and sustain habitat. Deny; requires statutory change.
4/9/2015 William Chamberlain  [Central management|Request having one central agency to manage |Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
natural resources that trancend state lines Staff Recommendation:
including wildlife, water, air, and mining to Deny; requires statutory change.
conform policies with with biological borders not
artificial state lines.
4/9/2015 Eric Mills, Live animal food Request to add consideration of live animal Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015
Edward Simpson, markets food markets on the agenda, in particular to Staff Recommendation:
Jen Dowdy, outlaw the importation of bullfrogs and other Deny; under evaluation by DFW.
Jill Beckett amphibians.
4/9/2015 Mark Hennely Humbolt Bay Request that the Commission keep watching  [Action scheduled 6/10-11/2015

Maricuture Project

this development given it's potential impact on
Black brandt, support a full EIR, and consider
wieghing in on the project.

Staff Recommendation:
Grant; FGC jurisdiction is limited,
will monitor the issue.




California Fish and Game Commission

Staff Report on Streamlining Routine Regulation Changes
June 1, 2015

Staff from the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) spend a significant amount of time on annual,
routine, non-controversial rulemakings. Creating more efficient and responsive processes that
still allow Commission oversight, but without the rulemaking workload, would free Commission
and Department staff time to devote to other high-priority regulation changes as well as policy
review, amendment and development, for which there is currently limited capacity.

Rulemakings that are largely driven by objective, empirical data generally do not require
discretionary input as the proposed changes are set based on an accepted protocol, criteria or
procedure; historically these types of rulemakings have had minimal changes from year-to-
year and, as a result, limited public and FGC engagement. In other cases, FGC rulemakings
are developed to conform with federal regulations where there is limited or no FGC discretion;
in these cases, much of the public debate and engagement takes place at the federal level
(i.e., Pacific Fishery Management Council) and historically the state has always conformed
with those regulations. And, in at least one case, existing regulations may be unnecessary.

At its April 2015 meeting, the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) directed
staff to investigate the possibility of streamlining some of the routine rulemakings to create
more efficient processes that still allow Commission oversight and provide notification to the
Commission and public. Staff was directed to bring an initial proposal to the June 2015
Commission meeting.

Staff has identified a number of annual regulation changes that are potential candidates for
streamlining:

e Central Valley salmon sport fishing

e Commercial and recreational groundfish fishing

e Commercial and recreational ocean salmon fishing

e Commercial and recreational tuna fishing

e Commercial and recreational Pacific halibut fishing

e Emergency closures for inland fisheries at risk due to drought
e Mammal hunting tag quotas

e Annual and five year Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Enhancement and Management
Area plans and license renewals (initial plans would not be candidates)

After reviewing the relevant statutes and regulations, the degree to which accepted protocols,
procedures or criteria are used, and historical public and Commission engagement in the
candidate rulemakings, staff believes mammal (big game) hunting tag quotas and inland
fisheries at risk due to drought are the most appropriate rulemakings to first consider for
developing streamlined annual processes.



Unless directed otherwise, staff expects to bring to the August 2015 meeting a draft initial
statement of reasons for big game hunting tag quotas and a draft initial statement of reasons
for emergency closures for inland fisheries at risk due to drought. Please see below for
conceptual descriptions and rationale for the first two proposed streamlining processes.

Big Game Hunting Tag Quotas

In the initial scoping of this issue, staff has determined that big game tag quotas have
historically appeared in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations as a matter of
information, but there are no statutory requirements to list them in regulation. The Commission
may establish season dates, bag and possession limits, and boundaries for big game hunting;
however, big game tag quotas is not a regulation that is enforceable or that may be violated
and is therefore not necessary to include in regulation.

Annual tag quota regulation amendments have created the majority of annual mammal
regulations; for example, in the last five years tag quota amendments have averaged over 93%
of the mammal hunting rulemaking packages. Since they are not required to be in regulation,
tag quotas could be presented in an annual report to the Commission outside of the
rulemaking process, considerably reducing the overall regulatory workload for the annual
hunting regulations. To maintain public opportunity to participate, scoping and comment
periods could be noticed and held by the Department regarding potential changes and
recommendations following the conclusion of population data collection and analysis.

Commission and Department staff intends to develop an initial statement of reasons (Title 14,
Sections 360, 361, 362, 363 and 364) and request to go to notice at the Commission’s August
meeting, with discussion at the October meeting and adoption at the December meeting; this
allows the regulations to become effective before the Commission finalizes mammal hunting
regulations for the 2016-2017 seasons.

The proposed rule would establish criteria and procedures for establishing quotas and how the
Commission and public will be notified.

Emergency Closures for Inland Fisheries at Risk Due to Drought

Drought conditions continue in California at record levels in the state’s recorded rainfall history.
While the current drought could end next year, it is a pattern that California will experience
again, as research shows recurring periods of drought and mega-drought in California over the
last 1,000 years. When multi-year droughts do occur, hydrological conditions can deteriorate
relatively quickly, creating inadequate water quality and quantity to support fisheries. Decisions
about when to close a fishery due to inadequate water quality or quantity do not require the
deliberations and discretionary input of the Commission for each and every water body if they
are based on objective criteria adopted by the Commission with public input.

Conceptually this long-term solution will be similar to the emergency regulation proposed
under Agenda Item 19, where specific criteria must be met and a notification process for the
Commission and public is established. Department and Commission staff will work together to
develop a proposal that refines the emergency approach based on lessons learned in the
coming weeks and feedback from the public.

Staff Report on Streamlining Routine Regulation Changes 2



California Department of Fish and Wildlife News Release
May 18, 2015

Media Contacts:
Carol Singleton, CDFW Communications, (916) 322-8962
Armand Gonzales, SWAP Project Lead, (916) 616-0691

California’s State Wildlife Action Plan 2015 Available for Public Review

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has released the draft California State Wildlife Action
Plan 2015 Update (SWAP 2015) and is seeking public input. Public input will help shape the final SWAP 2015,
which will be completed by October 2015. The draft SWAP 2015 is available online at
www.wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP. Written comments on SWAP 2015 can be submitted on the website, by emailing
SWAP@wildlife.ca.gov or by mail to SWAP 2015 Update, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 1416 Ninth
Street, 12" Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814. The comment period is open from May 18 through July 2, 2015.

SWAP 2015 is a comprehensive, statewide plan for conserving California’s fish and wildlife and their vital natural
habitats for future generations. It is part of a nationwide effort by all 50 states and five U.S. territories to
develop conservation action plans and participate in the federally authorized State and Tribal Wildlife Grants

(SWG) Program.

Congress created the SWG program in 2000, recognizing the need to fund programs for the conservation of
wildlife diversity. California’s first SWAP was completed by California Department of Fish and Game (now CDFW)
and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 2005. CDFW has received approximately $37
million in federal support for the state’s wildlife conservation activities through the SWG program from 2005
through 2014. The SWG program requires that SWAPs be updated at least every 10 years. CDFW has now
prepared the draft SWAP 2015, which is the first comprehensive update of SWAP 2005. SWAPs are required to
include provisions to ensure public participation in the development, revision and implementation of projects
and programs.

SWAP 2015 focuses on conserving wildlife in the nation’s most biologically diverse state while considering the
growing human population, changing climate and the implications to the state’s natural resources. SWAP 2015 is
a flexible but scientifically grounded plan. Employing an ecosystem approach to conserve and manage diverse
habitats and species, the plan creates and provides a blueprint for conservation actions necessary to respond to
the highest priorities of California’s aquatic, marine and terrestrial resources in a coherent manner. Its
implementation relies on making important and helpful conservation information more accessible to resource
managers and the public, and on developing lasting partnerships with a broad array of governments, agencies,
organizations, businesses and citizens. With help from many partners, CDFW’s vision for the state’s wildlife is to
sustain the floral and faunal biodiversity of California over the next decade and establish the conservation
framework for the decades that follow.

Public meetings to provide information about SWAP 2015 will be held in Sacramento, Oakland, San Diego and
Los Angeles. See www.wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP for more details.

Hit#

For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn about all the actions
the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the impacts of the drought, visit
www.ca.qgov/drought.

Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at www.saveourwater.com/.

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed at www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.
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Executive Summary

Congress created the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants (SWG) program in 2000, recognizing the
need to fund programs for the conservation of wildlife diversity. Congress mandated each state
and territory to develop by 2005 a State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) that provided a
comprehensive wildlife conservation strategy to continue receiving federal funds through the
SWG program. California’s first SWAP was completed by California Department of Fish and
Game (now the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) and approved by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 2005. California’'s SWAP 2005 identified and targeted
Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) and the vital habitats on which they depend.
CDFW has received approximately $37 million in federal support for the state’s wildlife
conservation activities through the SWG program from 2005 through 2014. The SWG program
requires SWAP updates at least every 10 years. CDFW has now prepared SWAP 2015, which is
the first comprehensive update of SWAP 2005.

Vision for Wildlife Conservation

In SWAP 2015, CDFW is focusing on conservation of the wildlife resources of the nation’s most
biologically diverse state using an approach that is in harmony with a growing human
population and the need for resilience in the face of a changing climate. SWAP 2015 is a flexible,
but scientifically grounded plan. Employing an ecosystem approach to conserve and manage
diverse habitats and species, SWAP 2015 provides a blueprint for actions necessary to address
highest priorities for conserving California’s aquatic, marine, and terrestrial resources. Its
implementation relies on making important and helpful conservation information more
accessible to resource managers and the public, and on developing lasting partnerships with a
broad array of governments, agencies, organizations, businesses, and citizens. CDFW's vision for
conserving the state’s wildlife is to sustain the floral and faunal biodiversity of California over the
next decade, and to establish a solid conservation framework for the decades that follow.
Through SWAP 2015, together with diverse partners, CDFW seeks to:

a maintain and enhance the integrity of ecosystems by conserving key natural processes and
functions, habitat qualities, and sustainable native species population levels, so that
California’s ecosystems are resilient to shifting environmental conditions resulting from
climate change;

a promote partnerships with federal, state, and local agencies; tribal governments; and non-
governmental organizations with aligned conservation goals to leverage efficient use of
funding and other public resources;

a inspire greater understanding and recognition of critical needs for conserving wildlife and
their habitats by lawmakers, land use planners, private landowners, and others who have
influence in developing and implementing conservation actions;
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a allocate sufficient water and manage water resources to maintain healthy ecosystems and
fish and wildlife populations when considering state and regional water supply needs;

a provide resources and coordinate efforts with partners to eradicate or control invasive
species and to prevent new introductions;

a sustain the quality of California’s natural resources and biodiversity in harmony with
predicted economic growth and human population increases;

a continue to prioritize protection of key habitat linkages, sensitive habitats, and specialized
habitats for SGCN;

a integrate wildlife conservation with working landscapes and environments, recognizing both
the economic and ecological values of agriculture, rangeland, forestry, and fisheries;

a support conservation programs that benefit native species, habitats, and ecosystems
through broad-based public funding from federal, state, special district, and local
government sources;

a educate the public about wildlife conservation issues and inspire a conservation ethic in
present and future generations through public outreach; and

a enhance conservation capacity by clearly articulating conservation purposes, applying
adaptive management principles, and effectively using staff and financial resources.

Statewide Goals

Three statewide goals to enhance California ecosystems have been identified for SWAP. These
overarching goals, with their associated sub-goals, represent the desired ecological outcomes
for SWAP 2015 implementation.

Goal 1 - Abundance: Maintain and increase the extent of ecosystems and the distribution of
native species while sustaining and enhancing species richness and abundance in California.

a Goal 1.1 (Ecosystem Extent): Maintain and increase the ecosystem extent.

a Goal 1.2 (Species and Habitat Distribution): Maintain and increase the distribution of native
species and their habitats.

a Goal 1.3 (Species Abundance and Richness): Sustain and enhance the abundance of native
species and species richness, including genetic diversity.

a Goal 1.4 (Ecosystem Diversity): Sustain and enhance ecosystem diversity.

Goal 2 - Enhance Ecosystem Conditions: Maintain and improve ecological conditions vital to
ecosystem sustainability in California.

a Goal 2.1 (Connectivity): Maintain and improve connectivity vital to ecosystem sustainability
(including vegetation, wildlife corridor, genetic permeability, water flow, lateral floodplain
extent, and groundwater).
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a Goal 2.2 (Community Structure and Composition): Maintain and improve community
structure and composition vital to ecosystem sustainability (including those relevant to age
class, habitat richness, structural heterogeneity, native species richness, and key species
population level).

a Goal 2.3 (Water Quantity and Availability): Maintain and improve water quality (temperature,
chemistry, pollutant and nutrient concentrations) vital to ecosystem sustainability, and
improve the quantity and availability of water for ecosystems (including ocean, lakes, rivers,
streams, groundwater, and snowpack).

a Goal 2.4 (Soil Quality): Maintain and improve soil quality vital to ecosystem sustainability
(including soil moisture, chemistry, pollutant and nutrient concentrations and dynamics).

Goal 3 - Enhance Ecosystem Functions and Processes: Maintain and improve ecosystem
functions and processes vital to ecosystem sustainability in California.

a Goal 3.1 (Successional Dynamics): Maintain or improve successional dynamics vital to
ecosystem sustainability.

a Goal 3.2 (Disturbance Regime): Maintain or improve disturbance regimes vital to ecosystem
sustainability (including fire regime, flooding regime, and grazing regime).

a Goal 3.3 (Hydrological Regime): Maintain or improve hydrological regimes vital to ecosystem
sustainability (including fresh water hydrodynamics, oceanic circulation, and tidal patterns).

a Goal 3.4 (Soil and Sediment Deposition Regime): Maintain or improve soil and sediment
deposition regimes vital to ecosystem sustainability (including hydro-geomorphic processes,
wind-driven processes, and soil stability).

Ecosystem Approach

A multi-species, ecosystem approach has been used as the guiding framework for developing
SWAP 2015. An ecosystem approach to conservation involves maintaining and enhancing the
ecosystem processes, structure, and conditions, recognizing that all components are interrelated
in a dynamically changing system. Large-scale landscape approaches are generally the most
reliable and preferred method to conserve ecological integrity, including biological diversity. The
approach benefits both game and non-game (or harvested and non-harvested) wildlife species,
and creates many co-benefits related to both natural values (such as enhanced water quality,
soil conservation, or resilience to the effects of climate change) and societal values (such as
open space, scenic quality, or outdoor recreation opportunities).

Species of Greatest Conservation Need

A key element of updating the SWAP is identifying and compiling information on the species of
wildlife that are indicative of the state’s biological diversity and have the greatest need for
conservation. These species are referred to as SGCN. For SWAP 2015, regional teams developed
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criteria and evaluated species, resulting in a list of over 1,000 species of invertebrates, amphibians,
reptiles, fish, birds, mammals, and plants that are considered SGCN. Because of the large number
of species, a species-based implementation approach is not feasible; however, it is recognized that
dividing California into habitat categories may present limitations that must be balanced with
species-specific efforts when needed to effectively address conservation of species.

SWAP 2015 used three criteria to determine the list of SGCN:

a species listed at threatened, endangered, or candidate species in California under the federal
Endangered Species Act or the California Endangered Species Act;

a species for which there is a conservation concern (generally equivalent to California Species
of Special Concern); or

a species identified by CDFW as being highly vulnerable to climate change.

Consideration of Climate Change

Significant climate-related changes to California’s environment have been documented in the
last decade, including sea level rise, natural community shifts, increased prevalence of invasive
species, increased number and intensity of wildfires, and prolonged drought (CNRA 2009, CNRA
2014). Climate-induced effects on wildlife, in combination with other pressures, have the
potential to greatly diminish vulnerable wildlife populations and habitats and must be
considered when developing management strategies. Climate change considerations have been
given great weight during development of SWAP 2015, in the following ways:

a adopting climate vulnerability as a criterion for selecting SGCN;

a incorporating climate forecasts when assessing the ecological conditions of conservation
targets;

a conducting climate change vulnerability analyses for native species and vegetation in
California; and

a identifying how the SWAP conservation strategies align with California’s Climate Change
Adaptation Strategy and the National Fish, Wildlife, and Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy,
thus achieving important climate adaptation co-benefits through SWAP implementation.

