
Item No. 32 
STAFF SUMMARY FOR OCTOBER 19-20, 2016 

 
  
32. NON-MARINE PETITIONS AND NON-REGULATORY REQUESTS FROM PREVIOUS 

MEETINGS 

Today’s Item Information  ☐ Action  ☒ 
This is a standing agenda item for FGC to act on regulatory petitions and non-regulatory 
requests from the public that are non-marine in nature. For this meeting:  

(A) Action on petitions for regulation change received at the Aug 2016 meeting. 
(B) Action on requests for non-regulatory requests received at the Aug 2016 meeting. 
(C) Update on pending petitions and non-regulatory requests referred to staff or DFW for 

review. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
(A-B)  

• FGC receipt of new petitions and requests   Aug 24-25, 2016; Folsom 
• Today FGC action on petitions and requests from Aug Oct 19-20, 2016; Eureka 

(C) N/A 

Background 
FGC provides direction regarding requests from the public received by mail and email and during 
public forum at the previous FGC meeting. Public petitions for regulatory change or requests for 
non-regulatory action follow a two-meeting cycle to ensure proper review and consideration. 
Petitions for regulatory change or requests for non-regulatory action scheduled for consideration 
today were received or referred at the Aug 2016 meeting in three ways: (1) submitted by the 
comment deadline and published as tables in the meeting binder; (2) submitted by the late 
comment deadline and delivered at the meeting; or (3) received during public forum. 
The public request logs provided in exhibits A1 and B1 capture the regulatory and non-regulatory 
requests received through the last meeting that are scheduled for FGC action today. The exhibits 
contain staff recommendations for each request. 

(A)  Petitions for regulatory change:  As of Oct 1, 2015, Section 662, Title 14, requires that 
any request for FGC to adopt, amend, or repeal a regulation must be submitted on form 
“FGC 1, Petition to the California Fish and Game Commission for Regulation Change”. 
Petitions received at the previous meeting are scheduled for consideration at the next 
business meeting, unless the petition is rejected under 10-day staff review as 
prescribed in subsection 662(b). 
Petition #2016-008 was received in Jun 2016 and scheduled for action in Aug 2016. 
However, action was deferred to Oct 2016 to allow staff time to review supporting 
materials submitted by the petitioner (see Exhibit A2 and staff memo in Exhibit A6). 
Three additional non-marine petitions received in Aug 2016 are scheduled for FGC 
action at this meeting (See summary table in Exhibit A1 and individual petitions in 
exhibits A3-A5). 

(B)  Non-regulatory requests:  Requests for non-regulatory action received at the previous 
meeting are scheduled for consideration today. 

 
Author:  Erin Chappell 1 



Item No. 32 
STAFF SUMMARY FOR OCTOBER 19-20, 2016 

Six non-regulatory requests received in Jun 2016 are scheduled for action at this 
meeting (See summary table in Exhibit B1, and individual requests in exhibits B2-B4). 

(C)  Pending petitions and non-regulatory requests:  This item is an opportunity for staff to 
provide an evaluation and recommendation on items previously referred by FGC to 
DFW or FGC staff for review. FGC may act on any staff recommendations made today. 
No previously referred items are scheduled for discussion today. 

Significant Public Comments 
1. Petition #2016-008 (Ferrets): received 14 letters in support of legalizing ferrets since the

Aug 2016 FGC meeting (see Exhibit A7 for example, and Exhibit A8).

Recommendation 
(A-B) Adopt staff recommendations for regulatory and non-regulatory requests to (1) deny 

the request, (2) grant the request, or (3) refer the request to committee, DFW staff, or 
FGC staff for further evaluation or information gathering. See exhibits A1 and B1 for 
specific staff recommendations for each request.  

(C) N/A 

Exhibits 
A1. FGC table of non-marine requests for regulatory change received through Aug 25, 2016  
A2. Petition #2016-008 from Pat Wright concerning domestic ferrets, received May 26, 2016 
A3. Petition #2016-014 from Douglas Alton concerning raptor rehabilitation, received Jun 29,

2016 
A4. Petition #2016-017 from Megan Clenney concerning the legalization of hedgehogs, 

received Jul 20, 2016 
A5.   Petition #2016-019 from NRA and CPRA concerning use of depredating game 

mammals, received Aug 19, 2016 
A6.   Staff memo on Petition #2016-008 (ferrets) 
A7.   Letter (example) from Lori Tigner, received Sep 26, 2016  
A8.  Letter from Jennifer Davidson (ferret legalization), received October 7, 2016 
B1.  FGC table of non-marine requests for non-regulatory change received through Aug 25, 

2016 
B2-4. Individual requests for non-regulatory change that are summarized in Exhibit B1 

Motion/Direction 
(A-B)  Moved by _______________ and seconded by _______________ that the Commission 

adopts the staff recommendations for actions on August 2016 regulatory and non-
regulatory requests. 

