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EASY GUIDE TO USING THE BINDER 
 

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

2. If a bookmark panel does not automatically appear on either the top or left side of the 
screen, click/tap on the “bookmark symbol” located near the top left-hand corner. 

 

 
 

3. To make adjustments to the view, use the Page Display option in the View tab. You 
should see something like: 
 

 
 

4. We suggest leaving open the bookmark panel to help you move efficiently among the 
staff summaries and numerous supporting documents in the binder. It’s helpful to think 
of these bookmarks as a table of contents that allows you to go to specific points in the 
binder without having to scroll through hundreds of pages.  

5. You can resize the two panels by placing your cursor in the dark, vertical line 
located between the panels and using a long click /tap to move in either direction.  
 

6. 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.  

 
7. Upon locating a staff summary for an agenda item, notice that you can obtain more 

information by clicking/tapping on any item underlined in blue.   
  

8. Return to the staff summary by simply clicking/tapping on the item in the bookmark 
panel. 
 

9. Do not hesitate to contact staff if you have any questions or would like assistance. 
 



Overview of California Fish and Game Commission Meeting 

• Welcome to a meeting of the California Fish and Game Commission. This is the 155th 
year of operation for the Commission, in partnership with the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. Both organizations originated from the Board of Fish Commissioners 
in 1870.  

• The Commission’s goals include preserving our wildlife heritage and conserving our 
natural resources through informed decision making. These meetings are vital in 
achieving those goals and, in that spirit, we provide the following information to be as 
effective and efficient toward that end. 

• We are operating under the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act and these proceedings are 
being recorded and broadcast. 

• In the unlikely event of an emergency, please note the location of the nearest emergency 
exits at your location.  

• Items may be heard in any order pursuant to the determination of the presiding 
commissioner, which is President Murray today.  

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

• If you are here in the in-person location, speaker cards need to be filled out legibly and 
turned in to staff before we start the agenda item.  

• If you are online or on the phone, you will receive additional instructions in a few minutes. 

• We will ask how many speakers we have before taking public comment; please be 
prepared and listen closely for your name or phone number to be called. 

• When you speak, please state your name and any affiliation. Please be respectful and 
note that disruptions will not be tolerated. Time is precious so please be concise. 

• 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. 

• If you want the Commission to consider a regulation change, all petitions for regulation 
change must be submitted in writing on the authorized form, FGC 1, which is available on 
the Commission’s website or directly from staff. 

• For members of the public, if you have access to the Internet and are not planning to 
make public comment, you may listen to the meeting via our regular webcast by visiting 
the commission website at www.fgc.ca.gov (link is on right side).  

• Reminder! Please silence your mobile devices and computers to avoid interruptions. 

file://///HQGroup3.AD.Dfg.Ca.Gov/HQ10/Groups/FGC/Meetings/Binders/2020/4%20Apr%2015-16%20FGC%20-%20Telecon/Binder%20Contents/www.fgc.ca.gov


Introductions for California Fish and Game Commission Meeting 

Commission Members 
Name Role (Location) 

Samantha Murray President (La Jolla) 

Erika Zavaleta Vice President (Santa Cruz) 

Jacque Hostler-Carmesin Member (McKinleyville) 

Eric Sklar Member (Saint Helena) 

Darius W. Anderson Member (Kenwood) 

Commission Staff 
Name Title 

Melissa Miller-Henson Executive Director 

David Thesell Deputy Executive Director 

Mike Yaun Legal Counsel 

Susan Ashcraft Marine Advisor 

Ari Cornman Wildlife Advisor 

Kimi Rogers Environmental Scientist 

Sherrie Fonbuena Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Jenn Bacon Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

David Haug Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Kelsey Leaird Executive Analyst 

Jessica Shaw Seasonal Clerk 

Devon Rossi California Sea Grant State Fellow 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Staff 
Name Title 

Chuck Bonham Director 

Chad Dibble Deputy Director, Wildlife and Fisheries Division 

Nathaniel Arnold Acting Deputy Director and Chief, Law Enforcement Division 

Josh Grover 

Craig Shuman 

Scott Gardner 

Sarah Mussulman 

Deputy Director, Ecosystem Conservation 

Regional Manager, Marine Region 

Branch Chief, Wildlife Branch 

Acting Branch Chief, Fisheries Branch 

 

I would also like to acknowledge special guests who are present: 
(i.e., elected officials, including tribal chairpersons, and other special guest 
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Revised* Meeting Agenda 
April 17-18, 2024 

 
Participate in Person

San Jose Scottish Rite Center 
2455 Masonic Drive 
San Jose, CA 95125 

or 

Participate via Webinar/Phone 

The meeting will be live streamed; visit www.fgc.ca.gov the day of the meeting to watch 
or listen. To provide public comment during the meeting, please join at the in-person 

location, via Zoom, or by telephone; you may join the webinar directly at 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85095560390. For complete instructions on how to join via 

Zoom or telephone, click here or visit fgc.ca.gov/meetings/2024. 

* This revised agenda is amended to clarify the scope of item 3, and add a sub-item to 
item 9(C). 

Notes: (1) See important meeting deadlines and procedures, including written 
public comment deadlines, starting on page 11. 

(2) Unless otherwise indicated, the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife is identified as Department.  

(3) All section and subsection references are to Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations, unless otherwise noted.  

Invitation: The Commission invites members of the public to join commissioners 
and staff for a field trip currently under development for Wednesday, 
April 17. Details will be available in advance of the Commission 
meeting. Members of the public are welcome to join but must provide 
their own transportation. 

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
http://www.fgc.ca.gov/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85095560390
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220274
file://///HQGroup3.AD.Dfg.Ca.Gov/HQ10/Groups/FGC/Meetings/Agendas/2024/4%20Apr%2017-18%20CFGC/fgc.ca.gov/meetings/2024
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Day 1 – April 17, 2024; 10:00 AM 

Call to Order and Roll Call to Establish a Quorum  

1. Consider approving agenda and order of items 

Discussion and Action Items  

2. Commission executive director and Department reports 

(A) Commission executive director’s report 

I. Justice, equity, diversity and inclusion (JEDI) plan update  

(B) Department director and Law Enforcement Division 

3. Commercial California halibut and white seabass set gill net  

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations regarding set 
gill net service interval, gear marking, and mesh depth in the commercial California 
halibut and white seabass set gill net fisheries. 
(Add Section 174.1) 

4. Fisheries logbook forms and fishing block charts 

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations regarding 
fisheries logbook forms and fishing block charts. 
(Amend sections 120.7, 122, 165, 180, 190, 197 and 705.1) 

5. Experimental Fishing Permit (EFP) Program Major Amendment Request 

Consider approving a major amendment to the permit for EFP Application 2023-02 
related to pop-up gear testing in the Dungeness and rock crab fisheries. 
(Pursuant to Section 91) 

6. Commission policies 

Discuss potential amendments to five Commission policies currently under review. 
(Pursuant to Section 703, California Fish and Game Code) 

(A) Code of Conduct 

(B) Planting Fish in Youth Camps 

(C) Youth Fishing Programs 

(D) Research 

(E) Naming Installations 

7. Regulation change petitions (marine, wildlife, and inland fisheries) 

(A) New petitions 
Receive new petitions for regulation change.  

(Pursuant to Section 662) 

Consideration of whether to grant, deny, or refer for additional review is expected 
to be scheduled for the June 19-20, 2024 meeting. 
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(B) Previously received petitions 
Consider whether to grant, deny, or refer for additional review, petitions for 
regulation change received at previous meetings.  

(Pursuant to Section 662) 

I. Petition 2023-12: Request to amend recreational groundfish regulations to 
require use of descending devices to protect groundfish stocks 

II. Petition 2024-01: Request to amend sport fishing regulations to allow 
increased take and reduce size limitations of trout in Stony Creek in 
Colusa County 

III. Petition 2018-016(a): Request to remove Hope Valley Wildlife Area from 
the Department Lands Pass Program 

8. Non-regulatory requests from previous meetings (marine, wildlife and inland 
fisheries) 

Consider and potentially act on requests for non-regulatory action received from 
members of the public at previous meetings. 

9. Committee and Department reports 

Receive updates on items of note since the previous Commission meeting from 
Commission committees and Department divisions. 

(A) Tribal Committee  

Receive summary and consider approving recommendations from the April 16, 
2024 Committee meeting. Discuss referred topics and consider revisions to 
topics and timing. 

(B) Marine Resources Committee 

Receive summary and consider approving recommendations from the March 19, 
2024 Committee meeting. Discuss referred topics and consider revisions to 
topics and timing. 

(C) Department Marine Region 

I. Update on annual recreational ocean salmon and Pacific halibut 
regulations, and automatic conformance to federal regulations 

II. Public discussion of action taken by the director of the Department in the 
recreational Dungeness crab fishery to temporarily prohibit the use of crab 
traps between the Sonoma/ Mendocino county line and Point Conception, 
Santa Barbara County (fishing zones 3, 4 and 5), and remain under a fleet 
advisory for all open fishing zones (1, 2 and 6), to protect marine life from 
entanglement risk. (Pursuant to Section 29.80) 

General Public Comment 

10. General public comment for items not on the agenda 

Receive public comment regarding topics within the Commission’s authority that are not 
included on the agenda. Agenda item 28 on day 2 is an extension of this general public 
comment agenda item; as such, speakers may comment on one day or the other. 
Note: The Commission may not discuss or take action on any matter raised during this item, 
except to decide whether to place the matter on the agenda of a future meeting (sections 11125 
and 11125.7(a), Government Code).  
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Day 2 – April 18, 2024; 8:30 AM 

Call to Order and Roll Call to Establish a Quorum  

 

Consent Items 

Note: Items on the consent calendar are expected to be routine and non-controversial. After public 
comment, the Commission will consider approving items on the consent calendar in a single vote 
without discussion. The presiding commissioner may choose to remove any item from the consent 
calendar and allow a separate discussion and potential action on that item in response to a request by 
a Commission member, staff, or an interested person. 

11. Initial private lands wildlife habitat enhancement and management area (PLM) 
plan and licence (consent) 

Consider approving initial PLM plan and 2024-2028 license for: 
(Pursuant to Section 601) 

(A) Merced 

I. Stevinson Ranch 

12. Five- year PLM plans (consent) 

Consider approving five-year PLM plans and 2024-2028 licenses for:  
(Pursuant to Section 601) 

(A) Del Norte 

I. Smith River PLM 

(B) Humboldt 

I. Redwood House Ranch 

(C) Mendocino 

I. Capistran Ranch 

II. Four Pines Ranch 

III. Schneider Ranch 

(D) Monterey 

I. Gabilan Ranch 

(E) San Luis Obispo 

I. Carrizo Ranch 

II. Herst Ranch 

(F) Tehama 

I. Bell Ranch 

13. Annual PLM plans (consent) 

Consider approving annual PLM plans for:  
(Pursuant to Section 601) 

(A) Del Norte 

I. Alexandre Dairy 

(B) Humboldt 

I. Big Lagoon 

II. Diamond C Outfitters 

III. Hunter Ranch 

IV. Klamath PLM 

V. Rainbow Ridge PLM 

VI. Stover Ranch 

VII. Wiggins Ranch 

(C) Humboldt and Trinity 

I. Wilkinson Hunting Club 

(D) Kern and San Luis Obispo 

I. Temblor Ranch 
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(E) Mendocino 

I. Ackerman-Southy 
Daughtery WMA 

II. Amann Ranch 

III. Antler Hill Ranch 

IV. Bridges Ranch 

V. Carley Ranch 

VI. Christensen Ranch 

VII. Eden Velley Ranch 

VIII. Miller-Eriksen Ranch 

IX. R-R Ranch 

X. Seven Springs Ranch 

XI. Shamrock Ranch 

XII. Six Point Ranch 

XIII. Spring Valley Ranch 

XIV. Summer Camp Ranch 

(F) Merced 

I. DeFrancesco / Eaton 
Ranch 

(G) Monterey 

I. Alexander Ranch 

II. Bardin Ranch 

III. Hartnell Ranch 

IV. Indian Valley Cattle 
Company – Lombardo 
Ranch 

V. Peachtree Ranch 

VI. San Bartolome Ranch 

VII. Sky Rose Ranch 

(H) Monterey and San Benito 

I. Morisoli Ranch 

(I) Monterey and San Luis 
Obispo 

I. Camp 5 Outfitters - Roth 
Ranch 

(J) San Benito 

I. Lewis Ranch 

II. Lone Ranch 

III. Pine Mountain Ranch 

IV. Rancho Le Cuesta 

V. Trinchero Ranch 

(K) San Joaquin 

I. Corral Hollow Ranch 

(L) San Luis Obispo 

I. Avenales Ranch 

II. Carnaza Ranch 

III. Chimney Rock Ranch 

IV. Clark & White Ranch 

V. D-Rafter L Ranch 

(M) Santa Clara 

I. Coon Creek Ranch 

(N) Shasta 

I. Stackhouse Ranch 

(O) Stanislaus 

I. Rooster Comb Ranch 

(P) Tehama 

I. 3D Ranch 

II. R Wild Horse Ranch 

(Q) Trinity 

I. Stewart Ranch 

II. Travis Ranch 

14. Readoption of white sturgeon emergency regulation (consent) 

Consider adopting a 90-day extension of emergency regulations concerning 
recreational take of white sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus) to support recovery 
populations and to track fishing pressure and success. 
(Amend sections 5.79, 5.80, 27.90 and 27.92) 

15. Greater sage-grouse (consent) 

Consider approving the Department’s request for a six-month extension to deliver the 
one-year status review report on the petition to list greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) as threatened or endangered under CESA.  
(Pursuant to Section 2074.6 Fish and Game Code) 
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Discussion and Action Items  

16. Inland sport fishing 

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations for freshwater 
sport fishing bag limits, gear, and low-flow information. 
(Amend sections 2.30, 5.50, 7.50, 8.00, and 703) 

17. White sturgeon sport fishing regular rulemaking 

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations through a 
regular rulemaking to adopt the emergency rules for the recreational take of white 
sturgeon. 
(Amend sections 5.79, 5.80, 27.90 and 27.92) 

18. Central Valley sport fishing 

Discuss proposed amendments to Central Valley sport fishing regulations. 
(Amend subsections 7.40(b)(4), (43), (66) and (80)) 

19. Klamath River Basin sport fishing 

Discuss proposed amendments to Klamath River Basin sport fishing regulations. 
(Amend subsection 7.40(b)(50)) 

20. Waterfowl hunting 

Consider adopting proposed amendments to waterfowl hunting regulations and taking 
final action under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
(Amend Section 502) 

21. Mammal hunting 

Consider adopting proposed amendments to mammal hunting regulations and taking 
final action under CEQA). 
(Amend sections 362, 363, 364, 364.1, 554, 555 and 708.14 and add Section 555.1) 

22. Southern California steelhead 

Consider the petition, Department’s status review report, and comments received to 
determine whether listing southern California steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) as 
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) is warranted. 
(Pursuant to sections 2075 and 2075.5, Fish and Game Code) 

23. Mohave desert tortoise 

Consider the petition, Department’s status review report, and comments received to 
determine whether changing the status of Mohave desert tortoise (also known as 
Agassiz’s desert tortoise) (Gopherus agassizii) from threatened to endangered under 
CESA is warranted. 
(Pursuant to sections 2075 and 2075.5, Fish and Game Code) 

24. Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve 
Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve consistency determination as to whether the 
visitor uses associated with the parking lots in Area A and the baseball fields in Area C 
are compatible with the purposes of the reserve. 
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25. California grizzly bear 
Recognize the 100-year anniversary of the extirpation of California’s state animal, 
grizzly bear (Ursus arctos californicus). 

26. Committee and Department reports 

Receive updates on items of note since the previous Commission meeting from 
Commission committees and Department divisions. 

(A) Wildlife Resources Committee 

Discuss referred topics and consider revisions to topics and timing. Consider 
approving draft agenda topics and changing the meeting location for the next 
committee meeting on May 16, 2024. 

(B) Department Wildlife and Fisheries Division, and Department Ecosystem 
Conservation Division 

27. Commission administrative items 

(A) Legislation 

Receive updates on legislative activity and consider providing direction to staff on 
potential actions. 

(B) Rulemaking timetable updates  

Review and potentially approve changes to the perpetual timetable for 
anticipated regulatory actions. 

(C) Future meetings and new business – May 15, 2024 and June 19-20, 2024 

Review logistics and approve draft agenda items for the next Commission 
meetings, consider any changes to approved meeting dates or locations, or 
introduce new business for a future meeting agenda. 

General Public Comment 

28. General public comment for items not on the agenda 

Receive public comment regarding topics within the Commission’s authority that are not 
included on the agenda. This item is an extension of the “general public comment for 
items not on the agenda (Agenda Item 9); as such, speakers may comment on one day 
or the other. 
Note: The Commission may not discuss or take action on any matter raised during this item, 
except to decide whether to place the matter on the agenda of a future meeting (sections 11125 
and 11125.7(a), Government Code). 

Adjourn 
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Public Receipt of Documents  

This section of the agenda highlights reports or other documents received by the Commission 
since the previous meeting. Any Commission discussion or action on these documents will be 
noticed and placed on the agenda of a future meeting. Since February 15, 2024, the 
Commission received two documents: 

1. The Department’s evaluation report on the petition to list white sturgeon (Acipenser 
transmontanus) as threatened under California Endangered Species Act. Additional 
information about the petition is available at https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#ws. 

2. A petition from the Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Burrowing 
Owl Preservation Society, Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, Urban Bird 
Foundation, Central Valley Bird Club, and San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society to 
list western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) as threatened or 
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. The petition is available at 
https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#wbo.  

Executive Session 

(Not open to the public) 

At a convenient time during the regular agenda of the meeting listed above, the Commission 
will recess from the public portion of the agenda and conduct a closed session on the agenda 
items below. The Commission is authorized to discuss these matters in a closed session 
pursuant to Government Code Section 11126, subdivisions (a)(1), (c)(3), and (e)(1), and Fish 
and Game Code Section 309. After closed session, the Commission will reconvene in public 
session, which may include announcements about actions taken during closed session. 

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

I. The Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. California Fish and Game Commission 
(Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve petition for regulation change) 

II. Fall River Conservancy and California Trout v. California Fish and Game 
Commission and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (California 
Environmental Quality Act determination regarding amendments to inland trout 
regulations) 

III. United Water Conservation District v. California Fish and Game Commission 
(southern California steelhead “may be warranted” determination under the 
California Endangered Species Act and regulation authorizing limited take under 
Fish and Game Code Section 2084) 

(B) Possible litigation involving the Commission 

(C) Staffing 

(D) Deliberation and action on license and permit items 

I. Consider the proposed decision in FGC Case No. 21ALJ02-FGC, regarding 
revocation of Attila Molnar’s application to renew a restricted species exhibiting 
permit. 

https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#ws
https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#wbo
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California Fish and Game Commission 
Meeting Schedule 

Note: As meeting dates and locations can change, please visit www.fgc.ca.gov for the 
most current list of meeting dates and locations. All Commission meetings will 
include a webinar/teleconference option for attendance and every effort will be 
made to ensure that committee meetings include the same. 

Meeting Date Commission Meeting Committee Meeting 

May 15, 2024 

Teleconference 
Trinidad, Fairfield, Sacramento, 
Santa Cruz and La Jolla (see 
website for facility details) 

 

May 16, 2024  
Wildlife Resources  
Yreka 

June 19-20, 2024 Mammoth Lakes  

July 18, 2024  
Marine Resources 
Santa Rosa area 

August 13, 2024  

Tribal  
River Lodge Conference Center 
1800 Riverwalk Drive 
Fortuna, CA 95540 

August 14-15, 2024 
River Lodge Conference Center 
1800 Riverwalk Drive 
Fortuna, CA 95540 

 

September 12, 2024  
Wildlife Resources  
San Jose 

October 9-10, 2024 

California Natural Resources 
Headquarters Building 

Auditorium, 1st Floor 
715 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

November 7, 2024  

Marine Resources 
California Natural Resources 

Headquarters Building 
715 P Street, 2nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

December 10, 2024  
Tribal  
San Diego area 

December 11-12, 2024 San Diego area  

http://www.fgc.ca.gov/
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Other Meetings of Interest 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 

• September 22-25, 2024 – Madison, WI 

Pacific Fishery Management Council 

• June 6-13, 2024 – San Diego, CA 

• September 18-24, 2024 – Spokane, WA 

• November 13-19, 2024 – Costa Mesa, CA 

• March 5-11, 2025 – Vancouver, WA 

• April 9-15, 2025 – San Jose, CA 

Pacific Flyway Council 

• August 30, 2024 – Jackson, WY  

Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 

• June 3-7, 2024 – Stevenson, WA 

Wildlife Conservation Board 

• May 23, 2024 – Sacramento, CA 

• August 22, 2024 – Sacramento, CA 

• November 21, 2024 – Sacramento, CA 
  

https://www.fishwildlife.org/
https://www.pcouncil.org/
https://pacificflyway.gov/Meetings.asp
https://wafwa.org/
https://wcb.ca.gov/Meetings
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Important Commission Meeting Procedures Information 

Welcome to a Meeting of the California Fish and Game Commission 

This year marks the 155th 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 and we provide this 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 Department’s Civil Rights Office 
(CRO) at civilrights@wildlife.ca.gov. Accommodation requests for facility and/or meeting 
accessibility and requests for American Sign Language interpreters should be submitted at 
least two weeks prior to the event. Requests for real-time captioners should be submitted at 
least four weeks prior to the event. These timeframes are to help ensure that the requested 
accommodation is met. If a request for an accommodation has been submitted but is no longer 
needed, please contact the CRO immediately. 

Stay Informed 

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

Submitting Written Comments 

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; mail to California Fish and Game 
Commission, P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090; deliver to California Fish and 
Game Commission, 715 P Street, 16th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 (you must call at least 
one business day in advance to arrange delivery); or hand-deliver to a Commission meeting. 
Materials provided to the Commission will be available to the general public. 

Comment Deadlines 

The Comment Deadline for this meeting is 5:00 p.m. on April 4, 2024. Written comments 
received at the Commission office by this deadline will be made available to Commissioners 
prior to the meeting. 

The Supplemental Comment Deadline for this meeting is noon on April 12, 2024. 
Comments received by this deadline will be made available to Commissioners at the meeting. 

After these deadlines, written comments may be delivered in person to the meeting. Please 
bring 12 copies of written comments to the meeting and give them to the designated staff 
member just prior to speaking.  

Petitions for Regulation Change 

Any person requesting that the Commission adopt, amend, or repeal a regulation must 
complete and submit form FGC 1, Petition to the California Fish and Game Commission for 
Regulation Change, available at https://fgc.ca.gov/Regulations/Petition-for-Regulation-Change. 
To be received by the Commission at this meeting, petition forms must be delivered by the 

file://///HQGroup3.AD.Dfg.Ca.Gov/HQ10/Groups/FGC/Meetings/Agendas/Templates/www.fgc.ca.gov
mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
https://fgc.ca.gov/Regulations/Petition-for-Regulation-Change
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Supplemental Comment Deadline (or delivered in person at the meeting during the 
regulation change petitions agenda item). Petitions received at this meeting will be scheduled 
for consideration at the next regularly scheduled business meeting, unless the petition is 
rejected under staff review pursuant to subsection 662(b). 

Non-Regulatory Requests 

All non-regulatory requests follow a two-meeting cycle to ensure proper review and thorough 
consideration of each item. All requests submitted by the Supplemental Comment Deadline 
(or heard during general public comment at the meeting) will be scheduled for receipt at this 
meeting and scheduled for consideration at the next regularly scheduled business meeting. 

Speaking at the Meeting 

To speak on an agenda item in-person, please complete a “speaker card" and provide it to 
the designated staff member before the agenda item is announced. Please complete one 
speaker card per item. Cards will be available near the entrance of the meeting room. 

To speak on an agenda item by webinar/phone, please “raise” your hand either through the 
Zoom function or by pressing *9 once on your phone when prompted at the beginning of the 
agenda item. 

In-person and Webinar 

1. In-person speakers will be identified in groups; please line up when your name is called. 
Speakers by webinar/phone will be identified by your Zoom display name or last three 
digits of your phone number; please pay attention to when your name or number is 
called. 

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

3. If there are several speakers with the same concerns, please appoint a spokesperson 
and avoid repetitive testimony. 

4. The presiding commissioner will allot between one and three minutes per speaker per 
agenda item, subject to the following exceptions: 

a. The presiding commissioner may allow up to five minutes to an individual 
speaker if a minimum of three individuals who are present when the agenda item 
is called have ceded their time to the designated spokesperson, and the 
individuals ceding time forfeit their right to speak to the agenda item. 

b. In-person participants ceding their time shall complete a speaker card and 
approach the staff table with the spokesperson so that staff may confirm the 
presence of those ceding their time. If you are participating via Zoom and ceding 
your time to another speaker, please notify the Commission at fgc@fgc.ca.gov 
prior to the start of the agenda item, including to whom you are ceding your time, 
and be present on Zoom during the agenda item. 

c. Individuals may receive advance approval for additional time to speak if such 
requests are received by email or delivery to the Commission office by the 
Supplemental Comment Deadline. The president or designee will approve or 
deny the request no later than 5:00 p.m. two days prior to the meeting. 
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d. An individual requiring an interpreter is entitled to at least twice the allotted 
speaking time pursuant to Government Code Section 11125.7(c). 

e. An individual may receive additional time to speak to an agenda item at the 
request of any commissioner. 

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

Visual Presentations and Associated Materials 

All electronic presentations must be submitted by the Supplemental Comment Deadline and 
approved by the Commission executive director before the meeting. 

1. Electronic presentations must be provided by email to fgc@fgc.ca.gov. If the 
presentation file is too large to send via email, contact staff to identify an alternative 
method for submitting the file. 

2. All electronic formats must be Windows PC compatible. 

3. If presenting at the in-person meeting location, it is recommended that you bring a print 
copy of your presentation in case of technical difficulties. 

4. If you have written materials to accompany your presentation, please bring 12 copies to 
the meeting and give them to the designated staff member just prior to presenting. 

 

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
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2B. Department Director and Law Enforcement Division Reports 

Today’s Item Information ☒ Action ☐ 

The Department will highlight items of note since the last Commission meeting. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A) 

Background 

Verbal reports are expected for the Department director’s report and Law Enforcement 
Division’s report.  

A news release of potential interest related to a salmon mortality event on the Klamath River is 
provided as Exhibit 1. 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation (N/A) 

Exhibits 

1. Department news release: Fall Run Chinook Salmon Fry Succumb to Gas Bubble 
Disease in Klamath River, dated March 2, 2024 

Motion (N/A) 
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3. Commercial California halibut and white seabass set gill net

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations regarding set gill net 
service interval, gear marking and mesh depth in the California halibut and white seabass set 
gill net fisheries. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Marine Resources Committee (MRC) vetting 

• MRC discussion and recommendation 

2022 – 2023, various; MRC 

November 16, 2023; MRC  

• Today’s notice hearing April 17-18, 2024 

• Discussion hearing June 19-20, 2024 

• Adoption hearing August 14-15, 2024 

Background 

California’s commercial set gill net fisheries are governed by state law and regulations set by 
the Commission; these fisheries utilize distinct net types: a larger mesh (minimum 8.5 inches) 
for targeting California halibut, and a smaller net (minimum 6 inches) for targeting white sea 
bass. Both fisheries are inherently multi-target, but also catch non-targeted species as 
bycatch. Bycatch is discarded due to size, sex, legality, and/or marketability. The regulations 
being proposed today focus on improving bycatch management.    

The impetus for the proposed regulations stems from a bycatch evaluation specifically focused 
on the California halibut fishery, which is part of the Department’s broader California halibut 
fishery management review referred to MRC by the Commission in 2020. The Department’s 
bycatch evaluation, guided by the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA), involved collaborating 
with research partners, Commission staff, industry representatives, and non-governmental 
organizations. The multi-year process aimed to assess the “acceptability” of bycatch in the 
California halibut set gill net fishery based on legal considerations, sustainability threats, 
impacts on other fisheries, and ecosystem effects, consistent with the MLMA. The process is 
outlined in the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide for Implementation of the Marine Life 
Management Act.  

The proposed regulations represent the culmination of a four-step evaluation process, leading 
to developing management measures to address bycatch deemed unacceptable in the 
California set gill net fishery and to improved data collection efforts. MRC served as a public 
forum that facilitated robust stakeholder discussions throughout 2022 and 2023, addressing 
data analyses and interpretations, information gaps, and potential solutions for bycatch 
concerns (see exhibits 1 and 2 for more details). The MRC recommendation for this initial 
regulatory phase was approved by the Commission in December 2023, with the understanding 
that the Department continues to explore longer-term management options.  



Item No. 3 
Staff Summary for April 17-18, 2024 

Author: David Haug and Susan Ashcraft 2 

Proposed Regulations 

The proposed regulations, as detailed in exhibits 3-6, would add a new Section 174.1 and 
serve as an initial phase of management measures in the California set gill net fishery. The 
proposal aims to reduce bycatch and fill data gaps through improved data collection with three 
elements: A net service interval, gear marking, and a maximum net height. 

1. Establish a net service interval for checking or raising set gill nets (also known as soak 
time). Currently there is no requirement in regulation limiting how long gill nets are left 
unattended, which can affect the survival rate of discarded fish, and the survival rates of 
sharks and other elasmobranchs. A service interval range of 24 to 48 hours is 
proposed, with provisions for flexibility in complying during unsafe weather, catastrophic 
events, or undue hardship, and for determining net abandonment. The Commission 
would select the final service interval before or at the adoption hearing.   

2. Require set gill net permittees to mark gear by incorporating a 1-inch wide, 1-foot-long 
colored nylon strap weaved into the existing head rope every 20 fathoms. In the event 
of entanglement with marine life, this marking will clearly identify the gear as being from 
the California set gill net fishery. Three color options are included to provide opportunity 
for input from fishermen and manufacturers; the Commission would select the required 
color(s).  

3. Establish a maximum net height (also known as mesh depth) for both California halibut 
and white seabass set gill nets. Current law establishes specific dimensions for mesh 
size and net length for the California halibut fishery, as well as a minimum mesh size for 
the white seabass fishery, but does not establish requirements for net height in either 
fishery. The proposed maximums of 25 meshes deep for California halibut and 50 
meshes deep for white seabass are anticipated to reduce bycatch and prevent the 
expansion of set gill net gear height.   

Today the Department will present an overview of the proposed regulations and rationale for 
each (Exhibit 7). 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation  

Commission staff:  Authorize publication of a notice of intent to amend regulations as 
recommended by the Department and MRC. Request that the Department provide a 
recommendation for soak time and gear marking color at the discussion hearing.  

Committee:  Authorize publication of a notice of intent to amend regulations with a range for 
the required service interval of 24 to 48 hours.  

Department:  Authorize publication of a notice of intent to amend regulations with a required 
service interval range of 24 to 48 hours and three options for gear marking colors as described 
in the draft initial statement of reasons (ISOR; Exhibit 4). 
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Exhibits 

1. Staff summary from November 16, 2023 MRC meeting (for background purposes only; 
exhibits for the item are available at 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216813&inline) 

2. Staff summary from March 19, 2024 MRC meeting (for background purposes only) 

3. Department memo transmitting draft ISOR, received April 9, 2024 

4. Draft ISOR 

5. Draft proposed regulatory language 

6. Draft economic and fiscal impact statement (Std. 399) 

7. Department presentation 

Motion  

Moved by __________ and seconded by __________ that the Commission authorizes 
publication of a notice of its intent to add Section 174.1 related to commercial California halibut 
and white seabass set gill nets, with a required service interval range of 24 to 48 hours and 
three options for gear marking color as discussed today. The Commission requests that the 
Department provide a recommendation for soak time and gear marking color at the discussion 
hearing for the rulemaking. 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216813&inline
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4. Fisheries Logbook Forms and Fishing Block Charts

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Consider authorizing publication of notice of intent to amend regulations regarding fisheries 
logbook forms and fishing block charts. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Today’s notice hearing April 17-18, 2024 

• Discussion hearing June 19-20, 2024 

• Adoption hearing August 14-15, 2024 

Background 

The Department produces charts defining areas of commercial fishing activity, commonly 
referred to as “fishing blocks” and has relied on these fishing blocks since at least 1934 to 
document fishing locations for reported catch. While the charts have been consistently used, 
inaccuracies have accumulated over time. To ensure fishing records provide the most precise 
data possible, the Department is proposing updates to the fishing block system, that will allow 
the Department to better distinguish where fish are caught. The improvements aim to provide 
more accurate information to support effective fishery management decisions. 

Proposed revisions to the charts aim to address two issues with the current version of the 
charts: 

• Blocks that overlap with other blocks of a different scale, leading to inconsistent 
reporting and ultimately poor resolution of location, and 

• blocks with poor alignment with the U.S./Mexico border where, in some cases, U.S. 
catch cannot be distinguished from Mexico catch. 

In addition, various logbook and fishing activity forms reference the fishing block chart version 
to be used when block codes must be reported, but are inconsistent regarding the particular 
chart version to be used. The proposed revisions would ensure that all forms, where a fishing 
block is reported, use the same and most current chart maintained by the Department. 

Proposed changes will support collecting fishing location information at the spatial resolution 
(level of detail) initially intended and will be more effective at informing fishery management 
decisions. Additionally, the proposed changes will improve spatial resolution to a level that will 
allow for correct distinction between catch originating in United States waters versus foreign 
waters and between inshore and offshore waters of California. 

Proposed Regulations 

Note:  Section 197 is not proposed for amendment in this rulemaking and was erroneously 
listed on the agenda for today’s meeting. 
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The proposed regulation changes include: 

• In subsection 705.1(d), remove references to three charts: Northern California 
Fisheries, Central California Fisheries, and Southern California Fisheries. The charts 
will, instead, be referenced in Section 190 with a universal provision applicable to all 
forms requiring fishing origin block number data. 

• In Section 190, add a new subsection (f) to specify the California Fisheries Chart Series 
to be referenced when a Department form requires that the origin block number be 
specified. 

• Amend Section 165 to refer to Subsection 190(f) instead of Section 705.1. 

• Make minor updates to Form DFW 120.7, Commercial Dive Fishing Log, and Form 
DFW 122, Daily Lobster Log. 

• Amend sections 120.7 and 122 to reference the updated DFW Form 120.7 and Form 
122, respectively. 

Further details on the proposed changes are available in the initial statement of reasons 
(ISOR), proposed regulatory language, and proposed DFW forms 120.7 and 122 (exhibits 2 
through 4). 

Today, the Department will present an overview of the proposed changes (Exhibit 6). 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation  

Commission staff:  Authorize publication of notice of intent to amend sections 120.7, 122, 
165, 190 and 705.1 related to marine logbooks and coastal charts, as recommended by the 
Department. 

Department:  Authorize publication of notice of intent to amend sections 120.7, 122, 165, 190 
and 705.1. 

Exhibits 

1. Department memo transmitting the draft ISOR, received March 26, 2024 

2. Draft ISOR 

3. Proposed regulatory language 

4. Proposed DFW forms 120.7 and 122 

5. Economic and fiscal impact statement (STD. 399) and addendum 

6. Department presentation 

Motion  

Moved by _____________ and seconded by _____________ that the Commission authorizes 
publication of a notice of its intent to amend sections 120.7, 122, 165, 190 and 705.1, as 
discussed today. 
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5. Experimental Fishing Permit (EFP) Program Major Amendment Request 

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Consider approving a major amendment to the permit for EFP Application 2023-02 related to 
pop-up gear testing in the Dungeness and rock crab fisheries. (Pursuant to Section 91) 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Commission approved EFP  June 14-15, 2023 

• Department informed the Commission about an 
EFP major amendment request 

February 6, 2024 

• Published notice of receipt of EFP major 
amendment request 

February 13, 2024 

• Department transmitted recommendation for EFP 
major amendment request 

February 29, 2024 

• Published notice of receipt of Department 
recommendation 

March 14, 2024 

• Today discuss and consider approving EFP 
major amendment request 

April 17-18, 2023 

Background 

The Commission and Department jointly administer the EFP Program, authorized by the 
California Fisheries Innovation Act of 2018 (California Fish and Game Code Section 1022) and 
established through regulations adopted by the Commission (Section 91). The EFP Program 
fosters innovation and experimentation in California’s commercial and recreational marine 
fisheries to inform the conservation and sustainable use of the state’s marine resources. The 
program provides opportunities for fishers and scientific partners to obtain limited, short-term 
exemptions from state fishing laws and regulations to test and deploy new management 
approaches or pursue fishery-related research. For additional information about the program, 
see the Department’s EFP webpage at https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/EFP and 
the Commission’s at https://fgc.ca.gov/EFP. 

At its June 14-15, 2023 meeting, the Commission approved an EFP to the National Marine 
Sanctuary Foundation (Commission Application Tracking 2023-02) to test the commercial use 
of pop-up fishing systems in the California Dungeness crab fishery to inform alternative gear 
under the Department’s Risk Assessment Mitigation Program (RAMP). 

Pursuant to subsection (k)(2) of Section 91, an EFP holder may request amendments to an 
approved EFP at any time during the term of the permit. Proposed amendments are 
categorized into three types: administrative updates, minor amendments, or major 
amendments. Section 91 authorizes the Department to approve administrative and minor 
amendments; however, major amendments are subject to the same Department review, public 
notice, Commission action, and Department issuance procedures as a new application 
[subsection (k)(2)(A)(3)]. Major amendments are described as modifications to an approved 
EFP that exceed the allowances placed on the permit concerning the amount and type of 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/EFP
https://fgc.ca.gov/EFP
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213888&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213888&inline
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species that may be taken, the geographic location where fishing may occur, the amount or 
type of gear that can be used, or the number of vessels or persons that may conduct the 
authorized activities.  

EFP Amendment Request Overview 

On February 6, 2024, the Department notified the Commission of an accepted major 
amendment request for the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation EFP (Exhibit 1). The 
foundation is requesting to amend several special conditions, including the season (retaining 
Dungeness crab during RAMP closures), the number of authorized agents and vessels, gear 
(number of pop-up systems and traps, gear marking), the fishing location, and adding rock 
crab fishery testing. The Commission provided a notice of receipt to interested parties on 
February 13, 2024.  

The Department conducted its technical review of the applicant’s amendment request and 
transmitted its recommendation to the Commission on February 29, 2024, including special 
conditions as specified on form DFW 1103 (exhibits 1 and 2). The Commission provided a 
notice of receipt of the Department recommendation to interested parties on March 14, 2024. A 
table summarizing current EFP conditions, the permittee’s major amendment requests, and the 
Department’s recommendations for each, including rationale, is provided as Exhibit 4.  

Today’s Meeting 

The Department will present an overview of the major amendment request and provide its 
recommendations and rationale for each of the requests for Commission consideration and 
potential approval (Exhibit 5). 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation 

Commission staff:  Approve the major amendment request to the National Marine Sanctuary 
Foundation EFP with proposed special conditions as specified in Exhibit 2, as recommended 
by the Department. 

Department:  Approve the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation EFP major amendment with 
proposed special conditions as specified on form DFW 1103. 

Exhibits 

1. Amendment request, transmitted to the Commission from the Department on 
February 6, 2024 

2. Department recommendation memo, received February 29, 2024 

3. Draft form DFW 1103, including standard terms and proposed amended special 
conditions for major amendment 

4. Commission staff table summarizing some of the current EFP conditions, the EFP 
holder's requests, and the Department's proposed special conditions, dated April 5, 
2024. 

5. Department presentation 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220015&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220016&inline
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Motion 

Moved by ____________ and seconded by ____________ that the Commission approves the 
major amendment request for the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation EFP with special 
conditions as recommended by the Department.  

OR 

Moved by _____________ and seconded by _____________ that the Commission approves 
the major amendment request for the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation EFP with special 
conditions as recommended by the Department, except as follows: _____________________. 
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7. Regulation Change Petitions (Marine, Wildlife, and Inland Fisheries)

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

This is a standing agenda item for the Commission to receive new regulation change petitions 
and act on regulation change petitions received from the public at previous meetings. For this 
meeting: 

(A) Receive new petitions for regulation change 

(B) Act on previously received regulation change petitions 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

A. New Petitions for Regulation Change – 
Receipt 

 

• Today receive new petitions April 17-18, 2024 

• Potentially act on new petitions June 19-20, 2024 

B. Petitions for Regulation Change – Scheduled 
for Action 

 

• Received Petition 2023-12  October 10-11, 2023 

• Commission referred Petition 2023-12 to 
Department for review and recommendation 

December 13-14, 2023 

• Teleconference for recreational fishing 
regulations for federal groundfish 

March 26, 2024 

• Received Petition 2024-01 February 14-15, 2024 

• Today potentially act on petitions April 17-18, 2024 

Background 

(A) Receive New Petitions for Regulation Change 

Pursuant to Section 662, any person requesting that the Commission adopt, amend, or 
repeal a regulation must complete and submit form FGC 1. Regulation change petition 
forms submitted by the public are “received” at this Commission meeting under (A) if they 
are delivered by the public comment or supplemental comment deadlines or delivered in 
person to the Commission meeting. 

Under the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the Commission cannot discuss or act on 
any matter not included on the agenda, other than to determine whether to schedule 
issues raised by the public for consideration at future meetings. Thus, petitions for 
regulation change generally follow a two-meeting cycle of receipt and decision. The 
Commission will determine the outcome of petitions received at today’s meeting at the 
next regularly scheduled Commission meeting (currently June 19-20, 2024) under (B), 
following staff evaluation, unless the petition is rejected under 10-day staff review as 
prescribed in subsection 662(b). 
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Two new petitions for regulation change were received by the comment deadline; the 
petitions are summarized in Exhibit A1 and provided as exhibits A2 and A3. 

(B) Act on Previously-Received Regulation Change Petitions  

Petitions received at the previous meeting are scheduled for Commission consideration at 
the next regularly scheduled business meeting under (B). A petition may be (1) denied, 
(2) granted, or (3) referred to a committee, staff or the Department for further evaluation 
or information-gathering. Referred petitions are scheduled for action once the evaluation 
is completed and a recommendation made.  

Today, two petitions are scheduled for action:  

1. Petition 2023-12: Require anglers to possess and use descending device 
capable of returning rockfish to depth taken when fishing for or possessing 
groundfish. 

2. Petition 2024-01: Request to amend sport fishing regulations to allow increased 
take and reduce size limitations of trout in Stony Creek in Colusa County.  

Staff recommendations for these petitions, developed with input from Department staff, 
are provided in Exhibit B1. See Individual petitions in exhibits B2 and B3.  

Comments on Referred Petitions Under Review 

This item also includes public comments related to petitions that the Commission has 
previously referred for review and recommendation; these petitions are not yet ready for 
final action. 

Significant Public Comments 

(A)  New Petitions 

Support for newly-received Petition 2024-02 (exhibits A5 and A6) regarding re-opening 
the commercial abalone fishery at San Miguel Island: 

• Five former commercial abalone divers or their relatives support Petition 2024-02, 
and describe their personal histories with the closed fishery, commenting that the 
current population of abalone at San Miguel Island should support some harvest of 
the species (exhibits A4 through A9). One individual (Exhibit A8) suggests re-
opening the fishery as an opportunity to begin observational studies to understand 
the impacts of abalone harvesting and guide the abalone recovery and 
management plan. 

• A former abalone diver supports and outlines concepts for testing a new 
commercial abalone fishery, consistent with Petition 2024-02, through an 
experimental fishing permit, which would also inform an abalone fishery [recovery 
and] management plan (Exhibit A10). 

• The mayor of the City of Santa Barbara lauds commercial fishermen in from the 
area and asserting that a limited commercial fishery for abalone in Santa Barbara’s 
local waters is viable. 
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(B) Previously-Received Petitions 

1. Support for referred Petition 2023-10 regarding donation of fish, currently under 
Department review: A recreational fisherman supports granting Petition 2023-10, 
emphasizing that donating such fish is a way to reduce waste (Exhibit B4). 

2. Comments on referred marine protected area (MPA) petitions currently under 
Department review: 

a. A representative from an environmental non-governmental organization 
provides written scientific information relevant to its Petition 2023-27MPA — 
which was referred to the Department for review and recommendation — for 
agency staff to use as they review the petition (Exhibit B5).    

b. Opposition to MPA redesignation or expansion 

i. The Mayor of the City of Capitola opposes expanding Natural Bridges 
State Marine Reserve and establishing a new MPA at or near 
Pleasure Point (Petition 2023-33MPA), unless the petition is 
amended to allow for recreational hook-and-line fishing and 
spearfishing, expressing concern for restricting public access to 
resources and potential negative impact on Santa Cruz County 
(Exhibit B6). 

ii. Ten commenters oppose Petition 2023-33MPA (exhibits B7 through 
B16). Seven particularly oppose expanding MPA designations in 
Santa Cruz (exhibits B7 through B13), and one opposes the proposal 
at Point Loma (Exhibit B14). Three oppose the petition and restricting 
fishing access in general (exhibits B15 through B17). Commenters 
include several coastal community members, such as recreational 
fishermen, a lifeguard, and a commercial passenger fishing vessel 
(CPFV) business owner. Comments expressed concern regarding 
restricting fishing access, changes to current lifestyle, potential 
severe economic impacts, and inability to pass on fishing traditions to 
new generations. The CPFV business owner shared that proposed 
areas have important roles in each local fishery that support seasonal 
adaptation; closing these areas to fishing would have significant 
impacts on the charter community, commercial fishermen, and 
sportfishing communities (Exhibit B13). 

iii. A recreational fisherman opposes expansion of MPAs in Laguna 
Beach, Carpinteria (near Santa Barbara), and the Monterey 
Peninsula areas citing impacts to opportunities for kayak fishermen 
and spearfishing (Exhibit B18). 

iv. Two commenters oppose expansion of MPAs in general (exhibits 
B19 and B20). 

v. One spearfisherman opposes expansion of MPAs in California and 
specifically requested denying 2023-23MPA, 2023-33MPA, 2023-
34MPA, 2023-29MPA, and 2023-24MPA (Exhibit B21). 
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c. One commenter expressed support for Vice President Zavaleta’s comments 
made during the February 14-15, 2024 Commission meeting regarding 
Petition 2023-33MPA  (Exhibit B22). 