Prioritizing Conservation Targets

The process to provide the SWAP elements required by USFWS and develop multi-species
conservation strategies began by broadly categorizing natural resources in California. The
categories used in SWAP 2015 are terrestrial, freshwater aquatic, and marine habitats. SWAP
2015 recognizes that within each of these resource categories, there are strategies that apply to
specific geographic regions, and others that are more broadly relevant across many regions or
possibly statewide. To assess conservation needs at a manageable scale, the state was
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subdivided for each resource category using established and accepted geographic units. These
geographic units are ecoregions (adopting “sections” identified under the U.S. Forest Service
Ecoregion Classification) for terrestrial resources, hydrologic units (adopting the four digit
hydrologic unit codes identified by the U.S. Geologic Survey) for freshwater aquatic resources,
and marine conservation units (adopting marine study regions identified under the Marine Life
Protection Act [Fish and Game Code Section 2850-2863]), collectively called conservation units.
The conservation units were then grouped together into seven major geographic provinces. This
approach facilitated the discussion of ecosystems, natural communities and species at a scale
appropriate for regional conservation planning. The seven provinces are:

a North Coast and Klamath a South Coast
a (Cascades and Modoc Plateau a Deserts

a Central Valley and Sierra Nevada a Marine

a Bay Delta and Central Coast

An exception to developing conservation strategies within these geographic scales is the
analysis for anadromous fish. Anadromous fish begin life in the fresh water of rivers and streams,
migrate to the ocean to grow into adults, and then return to fresh water to spawn. Most
anadromous fish spend the majority of their life in marine environments and travel great
distances to reach their spawning rivers or streams. Because the geographic ranges of
anadromous fish span many of the provinces developed for SWAP 2015, the organization of
conservation strategies by hydrologic unit or even province does not adequately address their
conservation needs. As such, the geographic organization of conservation strategies for
anadromous fish has been developed separately to capture all the habitats within their ranges.

For each conservation unit in California, SWAP 2015 developed at least one conservation
project, consisting of a set of conservation strategies to improve conditions of a conservation
target. The focus of SWAP 2015 is on species deemed to be most rare, imperiled, and in need of
conservation. Habitat types with high levels of species richness, high counts of rare and endemic
species, and high counts of vulnerable species (including declining and at-risk species and
SGCNs), are prioritized for selection as potential terrestrial conservation targets. Expert opinion
and knowledge were employed to identify the highest priority freshwater aquatic targets for
each hydrologic unit. Marine ecosystem targets were based on priorities identified through work
recently completed as part of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA). Anadromous fish
conservation targets are key species, species guilds, habitat types, or ecological processes
essential to the future conservation of anadromous species and were prioritized by CDFW to
adequately encapsulate their evolutionary and ecological significance.
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Development of Conservation Strategies

Statewide conservation strategies have been developed in SWAP 2015 for terrestrial, freshwater
aquatic, and marine resources in the following categories:

Land Acquisition, Easement, and Lease
Land Use Planning

Law and Policy

Outreach and Education

Training and Technical Assistance

Data Collection and Analysis
Partner Engagement
Management Planning
Direct Management
Economic Incentives
Environmental Review

Specific conservation strategies were developed as part of a conservation project for each
conservation target using a systematic approach. First, for each conservation target, key
ecological attributes (KEAs) were identified. These attributes are the ecological qualities on
which the ecological viability of the conservation target most depends. Stresses, the degraded
conditions of ecological attributes, were then identified followed by the identification of
pressures that are the sources of degradation of ecological attributes. If applicable, underlying
socio-economic causes for the pressures were also recognized. After illustrating the
interrelationship of KEAs, stresses and pressures, conservation strategies were developed to
either directly or indirectly alleviate negative impacts of pressures or stresses, or to improve or
maintain the ecological viability of conservation targets by conserving KEAs. The conservation
targets, stresses, pressures, and conservation strategies for each province are summarized in
Tables 1-7. (See below, following “Conclusion” section.)

Conservation strategies for anadromous fish are summarized in Table 8 and consist of the
following general strategies:

Research, Assessment, and Monitoring;

Securing Adequate Funding;

Habitat Enhancement, Restoration, and Protection; and
Developing Water Management Plans.

Integration and Implementation of SWAP 2015

Implementation of California’s SWAP 2015 will involve integrating SWAP features into other
resource management programs and plans led by CDFW or partners, developing more detailed
SWAP implementation plans, systematically pursuing resources necessary for implementation of
conservation strategies, effectively coordinating and collaborating with CDFW partners, and
adaptively responding to emerging issues.
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Because of California’s tremendous biodiversity and the broad spectrum of actions needed to
implement conservation strategies across a complex assemblage of resources, land uses,
government activities, and resource-consumptive industries, CDFW determined that a more
detailed coordination framework for SWAP 2015 implementation was needed beyond the
presentation in SWAP 2015. Called “companion plans,” these sector-specific action plans will be
instrumental in the implementation of SWAP 2015. CDFW, in partnership with other state and
federal agencies and organizations involved in the use, management, and conservation of
California’s natural resources and cultural heritage, are creating nine sector-specific plans.

Sector-Specific Companion Plans:

a Agriculture a Forests and Rangelands a Tribal Lands
a Consumptive and Recreational Uses a lLand Use Planning a Water Management
a Energy Development a Transportation Planning a Marine Resources

Companion plans will support development of well-coordinated, collaborative, multi-
stakeholder efforts that leverage human and financial resources, as well as increase efficiencies
for implementation of strategies, to achieve goals and objectives described in SWAP 2015. These
plans will identify shared priorities of SWAP 2015 and CDFW partners, and mutually strengthen
the conservation capabilities of CDFW and participating organizations.

Adaptive Management and Monitoring

Natural communities, ecosystems, species population dynamics, and the effects of pressures or
conservation actions on the environment are inherently complex. Resource managers often
need to take action to conserve species even though scientific information may be incomplete
and outcomes of the actions may be uncertain. Adaptive management is essential to
implementing effective conservation programs in light of these challenges. Adaptive
management of a conservation plan is a process to continually monitor to assess the
environment, as well as the effects and effectiveness of conservation strategies, and to adjust
the plan when improvement is needed to achieve the desired outcomes. SWAP 2015 has
integrated the concept of adaptive management in its preparation and implementation.

For SWAP 2015, CDFW has adopted a framework of effectiveness measures that is consistent
with the Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation (www.conservationmeasures.org) and
that has been proposed by the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA) (2011). This
framework establishes a standardized and readily accessible monitoring and evaluation process
to inform and guide SWAP implementation. Under the effectiveness measure framework, the
information gathered through monitoring and evaluation can be used to identify successful
strategies that should be continued and shared, and also to identify less effective ones that
should be improved or abandoned. The effectiveness measure framework also provides a
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mechanism for CDFW to report on the status of SWAP implementation to USFWS, conservation
partners and the public.

SWAP 2015 employs three types of monitoring: (1) status monitoring, which tracks conditions of
species, ecosystems and other conservation factors over time; (2) effectiveness monitoring,
which determines if conservation strategies are having their intended results and to identify
ways to improve actions that are less effective (i.e., adaptive management); and (3) effect
monitoring, addressing whether and how the target conditions are being influenced by the
implementation of strategies. The effectiveness measure framework promoted by AFWA and
adopted for SWAP 2015 brings these three types of monitoring together to (1) attribute
changes in ecosystems and species status to the effectiveness of SWAP conservation strategies,
and (2) roll up the results of many different strategies into statewide reports.

Conclusion

California’s SWAP 2015 establishes a strategic vision of the integrated conservation efforts
needed to sustain the tremendous diversity of wildlife resources found in the state. Although
SWAP 2015 is not a specific work plan for CDFW or any other organization, it is meant to
visualize, support, complement, and unite the plans of the multiple conservation and
management entities within California. More detailed, operation-level plans will be needed to
complete many of the strategies identified in SWAP 2015. Such plans should be developed by
the appropriate entities whose interest, authority, or responsibility encompass each action and
in coordination with the SWAP and its companion plans. Support provided by the SWG program
will enable coordination and implementation of many projects identified under the SWAP.

SWAP 2015 is an adaptive plan that will continually be updated, revised, and improved, based
on the input and deliberations of all those involved in wildlife conservation. Working together,
Californians can shape a future with abundant wildlife, outstanding biodiversity, and healthy
ecosystems that define the state and provide for the inspiration, recreation, sustenance, and
livelihood of its residents and visitors for current and coming generations.
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Conservation Targets and Strategies for the North Coast and Klamath Province

Executive Summary

North Coast and Klamath Province

Target

Goals

Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs)

Pressures’

Strategy Categories

American Southwest Riparian Forest Northern California Coast Ranges: a  Area and extent of community a  Annual and perennial non-timber a Partner Engagement
and Woodland a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communities and crops a Management Planning
- a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a Dams and water management/use a Direct Management
North Coastal and Montane Riparian , o , ) . . . . o
Forest and Woodland a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Invasive plants/animals a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired channel pattern are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Age class heterogeneity a Housing and urban areas Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a livestock farming and ranching a |awand Policy
Northern California Coast: a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, acres of habitat (riparian) are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres with desired endemic plant diversity (ground cover, shrubs, understory) are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired channel pattern (natural floodplain) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles.
a By 2025, miles connected (to natural floodplain) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles.
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres/miles with natural hydrologic regime (through management of water operations in the Eel, Klamath, Trinity,
Mad, and Russian Rivers) has increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles.
Freshwater Marsh a By 2025, acres of freshwater emergent wetland habitat acre increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber a Management Planning
a By 2025, miles of freshwater emergent wetland with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. | &  Connectivity among communities and crops a  Economic Incentives
a By 2025, population abundance of key species (SGCN) is increased by at least 5% from 2015 population levels. ecosystems a Housing and urban areas a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles of freshwater emergent wetland with desired inches of groundwater are increased by at least 5% from 2015. | & Successional dynamics a [nvasive plants/animals Lease
a By 2025, acres of freshwater emergent wetland with suitable soil characteristics are increased by 5% from 2015 acres. a  Key species population levels a Livestock farming and ranching a |awand Policy
a By 2015, population of key species (beaver) is increased by at least 5% from 2015 population levels. a Surface water flow regime a  Other ecosystem modifications a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, acres of freshwater emergent wetland with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres.
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired channel pattern (connected floodplains) are increased by at least 5% from 2015
acres/miles.
a By 2025, miles with desired level of discharge (mimicking natural flood frequency, seasonality, and magnitude) are
increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles.
Pacific Northwest Conifer Forests a By 2025, acres of redwood habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Areaand extent of community a Agricultural and forestry effluents a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity (multi-story canopy) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Avalanches a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres/miles with natural hydrologic (udic) regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Structural diversity a Fire and fire suppression a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics (in wet meadows) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Introduced genetic material a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired (late) stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Soil and sediment deposition regime | & Invasive plants/animals a Qutreach and Education
a |ivestock farming and ranching a Training and Technical
a |ogging and wood harvesting Assistance
a Parasites/pathogens/diseases
a Roads and railroads
a Wood and pulp plantations
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Conservation Targets and Strategies for the North Coast and Klamath Province (continued)

North Coast and Klamath Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
Pacific Northwest Subalpine Forest a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fireregime a  Fire and fire suppression a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a  Parasites/pathogens/diseases a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Structural diversity a Recreational activities a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Age class heterogeneity a  Economic Incentives
a  Environmental Review
a land Use Planning
a Training and Technical
Assistance
California Foothill and Valley Forests a By 2025, acres with desired endemic plant diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Fire and fire suppression a Partner Engagement
and Woodlands a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity (oak recruitment) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Invasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Key species population levels a |ivestock farming and ranching a  Economic Incentives
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a Recreational activities a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired inches of groundwater are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Age class heterogeneity Lease
a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Qutreach and Education
Alpine Vegetation a By 2025, acres connected are maintained within the ecoregion from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a (limate Change a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres of macrogroup (target) are maintained within the ecoregion from 2015 acres. a (Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Commercial and industrial areas a  Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired plant diversity (species richness and subgroupy/alliance diversity) are maintained within the ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a  Management Planning
ecoregion from 2015 acres. a Diversity a |ivestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
a Recreational activities a  Economic Incentives
a Qutreach and Education
a Training and Technical
Assistance
Fen (Peatlands) a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Areaand extent of community a Fire and fire suppression a Data Collection and Analysis
North Coastal and Montane Riparian a By 2025, acres with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Invasive plants/animals a Partner Engagement
Forest and Woodland a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a |ogging and wood harvesting a Direct Management
Subalpine Aspen Forests and Pine a By 2025, acres/miles with desired channel pattern are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a  Environmental Review
Woodlands a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a law and Policy
Western Upland Grasslands, Wet e arel i
Mountain Meadow
Subalpine Aspen Forests and Pine a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a  Fire and fire suppression a Data Collection and Analysis
Woodlands a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Logging and wood harvesting a  Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | &  Parasites/pathogens/diseases a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a  Environmental Review
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a [awand Policy
a  Age class heterogeneity a Qutreach and Education
a Soil and sediment deposition regime
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North Coast and Klamath Province

Conservation Targets and Strategies for the North Coast and Klamath Province (continued)

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
Montane Upland Deciduous Scrub a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fireregime a Housing and urban areas a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, connected montane shrubland and grassland acres are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a (Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Logging and wood harvesting a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a  Fire and fire suppression a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics are increased by 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a  Environmental Review
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Age class heterogeneity a law and Policy
a Qutreach and Education
Native Aquatic Species a By 2025, miles of streams with target amphibian population are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Area and extent of community Agricultural and forestry effluents a Direct Management
Assemblages/Communities a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Key species population levels a Annual and perennial non-timber a  Economic Incentives
a By 2025, population of key species are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population. a Native versus non-native diversity crops a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Soil and sediment deposition regime | &  Dams and water management/use Lease
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired concentrations of pollutants are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Surface water flow regime a Fire and fire suppression a [awand Policy
a By 2025, acres/miles with total dissolved solids are decreased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Water temperatures and chemistry a Garbage and solid waste a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (flow) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Pollutant concentrations and a Household sewage and urban waste
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired temperature are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. dynamics water
Housing and urban areas
a Fishing and harvesting aquatic
resources
a |ivestock farming and ranching
a Industrial and military effluents
a Introduced genetic material
a [nvasive plants/animals
a logging and wood harvesting
a  Marine and freshwater aquaculture
a Mining and quarrying
a Parasites/pathogens/diseases
a Renewable energy
a Roads and railroads

! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.
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Cascades and Modoc Plateau Province

Table 2 Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Cascades and Modoc Plateau Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
North Coastal Mixed a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fireregime a  Fire and fire suppression a Data Collection and Analysis
Evergreen and Montane a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a livestock farming and ranching a Management Planning
Forests a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a |ogging and wood harvesting a |and Acquisition/ Easement/ Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Age class heterogeneity a Renewable energy a |awand Policy
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a  Utility and service lines a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water yield are increased by at least 5 % from 2015 miles.
Western Upland Grasslands | & By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a  Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Fire and fire suppression a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity (remove in-growth trees from within grassland habitats) | &  Successional dynamics a Invasive plants/animals a Economic Incentives
are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a livestock farming and ranching a |and Acquisition/ Easement/ Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a |ogging and wood harvesting a |and Use Planning
a |awand Policy
Big Sagebrush Scrub a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a  Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
Great Basin Dwarf a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Dams and water management/use a Partner Engagement
Sagebrush Scrub a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Fire and fire suppression a Management Planning
Great Basin Upland Scrub a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a Housing and urban areas a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Invasive plants/animals a  Economic Incentives
a Livestock farming and ranching a lawand Policy
a Parasites/pathogens/diseases a Qutreach and Education
a Recreational activities
a Renewable energy
a  Utility and service lines
Great Basin Pinyon-Juniper | & By 2025, acres with desired native species dominance and desired structural diversity are increased by a Fire regime a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
Woodland at least 5% within the presettlement range of pinyon-juniper and juniper habitats in the ecoregion. a  Successional dynamics a  Fire and fire suppression a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres of desired successional stage are increased by at least 5% from presettlement habitat acreage. | &  Structural diversity a [nvasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire return interval are increased by at least 5% from 2015 levels. a Native versus non-native diversity a |ivestock farming and ranching
a  QOther ecosystem modifications
Eagle Lake Native Fish a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population (Eagle Lake Rainbow Trout - ELRT) are increased a Area and extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Connectivity among communities and ecosystems | a  Introduced genetic material a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, miles of river with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Key species population levels a [nvasive plants/animals a Management Planning
a By 2025, population of key species (ELRT) are increased by at least 5% from the 2015 population size. a Native versus non-native diversity a |ivestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired genetic connectivity between lower Pine Creek and lake populations during | &  Hydrological regime a logging and wood harvesting a Economic Incentives
spawning and migration period are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Roads and railroads a law and Policy
a By 2025, miles connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Surface water flow regime a Qutreach and Education
a  Water level fluctuations
Goose Lake Native Fish a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres by improving access to habitat a Area and extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage in all lake tributaries and enhancing fish passage. a  Connectivity among communities and ecosystems | a Introduced genetic material a Direct Management
a By 2025, populations of key species are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population size. a  Key species population levels a [nvasive plants/animals a lawand Policy
a By 2025, miles of river in Pine and Davis Creeks with native species dominant are increased by at least a Endemic diversity a |ivestock farming and ranching a Qutreach and Education
5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a logging and wood harvesting
a By 2025, miles connected between stream and lake populations during spawning and migration period | a  Hydrological regime a Roads and railroads
are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Soil and sediment deposition regime
a Surface water flow regime
a Water temperatures and chemistry
a  Water level fluctuations
a Nutrient concentration and dynamics

! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.