OR 

Moved by __________ and seconded by __________ that the Commission adopts the 
staff recommendations for actions on August 2016 regulatory and non-regulatory 
requests, except for item(s) ____________ for which the action is ____________.  
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Tracking 
No.

Date 
Received

Response Due
(10 work 

days)

Response letter 
to Petitioner

Accept
or

Reject
Name of Petitioner

Subject of 
Request

Code or Title 14 
Section Number

Short Description Staff Recommendation FGC Decision

2016-008 5/26/2016 6/10/2016 5/31/2016 A Pat Wright Domestic ferrets 2118 Remove domestic ferrets from the list of prohibited 
species. Deny; see staff memo (Exhibit 32A.6)

RECEIPT:  6/22-23/16
(NOTE: Action originally scheduled for 
8/24-25/16; FGC deferred action to 
Oct meeting)
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/16

2016-014 6/29/2016 7/14/2016 7/7/2016 A Douglas Alton Falcon and raptor 
rehabilitation 679(f)(4)

Add falconers and raptor breeders to list of legal 
recipients for non-releasable birds from 
rehabilitation facilities.

Refer to WRC for consideration in Phase II falconry 
package

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/16
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/16

2016-017 7/20/2016 8/3/2016 7/25/2016 A Megan Clenney Hedgehogs 671 Legalize hedgehogs. Deny; see staff memo prepared for Petition #2016-
008 (Exhibit 32A.6)

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/16
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/16

2016-019 8/19/2016 9/2/2016 8/30/2016 A NRA and CPRA, 
via Michele and Associates

Use of depredated 
game mammals 401

To repeal the provisions of Section 401, Title 14, 
CCR, which require waste of game animals by 
depredation permit. 

Deny; inconsistent with intent of depredation 
provisions

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/16
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/16

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
DECISION LIST FOR REGULATORY ACTION THROUGH AUG 25, 2016

Revised 10-06-2016

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

Grant:  FGC is willing to consider  the petition through a process      Deny:  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





























 

 
 
 October 10, 2016 
  
 Members of Fish and Game Commission 
 
 Mike Yaun (Legal Counsel) and  
 Erin Chappell (Wildlife Advisor) 
 
 Considerations for Ferret Legalization Associated with Petition #2016-008  
 
 

 
Commission staff has drafted this memo to provide a detailed explanation for the staff 
recommendation regarding regulatory petition #2016-008 scheduled for Commission 
action under Agenda Item 32, Non-Marine Regulatory Petitions at its October 19-20, 
2016 meeting. 
 
Regulatory Overview  
 
Petition #2016-008 requests the Commission amend Title 14 CCR Section 671(c)(2)(K) 
by removing any reference to domestic ferrets. Section 671 (Importation, Transportation 
and Possession of Live Restricted Animals) states that it is unlawful to import, transport, 
or possess live animals, restricted in subsection (c) except under a permit issued by the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW). The regulation specifically states in Section 
671(b) that “the commission has determined the [animals listed in subsection (c)] are 
not normally domesticated in this state.” Currently, all species in the Family Mustelidae, 
including ferrets are listed in subsection (c). Within Section 671, ferrets are further 
designated as “detrimental animals” because they pose a threat to native wildlife, the 
agricultural interests of the State, or to public health and safety.  
 
Applicable Fish and Game Code sections include:  

• Section 2 - Unless the provisions or the context otherwise requires, the 
definitions in this chapter [Div .5, Ch 1 of the Fish and Game Code] govern the 
construction of this code and all regulations adopted under this code. 

• Section 54 – "Mammal" means a wild or feral mammal or part of a wild or feral 
animal, but not a wild, feral, or undomesticated burro. 

• Section 89.5 – "Wildlife" means and includes all wild animals, birds, plants, fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, and related ecological communities, including the habitat 
upon which the wildlife depends for its continued viability. 

• Section 2116 – As used in this chapter [Div. 3, Ch. 2 of the Fish and Game 
Code], "wild animal" means any animal of the class … Mammalia (mammals … 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

DATE: 
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which is not normally domesticated in this state as determined by the 
commission. 