Recommendation 

Commission staff:  Grant in concept Petition 2023-12 as recommended by the Department 
and as integrated into the 2024 recreational groundfish rulemaking adopted on March 26, 2024. 
Refer Petition 2024-01 to the Department for review and recommendation. 

Department: Grant in concept Petition 2023-12; a requirement to possess ready-to-use 
descending devices was integrated into the recreational groundfish rulemaking for 2024 that 
was adopted by the Commission on March 26, 2024. 

Exhibits 

A1. Summary of new petitions for regulation change received through April 4, 2024 

A2. Petition 2024-02, received February 14, 2024 

A3. Petition 2024-03, received February 2, 2024 

A4. Email from Leonard Marcus, received February 13, 2024 

A5. Email from Jefferey Baldwin, received February 13, 2024 

A6. Email from Gwen Marcus, received February 15, 2024 

A7. Email 1 from Mark Becker, received February 15, 2024 

A8. Email 2 from Mark Becker, received March 24, 2024 

A9. Email from John Becker, received April 2, 2024 

A10. Letter from Robert Duncan, received April 1, 2024 

A11. Letter from Randy Rouse, mayor of the city of Santa Barbara, received March 1, 2024 

B1. Summary of petitions for regulation change scheduled for action 

B2. Petition 2023-12, received October 2, 2023 

B3. Petition 2024-01, received January 10, 2024 

B4. Email from Dave Layer, received February 26, 2024 

B5. Email and attachment from Azsha Hudson, Marine Conservation Analyst, 
Environmental Defense Center, received February 21, 2024 

B6. Letter from Kristen Brown, Mayor, City of Capitola, received April 4, 2024 

B7. Letter from Mike Fixter, received April 4, 2024 

B8. Email from David Smith, received March 25, 2024 

B9. Email from Vic Giacolone, received March 21, 2024 

B10. Email from Paul Meltzer, received March 22, 2024 

B11. Email from Jason Wright, received March 19, 2024 

B12. Email from Jerry Kulm, received March 19, 2024 

B13. Email from Rodney Armstrong, commercial passenger fishing vessel business owner, 
received March 18, 2024 

B14. Email from Calin Brammer, received March 19, 2024 
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B15. Email from Marinus Gruter, received March 18, 2024 

B16. Email from Justin Elder, received March 18, 2024 

B17. Email from Ryan Springer, received March 19, 2024 

B18. Email from Alejandro Mereulo, received March 19, 2024 

B19. Email from Dave Rice, received March 19, 2024 

B20. Email from David Schwier, received March 18, 2024 

B21. Email from Patrick Spalding, received March 19, 2024 

B22. Email from Janelle L, received March 18, 2024 

Motion 

Moved by ____________ and seconded by ____________ that the Commission adopts the 
staff recommendations to grant in concept Petition 2023-12 and refer petition 2024-01 to the 
Department for review and recommendation.  

OR 

Moved by ____________ and seconded by ____________ that the Commission adopts the 
staff recommendation for regulation change petitions, except: _________________________. 
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8. Non-Regulatory Requests from Previous Meetings

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Consider and potentially act on requests for non-regulatory action received from members of 
the public at previous meetings. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions 
Action Date 

• Commission received requests February 14-15, 2024 

• Today potentially act on request April 17-18, 2024 

Background 

Requests for non-regulatory action are received from members of the public under general 
public comment. All non-regulatory requests follow a two-meeting cycle to ensure proper 
review and thorough consideration of each item. All requests received in writing or public 
testimony during general public comment at the previous Commission meeting are scheduled 
for consideration at the next regular meeting. Referred non-regulatory requests are scheduled 
for action once the evaluation is completed and a recommendation made. 

One non-regulatory request received in December is scheduled for action today. Exhibit 1 
provides the staff recommendation and rationale, developed with input from the Department; 
see Exhibit 2 for individual request. 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation 

Commission staff:  Adopt the staff recommendation for the non-regulatory request as 
reflected in Exhibit 1.  

Exhibits 

1. Summary of non-regulatory request and staff recommendation for request scheduled 
for action, updated March 27, 2024 

2. Email from Dr. Kerry Kriger, Founder, Executive Director, and Ecologist, SAVE THE 
FROGS!, received January 3, 2024 

Motion 

Moved by ____________ and seconded by ___________ that the Commission adopts the 
staff recommendation for action on the non-regulatory request as reflected in Exhibit 1.  

OR 

Moved by ____________ and seconded by ___________ that the Commission does not adopt 
the staff recommendation for action on the non-regulatory request as reflected in Exhibit 1, for 
which the action is ____________. 
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9A. Tribal Committee (TC) 

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Receive summary and consider approving recommendations from the April 16, 2024 
committee meeting. Discuss referred topics and consider revisions to topics and timing.   

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Previous tribal committee meeting April 16, 2024; TC 

• Today consider approving any tribal committee 
recommendations 

April 17-18, 2024 

• Next tribal committee meeting August 13, 2024; TC 

Background 

TC works under Commission direction to set and accomplish its work plan. Today, the 
Commission will receive a report on the previous TC meeting and any recommendations, as 
well as provide direction for any referred topics and revisions to TC topics and timing. 

Previous Committee Meeting 

TC met on April 16 in San Jose, with options for webinar and phone participation. Official 
minutes (video) will be posted next week on the Commission’s YouTube page with a link also 
available on the Commission’s meeting page at 2024 Meetings (ca.gov). Discussions included: 

1.  Co-management roundtable: Discussed tribal co-management initiatives and projects 
planned or underway in collaboration with public agencies and California tribes. Tribal 
representatives shared their co-management interests and experiences, including co-
management between the Yurok Tribe and California State Parks at the Chah-pekw 
O' Ket'-toh "Stone Lagoon" Visitor Center. 

2.  Annual tribal planning meeting: Discussed updates on priorities identified at the July 
20, 2022 tribal planning meeting, held annually pursuant to the Commission’s Tribal 
Consultation Policy, and continued discussions about 2024 meeting planning. 

3.  Commission policies review: Received update on planning and coordination for review 
of Commission policies, with five policies currently under review (code of conduct, fish 
planting in youth camps, youth fishing programs, research, and naming installations). 

4.  Tribal subsistence definition and related management mechanisms: Received and 
discussed outcomes from the December 2023 Tribal Committee and Commission 
meetings discussions about how the tribal subsistence definition workgroup will 
advance its efforts in the near future. 

5.  Marine protected area (MPA) regulation change petition evaluation process: Received 
and discussed approach to reviewing and evaluating petitions for MPA regulation 
changes following the decadal management review of the MPA network and 
management program, as proposed by the Department and recommended by the 
Commission Marine Resources Committee. 

 

https://www.youtube.com/@cafishandgamecommission
https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2024
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In addition to the primary topics, staff and agencies provided updates to TC: 

• The Department Tribal Liaison provided an update on the Western Joshua Tree 
Conservation Act implementation. 

• The Department Law Enforcement Division presented 2023 MPA enforcement statistics. 

• Department Wildlife and Fisheries Division provided an update on multiple activities 
within the division. 

• Department Marine Region provided an update on red abalone recovery plan 
development and commercial sea palm harvest regulations. 

• Commission staff provided updates on development of a Commission justice, equity, 
diversity and inclusion plan, and Commission rulemakings, regulation change petitions, 
and other pending actions. 

Committee Work Plan 

Topics that have been referred from the Commission to TC are displayed within a work plan to 
assist with scheduling and tracking (Exhibit 1). Proposed changes to the work plan will be 
presented verbally during today’s meeting. 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation 

Commission staff:  Any recommendations from TC will be presented verbally during today’s 
meeting. 

Exhibits 

1. TC work plan, updated April 11, 2024 

Motion 

Moved by __________ and seconded by __________ that the Commission approves the 
recommendations from the April 16, 2024 Tribal Committee meeting, as discussed today. 
Further, the Commission approves changes to the Tribal Committee work plan as recommended 
by the Committee and discussed today. 
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9B. Marine Resources Committee (MRC)

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Receive summary and consider approving recommendations from the March 19, 2024 
committee meeting. Discuss referred topics and consider revisions to topics and timing. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Previous MRC meeting March 19, 2024; MRC 

• Today consider MRC recommendations April 17-18, 2024 

• Next MRC meeting July 18, 2024; MRC 

Background 

MRC works under Commission direction to set and accomplish its work plan (Exhibit 1). Today, 
the Commission will receive a report on the previous MRC meeting and recommendations, as 
well as provide direction for any referred topics and revisions to MRC topics and timing. 

Previous Committee Meeting 

MRC met on March 19 in San Clemente. Official meeting minutes (video) are posted on the 
Commission’s YouTube page with a link also available on the Commission’s meeting page at 
fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2024; an abbreviated summary is included in this document. 

Discussion Topics 

1. California Halibut Trawl Grounds Review 

The Department presented its evaluation of trawling performance in the California halibut 
trawl grounds in southern California as required by law, and to support a broader halibut 
management review process (Exhibit 2). MRC requested further investigation into tow 
time distribution within the grounds. 

2. Evaluation of Bycatch in the California Halibut Set Gill Net Fishery in Support of the 
Fishery Management Review 

The Department provided an update on developing management measures for the set gill 
net fishery (all fisheries) for the rulemaking scheduled to begin in April (today’s meeting), 
and on exploring potential longer-term management options. MRC supported the 
Department’s proposal to move forward with evaluating bycatch in the California halibut 
trawl fishery (both federal and state waters) and suggested a July discussion of lessons 
learned to apply from the set gill net evaluations. 

3. Commercial Sea Urchin Regulations North of San Luis Obispo/Monterey Counties line, 
Concerning Fishing Days and Area Closure 

The Department presented a range of potential changes to commercial sea urchin 
regulations north of San Luis Obispo-Monterey counties line, including considerations 
from Petition 2023-04 to add a fishing day and lift a long-standing urchin closure. MRC 

https://www.youtube.com/@cafishandgamecommission
https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2024
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supported developing regulation options in collaboration with the California Sea Urchin 
Commission, for discussion in July. 

4. Market Squid Fishery Management and FMP Review 

The Department summarized discussions from Department Squid Fishery Advisory 
Committee meetings to date. The Department will present a draft report in July, with final 
advisory committee recommendations for MRC discussion and potential recommendation 
in November.  

5. Marine Protected Area (MPA) Regulation Change Petitions Evaluation Process 

The Department proposed a three-phase approach for evaluating MPA petition requests. 
Following public input and discussion, MRC endorsed the Department’s proposed 
evaluation framework and timeline. An overview of the proposed approach is described in 
Exhibit 3 and displayed in the presentation that was given during the MRC meeting 
(Exhibit 4). 

Additional Staff and Agency Updates  

• California Ocean Protection Council staff provided verbal updates on various initiatives, 
including 30x30 coastal planning, MPAs, and offshore wind, among others. 

• The Department Marine Region provided updates on upcoming rulemakings, which will 
be discussed at the July MRC meeting: (1) Electronic recreational fishing report cards; 
(2) commercial fishing block charts and logbook forms; and (3) recreational crab trap 
gear, trap validation for commercial passenger fishing vessels, and recreational Risk 
Assessment Mitigation Program regulations. 

• The Department aquaculture coordinator provided an update on existing aquaculture 
lease requests and new lease applications, including outreach to agencies to support 
coordination goals. 

MRC Recommendations 

MRC developed two recommendations for Commission consideration. 

1. Evaluation of bycatch in the California halibut fishery in support of the fishery 
management review (trawl gear) 

(a) Support the Department’s recommendation to move forward with evaluating bycatch 
for California halibut trawl gear, in both federal and state waters; and  

(b) refer to MRC a discussion on lessons learned from the California halibut set gill net 
bycatch evaluation, for potential application to California halibut trawl bycatch 
evaluation, and schedule the discussion for July 2024. 

2. MPA regulation change petitions evaluation process 

Support the Department’s proposed three-phase petition evaluation framework and 
anticipated timeline to review and evaluate MPA petition requests (Exhibit 4), beginning 
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with Phase 1 to sort and discuss during the July 2024 MRC meeting the placement of 
petitions into one of two “bins.”  

Committee Work Plan 

The MRC work plan (Exhibit 1) includes topics and timelines for items referred by the 
Commission to MRC. The work plan has been updated to reflect proposed updates to topics 
and timing, as reviewed and recommended by MRC in March.   

Significant Public Comments  

Halibut Trawl 

1. A commercial fisherman who has participated in the California halibut trawl fishery for 
25+ years, concurs that his observations on halibut trawl grounds are in alignment 
with the Department’s report given at the meeting: the mortality rate is very low for 
both retained catch and discarded fish. In addition, the fisherman expresses support 
for opening the Port San Luis California halibut trawl area. (Exhibit 5) 

MPA Petition Evaluation Process 

2. A member of All Waters Public Access Coalition is concerned about the transparency 
and objectivity of the Department's proposed MPA petition evaluation process, and 
that non-public sector entities are able to create biased outcomes by providing funding 
for consensus-building, lacking robust stakeholder outreach and inclusion, and 
collecting data for or from the Department or Commission. The individual urges the 
Commission to facilitate parity in access to the process, suggesting that if the 
Commission partners with any private entities, it should follow public meeting 
protocols. Additionally, they ask that any separate meetings be recorded and include a 
video teleconference option to ensure robust participation from a variety of 
stakeholder groups. (Exhibit 6) 

3. Fourteen non-governmental organizations (NGOs) offer three requests regarding the 
Department's proposed MPA petition evaluation process. First, schedule MRC meeting 
discussions on a separate day for petition reviews to ensure engagement and reinforce 
community feedback. Second, request that the Department design evaluation criteria 
and a rubric with public input to ensure transparency in the evaluation process. Third, 
urge the Commission to commit to only support petitions that strengthen, not weaken, 
the MPA network, and are informed by the best available science. (Exhibit 7) 

4. A representative of Blue Tuna Spearfishing emphasized that, when evaluating MPA 
petitions, it is critical for the Department to consider fishermen, small business owners, 
and sectors that would be significantly impacted by proposed changes. The individual 
also suggests that evaluations account for potential bias in the diversity of stakeholders 
who have signed on to support specific petitions, being mindful of those petitions that do 
not have support from fishers and businesses that would be directly impacted. 
(Exhibit 8). 
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Recommendation 

Commission staff: Approve the MRC recommendations and approve the MRC work plan as 
reflected in Exhibit 1, including any changes identified during today’s meeting. 

Exhibits 

1. MRC work plan, updated April 2, 2024 

2. Department report: Evaluation of the California Halibut Trawl Grounds, dated 
March 2024 

3. Department memo regarding MPA petition evaluation approach and attachment 
regarding MPA evaluation framework, received April 4, 2024 

4. Department presentation of proposed MPA petitions evaluation approach and timeline, 
presented to MRC on March 19, 2024 (for background purposes only) 

5. Email from Keith Andrews, received March 19, 2024 

6. Email from Matt Bond, Member, Board of Directors, All Waters Public Access 
Coalition, received March 22, 2024 

7. Letter from Emily Parker, Coastal and Marine Scientist, Heal the Bay, transmitting joint 
letter from 14 NGOs, received April 4, 2024 

8. Email from Chris Davidson, representing Blue Tuna Spearfishing, received March 19, 
2024 

Motion 

Moved by __________ and seconded by __________ that the Commission approves the 
recommendations from the March 19, 2024 MRC meeting and approves changes to the work 
plan as discussed today. 
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9C.  Department Marine Region Report

Today’s Item Information ☒ Action ☐ 

The Department will highlight items of note since the last Commission meeting.  

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A) 

Background 

A verbal report is expected for the Department Marine Region report, including:  

I. Annual recreational ocean salmon and Pacific halibut regulations, and automatic 
conformance to federal regulations. 

II. Public discussion of action taken by the director of the Department in the recreational 
Dungeness crab fishery to temporarily prohibit the use of crab traps between the 
Sonoma/Mendocino county line and Point Conception, Santa Barbara County (fishing 
zones 3, 4 and 5), and remain under a fleet advisory for all open fishing zones (1, 2 
and 6), to protect marine life from entanglement risk (see news release in Exhibit 1).  

A Department news release of interest is included as Exhibit 2. 

Significant Public Comments (N/A) 

Recommendation (N/A) 

Exhibits 

1. Department news release: CDFW Closes Dungeness Crab Fishery and Restricts 
Recreational Crab Traps in the Central Management Area, Limits Commercial Fishing 
to Inside 30-Fathoms in Northern Management Area to Protect Whales from 
Entanglement, dated March 28, 2024 

2. Department news release: Federal Funding Allocated for California 2023 Salmon 
Fishery Disaster; CDFW Seeks Public Input on Spending Plan, dated April 5, 2024 

Motion (N/A) 
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10. General Public Comment for Items Not on the Agenda

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Receive public comment regarding topics within the Commission’s authority that are not 
included on the agenda.  

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Today receive requests and comments April 17-18, 2024 

• Consider granting, denying, or referring June 19-20, 2024 

Background 

This item is to provide the public an opportunity to address the Commission on topics not on 
the agenda. Staff may include written materials and comments received prior to the meeting as 
exhibits in the meeting binder (if received by the written comment deadline), or as 
supplemental comments at the meeting (if received by the supplemental comment deadline). 

General public comments are categorized into two types: (1) requests for non-regulatory action 
and (2) informational-only comments. Under the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the 
Commission cannot discuss or take action on any matter not included on the agenda, other than 
to schedule issues raised by the public for consideration at future meetings. Thus, non-
regulatory requests generally follow a two-meeting cycle (receipt and direction); the Commission 
will determine the outcome of non-regulatory requests received at today’s meeting at the next 
regularly scheduled meeting, following staff evaluation (currently June 19-20, 2024). 

Significant Public Comments 

1. New, non-regulatory requests are summarized in Exhibit 1, and the original request is 
provided as exhibit 2. 

2. Informational comments are provided as exhibits 3 through 21. 

Recommendation  

Commission staff:  Consider whether to add any future agenda items to address issues that 
are raised during public comment. 

Exhibits 

1. Summary of new non-regulatory requests received by April 4, 2024 at 5:00 p.m. 

2. Email from Don Striepeke, requesting that the Commission discuss gooseneck barnacles 
at a future meeting, received April 1, 2024   

3. Letter from Robert Duncan in support of an abalone fishery management plan, outlining a 
potential experimental fishing permit (EFP) for commercial harvest of abalone at San 
Miguel Island, received February 12, 2024 

4. Email from Keith Rootsaert, Founder of Giant Giant Kelp Restoration Project (G2KR), 
expressing frustration about the time it has taken to pursue a scientific collecting permit 
(SCP), noting the G2KR restoration project sunset on April 1, 2024. G2KR plans to 
continue documenting decline of kelp forests at Tanker Reef and pursue other kelp 
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restoration projects. Provides Department correspondence and initial SCP application 
from June 2023, received March 26, 2024 

5. One representative example of several emails from Eric Mills, Action for Animals, 
expressing concern regarding importation and sales of frog and turtle species, received 
between March 6, 2024 and March 18, 2024 

6. Email from Colin Gallagher, sharing weblinks documenting hunting of wild pig with BB 
guns/devices, received March 6, 2024 

7. Email from Guy Kilburn, stating opposition to a proposal raised at the Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council for ocean and river salmon catch, received March 9, 2024 

8. Letter from Jeff Miller, Senior Conservation Advocate, Center for Biological Diversity, 
supporting California Endangered Species Act listing for California white sturgeon, 
received March 11, 2024 

9. Email from April Lance, citing multiple grievances with environmental changes for salmon 
protection and restoration in Dry Creek, received March 11, 2024 

10. Email from Alicia Bonnette, formerly the secretary of California Abalone Association 
(CAA), requests that all efforts and developments regarding red abalone over the past 20 
years be thoroughly considered when drafting the red abalone [recovery and] fishery 
management plan. Provides documentation summarizing CAA membership's efforts 
regarding the abalone fishery in southern California, received March 11, 2024 

11. Letter from “Lulu the Bullfrog” expressing interest in future coexistence with bullfrogs in 
California ecosystems and positing a number of questions to the Commission about 
bullfrog cohabitation, received March 13, 2024 

12. Email from Mollie Hogan, Founder/CEO, The Nature of Wildworks, highlighting difficulties 
encountered with acquisition and upkeep of a restricted species permit and frustration 
with Department decision-making regarding animal confiscation, received March 19, 2024 

13. Email from Elisa Sabatini, Executive Director, Yolo Habitat Conservancy, endorsing 
California Endangered Species Act listing of burrowing owls, received March 20, 2024 

14. Email from Daniel Childs, recommending stiffer penalties for poaching and raising 
violation fines with inflation, received March 21, 2024 

15. Email from Michael Costello, highlighting the need for timely and transparent data 
reporting regarding mountain lion attacks, received March 23, 2024 

16. Email from Cynthia Hanson, supporting a ban on the importation of live frogs and turtles, 
received March 24, 2024 

17. Email from Eric Mills, sharing an article about the resignation of an official from the 
Colorado Wildlife Commission, received March 25, 2024 

18. Email from Rebecca Rhode, expressing opposition to the euthanasia of a mountain lion 
involved in a fatal attack, received March 25, 2024 

19. Email from Brian Tillemans, opposing mountain lion management policies that are, in 
turn, harming Sierra bighorn sheep population, received March 26, 2024 

20. Email from Joyce Tischler, supporting a ban on importation and sales of frogs and turtles 
at live animal markets, received March 26, 2024 

Motion (N/A) 



 

March 2, 2024 

Media Contacts: 

Jordan Traverso, CDFW Communications, (916) 212-7352 

Jason Roberts, CDFW Northern Region, (530) 526-2168 

 

mailto:Jordan.Traverso@wildlife.ca.gov
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Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Fry Succumb to Gas 

Bubble Disease in Klamath River 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) announced today that 

fall-run Chinook salmon fry released for the first time from its Fall Creek Fish 

Hatchery in Siskiyou County are presumed to have succumbed to gas bubble 

disease in the Klamath River. 

On Monday, Feb. 26, CDFW released approximately 830,000 fall-run Chinook 

salmon fry into Fall Creek, a tributary of the Klamath River above Iron Gate Dam. 

The fish were hatched at CDFW’s new, $35 million, state-of-the-art Fall Creek Fish 

Hatchery, which represents California’s long-term commitment to supporting 

and restoring both Chinook and coho salmon runs on an undammed Klamath 

River. 

The salmon fry experienced a large mortality based on monitoring data 

downstream. Indications are the cause of mortality is gas bubble disease that 

likely occurred as the fry migrated though the Iron Gate Dam tunnel, old 

infrastructure that is targeted for removal along with the Iron Gate Dam itself 

later this year. Gas bubble disease results from environmental or physical trauma 

often associated with severe pressure change. 

There is no indication the mortality is associated with other Klamath River water 

quality conditions such as turbidity and dissolved oxygen, which were reading at 

suitable levels on Feb. 26 and the days prior to release. The visual appearance 

of the dead fry detected by monitoring equipment points to gas bubble 

disease. Monitoring equipment documented other healthy yearling coho and 

Chinook salmon that came from downstream of the dam.  

The problems associated with the Iron Gate Dam tunnel are temporary and yet 

another sad reminder of how the Klamath River dams have harmed salmon runs 

for generations. CDFW will plan all future salmon releases below Iron Gate Dam 

until this infrastructure is removed. Poor habitat conditions caused by the dams 

and other circumstances such as this are reasons why CDFW conducts releases 

of hatchery fish at various life stages. 

CDFW’s Fall Creek Fish Hatchery continues to hold approximately 3.27 million 

healthy, fall-run Chinook salmon. Additional releases are planned later in the 

month. 

The annual fall-run Chinook salmon production goal for the hatchery is to raise 

and release 3.25 million fish – 1.25 million released as fry, 1.75 million as smolts, 

and 250,000 as yearlings. The additional stock of fall-run Chinook salmon 



remaining in the hatchery exceeds the annual production goal and will help 

offset losses experienced with the initial release of fry. 

Persons with disabilities needing reasonable accommodation to participate in 

public meetings or other CDFW activities are invited to contact CDFW's 

Accessibility Coordinator in the CRO Office at (916) 902-5577, or send an email 

to CivilRights@wildlife.ca.gov. Reasonable Accommodation requests for facility 

and/or meeting accessibility should be received at least 21 days prior to the 

event. Requests for American Sign Language Interpreters should be submitted at 

least two weeks prior to the event, and requests for Real-Time Captioning at 

least four weeks prior to the event. These timeframes are to help ensure that the 

requested accommodation is met. If a request for an accommodation has 

been submitted but due to circumstances is no longer needed, please contact 

the Accessibility Coordinator immediately. 

mailto:CivilRights@wildlife.ca.gov


Item No. 2 
COMMITTEE STAFF SUMMARY FOR NOVEMBER 16, 2023 MRC 

For Background Purposes Only 

Author: Kinsey Matthews and Susan Ashcraft 1 

2. EVALUATION OF BYCATCH IN THE CALIFORNIA HALIBUT SET GILLNET 
FISHERY IN SUPORT OF THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT REVIEW

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

Receive and discuss potential management measures proposed by the Department to address 
bycatch concerns and information gaps in the California halibut set gillnet fishery, provide 
direction on next steps, and potentially develop committee recommendation. 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Commission referred California halibut management 
review to MRC 

August 19-20, 2020 

• Commission referred bycatch evaluation for California 
halibut management review to MRC 

December 15-16, 2021 

• MRC received updates on bycatch evaluation March 24 and July 14, 2022; 
MRC 

• MRC received Department bycatch evaluation report; 
MRC recommendation to conduct bycatch acceptability 
evaluation for set gill nets (approved by Commission in 
December 2022) 

November 17, 2022; MRC 

• MRC received Department updates on bycatch 
evaluation for the California halibut gill net fishery 

March 14 and 16, 2023; MRC 

• MRC received and discussed Department evaluation of 
bycatch acceptability; MRC recommendation for 
potential management measures to reduce bycatch 
(approved by the Commission in August 2023) 

July 20, 2023; MRC 

• Today receive and discuss management measures 
to address gillnet bycatch; potential MRC 
recommendation 

November 16, 2023; MRC 

Background 

Management review of the California halibut fishery commenced in late 2020, consistent with 
the requirements of the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) and using the framework 
outlined in 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide for Implementation of the Marine Life 
Management Act (master plan) for meeting those requirements. A key requirement of the 
fishery management review is evaluating and addressing unacceptable bycatch in a way that 
limits bycatch to acceptable types and amounts. 

The California halibut fishery management review has presented the first opportunity to use 
the four-step framework for evaluating bycatch laid out in Chapter 6 of the master plan, to: 
collect information on the type and amount of catch (Step 1); distinguish target, incidental, and 
bycatch species (Step 2); determine “acceptable” types and amounts of bycatch (Step 3); and 
address unacceptable bycatch (Step 4). See Exhibit 1 for background information about the 
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development and completion of steps 1 and 2 for the California halibut set gill net and trawl 
fisheries.  

For steps 3 and 4 of the bycatch evaluation framework, MRC recommended and the 
Commission supported separating set gill nets from trawl fisheries. The Commission is 
currently focused on completing steps 3 and 4 of the bycatch evaluation framework for set gill 
nets before transitioning to trawl fisheries. 

In July 2023, the Department presented its California halibut set gill net bycatch evaluation 
report that included analysis of the master plan bycatch inquiries for twelve species, thereby 
fullflling Step 3 of the bycatch evaluation framework. See Exhibit 2 for background information 
about the development and completion of Step 3.  

Following in-depth dialogue among diverse partcipants and the Department, MRC 
recommended the bycatch evaluation framework proceed to Step 4, to develop potential 
management measures for reducing bycatch within the California halibut targeted fishery, 
noting the measures would also apply to other set gill net target fisheries. MRC recommended 
the Department focus on potential management measures in 11 categories: (1) soak time 
limits, (2) gear marking (to address potential for undocumented entanglements), (3) fisher-
suggested bycatch reduction measures (e.g., reduced gill net height [mesh depth]), (4) gear 
loss reporting, (5) logbook improvements, (6) electronic monitoring technology, (7) observer 
coverage, (8) potential limits on permit transferability and/or retiring latent permits, (9) non-
retention of giant sea bass and white sharks (may require legislative action), (10) temporal 
closures, and (11) other measures that may reduce bycatch and/or discard mortality of white 
sharks and tope sharks. 

In August 2023, the Commission approved the MRC recommendation and requested that the 
Department develop the potential measures in consultation with fishery participants and 
stakeholders. In addition, the Commission requested the Department look into the potential 
ramifications of leglislative action to prohibit retention of white sharks, such as possible 
negative effects to white shark researchers who have historically utilized commercial set gill 
nets to assist with research initiatives. 

Update 

In response to the Commission’s request, Department staff has had meetings with set gillnet 
fishermen and has met with representatives from environmental non-governmental 
organizations (ENGOs) to discuss potential management measures that would address 
bycatch concerns that are congruently feasible for the fleet. Department staff met with set 
gillnet fishermen in person the week prior to the November MRC meeting, to further discuss 
management options and Department recommendations. In addition, Commission and 
Department staff met with staff from the National Marine Fisheries Service to discuss and 
better understand entanglements of marine mammals within the set gillnet fishery, and met 
with academics regarding options to reduce byatch mortality of sensitive elasmobranch 
species (such as certain sharks). 
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Today’s Meeting 

The Department will present a summary of outreach efforts to engage the set gillnet fleet and 
interested stakeholders, present the findings and options for potential management measures, 
and highlight areas for potential MRC guidance (Exhibit 3). The Department identifies near-
term recommendations, including a proposal for regulation changes (referred to as “Phase 1”) 
consisting of soak time limits, increased gear markings, and mesh depth limits (management 
measures 1, 2 and 3), as well as developing a pilot project for electronic monitoring, electronic 
logbooks, and observer coverage (management measures 5, 6 and 7) intended to improve 
data collection. The proposed improvements could help fill data gaps and provide information 
needed to inform the development of other management measures (such as 10 and 11); as a 
result, the other measures may require more time to fully develop for a potential, subsequent 
rulemaking once data gaps are filled. The Department currently does not have 
recommendations for the remaining management measures (4, 8 and 9) but will discuss their 
exploration at today’s meeting. 

Lastly, consistent with the Commission’s request, the Department will share data on 
commercial white shark landings and highlight that white sharks caught in set gill nets have not 
been utilized for research purposes since 2012.  

Today’s discussion is intended to help shape a potential MRC recommendation. 

Significant Public Comments  

1. Four ENGOs (exhibits 4-7) and a joint letter signed by 27 ENGOs (Exhibit 8) support 
pursing management measures consistent with Commission direction, and offer 
recommendations for specific measures, including: 

• A 24-hour soak time limit (exhibits 6 – 8)  

• Temporal closures to protect tope (aka soupfin) sharks (exhibits 5 – 8) 

• Area closures for biodiversity hotspots, such as the Channel Islands 
(exhibits 6 – 8) 

• Robust gear markings (exhibits 4 and 6 – 8) 

• Gear loss reporting (exhibits 6 – 8) 

• Bycatch hard caps (exhibits 6 and, 7) 

• Prohibiting take of giant sea bass and white sharks (exhibits 4 and 7) 

• Phasing out permits (Exhibit 4) 

• Net height restrictions (exhibits 4, 7, and 8) 

• Logbook requirements (exhibits 7 and 8) 

• Observer programs (exhibits 6 – 8), for which one ENGO attached a observer 
program scoping report (Exhibit 7) 
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2. One of the ENGOs completed an analysis on the underreporting of marine mammal 
bycatch within California set gillnet fisheries, which it submitted by the October 
supplemental comments deadline and resubmitted for today’s discussion (Exhibit 9). 
The report compares self-reported logbook data to observer-based estimates of 
marine mammal take in the set gillnet fishery, concluding that only 6% of marine 
mammal interactions were reported by fishermen. Based on the analysis, the ENGO 
advocates for resuming observer coverage, electronic monitoring, and increased 
logbook requirements within set gillnet fisheries to obtain accurate bycatch data. 

Recommendation  

Commission staff:  Support the Department’s near-term recommendations, and request the 
Department return to MRC in March 2024 with specific details for the proposed management 
measures and a timeline for initiating in 2024 the Department-recommended rulemaking. In 
addition, request that the Department continue to explore other long-term management options 
with fishery participants and stakeholders for a potential future rulemaking. 

Department:  Pursue near-term recommendations including a Phase 1 rulemaking (including 
soak time limits, increased gear marking, and mesh depth restrictions), and a pilot project 
developed to evaluate data improvements, including observer coverage and electronic 
logbooks and monitoring (Exhibit 3). 

Exhibits 

1. Staff summary from November 17, 2022 MRC meeting, Agenda Item 5 (for 
background purposes only) 

2. Staff summary from July 20, 2023 MRC meeting, Agenda Item 3 (for background 
purposes only) 

Committee Direction/Recommendation 

The Marine Resources Committee recommends that the Commission (1) support development 
of a rulemaking to include soak time limits, increased gear marking, and mesh depth 
restrictions in the set gillnet fishery, (2) add the rulemaking to the rulemaking timetable for 
2024 with a specific timeline to be determined, and (3) request the Department return to the 
next Committee meeting with details for the proposed measures and potential timeline. In 
addition, support the Department pursuing a pilot project for data improvements, including 
observer coverage and electronic logbooks and monitoring. 
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5. ASSESSING AND ADDRESSING BYCATCH IN CALIFORNIA FISHERIES

Today’s Item Information☐ Action☒
(A) Overview of process for evaluating and addressing fishery bycatch

Review the four-step process for limiting bycatch to acceptable types and amounts as outlined in
the 2018 Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) master plan for fisheries.

(B) Evaluating bycatch in the California halibut fishery
Receive Department update on analysis of bycatch data for the California halibut fishery to
support fishery management review.

(C) Determining acceptable bycatch types and amounts
Discuss potential approaches to completing inquiries for determining what bycatch is “acceptable”
within a specific fishery and develop potential committee recommendation.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions
• FGC referred California halibut

management review to MRC
Aug 19-20, 2020; Webinar/Teleconference

• DFW update on California halibut stock
assessment and management review

Mar 16, 2021; MRC, Webinar/Teleconference

• DFW update; MRC recommendation to
schedule bycatch review discussion

Nov 9, 2021; MRC, Webinar/Teleconference

• FGC referred bycatch review to MRC Dec 15-16, 2021; Webinar/Teleconference
• FGC received update on bycatch

evaluation for California halibut
management review

Mar 24, 2022; MRC, Webinar/Teleconference

• DFW written update on bycatch
evaluation for California halibut

Jul 14, 2022; MRC, Santa Rosa

• Today’s update and discussion on
bycatch evaluation for halibut;
potential MRC recommendation

Nov 17, 2022; MRC, San Diego

Background

The California halibut fishery is a multi-sector commercial and recreational fishery managed
under FGC authority. In 2019, as part of the fisheries prioritization process required by the
Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) and outlined in 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide
for Implementation of the Marine Life Management Act, California halibut was prioritized for
management review. In Aug 2020, DFW recommended that it initiate the management review
process for California halibut; FGC concurred and referred the topic to MRC.

One key driver in halibut’s high priority ranking included potential risks to bycatch species
(including sub-legal-sized halibut) in commercial trawl and set gillnet fisheries. Bycatch, as
defined by MLMA for state-managed fisheries, means “…fish or other marine life that are taken
in a fishery but are not the target of the fishery. Bycatch includes discards” (California Fish and
Game Code Section 90.5). MLMA requires that DFW manage every sport and commercial
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marine fishery in a way that limits bycatch to acceptable types and amounts (Fish and Game
Code Section 7056(d)), and specifies information, analysis, and management measures
required to accomplish this for each fishery (Fish and Game Code Section 7058).

The master plan established a bycatch evaluation framework in Chapter 6 (“Ecosystem-based
objectives") as guidance for achieving the requirements of Section 7058. The framework is
detailed in a section titled “Limiting bycatch to acceptable types and amounts” (Exhibit 1). The
section draws largely from the work of a group of diverse stakeholders, called the Bycatch
Working Group, convened by FGC in 2015 to help inform review of bycatch management. The
framework in the master plan is, in part, designed to help determine what constitutes
“acceptable types and amounts” of bycatch for each fishery evaluated.

The California halibut fishery management review presents the first opportunity to utilize the
master plan’s bycatch evaluation framework. In Dec 2021, FGC requested that MRC pursue
the halibut bycatch evaluation as a separate work plan topic from the related fishery
management review that the bycatch evaluation will inform, to ensure robust public
engagement through this first evaluation process. In Mar 2022, DFW presented MRC with its
approach to evaluating halibut fishery bycatch and, in Jul 2022, DFW provided a written update
about its continued efforts and hurdles it is facing in analyzing halibut bycatch from the
available data.

Today’s meeting is an opportunity to focus on the master plan guidance and discuss options
for how to complete the steps in the process.

(A) Overview of process for evaluating and addressing fishery bycatch
FGC staff will recap the four-step process laid out in the master plan framework to identify
bycatch and consider its impacts (Exhibit 1):

Step 1 – Collect information on the amount and type of catch
Step 2 – Distinguish target, incidental, and bycatch species
Step 3 – Determine “acceptable” types and amounts of bycatch
Step 4 – Address unacceptable bycatch

Note that today’s meeting is focused on steps 1-3.

(B) Evaluating bycatch in the California halibut fishery (steps 1 and 2)
Consistent with MRC discussion in Jul 2022, DFW has provided the recently-completed
bycatch assessment report for the trawl and set gillnet California halibut fisheries that
DFW developed in collaboration with an academic partner, which authored the final report
(Exhibit 2). DFW believes that the report accomplishes the goals of steps 1 and 2 and is
adequate to support the Step 3 analysis. DFW will present an overview of the complex
assessment, methods and results—to help build a common understanding of the
foundational data that can support the Step 3 evaluation of bycatch acceptability—and
potential next steps for MRC consideration (Exhibit 3).
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(C) Determining acceptable bycatch types and amounts (Step 3)
The master plan specifies that DFW will determine if the amount and type of bycatch is
unacceptable for a particular fishery using four criteria mandated in MLMA (Fish and
Game Code Section 7058):

1. Legality of take of bycatch species
2. Degree of threat to the sustainability of the bycatch species
3. Impacts on fisheries that target the bycatch species
4. Ecosystem impacts

The master plan bycatch evaluation framework (Exhibit 1) lays out a detailed series of
inquiries and recommended actions for each criterion under Step 3 that would be applied
to each species of bycatch. The inquiries provide a structural basis for managers to
consistently assess each criterion to determine what is “acceptable” bycatch in the fishery
and to articulate the findings. However, given the number of bycatch species and the
detailed inquiries that would need to be applied to each, it is necessary to prioritize which
species to include in the Step 3 assessment. It is possible that selecting a handful of
representative species for the assessment would be sufficient, as the benefit of proposed
management actions will likely have benefits across multiple species.

Today’s meeting provides an opportunity to explore how DFW might accomplish the
bycatch inquiries for California halibut in a manner that is transparent, inclusive and
timely. This discussion will inform MRC’s direction or potential recommendation regarding
an approach.

Significant Public Comments
A joint comment from two environmental non-governmental organizations emphasizes the
importance of FGC’s commitment to minimize fishery bycatch, with an initial focus on
California halibut trawl and gill net gears, consistent with DFW’s ecological risk assessment
and prioritization. The organizations have conducted their own bycatch assessments of trawl
and set gillnet gear in California using federal observer data and request a collaborative
approach to implementing the bycatch inquiry. They also request that MRC provide direction
on what additional analyses are needed and to outline the public process and timeline MRC
will follow to make a recommendation to FGC (Exhibit 4).

Recommendation
FGC staff: (1) Recommend FGC support DFW moving forward with Step 3 of the bycatch
evaluation to determine bycatch acceptability, using the bycatch analysis report DFW provided
today (Exhibit 2) and a DFW-led workgroup of key communicators representing various interests
to provide a forum for discussing responses to the Step 3 inquiries prior to bringing
recommendations to MRC. (2) Recommend using MRC as a forum for broader discussion and,
ultimately, MRC recommendation to FGC on DFW’s findings. (3) Provide guidance on selection
of bycatch species to begin Step 3.
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DFW: Move forward with Step 3 of the framework in the master plan analysis based on the
information contained in the steps 1 and 2 bycatch analysis report (Exhibit 2), and provide
guidance on options for public engagement in determining bycatch acceptability.

Exhibits
1. Chapter 6 – “Ecosystem-based objectives: Limiting bycatch to acceptable types and

amounts”, extracted from 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide to Implementation
of the Marine Life Management Act, dated June 2018

2. Report by Christopher M. Frees, DFW contractor: Assessment of associated landed
species and bycatch discards in the California halibut gill net and trawl fisheries,
received Nov 4, 2022

3. DFW presentation
4. Letter from Geoff Shester, Oceana, and Scott Webb, Turtle Island Restoration

Network, received Nov 3, 2022

Committee Direction/Recommendation
The Marine Resources Committee recommends that the Commission (1) support the
Department moving forward with evaluation of bycatch acceptability based on the analysis report
submitted by the Department at the committee’s November 2022 meeting; and (2) request that
the Department pursue the following approach for completing the inquiries within the Step 3
evaluation framework and engaging stakeholders in the process: ________________________
__________________________________________________________________.
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3. EVALUATION OF BYCATCH IN THE CALIFORNIA HALIBUT SET GILLNET
FISHERY IN SUPPORT OF THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT REVIEW

Today’s Item Information☐ Action☒
Receive and discuss Department report summarizing its evaluation of fisheries bycatch and
acceptability in the California halibut set gillnet fishery, provide committee direction on next
steps, and potentially develop committee recommendation.

Summary of Previous/Future Actions
Action Date

• Commission referred California halibut
management review to MRC

Aug 19-20, 2020

• Commission referred bycatch evaluation for
California halibut management review to MRC

Dec 15-16, 2021

• MRC received updates on bycatch evaluation for
California halibut

Mar 24, 2022 and Jul 14, 2022

• MRC received bycatch evaluation report from
Department; MRC recommendation for initial
priorities in bycatch acceptability inquiry

Nov 17, 2022

• MRC received Department updates on bycatch
inquiries for the California halibut gill net fishery

Mar 14 & 16, 2023

• Today receive and discuss Department report
on bycatch acceptability; potential MRC
recommendation

Jul 20, 2023

Background
Management review of the California halibut fishery commenced in late 2020, consistent with the
requirements of the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) and using the framework outlined in
the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide for Implementation of the Marine Life Management
Act (master plan) for meeting those requirements. Steps taken by the Department have included
pursuing stock assessments for the northern and southern stocks (2020-2021), exploring a
scope and potential process for the multi-sector California halibut management review (2021),
and, following Commission direction in December 2021, conducting an evaluation of bycatch in
the California halibut fishery.

The California halibut fishery management review has presented the first opportunity to use
the four-step framework for evaluating bycatch laid out in Chapter 6 of the master plan, to:
collect information on the type and amount of catch (Step 1); distinguish target, incidental, and
bycatch species (Step 2); determine “acceptable” types and amounts of bycatch (Step 3); and
address unacceptable bycatch (Step 4).

At the November 2022 MRC meeting, the Department presented a report completed by a
contracted academic scientist that evaluated and summarized catch and bycatch data
compiled for the California halibut sectors with greatest bycatch concern: commercial trawl and

https://mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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set gillnet halibut fisheries. Utilizing federal observer data provided by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), the Department and the contracted scientist used fishery expertise
along with logbook and landings data to differentiate the subsets of observed sets targeting
California halibut from other observed trawl and gillnet fishery sets. The report summarized
target catch, top incidentally-caught species landed, top incidentally-caught species discarded,
and discard mortality, fulfilling the information needs for steps 1 and 2 of the bycatch
evaluation framework. See Exhibit 1 for additional background and context.

MRC supported relying on the Department-presented report as the foundation for completing
Step 3 – evaluating acceptability of bycatch types and amounts. MRC discussed priorities for
completing the detailed bycatch inquiries based on the new evaluation report, favoring an initial
focus on top bycatch species from set gill nets targeting California halibut. In December 2022,
the Commission approved an MRC recommendation to request the Department to (1)
commence the step 3 evaluation of acceptability of bycatch in the California halibut set gillnet
fishery, using the inquiries outlined in the master plan; (2) focus on completing bycatch
inquiries for the top ten species; (3) engage stakeholders (halibut gillnet fishermen and
stakeholder groups); and (4) bring results back to MRC in March 2023 for discussion and
potential committee recommendation.

March MRC
In March 2023, the Department reported that it had completed Step 3 bycatch inquiries for 12
top bycatch species, as requested by the Commission, to help assess acceptability of bycatch
types and amounts against the four criteria specified in the MLMA for determining acceptability:
(1) legality of the take of bycatch species; (2) degree of threat to the sustainability of the
bycatch species; (3) impacts on fisheries that target the bycatch species; and (4) ecosystem
impacts (Fish and Game Code Section 7085(b)). The Department presented a summary of the
inquiry results during the meeting, and committed to preparing a written report documenting its
responses to inquiries and articulating its findings.