STATE WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN 2015 | A CONSERVATION LEGACY FOR CALIFORNIANS



Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Bay Delta and Central Coast Province

Executive Summary

Bay Delta and Central Coast Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
American Southwest a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres of riparian habitat in the Central Coast Ecoregion. a  Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Direct Management
Riparian Forest and a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communities a Dams and water management/use a land Acquisition/ Easement/
Woodland a By 2025, miles connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles of riparian habitat. and ecosystems a [nvasive plants/animals Lease
a By 2025, miles with desired level of discharge are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a Livestock farming and ranching a QOutreach and Education
a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres of riparian habitat. a  Age class heterogeneity a Roads and railroads
a  Water level fluctuations
California Grassland, Vernal | & By 2025, acres of grassland habitat restored are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | &  Data Collection and Analysis
Pools, and Flowerfields a By 2025, acres of vernal pool habitat restored are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Commercial and industrial areas a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres by treatment with managed grazing. | &  Key species population levels a Fire and fire suppression a Direct Management
a By 2025, population of key species (spadefoot toad) is increased by at least 5% from 2015 population levels. a Native versus non-native diversity a Housing and urban areas a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres by reducing encroachment of coyote a Surface water flow regime a Invasive plants/animals Lease
bush/coastal scrub into grassland. a livestock farming and ranching a |and Use Planning
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles through length of hydroperiod. a Renewable energy
a By 2025, miles with desired level water quality are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles by meeting standards of Basin Plan. a Roads and railroads
Coastal Sage Scrub a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Area and extent of community a  Air-borne pollutants a Data Collection and Analysis
Northwest Coast Cliff and a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Fire regime a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Partner Engagement
Outcrop a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communities a (limate change a Management Planning
Coastal Dune and BIuff a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics are increased by 5% from 2015 acres. and ecosystems a  Commercial and industrial areas a Direct Management
Scrub a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Structural diversity a Fire and fire suppression a Environmental Review
North Coast Deciduous a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a Housing and urban areas a land Acquisition/ Easement/
Scrub and Terrace Prairie a Soil and sediment deposition a Invasive plants/animals Lease
regime a Roads and railroads a |and Use Planning
a Tourism and recreation areas a |aw and Policy
Coastal Lagoons a By 2025, area (miles/acres) with desired nutrient load (TMDL) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 area (miles/acres). a  Area and extent of community a Agricultural and forestry effluents a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres of lagoon habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communities a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Direct Management
a By 2025, acres of connected lagoon habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. and ecosystems a (limate change a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, miles with desired level of discharge (water level) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a Commercial and industrial areas Lease
a  Surface water flow regime a Dams and water management/use a lawand Policy
a Nutrient concentrations and a Fire and fire suppression a Training and Technical
dynamics a Garbage and solid waste Assistance
a Housing and urban areas
a Housing sewage and urban waste water
a |ivestock farming and ranching
a  QOther ecosystem modifications
a Recreational activities
a Roads and railroads
a Tourism and recreation areas
a Wood and pulp plantations
Salt Marsh a By 2025, miles with desired level of water quality are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres of habitat (salt-marsh habitat) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Commercial and industrial areas a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired genetic connectivity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Structural diversity a Dams and water management/use a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Diversity a Fishing and harvesting aquatic resources | a  Direct Management
a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Native versus non-native diversity a Housing and urban areas a  Economic Incentives
a By 2025, acres of habitat (salt-marsh habitat by providing high-tide refugia for sensitive species) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. | & Soil and sediment deposition a Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals | & Land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water yield (consistent with the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan requirements) are increased regime a [nvasive plants/animals Lease
by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Pollutant concentrations and a Livestock farming and ranching a lawand Policy
a By 2025, improve water quality in the San Francisco Bay Delta by meeting Total Maximum Daily Load requirements for organic and dynamics a Recreational activities a Qutreach and Education
inorganic pollutants. a  Water level fluctuations a Roads and railroads
a By 2025, miles with desired level water quality are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a

Shipping lanes

! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.
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Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province

Table 4 Conservation Targets and Strategies for Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
American Southwest Riparian | & By 2025, acres of functional riparian habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Area and extent of community a  Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Data Collection and Analysis
Forest and Woodland a By 2025, acres connected riparian habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Dams and water management/use a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres/miles with natural hydrologic regime have increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. ecosystems a Housing and urban areas a  Direct Management
a By 2025, acres/miles with total dissolved solids (meeting TMDL) are decreased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Invasive plants/animals a  Qutreach and Education
a Soil and sediment deposition regime a livestock farming and ranching a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a  Surface water flow a Recreational activities Lease
a Roads and railroads a lawand Policy
a Utility and service lines
Chaparral a By 2025, acres of macrogroup habitat (target) are maintained or increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Data Collection and Analysis
Desert Transition Chaparral a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant is increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a (limate change a Partner Engagement
Montane Chaparral a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Fire a.nd fire suppression a Management Planning
California Foothill and Coastal | ™ By 2025, acres W?th des?red stages qf ;ucces§ion are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems . a Hous!ng and urbap areas a Direct Maqag_ement
Rock Outcrop Veegetation a By 2025, acres with desired connectivity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Successwna} dyr?am|cs a Invasive plants/animals a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Structural diversity a Renewable energy Lease
a Native versus non-native species
California Foothill and Valley | e By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a  Fire and fire suppression a Direct Management
Forests and Woodlands a By 2025, populations of key species (oaks) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population. a  Successional dynamics a Invasive plants/animals a  Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Key species population levels a livestock farming and ranching a  Economic Incentives
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water yield are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Native versus non-native species a  Recreational activities a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a  Age class heterogeneity Lease
a  Soil and sediment deposition regime a  Outreach and Education
North Coastal Mixed a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a  Fire and fire suppression a Data Collection and Analysis
Evergreen and Montane a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a livestock farming and ranching a Management Planning
Conifer Forests a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity (increase rotation age) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Native versus non-native species a |ogging and wood harvesting a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres of habitat (with increased recruitment of oaks, aspen, and shrubs) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Age class heterogeneity a  Renewable energy Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Utility and service lines a Law and Policy
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired water yield are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Qutreach and Education
Alpine Vegetation a By 2025, acres connected are maintained within the ecoregion from 2015 acres. a  Area and extent of community a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres of macrogroup (target) are maintained within the ecoregion from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Commercial and industrial areas a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired plant diversity (species richness and subgroupy/alliance diversity) are maintained within the ecoregion from ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a  Management Planning
2015 acres. a Diversity a Livestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
a Recreational activities a Qutreach and Education
a Training and Technical
Assistance
Pacific Northwest Subalpine | a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Area and extent of community a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
Forest a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Fire and fire suppression a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Parasites/pathogens/diseases a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Structural diversity a Recreational activities a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Age class heterogeneity a  Economic Incentives
a  Environmental Review
a land Use Planning
a Training and Technical

Assistance
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Conservation Targets and Strategies for Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province (continued)

Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province

Executive Summary

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
Fen (Peatlands) a By 2025, acres of habitat (meadows) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Agricultural and forestry effluents a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, populations of key species (hydrophilic vegetation for SGCNs) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population. a  Fire regime a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | @ Management Planning
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Dams and water management/use a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres/miles with a natural hydrologic regime have increased by at least 5% from acres/miles. ecosystems a Fire and fire suppression a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Key species population levels a Housing and urban areas Lease
a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics (reduced sediment input) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Endemic diversity a Hunting and collection of terrestrial a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles with desired level of discharge are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Soil and sediment deposition regime animals
a  Water level fluctuations a Industrial and military effluents
a [nvasive plants/animals
a Livestock farming and ranching
a Logging and wood harvesting
a Mining and quarrying
a  Parasites/pathogens/diseases
a Recreational activities
a Roads and railroads
a Tourism and recreation areas
Clear Lake Native Fish a By 2025, acres of habitat (wetland) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Partner Engagement
Assemblage a By 2025, acres of habitat (riparian) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Dams and water management/use a Direct Management
a By 2025, populations of key species (tule perch, prickly sculpin, and Clear Lake hitch) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population. ecosystems a [nvasive plants/animals a Economic Incentives
a By 2025, miles of river with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Key species population levels a Mining and quarrying a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, water flow of Adobe, Scotts, Middle, Kelsey, Cole creeks in Lake County are increased by at least 5% during spring and early a  Structural diversity a Recreational activities Lease
summer season so that native fish species could better migrate in these creeks. a Diversity a |awand Policy
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (in Adobe, Scotts, Middle, Kelsey, Cole creeks in Lake Co. during spring and early summer a Native versus non-native species a Qutreach and Education
season) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Endemic diversity
a By 2025, miles with desired level water quality are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Soil and sediment deposition regime
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired channel pattern are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Surface water flow regime
a Pollutant concentration and dynamics
a Nutrient concentrations and dynamics
Goose Lake Native Fish a By 2025, acres connected are increased by improving access to habitat in all lake tributaries, by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Direct Management
Assemblage a By 2025, populations of key species are increased, by at least 5% from 2015 population. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Introduced genetic material a lawand Policy
a By 2025, miles of river in Pine and Davis Creeks with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles connected between stream and lake populations during spawning and migration period are increased by at least 5% from | & Key species population levels a Livestock farming and ranching
2015 miles. a Native versus non-native species a Logging and wood harvesting
a Endemic diversity a Roads and railroads
a Soil and sediment deposition regime
a Surface water flow regime
a  Water temperature and chemistry
a Nutrient concentrations and dynamics
a  Water level fluctuations
Carson River Native Fish a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles in the Carson River basin. a Areaand extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage a By 2025, miles with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a Fishing and harvesting aquatic resources | @  Management Planning
a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native species a Housing and urban areas a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Age class heterogeneity a [ntroduced genetic material a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired concentrations of pollutants are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles (consistent with TMDL). | & Soil and sediment deposition regime a [nvasive plants/animals Lease
a By 2025, acres/miles with total dissolved solids are decreased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Surface water flow regime a Lawand Policy
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Pollutant concentration and dynamics a Qutreach and Education
a Training and Technical

Assistance
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Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province

Conservation Targets and Strategies for Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province (continued)

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures” Strategy Categories
Walker River Native Fish a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population (SGCNs) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Area and extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Introduced genetic material a  Partner Engagement
a By 2025, miles connected (i.e., past barriers) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a  Management Planning
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (mimics natural hydrograph) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Native versus non-native diversity a Livestock farming and ranching a  Direct Management
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water quality (meeting TMDL standards) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Hydrological regime a Roads and railroads a lawand Policy
a By 2025, miles with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Qutreach and Education
a  Surface water flow regime
a Water quality
San Joaquin Native Fish a By 2025, miles connected native fish habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops | a  Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Connectivity among communitiesand | a  Dams and water management/use a Management Planning
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water yield (flow) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a Household sewage and urban waste a Direct Management
a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity water a Law and Policy
a By 2025, acres/miles of native fish habitat with desired temperature are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Surface water flow regime a  Housing and urban development a Qutreach and Education
a Water temperature and chemistry a Invasive plants/animals
a  Marine and freshwater aquaculture
a Recreational activities
Upper Kern River Native Fish | & By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Area and extent of community a Housing and urban areas a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage a By 2025, miles with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Fire regime a Introduced genetic material a  Management Planning
a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Native versus non-native species a Invasive plants/animals a  Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Age class heterogeneity a livestock farming and ranching a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired concentrations of pollutants are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles (consistent with TMDL). | a  Soil and sediment deposition regime Lease
a By 2025, acres/miles with total dissolved solids are decreased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Surface water flow regime a  Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Training and Technical

Assistance
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! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.
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Conservation Targets and Strategies for the South Coast Province

Executive Summary

South Coast Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
California Grasslandand | & By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
Flowerfields a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Fire regime a (limate change a Partner Engagement

a By 2025, acres with desired endemic plant/animal diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a (Connectivity among communities and a Fire and fire suppression a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a Housing and urban areas a Direct Management
a By 2025, populations of key species are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population levels. a Successional dynamics a [nvasive plants/animals a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired plant/animal diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Key species population levels a livestock farming and ranching Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired genetic connectivity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Endemic diversity a Recreational activities
a By 2025, acres/miles with natural hydrologic regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Native versus non-native diversity
a Soil and sediment deposition regimes
a Nutrient concentrations and dynamics
American Southwest a By 2025, area of the community is maintained or increased by at least 5% in every watershed throughout the ecoregion. a Area and extent of community a Avalanches/landslide a Data Collection and Analysis
Riparian Forest and a By 2025, the amount of continuous riparian habitat is increased by at least 5% from 2015 levels. a Connectivity among communities and a Dams and water management/use a Management Planning
lisse Elix a By 2025, the range of more than one riparian SGCN is maintained or increased by at least 5%. ecosystems a Fire and fire suppression a Direct Management
a By 2025, the number of stream miles that display the full range of age classes and vegetation layers (herb, shrub, subtree, a Key species population levels a Garbage and solid waste a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
trees) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 levels. a Structural diversity a Household sewage and urban waste water Lease
a By 2025, miles of surface water flows, both ephemeral and permanent, are restored to mimic historic patterns (hydrographs) | & Native versus non-native diversity a Housing and urban areas a [aw and Policy
of flooding and low flow patterns by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Hydrological regime a Invasive plants/animals a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, at least 5% of riparian habitat (acres) are dominated by native species. a Surface water flow regime a Livestock farming and ranching
a By 2025, greater than 5% of the riparian areas display functional connectivity. a Water level fluctuations a Mining and quarrying (no strategies)
a Recreational activities (no strategies)
a Roads and railroads (no strategies)
a Tourism and recreation areas
Native Fish Assemblage a By 2025, at least 5% more streams contain their historic native fish composition. a Connectivity among communities and a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, at least two more streams have improved connectivity. ecosystems a (limate change a Direct Management
a By 2025, increase by at least 5% the ratio of native fish to non-native fish in Big Tujunga Creek, Haines Creek, and the Santa | a Native versus non-native diversity a Dams and water management/use a land Acquisition/ Easement/
Clara River mainstem. a Age class heterogeneity a Household sewage and urban waste water Lease
a By 2025, all species and their life stages are present and commonly encountered during summer fish surveys within their a Diversity a Housing and urban areas a Qutreach and Education
currently known range. a Surface water flow regime a Invasive plants/animals
a By 2025, suitable flows are released to maintain target populations below Big Tujunga and Cogswell dams. a Water level fluctuations a Mining and quarrying
a By 2025, maintain or increase by at least 5% a natural hydrologic regime in coastal lagoons that support target species. a Recreational activities
South Coast Native a By 2025, area occupied by assemblage is increased by at least 5% from 2015 levels. a Area and extent of community Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
Aquatic Herp Assemblage | a By 2025, all populations contain both juvenile (egg and tadpole) and adult life stages in adequate abundance to ensure a Native versus non-native diversity Climate change a Direct Management
population sustainability. a Age class heterogeneity Housing and urban areas a Land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, non-native invasive aquatic species will be reduced by at least 5% within sensitive amphibian habitat, and their a Surface water flow regime Invasive plants/animals Lease
source populations identified to aid recovery of native amphibians. a Qutreach and Education

By 2025, restore flow regimes to provide an increase by at least 5% in access to suitable habitat for native species.