• Section 2118 – Prohibited importation or release into state of live wild animals of 
listed species, except under revocable, nontransferable permit. 

• Section 2120(a) –  The commission, in cooperation with the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), shall adopt regulations governing 
both (1) entry, importation, possession, transportation, keeping, confinement, or 
release of any and all wild animals imported pursuant to Chapter; and (2) the 
possession of all other wild animals. Regulations shall be designed to prevent 
damage to native wildlife and agriculture and to provide for welfare of the animal 
and safety of the public 

 
Any change to the regulation would require coordination with CDFA and the proposed 
action would effectively eliminate the Commission’s authority to regulate ferrets, with 
the exception of escaped individuals to the extent those individuals could be shown to 
have reverted to a wild state. 
 
Supporting Documentation  
 
Submitted with the petition were two pieces of supporting documentation:  A report 
published by Dr. G.O. Graening (California State University, Sacramento) in 2010 and a 
CEQA checklist. The report, Analysis of the Potential Impacts of Domesticated Ferrets 
Upon Wildlife, Agriculture, and Human Health in North America, with a Focus Upon 
California, Based Upon Literature Review and Survey of North American Governmental 
Agencies, provides an accurate summarization of much of the existing information on 
domestic ferrets. The purpose of the report was to fully summarize the body of 
knowledge on the domesticated ferret (Mustela putorius furo) for potential impacts and 
an analysis to identify potentially significant issues so that Commission could proceed 
with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The report identified 
three items that may need further analysis in an EIR: 1) the potential for the 
establishment of feral breeding populations; 2) potential impacts of ferrets on wildlife, 
either from an established population or from intentionally or inadvertently released 
ferrets; and 3) the potential economic impacts both beneficial and adverse of ferret 
legalization. The report also identified three items that may not need further analysis in 
an EIR: 1) the potential impacts to agriculture since there is no indication of impacts 
found in the literature or from a questionnaire of agricultural departments; 2) the 
potential impacts to human health from rabies, noting that impacts could be mitigated to 
a less than significant impact with required vaccination; and 3) the potential impacts to 
human safety from biting, noting that with effective mitigation measures this could be 
reduced to a less than significant impact.  
 
Regarding potential impacts to wildlife populations, the report finds that while the 
establishment of feral colonies is improbable, there is a possibility that escaped ferrets 
might do significant damage to wildlife, such as ground-nesting birds or listed species, 
during a period up to a few weeks of survival (see Chapter 8, Section 2.2). It further 
notes that ongoing intentional releases or inadvertent escapes might replenish the 
population in the wild which could pose a continued hazard to wildlife. In addition, the 
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report states that while pet-store ferrets do not possess the necessary traits to become 
invasive, pole-cat-ferret hybrids and polecats may possess the necessary traits. The 
report notes that both fertile ferrets and polecat-ferret hybrids are advertised for sale 
online. Therefore, some risk of them establishing a breeding population remains. How 
great a risk that poses to California’s unique biodiversity remains unclear.   
 
The CEQA Checklist provided identified biological resources, land use planning, and 
mandatory finding of significance as environmental factors potentially affected by the 
proposed change in regulation. For all three, the determination was that those impacts 
may be less than significant with mitigation. While the checklist did not identify any 
potentially significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, the discussion 
section was not included in the materials provided. More broadly, the document does 
not include discussions about some of the conclusions found in the report - notably, the 
need to further analyze the potentially significant impacts to wildlife from the 
establishment of a feral breeding population of ferrets in an EIR or a discussion of the 
full breadth of the potential ramifications of legalization, such as the increased potential 
for polecat and polecat-ferret hybrids.   
 
Even ignoring the omissions in the checklist outlined above, the findings require at a 
minimum, that the Commission develop a mitigated negative declaration before 
adopting the regulation. However, the Commission would not have authority to ensure 
that the proposed mitigation measures are implemented because the Commission does 
not have authority over domestic animals. Based on the inability to implement that 
mitigation, a full EIR is needed, even if founded on the existing checklist. It is important 
to note that if potentially significantly impacts are found in the EIR the adoption of that 
EIR would require a statement of overriding concern due to authority issues associated 
with mitigation.  
 