Discussion also centered around a separate evaluation conducted by two non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), Oceana and Turtle Island Restoration Network (TIRN), in which they
evaluated bycatch acceptability in set nets for all gillnet gear combined, in contrast to the
subset of halibut sets analyzed by Department. The MRC co-chairs noticed discrepancies
between the NGO and Department approaches, reporting and conclusions, and asked
questions to help clarify differences in the differing analyses, and sources of divergent data
and findings.

Following public discussion, MRC made four requests of the Department.
1. Look more closely at discrepancies between the NGO bycatch data and the Department

data, including in relation to marine mammal and leatherback sea turtle entanglement.
2. Create a more comprehensive list of species that are retained and sold as incidental

catch, including:
(a) the percentage of fish that are caught and marketed, and
(b) the percentage of species caught and discarded.
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3. Clarify the bycatch percentage relative to pounds and number of individuals, to help
reconcile the differences between the percentages reported by the NGOs and
fishermen.

4. Provide a written report of the Department’s evaluation of 12 top bycatch species that
were summarized in the presentation, and return to today’s MRC meeting with
sufficient information to support a recommended determination regarding acceptability
of bycatch types and amounts, to allow the process to advance to Step 4 (addressing
unacceptable bycatch types and amounts) in the bycatch evaluation framework.

MRC also asked that Commission staff, the Department, and the two NGOs work together to
reconcile differences in data and interpretations, where possible, to further advance
discussions today.

Update
Since March, Commission and Department staff have strived to meet the MRC requests.

Commission, Department, and NGO Meetings

From April to July 2023, staff from the Commission, the Department, Oceana, and TIRN
invested significant time through several meetings, covering multiple hours, to discuss and
seek a shared understanding of bycatch within the California halibut set gillnet fishery and an
analysis on the set gillnet fishery in general. Oceana and TIRN shared their raw data and
methodology for several components of their report, including a description of how they
extrapolated the combined California halibut and white seabass observer data to obtain
fleetwide estimates. The Department summarized its raw observer data to share overall catch
and bycatch rates of California halibut-only set gill nets. Each entity independently followed up
with NMFS staff, researchers, and the literature to vet conclusions or interpretations or to
clarify inconsistencies or uncertainty.

Commission staff completed an in-depth analysis of the NGO report (formally released in
April), which included replicating analyses, evaluating assumptions, and reviewing key
conclusions. Commission staff verbally shared with the NGOs where it disputed their
conclusions due to inconsistencies with what the cited literature stated, flagged areas where
there appeared to be erroneous information, and offered potential recommendations that
would allow for a more conducive dialogue.

Overall, there was a collective exploration of respective findings and conclusions and, although
there remain disagreements in interpretations, the discussions helped to expose limitations
with the various sources of data, highlighted areas of concern related to particular species, and
facilitated a deeper understanding of the potential impacts of the fishery. In addition, the
dialogue identified areas where it may be possible to move forward with potential management
measures; although the potential measures have not yet been formally vetted with fishermen –
a crucial step in the overall process – staff have discussed potential management measures
that could improve understanding of the impacts of this fishery through increased data
collection and monitoring, and options intended to reduce bycatch impacts.
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Discussions and Opportunities with Fishermen

Several fishermen in the set gillnet fishery who attended the last two MRC meetings reached
out to Commission and Department staff to share their knowledge and expertise of the fishery.
They are interested in helping shape future management measures and are offering new ideas
to explore. In addition, they invited the MRC co-chairs, and Commission and Department staff
to join them on the water to observe fishery operations first-hand. To date, staff from the
Department has joined one set gillnet fishing trip, while the MRC co-chairs and Commission
staff are scheduling potential dates.

Today’s Meeting
The Department prepared a bycatch evaluation report that summarizes the information
presented in March (Exhibit 2). The report summarizes the methods and results of the
California halibut bycatch evaluations in Step 1 (species type and amount of catch) and Step 2
(distinguish target, incidental and bycatch species), as well as the outcomes of completing
Step 3 (determine acceptable types and amounts of bycatch) bycatch inquiries from the master
plan for 12 species (spreadsheet copies in report appendix). The report offers movement
toward considering management measures under Step 4, to help fill significant data gaps that
limit information about the actual impacts of gill nets used in the California halibut fishery, and
explores others to minimize bycatch types and amounts found to be unacceptable.

In addition, the Department has shared a table with six years of cumulative observed catch
data from the NMFS California Set Gill Net Observer Program filtered for California halibut-
targeted sets (447 sets of 1,258 observed sets) (Exhibit 3). The data are in the same format as
the summary table of unfiltered set gill net observed catch, prepared by Oceana and shared
with the Commission in June, derived from the publicly available observed catch data for all set
gill net (1,258 sets) for the same years. Together, these tables assist in differentiating between
observed catch data attributable to the California halibut set gillnet fishery specifically.

The Department report acknowledges that “…there are significant data limitations and
knowledge gaps to determine amounts and types of bycatch and potential risks to sustainability,
fisheries, and ecosystems. Lack of data to understand the total amount of bycatch in an
individual fishery may potentially be considered ‘unacceptable’ under the MLMA and could lead
to discussions with industry, stakeholders, and managers to address the insufficient and
uncertain sources of data. Regardless of an acceptability determination, Department staff
continue to move forward towards solutions and have identified potential management
measures to address information gaps related to data limitations and interactions with some
bycatch species in the set gill net fishery” (from Exhibit 2, page 23).

Staff believes that the Department’s analyses of the top bycatch species types and amounts as
requested by MRC support responding to provide a solid foundation for addressing bycatch in
the California halibut fishery through potential management measures, as well as to set
additional goals for enhanced understanding of sustainability in the fishery. MRC may wish to
clarify what knowledge gaps remain, and identify areas of uncertainty to pursue (e.g., further
partitioning incidental catch species to identify those to be managed by target species standards
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and those to be managed under bycatch management standards, defining what constitutes
bycatch “types” and “amounts” for purposes of bycatch acceptability evaluations, etc.).

The Department’s presentation for today’s meeting (Exhibit 4) will highlight species that are
caught and landed in the fishery, species that are caught and discarded in the fishery, and
potential management measures for MRC and the Commission to consider if they support
advancing to Step 4 without additional analyses.

Significant Public Comments
The Commission received nine comment letters related to bycatch with California set gillnet
fisheries. General themes of the comments are summarized below; see Exhibit 5 for all
comment letters combined.

Comments about the Department’s California Halibut Bycatch Report
1. Oceana and TIRN express appreciation for the amount of work Department and

Commission staff and MRC have dedicated to addressing the concerns arising from
California set gill nets, including understanding data complexities, listening to stakeholder
concerns, and undertaking California’s first bycatch acceptability determination. However,
they critique several aspects of the Department's recent bycatch evaluation report for
California halibut set gill net (in Exhibit 2), expressing concern that it deviates from the
MLMA standards and falls short on appropriate and precautionary management actions
to reduce unacceptable bycatch. They also recommend three alternatives for potential
comprehensive management pathways, which include specific management actions such
as full observer coverage, hard bycatch caps, reduced soak time, and temporary or long-
term phase-out of permits (see comment letters 3 and 8 in Exhibit 5).

Comments Regarding Bycatch Concerns in Set Gillnet Fisheries (All Targets)
2. Oceana completed a white paper with analysis on bycatch within the set gill net fishery

(all targets) using publicly available federal observer data. The report investigates soak
time, catch composition, discard mortality, and post-release mortality, and suggests
bycatch mitigation measures as options to reduce overall bycatch and discard mortality.
In addition, for incidentally caught and retained species, it highlights those species most
commonly retained as ‘secondary targets’ and evaluates which target species have or
lack management measures to ensure sustainability. The analysis includes appendices
of observer data and extrapolates total estimates of catch, discard, and discard
mortality for all observed species across 15 years combined. See comment letter 3 in
Exhibit 5.

3. An academic research scientist expresses concern over take with set gill net of two
protected species: giant sea bass – a species he actively studies – and juvenile white
sharks. He underscores the importance of having management plans and stock
assessments that can inform catch limits and sustainable harvests (comment letter 1 in
Exhibit 5). An individual also expressed concern over set gill net impacts on highly
impaired giant sea bass in Santa Barbara, is concerned that recent observer coverage
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has been minimal, and would like to see a transition away from this gear type (comment
letter 2).

4. A joint letter from 5 California senators and 14 assembly members expresses concern
about the types and rates of bycatch in California’s set gillnet gear fishery, and urges the
Commission and Department to follow the approach and criteria laid out in the MLMA
regarding determining acceptable bycatch. They acknowledge the management
measures taken thus far in the fishery but believe further management measures are
needed to protect California’s biodiversity (comment letter 6).

5. Four comments letters coalesce around similar key points, such as the historical and
global threat of set gill nets to regional population levels; the effects of set gill nets on the
health and biodiversity of southern California’s unique ecosystem; the high discard rate
and discard mortality recorded by federal observers; and a request to the Commission to
formally determine that the types and amounts of bycatch in set gill nets are
unacceptable. One commenter is specifically concerned about the threat to pinnipeds,
cetaceans, and elasmobranchs (comment letter 5), while another expresses that
ecosystem-based fisheries management should take a precautionary approach
(comment letter 4). Two commenters contrast set gill net gear with the lower bycatch
rate of California halibut caught with hook and line gear (comment letters 7 and 9).

Recommendation
Commission staff: Initiate discussions about potential management measures that may
improve set gill net data collection and fill data gaps, and aid in reducing impacts of bycatch
types and/or amounts that the Commission finds to be potentially unacceptable in the California
halibut fishery. Request that the Department continue exploring possible management options
with fishery participants and stakeholders, and provide an update for discussion at the
November 2023 MRC meeting.
Department: Discuss potential improvements to data collection and fill information gaps, and
support Department to continue stakeholder discussions and prioritize management actions.

Exhibits
1. Staff summary from November 17, 2022 MRC meeting, Agenda Item 5 (for

background purposes only)
2. Department bycatch evaluation report, dated June 21, 2023
3. NMFS observed catch in the set gill net sets targeting California halibut, 2007-2017
4. Department presentation on its evaluation of bycatch in the California halibut set gill

net fishery, received July 7, 2023
5. Compilation of comment letters received between June 20 and July 7, 2023

Committee Direction/Recommendation
The Marine Resources Committee recommends that the Commission support the Department
exploring potential management measures with fishery participants and stakeholders to improve
set gill net data collection, fill information gaps, and aid in reducing unacceptable bycatch
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impacts in the California halibut set gillnet fishery; and schedule the topic for discussion at the
November 2023 MRC meeting.
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3. Bycatch Evaluation in Support of the California Halibut Fishery 
Management Review (Agenda item limited to 60 minutes)

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

(A) Evaluation of bycatch in the California halibut set gillnet fishery: Receive a verbal 
update on the Department’s progress in developing regulatory options for near-term 
fishery management measures and the longer-term management measures supported 
by the Commission to address bycatch concerns and information gaps. 

(B) Committee direction on next steps for bycatch evaluation, specific to the 
California halibut trawl fishery 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  
Action Date 

• Commission referred California halibut management 
review to Marine Resources Committee (MRC) 

August 19-20, 2020 

• Commission referred bycatch evaluation for California 
halibut management review to MRC 

December 15-16, 2021 

• Received updates on bycatch evaluation for 
commercial California halibut set gillnet and trawl 
fisheries 

March 24 and July 14, 2022; MRC 

• Received and discussed Department bycatch 
evaluation report; MRC recommendation to conduct 
bycatch acceptability evaluation for California halibut 
set gillnet fishery (approved by Commission in 
December 2022) 

November 17, 2022; MRC 

• Received and discussed Department update on 
bycatch evaluation for the California halibut set gillnet 
fishery 

March 14 and 16, 2023; MRC 

• Received and discussed Department evaluation of 
bycatch acceptability for set gill net gear; MRC 
recommendation to develop management options to 
address bycatch concerns (approved by Commission 
in August 2023)  

July 20, 2023; MRC 

• Received and discussed potential management 
measures to address set gillnet bycatch; MRC 
recommendation for near- and long-term regulatory 
approach for specified measures (Commission 
approved MRC recommendation in December 2023 
and scheduled near-term rulemaking) 

November 16, 2023; MRC 

• Today receive and discuss Department’s progress 
in developing near- and long-term regulatory 
options for California halibut gillnet fishery 

March 19, 2024; MRC 

• Commission notice hearing for near-term rulemaking April 17-18, 2024 
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Background 

Management review of the California halibut fishery commenced in late 2020, consistent with 
the requirements of the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) and using the framework 
outlined in 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries, A Guide for Implementation of the Marine Life 
Management Act (master plan) for meeting those requirements. A key requirement of the 
fishery management review is evaluating and addressing unacceptable bycatch in a way that 
limits bycatch to acceptable types and amounts. 

The California halibut fishery management review has presented the first opportunity to use 
the four-step framework for evaluating bycatch laid out in Chapter 6 of the master plan, to: 
(1) collect information on the type and amount of catch, (2) distinguish target, incidental, and 
bycatch species, (3) determine “acceptable” types and amounts of bycatch, and (4) address 
unacceptable bycatch.  

In November 2022, the Department provided a bycatch assessment report for the commercial 
trawl and set gillnet California halibut fisheries, fulfilling steps 1 and 2 of the bycatch evaluation 
framework. In December 2022, the Commission approved an MRC recommendation to 
separate evaluation of the set gill net gear type from the trawl gear type for the remaining 
California halibut bycatch evaluation steps. The Commission supported moving forward with 
steps 3 and 4 for the California halibut set gillnet fishery first, to be followed by the California 
halibut trawl fishery. 

(A) Evaluation of Bycatch in the California Halibut Set Gillnet Fishery 

In July 2023, the Department completed Step 3 of the bycatch evaluation framework and, in 
August 2023, the Commission approved the MRC recommendation to proceed to Step 4 of the 
bycatch evaluation framework to develop a suite of potential management measures to 
address bycatch concerns and data gaps. 

In November 2023, the Department presented a suite of potential management measures for 
the set gillnet fishery, proposing a regulatory approach focused on several measures for near-
term implementation and others to be explored and developed on a longer timeline. The near-
term recommendations included soak time limits, increased gear markings, and mesh depth 
limits, while the long-term recommendations included developing a pilot project for electronic 
monitoring, electronic logbooks, and observer coverage. See Exhibit 1 for background 
information about the potential management measures.  

At its December 2023 meeting, the Commission approved the MRC recommendation to 
support the Department developing a set gillnet rulemaking consisting of soak time limits (with 
a range of 24 to 48 hours), mesh height restrictions (25-mesh depth or net height maximum for 
California halibut-targeted set gill nets and 50-mesh depth or net height maximum for white 
seabass-targeted set gill nets), and gear marking developed in consultation with stakeholders. 
In addition, the Commission requested that, at today’s MRC meeting, the Department provide 
an update on the rulemaking as well as information about potential electronic monitoring, 
electronic technology, and observer coverage for discussion purposes. 

https://mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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Update 

Since December, Department staff has focused on engaging with members of the set gillnet 
fleet and Department law enforcement, to discuss elements of the near-term rulemaking. In 
February, the Commission approved adding the near-term rulemaking to its schedule to begin 
in April 2024. The Department has been developing rulemaking documents while 
simultaneously initiating exploratory efforts into potential long-term management measures. 

Moreover, Commission and Department staffs learned about additional analyses of set gillnet 
bycatch recently conducted by the academic partner who completed the bycatch assessment 
report for trawl and set gill net California halibut fisheries, along with his graduate student. 
Their additional analyses use modeling techniques to better understand the impacts and 
drivers of bycatch in the set gillnet fishery for several sensitive species (e.g., marine mammals, 
tope sharks). They have shared preliminary results with Commission and Department staffs on 
estimated historical bycatch, drivers of bycatch risk, and bycatch hotspots, providing important 
context that could help inform soak time limits and potential future spatial/temporal closures. 
Their results also reinforce the Department’s review of bycatch acceptability and demonstrate 
the type of analyses that would be helpful if conducted prior to any spatial or temporal 
closures. Key results, which the researchers agreed to allow us to share, include: 

• The estimated yearly bycatch of California sea lion, northern elephant seal, harbor seal, 
and harbor porpoise falls well below the potential biological removal1 for each species. 

• Temporal and spatial variables (latitude, longitude, and depth) were more important 
than distance to shore, temperature, soak time, mesh size, or island area in determining 
the drivers of bycatch risk for the species evaluated. 

• Marine mammal and shark species demonstrated different spatial bycatch hotspots. For 
example, California sea lions and harbor seals were more frequently captured in the 
northern region (at or above 34°N) around the Channel Islands, closer to shore, and in 
shallow water depths. In contrast, tope sharks were more often captured in the southern 
region away from the Channel Islands, offshore, and in deep water depths. 

The academics are currently finishing their final report and manuscript, which will be shared 
with the Commission and Department to help inform future potential management measures.  

Today’s Meeting 

Today the Department will provide a verbal summary of outreach efforts to engage the set 
gillnet fleet and interested stakeholders on the proposed near-term management measures, 
development of the near-term set gillnet rulemaking, and expected timeline. For long-term 
measures, the Department will share progress on options for electronic monitoring; it does not 
have an update on observer coverage or spatial/temporal closures at this time. 

 
1 Potential biological removal is defined by the Marine Mammal Protection Act as the maximum number of animals, 
not including natural mortalities, that may be removed from a marine mammal stock while allowing that stock to 
reach or maintain its optimum sustainable population. 
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(B) Committee Direction on Next Steps for Bycatch Evaluation, Specific to the 
California Halibut Trawl Fishery 

Given the anticipated timeline for completing Step 4 of the bycatch evaluation framework for 
the California halibut set gillnet fishery, the Department is poised to continue the bycatch 
evaluation process for the California halibut trawl fishery, starting at Step 3 of the framework. 
As mentioned in Agenda Item 2, the Department’s evaluation of the California halibut trawl 
grounds in state waters will contribute to the broader evaluation of bycatch in the fishery for the 
trawl gear type. The Department is ready to proceed with Step 3 of the bycatch evaluation 
framework across both state and federal waters for the California halibut trawl fishery.  

Today also presents an opportunity to reflect on and learn from the California halibut set gillnet 
fishery’s bycatch evaluation process and identify any key insights or potential areas for 
improvement, and for MRC to provide direction and guidance to apply to the California halibut 
trawl fishery evaluation. 

Significant Public Comments 

An environmental non-governmental organization expresses gratitude for the analysis of 
bycatch in the California set gillnet fishery, but deems the current level of bycatch 
unacceptable and states a belief that there is a need for immediate action to protect oceans. 
For the short-term regulatory changes, they recommend implementing an 18-hour soak time 
limit, enforcing stricter regulations on gear loss, and managing mesh depth. In addition, they 
suggest a pilot project for electronic monitoring systems and observer coverage to support 
data improvements. Lastly, they advocate for the retirement of latent permits, establishing hard 
caps on bycatch, and gradually phasing out the fishery. (Exhibit 2) 

Recommendation 

Commission staff: (A) Discuss updates on advancing near- and long-term management 
measures for the California halibut set gillnet fishery; and (B) support initiating Step 3 of the 
bycatch evaluation framework for the California halibut trawl fishery, encompassing both 
federal and state waters, and offer guidance on the evaluation approach, drawing on the 
experience from the set gill net process. 

Department:  Continue the bycatch evaluation for California halibut trawl gear in both federal 
and state waters. 

Exhibits 

1. Staff summary from November 16, 2023 MRC meeting, Agenda Item 2 (for 
background purposes only) 

2. Email and letter from Elizabeth Purcell, Environmental Policy Coordinator, and Teri 
Shore, Board of Directors, Turtle Island Restoration Network, received March 5, 2024 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216813&inline
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Committee Direction/Recommendation 

The Marine Resources Committee recommends that the Commission support the 
Department’s recommendation to move forward with an evaluation of bycatch for California 
halibut trawl gear, in both federal and state waters. 
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Regulations, re: Set Gill Net Service Interval, Gear Marking and Mesh Depth 

Please find attached the Initial Statement of Reasons to add section 174.1, Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations. The proposed addition to the gill net or trammel net 
commercial fishing regulation aims to establish a set gill net service interval, require 
gear marking to identify set gill nets from California, and establish mesh depth (net 
height) limits for take of white seabass and California halibut. It is expected that the 
new regulation would become effective January 1, 2025. The proposed management 
measures are necessary to address potential bycatch concerns for the set gill net 
fishery.  

 If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Dr. Craig 
Shuman, Marine Regional Manager at R7RegionalMgr@wildlife.ca.gov. The 
Department point of contact for this regulation should identify Environmental Scientist 
Miranda Haggerty. She can be reached at Miranda.Haggerty@wildlife.ca.gov. 
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State of California  

Fish and Game Commission  

Initial Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action  

 

Add Section 174.1 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations  

Re: Set Gill Net Service Interval, Gear Marking and Mesh Depth  

I. Date of Initial Statement of Reasons:  

II. Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings 

(a) Notice Hearing:

Date: April 17-18, 2024 Location: San Jose  

(b) Discussion Hearing:

Date: June 19-20, 2024 Location: Mammoth Lakes  

(c) Adoption Hearing:

Date: August 14-15, 2024 Location: Fortuna  

III. Description of Regulatory Action 

(a) Statement of Specific Purpose of Regulatory Change and Factual Basis for Determining 
that Regulation Change is Reasonably Necessary 

Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

The state of California manages the commercial set gill net fishery. The Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (Department) monitors the current 91 set gill net permits that are issued, of which 

34 were active in the past year. The number of set gill netters has declined over time with 

increasing restrictions. From 1985-1990s there was a series of depth and area general gill net 

bans throughout northern California that limited all gill net fishing south of Point Conception. In 

2000, an emergency gill net closure limited the use of all gill nets to federal waters south of 

Point Arguello in Santa Barbara County. In 2002, the gill net closure in northern California was 

made permanent. In 1994, Proposition 132 established the Marine Resource Protection Zone 

which banned all gill nets in nearshore waters. This banned gill nets within 3 miles of the 

mainland and 1 mile or 70 fathoms, whichever is less, surrounding the Channel Islands.  

There are two main types of set gill nets, 8.5 minimum mesh which primarily targets California 

halibut (halibut), and 6-inch minimum mesh which primarily targets white seabass. Set gill nets 

have the potential to result in bycatch, where fish or other marine life taken in a fishery are not 

targeted and may be discarded because they are of an undesirable species, size, sex or 

quality or because they are not legal to take. “Acceptable bycatch” considers legality of take, 

potential threat to sustainability, impacts to other fisheries and the ecosystem (Department, 

2018). Pursuant to the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA), over the past several years the 

Department has worked in coordination with research partners, Fish and Game Commission 

(Commission) staff, industry representatives, and the non-government organization (NGO) 
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community to complete a four-step process for determining whether the amount and type of 

bycatch are considered “acceptable” (Fish and Game Code (F&G Code) Section 7085). Step 4 

of this bycatch evaluation is to develop management measures to address unacceptable 

bycatch and to improve data collection for the California set gill net fishery (Department, 2018). 

Subsections (a) through (c) of Section 174.1 outlined in this regulatory proposal are a direct 

result of this process, and an initial phase of regulations aimed to reduce bycatch in the 

California set gill net fishery. 

CURRENT REGULATIONS  

Current laws governing set gill nets are as follows: 

Section 174 describes the permit required to use gill or trammel nets for commercial purposes, 

including qualifications, renewal, keeping records, conditions, revocations, and exemptions 

(implements F&G Code Section 8682). There are currently no service interval regulations for 

set gill nets.  

Current gear marking regulations state set gill nets must be marked at both ends with buoys 

displaying fisherman’s identification number and specify the distance between markers shall 

not exceed 45 fathoms (F&G Code Section 8601.5). 

Current laws specify that set gill nets with mesh size of not less than 8.5 inches may be used 

to take California halibut (F&G Code Section 8625(a)), and gill nets with meshes of a minimum 

length of 6 inches may be used to take white seabass (F&G Code Section 8623(d)).  

PROPOSED REGULATIONS 

Subsection 174.1(a)  

Service interval is the amount of time that fishing gear remains in the water, between when it is 

first set and when it is retrieved. Service intervals vary among fisheries and are dependent on 

the target species, the specifications of the fishing gear, and the time it takes to service the 

gear and bring it aboard.  

The Necessity of a Set Gill Net Service Interval Regulation 

Currently, the California set gill net fishery does not have a maximum service interval defined 

in regulation, meaning gill netters can leave their nets in the water for any amount of time. 

Currently 72% of gill net logs report a 24 hour or less soak time, 23% report a 37–48-hour soak 

time and only 3% report over 56 hours (Figure 1). When asked during fleet outreach efforts, gill 

netters stated that they base the amount of time they soak their nets on how active fishing is. 

When fishing is slow, they will leave their nets out for 2 days, as their catch increases and it is 

a savings as fuel costs are cut in half.  

Establishing a service interval duration has the potential to reduce bycatch impacts on some 

species, specifically discard mortality of sensitive species such as elasmobranchs. With a 24 

hour or less soak time, 80% of all finfishes released are alive (except mackerel since they are 

an uncommon species with high discard mortality that skews the data- 53% with mackerel 

included), and 87% of all released elasmobranchs are alive (Figure 2). This mortality rate 

increases with longer service intervals, with 41% of finfish and 50% of elasmobranchs released 
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alive with soak times over 56 hours. However, there is an increase in the number of halibut 

caught in nets soaked over 24 hours (Figure 3), so allowing a longer soak time increases catch 

of halibut. Comparatively, the same trend is not seen in white seabass with the highest 

numbers being caught in 24 hour-soaked nets.  

Proposed language in 174.1(a) for a service interval includes a range to be decided through 

the Commission public noticing process of 24 to 48 hours. The flexibility of allowing up to 48 

hours between servicing nets would allow for fishers to determine the best time to pull nets 

depending on conditions and target species while also allowing for decreased fuel costs. 

During outreach efforts gill netters have voiced concern that a strict 24-hour service interval 

would be challenging to comply with given it takes longer to retrieve nets than to set them. 

Selecting a service interval between 25-35 hours could benefit fishers by providing reasonable 

time to pull their nets and still reduce bycatch mortality. It has been expressed that a 36-hour 

service interval is not reasonable to enforce as most gill netters deploy nets in the morning so 

retrieval would be in the middle of the night. The mortality rate does not substantially change in 

the 25–36-hour range for either finfishes or elasmobranchs. Additionally, the highest number of 

halibut per trip is reported from 25–36-hour range trips.  

 

 

Figure 1. Range of service interval times and frequency reported in CDFW Gillnet Logs (2007-

2022). 
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Figure 2. Percent mortality of species groups by service interval time based on federal 

observer data (Years- 2007, 2010, 2013, 2017). Mackerel are not commonly captured in gill 

nets and are excluded to prevent their high discard morality skewing the rate. Elasmobranchs 

are shown with and without swell sharks as they have a high survivability rate compared to 

other shark species.  
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Figure 3. Number of California halibut and white seabass per soak time reported in CDFW 

Gillnet Logs (2007-2022). 
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have the federal VMS system, but this system is only required for those landing or retaining 

groundfish and not for landing halibut or white seabass caught in gill nets. Electronic 

monitoring is anticipated to be pursued as part of a second phase of management 

improvements aimed to reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery but is not being 

included in this rulemaking.  

Subsection 174.1(a)(1) and (2)  

When implementing a service interval, it is important to include exemptions for the cases 

where a permittee might not be able to comply with the regulation due to undue hardship, or 

unsafe weather conditions or catastrophic events.  
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vessel mechanical failure or debilitating illness. The process to request the Department’s 

License and Revenue Branch to approve such an exemption and waiver allows the opportunity 

for a net to be serviced by another permittee. The issued waiver may provide flexibility for time 

constraints, landing prohibitions, or other conditions the Department may deem pertinent. This 

provision is necessary to provide flexibility for the permittee to still comply with the service 

interval for non-weather related unforeseen circumstances.  

174.1(a)(2) - Law enforcement has expressed that email is the most efficient way for a 

permittee to notify the Department of unsafe weather conditions at sea. An email specific to set 

gill net unsafe weather exemption notifications has been set up 

(gillnetnotifications@wildlife.ca.gov) and it is required that permittees must send a message 

prior to the end of the service interval stating the reason for delay and the anticipated date and 

time of retrieval. Proposed subsection 174.1(a)(2)(B) provides that unsafe weather conditions 

include the issuance of a Small Craft Advisory by the National Weather Service, or issuance of 

another advisory that indicates winds of over 25 knots. This provision is necessary to provide 

flexibility for the permittee to still comply with the service interval for unforeseen or changing 

weather conditions. 

Subsection 174.1(a)(3) 

When set gill nets are not retrieved or are not marked with identification, they are considered 

abandoned. Proposed subsection 174.1(a)(3) includes a timeframe of 7 consecutive days for 

determination of abandonment without servicing, cleaning, or otherwise raising the net if there 

is no approved exemption pursuant to 174.1(a). Additionally, a set gill net is abandoned if the 

valid, required gear markings, per F&G Code Section 8601.5 and Title 14, CCR, Section 

174.1(b) are not present or legible on the set gill net. The timeframe of 7 consecutive days was 

chosen as it provides ample time for Department staff to determine whether any permittee has 

been identified as the responsible party for the net. This subsection is necessary to establish a 

time limit for the Department’s Law Enforcement Division to determine when set gill net gear is 

no longer in use and to provide a means for citation to any identified permittee, if abandonment 

is documented, consistent with F&G Code Section 8630.  

Subsection 174.1(b) 

Gear marking has been identified as an important tool to address concerns related to 

unidentified set gill net gear in marine mammal entanglements. While there are current gear 

marking regulations for set gill nets, mandating buoys with the fisher’s identification number 

every 45 fathoms (F&G Code Section 8601.5), it does not clearly identify the set gill nets are 

from California fisheries. 

The Necessity of a Gear Marking Regulation 

In 2022, there were reports of 2 humpback whales and 1 gray whale entangled with 

unidentified gill nets off the California coast (NOAA 2022). Through outreach with the California 

set gill net fleet, an idea to incorporate a 1- inch wide, 1- foot long colored nylon strap weaved 

into the existing head rope was developed (Figure 4). Two set gill netters have trialed this 

marking system and have found no issues with backlash or entanglement, and have confirmed 

the markings can be added to existing gear while nets are being deployed preventing the 

economic burden of necessitating a break from fishing to install gear markings.  

mailto:gillnetnotifications@wildlife.ca.gov
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• Proposed language in 174.1(b) for marking of the headrope includes three options of 

colors to be decided through the Commission public noticing process of red, orange, or 

yellow, or possibly all of these. Providing three color options through this process would 

allow for permittee input on the final color or flexibility in all three colors, considering 

manufacturing availability of such nylon straps. These colors are necessary options to 

provide maximum visibility in ocean conditions. 

• Proposed language in 174.1(b) for marking interval is proposed for 20 fathoms based 

on discussions with NOAA, industry representatives, stakeholders, or other 

organizations. Initial outreach with set gill net permittees indicates that this interval 

marking would be reasonable in terms of the labor it would take to add the markings to 

the net. Mandating this additional set gill net marking system to be displayed every 20 

fathoms will allow for confirmation that a set gill net is from the California set gill net 

fishery if entangled.  

  

Figure 4. Images of proposed gill net gear marking system submitted by gill netter trialing the 

system on their net. Individual fisher’s identification number blurred out to protect identity.  

During outreach with the fleet, they have requested to be given a year to update their gear with 

gill net markings to be in compliance with the proposed regulations. The planned compliance 

date would be January 1, 2026, given the overall planned regulation effective date of January 

1, 2025.  

Subsection 174.1(c) 

There is currently no specification on the maximum net height (also known as mesh depth) for 

set gill nets. Fish and Game Code establishes specific dimensions for mesh size and net 

length for the California halibut fishery (F&G Code Section 8625(a)) and a minimum mesh size 

for the white seabass fishery (F&G Code Section 8623(d)). However, there are no standards 

for the maximum depth for either California halibut or white seabass. 

The Necessity of a Mesh Depth Regulation 

During bycatch evaluation outreach efforts with the set gill net fleet, it was brought up that 

standardizing net height for set gill nets is a management measure that has a potential to 
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reduce bycatch and prevent the expansion of set gill net gear. For the California halibut fishery, 

a maximum of 25 meshes deep, and for white seabass, a maximum of 50 meshes deep has 

received support from industry representatives. According to the Federal observer program 

observations that included mesh depth parameters on set gill net sets observed from 2006-

2017, 91% of halibut targeted gill nets fish with nets a maximum of 25 mesh panels deep, and 

93% of white seabass targeted nets fish with nets a maximum of 50 mesh panels deep.  

(b) Goals and Benefits of the Regulation 

The MLMA is intended to ensure the conservation, sustainable use, and restoration of 

California’s marine living resources. In 2019, the Department assessed the state’s fisheries 

under the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries framework (Department, 2018). A prioritization 

process identified halibut as a species in need of management attention due to potential risks 

to bycatch species (including sub legal-sized halibut) and from a changing climate. The three 

proposed regulations are a direct result of the MLMA process, and the first phase of 

regulations aimed to reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery. 

The benefits of the proposed regulation change include, but are not limited to:  

• Opportunity to create a positive conservation impact in southern California.  

• Imposing soak time restrictions that reduce the mortality of both discarded 

elasmobranchs and finfishes in the set gill net fishery.  

• Reducing discarded bycatch in the set gill net fishery.  

• Creating a gear marking system that will clearly identify where set gill nets are from if 

entangled on marine mammals.  

• Industry supported and trialed gear marking system increases chances of success and 

prevents undue economic burden to the set gill net fleet.  

• Preventing the expansion of set gill net fishing gear.  

• Opportunity to be responsive to stake holder’s feedback. The proposed regulations 

were created in response to constituents’ comments throughout the California Halibut 

Scaled Management Process.  

(c) Authority and Reference Sections from Fish and Game Code for Regulation 

Authority: 7085, 8682 

Reference: 1050, 1700, 7056, 8026, 8568, 8573, 8574, 8601, 8601.5, 8604, 8609, 8623, 8625, 

8626, 8630, 8680, 8681  

(d) Specific Technology or Equipment Required by Regulatory Change:  

This regulation will require set gill netters to purchase nylon straps for gear marking.  

(e) Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Regulation Change 

Evaluating Bycatch in the California Halibut Set Gill Net Fishery. CDFW 2023. Available from: 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213366&inline 

 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213366&inline
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. 2018 master Plan for Fisheries: A guide for 

Implementation of the Marine Life Management Action. Available from: 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=159222&inline 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2023. California Halibut Scaled Management 

Process. Available from: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/CA-Halibut-Scaled-

Management 

NOAA Fisheries. 2022. West Coast Whale Entanglement Summary. 2022 West Coast Whale 

Entanglement Summary (noaa.gov) 

(f) Public Discussions of Proposed Regulations Prior to Notice Publication 

• Invites were sent to the entire fleet, 104 gill net permit holders, for two fleet-only 
information meeting options: 

o November 9, 2023 at the Santa Barbara Harbor 
o November 15, 2023 at the San Diego field office for the Department of 

Fish and Wildlife 

• November 16, 2023, Marine Resources Committee meeting, San Diego 

• March 19, 2024, Marine Resources Committee meeting, San Clemente 

• Contacted active gill netters by phone on multiple occasions to get their input on 

the following topics: 

o Rationale for current gill net soak times  

o Reasonable distance between proposed gear marking system  

o Definition of net abandonment  

 

IV. Description of Reasonable Alternatives to Regulatory Action 

(a) Alternatives to Regulation Change 

No alternatives to a regulatory change were identified by or brought to the attention of 

Commission staff that would have the same desired regulatory effect. Imposition of 

performance standards is not a reasonable alternative to these specifically prescribed 

procedures because management measures require action to be taken to address 

unacceptable bycatch, and a service interval would reduce bycatch. Similarly for mesh depth, 

specifications on mesh depth would mean improved efficiency in targeting halibut and white 

seabass, while reducing bycatch of other species. Alternative markings were voluntarily trialed 

including a colored tracer line weaved into the headrope, but during outreach efforts with the 

fleet it was decided the colored nylon strap was the most cost effective and efficient.  

(b) No Change Alternative 

Without the proposed changes, the outstanding issues concerning unacceptable bycatch in the 

set gill net fishery would remain unaddressed. The Department would be unable to meet its 

objectives under the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries or requirements of the MLMA.  

V. Mitigation Measures Required by Regulatory Action 

The proposed regulatory action will have no negative impact on the environment; therefore, no 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=159222&inline
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/CA-Halibut-Scaled-Management
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/CA-Halibut-Scaled-Management
https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2023-04/2022-whale-entanglements-report.pdf
https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/2023-04/2022-whale-entanglements-report.pdf
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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: 

(a) 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 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 because this action will not affect the demand for goods and 

services related to the set gill net fisheries within the state. 

(b) 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 does not anticipate any benefits to the health and 

welfare of California residents, or worker safety. The Commission anticipates benefits to the 

State’s environment by sustainably managing California’s marine resources. 

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business 

The Commission is aware of the cost impacts that a representative private business would 

necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action. Set gill net permit 

holders would have some additional gear-marking time and material costs and may have to 

undertake some additional vessel travel time to monitor nets if they do not already adhere to 

the proposed maximum gill net service interval (see STD399 and Addendum). 

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State: 

The Department Law Enforcement Division (LED) staff anticipates a temporary increase in 

patrol boat time until the set gill net fleets adjust to the proposed regulations (see STD399 and 

Addendum). 

(e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None. 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None. 

(g) 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. 
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(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None. 

VII. Economic Impact Assessment 

(a) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State 

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs within 

the state because this proposed action should allow for ongoing fishing activity similar to 

current and historical levels which would not affect the demand for jobs. 

(b) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation of New Businesses or the Elimination of 
Existing Businesses Within the State 

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation of new business or the 

elimination of existing businesses within the state because this proposed action should allow 

for ongoing fishing activity similar to current and historical levels which would not affect the 

demand for goods and services related to the set gill net fishery within the state. 

(c) Effects of the Regulation on the Expansion of Businesses Currently Doing Business 
Within the State  

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the expansion of businesses currently 

doing business within the state because this action will not affect the demand for goods and 

services related to the set gill net fisheries within the state. 

(d) Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the health and welfare of California residents. 

(e) Benefits of the Regulation to Worker Safety 

The Commission does not anticipate benefits to worker safety in California. 

(f) Benefits of the Regulation to the State’s Environment 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the state’s environment through compliance with the 

MLMA and the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries framework working to ensure the conservation, 

sustainable use, and restoration of California’s marine living resources. The three proposed 

regulations are a direct result of the MLMA process, and the first phase of regulations aimed to 

reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery. These regulations aim to reduce discarded 

bycatch in the set gill net fishery, impose soak time restrictions that reduce the mortality of both 

discarded elasmobranchs and finfishes, and creating a gear marking system that will clearly 

identify where set gill nets are from, if entangled on marine mammals.  

(g) Other Benefits of the Regulation  
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Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR).  

The state of California manages the commercial set gill net fishery. The Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (Department) monitors the existing 91 set gill net permits that are issued, of which 

34 were active in the past year. There are two main types of set gill nets: 8.5 minimum mesh 

which primarily targets California halibut, and 6-inch minimum mesh which primarily targets 

white seabass. Gill nets have the potential to result in bycatch, where fish or other marine life 

taken in a fishery are not targeted and may be discarded as they are not legal to take. 

“Acceptable bycatch” considers legality of take, potential threat to sustainability, impacts to 

other fisheries and the ecosystem. Pursuant to the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA), over 

the past several years the Department has worked in coordination with research partners, Fish 

and Game Commission (Commission) staff, industry representatives, and the non-government 

organization (NGO) community to complete a four-step process to determine whether the 

amount and type of bycatch are considered “acceptable” (Fish and Game Code (F&G Code) 

Section 7085). Step 4 of this bycatch evaluation is to develop management measures to 

address unacceptable bycatch and to improve data collection for the California set gill net 

fishery.  

Proposed subsections (a) through (c) of Section 174.1 outlined in this regulatory proposal are 

a direct result of the bycatch evaluation process, and an initial phase of planned regulations 

aimed to reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery. The proposed regulations would 

establish a service interval for checking or raising set gill nets, require marking of gill net gear 

to address concerns related to unidentified set gill net gear in marine mammal entanglements, 

and define mesh depth for California halibut or white seabass to potentially reduce bycatch 

and prevent the expansion of set gill net gear. 

Subsection 174.1(a). Proposes a service interval includes a range to be decided through the 

Commission public noticing process of 24 to 48 hours. The flexibility of allowing up to 48 hours 

between servicing nets would allow for fishers to determine the best time to pull nets 

depending on conditions and target species while also allowing for decreased fuel costs.  

• Subsections (a)(1) and (a)(2) consider exemptions for the cases where a permittee 

might not be able to comply with the regulation due to unsafe weather conditions or 

catastrophic events. An allowance for alternative compliance may grant another 

permittee permission to remove their nets from the water if they are facing catastrophic 

events, such as vessel mechanical failure or debilitating illness. 

Subsection 174.1(a)(3). Includes a timeframe of 7 consecutive days for consideration of 

abandonment without servicing, cleaning, or otherwise raising the net if there is no approved 

exemption pursuant to 174.1(a). Additionally, a set gill net is abandoned if the valid, required 

gear markings, per F&G Code Section 8601.5 and subsection 174.1(b) are not present or 

legible on the set gill net. 

Subsection 174.1(b). Proposes a requirement for permittees to incorporate a 1- inch wide, 1-

foot-long colored nylon strap weaved into the existing head rope. A proposed marking interval 

for the straps along the headrope is proposed for 20 fathoms based on discussions with 
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NOAA, industry representatives, stakeholders, or other organizations. Initial outreach with set 

gill net permittees indicates that this interval marking would be reasonable in terms of the labor 

it would take to add the markings to the net. Mandating this additional set gill net marking 

system to be displayed every 20 fathoms will allow for confirmation that a set gill net is from 

the California set gill net fishery if entangled. 

Subsection 174.1(c). Current law establishes specific dimensions for mesh size and net length 

for the California halibut fishery (F&G Code Section 8625(a)) and a minimum mesh size for the 

white seabass fishery (F&G Code Section 8623(d)). However, there are no standards for the 

maximum net height (also known as mesh depth) for either California halibut or white seabass. 

A standard net height for set gill nets is a management measure that has a potential to reduce 

bycatch and would prevent the expansion of set gill net gear. For the California halibut fishery, 

a maximum of 25 meshes deep is proposed and for white seabass, a maximum of 50 meshes 

deep is proposed. 

Benefit of the Regulations: 

The Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) is intended to ensure the conservation, sustainable 

use, and restoration of California’s marine living resources. In 2019, the Department assessed 

the state’s fisheries under the 2018 Master Plan for Fisheries framework. A prioritization 

process identified halibut as a species in need of management attention due to potential risks 

to bycatch species (including sub legal-sized halibut) and from a changing climate. The three 

proposed regulations are a direct result of the MLMA process, and the first phase of 

regulations aimed to reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery. 

The benefits of the proposed regulation change include, but are not limited to:  

• Opportunity to create a positive conservation impact in southern California.  

• Imposing soak time restrictions that reduce the mortality of both discarded 

elasmobranchs and finfishes in the set gill net fishery.  

• Reducing discarded bycatch in the set gill net fishery.  

• Creating a gear marking system that will clearly identify where set gill nets are from if 

entangled on marine mammals.  

• Industry supported and trialed gear marking system increases chances of success and 

prevents undue economic burden to the set gill net fleet.  

• Preventing the expansion of set gill net fishing gear.  

• Opportunity to be responsive to stakeholder’s feedback.  

The proposed regulations were created in response to constituents’ comments throughout the 

California Halibut Scaled Management Process.  

Consistency and Compatibility with Existing Regulations: 

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state 

regulations. Section 20, Article IV, of the state Constitution specifies that the Legislature may 

delegate to the Commission such powers relating to the protection and propagation of fish and 

game as the Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated to the Commission the power 

to adopt regulations governing aspects of the commercial gill net industry (F&G Code Section 

8682). No other state agency has the authority to adopt regulations governing the issuance of 



 

14 

gill net permits as necessary to establish an orderly gill net fishery. The Commission has 

reviewed its own regulations and finds that the proposed regulations are neither inconsistent 

nor incompatible with existing state regulations. The Commission has examined the CCR for 

other gill net regulations; therefore, the Commission has concluded that the proposed 

regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations. 
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 174.1, Title 14 CCR, is added to read: 

§174.1. Set Gill Net Service Interval, Gear Marking and Mesh Depth  

(a) Set Gill Net Service Interval: Every set gill net shall be raised, cleaned, serviced, 

and emptied at intervals not to exceed [24-48] hours, and no net shall be abandoned in 

the waters of this state.  

(1) Undue Hardship Exemption – A permittee may request a waiver for exemption from 

the set gill net service interval requirement described in subdivision (a) if the permittee 

cannot comply due to a major mechanical failure or undue hardship resulting from 

circumstances beyond the control of the permittee.  

(A) Waiver Request: The permittee shall request a waiver from the Department 

by sending an email to LRBCOMM@wildlife.ca.gov prior to the end of the service 

interval. The permittee’s email request must include all of the following in order to 

be considered by the Department: (1) the permittee's general gill net permit 

number, (2) circumstances explaining the undue hardship or mechanical failure 

that prevent the permittee from complying, (3) the retrieving individual’s general 

gill net permit number, and (4) coordinates indicating location of the nets. The 

permittee shall comply with the set gill net service interval unless the Department 

grants the waiver request. 

(B) Waiver Compliance: All permittees shall follow all terms and conditions of the 

waiver. The waiver may include conditions such as time restrictions, landing 

prohibitions, or any other conditions the Department deems necessary. The 

waiver shall be null and void upon violation of the waiver terms and conditions. A 

copy of the waiver approved by the Department shall be onboard the retrieving 

vessel.  