Other ecosystem modifications
Parasites/pathogens/diseases
Recreational activities

Roads and railroads

! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.

STATE WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN 2015 | A CONSERVATION LEGACY FOR CALIFORNIANS

17



Executive Summary

18

Deserts Province

Table 6 Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Deserts Province

Target Goals Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) Pressures’ Strategy Categories
Big Sagebrush Scrub a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Fire and fire suppression a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, acres with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Fire regime a Housing and urban areas a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres where native species is dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a [Invasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Age class heterogeneity a Parasites/pathogens/diseases a Economic Incentives
a land Acquisition/ Easement/
Lease
Great Basin Pinyon- a By 2025, acres with desired native species dominance and desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% within the a Fire regime a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
Juniper Woodland presettlement range of pinyon-juniper and juniper habitats in the ecoregion. a  Successional dynamics a Fire and fire suppression a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres of desired successional stage are increased by at least 5% from presettlement habitat area. a Structural diversity a Invasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres desired fire return are increased by at least 5% from 2015 levels. a Native versus non-native diversity a Livestock farming and ranching
a  Other ecosystem modifications
Shadscale-Saltbush a By 2025, at least 5% of the disturbed areas show signs of improved successional dynamics. a Area and extent of community a Airborne pollutants a Data Collection and Analysis
Scrub a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  (Connectivity among communities and a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired endemic plant/animal diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a Commercial and industrial areas a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Housing and urban areas a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Endemic diversity a Industrial and military effluents Lease
a By 2025, acres/miles with natural hydrologic regime have increased by at least 5% from acres/miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a [Invasive plants/animals a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Military activities a Training and Technical Assistance
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Recreational activities
a Renewable energy
a Roads and railroads
a  Utility and service lines
Desert Wash Woodland | a By 2025, acres of (desert wash) habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Commercial and industrial areas a Data Collection and Analysis
and Scrub a By 2025, acres with desired endemic plant/animal diversity are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres. a (Connectivity among communities and a Dams and water management/use a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, population of key species (Couch'’s spadefoot) is increased by at least 5% from 2015 population levels. ecosystems a Housing and urban areas a land Use Planning
a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Key species population levels a Military activities a Qutreach and Education
a By 2025, miles connected (desert wash habitat) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Structural diversity a Mining and quarrying
a By 2025, miles with stable bank (desert wash) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Endemic diversity a Recreational activities
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (water volume and flow) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Renewable energy
a Surface water flow regime a Roads and railroads
a Tourism and recreation areas
a  Utility and service lines
Sparsely Vegetated a By 2025, acres of habitat free of invasive non-native species are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a (limate change a Data Collection and Analysis
Desert Dune a By 2025, acres of habitat are maintained or increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  (Connectivity among communities and a Housing and urban areas a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres of habitat with suitable soil characteristics regimes are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres of habitat with desired ground water levels are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a Livestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres of habitat with desired connectivity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Recreational activities a land Use Planning
a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Renewable energy
A.mer'ican Southwest a By 2025: acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a [nvasive plantS/animals a Data Collection and AnalySiS
\F;\;%iréa?gnlijorest and a By 2025, acres of target habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a ls\latfwe Versus rf1|on-nat|.ve diversity a  Parasites/pathogens/diseases a P|r'e(jctUMa;?96ment
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. 4 ouriace water flowregime @ randuserianning
:I;-Ilgh DeSGrtHWHSh and a By 2025: acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of Community a (limate change a Data Collection and AnalySiS
Rangeland" Scrub a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. & Successional dynamics a  Fire and fire suppression «  Partner Engagement
. . L . a  Structural diversity a [Invasive plants/animals a Management Planning
Great Basin Upland a By 2025, acres with desired structural diversity are increased at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Native versus non-native diversity a  Livestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
Scrub a By 2025, miles of river with native species dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Mining and quarrying
a Renewable energy
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Table 6

Executive Summary

Deserts Province

Target

Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Deserts Province (continued)

Goals

Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs)

Pressures’

Strategy Categories

Mojave and Sonoran a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Partner Engagement
Desert Scrub a By 2025, acres connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Connectivity among communities and a Hous!ng and urban areas a Manageme.qt'PIannlng
. . . . 0 ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a land Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a  Successional dynamics a Renewable energy Lease
a By 2025, populations of key species are increased by at least 5% from 2015 population. a  Key species population levels a Roads and railroads a Land Use Planning
a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a Utility and service lines a Qutreach and Education
a a  Weather regime a Training and Technical Assistance
Walker River Native Fish | a By 2025, miles of streams with target fish population (SGCNs) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Area and extent of community a Dams and water management/use a Data Collection and Analysis
Assemblage a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a  Connectivity among communities and a Introduced genetic material a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, miles connected (i.e,, past barriers) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a Invasive plants/animals a Management Planning
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (mimics natural hydrograph) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a livestock farming and ranching a Direct Management
a By 2025, miles with desired level of water quality (meeting TMDL standards) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Hydrological regime a Roads and railroads a |awand Policy
a By 2025, miles with desired age class heterogeneity are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Qutreach and Education
a Surface water flow regime
a Water quality
Cienegas a By 2025, acres of cienegas habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Areaand extent of community a Annual and perennial non-timber crops a Data Collection and Analysis
a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Fire regime a Dams and water management/use a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, acres with desired fire regime (frequent low-intensity fire) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Native versus non-native diversity a  Farthquakes/tsunami a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired inches of groundwater (stable depth) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Hydrological regime a Fire and fire suppression a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a Housing and urban areas Lease
a Introduced genetic material a Qutreach and Education
a [nvasive plants/animals
a |ivestock farming and ranching
a Parasites/pathogens/diseases
a Renewable energy
Springs and Spring a By 2025, acres of habitat are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Area and extent of community a Commercial and industrial areas a Data Collection and Analysis
Brooks a By 2025, miles of river where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a (Connectivity among communities and a Dams and water management/use a Partner Engagement
a By 2025, miles connected are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a [ntroduced genetic material a Management Planning
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired inches of groundwater are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a  Successional dynamics a [nvasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, acres/miles with desired water yield are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres/miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a |ivestock farming and ranching a |and Acquisition/ Easement/
a By 2025, acres with suitable soil characteristics are increased by 5% from 2015 acres. a Hydrological regime a Marine and freshwater aquaculture Lease
a By 2025, acres with desired stages of succession are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Recreational activities a Qutreach and Education
a Surface water flow regime a Renewable energy
a Water quality
Anthropogenically a By 2025, acres where native species are dominant are increased by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a Areaand extent of community a Agricultural and forestry effluents a Data Collection and Analysis
Created Aquatic a By 2025, acres with desired genetic connectivity are increased (between Salton Sea drains) by at least 5% from 2015 acres. a (Connectivity among communities and a Dams and water management/use a Partner Engagement
Features a By 2025, miles with stable bank are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. ecosystems a [nvasive plants/animals a Direct Management
a By 2025, miles with desired stream stage (mimic natural flow hydrograph) are increased by at least 5% from 2015 miles. a Native versus non-native diversity a  Marine and freshwater aquaculture a land Use Planning
a Soil and sediment deposition regime a Recreational activities a |aw and Policy
a Surface water flow regime a Renewable energy a Qutreach and Education
a Water quality a Roads and railroads

! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.
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20

Marine Province

Summary of Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Marine Province

Target*

Goals

Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs)

Pressures’

Strategy Categories

Embayments
Estuaries
Lagoons

By 2025, in coordination with partners, area of target is increased by at least 5% (with 5% of this
area available as buffer for sea level rise).

By 2025, increase reproductive success of native shorebirds by at least 5%, increase native oyster
populations by at least 5%, and reduce invasive species populations by at least 5%, as indicators
of improved community structure in the embayments, estuaries, lagoons ecosystems.

By 2025, protect at least 5% more shorebird habitats to secure high quality embayments,
estuaries, lagoons ecosystems.

By 2025, native seagrass (eelgrass) bed acreage is increased by at least 5%. (Will result in an
increase in floating vegetation)

By 2025, in coordination with partners, surface water flow (both ephemeral and permanent) is
increased by at least 5% into embayments, estuaries, lagoons.

By 2025, in coordination with State Water Boards and other partners, improve the water quality
of tributaries that flow into embayments, estuaries, lagoons by meeting at least 5% of the
TMDLs.

By 2025, in coordination with partners, at least 5% of the embayment, estuary, and lagoon water
bodies improve circulation and hydro-connectivity so that key ecological processes are restored,
for example, nutrient and other chemical mixings in the water body are functioning better and
improved tidal marsh evolutions are experienced throughout the target.

By 2025, in coordination with State Water Boards and other partners, the water quality standards
for at least 5% of embayment, estuary, and lagoon water bodies are met.

By 2025, in coordination with State Water Boards and other partners, the sediment quality
objectives for at least 5% of the embayment, estuary, and lagoon water bodies are met.

Area and extent of community

Community structure and composition
(e.g., key species population levels, age
class structure, biodiversity, endemic
diversity, native versus non-native diversity)

Connectivity among communities and
ecosystems

Biogenic habitat

Hydrologic characteristics (e.g., flow
coming into and out of target)

Quantity of sediment delivered into target
(sediment deposition)

Circulation and connectivity within target
Water quality

Sediment quality

Agricultural and forestry effluents

Airborne pollutants

Climate change

Dams and water management/use

Fishing, harvesting, and collecting aquatic resources
Garbage and solid waste

Household sewage and urban wastewater (urban runoff)

Housing and urban areas, commercial and industrial areas
(shoreline development)

Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals
Industrial and military effluents (hazardous spills)

Industrial and military effluents, household sewage and
urban wastewater (point discharge)

Invasive plants/animals
Logging and wood harvesting
Marine and freshwater aquaculture

Other ecosystem modifications (modification of
mouth/channels, ocean/estuary water diversion/control,
artificial structures)

Parasites/pathogens/diseases
Recreational activities

Shipping lanes (ballast water)

Data Collection and Analysis
Partner Engagement

Management Planning

Direct Management

Economic Incentives
Environmental Review

Land Acquisition/ Easement/ Lease
Land Use Planning

Law and Policy

Outreach and Education

Training and Technical Assistance

* Conservation strategies were only developed for the embayments, estuaries, lagoon target. Strategies for other marine conservation targets will be developed in the future.
! Pressures can be positive or negative depending on the intensity, timing, and duration of the action on the target habitat.
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Conservation Targets and Strategies for Anadromous Fish

Executive Summary

Anadromous Fish

Geography Conservation Target Conservation Strategy (Implementation by 2025)
Statewide In-river spawning and rearing Document range and distribution of spawning and rearing habitat. a Promote restoration actions that focus on ecological processes and climate change resilience.
habitat Enhance and protect key spawning and rearing habitat for each specific anadromous species.
River flow Identify annual flow regimes necessary for migration, rearing, and spawning of each anadromous species. a [mplement water management and conservation plans.
Develop water management and conservation plans necessary to conserve anadromous fishes.
Wetland habitat Identify current condition of riparian and marsh habitat associated with anadromous species. a Protect key areas necessary to maintain viable populations.
Restore marsh and riparian habitat to improve carrying capacity of anadromous fishes.
North Coast and North | California Anadromous Salmonid Establish collaborative working groups for each Stronghold (Smith, Mattole, and South Fork Eel rivers). a Establish technical, agency, and financial support to maintain and expand ecological and human conditions
Central Coast Stronghold Watersheds Assess ecological and human activities conditions that are allowing for healthy fish populations. supporting strong salmon and steelhead populations.

Coastal estuaries Evaluate current condition and estuarine needs for coho salmon, eulachon, longfin smelt in key estuaries (i.e., Smith, Klamath, and Eel &  Establish estuary function and structure that will allow anadromous migration and be responsive to climate
rivers and Humboldt Bay). change.
Restore and enhance estuary habitat and processes essential for anadromous species.

Russian River Restore and enhance estuary and river habitat necessary to support viable populations of all listed anadromous fishes (i.e., Chinook & Expand Warm Springs Hatchery complex to function as a potential regional conservation facility for coho
salmon, coho salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon). salmon and other listed species in the North-Central Domain.

Develop and implement water management plan to ensure Russian River fisheries and land use are compatible.
Klamath-Trinity Rivers Pacific lamprey Establish standing committee to implement interstate/intertribal 2012 Pacific lamprey conservation agreement. a Secure funding specific for conserving Pacific lamprey in the Klamath/Trinity Rivers Basin.
Basin Implement habitat restoration and monitoring programs.

Ecological processes Evaluate wood debris, gravel, and water cycling and transport mechanisms across the basins. a Establish monitoring and evaluation programs to track ecological processes and functioning.
Establish agreements and practices to ensure adequate ecological processes are maintained to support sustainable anadromous
populations across the basins.

Listed and at-risk salmonids Establish standing inter-organizational team to implement federal and state recovery plans, the Trinity River Restoration Plan, and a Integrate sustainable river and tribal fisheries with establishing sustainable, natural populations of salmon
Klamath River Settlement. and steelhead.

Integrate recovery actions with strategic hatchery management (e.g., Iron Gate and Trinity River facilities).
South-Central and Steelhead trout populations Establish a robust monitoring program to evaluate steelhead populations, habitat, and ecological processes. a Determine role of resident populations to recovery and sustainability of anadromous populations.
éoutt[]ern California Secure additional funding necessary to pursue essential habitat recovery.
oasts

Migration barriers Remediate most downstream barriers to steelhead entering rivers and streams. a Modify land use practices (e.g., water use, agriculture, recreation, urban and road development) to minimize
Accelerate planning and remediation of rim dam barriers to key steelhead populations. effects on migration corridors.

Water management In addition to the statewide strategy, identify key streams and locations essential for over-summering juvenile and adult steelhead. a Update CDFW management and conservation plan to integrate modern water management, including
Investigate ability and options to creating water banks for steelhead habitat. drought and climate change parameters.

Central Valley Pacific lamprey Establish standing committee to implement interstate/intertribal 2012 Pacific lamprey conservation agreement. a Secure funding specific for conserving Pacific lamprey in the Central Valley.
Implement habitat restoration and monitoring programs.