Process for Preparing an EIR  
 
As the Lead Agency under CEQA, the Commission would be responsible for preparing 
the EIR. Previously, the Commission directed that any new petitioner would need to 
fund the preparation of an environmental document, in this case an EIR, before 
considering any changes in the current regulation. Project proponent-funded 
environmental documents have been used by other agencies. For example, DFW has 
contract mechanism in place for this type of CEQA analysis. DFW adopted regulations 
(see Title 14 CCR sections 789.0-789.6) to allow for a special contract selection 
process. Through this process a project proponent contracts with DFW to pay for the 
contractor’s work and DFW directs a previously-approved consultant to prepare the 
environmental document through the retainer contracts authorized in the regulations. 
The Commission would need to establish a similar process through regulations to 
pursue the development of a petitioner-funded EIR.     
 
FGC Staff Recommendation  
 
Staff recommends denying the petition.  Given that the proposed action would 
effectively eliminate the Commission’s authority to regulate ferrets, the potentially 
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significant impacts to wildlife identified in the report, and the inability of the Commission 
to implement any identified mitigation measures, staff does not recommend removing 
ferrets from the list of restricted species at this time. However, if the Commission would 
like to move forward with the preparation of an EIR to further evaluate the potential 
impacts, staff recommends developing regulations to establish a contract selection 
process similar to the DFW regulations and proceed with a petitioner-funded EIR.  
 
Finally, it is important to note that this issue is not specific to ferrets. Other species that 
are sometimes kept as domestic pets, such as hedgehogs and sugar gliders (species of 
possum), are also included in the list of restricted species. Any requests to remove 
them from the list would require similar considerations. 
  

 
 
 
 









Date 
Received

Name of Petitioner
Subject of 
Request

Short Description Staff Recommendation FGC Decision

7/1/2016 Eric Mills
Action for Animals

Live animal food 
markets 

Request to place ban on importation of frogs and 
turtles for the live animal food market on the FGC 
agenda for discussion and action. 

GRANT; schedule for Feb 2017 FGC meeting. RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

7/19/2016 Thomas O'Rourke 
Yurok Tribal Chairman

Commissioner 
Hostler-Carmesin 
conflict 

Requests FGC address concerns regarding 
Commissioner Hostler-Carmesin's compliance with 
the FGC Code of Conduct policy.

FGC letter in response to these concerns was sent 
to Yurok on 9/09/2016. 

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

7/21/2016 Inyo County 
Board of Supervisors

Fish planting in 
Eastern Sierra

Urges DFW to increase the number and size of fish 
planted in the Eastern Sierra. 

DENY; outside FGC's scope of authority. Petitioners 
should contact DFW. RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016

ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

8/24/2016
Mindy Knatt, Frank 
Meyers,
Yurok Tribe 

Blue Creek 

(a) Urges FGC to expand the Blue Creek closure 
due to the detection of ick on salmon at the mouth, 
and (b) requests FGC work more closely with the 
Yurok when decisions affect resources located 
within tribal boundaries. 

(a) DENY; DFW study ongoing, update to FGC upon 
conclusion of study. 
(b) GRANT; all tribes are welcome to join and 
participate in public meetings of FGC, including 
committee and tribal workgroup meetings. Meeting 
information is located at the back of meeting 
agendas. Meeting agendas are available at least 10 
days in advance on the FGC website. 

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

8/25/2016 Kimberly Richard Napa Valley 
Democrats 

Requests update on wolf management, monitoring, 
and conservation plans at future meeting. 

GRANT; schedule update by DFW once Wolf 
Management Plan finalized RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016

ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

8/25/2016 Michael Bocodoro Delta predation 
Requests FGC engage with stakeholders on 
pedation issues related to salmon and smelt in the 
Delta. 

GRANT; FGC referred to WRC at Aug 2016 
meeting; WRC considering a Delta predation forum 
in May 2017 

RECEIPT:  8/24-25/2016
ACTION:  Scheduled 10/19-20/2016

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
DECISION LIST FOR NON-REGULATORY ACTION THROUGH AUG 25, 2016
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From: afa@mcn.org
To: FGC
Cc: CNRA Office of the Secretary; Wildlife DIRECTOR
Subject: LIVE ANIMAL FOOD MARKETS
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 3:16:41 PM
Attachments: STATEMENT OF ERIC MILLS.docx

July 1, 2016

Greetings -

 LIVE ANIMAL FOOD MARKETS (see attached)

While organizing some materials today, I ran across the attached from 2010.

Since the new commissioners and the Exec. Director are, I presume,
relatively unfamiliar with the live animal food markets issue, would you
please forward this attachment to them?