(2) Unsafe Weather Condition Exemption - Unsafe Weather Conditions: Upon 

notification to the Department, a permittee may be exempt from the set gill net service 

interval requirement described in subdivision (a) due to unsafe weather conditions at 

sea. The permittee shall raise, clean, and service all set gill nets for which they claim an 

exemption within 24 hours after the end of the unsafe weather conditions.  

(A) Department Notification: The permittee shall notify the Department of the 

unsafe weather conditions by sending an email to 

gillnetnotifications@wildlife.ca.gov prior to the end of the service interval. The 

permittee’s email request shall describe (1) the unsafe weather conditions which 

meet the definition below and (2) the affected coastal waters zone.  

(B) Unsafe Weather Conditions Defined: Weather conditions at sea are 

considered unsafe if the National Weather Service issues a Small Craft Advisory 

or other advisory predicting sustained winds greater than 25 knots. The Small 
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Craft Advisory or other qualifying advisory shall apply to the same coastal waters 

zone where a set gill net is located, or the same coastal waters zone where the 

vessel must transit to reach a set gill net. The Small Craft Advisory or other 

qualifying advisory must also have been declared on the same calendar day that 

the set gill net service interval ends. 

(3) Abandoned Set Gill Nets - It is unlawful to abandon a set gill net. Abandoned set gill 

nets may be seized by any person authorized to enforce these regulations or their 

authorized agent. A set gill net is abandoned if: 

(A) a permittee leaves the set gill net in the water for 7 consecutive days and 

during that time fails to raise, clean, service, and empty the set gill net without an 

approved exemption or 

(B) the valid, required gear markings are not present or legible on the set gill net.  

(b) Gear marking: In addition to the requirements in Fish and Game Code Section 

8601.5, starting January 1, 2026, all set gill nets shall be marked with a colored [red, 

orange and/or yellow] 1-inch-wide nylon strap and shall be woven into the corkline at 

intervals not to exceed every 20 fathoms. Each strap must contain the fisherman’s 

identification number and hang a minimum of 1 foot in length to uniquely identify the 

gear as a California set gill net.   

(c) Mesh depth: Gill nets used to take white seabass with meshes of a minimum length 

of six inches shall be no more than 50 meshes deep. Gill nets used to take California 

halibut with meshes of a minimum length of 8.5 inches shall be no more than 25 

meshes deep. 

Authority: Sections 7085 and 8682, Fish and Game Code. 

Reference: Sections 1050, 1700, 7056, 8026, 8568, 8573, 8574, 8601, 8601.5, 8604, 

8609, 8623, 8625, 8626, 8630, 8680 and 8681, Fish and Game Code.  

 

 



ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

 A.  ESTIMATED PRIVATE SECTOR COST IMPACTS   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record.

Z

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT
EMAIL ADDRESSCONTACT PERSON

NOTICE FILE NUMBERDESCRIPTIVE TITLE FROM NOTICE REGISTER OR FORM 400

 1.  Check the appropriate box(es) below to indicate whether this regulation: 

a.  Impacts business and/or employees

b.  Impacts small businesses

c.  Impacts jobs or occupations

d.  Impacts California competitiveness

e.  Imposes reporting requirements 

f.  Imposes prescriptive instead of performance 

g.  Impacts individuals 

h.  None of the above (Explain below):

If any box in Items 1 a through g is checked, complete this Economic Impact Statement.  
If box in Item 1.h. is checked, complete the Fiscal Impact Statement as appropriate.

3.  Enter the total number of businesses impacted: 

Describe the types of businesses (Include nonprofits):

Enter the number or percentage of total 
businesses impacted that are small businesses: 

4.  Enter the number of businesses that will be created: eliminated:

Explain:

 5.  Indicate the geographic extent of impacts: Statewide

Local or regional (List areas):

Describe the types of jobs or occupations impacted:

and eliminated:6.  Enter the number of jobs created: 

7.  Will the regulation affect the ability of California businesses to compete with 
other states by making it more costly to produce goods or services here? YES NO

If YES, explain briefly:

PAGE 1

Over $50 million 

Between $25 and $50 million

Between $10 and $25 million

Below $10 million

estimates that the economic impact of this regulation (which includes the fiscal impact) is: 

[If the economic impact is over $50 million, agencies are required to submit a Standardized Regulatory Impact Assessment 
as specified in Government Code Section 11346.3(c)]

2.  The

David fgc@fgc.ca.govThesell

Amend Section 174.1 Title.14, CCR, Re: Set Gill Net Service Interval, Gear Marking and Mesh Depth

34 active

Set Gill Net Permit holders: 91 permits with 34 Active (reported landings 2023)

80%

0 0

 No impact on the demand for labor 

 Southern CA off shore below Pt. Arguello

N/A

00
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DEPARTMENT NAME

California Fish and Game Commission
TELEPHONE NUMBER

916 653-4899

California Fish and Game Commission

(Agency/Department)



ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

Enter any additional costs to businesses and/or individuals that may be due to State - Federal differences:  $ 

C.  ESTIMATED BENEFITS   Estimation of the dollar value of benefits is not specifically required by rulemaking law, but encouraged. 

1.  Briefly summarize the benefits of the regulation, which may include among others, the 
health and welfare of California residents, worker safety and the State's environment:

3.  What are the total statewide benefits from this regulation over its lifetime?   $ 

 D.  ALTERNATIVES TO THE REGULATION   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. Estimation of the dollar value of benefits is not 
specifically required by rulemaking law, but encouraged.

1.  List alternatives considered and describe them below. If no alternatives were considered, explain why not:

PAGE 2

3.  If the regulation imposes reporting requirements, enter the annual costs a typical business may incur to comply with these requirements. 
     Include the dollar costs to do programming, record keeping, reporting, and other paperwork, whether or not the paperwork must be submitted.   $ 

4.  Briefly describe any expansion of businesses currently doing business within the State of California that would result from this regulation:

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)
 B.  ESTIMATED COSTS   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. 

1.  What are the total statewide dollar costs that businesses and individuals may incur to comply with this regulation over its lifetime?  $ 

a.  Initial costs for a small business:    $ 

b.  Initial costs for a typical business: $ 

c.  Initial costs for an individual:           $

d.  Describe other economic costs that may occur:

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Years:

Years:

Years:

2.   If multiple industries are impacted, enter the share of total costs for each industry: 

N/A

difficult-to-monetize

that balanced program objectives and observed the costs considerations of the set gill net fishery.
No other alternatives were identified

N/A

N/A

mammal entanglements. 

19,890

$1,989

350

N/A

Typical (72% of permitees) will have one time $350 gear marking costs. The (28%

N/A

0

1,639

1

N/A

1

N/A

that reported >24 hr service intervals) will have initial & ongoing higher service costs. 

Draft Document

2.  Are the benefits the result of:  specific statutory requirements, or  goals developed by the agency based on broad statutory authority?

Explain:  California Fish and Game Commission has authority to regulate marine fisheries.

4.  Will this regulation directly impact housing costs?  YES  NO

If YES, enter the annual dollar cost per housing unit:  $

Number of units:

5.  Are there comparable Federal regulations?  YES  NO

Explain the need for State regulation given the existence or absence of Federal regulations:  California Fish and Game Commission has 
authority to regulate marine fisheries

Reduced bycatch, improved data to identify marine



ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

E.  MAJOR  REGULATIONS  Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. 

NOYES1.  Will the estimated costs of this regulation to California business enterprises exceed $10 million? 

If YES, complete E2. and E3  
If NO, skip to E4

Alternative 2:

Alternative 1:

2.  Briefly describe each alternative, or combination of alternatives, for which a cost-effectiveness analysis was performed: 

3.   For the regulation, and each alternative just described, enter the estimated total cost and overall cost-effectiveness ratio:

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

Alternative 2:  Total Cost  $

Alternative 1:  Total Cost  $

Regulation:      Total Cost  $

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

PAGE 3

NOYES

4.  Rulemaking law requires agencies to consider performance standards as an alternative, if a 
regulation mandates the use of specific technologies or equipment, or prescribes specific 
actions or procedures. Were performance standards considered to lower compliance costs? 

Explain:

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) boards, offices and departments are required to 
submit the following (per Health and Safety Code section 57005). Otherwise, skip to E4.

NOYES

4. Will the regulation subject to OAL review have an estimated economic impact to business enterprises and individuals located in or doing business in California 
exceeding $50 million in any 12-month period between the date the major regulation is estimated to be filed with the Secretary of State through12 months 
after the major regulation is estimated to be fully implemented?  

The incentive for innovation in products, materials or processes:

The increase or decrease of investment in the State: 

5.  Briefly describe the following: 

The benefits of the regulations, including, but not limited to, benefits to the health, safety, and welfare of California 
residents, worker safety, and the state's environment and quality of life, among any other benefits identified by the agency:

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)

3.  Briefly discuss any quantification issues that are relevant to a comparison 
of estimated costs and benefits for this regulation or alternatives: 

2.  Summarize the total statewide costs and benefits from this regulation and each alternative considered:

Cost:  $

Cost:  $

Cost:  $

Alternative 2:       Benefit:  $

Alternative 1:       Benefit:  $

Regulation:           Benefit:  $

(Attach additional pages for other alternatives)

If YES, agencies are required to submit a Standardized Regulatory Impact Assessment (SRIA) as specified in 
Government Code Section 11346.3(c) and to include the SRIA in the Initial Statement of Reasons. 

Specific gear and techniques are found to be more effective and enforceable for marine 
fisheries.

 The benefits are reduced bycatch; save nontargeted species;
help to identify unknown sources of marine mammal entanglement; maintain marine ecosystems.

$19,890reduce bycatch
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

 A.   FISCAL EFFECT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 6 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal impact for the 
current  year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

a.  Funding provided in

b.  Funding will be requested in the Governor's Budget Act of

Budget Act of

 Fiscal Year:

vs.

$ 

, Statutes of

Check reason(s) this regulation is not reimbursable and provide the appropriate information:

a.  Implements the Federal mandate contained in

Court.

Case of:

b.  Implements the court mandate set forth by the 

$ 

Date of Election:

c.  Implements a mandate of the people of this State expressed in their approval of Proposition No.

Local entity(s) affected:

Code;

d.  Issued only in response to a specific request from affected local entity(s).

e.  Will be fully financed from the fees, revenue, etc. from:

Authorized by Section:

f.   Provides for savings to each affected unit of local government which will, at a minimum, offset any additional costs to each;

g.  Creates, eliminates, or changes the penalty for a new crime or infraction contained in

of the

or Chapter 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year which are reimbursable by the State. (Approximate) 
     (Pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. of the Government Code).

2.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year which are NOT reimbursable by the State. (Approximate) 
     (Pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. of the Government Code).

3.  Annual Savings. (approximate)

$ 

4.  No additional costs or savings. This regulation makes only technical, non-substantive or clarifying changes to current law regulations.

5.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any local entity or program.

6.  Other.  Explain

PAGE 4
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

B.  FISCAL EFFECT ON STATE GOVERNMENT  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 4 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal impact for the current 
year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

$ 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

It is anticipated that State agencies will:

a.  Absorb these additional costs within their existing budgets and resources.

Fiscal Yearb.  Increase the currently authorized budget level for the 

2.  Savings in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

3.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any State agency or program.

$ 

4.  Other.  Explain

$ 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

2.  Savings in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

3.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any federally funded State agency or program.

$ 

4.  Other.  Explain

C.  FISCAL EFFECT ON FEDERAL FUNDING OF STATE PROGRAMS  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 4 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal 
impact for the current year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

PAGE 5

FISCAL OFFICER SIGNATURE

The signature attests that the agency has completed the STD. 399 according to the instructions in SAM sections 6601-6616, and understands 
the  impacts of the proposed rulemaking. State boards, offices, or departments not under an Agency Secretary must have the form signed by the 
highest  ranking official in the organization. 
AGENCY SECRETARY

Finance approval and signature is required when SAM sections 6601-6616 require completion of Fiscal Impact Statement in the STD. 399. 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE PROGRAM BUDGET MANAGER

@

@

@

DATE

DATE

DATE

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)

16,291

CDFW anticipates shifts in work effort for the Department law enforcement division

(LED) totalling approx. $16,291 that is absorbable and expected to tamper off in next FY.
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

STD. 399 Addendum 

 

Add Section 174.1 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations  

Re: Set Gill Net Service Interval, Gear Marking and Mesh Depth 

Economic Impact Statement 

Overview 

Over several years following guidance of the Marine Life Management Act (MLMA), the 

Department has worked in coordination with research partners, Commission staff, 

industry representatives, and the NGO community to complete a four-step process to 

determine whether the amount and type of bycatch associated with set gill net fishing 

are considered “acceptable”. The proposed management measures are to address 

bycatch concerns and to improve data collection for the California set gill net fishery. 

The three proposed regulations are a direct result of this process and the first phase of 

regulations aimed to reduce bycatch in the California set gill net fishery.  

Cost Impacts of Proposed Actions 

Potential economic impacts include costs to gill net permittees to service their gear at 

more frequent intervals and update their gear with specific markings. Through 

discussions with permittees, efforts have been made to moderate and/or phase the cost 

impacts of the proposed regulations. 

Most gill net permittees already service their gear every 24 hours, although for those 

who service their gear at longer intervals a 24-hour interval would introduce additional 

fuel costs. The service interval options under consideration range from 24 to 48 hours. 

The gill net marking system under consideration is specifically tailored to allow for the 

augmentation of existing nets with nylon webbing to avoid the higher cost burden of 

necessitating full net replacement. 

Furthermore, the addition of electronic monitoring regulations to assist in monitoring 

service interval requirements is not being proposed at this time, only to be considered at 

a later date, to ease cost impacts to the set gill net fishery.  

Gill Net service interval - The gill net service interval is the amount of time that fishing 
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gear remains in the water, between when it is first set and when it is retrieved. Reducing 

service interval time duration has the potential to reduce bycatch impacts on some 

species, specifically discard mortality for sensitive species such as sharks. Currently, no 

maximum service interval is defined in regulation. Service interval options range from 24 

to 48 hours.  

To estimate service interval costs for a diesel-powered vessel to service a set gill net, 

we assume that: the nets are 10 miles out or a 20-mile roundtrip; and fuel cost is $6.00 

per gallon; and the average-sized vessel gets 2 miles per gallon during average sea 

conditions.  

One service interval roundtrip = 20 miles at 2 MPG = 10 gallons x $6.00 = $60.00.  

Currently 72% of gill net logs report a 24 hour or less service interval, 23% report a 37–

48-hour service interval and only 3% report over 56 hours. If the reported service 

intervals are accurate, then 72% will not face higher fuel and time costs if a 24-hour 

service interval is adopted; and 95% would have no new costs if 48-hour service interval 

is adopted. To be conservative we will assume that the 24-hour interval is adopted such 

that about 28% will face additional service interval costs or $60 per roundtrip trip. 

Those 28%, will have an extra 16 trips per season = $60 + $42 (1.5 hours of time) = 

$102 per roundtrip x 16 trips = $1,632/year 

Gear marking - Additional gear markings to the ones already defined below in Fish and 

Game Code (8601.5) are necessary to uniquely identify California set gill net gear.  

Through outreach with gill net permittees an option to incorporate a colored nylon strap 

into the existing head rope is being proposed.  

Permittees explained that a one foot hanging strap would include about another foot or 

two to weave the strap into the headrope such that one yard of strap would be the 

maximum length needed per marking. The set gill nets are 1500 fathoms (F) long and 

gear marking is proposed to be displayed every 20-30 fathoms. This results in 1,500 F/ 

20 F = 75 points on the headrope that would be marked. Each gear mark would need a 

maximum of 1 yard (3 ft) per point on the headrope, resulting in 75 yards of nylon strap 

per gill net. The current price for the colored nylon straps is about $28 for 50 yards; one 

and one half would be needed for 75 yards = $42 per net. 

One net = $42/net to add gear markings every 20 fathoms. The average of 6 nets per 

permitee would cost $252 in one-time gear marking cost. 

Mesh depth- Fish and Game Code establishes specific dimensions for mesh size and 

net length for the California halibut fishery (8625(a)) and a minimum mesh size for the 

white seabass fishery (8623(d)). However, there are no standards for the maximum net 
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height (also known as mesh depth) for either California halibut or white seabass. A 

standard net height for set gill nets is a management measure that has a potential to 

reduce bycatch and would prevent the expansion of set gill net gear. For the California 

halibut fishery, a maximum of 25 meshes deep and for white seabass, a maximum of 50 

meshes deep has received support from industry representatives. 

No startup or ongoing costs are identified from proposed mesh depth regulations. 

Section A, Estimated Private Cost Impacts, Question 1. 

a. Impacts businesses 

b. Impacts small businesses. 

3. Total number of businesses impacted:  Maximum of 91 gill net permittees: 34 

active permit holders had at least one landing using set gill net gear in 2023. Of those, 

ten permit holders landed 78% of set gill net landings, and 12 permit holders had just 1-

5 landings. 

Section B. Estimated Costs, Question 1. What are the total statewide dollar costs that 

businesses and individuals may incur to comply with this regulation over its lifetime? 

a. Initial costs for a small/typical business: Gear Marking: $252 materials + $98 (3.5 

hours time1) = $350 (total for a 72% typical business); 24-hr Service Interval 28% 

(10 permit holders) require 16 more roundtrips x $60 fuel + $42 (1.5 hrs. time) = 

$1,639 summing to $1,989 per season. 

 

b. Annual ongoing costs for a small/typical business: Service Interval trips = $1,639 

for 28% of the fleet; for 72% (typical) no ongoing costs. 

Section C. Estimated Benefits, Question 3. Total statewide benefits = difficult-to-

monetize (The statewide environmental benefits of reducing the set gill net bycatch are 

difficult to monetize as the bycatch is not traded and thus cannot be easily priced. See 

2.3. below)   

D. Alternatives to the Regulation. 1. List Alternatives considered:  

No other alternatives to the proposed regulatory change were identified by or brought to 

the attention of Commission staff that would have the same desired regulatory effect. 

Alternative markings were voluntarily trialed including a colored tracer line weaved into 

 
1 First-Line Supervisors of Fishing Workers 2022 mean hourly wage, $28.28 

https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes451011.htm 
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the headrope, but during outreach efforts with the fleet it was decided the colored nylon 

strap was the most cost effective and efficient. 

No Change Alternative 

Without the proposed changes, the outstanding issues concerning unacceptable 

bycatch in the set gill net fishery would remain unaddressed. The Department would be 

unable to meet the requirements of the MLMA. 

2. Summarize the total statewide costs and benefits from this regulation: 

Regulation Benefits: difficult-to-monetize 

Regulation Costs: $1,989 x 28% (10 permit holders) = $19,890 per season (see 

Section B.1. Estimated Costs.) 

3. Discuss any quantification issues that are relevant to a comparison of the 

estimated costs and benefits for this regulation:  

The benefits include: reduced mortality of discarded elasmobranchs and finfishes in the 

set gill net fishery. A gear marking system that will clearly identify whether set gill nets 

played a role in entangled marine mammals. Some bycatch species caught and 

discarded may not survive. The carcass provides some ecosystem services but would 

have also done so in the course of their natural lifecycle. The role of California set gill 

nets in entangling large marine mammals, such as whales, is currently unknown, due to 

the lack of clear gear marking. 

Fiscal Impact Statement 

A. Fiscal Effect on Local Government 

Answer 5. No fiscal impact exists. This regulation does not affect any local entity or 

program. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B 

of the California Constitution. 

B. Fiscal Effect on State Government 

Answer 1. Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year = $16,291 

a. Absorb these additional costs within existing budgets and resources. 

4. Other. California Department of Fish and Wildlife Law Enforcement Division (LED) 

anticipates an initial increase and shift in effort to field monitoring and enforcement 

totally approximately $16,291, in the first year that is absorbable within currently existing 
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budgets. This initial shift in field monitoring and extra patrol boat time LED is anticipated 

to tamper off as the set gill net fleet adjusts to the new regulations. 

Table 1.  Set Gill Net LED Initial Implementation Costs 

Program Classification Task Rate Hours Total 

LED 
Fish and Game 

Warden – Range B 

Inspections/Enforcement 

(at Sea) 
$66.08 50.0 $3,304 

LED Patrol Boat 
Inspections/Enforcement 

(at Sea) 
$196.00 50.0 $9,800 

   Subtotal    
 

$13,104 

    Overhead 24.32% --  $3,187 

    Program Total    273.5 $16,291 

Notes: CalHR California State Civil Service Pay Scales by Classification July 2023; Rate is the 

median hourly salary including benefits (staff benefit rates: Peace Officer= 60.960%, and 

(24.32%) overhead. 

C. Fiscal Effect on Federal Funding of State Programs  

3. No fiscal impact exists. 
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Overview

• Background

• Phase I Regulatory Proposals

• Service Interval

• Gear Marking 

• Mesh Height

• Outreach Efforts

• Timeline
Photo Credit: CDFW 
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Background

• MLMA Bycatch 
Evaluation Process

• First phase of regulations 
to address bycatch in CA 
set gill net fishery 

Photo: MARE
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Service Interval Considerations

• Service interval options range from 24-48 hours

• 72% of gill net logs report 24 hour or less soak time 

• Shorter service intervals have 
reduced mortality of discarded 
species

• Longer service intervals allow gill 
netters to determine the best time to 
retrieve nets depending on 
conditions
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Service Interval Exemptions

• Unsafe Weather Condition Exemption
• Must send email to gillnetnotifications@wildlife.ca.gov prior to end of service 

interval 

• Undue Hardship Exemption
• Must request a waiver from the Department by sending an email to 

LRBCOMM@wildlife.ca.gov

• Abandoned nets- a set gill net is considered abandoned if left 

in the water for 7 consecutive days without an approved 

exemption request 

5
Photo: Kristine Lesyna 

Photo: CDFW
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Gear Marking Proposal

• Clearly identify set gill nets 

from California

• A one-inch colored nylon strap 

every 20 fathoms

• Red, orange and/or yellow

• Hang one foot off headrope

• Includes fisherman’s 

identification number

Photo Credit: Gill net permittee

Photo Credit: Gill net permittee
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Mesh Height Proposal

• No specifications for maximum mesh height (mesh depth)

• Maximum height regulation prevents expansion

• California halibut set nets (>8.5 in): 
25 meshes deep maximum

• White seabass set nets (>6 in.):           
50 meshes deep maximum
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Outreach

• Fleetwide discussions in San 
Diego and Santa Barbara – 
November 2023

• NOAA Protected Resource 
Division 

• Statewide Tribal notification 
sent on January 17, 2024
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Timeline 

• Notice: April 17, 2024

• Discussion: June 19, 2024 

• Adoption: August 14, 2024

• Effective Date: after October 1, 2024
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Thank You

Miranda Haggerty, Environmental Scientist

mlmafisheriesmgmt@wildlife.ca.gov

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/Nearshore

https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/
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State of California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Signed original on file, 

received March 26, 2024 

M e m o r a n d u m  

Date:  March 25, 2024 

To: Melissa Miller-Henson 

 Executive Director 

 Fish and Game Commission 

From: Charlton H. Bonham 

 Director 

Subject:  Submission of Initial Statement of Reasons for the April 17-18, 2024 Fish and 

Game Commission meeting to Amend Subsections 120.7(m), 122(e), and 

165(a)(1)(C), Add New Subsection 190(f) and Repeal Subsection 705.1(d), Title 14, 

California Code of Regulations, Re: Marine Logbooks and Coastal Charts  

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) requests the Fish and Game 

Commission (Commission) authorize publishing notice of its intent to amend 

subsections 120.7(m), 122(e), and 165(a)(1)(C), add new subsection 190(f) and repeal 

subsection 705.1(d), Title 14, California Code of Regulations to provide a universal and 

up to date reference of Commercial Fishing Block Charts in all forms where fishing 

blocks are reported. Authorization of the request to publish notice at the April 17-18, 

2024 Commission meeting will allow for discussion at the June 19-20, 2024 

Commission meeting and adoption at the August 14-15, 2024 Commission meeting.    

The current reference for commercial fishing block codes creates ambiguity in the 

information collected and corrections are needed to collect the information at the 

resolution that was initially intended. The proposed changes in regulations will improve 

data quality and add clarity in which reference to use for all commercial fishery data 

reporting where commercial fishing blocks are required. These regulation changes 

specify that a single, most up to date, chart provided by the Department and hosted 

online will be used as a reference in all required forms. This will enhance the quality of 

the fishery location data used to inform fishery management decisions.  

If you have any questions regarding this item, contact Dr. Craig Shuman, Marine 

Regional Manager, at (805) 568-1246. The public notice for this rulemaking should 

identify Senior Environmental Scientist Paulo Serpa as the Department’s point of 

contact. His contact information is (805) 729-5309 or R7RegionalMgr@wildlife.ca.gov.  

ec: Chad Dibble, Deputy Director 
Wildlife and Fisheries Division 

 Craig Shuman, D. Env., Region Manager 
Marine Region 

mailto:R7RegionalMgr@wildlife.ca.gov


Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director 
Fish and Game Commission 
March 25, 2024 
Page 2 

 

 Todd Neahr, Env. Program Manager 
Marine Region 

Paulo Serpa, Senior Env. Scientist 
Marine Region 

Ross Cooper, Research Data Supervisor I 
Marine Region 

Eric Kord, Assistant Chief 
Law Enforcement Division 

Ona Alminas, Env. Program Manager 
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Mike Randall, Regulatory Analyst 
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State of California 

Fish and Game Commission 

Initial Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action 

 

Amend Sections 120.7, 122, 165, 190, 705.1 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations 

Re: Marine Logbooks and Coastal Charts 

I. Date of Initial Statement of Reasons: February 5, 2024 

II. Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings 

(a) Notice Hearing 

Date: April 17, 2024 Location: San Jose, CA 

(b) Discussion Hearing 

Date: June 19, 2024 Location: Mammoth Lakes, CA 

(c) Adoption Hearing 

Date: August 14, 2024 Location: Fortuna, CA

III. Description of Regulatory Action 

(a) Statement of Specific Purpose of Regulatory Change and Factual Basis for Determining 

that Regulation Change is Reasonably Necessary 

All section references are within the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, unless 

otherwise noted. 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) produces charts defining areas of fishing 

activity, commonly referred to as “fishing blocks.” The earliest record of these charts is 

published in the Division of Fish and Game of California Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, 

Fish Bulletin No. 44, which describes use in logbooks distributed to the trawler fleet in 

1934. These charts, with some modifications made over time, have been in consistent use 

for reporting fishing activity locations for all marine commercial fisheries. 

Some ambiguity has existed for decades, and correction is needed to collect accurate 

information as initially intended. The proposed changes are necessary for the betterment of 

fishery management decisions based on this information. Improved data collection will 

better distinguish between catch originating in U.S. versus foreign waters (i.e., U.S. – 

Mexico border), and between inshore and offshore waters of California. 

Recent evaluation of these charts revealed areas where improvements can be made to 

reduce ambiguity. The proposed revision of the charts aims to improve on the following 

issues that are present in the current version of the charts: 
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• Blocks that overlap with other blocks of a different scale, leading to inconsistent 

reporting and ultimately poor resolution of location. 

• Blocks with poor alignment with the U.S. Mexico border where in some cases U.S. 

catch cannot be distinguished from Mexican catch. 

Within Title 14, the regulatory reference to these charts is made only in Section 705.1 

relating to kelp. While the “fishing block” information is required on many fishery reporting 

forms, the charts are included only two times among those many forms. In order to reduce 

ambiguity in location reporting and to improve the resolution of the information collected, 

the proposed action would update the block chart references in each of these logbook 

forms listed below with a revision in the master set of block code charts. The result is 

reduction in total number of block codes that can be selected from, accurate alignment with 

U.S. – Mexico border, and removal of overlapping block areas which have been 

misinterpreted and incorrectly referenced during reporting. These revisions also condense 

the charts into a single series for both commercial logbooks and commercial landings. The 

Department believes that a more universal reference to the charts will add clarity and 

benefit all fisheries. 

Proposed Amendments to Regulations 

Section 705.1. Commercial Kelp Harvester’s Monthly Report 

Delete subsection “(d) Maps of department origin blocks also known as fishing blocks” 

which incorporates by reference the three charts: Northern California Fisheries 

(September 2015); Central California Fisheries (September 2015); and Southern 

California Fisheries (April 2016). 

The charts will instead be referenced in Section 190 with a universal provision 

applicable to all forms requiring fishing origin block number data. 

Section 190. Fishing Activity Records. 

Add a new subsection “(f) Fishing Block Charts” which will specify that when a 

Department form requires that the origin block number be specified, this location 

number shall be referenced on the California Fisheries Chart Series, as prescribed by 

the Department at https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU. 

Providing this provision within Section 190 adds clarity and consistency to record 

reporting requirements for all commercial fisheries. 

Section 165. Commercial Harvesting of Kelp and Other Aquatic Plants. 

Amend subsection (a)(1)(C) by deleting the phrase “(incorporated by reference in 

Section 705.1)” and replacing it with “(specified in Section 190(f))” 

The charts will be referenced in Section 190 with a universal provision applicable to all 

forms requiring fishing origin block number data. 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU
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Section 122. Spiny Lobster Permits and Restricted Areas. 

Amend subsection (e), Records. States that pursuant to Section 190, any person who 

owns and/or operates any vessel used to take lobsters for commercial purposes shall 

complete and submit an accurate record of his/her lobster fishing activities on a form 

Daily Lobster Log (DFW 122 (REV. 03/04/16)). The form is incorporated by reference in 

Section 122. In this version of form 122, the Southern California Fisheries Chart 

(June 2001) are attached as a part of the instructions and are therefore a permanent 

part of the form. The amendment will strike out this outdated version of the block chart, 

amend text for clarity. and specify a revised form, not including the charts, which will 

then be subject to the universal provisions of Section 190, Fishing Activity Records. 

Section 120.7. Taking of Sea Urchins for Commercial Purposes. 

Amend subsection (m) Logbooks. States that pursuant to Section 190, each permittee 

shall complete and submit an accurate record of all sea urchin fishing activities on a 

form “Commercial Dive Fishing Log (DFW 120.7 (REV. 12/08/17))”. The form is 

incorporated by reference in Section 120.7. In this version of form 120.7, the Northern 

and Southern California Fisheries Charts (September 2015) are attached as a part of 

the instructions and are therefore a permanent part of the form. The amendment will 

amend text for clarity, delete a sentence which is redundant relative to provisions 

covered in Section 190, and specify a revised form, not including the charts, which will 

then be subject to the universal provisions of Section 190, Fishing Activity Records.  

Proposed Revisions to Forms Incorporated by Reference. 

Multiple Department forms used in mandated reporting of fishing activity include a field 

for reporting where fishing took place, referred to as “origin block,” “fishing block,” “F & 

W block number,” “F & G block number,” or “block number.” This is required on forms: 

113A, 120, 120.7, 149b, 174, 176, 180A, 180B, 195A, 195B, 625m, 626 and 2025. In 

addition, required commercial fishing landing reporting requirements for electronic fish 

tickets and paper receipts outlined in Section 197 include a required field for 

“Department origin block number where the fish were caught.” Most of these forms do 

not specify a version of the fishing chart to be used. The fisheries charts are provided 

within only two forms (DFW 120.7 and DFW 122), and these forms will need revision so 

that one universal version of block chart as proposed in Section 190 is used in all forms. 

Commercial Dive Fishing Log (DFW 120.7 (REV. 12/08/17)). 

In the current version of form 120.7, the California Fisheries Charts (September 2015) 

are attached as a part of the instructions for finding and entering the origin block. Since 

the form is incorporated by reference in Section 120.7, the charts are therefore a 

permanent part of the form. The revision will remove the charts from the instructions on 

the form, clarifying that the log will then be subject to the universal provisions of Section 

190, Fishing Activity Records with the newly proposed subsection 190(f). The revised 

form will also update office addresses, nomenclature for field names, and include fields 

for “Species” and “Fish Ticket Number.” A new revision date Rev. 03/2024 on the form 
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indicates the change. These changes are necessary to update the dive log for users to 

access the most recent procedures and block charts proposed for standardization. 

Daily Lobster Log (DFW 122 (REV. 03/04/16)). 

In the current version of form 122 the California Fisheries Charts (June 2001) are 

attached as a part of the instructions for finding and entering the origin block. The form 

is incorporated by reference in Section 122, and the charts are therefore a permanent 

part of the form. The revision will remove the charts from these instructions on the form, 

clarifying that the log will then be subject to the universal provisions of Section 190, 

Fishing Activity Records (third page, under “Definitions”).  

The revised form will also update an office address and nomenclature for some field 

names. “Landing receipt” is changed to “Fish Ticket” to reflect potential submissions via 

the electronic fish ticket (E-tix) or landing receipts associated with the catch. The “F & W 

Vessel Number” is proposed for update to “CDFW Boat Registration Number” to more 

accurately reflect terminology used in lobster fishing. A new revision date Rev. 03/2024 

on the form indicates the change. These changes are necessary to update the lobster 

log for users to access the most recent procedures and block charts proposed for 

standardization. 

(b) Goals and Benefits of the Regulation 

Improvement in fisheries charts will improve the quality of the data used by the Department 

in its ocean fisheries management recommendations resulting in net benefits to 

stakeholders. 

The current reference for block codes creates ambiguity in the information collected.  

Corrections are needed in order to collect the information at the resolution initially intended. 

The proposed changes are necessary for the betterment of fishery management decisions 

based on this information. Additionally, the proposed changes will improve spatial 

resolution to a level that will allow for correct distinction between catch originating in U.S. 

versus foreign waters and between inshore and offshore waters of California.  

(c) Authority and Reference Sections from Fish and Game Code for Regulation 

§ 120.7 Authority cited: Sections 713, 1050, 9054 and 9055, Fish and Game Code. 

Reference: Sections 713, 1050, 7850, 7852.2, 7857, 9054 and 9055, Fish and Game 

Code. 

§ 122 Authority cited: Sections 1050, 7075, 7078, 8254 and 8259, Fish and Game Code. 

Reference: Sections 1050, 2365, 7050, 7055, 7056, 7071, 7852.2, 8026, 8043, 8046, 

8250, 8250.5, 8254, 9002, 9005, 9006 and 9010, Fish and Game Code. 

§ 165 Authority cited: Sections 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game Code. Reference: 

Sections 51, 6650, 6651, 6652, 6653, 6653.5, 6654, 6656 and 6680, Fish and Game 

Code. 
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§ 190 Authority cited: Sections 7920, 7923, 7924, 8022, 8026 and 8587.1, Fish and Game 

Code. Reference: Sections 7055, 7056, 7058, 7060, 7923, 7924, 8022, 8026 and 

8587.1, Fish and Game Code. 

§ 197 Authority cited: Sections 1050(b), 8046, 8046.1 and 8047, Fish and Game Code. 

Reference: Sections 8031, 8032, 8033, 8033.1, 8034, 8035, 8040, 8043, 8045 and 

8047, Fish and Game Code; and Title 50, Sections 660.113, 660.213 and 660.313, 

Code of Federal Regulations. 

§ 705.1 Authority cited: Sections 1050, 6651, 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game Code. 

Reference: Sections 713, 1050, 6650, 6651, 6652, 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game 

Code. 

(d) Specific Technology or Equipment Required by Regulatory Change. None 

(e) Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Regulation Change 

Landings and logbook database records going back to the origin for each of these datasets 

show that some block codes have never been used. This is because they do not accurately 

represent correct areas of effort. In addition, the current chart shows where block areas do 

not align with the U.S./ Mexico border. 

Due to data confidentiality specified in FGC § 8022, access to raw database records in the 

Department’s Marine Landings Data System and Marine Logs System is available internally 

only and is not a publicly accessible record. Public summary of the landings data is 

available in the Marine Fisheries Data Explorer: https://wildlife.ca.gov/MFDE. 

(f) Public Discussions of Proposed Regulations Prior to Notice Publication 

March 19, 2024, Marine Resources Committee meeting, San Clemente, CA 

IV. Description of Reasonable Alternatives to Regulatory Action 

(a) Alternatives to Regulation Change 

No alternatives to this regulatory change were identified by or brought to the attention of 

Commission staff that would have the same desired regulatory effect. Changes to the 

Fisheries Charts and the necessary fishing block information cannot be accomplished by 

different means.  

(b) No Change Alternative 

Without a change, the collection of location data will continue with ambiguity and lower 

resolution. 

(c) Description of Reasonable Alternatives that Would Lessen Adverse Impact on Small 

Business 

There is no alternative that would lessen the burden on Small Business. The proposed 

regulations have no impact on small businesses such as charter boats, fishing vessel 

owners, commercial fishing license holders, and fish receivers. The requirement for 

reporting fishing block information has pre-existed for decades and is already being 
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provided to the Department by these businesses. The proposal entails a requirement only 

that they use a new lookup reference with marginal change in the updated version as 

compared to the existing version. Use of the new look up reference will not require any 

additional effort, time, or equipment. 

V. 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: 

(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Businesses, Including 

the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States 

The Commission does not anticipate that the proposed action will have significant 

statewide adverse economic impact directly affecting business, including the ability of 

California businesses to compete with businesses in other states. The proposed changes 

provide clarification of existing regulations that aid in the continued preservation of marine 

resources, while continuing to maintain commercial and sport fishing opportunities and 

thus, the prevention of adverse economic impacts. 

(b) 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 adverse impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs 

within the state. The Commission does not anticipate adverse impacts on the creation of 

new business, the elimination of existing businesses or the expansion of businesses in 

California. The proposed changes are to provide clarification of existing regulations that are 

not anticipated to change the level of fishing activity and thus the demand for goods and 

services related to marine resource harvest that could impact the demand for labor, nor 

induce the creation of new businesses, the elimination, nor the expansion of businesses in 

California. The Commission does not anticipate any benefits to the health and welfare of 

California residents or to worker safety.  

The Commission anticipates benefits to the State’s environment indirectly through 

improved accuracy in information collected for the betterment of fisheries management, 

which improves fish stocks and the marine coastal ecosystem.   

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business 

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or 

business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action. 
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(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State”: 

None.  

No changes to costs or savings to state agencies or in federal funding are anticipated by 

the proposed clarification of existing regulations. The Department program implementation 

and enforcement are projected to remain the same with a stable volume of marine resource 

harvest activity. 

(e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies:  

None 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts:  

None 

(g) 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 

(h) Effect on Housing Costs:  

None 

VII. Economic Impact Assessment 

(a) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State 

The Commission does not anticipate that the proposed regulation will prompt the creation 

or the elimination of jobs within the state. Modifications to fishing block charts for clarity and 

consistency will not affect current reporting procedures for affected parties and would not 

precipitate the creation of jobs or the elimination of jobs. 

(b) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation of New Businesses or the Elimination of Existing 

Businesses Within the State 

The Commission anticipates that the proposed regulation will not prompt the creation of 

new businesses or the elimination of existing businesses within the state. Modifications to 

fishing block charts for clarity and consistency will not affect current reporting procedures 

for affected parties and would not precipitate the need for new businesses or cause the 

elimination of existing businesses. 

(c) Effects of the Regulation on the Expansion of Businesses Currently Doing Business Within 

the State 

The Commission does not anticipate that the proposed clarification of fishing block charts 

would induce impacts on the expansion of businesses currently doing business within the 

state. The proposed regulations are not anticipated to increase demand for services or 

products from the existing businesses that serve individuals who engage in marine 

resource harvest.  
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(d) Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents 

The Commission does not anticipate benefits to the health and welfare of California 

residents because the proposed regulatory change has no relation to health or welfare. 

(e) Benefits of the Regulation to Worker Safety 

The Commission does not anticipate any benefits to worker safety from the proposed 

regulations because there is no nexus with working conditions. 

(f) Benefits of the Regulation to the State’s Environment 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the environment because the data collected will 

improve the quality of the information used by the Department in its ocean fisheries 

management decisions resulting in net benefits to management of these resources and 

their related ecosystem. It is the policy of this state to encourage the conservation, 

maintenance, and utilization of the living resources of waters under the authority and 

influence of the state for the benefit of all the citizens of the state. 

(g) Other Benefits of the Regulation 

Provides the Department consistency and a more clear and efficient common reference for 

information collected across all states required commercial fishery reporting.    
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Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) produces charts defining areas of fishing 

activity in California waters, commonly referred to as “fishing blocks.” The earliest record of 

these charts is published in the Division of Fish and Game of California Bureau of Commercial 

Fisheries, Fish Bulletin No. 44 which describes use in logbooks distributed to the trawler fleet 

in 1934. These charts, with some modifications made over time, have been in consistent use 

for reporting fishing activity locations for all marine commercial fisheries.  

Some ambiguity has existed for decades regarding accuracy of the block charts, and 

correction is needed to collect accurate information as initially intended. The proposed 

changes are necessary for the betterment of fishery management decisions based on this 

information. Improved data collection will better distinguish between catch originating in U.S. 

versus foreign waters and between inshore and offshore waters of California. 

Proposed Amendments 

In order to implement the proposed improvement in the block charts and to reconcile and 

clarify which version of block charts should be referenced universally across all forms when 

reporting block origin in California commercial marine fisheries, the Department proposes 

amendment to the following sections: 

• Delete subsection (d) of Section 705.1 removing references to the California Fisheries 

Charts 

• Add subsection (f) to Section 190 providing for universal use of the California Fisheries 

Chart Series that all commercial fishing activity records requiring fishing origin block 

data will use. Charts can be accessed here: 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU 

• Amend subsection 165(a)(1)(C) by deleting the phrase “(incorporated by reference in 

Section 705.1)” and replacing it with “(specified in Section 190(f))”. 

• Amend sections 120.7 and § 122 to reflect revised versions of forms DFW 120.7 and 

DFW 122 where the existing block chart is removed as a figure in the instruction. 

• Amend forms DFW 120.7 and DFW 122, Rev. March 2024, in accordance with the 

changes to the regulatory sections. 

Benefits of the regulations 

The benefits of the proposed regulations are clarity and consistency for the commercial fishery 

when required to use the charts in reporting their fishing activity. Universal use of the charts is 

beneficial for the improvement of fishery management decisions based on this information. 

Evaluation of incompatibility with existing regulations 

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state 

regulations. Article IV, Section 20 of the State Constitution specifies that the 

Legislature may delegate to Commission such powers relating to the protection and 

propagation of fish and game as the Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU
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to the Commission the power to adopt regulations governing aspects of the commercial 

marine fishing logs (California Fish and Game Code sections 8026, 8254, and 9054). 

No other state agency has the authority to adopt regulations governing marine logs. 

The Commission has reviewed its own regulations and finds that the proposed 

regulations are consistent with other marine fishing regulations and marine protected 

area regulations in Title 14, CCR, and therefore finds that the proposed regulations are 

neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations.
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 120.7, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is amended as follows: 

§ 120.7. Taking of Sea Urchins for Commercial Purposes.  

. . . [No changes to subsections (a) through (l)] 

(m) Logbooks. Pursuant to Section 190 of these regulations, each permittee shall 
complete and submit an keep and submit a complete and accurate record of all sea 
urchin fishing activities on a form Commercial Dive Fishing Log (DFW 120.7 (REV. 
12/08/17) (REV. 03/2024)), incorporated herein by reference, provided by the 
department. The completed daily records shall be sent to the department address 
specified on the logbook on or before the tenth day of each month following the 
month to which the records pertain.  

. . . [No changes to subsections (n) through (q)] 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 713, 1050, 9054 and 9055, Fish and Game Code.  
Reference: Sections 713, 1050, 7850, 7852.2, 7857, 9054 and 9055, Fish and Game 
Code.  
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 122, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is amended as follows: 

§ 122. Spiny Lobster Permits and Restricted Areas. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (a) through (d)] 

(e) Records. Pursuant to Section 190 of these regulations, any person who owns and/or 

operates any vessel used to take lobsters for commercial purposes shall complete and 

submit an keep and submit a complete and accurate record of his/her all lobster fishing 

activities on a form (Daily Lobster Log, DFW 122 (REV. 03/04/16) (REV. 03/2024), 

incorporated herein by reference) provided by the department.  

. . . [No changes to subsections (f) through (h)]  

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 1050, 7075, 7078, 8254 and 8259, Fish and Game 

Code.  

Reference: Sections 1050, 2365, 7050, 7055, 7056, 7071, 7852.2, 8026, 8043, 8046, 

8250, 8250.5, 8254, 9002, 9005, 9006 and 9010, Fish and Game Code.  
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 165, Title 14, California Code of Regulations is amended as follows: 

§ 165. Commercial Harvesting of Kelp and Other Aquatic Plants. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (a) through (a)(1)(B)] 

(C) License applications, informational maps depicting administrative kelp beds 

(defined in Section 165.5) and maps of fishing blocks (incorporated by 

reference in Section 705.1) (specified in subsection 190(f)) for edible 

seaweed and agar-bearing marine algae, and Monthly Harvest Reports are 

available on request by contacting the department's Seal Beach office by 

phone at (562) 342-7100. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (a)(2) through (g)] 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 51, 6650, 6651, 6652, 6653, 6653.5, 6654, 6656 and 6680, Fish 

and Game Code.  
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 190, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is amended as follows: 

§ 190. Fishing Activity Records. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (a) through (e)] 

(f) Fishing Block Chart. When a department form requires the origin block number, this 

block number shall be referenced using the California Fisheries Chart Series 

prescribed by the department and available at 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 7920, 7923, 7924, 8022, 8026 and 8587.1, Fish and 

Game Code. Reference: Sections 7055, 7056, 7058, 7060, 7923, 7924, 8022, 8026 

and 8587.1, Fish and Game Code.  