Sturgeon Establish fisheries management and conservation plans for white and green sturgeon. a Secure funding specific for conserving sturgeon populations and fisheries in the Central Valley.
Implement habitat restoration and monitoring programs.

Chinook salmon and steelhead Establish biological production goals for each species, coupled with SMART ecological objectives, prioritized restoration actions, a Revise and integrate hatchery practices of the six facilities in the Central Valley to maximize scientific
focused biotic and abiotic monitoring, and adaptive management planning framework that are developed and overseen by an standards, minimize effects of programs on natural spawning populations and river habitat, and promote
established standing inter-organizational team to integrate activities of NMFS and CDFW recovery programs, Central Valley Program healthy fisheries populations.

Improvement Act program, Bay Delta Conservation Plan, San Joaquin River Restoration program, and CDFW fisheries programs to a Conduct rim dam re-introduction pilot projects on Yuba and Sacramento rivers and evaluate efficacy of

establish sustained salmon and steelhead populations and fisheries.

expanding rearing and spawning habitats for recovery.
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How to Use the State Wildlife
Action Plan 2015 Update

SWAP 2015 provides an ecosystem approach for the conservation of California’s fish and wildlife
resources through the identification of strategies intended to address stresses experienced by
SGCN and the habitats upon which they depend. The conservation strategies developed in this
plan are designed to enhance or maintain the KEAs that define the natural qualities of
conservation targets by reducing the pressures that cause ecosystem stresses. CDFW designed
SWAP 2015 to guide resource managers, conservation partners, and the public in understanding
how they can directly and indirectly participate in conserving California’s precious natural
heritage. The following guidance is offered in the use of SWAP 2015.

For resource managers, conservation partners, and members of the public who wish to more
deeply investigate the data and biologist input behind the SWAP 2015 assessments and
conservation strategies, the database files used to compile and evaluate ecological data and
management information can be accessed at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/SWAP/.

SWAP 2015 is organized as follows:

a Chapter 1 provides an introduction to SWAP 2015. The challenge, CDFW responsibility, and
vision for California wildlife conservation are described. Chapter 1 also explains the
requirements for updating SWAP and summarizes major changes through the update,
including the analytical approach used in the update.

a Chapter 2 describes California’s natural diversity, identifies SGCN and the criteria used to
evaluate species and habitat conditions, and addresses major pressures and stresses
currently affecting the SGCN and their habitats.

a Chapter 3 describes the existing conservation approaches in the state, including the major
regulations protecting natural resources, CDFW planning tools, and major conservation
programs.

a Chapter 4 presents the statewide goals for SWAP 2015 and broad, state-level conservation
strategies that will be implemented to achieve the desired conservation outcomes.

a Chapter 5 is divided into seven sections that describe, at a province level, the conservation
targets, SGCN and other focal species, KEAs, stresses, pressures, and conservation strategies
including goals and objectives for the provinces.

a Chapter 6 focuses on conservation strategies developed for anadromous fishes in California.

a Chapter 7 describes how SWAP 2015 will be integrated with other programs and
coordinated with partners for the implementation, including through companion plans.

a Chapter 8 describes the monitoring plan for the conservation strategies, including the
mandate for CDFW to use monitoring and adaptive management. It also presents a
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Executive Summary

summary of the effectiveness evaluation of how SWAP 2005 was implemented. The chapter
describes how the recommendations from the SWAP 2005 evaluation have been integrated
into SWAP 2015. Rationales for selecting conservation strategies presented in SWAP 2015
and a framework for monitoring the effectiveness of the strategies are also described.

a Chapter 9 provides the list of preparers of SWAP 2015.
a Chapter 10 provides bibliographic references used in each chapter.
a Chapter 11 provides a glossary of major terms used in SWAP 2015.

a Several appendices accompany SWAP 2015 to provide more detailed information and
extensive tables that support the document.

Figure 1 below provides a “roadmap” to the document illustrating how SWAP 2015 is organized.

If questions arise regarding the use of SWAP 2015, please email SWAP@wildlife.ca.gov.
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Figure 1 SWAP 2015 Organizational Roadmap
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May 26, 2015

California Fish and Game Commission
1416 Ninth St., Room 1320
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan, Chapter 5.3 - Bay Delta-Central Coast

Dear Commissioners:

The draft 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) calls for a reduction in legal hunting,
fishing, and harvesting of aquatic resources in the Bay Delta-Central Coast Region.

This language in the draft SWAP conflicts with documents presented in 2013 regarding the
Bay Delta-Central Coast Region. In 2013, CDFW released a Fact Sheet for the Region that
called for the reduction of illegal hunting, fishing, and harvesting of aquatic resources.

It seems that the original 2013 concept of reducing illegal take has morphed into a general
reduction in hunting, fishing, harvesting in the draft 2015 SWAP.

In the past, the Commission and the Department have sought science-based decisions
concerning the regulation of California’s wildlife. To that end, I've submitted to CDFW a
Public Records Act Request for any data, reports, or information that support a reduction of
legal hunting in the Bay Delta-Central Coast Region.

I urge you to please ask the Department to amend the language of the draft 2015
SWAP to reflect the 2013 intent of reducing only illegal hunting, fishing, and
harvesting.

Here’s a link to the 2013 Fact Sheet that calls for a reduction the illegal consumptive uses:

https://nrm.dfg.ca.qgov/FileHandler.a...79077&inline=1

Here’s where you can find the reductions to legal hunting and fishing in the 2015 SWAP:

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.a...=100044&inline

Chapter 5.3 - Bay Delta and Central Coast
Page 5.3-21 Table 5.3-4 - Key Pressures on Conservation Targets
Page 5.3-47 Conservation Strategies

Intended pressure(s) reduced: Recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial
animals; fishing and harvesting aquatic resources

Page 5.3-49 Conservation Strategy 7 (Management Planning)



https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=79077&inline=1
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=100044&inline

Intended pressure(s) reduced: Dams and water management/use; shipping lanes; roads
and railroads; recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial animals; fishing and
harvesting aquatic resources.

P 5.3-49 Conservation Strategy 8 (Partner Engagement):

Intended pressure(s) reduced: Dams and water management/use; shipping lanes; roads
and railroads; recreational activities; hunting and collecting terrestrial animals; fishing and
harvesting aquatic resources.

Page 5.3-50 Table 5.3-9 Stresses and Pressures for North American

Pacific Coastal Salt Marsh

Hunting and Collecting terrestrial animals and Fishing & Harvesting aquatic resources are
listing as pressures.

Page 5.3-51 Table 5.3-10 Conservation Targets and Strategies for the Bay Delta and
Central Coast Province

Hunting and Collecting terrestrial animals and Fishing & Harvesting aquatic resources are
listed as pressures.

Thank you.

Best Regards,
/s/

Scott McMorrow
Inverness, CA




FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
DATE: May 28, 2015 6:46:57 PM PDT

Update 25: Unified Command continues to
respond to the Refugio Oil Response in Santa
Barbara County, California.

Refugio and El Capitan state beaches remain closed to the public as the Unified Command
continues to respond to the Refugio Oil Response in Santa Barbara County, California.

Camping reservations for El Capitan and Refugio state beaches have been cancelled through
June 18, in an effort to expedite cleanup efforts. The date is subject to change as we continue to
reevaluate and assess impacts every week.

As of 6 p.m. Thursday, the Unified Command has 1,193 people working together in support of
the response. There are 18 boats, one barge, two helicopters, and one fixed winged aircraft
working on cleanup operations. Cleanup crews have removed more than 10,480 gallons of oily
water mixture, and our SCAT teams continue to comb the 27.56 miles of affected shoreline out
of the 35.53 miles of surveyed shoreline.

As of 6 p.m., Thursday, cleanup crews have removed 251 cubic yards of oiled vegetation, 836.5
cubic yards of oiled sand and 2,000 cubic yards of oiled soil.

The public is advised to avoid contact with the oil and to keep pets away from the area where
product has accumulated.

As of 7:20 p.m. Wednesday, a total of 39 live birds found affected by oil and 18 have died since

the beginning of the response. In addition a total of 22 mammals have been found affected by oil
and 10 have died.

The public should not attempt to rescue oiled wildlife. Untrained individuals who attempt to
rescue wildlife may cause more harm than good and may injure themselves in the process. If
oiled animals are scared back into the water by pets or people, their chances of survival decrease
dramatically.

The Unified Command at the Refugio oil response is aware of the tarballs discovered on 6.5
miles of shoreline at El Segundo, Manhattan, Hermosa and Redondo beaches, and is working
closely with the South Bay Incident Unified Command in Los Angeles. Samples are being
collected from the South Bay incident for analysis and fingerprinting to determine if the
pollution in the South Bay is the result of the Refugio Oil Spill or if it is the result of another
source.



For the safety of the cleanup crews and the public, Canada de Alegria to Coal Oil Point fisheries
still remain closed until further notice and a safety zone is currently in effect around the fisheries,
which extends from west of Coal Oil Point to west of Gaviota State Beach and seven miles out
from the shoreline. Mariners in the vicinity may receive broadcasts via marine band radio
channel 16.

A Federal Aviation Administration flight restriction is still in effect in the area of the response.
Aircraft not directed as part of the response may not enter the airspace of Refugio State Beach.
The restriction encompasses a five-mile radius around the park with a 1,000-foot ceiling. This

includes the use of drone aircraft.

The Unified Command continues to monitor environmental and economic impacts. A claims line
remains free and open to address personal and business losses due to the oil release.

The Unified Command would like to thank the volunteers from the community who stepped

forward to receive the required training to help in cleanup efforts. These training classes will
continue and members of the public interested in helping should call 1-800-228-4544.

* To report oiled wildlife: 1-877-823-6926

* Volunteer information: 1-800-228-4544

* Volunteers interested in signing up for cleanup operations are required to visit
https://calspillwatch.dfg.ca.gov/Spill-Archive/Refugio-Incident/Volunteer

 Claims number: 1-866-753-3619

* For more information: www.refugioresponse.com

* Refugio State Beach information http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page 1d=601

* El Capitan State Beach information http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page 1d=603

For more information contact:
Joint Information Center
reply(@refugioresponse.com
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State of California -The Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
Office of Spill Prevention and Response

1700 K Street, Suite 250

Sacramento, California 95811

Telephone: (916) 445-9338

www.wildlife.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
DECLARATION OF FISHERIES CLOSURE
DUE TO A PUBLIC HEALTH THREAT
CAUSED BY AN OIL SPILL AFFECTING MARINE WATERS
Pursuant to Fish and Game Code § 5654, | find and declare that:

l.
On May 19, 2015 a pipeline break occurred near Refugio State Beach in Santa Barbara County, affecting
shorelines to the east and west. The initial statement estimated that 500 barrels of heavy crude oil was
released and the responsible party has been identified as Plains All American.

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) was informed of this spill. OEHHA
recommended that a fisheries closure be initiated. On May 19, 2015 a closure was issued, prohibiting the
catch and consumption of finfish and shellfish caught in the area of the closure.

Il.
OEHHA has revised its recommendation regarding the geographic boundaries of the closed area.
OEHHA is advising that fishers avoid fishing in areas where there is visible sheen on the water.

Il
THEREFORE, in consultation with OEHHA, | hereby amend the order of May 19, 2015 by extending the
geographic boundaries of the closure to include coastal areas from Canada de Alegeria at the western
edge to Coal Oil Point at the eastern edge. The closure boundary includes the shoreline and offshore
areas between these points to 6 miles offshore. This closure is effective immediately. This closure
prohibits the take of finfish and shellfish either from shorelines or from vessels on the water. Attached
hereto is a map of the current closed area.

Iv.
This Order is not intended to, and does not, create any rights or benefits, substantive or procedural,
enforceable at law or in equity, against the State of California, its departments, agencies, or other entities,
its officers or employees or any other person.

5/21/15 1235

Thomas M. Cullen, Jr., OSPR Administrator for Date/Time
Charlton H. Bonham, Director

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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June 2, 2015

Sonke Mastrup
Executive Director
Fish and Game Commission

Craig Shuman
Regional Manager
Marine Region

Marine Region Department Information Item (Agenda Item 14(d)) for the
June 10-11, 2015 Fish and Game Commission Meeting Regarding Restoration of
Minhoto Marsh within the ElIkhorn Slough State Marine Reserve

This is an informational item only for the Fish and Game Commission with no action
requested. Elkhorn Slough is owned by the Department of Fish and Wildlife
(Department) and operated in partnership with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) and the local non-profit Elkhorn Slough Foundation. The
Elkhorn Slough State Marine Reserve (SMR) has been in place since the Central
Coast Marine Protected Areas were adopted in 2007 and is a part of the Elkhorn
Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve.

The Elkhorn Slough estuary is one of the largest estuaries in California and contains
the State’s largest salt marshes south of San Francisco Bay. The slough provides
important habitat for an exceptionally broad range of resident and migratory birds,
fish, and other wildlife, and plays a crucial role in the local estuarine and nearshore
food web. Over the past one hundred fifty years, fifty percent of the tidal salt marsh in
Elkhorn Slough has been lost, much of it due to the diking and draining of wetlands
for use as pasture land. The Elkhorn Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project
proposes to restore 147 acres of tidal salt marsh, ecotone, and upland native
grasslands. Restoration of the tidal salt marsh will be accomplished by adding
sediment and raising the elevation of subsided marsh (now mudflats). This method
has been used successfully in the San Francisco Estuary and along the Gulf of Mexico
to restore tidal marshes.

The project will restore marsh to an elevation resilient to climate change, reduce tidal
scour which continues to erode marsh areas, and improve scientific understanding of
salt marsh restoration techniques for the benefit of future projects in Marine Protected
Areas. The boundary of the Elkhorn Slough SMR extends to the mean high tide line,
therefore some of the project area occurs along the edges of the SMR. However, the
footprint of the SMR is not expected to change. A Mitigated Negative Declaration
environmental document is in preparation and is expected to be ready for public
review early this summer.



Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director
June 2, 2015
Page 2

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact

Dr. Craig Shuman, Regional Manager for the Department’s Marine Region, by
telephone at (805) 568-1246 or by email at Craig.Shuman@wildlife.ca.gov or Terry
Palmisano, Environmental Program Manager, Lands and Wildlife Program, by
telephone at (831) 649-2890 or by e-mail at Terry.Palmisano@wildlife.ca.gov.

ec: Dan Yparraguirre, Deputy Director
Wildlife and Fisheries Division
Dan.Yparraquirre@wildlife.ca.gov
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Six Wildlife Officers Receive Medal of Valor, California’s Highest Honor

Six wildlife officers from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) were awarded the
California Medal of Valor, the state’s highest honor, at a ceremony today. The six are among 52 state
employees receiving the medal for demonstrating extraordinary acts of bravery and heroism in order to
save the life of another.

Governor Brown’s Executive Secretary Nancy McFadden presented the awards.

“All of our officers are trained and ready to take on any challenge while working in a remote county, on
a river or the ocean or patrolling in an aircraft,” said CDFW Chief of Law Enforcement David Bess. “The
officers whose actions are being recognized represent the integrity of the entire CDFW force and we
are very proud of them.”

There are more than 400 wildlife officers responsible for protecting California’s natural resources, often
working alone on nights, weekends and holidays. They face many challenges as they enforce the laws
relating to fish, wildlife and habitat within the state and its offshore waters.

The following officers are being recognized:

Crew of the Patrol Boat Bluefin

On Feb. 10, 1996, while patrolling waters off the Santa Cruz coastline aboard the department’s 65-foot
patrol boat Bluefin, Lt. Doug Huckins (now retired), Wildlife Officers Gary Combes and John Ewald and
U.S. Coast Guard Petty Officer First Class Richard King, overheard a radio call about a capsized boat

in the area.