And I DO hope that the matter will soon be re-agendized.  As you may
recall, former Resources Secretary Huey Johnson wrote twice in support of
a ban on the importation of non-native frogs and turtles for human
consumption, as did more than 3,000 other organizations, legislators and
members of a concerned public.  Surely the Department has the authority to
stop these harmful imports.  (That's why they're called "permits," right?)

Cheers,

Eric Mills, coordinator
ACTION FOR ANIMALS

mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov

STATEMENT OF ERIC MILLS, COORDINATOR, ACTION FOR ANIMALS TO THE STATE FISH & GAME COMMISSION RE THE PROPOSED BAN ON THE IMPORTATION AND/OR SALE OF LIVE FROGS AND TURTLES FOR THE LIVE ANIMAL FOOD MRKETS - FEBRUARY 3, 2010

Good morning, Commissioners.

Thank you for this opportunity to again address the Commission on the pressing need for a ban on the importation of live frogs and turtles for human consumption, an issue which has been before this body for nearly 15 years now.  Indeed, the Commission in 2006 instructed the Department to go to notice, but the Department failed to act.  It's way past time for action.

As has been well documented, these non-native animals are often bought and released into California waters, where they pose major problems for our native wildlife.  On a personal note,  on New Year's Day I was walking around Oakland's Lake Merritt, the nation's first in-city wildlife refuge, when I spotted a dead red-eared slider floating in the water.  It was very likely the result of a religious "animal liberation" ceremony, an ongoing problem there and elsewhere, as described to in a January 12, 2010 letter sent to the Commission by Dr. Richard Bailey, Director of the Lake Merritt Institute.  Dr. Bailey also favors the proposed ban.

Some 25 necropsies on turtles and frogs purchased from markets in Sacramento, Oakland, San Francisco and Los Angeles have shown these animals to be seriously diseased and/or parasitized.  It is illegal to sell such products for human consumption, yet the practice continues unabated.  DFG  and health codes require that diseased or parasitized animals be destroyed at the border, or returned to the point of origin, yet are seldom if ever enforced.

Back in 1996, the Department's Steve Taylor (now retired), who issued the market permits for many years, told me that he  administratively  selected the red-eared sliders and the spiny soft-shells as the two turtle species for which the Department would issue permits.   (Was this even legal?)  It should be just as easy to administratively ban the importation, no?

Adding a sense of urgency to the matter is a scientific study which appeared in the January 2009 journal, BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, entitled, "Magnitude of the US trade in amphibians and presence of Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis and ranavirus infection in imported North American bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana).  (Abstract attached.  I have submitted this study to the Commission previously.)  The five researchers involved (one from USFWS here in Sacramento, another from UC Santa Cruz) documented that some TWO MILLION American bullfrogs are imported annually into California for the live markets.  OF THE FROGS NECROPSIED, 62% TESTED POSITIVE FOR THE DREADED CHYTRID FUNGUS, A PRIME SUSPECT IN THE EXTINCTIONS OF DOZENS OF AMPHIBIAN SPECIES AROUND THE WORLD IN THE PAST 15 YEARS.  That fact alone should be enough reason to stop this commercial trade.

As is well known, the non-natives displace and prey upon our native wildlife.  Threatened species such as the red-legged frog and the western pond turtle are put at great risk by the exotics.  Bullfrogs are known to eat baby ducks and the fry of gamefish, which should concern all sporting organizations, as well as the environmental community.  Both Oregon and Washington have either banned or severely restricted these species, and Florida only last year stopped the commercial trade in softshell turtles, in light of local depletions.  California should follow suit.

I've seen the January 13, 2010 letter which the Commission sent to the Governor regarding the untenable furloughs thrust upon our beleaguered game wardens, and I share your concerns.  That said, I hope you will not use the state budget as an excuse NOT to adopt the needed regulations to ban the turtle/frog importation and sales.  According to the Governor's office, the furloughs are scheduled to end in June.  It's critical that the regulatory ban be put in place as soon as possible.  If we delay until all the human problems are resolved, all the animals will be extinct, the environment uninhabitable.  I'm convinced that a total ban will not only resolve the problem, but will actually EASE the wardens' workload, not add to.  The recent letter sent to the Commission by the California Fish and Game Wardens' Association seems to concur.