Draft Document 

5 
 

Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 705.1, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, is amended as follows: 

§ 705.1. Commercial Kelp Harvesting and Drying Application, Monthly Harvest 

Reports. 

(a) Application 

(1) 2023 Kelp Harvesting License and Drying Application DFW 658 (REV. 01/01/23), 
incorporated by reference herein. 

(2) Permit Fees. $174.75 (does not include the fees specified in subsection 
700.4(e)). 

(b) Monthly Harvest Reports 

(1) Commercial Kelp Harvester's Monthly Report DFW 113 (REV. 01/01/23), 
incorporated by reference herein. 

(2) Commercial Edible Seaweed/Agarweed Aquatic Plant Harvester's Monthly 
Report DFW 113A (REV. 01/01/23), incorporated by reference herein. 

(c) Release of Property 

(1) Release of Property DFW 1108 (NEW 07/01/22), incorporated by reference 
herein. 

(d) Maps of department origin blocks also known as fishing blocks 

(1) Northern California Fisheries Chart (September 2015), incorporated by reference 
herein. 

(2) Central California Fisheries Chart (September 2015), incorporated by reference 
herein. 

(3) Southern California Fisheries Chart (April 2016), incorporated by reference 
herein. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 1050, 6651, 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game Code. 
Reference: Sections 713, 1050, 6650, 6651, 6652, 6653 and 6653.5, Fish and Game 
Code. 
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“Block Number”



One line should be completed for each location fished, if more than one location is fished on a
single day.

Please mail to the Department of Fish and Wildlife the top D



By the 10th day of the following month, completed logs should be returned to:

(All sea cucumber logs) (Southern California sea urchin logs)

and

(Northern California sea urchin logs)

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
1933 Cliff Drive, Suite #9
Santa Barbara, CA 93109

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
4665 Lampson Ave, Suite C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
32330 N Harbor Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

NOTICE

1. Information requested by:
California Natural Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Marine Resources Region

2. Responsible Agency Official:
Regional Manager, Marine Region
California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
4665 Lampson Avenue, Suite C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

7. Information provided on logs may be made available to the
National Marine Fisheries Service, Pacific Fisheries Management
Council, and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission.

8. Every individual has the right of access to his or her own
information: California Civil Code

State of California – Department of Fish and Wildlife
COMMERCIAL DIVE FISHING LOG
DFW 120.7 (REV. 12/08/17 03/2024)

INSTRUCTIONS

 Each sea urchin or sea cucumber permittee is required to prepare a daily log. Use one log
for each month of fishing activity (use additional pages if necessary). Do not submit a log
for the months not fished.

 Place flyleaf under duplicate copy. No carbon paper is required. Do not allow book to get wet.

 Use a ball-point pen. Enter all information at top of the log.

Field descriptions for each location fished:
“Day” is the calendar day fished

is the Fish and Wildlife block number from the charts provided in this

“Lat/Lon”

“Landmark”
“Depth Range”
“Diver Hours”
“Pounds Harvested”
“Port and Dealer”
“Fish Ticket Number”

“Remarks”

is the most generally recognizable feature near the area fished
is the minimum and maximum depths fished (in feet)
is the total time underwater, to the nearest ½ hour, at each dive siteis
the combined weight of all harvested catch species
is the port of landing and the name of the dealer buying the catchare
is the serial number of the electronic fish ticket (E-tix) or landing
receipt associated with the harvested catch.
incidental species taken or comments on the catch or other
noteworthy conditions

3030 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 400
Seal Beach, CA 90740

00 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 40303
l Beach, CA 90740Sea

7 Westwind Blvd.363
ta Rosa, CA 95403San

3. Authority: California Code of Regulation
Title 14, Sections 190 and 120.7(m)
California Fish and Game Code
Sections 8026 and 8405.1

4. Each sea urchin or sea cucumber permittee is required to
prepare a daily log. Failure to keep and submit complete and
accurate logs may result in revocation or suspension of your
diving permit by the
Department.

5. Fishing activity records shall be kept on forms provided by the
Department.

6. All fishing activity records shall be deemed confidential upon
receipt by the Department.  Information provided on the logs is
summarized and used to develop a profile of the fishery, including
catch area and depth, relative changes in population, catch-per-
unit-of effort, etc. This data will aid in developing management
measures to insure a long-term viable fishery. Summaries,
without reference to individuals, will be available to the public.

monthly basis in compliance with Section 190 of the Fish and Game C
epartment’s copy of the logs on a

ommission regulations.
Title 14, California Code of Regulations

“Species” is the species of the catch

logbook is the origin block number from the California Fisheries Chart
Series available at https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU
is the latitude and longitude, to the 0.01 minute, of the catch location
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*SPECIES ____________

Day Block
Number

Lat/Lon. (to 0.01 minutes) Landmark Depth
Range (feet)

Hours ** Pounds
Harvested

Port and
Dealer

Remarks
(include incidental species taken)Latitude Longitude

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
*Species Codes: red sea urchin = RSU, purple sea urchin = PSU, warty sea cucumber = WSC, giant red sea cucumber = GRS

**Diver hours = Total hours spent harvesting underwater at this location, to the nearest ½ hour Signature: ____________________________________
Permit Holder

State of California – Department of Fish and Wildlife
COMMERCIAL DIVE FISHING LOG
DFW 120.7 (REV. 12/08/17 03/2024)

(see codes below)

Month of ___________  Year __________

Permit Holder (name) _____________________________ Permittee’s I.D. # L ____________________________

Vessel Name _______________________________________ F&W Number CDFW Commercial Boat Registration Number_____________________________
____________________________

Incidental Species Codes

Fish Ticket
Number

316658E

316723E
313547E

Wavy turban snail = WTS, Kellet's whelk = KW, Keyhole limpet = KHL

Wavy turban snail = WTS        Kellet’s whelk = KW
Keyhole limpet = KHL Nearshore fishes = NF

MAIL THIS PAGE NO LATER THAN THE 10TH OF THE MONTH FOLLOWING THE MONTH OF FISHING ACTIVITY. DO NOT FILL OUT OR SUBMIT A LOG FOR A MONTH WITHOUT
FISHING ACTIVITY. DO NOT PUT MORE THAN ONE MONTH ON A PAGE.

*Species

RSU
RSU
WSC

(see codes below)

Each sea cucumber or sea uchin diver is required to fill out their own log
Please use a separate page row for each species (see instruction sheet)
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Day Block
Number

Lat/Lon. (to 0.01 minutes) kLandmar Depth
Range (feet)

Hours ** Pounds
Harvested

Port and
Dealer

Remarks
(include incidental species taken)Latitude Longitude

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
*Species Codes: red sea urchin = RSU, purple sea urchin = PSU,   warty sea cucumber = WSC, giant red sea cucumber = GRS

**Diver hours = Total hours spent harvesting underwater at this location, to the nearest ½ hour Signature: ____________________________________
Permit Holder

MAIL THIS PAGE NO LATER THAN THE 10TH OF THE MONTH FOLLOWING THE MONTH OF FISHING ACTIVITY. DO NOT FILL OUT OR SUBMIT A LOG FOR A MONTH WITHOUT
FISHING ACTIVITY. DO NOT PUT MORE THAN ONE MONTH ON A PAGE.

Fish Ticket
Number

Wavy turban snail = WTS Kellet’s whelk = KW
Keyhole limpet = KHL Nearshore fishes = NF

Incidental Species Codes

Wavy turban snail = WTS, Kellet's whelk = KW, Keyhole limpet = KHL

State of California – Department of Fish and Wildlife
COMMERCIAL DIVE FISHING LOG
DFW 120.7 (REV. 12/08/17 03/2024)

*SPECIES ____________

(see codes below)

Month of ___________  Year __________

Permit Holder (name) _____________________________ Permittee’s I.D. # L ____________________________

Vessel Name _______________________________________ F&W Number CDFW Commercial Boat Registration Number ____________________

*Species
codes below)(see

Each sea cucumber or sea uchin diver is required to fill out their own log
Please use a separate page row for each species (see instruction sheet)
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•

•

•

•

•

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

DAILY LOBSTER LOG

NOTICE TO PERMITTEES

This information is being requested by THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, Department of Fish
and Wildlife, Marine Region, for the principal purposes of fisheries research and
management. The official responsible for maintaining this information is:

Regional Manager, Marine Region
4665 Lampson Avenue, Suite C 3030 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 400
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 Seal Beach, CA 90740

Any person who owns and/or operates any vessel used to take lobsters must keep and
sumbit a complete and submit an accurate record of all lobster fishing activities on forms
provided by theDepartment. This information is required pursuant to Fish and Game Code
Sections 7923and 8026, and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 122 and
190.

Fish and Game Code Sections 8026 and 12002 impose permit/license suspension or
revocation, and other penalties, for failing to provide this information.

Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 8022, this Form and the information
contained therein is confidential and shall not be public records. The information
shall be compiled or published as summaries, so as not to disclose the individual
records or business of any person.  The Department may release this information
to any federal fishery management agency for the purposes of enforcing fishery
management provisions, provided the information otherwise remains confidential.
The Department may also release this information for law enforcement purposes,
or pursuant to a court order.

An individual may access records maintained by the Department that contain their
personal information by contacting the official at the above address.
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NAME:

ADDRESS:

FISHERMEN ID:

IS THIS A CHANGE OF ADDRESS?             YES NO

MORE ENVELOPES NEEDED? YES NO

Send this form in with monthly logs or call (562) 342-7130

FOR DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

LOGBOOK NUMBER:

ISSUE DATE:

ISSUED BY:

OFFICE LOCATION:

State of California- Department of Fish and Wildlife
REORDER FOR DAILY LOBSTER LOG
DFW	122	(REV. 03/04/16  03/2024)

Draft Document



General

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS

Complete a separate fishing activity section for each day traps are pulled, this includes multi-day trips. If
more than 5 locations were fished in one day, continue recording fishing information in the next section and
enter the same date in the data box. For multi-day trips or receivered catch, record the landing receipt fish
ticket number(s) for the entire load on the last day traps were pulled.

If multiple permittees are aboard the vessel, only one logbook entry should be submitted for that day's
fishing. If the fisherman or vessel ID number changes before the 2 fishing activity sections are completed,
proceed to the following page and record new information.

Return the completed top copies to the Department on or before the 10th day of the following month
(MFSU, 4665 Lampson Avenue, Suite C, Los Alamitos, CA 90720 3030 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 400,
Seal Beach, CA 90740). Voided logs must also be submitted.
Notification is not needed for months not fished. Do not fold or staple these forms.

The duplicate copy is the property of the permittee and it remains in the book as your permanent fishing
record.

All logbook and/or envelope requests will be processed through the Los Alamitos Seal Beach office.
Please use thereorder form printed on the front flap of this logbook and submit with monthly logs.

Specific

1. Please print all characters in ink (no pencil) using CAPITAL letters only. Print each character entirely
within the boxes that are provided.

2. The current log format cannot accommodate ranges in depth, block numbers, nights in water, etc.
Please record information as described in the DEFINITIONS section below.

3. For those cases where mechanical failure, major storm events, etc. precludes trap tending in compliance
with  Fish and Wildlife regulations, record exact nights soaked with explanation in the note pad area.

DEFINITIONS

Fishing Activity Section: The area of the log where specific trapping information (Trap Location, Depth, etc.) is recorded for
EACH day of trapping. One log page can accommodate two (2) separate days of fishing.
Trap Locations: Report the Latitude and Longitude for a specific set of traps. Use decimal minutes to the hundredths place.
Example 34° 05.15N, 120° 04.85W.
F&W Block Number: The block number where most of the fishing occurred. The origin block number from the California
Fisheries Chart Series available at https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFSU
Depth (in feet): Depth at which most of the traps within the set are placed.
No. Traps Pulled: Number of traps tended within the set.
No. Shorts Released: Number of sub-legal lobsters immediately returned to the water.
No. Legals Retained: Number of legal lobsters kept for commercial/personal use.
Date Traps Pulled: Date the specified traps were tended.
Note Pad: For permittee's use. Shall be used for additional landing receipts and Crew ID numbers as well as vessel
failure/storm notification..
Multi-day trip/Receivered: To be marked if the day's fishing activity is associated with a multi-day trip or if lobsters are
receivered for future sale.
No. Traps Currently Deployed: Total number of traps currently deployed in the water.
Landing Receipt Fish Ticket Number(s): Landing receipt associated with the lobsters retained for that day's fishing. Please
remember to enter the Alpha character for the receipt in first box (Ex. O 215435 or P 532076). Serial number of the electronic
fish ticket (E-tix) or landing receipt associated with the harvested catch.

State of California – Department of Fish and Wildlife
DAILY LOBSTER LOG
DFW 122 (REV. 03/04/16 03/2024) Previously DFG 122
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State of California – Department of Fish and Wildlife
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

 A.  ESTIMATED PRIVATE SECTOR COST IMPACTS   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record.

Z

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT
DEPARTMENT NAME CONTACT PERSON TELEPHONE NUMBEREMAIL ADDRESS

DESCRIPTIVE TITLE FROM NOTICE REGISTER OR FORM 400 NOTICE FILE NUMBER

 1.  Check the appropriate box(es) below to indicate whether this regulation: 

a.  Impacts business and/or employees

b.  Impacts small businesses

c.  Impacts jobs or occupations

d.  Impacts California competitiveness

e.  Imposes reporting requirements 

f.  Imposes prescriptive instead of performance 

g.  Impacts individuals 

h.  None of the above (Explain below):

If any box in Items 1 a through g is checked, complete this Economic Impact Statement.  
If box in Item 1.h. is checked, complete the Fiscal Impact Statement as appropriate.

3.  Enter the total number of businesses impacted: 

Describe the types of businesses (Include nonprofits):

Enter the number or percentage of total 
businesses impacted that are small businesses: 

4.  Enter the number of businesses that will be created: eliminated:

Explain:

 5.  Indicate the geographic extent of impacts: Statewide

Local or regional (List areas):

Describe the types of jobs or occupations impacted:

and eliminated:6.  Enter the number of jobs created: 

7.  Will the regulation affect the ability of California businesses to compete with 
other states by making it more costly to produce goods or services here? YES NO

If YES, explain briefly:

PAGE 1

Over $50 million 

Between $25 and $50 million

Between $10 and $25 million

Below $10 million

estimates that the economic impact of this regulation (which includes the fiscal impact) is: 
(Agency/Department)

[If the economic impact is over $50 million, agencies are required to submit a Standardized Regulatory Impact Assessment 
as specified in Government Code Section 11346.3(c)]

2.  The

Fish and Game Commission David Thesell 916 902-9012fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Amend Sections 120.7, 122, 190, 705.1, Title 14, CCR, Re: Marine Logbooks and Coastal Charts

No new costs necessarily incurred in reasonable compliance with proposed

~7,166

Commercial Fishers, Fish Buyers, Comm. Passenger Fishing Vessels, Kelp Harvest

~ 70 %

0 0

 No impact on business creation or elimination is anticipated from updating fishing block zones.

California marine waters

 N/A

00

Fish and Game Commission

Draft Document



ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

4.  Will this regulation directly impact housing costs? YES NO

If YES, enter the annual dollar cost per housing unit:  $

Number of units: 

NOYES5.  Are there comparable Federal regulations? 

Explain the need for State regulation given the existence or absence of Federal regulations: 

Enter any additional costs to businesses and/or individuals that may be due to State - Federal differences:  $ 

C.  ESTIMATED BENEFITS   Estimation of the dollar value of benefits is not specifically required by rulemaking law, but encouraged. 

1.  Briefly summarize the benefits of the regulation, which may include among others, the 
health and welfare of California residents, worker safety and the State's environment:

specific statutory requirements, or 2.  Are the benefits the result of: goals developed by the agency based on broad statutory authority? 

Explain:

3.  What are the total statewide benefits from this regulation over its lifetime?   $ 

 D.  ALTERNATIVES TO THE REGULATION   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. Estimation of the dollar value of benefits is not 
specifically required by rulemaking law, but encouraged.

1.  List alternatives considered and describe them below. If no alternatives were considered, explain why not:

PAGE 2

3.  If the regulation imposes reporting requirements, enter the annual costs a typical business may incur to comply with these requirements. 
     Include the dollar costs to do programming, record keeping, reporting, and other paperwork, whether or not the paperwork must be submitted.   $ 

4.  Briefly describe any expansion of businesses currently doing business within the State of California that would result from this regulation:

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)
 B.  ESTIMATED COSTS   Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. 

1.  What are the total statewide dollar costs that businesses and individuals may incur to comply with this regulation over its lifetime?  $ 

a.  Initial costs for a small business:    $ 

b.  Initial costs for a typical business: $ 

c.  Initial costs for an individual:           $

d.  Describe other economic costs that may occur:

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Annual ongoing costs:  $

Years:

Years:

Years:

2.   If multiple industries are impacted, enter the share of total costs for each industry: 

 Fishing zones are designated by the State.

N/A

 Improved marine harvest data to support resource 

impact to the health and welfare of CA residents or to worker safety.

 The Commission manages marine resources in state waters for the benefit of the state's environment.

no monetary change

this action is for clarity and consistency.
 No other alternatives considered as

 N/A

of businesses anticipated.
 No expansion

management which benefits the environment and marine resource harvest economies. No 

0

0

0

N/A

 No new costs are anticipated from updating fishing block zones

0

0

1

1

expended on already exisiting tasks.
 No new costs in terms of necessary expenditures, or time 

Draft Document



ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

E.  MAJOR  REGULATIONS  Include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record. 

NOYES1.  Will the estimated costs of this regulation to California business enterprises exceed $10 million? 

If YES, complete E2. and E3  
If NO, skip to E4

Alternative 2:

Alternative 1:

2.  Briefly describe each alternative, or combination of alternatives, for which a cost-effectiveness analysis was performed: 

3.   For the regulation, and each alternative just described, enter the estimated total cost and overall cost-effectiveness ratio:

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

Alternative 2:  Total Cost  $

Alternative 1:  Total Cost  $

Regulation:      Total Cost  $

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

Cost-effectiveness ratio:  $

PAGE 3

NOYES

4.  Rulemaking law requires agencies to consider performance standards as an alternative, if a 
regulation mandates the use of specific technologies or equipment, or prescribes specific 
actions or procedures. Were performance standards considered to lower compliance costs? 

Explain:

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) boards, offices and departments are required to 
submit the following (per Health and Safety Code section 57005). Otherwise, skip to E4.

NOYES

4. Will the regulation subject to OAL review have an estimated economic impact to business enterprises and individuals located in or doing business in California 
exceeding $50 million in any 12-month period between the date the major regulation is estimated to be filed with the Secretary of State through12 months 
after the major regulation is estimated to be fully implemented?  

The incentive for innovation in products, materials or processes:

The increase or decrease of investment in the State: 

5.  Briefly describe the following: 

The benefits of the regulations, including, but not limited to, benefits to the health, safety, and welfare of California 
residents, worker safety, and the state's environment and quality of life, among any other benefits identified by the agency:

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)

3.  Briefly discuss any quantification issues that are relevant to a comparison 
of estimated costs and benefits for this regulation or alternatives: 

2.  Summarize the total statewide costs and benefits from this regulation and each alternative considered:

Cost:  $

Cost:  $

Cost:  $

Alternative 2:       Benefit:  $

Alternative 1:       Benefit:  $

Regulation:           Benefit:  $

(Attach additional pages for other alternatives)

If YES, agencies are required to submit a Standardized Regulatory Impact Assessment (SRIA) as specified in 
Government Code Section 11346.3(c) and to include the SRIA in the Initial Statement of Reasons. 

N/A

0non-monetary 
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

 A.   FISCAL EFFECT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 6 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal impact for the 
current  year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

a.  Funding provided in

b.  Funding will be requested in the Governor's Budget Act of

Budget Act of

 Fiscal Year:

vs.

$ 

, Statutes of

Check reason(s) this regulation is not reimbursable and provide the appropriate information:

a.  Implements the Federal mandate contained in

Court.

Case of:

b.  Implements the court mandate set forth by the 

$ 

Date of Election:

c.  Implements a mandate of the people of this State expressed in their approval of Proposition No.

Local entity(s) affected:

Code;

d.  Issued only in response to a specific request from affected local entity(s).

e.  Will be fully financed from the fees, revenue, etc. from:

Authorized by Section:

f.   Provides for savings to each affected unit of local government which will, at a minimum, offset any additional costs to each;

g.  Creates, eliminates, or changes the penalty for a new crime or infraction contained in

of the

or Chapter 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year which are reimbursable by the State. (Approximate) 
     (Pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. of the Government Code).

2.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year which are NOT reimbursable by the State. (Approximate) 
     (Pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. of the Government Code).

3.  Annual Savings. (approximate)

$ 

4.  No additional costs or savings. This regulation makes only technical, non-substantive or clarifying changes to current law regulations.

5.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any local entity or program.

6.  Other.  Explain

PAGE 4
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

STD. 399 (Rev. 10/2019) 

B.  FISCAL EFFECT ON STATE GOVERNMENT  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 4 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal impact for the current 
year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

$ 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

It is anticipated that State agencies will:

a.  Absorb these additional costs within their existing budgets and resources.

Fiscal Yearb.  Increase the currently authorized budget level for the 

2.  Savings in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

3.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any State agency or program.

$ 

4.  Other.  Explain

$ 

1.  Additional expenditures in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

2.  Savings in the current State Fiscal Year. (Approximate)

3.  No fiscal impact exists.  This regulation does not affect any federally funded State agency or program.

$ 

4.  Other.  Explain

C.  FISCAL EFFECT ON FEDERAL FUNDING OF STATE PROGRAMS  Indicate appropriate boxes 1 through 4 and attach calculations and assumptions of fiscal 
impact for the current year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.

PAGE 5

FISCAL OFFICER SIGNATURE

The signature attests that the agency has completed the STD. 399 according to the instructions in SAM sections 6601-6616, and understands 
the  impacts of the proposed rulemaking. State boards, offices, or departments not under an Agency Secretary must have the form signed by the 
highest  ranking official in the organization. 
AGENCY SECRETARY

Finance approval and signature is required when SAM sections 6601-6616 require completion of Fiscal Impact Statement in the STD. 399. 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE PROGRAM BUDGET MANAGER

@

@

@

DATE

DATE

DATE

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT (CONTINUED)

Draft Document
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Addendum to Form STD 399 

 

Economic and Fiscal Impact Statement 

 

Amend Sections 120.7, 122, 165, 190, 705.1 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations 

Re: Marine Logbooks and Coastal Charts 

Overview 

Commercial marine resource harvesters and fish businesses have been reporting the 

location of fishing activity by referencing block numbers that have been defined in 

established fishing block charts. These fishing block charts, originating in 1934, have 

been in consistent use for reporting fishing activity locations for all marine commercial 

fisheries with some modifications over time. Recent evaluation of these charts found 

areas where additional improvements could be made to reduce ambiguity. The 

proposed revision of the charts aims to improve on the following issues that are present 

in the current version of the charts: 

• Blocks that overlap with other blocks of a different scale, leading to inconsistent 

reporting and ultimately poor resolution of location. 

• Blocks with poor alignment with the U.S. Mexico border where in some cases U.S. 

catch cannot be distinguished from Mexican catch. 

Economic Impact Statement 

A. Estimated Private Sector Costs Impacts 

Answer 1:  h.1 None of the above (Explain below):  

The Commission is not aware of any private sector cost impacts that a representative 

private person or business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the 

proposed action.  

While marine logbooks and fish tickets (that reference fishing block charts) are 

accessed by commercial fishing license holders, kelp harvesters, fish buyers/dealers, 

commercial fishing vessel owners and Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel (CPFVs) 

operators, the proposed modifications to fishing blocks will not introduce changes to 

compliance costs. These business entities are currently required to report marine 

harvest by fishing block. This action does not introduce any additional reporting 

requirements, new equipment, nor new tasks. For many the fishing blocks that they 

 
1 The STD 399 form states that, “If box in Item 1.h. is checked, (skip the Economic Impact Statement section and) 
complete the Fiscal Impact Statement as appropriate.” However, we provide some more information on the STD 
399 than is required. 



Draft Document 

have typically referenced will remain the same; for a few a new fishing, block 

designation will substitute for the same location. 

Additionally, the fishing block charts are public information and available at no cost.  

2023 Fishing Block Chart Users 

Type of User Number of Users 

Commercial Fishing License (CFL) holders: 5,537 (especially lobster, sea urchin, 
and sea cucumber fisheries) 

Commercial Fish Businesses (FBUS)*  
 

1,000 (receiver, multifunction, and 
retailer license) 

Commercial Kelp Harvesters 20 (edible seaweed and agar-bearing 
marine algae harvesters) 

Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessels 
(CPFV) 

609 licensed vessels 

Sources: Department License and Revenue Branch (LRB) and Automated License Data 

System (ALDS). *Possible overlap between CFL and FBUS. 

Fiscal Impact Statement 

A. Fiscal Effect on Local Government 

Answer 5. No fiscal impact exists. This regulation does not affect any local entity or 

program. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B 

of the California Constitution. 

B. Fiscal Effect on State Government 

Answer 3. No fiscal impact exists. This regulation does not affect any State agency or 

program. The Department program implementation and enforcement are projected to 

remain the same with a stable volume of commercial marine harvest activity. 

C. Fiscal Effect on Federal Funding of State Programs 

Answer 3. No fiscal impact exists. This regulation does not affect any federally funded 

State agency or program. 



Proposed: Updating Commercial Fishing Block Charts and Forms

Presented to:

17 April 2024

California Fish and Game 

Commission
Presented by:

Paulo Serpa
Senior Environmental Scientist
Marine Region



Overview

• Origins of Fishing Blocks

• Areas Needing Improvement

• Proposed Changes to Improve Data Quality

• Forms and Regulations Impacted

• Summary and Estimated Timeline

2



Origin of Fishing Blocks

Blocks first documented in Fish Bulletin No. 44 

–Created for the trawl log (1933)

3



Origin of Fishing Blocks (Cont. 1)

Additional areas south of 
U.S./Mexico border added in 
1938

– Fish Bulletin No. 86

4



Origin of Fishing Blocks (Cont. 2)

Large “catch area” blocks added in 1984

1042

1041

1040

1038

1037

1036

1035
1034

1033

1032

*Limited documentation is available of these origins.  Table shows definition of southern portion only. 5



Origin of Fishing Blocks (Cont. 3)

+ + =

Original Blocks 
(1933)

Southern Blocks 
(1938)

Catch Area Blocks 
(1984)
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Fishing Block Chart Series

All blocks have since been combined into a single chart 
series used across many CDFW forms
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Areas Needing Improvement

Blocks don’t align with 
U.S./Mexico border

Low resolution blocks 
(yellow) overlap higher 
resolution blocks (blue)

* Only the U.S. blocks are shown on this slide to simplify this example.
8



Proposed Changes

Large blocks no longer 
overlap inshore blocks.

– Same latitudinal range

– Extend from edge of 
inshore blocks to EEZ

–New blocks nest within 
the old

• 2032 is a subset of what 
was 1032 before.

9



Proposed Changes (Cont. 1)

Eleven additional sub 
areas are created in 
former block 1032

–30’ x 30’ 

–Recommended for better 
resolution of this area, 
particularly for the CPFV 
logbook

10



Proposed Changes (Cont. 2)

• Blocks 877 – 882 are 
modified to reflect they 
only apply to U.S. Catch

• Mexican block #905 
aligns.
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Proposed Changes (Cont. 3)

Southern catch blocks better 
align with Mexico

– Five 10’ x 10’ blocks around 
Coronado Islands

–  + One new large block 
(#905) for all other Mexican 
EEZ waters.

–  Improves resolution 
relative to previous and is 
supported by HMS and GF

12



Where Block Codes Are Used

Blocks used in 14 different forms as 
well as fish tickets & receipts

Edible Seaweed (113A)* Daily Trap (180A)

Shrimp/Prawn Trawl (120) Sablefish Trap (180B)

Dive (120.7)* CPFV Central & North (195A)

Lobster (122)* CPFV South (195B)

Squid Light/Brail Boat (149b) Bay Shrimp (2025)

Gill Net (174) Marine Aquaria Receipt (625M)

Trawl (176) Fish Transportation Receipt (626)

+ Electronic Fish Tickets and Paper Receipts Specified in 14 CCR § 197

13



Summary of Status

• Need to make small refinements to how fishing blocks 
are referenced to improve data quality.

• Three forms are required by code to use specific charts.

• Many forms do not specify any specific chart to use.

• There is inconsistent direction in using block charts.

• This proposal will accommodate use of a new chart 
series and will correct regulatory inconsistency on which 
chart version to use going forward.

14



Timeline

• Tribal notification letter sent - January 17th 

• MRC written update provided - March 19th Meeting

• FGC Hearings 

• Notice: April 17, 2024 (Today)

• Discussion: June 19, 2024 

• Adoption: August 14, 2024

• Effective Date: January 1, 2025

15



Thank You

Paulo Serpa

MFSU@Wildlife.ca.gov 

Proposed Fishing Block Chart Series 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?Docum

entID=218656&inline

Existing Fishing Block Chart Series

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Commercial/MFS
U#48329364-resources

16
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Proposed New Fishing Block Charts



 

 

 
 
To: CDFW Marine Region 
 Attn: EFP Coordinator 
 20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100 

Monterey, CA 93940 
efp@wildlife.ca.gov 

 
From: Greg Wells, Gear Innovations Manager 
 National Marine Sanctuary Foundation 
 
 
 
Date: November 16, 2023 revised on January 31, 2024 
 
Subject: Experimental Fishing Permit Amendment Request 
 

We would like to request the following amendments to our currently issued Experimental Fishing Permit 

. It is our understanding that these changes would constitute a major amendment, and the 

associated fee has been paid. Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these 

amendments or require additional information. 

 

1) Allow the retention of catch. Under the issued EFP and special conditions, participating vessels 

may retain and land Dungeness crab if the Fishing Zone where gear was deployed is open for 

commercial activity (Authorized Species, Take, and Landing Requirements, Special Condition 7). 

Special Condition 13 also specifies that when fishing within any area closed to commercial 

Dungeness crab fishing all deployed traps must be closed and unbaited. We request to allow 

vessels to retain and land Dungeness crab during the statutory commercial crab fishing season, 

including during fishing zone closures implemented under the RAMP. Additionally, we request 

that vessels also be allowed to retain and land incidentally caught rock crab if they hold a valid 

permit. When conducting EFP activities after the statutory season, all deployed traps will be 

closed and unbaited. 

2) Allow vessels to conduct testing activities in the rock crab fishery. Under current regulations 
(CCR Title 14 Section 125(b)(3)), pop-up devices cannot be used or possessed in the rock crab 
fishery. We request to allow vessels to test pop-up gear with rock crab traps if they hold a valid 
permit. Vessels would use pop-up fishing systems with single traps or at one end of multi-trap 
trawls. Because the rock crab fishery is year-round and occurs in shallow waters (typically less 
than 20-30 fathoms), vessels would have the option to trial pop-up gear using hybrid trawls, 
with a pop-up fishing system on one end and a traditional buoy line on the other. The basis for 
this request is: (1) we have received interest from fishermen to test pop-up gear in the rock crab 
fishery due to operational/economic considerations and because the season is open year-round, 
(2) to allow gear to be tested across a broader range of fishing and weather conditions 
throughout the year, and (3) to expand the testing and use of pop-up gear in other fixed gear 
fisheries that pose entanglement risk to whales and other marine life.  
 

mailto:efp@wildlife.ca.gov


       

 

3) Allow pop-up gear testing with multi-trap trawls. Under the issued EFP and special conditions, 

all gear shall be deployed as single traps, i.e., multiple traps cannot be connected by a common 

groundline (Gear Allowances, Specifications and Marking Requirements, Special Condition 17). 

We request to allow vessels to fish pop-up gear with multi-trap trawls (up to 20 traps) with a 

pop-up system on one end of each trawl. Vessels will have the option to deploy pop-up systems 

on the other end of their trawls to allow gear to be hauled from either end based on sea 

conditions or other operational circumstances. We anticipate vessels conducting EFP activity 

outside the statutory season (with no retention of crab) would use shorter trawls and only 

connect traps as necessary to permit safe and efficient grappling of gear should any pop-up gear 

failures occur.  

 

4) Increase the number of pop-up systems and traps that can be deployed. As described in our 

EFP application, we proposed that vessels would trial up to 20 pop-up systems using single traps 

and expected no more than 50 traps would be deployed at any given time. Under the issued EFP 

and special conditions, a maximum of 20 traps per vessel may be deployed per trip (Gear 

Allowances, Specifications and Marking Requirements, Special Condition 18) and the cumulative 

number of traps deployed by all vessels shall not exceed 50 traps (Gear Allowances, 

Specifications and Marking Requirements, Special Condition 19). We request to allow vessels to 

deploy up to 200 traps per trip and to remove the cumulative limit on the number of traps 

deployed at any given time. Based on the number of pop-up systems available in the 

Foundation’s gear cache, this would allow 10 vessels to fish up to ten 20-trap trawls with pop-up 

systems deployed on one end of each trawl. 

 

5) Consider backup releases as optional approaches to gear recovery. As described in our EFP 

application, each pop-up system would be configured with a backup release mechanism (i.e., 

Resqunit reserve buoys, galvanic time releases, biodegradable twine) to allow gear to be 

retrieved in the event of any failures. We request that deploying gear with backup releases be 

optional, rather than required. For most participants, grappling provides a more practical, 

effective, and efficient means of recovering gear if a pop-up system fails. Vessels using pop-up 

gear with single traps will connect a length of line attached to a weight or anchor to provide a 

larger target for grappling. 

  

6) Allow additional authorized agents and vessels. Under the issued EFP and special conditions, a 

maximum of five authorized agents and five vessels may participate in the EFP (Authorized 

Agents and Vessels, Special Condition 1). The initially issued permit listed two authorized agents 

and vessels, and three additional authorized agents and vessels were added through a minor 

amendment. We request to allow up to ten authorized agents and ten vessels to participate in 

the EFP. As part of this amendment, we request to add the following authorized agents and 

vessels to the EFP:  

• Sean Cross;

 

7) Expand the geographic area where gear may be deployed. Under the issued EFP and special 

conditions, traps may only be deployed between the Sonoma/Mendocino County line (38° 



       

 

46.125' N. latitude) and Lopez Point (36° 00' N. latitude) (Allowable Fishing Area and Time of 

Year, Special Condition 10). We request to expand the northern boundary where gear may be 

deployed from the Sonoma/Mendocino County line to the California/Oregon border (42° N. 

latitude) to allow interested vessels in fishing zones 1 and 2 to participate in the EFP.  

 
8) Allow testing of additional gear types. Under the issued EFP, participating vessels have the 

option to test four pop-up fishing systems (i.e., Desert Star Systems ARC-1XD, EdgeTech 5112, 

Fiomarine Fiobuoy, Guardian Ropeless System). We request that the following gear types be 

added as options under the EFP. 

• Sub Sea Sonics Timed Release Pop-up System (TR4RT) and Acoustic Release Pop-up System 

(AR4RT). Both will be used with the Guardian line management system and Sub Sea Sonics 

Trap Timer for gear location marking. Descriptions of the gear, including the Trap Timer app, 

are provided in Sub Sea Sonics EFP application.  

• Ashored Innovations MOBI (Modular Ocean Based Instrument) and Automated Tracking and 

Location Aggregation System (ATLAS) for gear location marking. A summary description of 

the gear is provided as an attachment.  

• NOAA Fisheries-approved weak rope. Since there is a possibility that time-released buoys 

may be on the surface for a longer period than acoustic on-demand systems, we propose 

testing NOAA Fisheries-approved fully formed weak rope (1,700-pound breaking strength) 

on a portion of the gear during field trials to evaluate the feasibility of its use. 

9) Clarify marking requirements when testing Fiobuoy units. Since the Fiobuoy units do not use 

buoys, it’s not possible to mark the gear as specified in Special Condition 25. We propose to 

mark one end of the spool body with the identification letters “EC” and the operator's 

commercial fishing license number. The license numbers and identification letters would be at 

least 1.5” high. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=209232&inline
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/marine-mammal-protection/approved-weak-rope-atlantic-large-whale-take


       

 

Ashored Innovations Rope-on-Command Fishing System 

 

Ashored Innovations develops sustainability-enabling technologies for the commercial fishing industry. 

The Ashored Rope-on-Command sustainable fishing system is designed to remove the vertical buoy lines 

from the water column. This system’s capabilities are further augmented by a software package that 

allows users to track gear deployments and gather data. Ashored’s rope-on-command fishing gear 

minimizes risks of catch or gear theft, ship strikes, heavy weather, and marine life entanglement.  

The Ashored MOBI system is comprised of an acoustic release mechanism, a stainless-steel cage that 

holds the line and buoys, a deck box and transducer, and a tablet that has the ATLAS software application 

installed. Ashored’s MOBI (Modular Ocean Based Instrument) is designed to contains a fisher’s coiled 

rope on the ocean floor until they return to the area to collect their gear. MOBIs are activated with an 

acoustic release (with a passive backup timer) and can be triggered to surface by an on-vessel deck box 

transducer at ranges up to 1.5 nautical miles. The acoustic system is also capable of performing range, 

reporting under water temperature, and enforcement IDs to allow agencies to release gear. 

Ashored’s MOBI sustainable fishing gear has been tested and used by fishermen in Canada and the 

United States. It has also been successfully deployed in a zone closed to conventional fishing gear due to 

sightings of the North Atlantic right whale, allowing fishermen to fill their quota of snow crab before the 

end of the fishing season. 

 

Figure 1. MOBI                                                               Figure 2. MOBI with Rope Containment Unit 



       

 

Figure 3. Deckbox                                      Figure 4. Transducer (Hydrophone)                 

Figure 5. Tablet with ATLAS Software  

 

 

 



       

 

Release Mechanism – MOBI (Modular Ocean Based Instrument) 

The MOBI (Figure 1) is the main component to the ROC system. It is responsible for communicating with 

the deck box and ATLAS+ software via acoustic signaling or Bluetooth functions. It is bolted to the Rope 

Containment Unit (Figure 2) that is attached to fishing gear by a groundline. The Rope Containment Unit 

is a stainless-steel cage that is used to hold the buoy and buoy line in place until the acoustic release is 

activated. The MOBI is depth rated to 350 meters (191 Fathoms). The release mechanism consists of a 

powder coated steel magnetic release key (with key float to reduce mechanical interference when 

releasing). The release key is placed on the key slot on the MOBI by the buckle, and the lid is held in 

place by the buckle. Upon receiving the release request, the MOBI engages the magnet and the flotation 

of the attached buoys allows the lid to surface.  

 

 
The deck box acts as the on-board command center for the MOBI and ATLAS+ software. The transducing 

hydrophone (Figure 4) is connected to the deck box by a cable. It connects to the ATLAS+ software via 

Bluetooth, and together they communicate to send and receive acoustic signals from the MOBI’s 

receiver hydrophone (Figure 7).  

 

ATLAS+ software and tablet are used to control the deck box and transducing hydrophone to release 

gear, track gear deployments, range to the gear, and configure the backup release timer, and monitor 

gear status/battery levels. Additional environmental data such as bottom temperature can be easily 



       

 

retrieved as well. It supports limitless trawl deployments, pre-configured trawls with automatic 

overboard detection, and the ability to anonymously display other fishermen’s gear from shared 

databases and contribute to the databases with their own gears deployment location.  

 

 



State of California 
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Signed original on file, 
received March 4, 2024 

Memo randum  

Date:  February 29, 2024 

To: Melissa Miller-Henson 

Executive Director 
California Fish and Game Commission 

From: Charlton H. Bonham 

Director 

Subject: Transmittal of California Department of Fish and Wildlife Recommendation on 
Experimental Fishing Permit Major Amendment Application for Pop-Up Gear 
Testing in the Dungeness and Rock Crab Fisheries (Greg Wells, National Marine 
Sanctuary Foundation) 

On November 20, 2023, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) 
accepted an Experimental Fishing Permit (EFP) major amendment application 
submitted by Greg Wells from the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation (applicant) for 
technical review to amend the following items: allow the retention of Dungeness crab 
catch during the full statutory season, allow testing in the rock crab fishery, allow pop-
up gear testing with multi-trap trawls, increase the number of pop-up systems and traps 
that can be deployed from a given vessel, consider backup releases as optional 
approaches to gear recovery, allow additional authorized agents and vessels, expand 
the geographic area where gear may be deployed, and allow testing of additional gear 
types, pursuant to subsection 91(d)(1)(B), Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
(CCR).  

Subsection 91(d)(2), Title 14, CCR requires the Department to develop and transmit a 
recommendation to the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission), including 
any permit special conditions, within 60 days from the date of application acceptance 
unless a time extension is needed pursuant to subsection 91(d)(3), Title 14, CCR. On 
December 18, 2023, the department determined that an extension was required to 
carefully evaluate the proposed major amendment and any permit special conditions. 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the EFP major 
amendment with special conditions as specified on form DFW 1103.The proposed 
special conditions together with the standard terms of the EFP will allow the 
Department to adequately enforce the permit in accordance with Fish and Game Code 
Section 1022 and Section 91, Title 14, CCR.  

If approved, this option would allow the collection of data and information that will help 
inform future management decisions regarding alternative gear including whether this 
gear has the potential to reduce marine life entanglement when scaled up fleetwide.   



Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director 
Fish and Game Commission 
February 29, 2024  
Page 2 

 
Next Steps 

Pursuant to subsection 91(f), Title 14, CCR, the Department requests the Commission 
provide notice of receipt of the recommendation and schedule the application and any 
proposed permit special conditions for consideration no sooner than 30 days after 
public notice is given.   

If you have any questions on this item, please contact Dr. Craig Shuman, Marine 
Regional Manager, at (805) 568-1246 or by email at R7RegionalMgr@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Attachments:  EFP Application (confidential information omitted) 
Standard Terms and Proposed Special Conditions (DFW 1103) 
Public Notice of Department Recommendation 
CEQA Overview Memo and Draft Notice of Exemption 

ec:  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 Chad Dibble, Deputy Director 
Wildlife and Fisheries Division  

Craig Shuman, D. Env. 
Marine Regional Manager 

 Garrett Wheeler, Attorney III 
Office of General Counsel 

 Eric Kord, Assistant Chief  
Marine Enforcement Division 

Jason Kraus, Captain  
Marine Enforcement Division 

Kevin Hare, Lieutenant  
Marine Enforcement Division 

Kirsten Ramey, Environmental Program Manager 
Marine Region 

Joanna Grebel, Environmental Program Manager  
Marine Region 

Ryan Bartling, Senior Environmental Scientist Supervisor 
Marine Region 

Morgan Ivens-Duran, Environmental Scientist 
Marine Region 

mailto:R7RegionalMgr@wildlife.ca.gov


Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director 
Fish and Game Commission 
February 29, 2024  
Page 2 

 
Owen Mulvey-McFerron, EFP Coordinator 
Marine Region 

James Steffey, EFP Analyst 
Marine Region 
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Experimental Fishing Permit No. 

Revision Date:  

MARINE FISHERIES: EXPERIMENTAL FISHING PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (FGC) Section 1022 and Section 91, Title 14, California 

Code of Regulations (CCR), the Experimental Fishing Permit (EFP) holder is authorized to conduct 

experimental fishing activities according to the requirements of the EFP approved by the Fish and 

Game Commission (Commission) and issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(Department). 

EFP Holder/Entity Administrator Name: National Marine Sanctuary Foundation (EFP Holder) 

Greg Wells  Gear Innovations Manager (Entity Administrator) 

EFP Holder Address: 

Entity Administrator Address: 

Authorized Agent Name: See authorized agent list on Page 3 

Authorized Agent Address: See authorized agent list on Page 3 

Vessel Name and ID #: See authorized vessel list on Page 3 

Description of authorized activity: 

Test and commercial use of several pop-up fishing systems (i.e., Desert Star ARC-1XD, 
EdgeTech 5112, Fiomarine Fiobuoy, Guardian Ropeless System, Sub Sea Sonics TR4RT and 
AR4RT, Ashored Innovations MOBI) in the California Dungeness crab and rock crab fisheries. 
The experimental fishing activities may only be conducted under the following conditions: 

STANDARD TERMS 

These standard terms shall apply to all persons or vessels conducting authorized activities under the 
EFP. 

1. The permit shall be operated only on the vessels named on this form, if applicable. Either the 

EFP holder or the authorized agent must be aboard the vessel when activities are being 

conducted under this permit, and both are responsible and accountable for meeting the 

requirements and limits of this permit. 

2. Pursuant to FGC Section 7857(d), the EFP holder or authorized agent shall have a valid copy of 

the Department issued EFP attached to a signed copy of this form in possession when activities 

are being conducted under this permit. 

3. All persons conducting activities under an EFP must comply with all appropriate state and federal 

fishing laws and regulations, including but not limited to those relating to protected species, 

minimum size limits, and seasons or areas closed to fishing that are not otherwise exempted by 

the permit (see special conditions). 
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4. The EFP holder and authorized agent shall cooperate with the Department by allowing 

personnel designated by the Department to board the fishing vessel on any fishing trip (if 

applicable) or enter a place of business operated by the EFP holder or authorized agent under 

this permit, to retrieve, observe, or inspect any logbook, records, data, equipment, procedures, 

or catch throughout the duration of the permit. 

5. The EFP holder or authorized agent shall provide Department staff with a 24-hour notice prior to 

every fishing trip. The contact information for Department staff will be provided for this purpose at 

the time of permit issuance. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

As set forth in subsection 91(i), Title 14, CCR, special conditions may be placed on this permit for 

research purposes and the conservation and management of marine resources and the 

environment (see following page). 

As set forth in subsection 91(k), Title 14, CCR, special conditions may be amended or repealed 

as necessary for research purposes and the conservation and management of marine 

resources and the environment. 