After a 15-minute dash to the scene, they found the white hull of an overturned boat in the surf line and
several people in 50 degree water, including two surfers who had paddled out to assist the victims. The
crew could see the surfers taking turns holding up four of the five victims. Both surfers and victims were
nearing exhaustion and waving frantically for help in the 12-foot waves.

With no real training on how to affect a rescue of that nature within the surf zone, the entire crew risked
themselves to save lives.

Huckins backed the Bluefin just off the surf line, while Combes and Ewald launched a rigid-hull-
inflatable skiff. They maneuvered into the surf zone riding the backs of the swells, and managed to
pluck three of the victims from the water. They rushed them back to the Bluefin before returning to
locate the other victims, but none were found. Huckins and King recognized that all three victims were
in advanced stages of hypothermia after having struggled in the frigid waters for almost 45 minutes,
and got the men into the crew’s survival suits for added warmth. The men were then airlifted by
helicopter to a nearby hospital.

The two surfers had managed to get one victim to shore, but sadly a fifth victim drowned.

The rescued victims later visited Huckins. One of them told of becoming so exhausted he could no
longer stay afloat — he sank once, then fought his way to the surface for what he knew would be his last



breath, and as he began to sink for the last time, a wildlife officer's hand came “out of nowhere” and
pulled him to safety.

Wildlife Officer Kyle Kroll

On June 17, 2011, Wildlife Officer Kyle Kroll was patrolling the North Fork of the Feather River when he
heard a 911 call over the county fire department radio. A vehicle had gone over a ledge and into the
Feather River. Kroll was only five miles away and the nearest other rescue personnel were 45 minutes
away.

Kroll arrived on scene and saw the vehicle was off a steep embankment and resting precariously on a
rock in a section of the river with dangerous rapids. A severely injured husband and wife occupied the
vehicle. Kroll determined he could not risk moving either passenger as the weight shift would have
caused the vehicle to slip into the river. Kroll provided first aid and relayed pertinent information to
emergency responders who were still many critical minutes away.

Kroll then secured the damaged vehicle with a tow strap and chain from his truck. He carefully waded
into the swiftly moving river and attached them to the front and rear axles of the car. Assisted by a
PG&E worker, Kroll tied the strap and chain to a tree and a rock in order to stabilize the vehicle and
prevent it from falling into the river.

Rescue personnel and California Highway Patrol officers then arrived on scene. Because of the
continued risk of the vehicle falling into the river, they provided Kroll with another chain, and he again
went under the car and attached it to the axle, then to a tree. Only after securing additional straps and
cables could the team work to extract the victims from the car and get them to safety.

Lt. Tony Spada

On July 24, 2013, Lt. Tony Spada was off-duty, riding his mountain bike on the south side of Ash
Slough in Madera County. A woman ran from the bushes alongside the slough shouting, “My baby was
swept away, help me!” Despite the fact he had no rescue equipment available, not even a life jacket,
Spada dropped his bike, surveyed the scene and dove into the slough. He swam with the current
approximately 50 to 70 yards downstream where he found two small girls hanging onto a branch to
keep from being swept under a section of the slough with dense vegetation. Spada swam to their
location and found it too difficult to rescue both children at the same time.

He located a safe exit point on the opposite side of the slough. Taking the smallest girl first, he placed
her arms around his neck and proceeded to swim her across the slough to safety. He exited the
waters, ran up stream and dove back into the water to rescue the second child in the same way.

Spada escorted the children over to officers of the Chowchilla Police Department who were waiting
nearby. Both girls were treated for a mild case of hypothermia and shock.

Without Spada’s heroic actions, there is no doubt these two young girls would have lost their lives.

Wildlife Officer Arthur Golden

On Oct. 12, 2012, Wildlife Officer Arthur Golden was driving home from training when he came upon a
vehicle accident near Corcoran. A small pickup truck had gone off the road and down a steep
embankment.

A bystander reported that the victim was pinned in the vehicle and not breathing. Golden quickly
checked on the driver, then radioed for help at his vehicle and went back down the hill to the heavily
damaged vehicle. Inside, the driver was unconscious and bleeding. The truck was perched precariously
on a slope and ready to slide down, potentially rolling over.

Putting himself in great jeopardy, Golden reached through the smashed driver's side window to assess
the victim’s injuries and provide immediate medical care. While Golden was half-inside the truck, it slid



several inches down the hillside. Golden pulled the driver toward him to relieve the pressure on the
downside truck door and stabilize the vehicle from rolling over onto both of them.

Shortly after, local fire and rescue arrived and fully extracted the man from the vehicle and got him to
safety.

Video and high resolution photos of the wardens are available at ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/oceo.

#H#

For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn about all the
actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the impacts of the drought, visit
drought.ca.gov. Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at
saveourwater.com

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.

Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/Californiadfw and Twitter @californiadfw.
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CDFW Takes Three Golds at Excellence in Communications Competition

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Alexia Retallack received a Lifetime
Achievement Award for her work in public affairs from the State Information Officers Council
(SIOC). Additionally, CDFW staff from the Office of Communications, Education and Outreach
took top honors in three categories of the 2014 SIOC statewide competition for excellence in
state government communications.

The SIOC awards ceremony held recently recognized the frontline of professionals in media
relations within state government and showcased their importance in effectively delivering
agency or department messages to the public. Honors were awarded in nine different
categories ranging from writing to graphic design and audio/visual productions. The annual
event encompassed 15 agencies and 120 individual entries.

“I'm so proud of the way CDFW delivers our message to our constituent groups and the
general public,” CDFW Deputy Director of Communications Jordan Traverso said. “Whether
the message comes through a spokesperson in the field or on a DVD produced to showcase a
program, our goal is to present the truest, clearest message as quickly as possible. The SIOC
awards this team earned indicates they remain at the top of their game.”

Highlighting the ceremony was the presentation to Retallack of the Lifetime Achievement
Award. The award recognized her dedication to the field of public information for nearly two
decades. Starting in 1997, Retallack has served as an information officer, an associate editor
and a marketing specialist. In 2009, she took over the public affairs unit at the Office of Spill
Prevention and Response under CDFW.

In addition to the three Gold Awards, CDFW earned two Silver awards and two Honorable
Mentions by the panel of judges.

Gold Awards

Outdoor California, January-February Issue (publication, magazine)
California Sea Otter Fund 2014 Campaign (media campaign)
Red-Legged Frog Named State Amphibian (writing, news release)

Silver Awards
Inside California’s Emerald Triangle (writing, feature)
California Outdoors Q&As (“Best Bang for Your Buck”)

Honorable Mentions
Nightingale’s Call (writing, feature)
Special Centennial Volume of California Fish and Game (special publication)



Individual CDFW communications professionals honored included Marketing Specialists Dana
Michaels, Harry Morse and Troy Swauger, Environmental Scientist Carrie Wilson, Audio-Video
Specialist Debra Hamilton, Editor Vern Bleich and Communications Manager Kirsten
Macintyre.

SIOC is a nonprofit organization offering professional development and networking
opportunities for public information officers throughout California. Its annual competition for
excellence in state government communications honor media-related professionals.
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For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn

about all the actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the
impacts of the drought, visit drought.ca.gov.

Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at saveourwater.com.

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.
Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/californiadfw and Twitter @ CaliforniaDFW.
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California Rifle and Pistol Association Honors CDFW Assistant Chief Roy Griffith as Wildlife
Officer of the Year

Since 2004, recently promoted Assistant Chief Roy Griffith of the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) has worked tirelessly to recruit and train new hunter education instructors from
throughout California. During his 11 years as captain of California’s Hunter Education Program, the
number of certified instructors rose from 300 to more than 1,000. The California Rifle and Pistol
Association (CRPA) recently recognized these efforts by naming him as their 2014 Wildlife Officer of
the Year.

Griffith began his wildlife officer career with CDFW in 1990, working in Southern California’s Chino
District. He conducted extensive undercover operations as a member of the Special Operations Unit
before changing his focus to the enforcement of laws related to habitat destruction. But he is best
known for his role as captain of the Hunter Education Program, where his multi-generational approach
and passion for “passing on the tradition” are evident to all who have worked with him.

When Griffith took the position of captain, California was experiencing a dramatic decline in the number
of hunter education instructors. Griffith stepped up recruitment efforts, putting a special emphasis on
bilingual outreach in order to reach prospective hunters who do not speak English as their first
language. Now as Assistant Chief, Griffith continues to oversee the Hunter Education Program as part
of his overall duties.

The all-volunteer cadre of hunter education instructors forms the framework for CDFW'’s efforts to
promote safe and ethical hunting to the next generation. The program includes annual re-certification of
all 1,000 hunter education instructors. During the recertification, they learn the most current hunting and
firearm safety training standards aligned with the state’s wildlife conservation needs and principles.

Hunter education instructors often volunteer for CDFW in many non-hunter education related venues,
such as outdoor sporting shows, community events and anywhere else CDFW staff needs a hand.

Part of CRPA’s mission is to ensure proper management and respect for our state’s wildlife resources
and to encourage public education concerning these resources. CRPA has regularly supported wildlife
conservation, wildlife officers and hunting and firearms safety training statewide.
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For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn about all the
actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the impacts of the drought, visit
drought.ca.gov.

Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at saveourwater.com

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.

Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/Californiadfw and Twitter @californiadfw.
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Shikar-Safari Club International Honors Lt. Sheree Christensen as Wildlife Officer of the Year

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Lt. Sheree Christensen was recently selected by the
Shikar-Safari Club International as the recipient of its 2014 Wildlife Officer of the Year award.

Each year, the club honors a wildlife officer who has shown exemplary conduct and initiative in the
performance of his or her duties. Christensen was selected for her innate ability to lead by example.
She has worked in Contra Costa and Alameda counties for more than 25 years and understands local
natural resource issues better than anyone in the area. Christensen is known to take the extra step and
share her experience and knowledge with those who work with her. She takes the time to teach other
wildlife officers within and outside of her squad about San Francisco Bay Area natural resource issues,
the laws that protect the resources and why those laws were enacted.

Without hesitation, Christensen accompanies the wildlife officers she supervises on boat patrols, fish
business inspections, decoy operations, wildlife checkpoints, undercover operations, investigating
illegal streambed alterations and pollution incidents. She has been a leader in CDFW's tenacious effort
to stop the illegal sale of prohibited, threatened and endangered species. Christensen has led many
special enforcement details to target those who sell recreationally caught fish for personal profit. She
prepares the detail plans, utilizing members of her squad, other CDFW squads and allied law
enforcement agencies, and follows the cases from the investigation stage through the prosecution
stage. Countless state resources have been protected by the tireless efforts of Christensen.

CDFW congratulates Lt. Christensen on this exceptional honor.

Shikar-Safari was founded in 1952 as a hunting organization but quickly recognized its potential to
affect meaningful change in the area of wildlife conservation. Funds raised by the Shikar-Safari Club
International Foundation are used to support various conservation projects in the United States and
throughout the world.
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For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn about all the
actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the impacts of the drought, visit
drought.ca.gov. Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at
saveourwater.com

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.

Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/Californiadfw and Twitter @californiadfw.
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CDFW Awards $21 Million in Grants for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Projects

Strengthening California’s response to long-term climate change, the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) today announced the selection of 12 projects that will receive grant
funding to restore wetlands that sequester greenhouse gases (GHGs) and provide other
ecological benefits.

The grants are CDFW's first distribution of funds from California’s cap-and-trade program for
combating climate change, and represent a further step toward addressing climate change
impacts on the state’s biodiversity. Using cap-and-trade proceeds, CDFW and other state
agencies are funding a diverse set of investments that will deliver GHG reductions as well as
economic, health and environmental benefits.

The Wetlands Restoration for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Grant Program focuses on projects
with measurable objectives that will lead to GHG reductions in mountain meadow ecosystems,
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and coastal wetlands and provide co-benefits such as
enhancing fish and wildlife habitat, protecting and improving water quality and quantity, and
helping California adapt to climate change.

CDFW received 27 proposals requesting a total of $49 million in grants. All proposals
underwent an initial administrative review; those that passed were then evaluated through a
technical review process that included review by internal scientists, external academic experts,
and a representative of the Air Resources Board. The proposals were scored based on criteria
that included applicant qualifications, project description, greenhouse gas reductions, co-
benefits, climate change considerations and scientific merit.

CDFW Director Charlton H. Bonham approved 12 projects for $21 million in funding to restore
or enhance approximately 2,500 acres of wetlands and mountain meadows. Grant agreements
will be finalized and work will begin in the current fiscal year.

“Wetlands are critically important fish and wildlife habitats,” Bonham said. “They benefit the
ecosystem, provide water storage and supply, and have one of the highest rates of carbon
sequestration. Our department has a long history of habitat restoration, often in concert with
many valued partners. This is an exciting opportunity to expand the traditional focus of fish and
wildlife habitat conservation to achieving other important benefits to society.”

The funded projects are:

* North Campus Open Space Wetlands Restoration, ($999,989 to Regents of the UC
Santa Barbara)

» Blue Carbon at Elkhorn Slough: Increasing Regional Carbon Sequestration Through
Salt Marsh Restoration, ($2,996,768 to Elkhorn Slough Foundation)



* Initiation of Thin-layered Sediment Augmentation on the Pacific Coast: An Action to
Ensure the Long Term Availability of Coastal Salt Marsh for Carbon
Sequestration/Storage, as well as to Support the Conservation of Habitat to Support
Listed and Sensitive Wetland Species, ($1,055,827 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

» Sherman Island Wetland Restoration Project, ($10,386,139 to Reclamation District 341)

* Restoration of the Carbon Storing Ecosystem in Tuolumne Meadows, Yosemite
National Park, ($587,996 to Yosemite National Park)

* A Demonstration of the Carbon Sequestration and Biodiversity Benefits of Beaver and
Beaver Dam Analogue Restoration Techniques, ($539,672 to Center for Watershed
Sciences, UC Davis)

* Yuba Headwaters Meadow Restoration, ($567,480 to South Yuba River Citizens
League)

» Developing a Protocol for Net Carbon Sequestration from Restoration of Eastern Sierra
Meadows, ($921,766 to California Trout, Inc.)

* Mountain Meadows Restoration Project at Greenville Creek and Upper Goodrich and
Effects on GHGs, ($679,566 to Plumas Corporation)

* Middle Martis Creek Wetlands Restoration, ($594,176 to Truckee River Watershed
Council)

» Truckee Meadows Restoration Project, ($1,495,551 to Truckee River Watershed
Council)

» Bean Meadow Restoration Project, ($493,542 to Sierra Foothill Conservancy)

More information about the CDFW program can be found at
www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Wetlands-Restoration.

Funding for these projects comes from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund, an allocation in
the Governor’'s Budget of cap-and-trade auction proceeds to CDFW and other state agencies
and departments. Cap-and-trade is a market based regulation that is designed to reduce
GHGs from multiple sources. See more information about California’'s Cap-and-Trade
Program.
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For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn
about all the actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the
impacts of the drought, visit drought.ca.gov. Every Californian should take steps to conserve
water. Find out how at saveourwater.com.

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed at www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.

Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/CaliforniaDFW and Twitter @ CaliforniaDFW.
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Diverse Coalition Negotiating Historic Venture to Reintroduce Salmon to Sierra

Spring-run Chinook salmon could return to their historic spawning habitat on the North Yuba
River under a still-developing agreement involving three agencies and three conservation
groups. Working together as the “Yuba Salmon Partnership Initiative,” the coalition released a
framework for such an agreement today.