In sum, the mandate of the Commission and the Department of Fish and Game is to protect the state's natural resources, irreplaceable treasures belonging to all Californians.  Please, no further delay--the issue is urgent.  There's consensus that only a ban on the importation and sale of these non-native species will resolve the problem.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,



Eric Mills, coordinator

attachments





STATEMENT OF ERIC MILLS, COORDINATOR, ACTION FOR ANIMALS TO THE 
STATE FISH & GAME COMMISSION RE THE PROPOSED BAN ON THE 
IMPORTATION AND/OR SALE OF LIVE FROGS AND TURTLES FOR THE LIVE 
ANIMAL FOOD MRKETS - FEBRUARY 3, 2010 

Good morning, Commissioners. 

Thank you for this opportunity to again address the Commission on the pressing need for a ban 
on the importation of live frogs and turtles for human consumption, an issue which has been 
before this body for nearly 15 years now.  Indeed, the Commission in 2006 instructed the 
Department to go to notice, but the Department failed to act.  It's way past time for action. 

As has been well documented, these non-native animals are often bought and released into 
California waters, where they pose major problems for our native wildlife.  On a personal note,  
on New Year's Day I was walking around Oakland's Lake Merritt, the nation's first in-city wildlife 
refuge, when I spotted a dead red-eared slider floating in the water.  It was very likely the result 
of a religious "animal liberation" ceremony, an ongoing problem there and elsewhere, as 
described to in a January 12, 2010 letter sent to the Commission by Dr. Richard Bailey, Director 
of the Lake Merritt Institute.  Dr. Bailey also favors the proposed ban. 

Some 25 necropsies on turtles and frogs purchased from markets in Sacramento, Oakland, San 
Francisco and Los Angeles have shown these animals to be seriously diseased and/or 
parasitized.  It is illegal to sell such products for human consumption, yet the practice continues 
unabated.  DFG  and health codes require that diseased or parasitized animals be destroyed at 
the border, or returned to the point of origin, yet are seldom if ever enforced. 

Back in 1996, the Department's Steve Taylor (now retired), who issued the market permits for 
many years, told me that he  administratively  selected the red-eared sliders and the spiny soft-
shells as the two turtle species for which the Department would issue permits.   (Was this even 
legal?)  It should be just as easy to administratively ban the importation, no? 

Adding a sense of urgency to the matter is a scientific study which appeared in the January 
2009 journal, BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, entitled, "Magnitude of the US trade in amphibians and 
presence of Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis and ranavirus infection in imported North 
American bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana).  (Abstract attached.  I have submitted this study to the 
Commission previously.)  The five researchers involved (one from USFWS here in Sacramento, 
another from UC Santa Cruz) documented that some TWO MILLION American bullfrogs are 
imported annually into California for the live markets.  OF THE FROGS NECROPSIED, 62% 
TESTED POSITIVE FOR THE DREADED CHYTRID FUNGUS, A PRIME SUSPECT IN THE 



EXTINCTIONS OF DOZENS OF AMPHIBIAN SPECIES AROUND THE WORLD IN THE PAST 15 
YEARS.  That fact alone should be enough reason to stop this commercial trade. 

As is well known, the non-natives displace and prey upon our native wildlife.  Threatened 
species such as the red-legged frog and the western pond turtle are put at great risk by the 
exotics.  Bullfrogs are known to eat baby ducks and the fry of gamefish, which should concern 
all sporting organizations, as well as the environmental community.  Both Oregon and 
Washington have either banned or severely restricted these species, and Florida only last year 
stopped the commercial trade in softshell turtles, in light of local depletions.  California should 
follow suit. 

I've seen the January 13, 2010 letter which the Commission sent to the Governor regarding the 
untenable furloughs thrust upon our beleaguered game wardens, and I share your concerns.  
That said, I hope you will not use the state budget as an excuse NOT to adopt the needed 
regulations to ban the turtle/frog importation and sales.  According to the Governor's office, 
the furloughs are scheduled to end in June.  It's critical that the regulatory ban be put in place 
as soon as possible.  If we delay until all the human problems are resolved, all the animals will 
be extinct, the environment uninhabitable.  I'm convinced that a total ban will not only resolve 
the problem, but will actually EASE the wardens' workload, not add to.  The recent letter sent 
to the Commission by the California Fish and Game Wardens' Association seems to concur. 

In sum, the mandate of the Commission and the Department of Fish and Game is to protect the 
state's natural resources, irreplaceable treasures belonging to all Californians.  Please, no 
further delay--the issue is urgent.  There's consensus that only a ban on the importation and 
sale of these non-native species will resolve the problem. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

 

Eric Mills, coordinator 
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