RECEIPT AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

The permit is not valid until the EFP holder has certified by their signature below that they have: 1) 

read and understand the standard terms and special conditions of the permit; 2) unless otherwise 

specified in special conditions, paid the appropriate fees specified in Section 704, Title 14, CCR; 

and 3) returned a signed copy of this form to the Department. 

I have read, understand and agree to abide by all standard terms and special conditions of this 

permit. 

 

EFP Holder Signature Date 

Received by License and Revenue Branch (LRB)  

Fee $   Experimental Fishing Permit No.    

Revision Date ______________ 

 

By: LRB Date 
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Experimental Fishing Permit No. EFPT2-002 

Revision Date: February 23, 2024 

Authorization and Special Conditions 

List of approved special conditions, names and addresses of any additional authorized agents, 

and/or names and identification number of any additional authorized vessels. 

Authorized Agents and Vessels 

1. This EFP is valid only for the authorized agents and vessels named below. The Department 
may allow up to a maximum of 10 authorized agents and 10 vessels for this EFP, as it deems 
necessary for research purposes. 

a. Authorized Agent Name and Address 
1. Marc E. Alley – Owner/Operator F/V Ronna Lynn 

2. Khevin R. Mellegers – Owner/Operator F/V Areona 
 

3. Rick Hauschel - Owner/Operator F/V Polaris 
 

4. Holly Fruehling - Owner/Operator F/V Pacific Legend 
 

5. Sean Cross – Owner/Operator F/V Smeagol 

b. Authorized Project Vessel 
1. F/V Ronna Lynn (  
2. F/V Areona ( ) 
3. F/V Polaris (  
4. F/V Pacific Legend (  
5. F/V Smeagol (  

2. All parties (as specified in 1, above) operating under the authority of this permit must be 

informed of and agree to abide by all standard terms and special conditions of this permit. 

General 

3. For the purposes of this EFP the terms “Dungeness crab” and “rock crab” are as defined in 
FGC Section 8275. 

4. The authorized agent and any person who assists the authorized agent shall possess a valid 
commercial fishing license issued pursuant to FGC Section 7850 prior to engaging in any 
commercial fishing operations authorized by this permit. All authorized agents, vessels, and 
any person assisting the authorized agents must also hold the appropriate permits governing 
commercial take of Dungeness or rock crab. 

5. The authorized agent shall possess a valid commercial boat registration issued pursuant to 
FGC Section 7881 for the vessel named above and display the Department Boat Registration 
numbers in plain sight on each side of the vessel pursuant to FGC Section 7880. 

6. All authorized agents shall only participate in one EFP per fishing trip when participating in 
multiple EFPs. 
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7. No other EFP or commercial fishing activities shall take place on the same trip as this EFP, 
unless specifically authorized by this EFP. 

Authorized Species, Take, and Landing Requirements 

8. Authorized agents may fish for Dungeness crab and rock crab within the same trip if the 
authorized agent holds valid permits for those species. Unless specifically exempted by this 
EFP, adherence to all other regulations regarding the take of these species is required. 

9. Authorized agents may retain, possess, and land Dungeness crab when the commercial 
season is open in that Fishing Zone. Pursuant to FGC Section 8278, only male Dungeness 
crabs may be taken. No Dungeness crab less than 6 and one-quarter inches in breadth may 
be taken, possessed, bought, or sold. Except that not more than one percent in number of 
any load or lot of Dungeness crab may be less than six and one quarter inches in breadth but 
not less than five and three quarters inches in breadth. Dungeness crab shall be measured 
by the shortest distances through the body from the edge of shell to edge of shell directly 
from front of points, lateral spines (lateral spines). 

10. Pursuant to FGC Section 8282(a), rock crab less than 4 and one-quarter inches measured in 
a straight line through the body, from edge of shell to edge of shell at the widest part, shall 
not be taken, possessed, bought or sold. 

11. All incidental catch will be returned to the waters immediately to reduce mortality. 

12.  All landing receipts must have the state EFP number recorded in the “State Permit #” field, 
the number of individual crabs recorded under the “# of Fish” field, species of crab specified 
in the “Notes”, and be transmitted within 24-hours. 

13. All authorized agents shall notify the Department’s Law Enforcement Division 

(LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov) and Marine Region 

(WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov) of any landings of Dungeness crab made with EFP 

fishing gear during a fishery closure due to RAMP. The notification shall include the date, 

port of landing, number of pounds landed, electronic fish ticket number, and the full name of 

the receiver. 

Allowable Fishing Area and Time of Year 

14. Traps may only be placed between the California/Oregon border (42° N. latitude) and Lopez 
Point (36° 00' N. latitude), and no traps or gear shall be used placed in the water seaward of 
the 100-fathom line as defined in the Federal regulations and published in Title 50, Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 660. 

15. Authorized agents shall be exempted from the requirement to remove all Dungeness crab 
traps from state waters by 11:59 pm on the last day of the fishing season, as defined in FGC 
Section 8276(d), when operating under this EFP because fishing activities may occur at any 
time during the calendar year. or fishing with traps with pop-up fishing gear systems as 
authorized under this EFP. No traps shall be placed into the water 30 days prior to the pre-
soak period prescribed in FGC Section 8283 or commercial Dungeness crab season opener, 
whichever comes first. 

16. Dungeness crab may only be taken, possessed, or landed during the open statutory season 
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and subject to domoic acid and quality take restrictions pursuant to FGC Sections 5523, 
8276, and 8276.2. as specified in FGC Sections 8276 and Section 8276.1(d) and Section 
132.8, Title 14, CCR. Take, possession, and landing of Dungeness crab is subject to domoic 
acid take restrictions specified in FGC Section 5523. This permit exempts the agent from an 
early season closure pursuant to Section 132.8, Title 14 CCR, however, take, possession, 
and landing are prohibited when a season is delayed pursuant to Section 132.8, Title 14 
CCR. Take, possession, and landing of Dungeness crab is prohibited when fishing in an area 
closed pursuant to Section 132.8, Title 14, CCR. 

17. Possession, take, and landing of rock crab is subject to domoic acid restrictions pursuant to 
FGC Section 5523. 

18. When fishing within any area closed to where take, possession, and landing of commercial 
Dungeness crab fishing or rock crab is prohibited as defined in 16 or 17, all deployed traps 
shall be closed and unbaited.  

19. The authorized agents must suspend fishing operations or move fishing gear per Department 
direction in response to circumstances including elevated entanglement risk or in the event of 
entanglement report in the fishing or testing location. The Department will provide notice by 
contacting each authorized agent via the phone and/or email address provided on the EFP 
application. 

20. Fishing operations shall abide by all applicable Essential Fish Habitat closures for bottom 
contact gear as described in Federal Regulations (Title 50, Part 660, Subpart F). 

21. Fishing activities shall not occur in any state Marine Protected Areas pursuant to Section 
632, Title 14, CCR. 

Gear Allowances, Specifications and Marking Requirements 

22. Unless otherwise authorized by the Department, all gear shall be deployed as single traps. 
Multiple traps shall not be connected by a common groundline. 

22. All authorized agents must comply with the following requirements with respect to 

deployment of the authorized pop-up gear fishing systems: 

a. When fishing single traps, an authorized pop-up fishing gear system shall be 

connected to each trap. Vessels may connect the trap to a length of line attached to a 

weight or anchor to provide a larger target for grappling. 

b. When fishing a string of traps (“trawl”), no more than ten traps shall be connected by a 

common groundline. An authorized pop-up gear fishing system shall be connected to at 

least one terminal trap of each trawl.  

23. A maximum of 20 150 traps per vessel may be used, possessed, or deployed per trip. Such 
traps are in addition to the tiered allocations specified in FGC Section 8276.5 and Section 
132.1, Title 14, CCR. This limitation shall not apply to lost or abandoned gear recovered 
pursuant to Sections 132.2 and 132.7, Title 14, CCR. 

24. The cumulative number of traps deployed by all vessels operating under the authority of this 
permit shall not exceed 50 traps at any given time. 

24.  All traps must comply with the requirements specified in FGC Section 9011 for Dungeness 
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crab or rock crab. All traps used or deployed must have at least one destruct device pursuant 
to FGC Section 9003 and Section 180.2, Title 14, CCR. 

25. The EFP holder shall provide the Department access to the gear marking web-based 
applications (Ropeless Fisher, Ropeless Control, Trap Tracker, Trap Timer, ATLAS, and the 
rmwHUB) as identified in the EFP application and amendment for data sharing and 
enforcement purposes. 

26. Authorized agents shall not affix buoy tags specified in subsection 132.1(b), Title 14, CCR 
and FGC Section 8276.5 to Dungeness crab gear deployed under this EFP. Deployed 
Dungeness crab gear shall include a trap tag as defined in subsection 132.1(a), Title 14, 
CCR. 

27. For the interval between gear deployment and activation of the pop-up mechanism, 
authorized agents shall be exempted from the requirements to mark each trap with a buoy as 
defined pursuant to FGC Section 9005 and Sections 132.6(a) and 180.5, Title 14, CCR.  
Following release of the pop-up mechanism as identified in the EFP application, the location 
of each single trap or at least one terminal end of each trawl shall be indicated by the 
presence of one or more buoys at the surface, as specified in 24 and 25 28 and 29. When 
testing FioBuoy pop-up units, the location of each single trap or at least one terminal end of 
each trawl shall be indicated by the presence of one or buoyant spools at the surface, as 
specified in 30.  

28. The main buoy and any trailer buoys shall be marked with the operator’s commercial fishing 
license identification number. All identification numbers shall be at least 1.5 inches in height 
and drawn with a line no less than 1/4 0.25 inch thick. 

29. Buoy markings shall comply with requirements specified in Section 180.5, Title 14, CCR. 
Every buoy shall be marked exclusively with the Identification Letters “EC” with at least one 
buoy marked with the operator's commercial fishing license identification number followed by 
the Identification Letters “EC”. 

a. Buoys that are 4 inches in diameter or greater shall have Identification Letters marked 
on four opposing sides.  

b. Buoys that are smaller than 4 inches in diameter shall have Identification Letters 
marked on two opposing sides. 

c. The commercial fishing license identification number shall be at least 1.5 inches in 
height and drawn with a line no less than 0.25 inch thick. 

d. The Identification Letters “EC” shall be at least 3 inches in height and drawn with a line 
no less than 0.25 inch thick.  

e. All Identification Numbers and Identification Letters on a buoy shall be clearly and 
distinctly marked, and in a color that contrasts with the buoy; the numbers and letters 
shall be applied and maintained so that they are visible and legible. 

30. When testing FioBuoy pop-up units, one end of the spool body shall be marked exclusively 
with the operator's commercial fishing license identification number and the Identification 
Letters “EC”. All markings shall be drawn with a line no less than 0.25 inch thick and at least 
1.5 inches in height, and larger if available space allows. All markings shall be clearly and 
distinctly marked, and in a color that contrasts with the spool body; the numbers and letters 
shall be applied and maintained so that they are visible and legible. 

31. Buoy Line Marking Requirements. The authorized agents will test and report on the efficacy 
and durability of marking lines when requested by the Department. 
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32. Pursuant to FGC Section 9004, authorized agents shall service their traps at intervals not to 
exceed 96 hours weather conditions and sea permitting. Additionally, when using gear where 
a Galvanic Time Release (GTR) device serves as the primary release mechanism, 
authorized agents must service their traps within two hours of the selected release interval. If 
an authorized agent is unable to comply with these requirements due to hazardous 
conditions at sea, mechanical breakdown of their vessel, or another circumstances, they 
must notify the Department as soon as possible via email to the Department’s Law 
Enforcement Division (LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov) and Marine Region 
(WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov). Any exemptions will be granted on a case-by-case 
basis and will be provided in writing.  

Other Requirements 

33. No testing or fishing for crab may take place unless a functioning electronic monitoring 
system is installed and used as specified by the Department. The electronic monitoring 
system must be a satellite or cellular based system designed to monitor location and 
movement of vessels using global positioning system (GPS) coordinates. The electronic 
monitoring system must be capable of accurately tracking and recording vessel location at a 
frequency of at least no less than once per minute without interruption during the entire 
fishing trip when participating in fishing operations covered under this EFP, including 
transiting to and from the fishing area. Vessel location data shall be uploaded automatically 
and made available to the Department or an authorized agent within 24 hours. Authorized 
agents shall grant the Department access to all data upon request. 

34. At least 24 hours prior to commencing a fishing trip during which EFP activity is expected to 
be conducted, notice of vessel name, anticipated fishing dates, port of departure, and 
expected landing port shall be made via email to the Department’s Law Enforcement Division 
(LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov) and Marine Region 
(WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov). Upon request from the Department, authorized 
agents shall coordinate with the Department and allow for inspections of the traps and 
associated gear prior to deployment or when gear is being serviced at sea. 

35. Authorized agents shall follow the best practices for avoiding whale entanglement described 
in the attached guide. This includes fishing gear and incident reporting requirements. 

36. The permittee shall provide training to Department personnel on any aspect of the permitted 
project on request. 

37. The permittee shall comply with data reporting requirements as described in Attachment A. 

38. The vessel shall be capable of safely carrying an observer when requested by the 
Department and provide that observer with accommodations equivalent to those provided to 
the captain and crew for both single and multi-day trips if multi-day trips are conducted. The 
observer shall be permitted to collect additional opportunistic biological data. 

39. The permittee shall adhere to the gear recovery plan as described in the EFP application. 
The permittee will further document all lost gear, including traps, buoys and other equipment 
and submit to the Department at least annually. Failure to keep or submit required 
information may result in revocation or suspension (including non-renewal) of the permit. 

39. In instances where gear cannot be retrieved via the primary release mechanism, authorized 
agents may use grappling or back-up release mechanisms to recover the gear as described 

mailto:LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov
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in the EFP application and amendment. The permittee will document all unrecovered gear, 
per the data reporting requirements in Attachment A, including traps, buoys and other 
equipment. Failure to keep or submit required information may result in revocation or 
suspension (including non-renewal) of the permit. 

40. Unless otherwise specified by the Department, the permittee shall submit reports pursuant to 
subsection 91(l), Title 14, CCR to the EFP Coordinator (EFP@wildlife.ca.gov) no later than 
60 days after the permit expiration date. 

41. Prior to commencing at-sea testing, permittee shall ensure all authorized agents have 
completed the freely available Level 1 entanglement response training provided by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, available at https://west-coast-
training.whaledisentanglement.org/#/. Completion emails shall be forwarded to the EFP 
Coordinator (EFP@wildlife.ca.gov), Department’s Law Enforcement Division 
(LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov) and Marine Region 
(WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov). 

  

mailto:EFP@wildlife.ca.gov
https://west-coast-training.whaledisentanglement.org/#/
https://west-coast-training.whaledisentanglement.org/#/
mailto:EFP@wildlife.ca.gov
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Attachment A: Data Reporting Requirements 

1. Deployment Data. Permittee or authorized agent shall provide to the Department as soon as 

practical, but no more than 12 hours after deployment, the following data for each crab trap 

deployed. Data shall be provided via email to LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov and 

WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov. 

a. The latitude and longitude of each trap, given to the highest precision allowed by 

onboard instrumentation (“location”), and whether or not the trap was deployed with 

weak rope. If multiple traps are deployed on a single line (“trawl”), the number and 

configuration of traps in the trawl and the location of the first and last traps of the trawl. 

b. The name and vessel ID of the vessel the trap was deployed from. 

c. The experimental fishing permit number the trap is deployed under. 

d. The time and date of deployment. 

e. For non-acoustic releases, the time and date the release mechanism is programmed to 

allow the marker buoy to surface. 

f. Which virtual gear marking application(s) were used. 

2. Recovery Data. Permittee or authorized agent shall provide to the Department as soon as 

practical, but no more than 12 hours after recovery or attempted recovery, the following data 

for each crab trap deployed. Data shall be provided via email to 

LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov and WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov. 

a. The time and date of recovery or attempted recovery. 

b. The location the gear was recovered or attempted to be recovered. 

c. The distance between the location where the gear was deployed and recovered. 

d. The time elapsed between the programmed release time and recovery or attempted 

recovery. 

e. The location of any unrecovered traps, and whether they were deployed as single traps 

or part of a trawl. If deployed as part of a trawl, the number of connected traps. 

f. Documentation of any pop-up system malfunctions (e.g., early release or unresponsive 

to release signal). 

3. Gear Location Marking. The permittee or authorized agent shall make fishing locations 

publicly available to other fishers and the public subject to direction of the Department. 

Communication of fishing location may include notification to local harbor districts and to the 

Department web pages, and/or other publicly accessible web pages. Via the Desert Star 

Ropeless Fisher, EdgeTech TrapTracker, Subsea Sonics TrapTimer, or Ashored ATLAS gear 

marking applications, the permittee or authorized agent shall make available the location 

following information for the purpose of avoiding gear conflict: 

a. The location of deployed single traps. 

b. The location of the first and last traps in a trawl, an indication that they are part of a 

trawl, and the orientation of the trawl with respect to each terminal end. 

4. Coordination with other EFPs.  Permittee shall use all available resources to understand 

where gear may be set, including review of pending and approved EFP applications identified 

on the Fish and Game Commission website and checking gear marking applications.  

5. In addition to the requirements of subsection 91(l), Title 14, CCR, annual and final reports 

mailto:LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:LEDMarineNotifications@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov
https://fgc.ca.gov/EFP
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shall include: 

a. A table or other database containing deployment and recovery data (requirements 1 

and 2 of this attachment) for each trip conducted under the authority of this permit. 

b. A summary of landing data including the number of each crab species landed at each 

port by each vessel. 

c. The number of trips conducted by each vessel participating in the EFP, the total 

number of trap deployments, and the number of unsuccessful recoveries. 

d. A summary of the efforts taken to recover lost gear, and the outcome of those efforts. 



 

Major Amendment Request for National Marine Sanctuary Foundation Experimental Fishing Permit:  
Summary of Current Permit Conditions, Requested Amendments, and Recommendation 

April 5, 2024 

To support California Fish and Game Commission decision-making at its April 17-18, 2024 meeting regarding a major 
amendment to the National Marine Sanctuary Foundation’s current experimental fishing permit (EFP; Commission Application 
Tracking #2023-02), Commission staff has prepared Table 1 summarizing the requested amendments and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s recommendation (with rationale) for each. 

Requested amendments to the EFP include the season (retaining Dungeness crab during Risk Assessment Mitigation Program 
closures), the number of authorized agents and vessels, gear (number of pop-up systems and traps, gear marking), the fishing 
location, and adding rock crab fishery testing. Details of the Department’s proposed special conditions are in the materials for 
Item 5 of the April 17-18, 2024 Commission meeting, at https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220272&inline. 

Table 1. Summary of current EFP conditions, requested amendments, and the Department’s recommendation  

Key: *Starred, bolded and italicized words indicate where the Department’s recommended special conditions are different from the permit holder’s 
amendment requests. Rationale for differences are provided. 

Current EFP Condition Permit Holder’s Amendment Request 
Department’s Recommendation and 

Rationale 

Retention, possession, and landing of 
Dungeness crab may occur when the 
commercial season is open in that Fishing 
Zone 

Allow retention of Dungeness crab during 
entire statutory season, including fishing zone 
closures enacted under Risk Assessment 
Mitigation Program (RAMP). 

*Retention, possession, and landing of 
Dungeness crab when commercial fishery is 
open in that Fishing Zone and during early 
closures under RAMP.  

Rationale:  Preserves consistency with other 
Dungeness crab EFPs, which do not allow 
harvest during season delays  

Testing limited to Dungeness crab fishery Expand testing to rock crab fishery with 
appropriate permits (i.e., use with rock crab 
traps and retention of rock crab)  

Supports request 

A per-vessel maximum of 20 traps per trip is 
permitted; cumulative limit on number of 
traps deployed by all vessels shall not 
exceed 50 traps at any given time 

Per-vessel limit of 200 traps and remove 
cumulative limit 

*Per-vessel maximum of 150 traps/trip; 
remove cumulative limit;  

Rationale: Enforcement concern if more than 
150 traps are included, and aligns with 
recently-approved Sub Sea Sonics 
amendment 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220272&inline


Experimental Fishing Permit Major Amendment Request: Summary of Current Permit Conditions, Requested  

Amendments, and Recommendation 2 

Current EFP Condition Permit Holder’s Amendment Request 
Department’s Recommendation and 

Rationale 

All gear shall be deployed as single traps. 
Multiple traps shall not be connected by a 
common groundline 

Testing with up to 20 traps connected by a 
common groundline and at least one pop-up 
system 

*Trawls with up to 10 traps connected by a 
common groundline and at least one pop-
up system;  

Rationale: Enforcement and safety concerns if 
more traps are included 

The permittee shall adhere to the gear 
recovery plan as described in the EFP 
application, which includes a backup 
release system for gear recovery 

Remove requirement to deploy gear with back 
up release system 

Supports request, but specify that grappling or 
back up mechanisms may be used  

Authorize up to 5 agents and 5 vessels Authorize up to 10 agents and 10 vessels Supports request 

Testing area is bounded by the 
Sonoma/Mendocino county line (38° 46.125' 
N. latitude), Lopez Point (36° 00’ N. 
latitude), and the 100-fathom line 

Expand testing area northward to 
California/Oregon border 

Support request, with 100-fathom line 
maintained  

Required markings on main and any trailer 
buoys to comply with Section 180.5, Title 
14, CCR;. 

Clarify Fiomarine Fiobuoy marking 
requirements (which do not include a buoy) 

Supports request to make explicit, although 
marking for Fiomarine FioBuoy pop-up units 
are implied in current EFP conditions. 

Testing limited to Desert Star ARC-1XD; 
EdgeTech 5112; Fiomarine Fiobuoy; and 
Guardian Ropeless System  

Add testing of Sub Sea Sonics TR4RT and 
AR4RT systems; and Ashored Innovations 
MOBI + Atlas systems 

Supports request 

No mention of rope breaking strength in 
application’s descriptions of gear 
configuration 

Specify that incorporation of NOAA-approved 
weak rope is allowed when testing pop-up 
units 

Supports request 
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Outline

• Overview of previously approved EFP

• EFP amendment requests

• Proposed terms and conditions

• CDFW recommendation
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Previously Approved EFP

3

• In June 2023, FGC approved a Tier 2 EFP with:

– Single traps in the Dungeness crab fishery

–Dungeness crab retention during the open commercial season 

–Per-vessel limit of 20 traps and cumulative limit of 50 traps

–Required use of back-up releases

–Up to 5 agents and vessels

– Testing between Lopez Point and the Sonoma/Mendocino 
county line



Previously Approved EFP, cont.

Desert Star ARC-1XD Fiomarine Fiobuoy EdgeTech 5112
Longsoaker 

Guardian Ropeless 
System

Photos provided by applicant 4



NMSF EFP Major Amendment Request

• EFP amendment requests:
– Retention of Dungeness crab during entire statutory season

– Testing with rock crab traps and retention of rock crab (with 
appropriate permits)

– Per-vessel limit of 200 traps and remove cumulative limit

– Testing with up to 20 traps connected by a common groundline 
and at least one pop-up system.

5



Potential “Trawl” Set Ups

Option 1: Two pop-up units

Option 2: One pop-up unit, one 
standard vertical line

Option 3: One pop-up unit

Illustration by E. Brauer (CDFW)

Note: Illustrations are not to scale
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NMSF EFP Major Amendment Request, cont.

• EFP amendment requests:
– Remove requirement to deploy gear with back up releases

– Authorize up to 10 agents and vessels

– Expand testing area northward to CA/Oregon border

– Clarify Fiomarine Fiobuoy marking requirements

– Allow testing of Sub Sea Sonics TR4RT and AR4RT systems

– Allow testing of Ashored Innovations MOBI + ATLAS systems

– Allow incorporation of NOAA-approved weak rope

7



Subsea Sonics TR4RT and AR4RT

Release 
Brackets

Crab Trap

TR4RT Timer Release

Release Loop

D-Ring

Bungee Tie 
Down

Bungee

Bungee

Photos provided by Bart Chadwick
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Ashored Innovations MOBI and ATLAS

MOBI Unit

MOBI + Rope Containment

Deck Box

Transducer

Photos provided by applicant
9



NOAA-Approved Weak Rope

• Used with pop-up gear

• ~1700lb breaking strength, based on modeling for North 
Atlantic Right Whale

Photos provided by applicant
10



Proposed Special Conditions
(Specific changes to the proposed EFP project are marked with an asterisk* and are in bold italics)

• Authorized agents and vessels that may participate in the project

• General requirements for valid commercial licenses, permits, and 
vessel registration

• Testing in rock crab or Dungeness crab fishery with appropriate 
permits

• *Retention, possession, and landing of Dungeness crab when 
commercial fishery is open and during early closures under RAMP

• Traps can be deployed at any time of year

Illustration by C. Makyev (CDFW) 11



Proposed Special Conditions, cont.

• Record EFP number and catch information, notify CDFW of landings

• Fishing area bounded by CA/Oregon border, Lopez Point, and the 
100-fathom line

• *Trawls with up to 10 traps connected by a common groundline

• *Per-vessel maximum of 150 traps/trip; remove cumulative limit

• Gear specifications and marking requirements

• *Gear servicing interval: 96 hours (all gear); for Galvanic Timed 
Releases, within 2 hours of selected release interval

Illustration by C. Makyev (CDFW) 12



Proposed Special Conditions, cont. (2)

• Electronic monitoring and pre-trip notification requirements

• Best practices for avoiding whale entanglement for conservation 
and management purposes

• *Authorized agents to complete Level 1 entanglement response 
training before commencing at-sea testing

• *Data sharing requirements for research, management, and 
enforcement purposes

• Lost gear recovery plan and reporting requirements

Illustration by C. Makyev (CDFW) 13



CDFW Recommendation

Approval of Major Amendment with proposed special 
conditions.
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Thank You

Morgan Ivens-Duran, Environmental Scientist

Whale Safe Fisheries Project

Email: EFP@wildlife.ca.gov
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of Request
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FGC Receipt 

Scheduled

FGC Action 

Scheduled

2024-02 2/14/2024

Steve Rebuck, 

commercial fisheries 

consultant

Re-open abalone fishery at San Miguel Island, Santa Barbara 

County

Re-open the red abalone commercial and recretional fisheries at San 

Miguel Island, Santa Barbara County, to former abalone divers to take 

abalone and provide data to the Department.

4/17-18/2024 6/19-20/2024

2024-03 4/2/2024

Mary Maerz, Counsel, 

Animal Law, PETA 

Foundation

Prohibit using carbon dioxide as a method to remove coyotes 

and prohibit local governments from contracting private 

trappers for coyote removal

Request to amend regulations to prohibit local governments from 

contracting with private trappers to trap coyotes on public land and to 

prohibit use of carbon dioxide as a kiling method for coyotes.

4/17-18/2024 6/19-20/2024
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Attention David Thesell: This is the video shot in 2020. We have been attempting to up 
date but the weather has yet to cooperate. We will keep trying. Video shot by Jeffery 
Baldwin. 
 
Thank you, Steve Rebuck 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Steve Rebuck < > 
Cc: Steve Rebuck < >; Leonard Marcus < >; John 
Becker < >; Mike and Susy Kitahara < > 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2024, 10:07:56 AM PDT 
Subject: San Miguel Island, Abalone YouTube - Jeff Baldwin 
 

San Miguel Island Abalone November 2020 
 

  

 

San Miguel Island Abalone November 2020 

 

 

 

 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DbDbYxSyX8pk%26t%3D6s&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7Ccd3e9331d4604e19d60c08dc5036b177%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638473443046778425%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2S3J9zuHf%2FF7sEUbGBLU280qLA%2Bb6TiDAxO63K1pRes%3D&reserved=0
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Tracking Number: (__________) 
 

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, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 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 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 I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person:  
 Organization Requesting Change: People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 

 Contact Person: Mary Maerz, PETA Foundation 

Address: 
Telephone number: 
Email address: 
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested:  
 
California Fish and Game Code §§ 200(a), 203(c), 203(d) 

 
3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations:  

 

PETA urges the Commission to take the following actions:  

 

1. Enact additional regulations that would prohibit local governments from contracting with private 

trappers to trap coyotes on public land.  

2. Amend existing regulations to prohibit the use of carbon dioxide as a killing method for coyotes.   

 

KBRogers
Typewriter
2024-03
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4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change:  
 

A more detailed rationale is included in the attached document.  

 
PETA urges the Commission to enact regulations that prohibit local governments from contracting with 

private trappers to trap coyotes on public land. Research has continuously demonstrated that these trap-

and-kill programs are ineffective, a waste of resources, and threaten the health of urban ecosystems. 

Moreover, the cities’ particular programs do not, even in theory, address the public safety concerns they 

cite as reasons for implementing these programs, and California law already provides solutions for 

managing “harmful” coyotes. Specifically, the lethal removal programs are inconsistent with other state 

statutes and regulations, which give authority to the state entities with expertise to address harmful 

coyotes and do not support the propriety of local government’s use of a private trapper to 

indiscriminately trap coyotes on public land.  

 

Second, PETA urges the Commission to amend its regulations to prohibit the use of carbon dioxide as a 

killing method for coyotes because it is incredibly inhumane for larger animal species, as California 

recognized when it outlawed its use for cats and dogs, the latter of which are nearly the same species as 

coyotes.  

 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
 
5. Date of Petition: April 1, 2024 

 
6. Category of Proposed Change  

 ☐ Sport Fishing  

 ☐ Commercial Fishing 

 ☐ Hunting   

 [X] Other, please specify: Trapping and killing of nongame mammals for purposes other than  

fur or recreation. 

 
7. The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs) 
[X] Amend Title 14 Section(s): 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(1) 
[X] Add New Title 14 Section(s): 14 C.C.R §§ 472(a)(1), 475(d)(1) 

 ☐ Repeal Title 14 Section(s): 

 
8. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify 

the tracking number of the previously submitted petition:  
 
9. Effective date: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.  

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency:  

 
10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 

proposal including data, reports and other documents:  
 

Please see the attached document, a more detailed petition that includes data, reports, and other 

documents. 

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 (Rev 06/19) Page 3 of 3 

 

     

 
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:  

 
12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed:  

 
  

 
  

 
 

   

   

☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 
      Tracking Number 

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 
 
Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 
FGC action: 

 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 

 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  

SECTION  3:  FGC Staff Only

Date  received:   April 2, 2024

FGC  staff  action:

  ☐  Accept  -  complete

☐  Reject  -  incomplete



 
 

Petition 

Before the California Fish and Game Commission 

April 1, 2024 

Requesting Rulemaking to Add Regulations Prohibiting Local Governments from 

Employing Private Trappers to Trap and Kill Coyotes on Public Land and to Amend 

Regulations to Prohibit the Use of Carbon Dioxide as a Killing Method for Coyotes 

Submitted by People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mary Maerz, Counsel, PETA Foundation 

(417) 619-4829 

MaryM@petaf.org 

mailto:MaryM@petaf.org
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I. Introduction 

People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) submits this petition pursuant to the 

California Administrative Procedure Act, Cal. Gov’t Code § 11340 et seq., requesting that the 

California Fish and Game Commission (“Commission”) commence rulemaking proceedings to 

(1) add new regulations to prohibit local governments from contracting with private trappers to 

trap and kill coyotes on public land, and (2) amend existing regulations to prohibit the use of 

carbon dioxide as a killing method for coyotes. 

The California legislature delegated to the Commission “the power to regulate the taking or 

possession of birds, mammals, fish, amphibians, and reptiles.” Cal. Fish & G. Code § 200(a). 

The Commission has the authority to “[p]rescribe the manner and means of taking” mammals, id. 

§ 203(d), and “[e]stablish and change areas of territorial limits for their taking,” id. § 203(c). 

“When adopting regulations pursuant to Section 203, the commission shall consider populations, 

habitat, food supplies, the welfare of individual animals, and other pertinent facts and 

testimony.” Id. § 203.1. 

Native to southern California, evidence suggests that coyotes (Canis latrans) have existed in the 

area well before European colonization.1 They have become established in urban environments.2 

and in southern California, coyote occurrence has increased with both proximity and intensity of 

urbanization.3 They play a vital role in maintaining healthy and viable ecosystems, as they 

directly or indirectly help to control disease transmission, keep rodent populations in check, 

consume animal carcasses, remove sick animals from the gene pool, and protect crops.4 

Unexploited coyote populations can also contribute to ecosystem health through trophic cascade 

effects, such as indirectly protecting ground-nesting birds from smaller carnivores and increasing 

the biological diversity of plant and wildlife communities.5 State wildlife management agencies 

across the country, including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), recognize 

the benefits that coyotes provide to ecosystems.6 

 
1 James W. Hody & Roland Kays, Mapping the expansion of coyotes (Cans latrans) across North and Central 

America, 759 Zookeys 81, 81-97 (2018).  
2 Sharon A Poessel et al., Environmental factors influencing the occurrence of coyotes and conflicts in urban areas, 

157 Landscape and Urban Planning 259-69 (Jan. 2017).  
3 Human-Wildlife Conflicts: Coyotes, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/HWC/Coyotes (citing Ordenana et al., Effects of urbanization on carnivore species 

distribution and richness, 91(6) Journal of Mammalogy 1322-31 (Dec. 2010)).  
4 Why Killing Coyotes Doesn’t Work, Project Coyote, https://projectcoyote.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/08/PC_SAB_Coyote-Facts_FINAL_2020_08.pdf. 
5 S. E. Henke and F. C. Bryant, Effects of Coyote Removal on the Faunal Community in Western Texas, Journal of  

Wildlife Management 63, no. 4 (1999); K. R. Crooks and M. E. Soule, Mesopredator Release and Avifaunal  

Extinctions in a Fragmented System, Nature 400, no. 6744 (1999); E. T. Mezquida, S. J. Slater, and C. W. Benkman,  

Sage-Grouse and Indirect Interactions: Potential Implications of Coyote Control on Sage-Grouse Populations, 

Condor 108, no. 4 (2006); N. M. Waser et al., Coyotes, Deer, and Wildflowers: Diverse Evidence Points to a Trophic 

Cascade, Naturwissenschaften 101, no. 5 (2014). 
6 See, e.g., Human-Wildlife Conflicts: Coyotes, supra note 3 (“Coyotes provide many ecosystem benefits, such as 

controlling rodent and other small mammal populations. They will consume nearly anything, including rodents, 

rabbits, birds and eggs, reptiles, fruits, and plants, as well as pet food, human food, and trash.”).  
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Although the majority of urban coyotes tend to utilize the landscape in ways that avoid humans, 

some coyotes may become involved in coyote-human conflicts.7 It is well-established that a 

program combining education and hazing practices is the best practice for handling and 

preventing conflicts with coyotes.8 CDFW endorses this research-backed approach, and has 

created guidelines and recommendations for California cities to address coyote presence and 

incidents.9 

Many southern California cities—as well as cities throughout the U.S.—have created coyote 

management plans reflecting this best practice to address coyote presence in the localities and 

mitigate human-coyote conflicts with successful outcomes.10 However, defying accepted 

research and the recommendation of experts, some southern California cities, including Torrance, 

Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes, currently operate lethal removal programs (also referred to 

as “trap-and-kill programs”), which are widely considered to be ineffective for controlling coyote 

populations or mitigating coyote-human conflicts.11 In each of these three cities, the lethal 

removal programs involve the localities contracting with a private trapper to place indiscriminate 

snare traps on public land with the intent to capture and kill coyotes. All of these cities contract 

with the same trapping service, Coyote, Wildlife, and Pest Solutions, Inc. (CWPS), for which 

employee Jimmie Rizzo is the sole trapper.12 Rizzo exclusively uses dangerous snare traps, 

frequently in close proximity to residents’ homes,13 and—if the snares do not slowly strangle 

trapped coyotes to death—he cruelly kills them using a mobile carbon dioxide gas chamber.14 

These cities created trap-and-kill programs in apparent response to public pressure related 

primarily to some citizens’ perceived increase in coyote sightings15 and, frequently, the general 

 
7 Poessel et al., supra note 2.  
8 Take Action: Coexisting With Coyotes, National Park Service, 

https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/management/support-coyotes.htm.  
9 See Wildlife Watch, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, https://wildlife.ca.gov/wildlife-watch.  
10 See Alexander Heeren et al., Coyote Management Plans and Wildlife Watch: implications for community coaching 

approach to public outreach in southern California, 107(3) California Fish and Wildlife 278-283 (2021).  
11 Living with Wildlife, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, http://wdfw.wa.gov/living/coyotes.html; R. 

Crabtree and J. Sheldon, Coyotes and Canid Coexistence in Yellowstone, in Carnivores in Ecosystems: The 

Yellowstone Experience, ed. T. Clark et al. (New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 1999); F. F. Knowlton, E. M. 

Gese, and M. M. Jaeger, Coyote Depredation Control: An Interface between Biology and Management, Journal of 

Range Management 52, no. 5 (1999); J. M. Goodrich and S. W. Buskirk, Control of Abundant Native Vertebrates for 

Conservation of Endangered Species, Conservation Biology 9, no. 6 (1995); F.F. Knowlton, Preliminary 

interpretations of coyote population mechanics with some management implications, J. Wildlife Management. 

36:369-382; S.D. Gehrt, Chicago Coyotes part II, Wildlife Control Technologies 11(4):20-21, 38-9, 42 (2004).  
12 Ex. 1, Current contract between Torrance and CWPS; Ex. 2, Current contract between Anaheim and CWPS, Ex. 3, 

Current contract between Rancho Palos Verdes and CWPS.  
13 As of the time of submission of this petition, trapper Jimmie Rizzo is apparently under investigation for the 

possible violation of 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(3) in Torrance, which prohibits the placement of traps within 150 yards of 

a residence without written permission. PETA submitted a complaint to CDFW on Feb. 14, 2024, detailing how 

Rizzo self-reported placing traps within 150 yards of dozens of residences on multiple occasions, with no evidence 

that he or the City of Torrance obtained written permission from residents. Ex. 4. 
14 Ex. 5, Declaration of Matt Duncan. 
15 An increase in coyote sightings is not correlated to an increase in the number of coyotes in an area. See, e.g., 

Annette Giachino, DNR: More coyote sightings in populated areas does not mean population increase, Upper 

Michigan’s Source (Sep. 9, 2022), https://www.uppermichiganssource.com/2022/09/08/dnr-more-coyote-sightings-

populated-areas-does-not-mean-population-increase/.  
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fear of possible coyote incidents.16 A smaller number of concerns related to companion animal 

fatalities, which generally were reported to take place on private property.17 Other southern 

California cities have attempted to operate similar lethal removal programs in the past, but 

ultimately ended the programs.18 Recently, the Pasadena City Council rejected a proposal to 

enact a trap-and-kill program after, in part, studying Torrance’s program and determining it was 

ineffective.19  

II.  Request for Agency Action 

As described in more detail below, the indiscriminate trap-and-kill programs implemented by 

some southern California cities, including Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes, are 

ineffective and do not address residents’ safety or mitigate human-coyote conflicts. It is well-

established by research that such programs are ineffective, and instead present a danger to the 

environment and public. Allowing local governments to effectively delegate authority to engage 

in harmful and useless wildlife management practices to a private trapper—who operates for 

financial gain—is not only dangerous, but also inconsistent with existing California law which 

places the appropriate authority with State departments and agencies with the necessary expertise 

to safely manage harmful coyotes. 

The cities’ use of a private trapper has resulted in the needless deaths and suffering of coyotes 

and other nontargeted species in the indiscriminate snare traps used. In particular, the cities’ 

private trapper cruelly kills trapped coyotes in a mobile carbon dioxide gas chamber. Scientists 

recognize that killing by gas chamber is not humane and cannot be considered “euthanasia” in 

these circumstances. The practice is apparently inconsistent with both Commission regulations 

and California statutes that recognize the State’s interest in humanely killing trapped animals and 

preventing the cruel use of carbon dioxide gas chambers.  

Accordingly, PETA urges the Commission to take the following actions:  

1. Enact additional regulations that would prohibit local governments from contracting with 

private trappers to trap coyotes on public land.  

2. Amend existing regulations to prohibit the use of carbon dioxide as a killing method for 

coyotes.  

 
16 See, e.g., Ex. 6, Supplemental Material to Council Agenda Item #9C, Torrance City Council Meeting (Nov. 27, 

2018).  
17 Id. 
18 See Victory! Calabasas, CA Votes to End Coyote Trapping, Project Coyote (Oct. 13, 2011), 

https://projectcoyote.org/victory-calabasas-ca-votes-to-end-coyote-trapping/; Christopher Yee, Arcadia rescinds 

decision to trap, kill coyotes, Pasadena Star News (Apr. 7, 2021), 

https://www.pasadenastarnews.com/2017/04/07/arcadia-rescinds-decision-to-trap-kill-coyotes/. 
19 Keither Calayag, City Council Approves Non-Lethal Solutions to Address Coyote Concerns in Pasadena, 

Pasadena Now (Jul. 18, 2023), https://www.pasadenastarnews.com/2017/04/07/arcadia-rescinds-decision-to-trap-

kill-coyotes/.  
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III. Description of Petitioner 

PETA entities have more than 9 million members and supporters globally, and PETA U.S. is the 

largest animal rights organization in the world. PETA operates, in part, to promote and further the 

principle that animals are not ours to abuse in any way. Since its inception in 1980, it has 

championed ending the mistreatment of animals, including with respect to the trapping and 

killing of coyotes and other wildlife. 

IV. Arguments in Support of Requested Actions 

A. The Commission Should Implement New Regulations That Prohibit Local 

Governments from Contracting with Private Trappers to Trap Coyotes on 

Public Land 

PETA urges the Commission to enact regulations that prohibit local governments from 

contracting with private trappers to trap coyotes on public land for several reasons, as discussed 

in more detail below. First, research has continuously demonstrated that these trap-and-kill 

programs are ineffective, a waste of resources, and threaten the health of urban ecosystems. 

Moreover, the cities’ particular programs do not, even in theory, address the public safety 

concerns they cite as reasons for implementing these programs, and California law already 

provides solutions for managing “harmful” coyotes and aggressive coyote incidents. Specifically, 

the lethal removal programs are inconsistent with other state statutes and regulations, which give 

authority to the state entities with expertise to address harmful coyotes and do not support the 

propriety of local government’s use of a private trapper to indiscriminately trap coyotes on public 

land.  

i. Southern California Cities’ Use of Private Trappers to Indiscriminately 

Trap and Kill Coyotes is Demonstrably Ineffective, a Waste of Taxpayer 

Money, and Threatens Urban Ecosystems 

The best available, peer-reviewed science shows that indiscriminately killing coyotes is 

counterproductive and a threat to healthy ecosystems.20 There is no credible evidence that 

indiscriminate killing of coyotes effectively serves any beneficial wildlife management purpose. 

The cities that implemented trap-and-kill programs are aware of this information. For example, 

as of the time of submission of this petition, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ coyote 

management webpage21 provides a document entitled “Solutions for Coyote Conflicts: Why 

Killing Does Not Solve Conflicts With Coyotes,” which outlines why lethal removal is not an 

effective solution to managing coyote populations or incidents.22 The only Coyote Management 

Plan available on the city’s website, which appears to have been updated prior to the city’s 

 
20 See, e.g., Why Killing Coyotes Doesn’t Work, Project Coyote, supra note 4. 
21 Coyote Management Plan, City of Ranchos Palos Verdes, https://www.rpvca.gov/1113/Coyote-Management-Plan.  
22 Solutions for Coyote Conflicts: Why Killing Does Not Solve Conflicts with Coyotes, The Humane Society of the 

United States, https://www.rpvca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12084/Solutions-for-Coyote-Conflicts-Why-Killing-

does-Not-Solve-Conflicts-with-Coyotes-PDF?bidId=.  
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decision to contract with a private trapper, clearly recognizes that trapping is generally 

ineffective and that only a targeted approach should be considered on a case-by-case basis: 

The City has entered into a contract with the County of Los Angeles to provide 

trapping services in the City only when it has been determined by the City that an 

“aggressive” coyote exists. As it is well known that trapping and the resulting 

euthanization of a coyote is not as effective as other methods of hazing contact 

with coyotes as discussed within this Management Plan, the City shall be the 

one to determine, based on field observations and assessing the incident, if a case 

needs to be brought to the County’s attention or simply additional education 

instruction is needed.23 

Despite the fact that these local governments know that trap-and-kill programs are unsupported 

by science and have shown time and again to be ineffective, the cities have apparently chosen to 

take a reactionary and performative approach to public concern in implementing and maintaining 

lethal removal programs that have not demonstrated any positive outcomes.  

Not only is this a waste of hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars, but allowing a private 

person, with apparently little to no oversight, to set snare traps on public land within dense cities 

is dangerous to healthy urban ecosystems, other wildlife, the public, and companion animals—all 

in blatant disregard of science- and State-supported coyote management principles. The State of 

California and the Commission have a substantial interest in safely and effectively regulating 

coyote management, and it should not allow local governments to harmfully circumvent proper 

practices in conflict with the State’s authority.   

1. Lethal Removal Programs Are Ineffective 

Lethal removal programs that indiscriminately trap and kill coyotes, such as those employed by 

some southern California cities, have consistently proven to be ineffective at controlling coyote 

populations or mitigating human-coyote conflicts. Findings from the longest-term study of urban 

coyote ecology to date show that the void created by the removal of non-problem coyotes may 

actually be filled by loner coyotes who are less wary of humans, thus potentially increasing 

conflict.24 Moreover, research suggests that to suppress a coyote population over the long-term, 

more than 70% of the coyotes would need to be removed annually.25 Aside from the ethical 

concerns such intense control efforts raise,26 such practices are effective over the long-term since 

 
23 Coyote Management Plan, City of Ranchos Palos Verdes, 

https://www.rpvca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12546/Revised-coyote-management-plan-AM-9-25-18-edits_2. 