When completed, the agreement would create a first-ever “collect and transport” program in
California, like those successfully used for decades in Oregon and Washington to move
salmon around dams too tall for fish ladders. The program would return spring-run Chinook
salmon and possibly steelhead to more than 30 miles of the North Yuba River. Deep, cool
pools on this stretch of the river provide ideal habitat for the species that summers in mountain
streams before spawning in the fall. In addition, the agreement would create a program to
enhance salmon and steelhead habitat in the lower Yuba River downstream of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ Englebright Dam.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries), Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA), American Rivers, Trout Unlimited and
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance released a “Term Sheet” that will guide negotiations
on a binding settlement agreement that would form the basis of salmon reintroduction and
restoration programs. The non-binding Term Sheet defines principles for funding and fiscal
responsibility, agrees to some limits on potential actions, and anticipates how the partners will
seek to address numerous legal and regulatory requirements essential for the reintroduction to
happen. In signing the Term Sheet, the partners commit to negotiating a more detailed and
binding settlement agreement that they hope to complete by next year. They also commit to
the use of a transparent, science-based process that offers opportunities for public input and
response in developing the specifics of the anticipated programs.

“This initiative is an ambitious undertaking to restore spring-run Chinook and steelhead to
miles of historic pristine habitat in the Sierra Nevada Mountains,” said Charlton H. Bonham,
CDFW Director. “This long-term experiment has been successful in several Pacific Northwest
states and we hope for a similar outcome in California. A project of this importance wouldn’t be
possible without a robust partnership, and considering the state’s unprecedented drought, it
couldn’t be happening at a more crucial time for these fish.”

The Yuba Salmon Partnership Initiative seeks to accomplish a major goal set forth in Governor
Edmund G. Brown Jr.’s California Water Action Plan. This five-year plan, released in January
2014, spells out actions needed to restore California’s key ecosystems, and bring greater
resiliency and reliability to its water resources. Directives in the plan include establishing fish
passage around “rim” dams in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada that block historic salmon and
steelhead habitat.

Director Bonham added, “Collaboration with Sierra County and other stakeholders will be
important for us to ensure this program recognizes their needs.”



The salmon reintroduction program, if implemented as envisioned in the Term Sheet, would
return salmon to spawning habitat in the North Yuba River using specially designed collection
facilities and trucks. This would allow adult fish to bypass two dams northeast of Marysville: the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Englebright Dam, built in 1941 to trap debris generated by
hydraulic mining, and YCWA'’s New Bullards Bar Dam, built further upstream in 1970 to
provide flood protection, water supply and power generation. The program would move
juvenile salmon downstream in the winter and spring by gathering them in collection facilities
above New Bullards Bar Dam and trucking them downstream past the dams to resume their
journey to the Pacific Ocean. The reintroduction effort would focus first on spring-run Chinook
salmon. If successful, a steelhead reintroduction could follow. Providing fish access to
historical habitat is also a climate change adaptation strategy.

“Reintroducing spring-run Chinook to their historic habitat above dams on the Yuba River has
been discussed for decades,"” said Will Stelle, NOAA Fisheries West Coast Regional
Administrator. “Now this diverse coalition has reached agreement on the key terms to launch a
successful program. We have a lot of work still ahead of us, and we will need to stay focused,
given the urgency of getting these imperiled salmon back into their native habitat. The YSPI
represents a major step forward, and we're excited to help make it happen.”

The Term Sheet also envisions a program to analyze, prioritize and implement habitat actions
in the Lower Yuba River downstream of Englebright Dam. These actions are likely to include
improvement of riparian vegetation, measures to restore salmon spawning habitat and
measures to improve rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, including the expansion of side
channel and floodplain areas to promote rapid growth of young salmon before they migrate to
the ocean.

“Reuniting salmon with their historic habitat into the North Yuba River through a collaborative,
voluntary initiative is a worthwhile endeavor that we believe will ultimately benefit our
environment, the people of Yuba County and all of California,” said John Nicoletti, Chairman of
the YWCA Board of Directors.

YCWA has agreed to pay up to $100 million of total project costs, which are estimated at $400-
$500 million, over the 50-year life of the program (2015 dollars). The Term Sheet defines
additional commitments by the partners. These include support for various regulatory
approvals that the project will require; evaluation of North Yuba River habitat suitability;
evaluating collection and transport facilities; development of biological and habitat goals and
objectives; and development of an adaptive management plan so that the program can be
adjusted based on monitoring results.

The project promises to yield a wealth of scientific information that may aid other reintroduction
efforts, other ecosystems and fisheries science overall. Once implemented, it would test
whether “collect and transport” programs can contribute to the recovery of Central Valley
salmon populations as they have contributed to the recovery of salmon populations in the
Pacific Northwest.

For more information, please visit www.dfg.ca.gov/fish/Resources/Chinook/YSPI/.
For statements from coalition members click YSPI Coalition Quote Sheet.
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Poachers Take Advantage of Drought Conditions to Target Juvenile
Salmon

California wildlife officers patrolling the Sacramento River recently cited six suspects for
unlawfully taking and possessing juvenile salmon, and using the young fish as bait to target
sturgeon. All of the suspects initially denied use of salmon as bait, but wildlife officers were
able to reel in their lines and show them the dead salmon on their hooks.

The alleged poachers worked during the early morning hours under the cover of darkness and
focused their effort on sandbars on the Sacramento River in Yolo and Sacramento counties.
The sandbars were recently exposed due to drought conditions. Wildlife officers from the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Delta Bay Enhanced Enforcement Project
(DBEEP), Special Operations Unit (SOU) and local squads continue to use the Governor’'s
drought overtime support to step up patrols in these sensitive areas to protect salmon and
sturgeon from poachers.

In the first case, a wildlife officer observed two subjects wading in the Sacramento River and
using a large net to capture juvenile salmon near a sandbar created by the low flow conditions.
They netted the small salmon for later use as bait to fish for sturgeon. The wildlife officer
ultimately determined that the two anglers and one more fisherman used fishing rods baited
with the juvenile salmon they’d caught. Tony Saetern, 25, Michael Anglero, 24, and Kao
Saeyang, 28, all of Sacramento, were each cited for unlawful use of salmon as bait and
unlawful possession of salmon out of season.

A few nights later, wildlife officers observed a suspect using a hand light and dip net to
unlawfully capture and keep multiple juvenile salmon in the same area of the Sacramento
River. The officers watched as a total of three suspects in the group appeared to use the
salmon as bait for fishing. Officers contacted the suspects and found two of them in
possession of fishing rods with hooks baited with the salmon. As the officers were conducting
the investigation, a sturgeon was hooked on another fishing rod belonging to the group, was
landed and released. Officers found the group in possession of a Snapple beverage bottle
containing 14 additional juvenile salmon for later use as bait.

Nai Poo Saechao, 36, of Antelope and Lai C Saechao, 27, of Sacramento, were both cited for
unlawful use of salmon as bait, possession of salmon out of season and an overlimit of
salmon. Vincent Sai Poo Saechao, 23, of Antelope, was cited for unlawful method of take of
salmon.

“During this time of year, juvenile salmon are migrating downstream to the Delta and are
vulnerable to this type of poaching as they seek shelter from prey fish close to shore,” DBEEP
Warden Byron Trunnell explained. “Salmon season is closed on the Sacramento River, and
nets are not an authorized method of take for game fish in inland waters.”



The unlawful practice of catching juvenile salmon for bait has long been a concern and is an
enforcement priority this time of year. Poaching pressure on salmon is particularly harmful
now, given California’s current drought situation. CDFW and numerous other agencies on both
the state and federal levels are taking action wherever possible to support the long-term
viability of salmon populations of the Sacramento River watershed.

CDFW appreciates legitimate anglers and asks for the public’s help in apprehending those
who are taking advantage of our natural resources. lllegal activity can be reported through the
CDFW Californians Turn In Poachers and Polluters (CalTIP) line at 888-334-2258, or via email
or text (please see www.dfg.ca.gov/enforcement/caltip.aspx for details).

HiHE

For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn
about all the actions the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the
impacts of the drought, visit drought.ca.gov.

Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at saveourwater.com.

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.
Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/californiadfw and Twitter @ CaliforniaDFW.
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Media Contacts:
Scott Gardner, Wildlife Branch, Upland Game Program, (916) 801-6257
Janice Mackey, CDFW Communications, (916) 322-8908

CDFW and Partners Investigate Decline in Pheasant Population

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recently hosted a pheasant ecology
workshop to examine possible causes of a decline of the state’s pheasant population over the
last 25 years.

Held in cooperation with Pheasants Forever, the workshop convened more than 45 state and
federal scientists, public and private land managers, and representatives from Ducks Unlimited
and the California Waterfowl Association.

Participants reviewed research from scientists at the US Geological Survey and heard from

pheasant experts from across the nation. Data collected showed that contributing factors to the
decline include changes in agricultural practices, growth of forested habitats in historic wetland
and grassland environments, climate change and predation from increasing raven populations.

“The combination of modern analysis tools and on-the-ground land management techniques
helped us chart a map forward, which is especially important during the drought,” said CDFW
Upland Game Program Scientist Matt Meshriy. “We look forward to collaborating with
Pheasants Forever and other conservation partners interested in this species.”

The workshop, held on April 30 and May 1, included presentations by Dr. Les Flake of South
Dakota State University and Senior Research Biologist Dave Musil of Idaho Fish and Game.
CDFW managers from six state wildlife areas and federal partners from the Sacramento
National Wildlife Refuge Complexes also presented reports on site-specific conditions that
described the breadth of habitat challenges facing pheasants and other upland nesting bird
species throughout the state.

Pheasants were introduced in California in the 1890s and adapted well in the agricultural
regions of the state. By the mid-1960s, about 250,000 hunters were spending about 800,000
days afield in pursuit of this game bird. Since the mid-1990s, populations have been steadily
declining. In 2010, only about 30,000 pheasant hunters spent about 100,000 days afield.

Pheasants Forever is the nation's largest nonprofit organization dedicated to upland habitat
conservation. Pheasants Forever and Quail Forever have more than 140,000 members and
700 local chapters across the United States and Canada. Chapters are empowered to
determine how 100 percent of their locally raised conservation funds are spent; the only
national conservation organization that operates through this truly grassroots structure. Since
its creation in 1982, Pheasants Forever has spent $577 million on 475,000 habitat projects
benefiting 10 million acres nationwide.

it
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Carol Singleton, CDFW Communications, (916) 322-8962

California Fish and Game Scientific Journal Completes 100" Anniversary Series

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) just published the fourth and final 100’year special
anniversary issue of the highly respected scientific journal California Fish and Game.

Print copies of the latest issue, focusing on special fisheries, and the three previous issues on native plants,
marine life and terrestrial wildlife, are available for purchase through Aug. 31. Volumes 1, 2 and 4 are $6.47
each, plus tax and shipping. Volume 3 is $8.25, plus tax and shipping.

All four issues are also available for download at no charge. Links to both options can be found at
www.dfg.ca.gov/publications/journal/contents.html.

The newly released special fisheries issue includes both historical accounts and the results of original research
on fisheries ecology conducted by CDFW scientists, as well as by scientists in other resource management
agencies, academic institutions and non-governmental organizations. It features an introduction by Fran Pavley,
Chair of the Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee, and additional remarks co-authored by CDFW
Director Charlton H. Bonham and E. Philip Pister, retired CDFW fisheries biologist.

In her introduction to the fisheries issue, Pavley writes, “This topic is appropriate—or perhaps ironic—in this
third year of severe drought, when fresh water supply is a critical issue for all Californians. The drought’s effects
may be even more severe on wildlife than on humans, since fish and animals can’t store, import pump
groundwater, or buy water in bottles. They live or die with what nature (and sometimes we) can provide.”

California Fish and Game is an internationally recognized research publication read primarily by scientists in the
fields of conservation, ecology and natural resource management. It focuses on the wildlife of North America’s
west coast (primarily California) and the eastern North Pacific Ocean, but occasionally includes material from
elsewhere. It is the longest continuously running scientific journal in California.

HitH#

For more than two years, California has been dealing with the effects of drought. To learn about all the actions
the state has taken to manage our water system and cope with the impacts of the drought, visit
drought.ca.gov.

Every Californian should take steps to conserve water. Find out how at Saveourwater.com.

Subscribe to CDFW News via e-mail or RSS feed. Go to www.wildlife.ca.gov/news.
Like CDFW on Facebook at www.facebook.com/californiadfw and Twitter @CaliforniaDFW.




California Fish and Game Commission

Staff Report on Staff Time Allocation — May 2015
June 1, 2015

Staff time is a tangible and invaluable asset. This report identifies where Commission staff
allocated working time to general categories during the month of May 2015 (see table); note
that the total percentage of staff time is greater than 100% as a result of overtime. This report
also highlights some of the specific activities for May and those that are anticipated for June.

General Allocation

Hay st Tme
Regulatory Program 11%
Commission Meetings 16%

Legal Matters 3%
External Affairs 5%
Special Projects 2%
Administration 13%
Leave Time 31%
Unfilled Positions 22%
Total Staff Time 103%

Note: Total staff time is greater than 100% due to overtime

Activity Highlights

Highlights for activities conducted in May:

Prepared for and conducted the May Wildlife Resources Committee meeting
Collaborated in hosting Heal the Bay’s Pier and Jetty Summit

Participated in the marine protected areas statewide leadership team meeting
Participated in the California Ocean Protection Council/California Ocean Science
Trust/California Department of Fish and Wildlife Marine Protected Areas Master Plan
Team meeting

Participated in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Executive Leadership
Team meeting

Represented the commission at the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Upland
Game and Big Game advisory team meetings

Prepared for the June Commission and Tribal Committee meetings



Highlights of activities expected for June:

e Prepare for and conduct the June Commission and Tribal Committee meetings
e Prepare for the July Marine Resources Committee meeting

e Participate in the Marine Life Management Act Master Plan Team meeting
e Represent the Commission at the Governor’s Tribal Liaisons meeting

e Prepare budget report for August meeting

e Participate in the marine protected areas statewide leadership team meeting
e Participate in the Native American Day planning committee meeting

* General Allocation Categories with Sample Tasks

Regulatory Program

e Coordination meetings with DFW to

develop timetables and notices

e Prepare and file notices, re-notices,

ISORS and FSORs

e Review and process CESA petitions

Commission Meetings

e Develop and distribute meeting
agendas and materials

e Track and respond to public
requests/petitions

e Agenda and debrief meetings

e Prepare meeting summaries and
audio files

e Develop and distribute after-meeting

memos/letters
¢ Maintain voting records
Legal Matters

e Respond to Public Records Act
requests

e Process appeals and accusations

External Affairs

e Legislation
e DFW partnership

Special Projects

e Predator Policy Workgroup
e Fishing from piers and jetties

Staff Report on Time Allocation — May 2015

Track and respond to public
comments

Consult, research and respond to
inquiries from OAL

Prepare administrative records

Make travel arrangements for staff
and commissioners

Conduct onsite meeting
management

Process submitted meeting materials
Provide commissioner support

Process and analyze regulatory
petitions and non-regulatory
requests

Process requests for permit transfers
Litigation

State and federal agency
collaboration

Fisheries Bycatch Workgroup

Streamlining routine regulatory
actions



Administration

e Correspondence e Budget development and tracking
e Purchases and payments e Health and safety oversight
e Contract management e Internal processes, procedures and
e Personnel management form
e Strategic planning and staff e Staff training and professional
coordination development
Leave Time
e Holidays e Vacation
e Sick leave e Absence without leave

Unfilled Positions

e Deputy executive director e Wildlife Advisor
e Staff attorney e Executive secretary

Staff Report on Time Allocation — May 2015



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Bill No. Impact Authors Title & Fish & Game Co.de/ Bill Status Hearing Summary of
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-12 Minor Cooley (A) State government: Tto add and repeal 05/28/15 2nd read. To third reading. 4/29/2015
administrative regulations: Chapter 3.6 5/28/15 From committee: Pass (17-0.)
review -- Would, until January  (commencing with 5/13/15 Referred to APPR. suspense
1, 2019, require each state Section 11366) of Part 1 file.
agency to, on or before January of Division 3 of Title 2,  4/29/15 - PASS (9-0)
1, 2018, review that agency’s Government Code 4/23/15 Re-ref to AAR
regulations, identify any 4/22/15 Amend, 2nd read
regulations that are duplicative, 1/16/2015 - Ref to AAR

overlapping, inconsistent, or out
of date, to revise those
identified regulations, as
provided, and report to the
Legislature and Governor, as
specified.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Bill No. Impact Authors Title & Fish & Game Co.de/ Bill Status Hearing Summary of
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-14  None Waldren (A) Unmanned aircraft systems: 4/6/2015- Re-ref to TRANS. 4/13/2015
task force -- Would create the 3/26/2015- Amend; 2nd read
Unmanned Aircraft Systems 2/13/2015- Re-ref to TRANS.
Task Force, responsible for 1/16/2015- Ref to TRANS and BPCP

formulating to research,
develop, and formulate a
comprehensive plan policy for
state regulation of unmanned
aircraft systems.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code Summary of
Bill No. Impact Authors ! ! . / Bill Status Hearing Y y
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-56 None Quirk (A) Unmanned aircraft systems.-- Add Section 6254.31to 5/26/15 In Senate. 1st read.. . 4/14/2015

Would prohibit public agencies
from using unmanned aircraft
systems, or contracting for the
use of unmanned aircraft
systems with certain exceptions
applicable to law enforcement
agencies subject to approval by
the legislative body having
management and control of the
law enforcement agency and
other specified conditions, and
in certain other cases, including
when the use achieves the core
mission of the agency and the
purpose is unrelated to the
gathering of criminal
intelligence, as defined.

the Government Code, 5/26/15
and to add Title 14 5/14/15
(commencing with 5/13/15

Section 14350) to Part 4 4/30/15
of the Penal Code 4/23/15
4/22/15
4/15/15
4/14/15

3rd read. Passed. To Senate
2nd read.