(emphasis added).  
24 S.D. Gehrt, Chicago Coyotes part II, 11(4): Wildlife Control Technologies 20-42 (2004); C. H. Fox, 2006. 

Coyotes and humans: can we coexist? Pp. 287-293 in: R.M. Timm and J. H. O’Brien (eds.), Proceedings, 22nd 

Vertebrate Pest Conference. Publ. Univ. Calif.-Davis (2006).  
25 G.E. Connolly and W.M. Longhurst, The Effects of Control on Coyote Populations, Bulletin of the Division of 

Agricultural Sciences, University of California, Berkeley, 1-37 (1975). 
26 C.H. Fox, Taxpayers say no to killing predators, Animal Issues 31:27 (2001); M.W. Fox, Bringing Life to Ethics: 

Global Bioethics for a Humane Society. State University of New York Press, Albany, NY (2001); C.H. Fox and C.M. 

Papouchis, Coyotes in our Midst: Coexisting with an Adaptable and Resilient Carnivore, Animal Protection 

Institute, Sacramento, CA (2005).  
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lethal removal may stimulate improved reproductive success and pup survival in the remaining 

coyote population, thus compensating for the human-caused mortality.27 In other words, the 

current coyote removal program is effectively counterproductive to what the applicable cities are 

attempting to accomplish. 

It is well-established that in the absence of conflict, coyotes should not be removed.28 Scientists 

have also stressed the importance of suspending lethal removal programs that are not supported 

by research or data, such as the southern California cities’ trap-and-kill programs.29 The 

extensive research demonstrating the ineffectiveness of such programs underscores the 

importance of determining and addressing the ultimate causes of human-coyote problems (e.g., 

feeding and food supply) and the potential negative repercussions of indiscriminate removal.30 

Studies note that public education should be a prominent component of any urban coyote 

management plan.31 Research consistently supports the use of nonlethal control methods to 

effectively manage coyote incidents.32 Best practice coyote management practices, which are 

comprised of primarily nonlethal methods, form the basis of countless cities’ effective coyote 

management plans.33 To the extent lethal removal is considered appropriate, only selective, 

targeted trapping of known aggressive or dangerous coyotes is recommended.34 

In the absence of private trappers, cities like Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes have 

numerous strategies to increase public safety and mitigate human-animal conflicts. In fact, each 

of these cities already created and implemented effective coyote management plans that include 

science-backed and recommended practices prior to implementing useless and dangerous trap-

and-kill programs. Therefore, prohibiting cities from contracting with private trappers does not 

meaningfully limit their ability to effectively manage human-coyote conflicts. The three cities 

referenced throughout this petition—Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes—all currently 

contract with the same private trapping company, CWPS, and its sole trapper, Jimmie Rizzo.35 In 

each location, CWPS is hired to conduct indiscriminate trapping activities36 in a substantially 

similar manner. The contracts generally provide: 

 
27 Connolly and Longhurst, supra note 25; G.E. Connolly, Predator control and coyote populations: a review of 

simulation models, pp. 327-345 (Ch. 14) in: M. Bekoff (Ed.), Coyotes: Biology, Behavior, and Management, 

Academic Press, New York, NY (1978); R.P. Davison, The effect of exploitation on some parameters of coyote 

populations, Ph.D. dissert., Utah State University, Logan, UT (1980). 
28 Gerht, supra note 24. 
29 Adrian Treves et al., Predator control should not be a shot in the dark, 14(7) Frontiers in Ecology and the 

Environment 380-88 (2016).  
30 Gerht, supra note 24. 
31 Id.  
32See Treves et al., supra note 29. 
33 Model coyote management plans include nonlethal control methods including reducing coyote attractants in urban 

areas, public education and outreach, and hazing. Lethal control is limited to specific, targeted removal of dangerous 

coyotes. See A Template Coyote Management & Coexistence Plan, The Humane Society of the United States, 

https://pasadenahumane.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/HSUS-Template-Coyote-Management-Plan-Resize.pdf.   
34 See id. 
35 Ex. 1 – 3. 
36 At least one city has argued that its trap-and-kill program is not indiscriminate. See Ex. 7, Letter from City of 

Rancho Palos Verdes City Attorney (Sep. 21, 2021). As detailed in this section, the trapping activities involved in the 

city’s lethal removal program are not designed to target specific coyotes, but rather to capture any animal that gets 
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A. Consultant will use snares as traps in locations the City deems as priority. To 

this end, the traps will be placed in strategic locations according to noted activity 

and in response to notification and complaints by the public, and will remain in 

place for 10 days. Typical duration for a specific site is 10 days. This is based on 

the typical cycle of the coyote' s territorial hunting cycle. At certain times of the 

year this cycle may vary and Consultant may adjust accordingly. Should a specific 

area need more attention, Consultant will adjust the timetable to achieve the desired 

results. All traps will be checked a minimum of once daily and captured animals 

will be removed. Consultant will use equipment to capture specific species. 

Although non-targeted animals are occasionally caught, it is extremely rare. Any 

non-targeted animals will be released on site. Traps are disabled every Friday and 

reset on Monday morning.  

B. Consultant’ s use of the number of traps placed, will be based on availability of 

space, visibility from the public, and activity level of the target animals and 

Consultant’ s professional judgement of how many it needs to achieve the desired 

results.  

… 

D. Per California law, all trapped coyotes must be euthanized on-site humanely or 

released on the spot. All coyotes trapped will be considered target animals and the 

Consultant will euthanize them.  

In Anaheim and Rancho Palos Verdes, Rizzo sets indiscriminate snare traps in various locations 

on public land,37 leaves them there to capture any animal that stumbles into them from Monday 

through Friday, disables them on the weekend, and then sets them again for the subsequent 

Monday through Friday. According to Anaheim’s contracts with CWPS, Rizzo is actively 

trapping animals for up to 40 weeks of the year.38 In Rancho Palos Verdes, the contracts provide 

for active trapping every week of the year.39 Torrance’s trap-and-kill program is the most prolific, 

currently contracting for year-round trapping, including on weekends.40  

While the cities cite an interest in removing dangerous or aggressive coyotes, the trap-and-kill 

programs are not designed to do so. Companion animal fatalities, which are the most prominent 

public safety concern, generally occur on private property, and only selective, targeted trapping 

may be a potentially effective approach to removing the applicable aggressive coyotes. However, 

counterintuitively, the cities’ lethal removal programs involve paying a private trapper to leave 

 
caught in snares left out for days at a time apparently year-round. Moreover, in response to a public records request, 

Rancho Palos Verdes apparently had no documentation of any kind concerning the number of coyotes trapped and 

killed by its contractor or any other records related to the trapper’s activities, demonstrating that the city has no role 

in determining how traps are used and which coyotes are trapped and killed. 
37 In response to public records requests asking for records of where traps are placed, no documentation has 

produced that would indicate that private trappers have ever placed traps on private property with permission from 

the property owner. 
38 Excluding weekends. Ex. 2, Anaheim Master Agreement Purchase Order to CWPS. 
39 Excluding weekends. Ex. 3 at “Exhibit C” of Rancho Palos Verdes Contract with CWPS.  
40 Ex. 8, Torrance City Council Staff Report at 1-2 (Sep. 26, 2023).  



8 

 

various snare traps open on public land, generally unmonitored,41 for days at a time. There is no 

apparent directive or ability for CWPS, under its own approach, to target specific, dangerous 

coyotes. The trap-and-kill programs are, therefore, designed to capture and kill random coyotes 

regardless of whether those coyotes have been aggressive, and known-to-be-dangerous coyotes 

almost certainly continue to roam the cities.  

This is additionally concerning given the already indiscriminate nature of neck snares,42 which is 

the only type of trap Rizzo uses. It is widely acknowledged that neck snares result in non-target 

animals being caught in traps and killed.43 Some species of wildlife, such as raptors, deer, and 

foxes, may be particularly vulnerable.44 Domestic animals are no exception and there are 

innumerable media reports documenting the unintentional deaths of cats and dogs in wire cable 

snares.45 Neck snares may similarly pose a risk to humans, and in particular small children, who 

may happen to stumble upon a set trap. All of these risks raise legitimate reservations about the 

use of snares on public land in densely populated cities. Moreover, despite the fact that the 

contracts with CWPS state that coyotes shall be euthanized, Rizzo uses a mobile carbon dioxide 

gas chamber located in the back of a truck to brutally kill any and all coyotes that are caught in 

the snare traps.46 

These appalling trap-and-kill programs are operated, according to the contracts with CWPS, in 

part based on Rizzo’s “professional judgment.”47 As detailed above, any person or entity with 

knowledge of coyote management research would not approve of indiscriminate trapping. It 

would, therefore, appear that this professional judgment is in stark contrast to the expert 

judgment of the Commission, CDFW, the California Department of Agriculture, and other 

scientists. Additional regulations are needed to prevent cities from causing harm by dangerously 

giving authority to engage in larger-scale wildlife management practices to a private trapper who 

apparently does not follow the scientifically-supported approach to managing coyote populations 

or incidents, and operates with seemingly little to no city oversight48 for financial gain. 

Unsurprisingly, the only available data concerning the effectiveness of the cities’ trap-and-kill 

programs shows that they have not produced any positive results. In response to public records 

 
41 While trappers are required by law to check on traps, at minimum, daily, Cal. Fish & Game Code § 4152(b), no 

city, in response to public records requests, has produced any documentation or records related to any assurance that 

Rizzo does so or that the cities monitor his daily activities to the detail. Even if the traps are checked daily, they are 

not used or monitored in a way that can target specific, harmful coyotes. 
42 Neck snares are also inhumane. Fox and Papouchis, supra note 26 at 16 (“Neck snares…consist of a light wire 

cable looped through a locking device and are designed to tighten as the animal struggles. While small victims may 

become unconscious from strangulation in five to ten minutes, larger animals may suffer for hours or days. Trappers 

use the term ‘jellyhead’ to refer to a neck-snared animal whose head and neck are swollen with thick, bloody lymph 

fluid...Trapped animals are subject to dehydration, exposure to weather, and predation by other animals. Young may 

be orphaned as well if adults are trapped and killed.”). 
43 The language of the cities’ contracts with CWPS states that it is “extremely rare” that non-target wildlife is caught 

in snare traps, which is not supported by any evidence. 
44 Fox and Papouchis, supra note 26. 
45 Christina Russo, Entire Family of Dogs Killed In Less Than One Week, The Dodo (Mar. 25, 2015), 

https://www.thedodo.com/wyoming-trapping-laws-1058977987.html. 
46 Ex. 5. 
47 Ex. 1 – 3.  
48 See discussion below in section III(A)(iv).  
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requests, only Torrance produced any documentation of data collected beyond the sheer number 

of coyotes trapped and killed.49 Since entering into the contract with CWPS in 2019, Torrance’s 

lethal removal program has killed at least 83 coyotes.50 The only potentially meaningful data 

indicate that companion animal fatalities overall have not decreased since trapping began.51 

In short, the trapping programs run by these southern California cities are exactly what scientists 

have warned against—the dangerous arbitrary removal of coyotes from the ecosystem with no 

scientific support for mitigating human-coyote conflicts.  

2. Cities’ Costly Use of a Private Trapper to Indiscriminately Trap 

Coyotes Has Wasted Hundreds of Thousands of Dollars of 

Taxpayer Money 

Not only are trap-and-kill programs ineffective and result in the needless suffering and death of 

any animal—coyote or otherwise—that happens upon the snare traps placed on public land 

throughout dense California cities, the efforts are incredibly costly. In the past five years alone, 

cities have paid up to hundreds of thousands of dollars to the private trapping service, CWPS, to 

operate the lethal removal programs. Specifically, since 2019, Torrance and Anaheim have 

contracted to pay CWPS up to $213,600 and $107,400 respectively.52 Rancho Palos Verdes has 

contracted to pay CWPS up to $180,000 since 2021.53 While Rancho Palos Verdes was unable to 

produce any records concerning the number of coyotes killed by CWPS within its boundaries, 

the apparent cost per single trapped coyote in Torrance and Anaheim is approximately $2,573 

and $3,069, respectively.54 

As discussed above, there is no evidence that any of these three cities’ specific trap-and-kill 

programs have increased public safety, decreased the number of companion animal fatalities, or 

otherwise mitigated human-coyote conflicts. Still, each continues to renew costly contracts with 

a private trapper, presumably with the intent to appease public concern and criticism. Yet it 

appears as though local governments have not been entirely transparent with residents as to the 

operations and outcomes of the lethal removal programs,55 and the use of taxpayer dollars to 

 
49 According to documents provided by Anaheim, the city’s program has trapped and killed 35 coyotes between 

2019 and August 2023. Ex. 9, Anaheim Trapped Coyote Numbers. Rancho Palos Verdes apparently has no 

documentation of the number of coyotes killed by its trap-and-kill program.  
50 Ex. 10, Torrance Coyote Lethal Removal Data (Sep. 26, 2023). 
51 Id. The data collected and presented by Torrance is not particularly useful in determining the results of the lethal 

removal program, as it otherwise only tracks coyote incidents, regardless of whether the “incident” was a sighting or 

dangerous encounter. Sightings are generally not considered “incidents,” as they are expected in urban areas where 

coyotes are native and present no danger to the public. Torrance also utilizes proven nonlethal methods as part of its 

CMP, which, as discussed, data suggests are the true factors influencing mitigating human-coyote conflicts.  
52 Ex. 2, 8.  
53 Ex. 11, Rancho Palos Verdes City Council Meeting Minutes (Sep. 5, 2023). 
54 Calculated based on the contracted payment amounts to CWPS divided by the known number of coyotes trapped 

and killed since CWPS began trapping for the cities. Notably, the data on the number of coyotes killed in Torrance 

and Anaheim is incomplete, and the numbers are only recorded through August 2023 for both cities.  
55 Torrance, for its part, has collected some data and formally addresses the lethal removal program frequently at city 

council meetings, though the data is extremely limited and there is no apparent assessment as to the efficacy of the 

program. The Anaheim City Council has apparently not discussed or brought the issue of coyote management to 

residents since it was enacted in November 2019, and the only available data is limited to the number of coyotes 
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fund the barbaric use of gas chambers to kill coyotes by CWPS trapper Jimmie Rizzo has also 

apparently not been made public to residents of any of these cities despite known public 

opposition to the method.56  

Indiscriminate trap-and-kill programs are demonstrably a waste of time and resources. Even if 

created with good intentions, local governments, particularly municipalities, clearly lack the 

expertise to implement lethal removal programs that use private trappers instead of or in addition 

to the guidance and services available via the state departments and agencies with the requisite 

expertise. As discussed throughout this petition, these programs pose a threat to wildlife and 

communities, and the Commission should use its authority to prohibit local governments from 

contravening the proper management of wildlife and knowingly wasting public funds to do so. 

3. Trap-and-Kill Programs Threaten Healthy Ecosystems 

Not only are indiscriminate lethal removal programs cruel, ineffective, and a waste of resources, 

but they are also destructive to the environment. Coyotes play a vital role in maintaining healthy 

and viable ecosystems in urbanized environments. Their crucial function as top predator aids in 

directly regulating the abundance of small rodents and indirectly increasing the diversity of 

songbird species.57  Likewise, as opportunistic carnivores and scavengers, coyotes help reduce 

rabbit and insect populations58 and actively feed upon carrion of large wild animals.59 As a 

consequence of coyote trapping and death, coyotes reproduce at faster rates resulting in doubling 

or tripling of the number of pups who all need to be fed.60 This leads to larger animals, such as 

deer, becoming prey rather than the usual rodents and rabbits, further disrupting the ecosystem. 

Additionally, through preying on rodents and other animals, coyotes help control disease 

transmission by reducing the spread of diseases such as plague, hantavirus, and Lyme disease. 

Through their highly adaptable nature, coyotes impact various portions of a community’s food 

web and their importance in such ecological systems cannot be overstated. By arbitrarily 

removing coyotes from the environment, California localities may be setting off a cascade of 

negative environmental consequences, which the Commission and CDFW have a substantial 

interest in preventing.  

ii. Local Governments’ Employment of Private Trappers to Trap Coyotes on 

Public Land Is Inconsistent with California Law 

Existing California statutes and regulations do not support the propriety of local governments 

contracting with private trappers to indiscriminately trap coyotes on public land. The mosaic of 

 
killed rather than any broader community outcomes. Rancho Palos Verdes has no records of any data, including the 

number of coyotes trapped and killed, yet the city continues to increase the amount of trapping CWPS and Rizzo 

may conduct within the city.  
56 Discussed below in section III(B).  
57 Crooks & Soulé, supra note 5. 
58 J.M. Fedriani et al., Does availability of anthropogenic food enhance densities of omnivorous mammals? An 

example with Coyotes in southern California, 24 Ecography 325-331 (2001).  
59 R.M. Timm and R.O. Baker, A History of Urban Coyote Problems, Proceedings of the 12th Wildlife Damage 

Management Conference (D.L. Nolte, W.M. Arjo, D.H. Stalman, Eds) (2007).  
60 See R.P. Davison, supra, note 27.  
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laws indicates the State’s intent to vest the primary authority to address the management of 

“harmful” coyotes to the Commission, CDFW, and the California Department of Agriculture 

(CDOA). This authority should remain with these State entities, as opposed to local 

governments, because they possess the necessary knowledge and expertise concerning coyote 

and wildlife management.  

Not only do local governments lack the expertise or resources to undertake larger-scale coyote 

management practices, let alone ineffective and indiscriminate lethal removal programs, but the 

southern California cities with these programs apparently effectively delegate all authority to a 

private trapper who operates for financial gain. As demonstrated, this has resulted in useless, 

wasteful, and dangerous trap-and-kill programs that cause the suffering and deaths of nonharmful 

coyotes and other nontargeted animals. These activities do not mitigate human-coyote conflicts 

but rather likely decrease public and ecosystem safety.   

Considering the California legislature’s clear delegation to the Commission, CDFW, and CDOA 

the authority to manage coyotes on public land, and the intent that only “harmful” coyotes 

warrant lethal control, additional regulations are required to prevent local governments from 

interfering with or contravening the safe, effective wildlife management practices of expert 

entities.  

1. Statutes Grant Authority to CDFW and CDOA to Manage Harmful 

Coyotes on Public Land 

Several statutes indicate the California legislature’s and the Commission’s intent to give CDFW 

and CDOA the primary authority to control “harmful” coyotes on public land.  

California Food and Agricultural Code section 11281 grants the CDOA the discretionary 

authority to manage “coyotes that are found to be causing damage on public or private land,” 

including by contracting with the Commission: 

If any coyotes are found to exist on land which is owned by the state, other than 

lands subject to the control of the Department of Parks and Recreation and other 

than ecological reserves established pursuant to Article 4 (commencing with 

Section 1580) of Chapter 5 of Division 2 of the Fish and Game Code and the 

coyotes are found to be causing damage on public or private land, the director may 

control, may employ persons pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 

11221) to control, or may contract with the [Fish & Game] commissioner to control, 

the coyotes which are determined to be the cause of the damage.  

The statutory scheme also provides that CDOA may employ hunters and trappers to control 

harmful coyotes. Section 11221 states: 

The [CDOA] director may employ hunters and trappers throughout the state to 

control or eradicate coyotes and other harmful predatory animals and to shoot or 

trap bears which are damaging livestock, agricultural crops, or standing timber.  
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Additionally, CDFW has the authority to control harmful nongame mammals61 and cooperate 

with other state and federal agencies to do so. California Fish and Game Code section 4153 

provides: 

(a) The department may enter into cooperative agreements with any agency of the 

state or the United States for the purpose of controlling harmful nongame 

mammals;  

(b) The department may take any mammal that, in its opinion, is unduly preying 

upon any bird, mammal, or fish. 

The sum of the relevant statutes vests the authority to manage harmful coyotes to CDOA, 

CDFW, and the Commission—the entities with the necessary expertise and resources to engage 

in wildlife management activities—including by contracting with private trappers if deemed 

necessary. Accordingly, municipalities’ contracting with private trappers to indiscriminately trap 

coyotes is inconsistent with statutory authority, unnecessary and ineffective in addressing 

harmful coyotes, and dangerously gives authority to private trappers—who operate in stark 

contrast to the scientifically proven and State-recognized best practices for mitigating human-

coyote conflicts—to operate their own harmful and ineffective operations for financial gain. This 

practice is harmful to animals, the environment, and the public, and the Commission should 

enact additional regulations to protect the State and agency’s expert ability to safely and 

effectively manage harmful coyotes.  

Furthermore, the cities’ lethal removal programs, which consist of contracting with a private 

trapper to place traps on public land within densely populated areas are inconsistent with 

California Code of Regulations title 14 section 465.5(g)(3), which states:  

Traps may not be set within 150 yards of any structure used as a permanent or 

temporary residence, unless such traps are set by a person controlling such property 

or by a person who has and is carrying with him written consent of the landowner 

to so place the trap or traps. 

Within the boundaries of large cities, the number of places that do not implicate 

section 465.5(g)(3) is extremely limited. Not only does this contribute to the indiscriminate 

nature of the trap-and-kill programs (i.e., traps are placed based on the availability of land, rather 

than to target specific coyotes), but it suggests that the Commission’s regulatory scheme does not 

contemplate such activities within municipalities. 

The placement of snares on public land, as is done by the cities’ private trapper, creates a high 

risk of violations of section 465.5(g)(3) given the dense population and number of residences 

within these southern California cities. In fact, there is evidence that Rizzo has possibly violated 

section 465.5(g)(3) on multiple occasions,62 underscoring the conflict between the trap-and-kill 

programs and the Commission regulations as well as the dangers of cities effectively allowing a 

 
61 Coyotes are classified as “nongame mammals.” Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 4150, 3950, 4000. 
62 See, supra, note 13.  
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private trapper free reign to engage in trapping activities with apparently little to no oversight to 

ensure compliance with the law.  

2. California Law Indicates an Intent to Only Manage “Harmful” 

Coyotes 

The statutes above also indicate the State’s intention to only target “harmful” coyotes in 

controlling coyote populations. In addition to the plain language of the statutes cited above, 

California Fish and Game Code section 4152(a) states: 

[N]ongame mammals…that are found to be injuring growing crops or other 

property may be taken at any time or in any manner in accordance with this code 

and regulations adopted pursuant to this code by the owner or tenant of the premises 

or employees and agents in immediate possession of written permission from the 

owner or tenant thereof. (Emphasis added.) 

However, as discussed in detail above, trap-and-kill programs are not designed or able to target 

specific aggressive or known-to-be dangerous coyotes. There is no legal, scientific, or other basis 

to support the operation of these indiscriminate trapping activities. Given the dangers they 

present, it is imperative that the Commission act to protect wildlife and the public.  

To the extent the cities represent their respective trap-and-kill programs as targeting harmful 

coyotes, this is, at best, misleading to their citizens. At worst, it is blatantly false and deceptive. 

In any event, it highlights municipalities’ lack of expertise to manage harmful or dangerous 

coyotes and the inconsistency between the programs and California law. 

3. The Law Already Provides Solutions for Managing “Harmful” 

Coyotes on Private Land, Where Coyotes Present the Most Danger 

in Cities 

The primary threat posed by coyotes in southern California cities is attacks on companion 

animals. These conflicts occur most frequently on private land, such as backyards. While there 

are simple, nonlethal measures people can employ to improve companion animal safety,63 

California law also provides for targeted, specific lethal removal of coyotes that cause harm or 

present a legitimate danger by the private resident and/or CDOA.  

Residents can initiate action, including trapping and removal, to protect themselves and their 

property from coyote attacks. See 14 C.C.R. 472(a). They may also employ licensed private 

trappers to do so. Furthermore, California Fish and Game Code section 4152 gives CDFW and 

CDOA the authority and ability to manage animals that injure or may injure property: 

 
63 Known precautions and methods to keep companion animals safe include keeping trash off the ground and sealed 

in trash cans; not leaving pet food outside; keeping cats indoors, keeping dogs on leashes, and hazing techniques. 

Keeping You and Your Pets Safe From Urban Coyotes, California State University, Long Beach, 

https://www.csulb.edu/biological-sciences/mammal-lab/keeping-you-and-your-pets-safe-urban-

coyotes#:~:text=Keep%20trash%20off%20the%20ground,leash%2C%20even%20in%20your%20yard. 
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[N]ongame mammals…that are found to be injuring growing crops or other 

property may be taken at any time or in any manner in accordance with this code 

and regulations adopted pursuant to this code by the owner or tenant of the premises 

or employees and agents in immediate possession of written permission from the 

owner or tenant thereof. They may also be taken by officers or employees of the 

Department of Food and Agriculture or by federal, county, or city officers or 

employees when acting in their official capacities pursuant to the Food and 

Agricultural Code pertaining to pests.  

These provisions further demonstrate that municipalities’ lethal removal programs are 

ineffectively and dangerously attempting to address a problem that already has effective 

solutions provided by law.  

* * * 

Southern California cities such as Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes have contracted 

with a private trapper to operate indiscriminate trap-and-kill programs that are proven to be 

ineffective. Yet the cities continue to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars on these programs 

that cause the suffering and death of random coyotes and other nontargeted animal species that 

do not mitigate human-coyote conflicts. These lethal removal programs additionally defy 

established scientific findings, ignore Commission and CDFW guidance, threaten urban 

ecosystems, and do not target—and likely do not remove—coyotes causing harm. The programs 

are inconsistent with California law that grants the Commission, CDFW, and CDOA the 

authority to manage harmful coyote populations and provide solutions to private property 

owners. Because these municipalities have effectively given private trappers the ability to engage 

in trapping activities based on their own subjective judgment, without regard to proper coyote 

management methods, municipal trap-and-kill programs create a substantial threat to the State’s 

authority to manage harmful coyotes safely and productively.  

In addition, research into the trap-and-kill programs of Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos 

Verdes exposed an alarming pattern, in which the contracted private trapper is effectively 

allowed to conduct dangerous snaring activities throughout densely populated cities with little to 

no oversight by the city or any other entity.64 For example, Anaheim and Rancho Palos Verdes 

produced no records indicating that the cities had any knowledge of where snare traps are placed 

throughout the cities or Rizzo’s day-to-day activities. Moreover, Rancho Palos Verdes had no 

records of how many coyotes had been trapped and killed by its contracted trapper, which is 

particularly disturbing given that the city continues to shovel taxpayer money into an operation 

that it seemingly knows nothing about. Given the known harms and proven ineffectiveness of the 

programs, it stands to reason that the only entity benefitting from these lethal removal programs 

is the trapper, CWPS. Yet the cities apparently allow what appears to be free reign to the trapper 

to place snares on public land without regard for how the trapping activities are actually 

 
64 Multiple public records requests to all three cities resulted in no records related to the daily activities of Rizzo or 

general operations of the trap-and-kill programs. Consequently, an unavoidable conclusion is that these cities have 

allowed CWPS and Rizzo authority to operate the program without meaningful oversight or accountability. 
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conducted, what materials are used, whether laws are being complied with, or the danger to the 

ecosystem and public.  

For these reasons, PETA urges the Commission to enact additional regulations to prohibit local 

governments from subverting the expertise of State departments and agencies by contracting 

with private trappers to indiscriminately trap coyotes on public land.  

B. The Department Should Amend Its Regulations to Prohibit the Use of 

Carbon Dioxide as a Killing Method for Coyotes 

PETA urges the Commission to amend its regulations to prohibit the use of carbon dioxide as a 

killing method for coyotes because it is incredibly inhumane for larger animal species, as 

California recognized when it outlawed its use for cats and dogs, the latter of which are nearly 

the same species as coyotes.  

This request stems, in part, from the use of mobile carbon dioxide gas chambers to kill coyotes 

by municipalities’ contracted private trappers as part of their trap-and-kill programs. The practice 

of throwing coyotes into a gas chamber in the back of a truck65—deceptively represented as 

vague “euthanasia” to the public—is barbaric and should not happen, let alone be effectively 

endorsed by California cities and paid for by citizens who oppose the practice.66  

i. The Use of Carbon Dioxide to Kill Coyotes Is Extremely Cruel and 

Cannot Be Considered “Humane” or “Euthanasia” 

It is recognized in the scientific community and beyond that the use of carbon dioxide gas 

chambers is inhumane, and causes significant suffering, pain, and distress to larger animal 

species, which includes domesticated dogs and coyotes.  

Carbon dioxide kills animals by asphyxiation, or, in other words, choking them to death. The use 

of gas for stunning and killing animals is considered to compromise welfare due to air hunger, 

anxiety, fear, and pain.67 Evidence suggests that carbon dioxide causes pain and distress even at 

low concentrations.  

 
65 Ex. 5. 
66 The public opposes the cruel form of killing coyotes, particularly with respect to municipal trap-and-kill 

programs. See Donna Littlejohn, Mix-Up in Torrance Coyote Trapping Program Leads to Gas Chamber Euthanasia, 

Daily Breeze (Oct. 1, 2016, updated Sep. 6, 2017), https://www.dailybreeze.com/2016/10/01/mix-up-in-torrance-

coyote-trapping-program-leads-to-gas-chamber-euthanasia/. As discussed below, no city at issue—Torrance, 

Anaheim, or Rancho Palos Verdes—has apparently publicized the use of gas chambers to kill coyotes as part of their 

lethal removal programs. In response to public records requests requesting any and all records concerning the use of 

carbon dioxide by Rizzo or other contractors, each city has produced zero responsive records. Assuming, for the 

sake of argument, that public records laws were complied with, this would indicate that the cities have no 

knowledge of how their hired trapper carries out killing coyotes within city boundaries, which is unacceptable given 

the immense suffering caused to coyotes and the frequent representation to the public that coyotes are “euthanized” 

in a “humane” manner at great cost to them. See, e.g., Ex. 3 at “Exhibit C”.  
67 A.R. Steiner et al., Humanely Ending the Life of Animals: Research Priorities to Identify Alternatives to Carbon 

Dioxide, 9(11) Animals (Basel) 911 (Nov. 2019).  
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In humans, according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, certain concentrations 

of carbon dioxide can be “immediately dangerous to life or health”,68 and humans describe the 

effects of carbon dioxide exposure as “excruciating.”69 Such exposure can cause a multitude of 

other pain and/or distress indicators, including headache, dizziness, paresthesia, breathing 

difficult, sweating, discomfort, increased heart rate, increased cardiac output, increased blood 

pressure, coma, asphyxia, and convulsions.70 

When carbon dioxide is used to kill animals, they continue to suffer for several minutes until 

they lose consciousness.71 There are many reports of animals dying slow, painful, and panicked 

death in carbon dioxide gas chambers. For example, Missouri House representative Adam 

Schwadron, who introduced a bill to ban the use of carbon dioxide in shelters stated, “It can take 

upwards of 30 minutes to kill an animal this way, and we’ve seen examples in some of these gas 

chambers where the animal just panicked and tried to claw their way out and ripped their claws 

out.”72 

The scientific community has questioned the ethics of using carbon dioxide to kill laboratory 

animals—who are generally considered to experience less pain and distress than larger 

animals—for decades:  

Exposing animals to carbon dioxide can cause distress because acutely sensitive 

CO2 chemoreceptors and pH receptors have evolved in vertebrates, with the result 

that carbon dioxide is a potent respiratory stimulant that rapidly induces dyspnoea 

[impaired breathing, often called “air hunger”] or breathlessness. It can also cause 

discomfort and pain because it is converted to carbonic acid in the mucosa of the 

eyes, nose and mouth, which activates polymodal nociceptors [specialized nerve 

cells that send pain signals in response to stimuli]. Given a free choice, animals 

avoid carbon dioxide when concentrations rise above a certain threshold. When 

they do not have a free choice, i.e. they are confined to a chamber, animals will 

sometimes attempt to escape from the gas. All methods of delivering carbon dioxide 

with the aim of killing animals can therefore present welfare problems, because 

concentrations of CO2 that will induce anaesthesia or cause death will inevitably 

cause some degree of aversion.73  

The American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) only recommends the use of carbon 

dioxide for certain small species, namely rodents, in laboratory-like settings where the use of the 

gas can be highly controlled:  

 
68 Cabon Dioxide, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/npg/npgd0103.html. 
69 HSUS Statement on Gas Chambers, Humane Society of the United States, https://humanepro.org/page/hsus-

statement-gas-chambers. 
70 Carbon Dioxide, supra note 68. 
71 HSUS Statement on Gas Chambers, supra note 69.  
72 Annelise Hanshaw, Missouri lawmaker works with Humane Society to stop use of gas to kill shelter animals, 

Missouri Independent (Jan. 20, 2023). 
73 P. Hawkins et al., Newcastle Consensus Meeting on Carbon Dioxide Euthanasia of Laboratory Animals (2006).  

supra%20note%2069
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Carbon dioxide exposure using a gradual-fill method is less likely to cause pain due 

to nociceptor activation by carbonic acid prior to onset of unconsciousness; a 

displacement rate from 30% to 70% of the chamber volume/min is recommended 

for rodents…Carbon dioxide and CO2 gas mixtures must be supplied in a precisely 

regulated and purified form without contaminants or adulterants, typically from a 

commercially supplied cylinder or tank. The direct application of products of 

combustion or sublimation is not acceptable due to unreliable or undesirable 

composition and/or displacement rate. As gas displacement rate is critical to the 

humane application of CO2, an appropriate pressure-reducing regulator and flow 

meter or equivalent equipment with demonstrated capability for generating the 

recommended displacement rates for the size container being utilized is absolutely 

necessary. 74 

The AVMA guidelines do not recommend the use of carbon dioxide to kill dogs, because the 

species is not one “where aversion or distress can be minimized.”75 The same considerations 

apply to coyotes, which are so closely genetically related to domesticated dogs that the two 

species can interbreed.76  The AVMA’s specific recommended conditions above, even if they 

applied to coyotes, almost certainly cannot be reliably met where the killing is effectuated by a 

mobile carbon dioxide gas chamber, located in the back of a truck, as is used by Rizzo and other 

private trappers.77  

Researchers have questioned whether the use of carbon dioxide, even if compliant with AVMA 

recommendations, can ever be considered “euthanasia.”78 For a method to meet AVMA’s 

definition of “euthanasia,” it must (a) produce a rapid loss of consciousness and (b) minimize 

pain and distress.79 Although some methods of introducing carbon dioxide to animals are much 

more painful than others, even at the lowest concentrations, observers document signs of distress 

as early as 30 seconds after the gas is introduced, and that distress continues for several minutes 

until consciousness is lost.80  

The weight of scientific studies and data demonstrate that the use of carbon dioxide is certain to 

cause pain and distress to every animal—particularly larger species such as coyotes—who is 

exposed to it, regardless of concentration level or method of introduction. As such, it is one of 

the most inhumane methods of euthanasia being practiced today.81  

 
74 AVMA Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals: 2020 Edition, American Veterinary Medical Association, pp. 28-

31, https://www.avma.org/sites/default/files/2020-02/Guidelines-on-Euthanasia-2020.pdf.  
75 Id. at 30-31 (citing H. Raff et al., Vasopressin, ACTH, and corticosteroids during hypercapnia and graded hypoxia 

in dogs, 244 Am J Physiol 244, E453–E458 (1983)). See also Steiner, supra note 67. 
76 See Sharon Levy, Coyotes Are the New Top Dogs, Scientific American (May 17, 2012), 

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/coyotes-are-the-new-top-dogs/. 
77 Ex. 5. Previous private trapping services employed by cities, including Critter Busters, were documented using 

mobile carbon dioxide gas chambers to kill coyotes. See Littlejohn, supra note 66. 
78 See Presentation of Dr. Debra Hickman (DVM, MS, DACLAM, DACAW), Director of the Laboratory Animal 

Resource Center at Indiana University, 2014 AVMA Humane Endings Symposium. 
79 See AVMA Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals: 2020 Edition, supra note 73. 
80 See, supra, note 78. 
81 HSUS Statement on Gas Chambers, supra note 69.  
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ii. California Law Is Inconsistent with the Use of Carbon Dioxide Gas 

Chambers to Kill Coyotes 

California law provides that coyotes caught in traps cannot be relocated, 14 C.C.R. § 679(f)(4), 

and must be “immediately killed,” id. § 465.5(g)(1). California Fish and Game Code section 

4004(f) prohibits any person from “[k]ill[ing] any trapped mammal…by intentional drowning, 

injection with any chemical not sold for the purpose of euthanizing animals, or thoracic 

compression, commonly known as chest crushing.” Commission regulations further specify the 

manner in which trapped animals are to be humanely killed. Section 465.5(g)(1) specifically 

states, “Unless released, trapped animals shall be killed by shooting where local ordinances, 

landowners, and safety permit. This regulation does not prohibit employees of federal, state, or 

local government from using chemical euthanasia to dispatch trapped animals.” While 

discharging firearms is widely prohibited by local ordinances, the regulations clearly 

contemplate that employees of local government would and should use chemical euthanasia to 

kill trapped animals.  

It would be an absurd interpretation of section 465.5(g)(1) to allow persons or municipalities to 

kill trapped animals in a cruel manner when humane methods are available. In fact, 

municipalities in the past have employed veterinarians to humanely use chemical euthanasia to 

kill coyotes trapped in the course of trap-and-kill programs.82 In 2016, in Torrance, the practice 

was publicly adopted after the public learned of the use of a carbon dioxide gas chamber by a 

previous private trapper.83 Now, Torrance, like other cities contracting with CWPS, is quietly 

allowing the use of gas chambers once more, likely because it is cheaper than chemical 

euthanasia. Commission regulations, particularly section 465.5(g)(1) do not support this practice, 

and the use of carbon dioxide should be prohibited in favor of the humane methods prescribed by 

the agency.  

Furthermore, California criminal law prohibits the use of carbon dioxide to kill dogs or cats. 

California Penal Code section 597u(b)(3). This subsection was enacted to ensure that all types of 

gas chambers are illegal in state, as the statute previously only outlawed the use of carbon 

monoxide for all animals.84 Through section 597u, the California legislature explicitly recognizes 

that gas chambers, including those that use carbon dioxide, are cruel and inhumane. While the 

use of carbon dioxide specifically is only criminalized with respect to dogs and cats, the 

reasoning extends to coyotes, due to how genetically similar the two species are. 85  

In sum, California statutes and the Commission regulations demonstrate an intent that trapped 

animals be killed in a humane manner and that the use of carbon dioxide as a killing method is 

inhumane for dogs and, by logical extension, coyotes. As discussed above, scientific evidence 

 
82 Littlejohn, supra note 66. 
83 Id. See also Louis Sahagun, In war on coyotes, some argue for learning to live with them, Los Angeles Times 

(Dec. 17, 2014), https://www.latimes.com/science/la-me-coyotes-20141218-story.html.  
84 See Colleen Jaskot, Closing the door on the gas chamber, Animal Sheltering Magazine (Jan/Feb. 2017), available 

at: https://humanepro.org/magazine/articles/closing-door-gas-chamber.  
85 See Levy, supra note 76.  
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demonstrates that animals killed by carbon dioxide gas chambers suffer immensely, and the 

method cannot be considered humane or euthanasia.86 

iii. The Public Is Strongly Opposed to the Use of Gas Chambers to Kill 

Coyotes 

Public opinion on the use of gas chambers to kill coyotes as part of a municipality’s trap-and-kill 

program is overwhelmingly negative. When residents have been made aware of the practice by 

cities’ contracted private trappers, they have strongly opposed the practice and influenced city 

practices.87 For example, in 2016, Torrance residents found out that the city’s then-trapping 

service, Critter Busters, killed coyotes with a mobile carbon dioxide gas chamber, despite the 

city’s supposed stipulation that trapped coyotes be euthanized by lethal injection administered by 

a veterinarian.88 The information immediately “sparked concern that the program may have to be 

discontinued,” and city officials quickly assured the public that lethal injection would be used 

from that point forward.89 It is unclear at what point the city stopped ensuring that trapped 

coyotes would be humanely euthanized, and there is no record of the practice even being 

considered since the published article.  

Elsewhere, in 2014, upon learning that Critter Busters used its mobile gas chamber to kill 

coyotes in Seal Beach, both residents and city officials came out in strong opposition to the 

practice.90 At the time, then-city councilman Mike Levitt stated, “When Critter Busters told us 

that it used gas to dispatch coyotes, I assumed it meant the animals were put to sleep. So I voted 

to approve the contract. I found out [afterward] that the animal does not go to sleep. There are 

spasms. They choke.” 

These instances also highlight a serious concern raised throughout this petition. Whether it is 

intentional or a result of the cities’ own lack of knowledge of their private trapper’s daily 

activities, cities like Torrance, Anaheim, and Rancho Palos Verdes are notably untransparent to 

residents as to the use of gas chambers to kill coyotes. Assuming none of these cities are 

purposefully withholding relevant records related to carbon dioxide use, an unavoidable 

conclusion is that the municipalities have an alarmingly dangerous lack of oversight or control 

over the private service that is trapping and killing animals for its own financial gain.  

* * * 

According to the weight of scientific evidence, as also recognized by the California legislature 

through California Penal Code section 597u, the use of carbon dioxide to kill animals like 

coyotes is inhumane and cruel, causing the animals to experience pain and distress likely for 

minutes before they eventually choke to death. The Commission’s regulations already indicate 

 
86 All municipal contracts with CWPS misleadingly represent that the trapper, Rizzo, will humanely euthanize 

trapped coyotes. See, e.g., Ex. 3 at “Exhibit C.” 
87 Littlejohn, supra note 66; Sahagun, supra note 83. 
88 Littlejohn, supra note 66. The supposed stipulation was not recorded in any version of Torrance’s coyote 

management plan, nor were any records received that referenced lethal injection or any killing method. 
89 Id. 
90 Sahagun, supra note 83. 
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the intent that trapped animals be humanely killed. Accordingly, PETA urges the Commission to 

amend its regulations to specifically prohibit the use of carbon dioxide to kill coyotes.  

V. Proposed Regulations  

First, the Commission should enact a new regulation or regulation to prohibit local governments 

from contracting with private trappers to trap coyotes on public land. Specifically, the 

Commission should add a subsection under 14 C.C.R § 472(a) to read: 

Except as otherwise provided in Sections 478, 485, and subsections (a) through (d) 

below, nongame birds and mammals may not be taken. 

(a) The following nongame birds and mammals may be taken at any time of the year and 

in any number except as prohibited in Chapter 6: English sparrow, starling, domestic 

pigeon (Columba livia) except as prohibited in Fish and Game Code section 3680, 

coyote, weasels, skunks, opossum, moles and rodents (excluding tree and flying squirrels, 

and those listed as furbearers, endangered or threatened species). 

(1) Nothing in these regulations shall permit local governments, including 

officials, agents, departments, and agencies thereof, to contract with private 

parties to take coyotes by the use of traps on public land. 

The Commission could also add a subsection under 14 C.C.R. § 475(d): 

Nongame birds and nongame mammals may be taken in any manner except as follows… 

(d) Traps may be used to take nongame birds and nongame mammals only in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 465.5 of these regulations and sections 3003.1 and 4004 of 

the Fish and Game Code. 

(1) Local governments, including officials, agents, departments, and agencies 

thereof, may not contract with private parties to take coyotes by the use of traps 

on public land. 

Second, the Commission should prohibit the use of cruel and inhumane carbon dioxide as a 

killing method for coyotes. Specifically, the Commission should amend 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(1) 

to read: 

(1) Immediate Dispatch or Release. All furbearing and nongame mammals that are legal 

to trap must be immediately killed or released. Unless released, trapped animals shall be 

killed by shooting where local ordinances, landowners, and safety permit. This regulation 

does not prohibit employees of federal, state, or local government from using chemical 

euthanasia to dispatch trapped animals. The use of carbon dioxide to kill trapped coyotes 

is prohibited. 
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11 ATTACHMENT B 

SECOND AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT (C2022-069) 

This Second Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "Second 
Amendment") is made and entered into as of September 26, 2023, by and between the 
CITY OF TORRANCE ("CITY"), a municipal corporation, and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest 
Solutions, Inc., a California Corporation ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

A. CITY previously circulated a Request for Proposal for City-wide Coyote Trapping 
Services, RFP No. 82021-45 (the "RFP"). 

B. CONTRACTOR submitted a Proposal (the "Proposal") in response to the RFP. 
In its Proposal, CONTRACTOR represented that it was qualified to perform those 
services requested in the RFP. Based upon its review of all proposals submitted 
in response to the RFP, the CITY decided to award the Agreement to 
CONTRACTOR. 

C. On November 22, 2021, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into Contract Services 
Agreement C2022-069 (the "Agreement"), whereby CONTRACTOR agreed to 
provide coyote trapping services Monday through Friday, through October 7, 2022, 
for an amount not to exceed $55,200. 

D. On September 27, 2022, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into a First 
Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "First Amendment") 
to: extend the term of the Agreement through October 7, 2023; add two (2) 
separate options to extend the term of the Agreement for one (1) additional year 
each; increase service to Monday through Sunday; and, add $79,200 to 
CONTRACTOR's compensation under the Agreement. 

E. CITY is satisfied with the level of service provided by CONTRACTOR. 

F. CITY now wishes to exercise the first option to extend the term of the agreement 
for one (1) year, and add $79,200 to CONTRACTOR's compensation under the 
Agreement. 

G. Additionally, CITY wishes to further amend the Agreement and update the Public 
Records Act language to comport with recent changes to the California 
Government Code Sections that govern public records and public records 
requests. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

00421299.docx 
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NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

AGREEMENT: 

1. Section 2 of the Agreement entitled "TERM" is hereby amended to read in its entirety 
as follows: 

"2. TERM 
Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Paragraph 4 below, this 
Agreement will continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date 
through October 7, 2024. This Agreement includes one (1) option to 
extend the term by one (1) additional year. The option to extend can be 
exercised only by CITY." 