PASS (17-0)

PASS (9-1). To APPR

Re-ref to PCP

Amend, 2nd read

Re-ref PCP

PASS (6-0)

4/9/15 Re-ref PUBS
4/8/15 Amend, 2nd read

1/22/15

Ref to PUBS and PCP



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code/
General Purpose Govt Code Sections

Summary of

Bill No. | t Auth
ill No. Impac uthors FGC Action

Bill Status Hearing

AB-92 None Committeeon  Would require DFW to provide Amend Section 6100 of,  4/02/15- Enrolled measure corrected
Budget (A) written notice to the owner that  and to add Sections 3/26/15- Present to Gov .
the diversion is deleterious to 12025.1 and 12025.2 to, 3/26/15- PASS (50-27).
salmon and steelhead, to submit  the Fish and Game Code, 3/26/15- Concurrence w Sen
to the owner its proposals as to add Section 8687.9 to the 3/25/15- 3rd read PASS (25-14)
measures necessary to protect the Government Code, amend 3/25/15- PASS (11-4)
salmon and steelhead, impose an  Section 4629.6 of the 3/24/15- Amend, 2nd read

civil penalties of up to $8,000 for a Public Resources Code, 3/24/15- Re-ref BFR.
3/23/15- Ref BFR

e, ey 42315 n St e
P ' ’ ' 3/23/15- 3rd read
repeal, and add Section PASS (51-27)

Sections 189 and 81023 1/26/15- Referred BUD
to, the Water Code.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Bill No. Impact Authors Title & Fish & Game Co.de/ Bill Status Hearing Summary of
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-96  None Atkins (A) Animal parts and products:  Add Section 2022 to the 5/28/15 - PASS (12-4)
Lara (S) importation or sale of ivory  Fish and Game Code,  3/25/15 - Referred to suspense file.
and rhinoceros horn -- and to repeal Section 5 3/10/15 - PASS 10-2-3
This bill would delete the of Chapter 692 of the  1/26/15 - Ref to WPW
criminal exemption for products Statutes of 1976,
imported before 1977. And, relating to animal parts
prohibit a person from and products.

purchasing, selling, offering for
sale, possessing with intent to
sell, or importing with intent to
sell ivory or rhinoceros horn,
except as specified, and would
make this prohibition
enforceable by the Department
of Fish and Wildlife.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Bill No. Impact Authors Title & Fish & Game Co.de/ Bill Status Hearing Summary of
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-142 None Bigelow (A) Wild and scenic rivers: Amend Section 5/28/15 2nd read. To 3rd reading. 3/23/2015
Berryhill (S) Mokelumne River -- Would 5093.548 and add 5/28/15 PASS (17-0)
require the Secretary, in a Sections 5093.548 and 4/7/2015- Re-ref to APPR
report analyzing the suitabliity = 5093.649 to the Public  4/6/2015- 2nd read
or nonsuitability of a proposed Resources Code, 3/23/2015- Ref to APPR
designation of the Mokelumne relating to wild and 3/26/2015- PASS (8-1)
River, to consider the potential ~scenic rivers. 1/26/2015 - Ref to NR

effects of the proposed
designation on future water
requirements, as specified, and
the effects of climate change on
river values and water supply,
and to consider other factors.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code Summary of
Bill No. Impact Authors ! ! . / Bill Status Hearing Y y
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-226 None Atkins (A) Retail food safety: fisherman An actto amend 4/15/15 PASS (17-0)
markets -- would create new Sections 113779, 4/8/15 Re-refto HEALTH
type of nonpermanent food 113789, 113839, 4/7/15 Amend., 2nd read

facility, that would be a food 113984, and 114266 of, 3/2/15 Refto HEALTH
facility operated by a licensed  and to add Sections
commercial fisherman, a 113729.5, 113780, and
registered aquaculturist, oran  113794.3 to, and to add
entity representing California Chapter 12.7

seafood producers, that sells (commencing with

only edible aquatic plants, raw Section 114378) to Part
fresh fish, or fresh frozen fish, 7 of Division 104 of, the
legally caught by California- Health and Safety
licensed commercial fishermen Code, relating to food
or harvested by California- safety.

registered aquaculturists,

directly to consumers. The hill

would establish and impose

food safety and sanitation

requirements upon a

fishermen’s market.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code Summary of
Bill No. Impact Authors ! ! . / Bill Status Hearing Y y
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action

AB-290 Major Bigelow (A) Game mammals: wild pig Amend Sections 714,  4/06/15- Re-ref WPW
depredation -- 3953, 4181, 4181.1, 3/26/15- Amend. 2nd read.
Would define “pigs”, prohibit 4188, 4650, 4654, and 03/26/15 Ref WPW.
release into uncontrolled areas, 13005 of, to repeal
eliminates DFW required Sections 4181.2, 4656,
management plan, requires 25- and 4657 of, and to
40% of funds from sale of wild repeal and add Sections

pig validations be used to 4651, 4652, 4653, and
remedy damage by pigs, 4655 of the Fish and
replaces wild pig tag with a Game Code

validation on the hunting license
which permits unlimited take
and possession, set price of pig
validation at $15 for residents
and $30 for nonresidents,
prohibit take at night unless the
department is notified by 3:00
p.m. prior to the planned take
or, if the daylight hours before
the planned take are not on a
business day, by 3:00 p.m. of
the last business day before the
planned take and the person
taking the wild pig possesses a
valid hunting license.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review
NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Bill No. Impact Authors Title & Fish & Game Co.de/ Bill Status Hearing Summary of
General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action
AB-298 None Gonzalez (A)  Fish and wildlife: violations-- Amend Section 12000 5/07/15 Ref to NRW 4/14/2015
Would make a violation of a of the Fish and Game  4/20/15 Senate, 1st read, to RLS
specified regulation relating to  Code 4/20/15 3rd read, PASS (80-0). To
marine protected areas, marine Senate
managed areas, and special 4/15/15 2nd read, to Consent
closures an infraction or a 4/14/15 PASS (15-0)
misdemeanor, except if the 2/23/2015 - Ref to WPW

person who violates the
regulation holds a commercial
fishing license or a commercial
passenger fishing boat license.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review
NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code/ Summary of
Bill No. Impact Authors Bill Status Hearin
P General Purpose Govt Code Sections & FGC Action
AB-353 None Lackey (A) Protected species: take: Amend Section 5515 5/28/15 Refro NRW 4/28/2015
Bouquet Canyon: habitat and add Section 2081.6 5/14/15 1st Read. To RLS for

restoration project. -- Permit
DFW to authorize, under the
California Endangered Species
Act, the take of the unarmored
threespine stickleback resulting
from impacts attributable to the
habitat restoration project to
restore and improve riparian
habitat on public lands in the
Bouquet Canyon area, and
projects to restore the flow
capacity to Bouquet Creek in
Bouquet Canyon on public
lands, as specified, if certain
conditions are satisfied.

of the Fish and Game
Code

assignment

5/14/15 3rd read. Passed . To Senate
5/07/15 2nd read. To Consent.
5/06/15 Pass. (17-0). To Consent.
4/28/15- PASS (15-0). Ref to APPR
Consent.

4/23/15- Re-ref to WPW

4/22/15- Amend, 2nd read

4/06/15- Re-ref WPW

3/26/15- Amend., 2nd read
3/26/15- Ref WPW



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015
WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & G Cod S f
e 15 ame Code/ Bill Status Hearing ummary o

Bill No. Impact Authors
P General Purpose Govt Code Sections FGC Action

AB-395 Major Gallagher (A)  Hunting: nonlead ammunition Amend Section 3004.5 4/20/15 CANCELLED BY AUTHOR 3/21/2015
-- Would repeal the latter of the Fish and Game  3/5/2015 - Ref to WPW
restriction against the use of Code
nonlead ammunition for the
taking of all wildlife and related
provisions.



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
updated 5/29/2015

WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
BPCP= Business, Professions & Consumer Protection GOVF= Governance and Finance EQ= Environmental Quality JUD= Judiciary AGRI - Agriculture

Title & Fish & Game Code/
General Purpose Govt Code Sections

Summary of

Bill No. | t Auth
ill No. Impac uthors FGC Action

Bill Status Hearing

AB-410 Minor Obernolte (A) Administrative procedures -- Add Section 9796 to 5/22/15 - In Senate. First read
Would regire all agencies to the Government Code  5/22/15 - 3rd read. Passed. (74-0.)

post on its web site any report 5/13/15 - Pass to Consent. (17-0)
required by law to submit to a 4/29/15 - PASS (9-0)

committee of the Legislature. 4/28/15 - Re-ref to AAR

“Report” includes a study or 4/27/15 - Amend, 2nd read

audit, budget change proposal 4/06/15- Re-ref AAR

that has been approved by the 3/26/15- Amend,, 2nd read
Department of Finance and 03/26/15 Ref AAR

submitted to the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee,
the Assembly Committee on
Budget, or the Senate
Committee on Budget and
Fiscal Review.
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WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review
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Title & Fish & Game Code/ Summary of
Bill No. | t Auth Bill Stat Heari
o mpac uthors General Purpose Govt Code Sections i Status earing FGC Action
AB-435 Major Chang (A) California Environmental Add Sections 12805.4 5/28/15 2nd read and amended. 3/25/2015

Anderson (S)

and 12812.4 to the
Government Code

Protection Agency: Natural
Resources Agency: Web
casts of public meetings and
workshops -- This bill would
require that each department,
board, and commission of the
Natural Resources Agency and
each department, board, and
office of the California
Environmental Protection
Agency Web cast all onsite
public meetings, in a manner
that enables listeners and
viewers to ask questions and
provide public comment by
telephone or email
commensurate with those
attending the meeting. The bill
would require the agencies to
make the recording of a
webcast available for no less
than 3 years.

5/28/15 PASS as amended. (17-0)
3/23/2015- PASS (9-0)

3/19/2015- Re-ref to AAR

3/2/2015 - Refto AAR



FISH AND GAME COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE TRACKING LOG 2015
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WPW = Water, Parks, Wildlife RLS = Rules APPR = Appropriations GO = Government Organization AAR = Accountability and Admin. Review

NR = Natural Resources NRW-= Natural Resources and Water PUBS = Public Safety JEDE= Jobs, Econ. Development, and Economy TRANS = Transportation
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. Title & Fish & Game Code/ . . Summary of
Bill No.  Impact Authors General Purpose Govt Code Sections Bill Status Hearing FGC Action
AB-498 None Levine (A) Wildlife conservation: wildlife Amend Sections 5/28/15 In Senate. RLS. for
corridors -- Would declare that 1797.5, 1930, and assignment.
it is the policy of the state to 1930.5 of the Fish and  5/28/15 3rd read. PASS (52-24)
encourage wherever feasible =~ Game Code, 5/22/15 3rd read and amended.
and practicable voluntary steps 5/07/15 2nd read. Ordered to 3rd
to protect the functioning of reading.
wildlife corridors through 5/06/15 Pass. (12-5)
various means, as applicable. 4/29/15 Re-ref to APPR
Would provide that a project 4/28/15 Amend, 2nd read.
applicant may receive advance 4/14/15 Re-ref to APPR.
mitigation credits for investing in 4/14/15 PASS (8-5)
a mitigation that protects habitat 4/09/15 Re-ref WPW
connectivity for affected fish 4/8/15 Amend, 2nd read

and wildlife resources. 3/5/15 Ref to WPW
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AB-499 Major Cooley (A) Archery season: concealed  Amend Section 4370 of 5/14/15 Ref to NRW 3/26/2015
firearms -- Would authorize a  the Fish and Game 5/4/15 To RLS for assignment.
person with a valid license to Code 5/4/15 3rd read. Pass (78-2). To
carry a firearm capable of being Senate.
concealed on the person, 4/29/15 2nd read. To consent.
consistent with the terms of that 4/28/15 Pass (15-0). Consent Calendar
license, while engaged in the 3/5/2015 - Ref to WPW

taking of deer with bow and
arrow as long as he or she does
not take or attempt to take deer
with the firearm.

AB-559 None Lopez (A) Monarch butterflies: Add Section 1021 to the 5/14/15 Refto NRW
conservation -- Would Fish and Game Code  4/30/15 To RLS. for assignment.
authorize the department to 4/30/15 3rd read. Passed. To Senate
take actions to conserve 4/23/15 2nd read, to 3rd read
monarch butterflies and the 4/22/15 PASS (12-4)
unique habitats they depend 4/14/15 Re-ref to APPR
upon for successful migration. 4/14/15 PASS (10-4)

3/5/2015 - Ref to WPW
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AB-665 None Frazier (A) Hunting or fishing: local Amend Section 203.1  5/14/15 Refto NRW
regulation -- Provides that and add Sections 200.5 4/30/15 Senate -- To RLS. for

unless authorized by the Fish ~ and 200.6 to, the Fish  assignment.

and Game Code or other state and Game Code

or federal law, the commission
and the department are the only
entities that may adopt or
promulgate regulations
regarding the taking or
possession of fish and game on
any lands or waters within the
state. Prohibits cities/counties
from adopting an ordinance or
regulation relating to the taking
or possession of fish and game
except for safety.

4/30/15 3rd read. Pass (77-3).

4/23/15 2nd read, to Consent
4/22/15 Consent, PASS (17-0)
4/15/15 Amend., 2nd read
4/14/15 Re-ref to APPR
4/14/15 Amed, PASS (15-0)
3/9/2015- Ref to WPW
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AB-731 None Gallagher (A) Maintenance of the codes. -- Amend Sections 1652, 5/07/15 Refto JUD.

This bill would make 1653, 1654, 1745.2, 4/13/15 In Senate, Ref to RLS
nonsubstantive changes in 12002, of the Fish and  4/13/15 3rd read, pass.
various provisions of law. Game Code 4/8/15 2nd read; To consent

4/7/15 PASS (10-0)
3/23/2015- Ref to JUD

AB-797  Minor Steinorth (A) Regulations