2. Section 3 of the Agreement entitled "COMPENSATION", Subsection A entitled 
"CONTRACTOR's Fee", is hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows: 

"3. COMPENSATION 
A. CONTRACTOR's Fee. 

For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, CONTRACTOR 
will be paid in accordance with the compensation schedule set forth 
in the Proposal, provided, however, that in no event will the total 
amount of money paid the CONTRACTOR, for services initially 
contemplated by this Agreement, exceed the sum of $213,600 (the 
"Agreement Sum"), unless first approved in writing by CITY." 

3. Section 33 of the Agreement entitled "PUBLIC RECORDS ACT" is hereby amended 
to read in its entirety as follows: 

"33. PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 

00421299.docx 

Any documents submitted by the CONTRACTOR; all information obtained 
in connection with the CITY's right to audit and inspect the 
CONTRACTOR's documents, books, and accounting records pursuant to 
paragraph 14 CONTRACTOR's Accounting Records; Other Project 
Records; as well as those documents which were required to be submitted 
in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) used in the solicitation 
process for this Contract, become the exclusive property of the City. All 
such documents become a matter of public record and shall be regarded 
as public records. Exceptions will be those elements in the California 
Government Code Section 7920.000 et seq. (Public Records Act) and 
which are marked "trade secret", "confidential", or "proprietary". The CITY 
shall not in any way be liable or responsible for the disclosure of any such 
records including, without limitation, those so marked, if disclosure is 
required by law, or by an order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
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In the event the CITY is required to defend an action on a Public Records 
Act request for any of the aforementioned documents, information, books, 
records, and/or contents of a proposal marked "trade secret", 
"confidential", or "proprietary", the CONTRACTOR agrees to defend and 
indemnify the CITY from all costs and expenses, including reasonable 
attorney's fees, in action or liability arising under the Public Records Act." 

4. Except as expressly modified by this Second Amendment, in all other respects, the 
Agreement dated November 22, 2021, and the First Amendment dated September 
27, 2022, between CITY and CONTRACTOR are ratified and reaffirmed and remain 
in full force and effect. 

CITY OF TORRANCE, 
a municipal corporation 

By:-----------
Aram Chaparyan, City Manager 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN 
City Attorney 

By: __________ _ 

Galen W. Bean 
Legal Counselor 

00421299.docx 

Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 
a California Corporation 

By:--------
Pamela Parker, CEO 
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Master Agreement Purchase Order 

200 S. Anaheim Blvd. 
Purchasing, Suite 620 

Anaheim, CA 92805-3820 
Phone: 714-765-5110 

Fax: 714-765-5288 

COYOTE, WILDUFE, AND PEST SOLUTIONS, INC. 
8775 E. WILEY WAY 
ANAHEIM HILLS, CA 92808 

Contact Name: JIMMIE RIZZO 

MA #: 1 06·497035 
Revision #: 1 
Attachments: 2 
Council Award: SSJ 

Vendor ID Code#: VC0000156321 
Master Agreement : 106-497035 
Begin Date: 09/01/23 
Expiration Date: 08/31/24 
Supercede& MA: 106-496010 
Renewal options: Yes 

Page 1 

Phone: 714-9434121 Total purchase Not to Exceed: $49,000.00 
Payment terms: NET 30 DAYS Email: coyotewildlifesolutions@gmail.com 

FOB: Services, Not Applicable 
Authorized Departments: 
PLANNING 

This agreement documents the general terms, conditions and pricing of the City's purchases of the goods and/or services 
described below. This Master Agreement does not authorize specific quantities or shipping dates; authorization to ship goods or 
deliver services will be made by Issuing Delivery Order referencing this document. Shipping location, delivery date, items, 
quantities and prices will be confirmed on the Delivery Orders. All invoices must clearly Indicate the relevant, authorizing Deliver 
Order# they pertain to . 

.c.QMMODITIES AND SERVICES COVERED B Y TH!!LMAS'I:ER AGREEMENT: 
Coyote Trapping: 418: Code Enforcement 

Special notes: 
PRICING TO REMAIN THE SAME. 
Per Proposal/Contract# 1006, Trapper ID # 7868 

AGREEMENT FOR COYOTE ABATEMENT 

Line# cc Description 

1 96210 COYOTE ABATEMENT FOR A PERIOD OF TEN (10) BUSINESS DAYS 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 
INSTRUCTIONS TO VENDORS 
This Purchase Order subject to and govemed by all Terms 
and Conditions printed at the end of this order. 

Qty UofM Unit Price 

0.00 EACH $2,300.0000 

(714) 765-5207 



Special notes: 

Master Agreement Purchase Order 

200 S. Anaheim Blvd. 
Purchasing, Suite 620 

Anaheim, CA 92805-3820 
Phone: 714-765-5110 

Fax: 714-765-5288 

MA #: 106 .. 497035 
Revision #: 1 
Attachments: 2 
Council Award: SSJ 

Page2 

This Master Agreement ("MA"), along with the City's Standard Terms and Conditions, documents the items, prices and terms and 
conditions of the City's agreement with the supplier to provide the goods and/or services shown. 
Quantities and/or dollars shown are estimates only. The City is under no obligation to purchase any or all of the Items or 
services shown on this Master Agreement. 
The City shall be obligated only for the specific quantities of materials or services that are authorized by the Issuance of a 
specific Delivery Order ("DO") referencing this Master Agreement. Delivery Orders will be issued by the requesting department 
and shall specify the dellvery date, location and unique Delivery Order Number. 
Prices shown are to remain firm for the first year of this Agreement, unless otherwise specified in the body of this Master 
Agreement. 
The total purchase limit shown for this Master Agreement is inclusive of all taxes. Supplier is not authorized to accept orders, 
nor provide goods or services in excess of this amount. 
All invoices are to be sent to Accounts Payable ONLY, and must reference the specific Delivery Order number applicable to the 
invoice. 
This Master Agreement may be renewable, in accordance with the terms of the applicable bid and/or City Council award. 
This order may be terminated by either party, without cause, upon a thirty (30) day written notice. 
HOLD HARMLESS & INDEMNIFICATION: By acceptance of this purchase order, the Supplier hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, 
and hold harmless, the City, (including its officers and employees) for/from any and all claims or actions of any kind presented 
against against the City arising out of Supplier's (including Supplier's employees, representatives, products and subcontractors) 
performance under this Agreement, excepting only such claims, costs, or liability which may arise out of the sole negligence of 
the City. 
Supplier's insurance and hold harmless indemnification are required prior to any work being performed under this order. 
INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS: This Purchase Order or Master Agreement requires the Supplier to carry the following types and 
coverages of insurance:1. COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE: (including product liability coverage, when 
applicable) in the amount of $1,000,000 per occurance.2. AUTO LIABILITY INSURANCE:$1 ,000,000 per occurance, combined 
single limit ("CSL'').3. WORKERS' COMPENSATION INSURANCE: as required by state statutes. 4. The City of Anaheim Is to be 
named as an additional insured on the above captioned insurance coverages as respects the City's interests under this 
Agreement. Supplier shall provide an appropriate insurance certificate to the City prior to commencement of work under this 
Agreement; and present to the City an endorsement to the policy, signed by an officer of the insurance company within thirty 
(30) days of the Inception date of this Agreement.5. All insurance policies shall provide for a minimum of thirty (30) days written 
notice of any change or cancellation of the policy. 6. Insurance policies to be in a form and written through companies 
acceptable to the City and shall include those endorsements which are necessary to extend the coverage which is appropriate to 
the nature of the Agreement. 7. All insurance certificates, endorsements, cancellation notices or other Items relating to the 
Agreement are to be sent in care of the Contract Administrator at the "SHIP TO" address on the purchase order OR delivery 
order. 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 
INSTRUCTIONS TO VENDORS 
This Purchase Order subject to and governed by all Terms 
and Conditions printed at the end of this order. v (714) 765-5207 



Master Agreement Purchase Order Page3 

200 S. Anaheim Blvd. 
Purchasing, Suite 620 

Anaheim, CA 92805-3820 
Phone:714-765~110 
Fax: 714-765-5288 

MA #: 106-497035 
Revision #: 1 
Attachments: 2 
Council Award: SSJ 

STANDARD TERMS & CONDITIONS 

1. TERMS OF ORDER: This order is limited to the terms herein 
unless expressly agreed in writing by the City's Purchasing Division. 

2. ACCEPTANCE: Seller's shipment of goods, commencement of 
any work, or performance of any services hereunder shall constitute 
acceptance by Seller of this order and all of its terms and conditions. 
No additional terms or conditions stated by Seller in acknowledging 
or otherwise accepting this order shall be binding upon the City 
unless specifically accepted in writing by Buyer. No oral agreements 
shall be binding unless confirmed by a written revision to this 
purchase order. 

3. SELL OR ASSIGN: The supplier shall not sell, assign, or transfer 
any obligations resulting from this order without the specific written 
consent of the City's Purchasing Division. 

4. MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEETS: Supplier shall submit 
Material Safety Data Sheets with all orders of hazardous 
substances. 

5. COMPUANCE WITH LAWS: All goods and services provided 
shall comply with all current federal, state, and local laws relative 
thereto. Supplier further agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold the 
City harmless for any failure to so conform. 

6. TAXES: Unless otherwise indicated on the P.O., this order is 
subject to California Sales Tax, at the current Orange County tax 
rate. The City is exempt from Federal Excise Tax. 

7. WARRANTY: Supplier fully warrants all materials and equipment, 
including without limitation, any optional equipment purchased by 
the City under the terms of this order, against poor and inferior 
quality and workmanship of equipment, labor and materials, for one 
year after the date of final acceptance by the City, unless otherwise 
stated herein. 

8. LAWS GOVERNING CONTRACT: This order will be 
administered and interpreted under the laws of the State of 
California. 

9. BUSINESS LICENSE: Firms providing goods or services to the 
City of Anaheim must have a current City business license. 

1 0. AUTHORIZED DISTRIBUTOR: Vendor represents that vendor 
is an authorized distributor of the product ordered. The City reserves 
the right to cancel this order at any time if it is determined that the 
vendor is not an authorized distributor of the product ordered. 

11. CANCELLATION: Time is ofthe essence in the performance of 
this Purchase Order. The City reserves the right to cancel any 
portion of this order with respect to goods not delivered, or services 
not performed, on or before the required delivery date. 

12. REJECTION OF MATERIALS/SERVICES: All materials and 
services furnished shall be as specified and are subject to inspection 
and approval by the City. The City reserves the right to reject any 
material or service which does not comply with the specifications 
and/or terms of this order. 

13. F. 0. B. POINT: All orders are to ship F. 0. B. Destination, 
unless otherwise specifled in the P.O. 

14. mLE: Except as otherwise and expressly provided herein, title 
to and risk of loss on all items shipped by vendor or vendor's agent 
to the City shall pass to the City upon the City's inspection and 
acceptance of such items at the City's premises. 

15. SHIPPING & HANDLING CHARGES: Shipping, handling, 
packing, transportation, and any other fees or charges are not 
allowed unless specified otherwise herein. 

16. PACKING SLIPS: Packing slips specifying quantity, description 
and purchase order number must be included with each delivery. 

17. INVOICES: The purchase order number and department name 
must appear on all invoices, shipping papers, packages, and 
correspondence. Unless otherwise specified, the invoice shall 
contain the following information; purchase order number, item 
number, description of supplies or services, sizes, quantities, unit 
prices, extended totals, all applicable taxes, and freight and handling 
charges, where authorized. 

18. PAYMENT: Payment will be made only upon receipt of all 
materials, services, and invoices which are as specified and in 
accordance with the terms of this order, unless otherwise stated 
herein. ~ 

19. HOLD HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFICATION: By acceptance of 
this purchase order, the vendor hereby agr:ees to indemnify, defend, 
and hold harmless the City (including its officers and employees) for/ 
from any and an claims or actions of any kind presented against the 
City arising out of vendor's (including vendor's employees, 
representatives, products, and subcontractors) performance under 
this agreement, excepting only such claims, costs, or liability which 
may arise out of sole negligence of the City. 

20. INSURANCE: Vendors who perform work on City property are 
required to provide acceptable proof of insurance prior to 
commencing work. Specific insurance requirements are contained 
within the body of the purchase order. 

21. NEW MATERIALS: Unless a bid specification calls for used, 
refurbished or recycled materials, all items or materials bid and 
supplied to the City are to be new, unused products. 

10/26/10 
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

By and Between

CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

and

COYOTE WILDLIFE AND PEST SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
BETWEEN THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES AND

COYOTE WILDLIFE AND PEST SOLUTIONS, INC. 

THIS AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (“ Agreement”) is made and
entered into on September 5, 2023 by and between the CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES, 
a California municipal corporation (“ City”) and COYOTE WILDLIFE AND PEST
SOLUTIONS, INC., a California corporation (“ Consultant”). City and Consultant may be
referred to, individually or collectively, as “ Party” or “Parties.” 

RECITALS

A. City has sought, by issuance of a Request for Proposals, the performance of the
services defined and described particularly in Article 1 of this Agreement.  

B. Consultant, following submission of a proposal for the performance of the
services defined and described particularly in Article 1 of this Agreement, was selected by the
City to perform those services. 

C. Pursuant to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code, City has authority
to enter into and execute this Agreement. 

D. The Parties desire to formalize the selection of Consultant for performance of
those services defined and described particularly in Article 1 of this Agreement and desire that
the terms of that performance be as particularly defined and described herein. 

OPERATIVE PROVISIONS

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants made by
the Parties and contained herein and other consideration, the value and adequacy of which are
hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

ARTICLE 1. SERVICES OF CONSULTANT

1.1 Scope of Services. 

In compliance with all terms and conditions of this Agreement, the Consultant shall
provide those services specified in the “ Scope of Services”, as stated in the Proposal, attached
hereto as Exhibit “ A” and incorporated herein by this reference, which may be referred to herein
as the “ services” or “ work” hereunder. As a material inducement to the City entering into this
Agreement, Consultant represents and warrants that it has the qualifications, experience, and
facilities necessary to properly perform the services required under this Agreement in a thorough, 
competent, and professional manner, and is experienced in performing the work and services
contemplated herein. Consultant shall at all times faithfully, competently and to the best of its
ability, experience and talent, perform all services described herein. Consultant covenants that it
shall follow the highest professional standards in performing the work and services required
hereunder and that all materials will be both of good quality as well as fit for the purpose
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intended. For purposes of this Agreement, the phrase “ highest professional standards” shall mean
those standards of practice recognized by one or more first- class firms performing similar work
under similar circumstances. 

1.2 Consultant’ s Proposal. 

The Scope of Service shall include the Consultant’ s Proposal which shall be incorporated
herein by this reference as though fully set forth herein. In the event of any inconsistency
between the terms of such Proposal and this Agreement, the terms of this Agreement shall
govern. 

1.3 Compliance with Law. 

Consultant shall keep itself informed concerning, and shall render all services hereunder
in accordance with, all ordinances, resolutions, statutes, rules, and regulations of the City and
any Federal, State or local governmental entity having jurisdiction in effect at the time service is
rendered. 

1.4 California Labor Law. 

If the Scope of Services includes any “ public work” or “ maintenance work,” as those
terms are defined in California Labor Code section 1720 et seq. and California Code of
Regulations, Title 8, Section 16000 et seq., and if the total compensation is $ 1,000 or more, 
Consultant shall pay prevailing wages for such work and comply with the requirements in
California Labor Code section 1770 et seq. and 1810 et seq., and all other applicable laws, 
including the following requirements:  

a) Public Work. The Parties acknowledge that some or all of the work to be
performed under this Agreement is a “ public work” as defined in Labor Code Section 1720 and
that this Agreement is therefore subject to the requirements of Division 2, Part 7, Chapter 1
commencing with Section 1720) of the California Labor Code relating to public works contracts

and the rules and regulations established by the Department of Industrial Relations (“ DIR”) 
implementing such statutes. The work performed under this Agreement is subject to compliance
monitoring and enforcement by the DIR. Consultant shall post job site notices, as prescribed by
regulation. 

b) Prevailing Wages. Consultant shall pay prevailing wages to the extent
required by Labor Code Section 1771. Pursuant to Labor Code Section 1773.2, copies of the
prevailing rate of per diem wages are on file at City Hall and will be made available to any
interested party on request. By initiating any work under this Agreement, Consultant
acknowledges receipt of a copy of the DIR determination of the prevailing rate of per diem
wages, and Consultant shall post a copy of the same at each job site where work is performed
under this Agreement. 

c) Penalty for Failure to Pay Prevailing Wages. Consultant shall comply with
and be bound by the provisions of Labor Code Sections 1774 and 1775 concerning the payment
of prevailing rates of wages to workers and the penalties for failure to pay prevailing wages. The
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Consultant shall, as a penalty to the City, forfeit $ 200 ( two hundred dollars) for each calendar
day, or portion thereof, for each worker paid less than the prevailing rates as determined by the
DIR for the work or craft in which the worker is employed for any public work done pursuant to
this Agreement by Consultant or by any subcontractor. 

d) Payroll Records. Consultant shall comply with and be bound by the
provisions of Labor Code Section 1776, which requires Consultant and each subconsultant to: 
keep accurate payroll records and verify such records in writing under penalty of perjury, as
specified in Section 1776; certify and make such payroll records available for inspection as
provided by Section 1776; and inform the City of the location of the records. 

e) Apprentices. Consultant shall comply with and be bound by the provisions
of Labor Code Sections 1777. 5, 1777. 6, and 1777. 7 and California Code of Regulations Title 8, 
Section 200 et seq. concerning the employment of apprentices on public works projects. 
Consultant shall be responsible for compliance with these aforementioned Sections for all
apprenticeable occupations. Prior to commencing work under this Agreement, Consultant shall
provide City with a copy of the information submitted to any applicable apprenticeship program. 
Within 60 ( sixty) days after concluding work pursuant to this Agreement, Consultant and each of
its subconsultants shall submit to the City a verified statement of the journeyman and apprentice
hours performed under this Agreement. 

f) Eight- Hour Work Day. Consultant acknowledges that 8 (eight) hours labor
constitutes a legal day' s work. Consultant shall comply with and be bound by Labor Code
Section 1810.  

g) Penalties for Excess Hours. Consultant shall comply with and be bound by
the provisions of Labor Code Section 1813 concerning penalties for workers who work excess
hours. The Consultant shall, as a penalty to the City, forfeit $25 ( twenty five dollars for each
worker employed in the performance of this Agreement by the Consultant or by any
subcontractor for each calendar day during which such worker is required or permitted to work
more than 8 (eight) hours in any one calendar day and 40 (forty) hours in any one calendar week
in violation of the provisions of Division 2, Part 7, Chapter 1, Article 3 of the Labor Code. 
Pursuant to Labor Code section 1815, work performed by employees of Consultant in excess of 8
eight) hours per day, and 40 (forty) hours during any one week shall be permitted upon public

work upon compensation for all hours worked in excess of 8 hours per day at not less than one
and 1½ (one and one half) times the basic rate of pay. 

h) Workers’ Compensation. California Labor Code Sections 1860 and 3700
provide that every employer will be required to secure the payment of compensation to its
employees if it has employees. In accordance with the provisions of California Labor Code
Section 1861, Consultant certifies as follows: 

I am aware of the provisions of Section 3700 of the Labor Code which require
every employer to be insured against liability for workers' compensation or to
undertake self-insurance in accordance with the provisions of that code, and I will
comply with such provisions before commencing the performance of the work of
this contract.” 
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Consultant’ s Authorized Initials ________ 

i) Consultant’ s Responsibility for Subcontractors. For every subcontractor
who will perform work under this Agreement, Consultant shall be responsible for such
subcontractor' s compliance with Division 2, Part 7, Chapter 1 ( commencing with Section 1720) 
of the California Labor Code, and shall make such compliance a requirement in any contract
with any subcontractor for work under this Agreement. Consultant shall be required to take all
actions necessary to enforce such contractual provisions and ensure subcontractor' s compliance, 
including without limitation, conducting a review of the certified payroll records of the
subcontractor on a periodic basis or upon becoming aware of the failure of the subcontractor to
pay his or her workers the specified prevailing rate of wages. Consultant shall diligently take
corrective action to halt or rectify any such failure by any subcontractor. 

1.5 Licenses, Permits, Fees and Assessments. 

Consultant shall obtain at its sole cost and expense such licenses, permits and approvals
as may be required by law for the performance of the services required by this Agreement. 
Consultant shall have the sole obligation to pay for any fees, assessments and taxes, plus
applicable penalties and interest, which may be imposed by law and arise from or are necessary
for the Consultant’ s performance of the services required by this Agreement, and shall
indemnify, defend and hold harmless City, its officers, employees or agents of City, against any
such fees, assessments, taxes, penalties or interest levied, assessed or imposed against City
hereunder.  

1.6 Familiarity with Work. 

By executing this Agreement, Consultant warrants that Consultant ( i) has thoroughly
investigated and considered the scope of services to be performed, ( ii) has carefully considered
how the services should be performed, and ( iii) fully understands the facilities, difficulties and
restrictions attending performance of the services under this Agreement. If the services involve
work upon any site, Consultant warrants that Consultant has or will investigate the site and is or
will be fully acquainted with the conditions there existing, prior to commencement of services
hereunder. Should the Consultant discover any latent or unknown conditions, which will
materially affect the performance of the services hereunder, Consultant shall immediately inform
the City of such fact and shall not proceed except at Consultant’ s risk until written instructions
are received from the Contract Officer in the form of a Change Order. 

1.7 Care of Work. 

The Consultant shall adopt reasonable methods during the life of the Agreement to
furnish continuous protection to the work, and the equipment, materials, papers, documents, 
plans, studies and/ or other components thereof to prevent losses or damages, and shall be
responsible for all such damages, to persons or property, until acceptance of the work by City, 
except such losses or damages as may be caused by City’ s own negligence. 
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1.8 Further Responsibilities of Parties. 

Both parties agree to use reasonable care and diligence to perform their respective
obligations under this Agreement. Both parties agree to act in good faith to execute all
instruments, prepare all documents and take all actions as may be reasonably necessary to carry
out the purposes of this Agreement. Unless hereafter specified, neither party shall be responsible
for the service of the other. 

1.9 Additional Services

City shall have the right at any time during the performance of the services, without
invalidating this Agreement, to order extra work beyond that specified in the Scope of Services
or make changes by altering, adding to or deducting from said work. No such extra work may be
undertaken unless a written Change Order is first given by the Contract Officer to the Consultant, 
incorporating therein any adjustment in (i) the Contract Sum for the actual costs of the extra
work, and/ or ( ii) the time to perform this Agreement, which said adjustments are subject to the
written approval of the Consultant.  

Any increase in compensation of up to 15% (fifteen percent) of the Contract Sum; or, in
the time to perform of up to 90 (ninety) days, may be approved by the Contract Officer through a
written Change Order. Any greater increases, taken either separately or cumulatively, must be
approved by the City Council. It is expressly understood by Consultant that the provisions of this
Section shall not apply to services specifically set forth in the Scope of Services. Consultant
hereby acknowledges that it accepts the risk that the services to be provided pursuant to the
Scope of Services may be more costly or time consuming than Consultant anticipates and that
Consultant shall not be entitled to additional compensation therefor. City may in its sole and
absolute discretion have similar work done by other Consultants. No claims for an increase in the
Contract Sum or time for performance shall be valid unless the procedures established in this
Section are followed.  

If in the performance of the Services, the Contractor becomes aware of material defects
in the Scope of Work, duration, or span of the Services, or the Contractor becomes aware of
extenuating circumstance that will or could prevent the completion of the Services, on time or on
budget, the Contractor shall inform the City’ s Contract Officer of an anticipated Change Order. 
This proposed change order will stipulate the facts surrounding the issue, proposed solutions, 
proposed costs, and proposed schedule impacts. 

1.10 Special Requirements. 

Additional terms and conditions of this Agreement, if any, which are made a part hereof
are set forth in the “ Special Requirements” attached hereto as Exhibit “ B” and incorporated
herein by this reference. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of Exhibit “ B” and any
other provisions of this Agreement, the provisions of Exhibit “B” shall govern. 
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ARTICLE 2. COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT. 

2.1 Contract Sum. 

Subject to any limitations set forth in this Agreement, City agrees to pay Consultant the
amounts specified in the “ Schedule of Compensation” attached hereto as Exhibit “ C” and
incorporated herein by this reference. The total compensation, including reimbursement for
actual expenses, shall not exceed $ 180,000 ( One Hundred Eighty Thousand Dollars) ( the
Contract Sum”), unless additional compensation is approved pursuant to Section 1.9. Annual

compensation shall not exceed $60,000 (Sixty Thousand Dollars). 

2.2 Method of Compensation.  

a) The method of compensation may include: ( i) a lump sum payment upon
completion; ( ii) payment in accordance with specified tasks or the percentage of completion of
the services; ( iii) payment for time and materials based upon the Consultant’ s rates as specified
in the Schedule of Compensation, provided that ( a) time estimates are provided for the
performance of sub tasks, and ( b) the Contract Sum is not exceeded; or ( iv) such other methods
as may be specified in the Schedule of Compensation.  

b) A retention of 10% shall be held from each payment as a contract retention to be
paid as part of the final payment upon satisfactory and timely completion of services. This
retention shall not apply for on-call agreements for continuous services or for agreements for
scheduled routine maintenance of City property or City facilities. 

2.3 Reimbursable Expenses. 

Compensation may include reimbursement for actual and necessary expenditures for
reproduction costs, telephone expenses, and travel expenses approved by the Contract Officer in
advance, or actual subcontractor expenses of an approved subcontractor pursuant to Section 4.5, 
and only if specified in the Schedule of Compensation. The Contract Sum shall include the
attendance of Consultant at all project meetings reasonably deemed necessary by the City. 
Coordination of the performance of the work with City is a critical component of the services. If
Consultant is required to attend additional meetings to facilitate such coordination, Consultant
shall not be entitled to any additional compensation for attending said meetings. 

2.4 Invoices. 

Each month Consultant shall furnish to City an original invoice, using the City template, 
or in a format acceptable to the City, for all work performed and expenses incurred during the
preceding month in a form approved by City’ s Director of Finance. By submitting an invoice for
payment under this Agreement, Consultant is certifying compliance with all provisions of the
Agreement. The invoice shall detail charges for all necessary and actual expenses by the
following categories: labor ( by sub- category), travel, materials, equipment, supplies, and sub-
contractor contracts. Sub-contractor charges shall also be detailed by such categories. Consultant
shall not invoice City for any duplicate services performed by more than one person.  
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City shall independently review each invoice submitted by the Consultant to determine
whether the work performed and expenses incurred are in compliance with the provisions of this
Agreement. Except as to any charges for work performed or expenses incurred by Consultant
which are disputed by City, or as provided in Section 7.3, City will use its best efforts to cause
Consultant to be paid within 45 ( forty- five) days of receipt of Consultant’ s correct and
undisputed invoice; however, Consultant acknowledges and agrees that due to City warrant run
procedures, the City cannot guarantee that payment will occur within this time period. In the
event any charges or expenses are disputed by City, the original invoice shall be returned by City
to Consultant for correction and resubmission. Review and payment by City for any invoice
provided by the Consultant shall not constitute a waiver of any rights or remedies provided
herein or any applicable law.  

2.5 Waiver. 

Payment to Consultant for work performed pursuant to this Agreement shall not be
deemed to waive any defects in work performed by Consultant. 

ARTICLE 3. PERFORMANCE SCHEDULE

3.1 Time of Essence. 

Time is of the essence in the performance of this Agreement. 

3.2 Schedule of Performance. 

Consultant shall commence the services pursuant to this Agreement upon receipt of a
written notice to proceed and shall perform all services within the time period( s) established in
the “ Schedule of Performance” attached hereto as Exhibit “ D” and incorporated herein by this
reference. When requested by the Consultant, extensions to the time period( s) specified in the
Schedule of Performance may be approved in writing by the Contract Officer through a Change
Order, but not exceeding 60 (sixty) days cumulatively. 

3.3 Force Majeure. 

The time period( s) specified in the Schedule of Performance for performance of the
services rendered pursuant to this Agreement shall be extended because of any delays due to
unforeseeable causes beyond the control and without the fault or negligence of the Consultant, 
including, but not restricted to, acts of God or of the public enemy, unusually severe weather, 
fires, earthquakes, floods, epidemics, quarantine restrictions, riots, strikes, freight embargoes, 
wars, litigation, and/ or acts of any governmental agency, including the City, if the Consultant
shall within 10 ( ten) days of the commencement of such delay notify the Contract Officer in
writing of the causes of the delay. The Contract Officer shall ascertain the facts and the extent of
delay, and extend the time for performing the services for the period of the enforced delay when
and if in the judgment of the Contract Officer such delay is justified. The Contract Officer’ s
determination shall be final and conclusive upon the parties to this Agreement. In no event shall
Consultant be entitled to recover damages against the City for any delay in the performance of
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this Agreement, however caused, Consultant’ s sole remedy being extension of the Agreement
pursuant to this Section. 

3.4 Term. 

Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Article 7 of this Agreement, this Agreement
shall continue in full force and effect until completion of the services but not exceeding June 30, 
2025, except as otherwise provided in the Schedule of Performance (Exhibit “D”). The City may, 
in its discretion, extend the Term by one additional one- year term. 

ARTICLE 4. COORDINATION OF WORK

4.1 Representatives and Personnel of Consultant. 

The following principals of Consultant (“ Principals”) are hereby designated as being the
principals and representatives of Consultant authorized to act in its behalf with respect to the
work specified herein and make all decisions in connection therewith: 

Pamela Rizzo Vandalsem CEO
Name)     ( Title) 

Jimmie Vance Rizzo III CFO
Name)     ( Title) 

It is expressly understood that the experience, knowledge, capability and reputation of the
foregoing principals were a substantial inducement for City to enter into this Agreement. 
Therefore, the foregoing principals shall be responsible during the term of this Agreement for
directing all activities of Consultant and devoting sufficient time to personally supervise the
services hereunder. All personnel of Consultant, and any authorized agents, shall at all times be
under the exclusive direction and control of the Principals. For purposes of this Agreement, the
foregoing Principals may not be replaced nor may their responsibilities be substantially reduced
by Consultant without the express written approval of City. Additionally, Consultant shall utilize
only the personnel included in the Proposal to perform services pursuant to this Agreement. 
Consultant shall make every reasonable effort to maintain the stability and continuity of
Consultant’ s staff and subcontractors, if any, assigned to perform the services required under this
Agreement. Consultant shall notify City of any changes in Consultant’ s staff and subcontractors, 
if any, assigned to perform the services required under this Agreement, prior to and during any
such performance. City shall have the right to approve or reject any proposed replacement
personnel, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.  

4.2 Status of Consultant.  

Consultant shall have no authority to bind City in any manner, or to incur any obligation, 
debt or liability of any kind on behalf of or against City, whether by contract or otherwise, unless
such authority is expressly conferred under this Agreement or is otherwise expressly conferred in
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writing by City. Consultant shall not at any time or in any manner represent that Consultant or
any of Consultant’ s officers, employees, or agents are in any manner officials, officers, 
employees or agents of City. Neither Consultant, nor any of Consultant’ s officers, employees or
agents, shall obtain any rights to retirement, health care or any other benefits which may
otherwise accrue to City’ s employees. Consultant expressly waives any claim Consultant may
have to any such rights. 

4.3 Contract Officer. 

The Contract Officer shall be Octavio Silva, Interim Director of Community
Development, or such person as may be designated by the City Manager. It shall be the
Consultant’ s responsibility to assure that the Contract Officer is kept informed of the progress of
the performance of the services and the Consultant shall refer any decisions which must be made
by City to the Contract Officer. Unless otherwise specified herein, any approval of City required
hereunder shall mean the approval of the Contract Officer. The Contract Officer shall have
authority, if specified in writing by the City Manager, to sign all documents on behalf of the City
required hereunder to carry out the terms of this Agreement.  

4.4 Independent Consultant. 

Neither the City nor any of its employees shall have any control over the manner, mode
or means by which Consultant, its agents or employees, perform the services required herein, 
except as otherwise set forth herein. City shall have no voice in the selection, discharge, 
supervision or control of Consultant’ s employees, servants, representatives or agents, or in fixing
their number, compensation or hours of service. Consultant shall perform all services required
herein as an independent contractor of City and shall remain at all times as to City a wholly
independent contractor with only such obligations as are consistent with that role. Consultant
shall not at any time or in any manner represent that it or any of its agents or employees are
agents or employees of City. City shall not in any way or for any purpose become or be deemed
to be a partner of Consultant in its business or otherwise or a joint venturer or a member of any
joint enterprise with Consultant. 

4.5 Prohibition Against Subcontracting or Assignment. 

The experience, knowledge, capability and reputation of Consultant, its principals and
employees were a substantial inducement for the City to enter into this Agreement. Therefore, 
Consultant shall not contract with any other entity to perform in whole or in part the services
required hereunder without the express written approval of the City; all subcontractors included
in the Proposal are deemed approved. In addition, neither this Agreement nor any interest herein
may be transferred, assigned, conveyed, hypothecated or encumbered voluntarily or by operation
of law, whether for the benefit of creditors or otherwise, without the prior written approval of
City. Transfers restricted hereunder shall include the transfer to any person or group of persons
acting in concert of more 25% ( twenty five percent) of the present ownership and/ or control of
Consultant, taking all transfers into account on a cumulative basis. In the event of any such
unapproved transfer, including any bankruptcy proceeding, this Agreement shall be void. No
approved transfer shall release the Consultant or any surety of Consultant of any liability
hereunder without the express consent of City. 
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ARTICLE 5. INSURANCE AND INDEMNIFICATION

5.1 Insurance Coverages. 

Without limiting Consultant’ s indemnification of City, and prior to commencement of
any services under this Agreement, Consultant shall obtain, provide and maintain at its own
expense during the term of this Agreement, policies of insurance of the type and amounts
described below and in a form satisfactory to City.  

a) General liability insurance. Consultant shall maintain commercial general
liability insurance with coverage at least as broad as Insurance Services Office form CG 00 01, 
in an amount not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence, $2,000,000 general aggregate, for bodily
injury, personal injury, and property damage. The policy must include contractual liability that
has not been amended. Any endorsement restricting standard ISO “ insured contract” language
will not be accepted. 

b) Automobile liability insurance. Consultant shall maintain automobile
insurance at least as broad as Insurance Services Office form CA 00 01 covering bodily injury
and property damage for all activities of the Consultant arising out of or in connection with
Services to be performed under this Agreement, including coverage for any owned, hired, non-
owned or rented vehicles, in an amount not less than $ 1,000, 000 combined single limit for each
accident. 

c) Professional liability ( errors & omissions) insurance. Consultant shall
maintain professional liability insurance that covers the Services to be performed in connection
with this Agreement, in the minimum amount of $1,000,000 per claim and in the aggregate. Any
policy inception date, continuity date, or retroactive date must be before the effective date of this
Agreement and Consultant agrees to maintain continuous coverage through a period no less than
three (3) years after completion of the services required by this Agreement.  

d) Workers’ compensation insurance. Consultant shall maintain Workers’ 
Compensation Insurance ( Statutory Limits) and Employer’ s Liability Insurance ( with limits of at
least $1,000,000).  

e) Subcontractors. Consultant shall include all subcontractors as insureds
under its policies or shall furnish separate certificates and certified endorsements for each
subcontractor. All coverages for subcontractors shall include all of the requirements stated
herein. 

f) Additional Insurance. Policies of such other insurance, as may be required
in the Special Requirements in Exhibit “B”. 

5.2 General Insurance Requirements.  

a) Proof of insurance. Consultant shall provide certificates of insurance to
City as evidence of the insurance coverage required herein, along with a waiver of subrogation
endorsement for workers’ compensation. Insurance certificates and endorsements must be
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approved by City’ s Risk Manager prior to commencement of performance. Current certification
of insurance shall be kept on file with City at all times during the term of this Agreement. City
reserves the right to require complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, at any
time.  

b) Duration of coverage. Consultant shall procure and maintain for the
duration of this Agreement insurance against claims for injuries to persons or damages to
property, which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the Services hereunder
by Consultant, its agents, representatives, employees or subconsultants.  

c) Primary/noncontributing. Coverage provided by Consultant shall be
primary and any insurance or self- insurance procured or maintained by City shall not be required
to contribute with it. The limits of insurance required herein may be satisfied by a combination
of primary and umbrella or excess insurance. Any umbrella or excess insurance shall contain or
be endorsed to contain a provision that such coverage shall also apply on a primary and non-
contributory basis for the benefit of City before the City’ s own insurance or self- insurance shall
be called upon to protect it as a named insured. 

d) City’ s rights of enforcement. In the event any policy of insurance required
under this Agreement does not comply with these specifications or is canceled and not replaced, 
City has the right but not the duty to obtain and continuously maintain the insurance it deems
necessary and any premium paid by City will be promptly reimbursed by Consultant or City will
withhold amounts sufficient to pay premium from Consultant payments. In the alternative, City
may cancel this Agreement. 

e) Acceptable insurers. All insurance policies shall be issued by an insurance
company currently authorized by the Insurance Commissioner to transact business of insurance
or that is on the List of Approved Surplus Line Insurers in the State of California, with an
assigned policyholders’ Rating of A- (or higher) and Financial Size Category Class VI (or larger) 
in accordance with the latest edition of Best’ s Key Rating Guide, unless otherwise approved by
the City’s Risk Manager. 

f) Waiver of subrogation. All insurance coverage maintained or procured
pursuant to this agreement shall be endorsed to waive subrogation against City, its elected or
appointed officers, agents, officials, employees and volunteers or shall specifically allow
Consultant or others providing insurance evidence in compliance with these specifi cations to
waive their right of recovery prior to a loss. Consultant hereby waives its own right of recovery
against City, and shall require similar written express waivers and insurance clauses from each of
its subconsultants. 

g) Enforcement of contract provisions ( non- estoppel). Consultant
acknowledges and agrees that any actual or alleged failure on the part of the City to inform
Consultant of non- compliance with any requirement imposes no additional obligations on the
City nor does it waive any rights hereunder. 

h) Requirements not limiting. Requirements of specific coverage features or
limits contained in this section are not intended as a limitation on coverage, limits or other
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requirements, or a waiver of any coverage normally provided by any insurance. Specific
reference to a given coverage feature is for purposes of clarification only as it pertains to a given
issue and is not intended by any party or insured to be all inclusive, or to the exclusion of other
coverage, or a waiver of any type. If the Consultant maintains higher limits than the minimums
shown above, the City requires and shall be entitled to coverage for the higher limits maintained
by the Consultant. Any available insurance proceeds in excess of the specified minimum limits
of insurance and coverage shall be available to the City. 

i) Notice of cancellation. Consultant agrees to oblige its insurance agent or
broker and insurers to provide to City with a 30 ( thirty) day notice of cancellation ( except for
nonpayment for which a 10 ( ten) day notice is required) or nonrenewal of coverage for each
required coverage. 

j) Additional insured status. General liability policies shall provide or be
endorsed to provide that City and its officers, officials, employees, and agents, and volunteers
shall be additional insureds under such policies. This provision shall also apply to any
excess/umbrella liability policies. 

k) Prohibition of undisclosed coverage limitations. None of the coverages
required herein will be in compliance with these requirements if they include any limiting
endorsement of any kind that has not been first submitted to City and approved of in writing. 

l) Separation of insureds. A severability of interests provision must apply for
all additional insureds ensuring that Consultant’ s insurance shall apply separately to each insured
against whom claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the insurer’ s limits of
liability. The policy( ies) shall not contain any cross- liability exclusions. 

m) Pass through clause. Consultant agrees to ensure that its subconsultants, 
subcontractors, and any other party involved with the project who is brought onto or involved in
the project by Consultant, provide the same minimum insurance coverage and endorsements
required of Consultant. Consultant agrees to monitor and review all such coverage and assumes
all responsibility for ensuring that such coverage is provided in conformity with the requirements
of this section. Consultant agrees that upon request, all agreements with consultants, 
subcontractors, and others engaged in the project will be submitted to City for review. 

n) Agency’s right to revise specifications. The City reserves the right at any
time during the term of the contract to change the amounts and types of insurance required by
giving the Consultant 90 ( ninety) days advance written notice of such change. If such change
results in substantial additional cost to the Consultant, the City and Consultant may renegotiate
Consultant’ s compensation. 

o) Self- insured retentions. Any self- insured retentions must be declared to
and approved by City. City reserves the right to require that self-insured retentions be eliminated, 
lowered, or replaced by a deductible. Self- insurance will not be considered to comply with these
specifications unless approved by City.  
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p) Timely notice of claims. Consultant shall give City prompt and timely
notice of claims made or suits instituted that arise out of or result from Consultant’ s performance
under this Agreement, and that involve or may involve coverage under any of the required
liability policies. 

q) Additional insurance. Consultant shall also procure and maintain, at its
own cost and expense, any additional kinds of insurance, which in its own judgment may be
necessary for its proper protection and prosecution of the work. 

5.3 Indemnification. 

To the full extent permitted by law, Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend and hold
harmless the City, its officers, employees and agents (“ Indemnified Parties”) against, and will
hold and save them and each of them harmless from, any and all actions, either judicial, 
administrative, arbitration or regulatory claims, damages to persons or property, losses, costs, 
penalties, obligations, errors, omissions or liabilities whether actual or threatened ( herein “ claims
or liabilities”) that may be asserted or claimed by any person, firm or entity arising out of or in
connection with the negligent performance of the work, operations or activities provided herein
of Consultant, its officers, employees, agents, subcontractors, or invitees, or any individual or
entity for which Consultant is legally liable (“ indemnitors”), or arising from Consultant’ s or
indemnitors’ reckless or willful misconduct, or arising from Consultant’ s or indemnitors’ 
negligent performance of or failure to perform any term, provision, covenant or condition of this
Agreement, and in connection therewith: 

a) Consultant will defend any action or actions filed in connection with any
of said claims or liabilities and will pay all costs and expenses, including legal costs and
attorneys’ fees incurred in connection therewith; 

b) Consultant will promptly pay any judgment rendered against the City, its
officers, agents or employees for any such claims or liabilities arising out of or in connection
with the negligent performance of or failure to perform such work, operations or activities of
Consultant hereunder; and Consultant agrees to save and hold the City, its officers, agents, and
employees harmless therefrom; 

c) In the event the City, its officers, agents or employees is made a party to
any action or proceeding filed or prosecuted against Consultant for such damages or other claims
arising out of or in connection with the negligent performance of or failure to perform the work, 
operation or activities of Consultant hereunder, Consultant agrees to pay to the City, its officers, 
agents or employees, any and all costs and expenses incurred by the City, its officers, agents or
employees in such action or proceeding, including but not limited to, legal costs and attorneys’ 
fees. 

Consultant shall incorporate similar indemnity agreements with its subcontractors and if
it fails to do so Consultant shall be fully responsible to indemnify City hereunder therefore, and
failure of City to monitor compliance with these provisions shall not be a waiver hereof. This
indemnification includes claims or liabilities arising from any negligent or wrongful act, error or
omission, or reckless or willful misconduct of Consultant in the performance of professional
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services hereunder. The provisions of this Section do not apply to claims or liabilities occurring
as a result of City’ s sole negligence or willful acts or omissions, but, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, shall apply to claims and liabilities resulting in part from City’ s negligence, 
except that design professionals’ indemnity hereunder shall be limited to claims and liabilities
arising out of the negligence, recklessness or willful misconduct of the design professional. The
indemnity obligation shall be binding on successors and assigns of Consultant and shall survive
termination of this Agreement.  

ARTICLE 6. RECORDS, REPORTS, AND RELEASE OF INFORMATION

6.1 Records. 

Consultant shall keep, and require subcontractors to keep, such ledgers, books of
accounts, invoices, vouchers, canceled checks, reports, studies or other documents relating to the
disbursements charged to City and services performed hereunder ( the “ books and records”), as
shall be necessary to perform the services required by this Agreement and enable the Contract
Officer to evaluate the performance of such services. Any and all such documents shall be
maintained in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and shall be complete
and detailed. The Contract Officer shall have full and free access to such books and records at all
times during normal business hours of City, including the right to inspect, copy, audit and make
records and transcripts from such records. Such records shall be maintained for a period of three
3) years following completion of the services hereunder, and the City shall have access to such

records in the event any audit is required. In the event of dissolution of Consultant’ s business, 
custody of the books and records may be given to City, and access shall be provided by
Consultant’ s successor in interest. Notwithstanding the above, the Consultant shall fully
cooperate with the City in providing access to the books and records if a public records request is
made and disclosure is required by law including but not limited to the California Public Records
Act.  

6.2 Reports. 

Consultant shall periodically prepare and submit to the Contract Officer such reports
concerning the performance of the services required by this Agreement as the Contract Officer
shall require. Consultant hereby acknowledges that the City is greatly concerned about the cost
of work and services to be performed pursuant to this Agreement. For this reason, Consultant
agrees that if Consultant becomes aware of any facts, circumstances, techniques, or events that
may or will materially increase or decrease the cost of the work or services contemplated herein
or, if Consultant is providing design services, the cost of the project being designed, Consultant
shall promptly notify the Contract Officer of said fact, circumstance, technique or event and the
estimated increased or decreased cost related thereto and, if Consultant is providing design
services, the estimated increased or decreased cost estimate for the project being designed. 

6.3 Ownership of Documents. 

All drawings, specifications, maps, designs, photographs, studies, surveys, data, notes, 
computer files, reports, records, documents and other materials (the “ documents and materials”) 
prepared by Consultant, its employees, subcontractors and agents in the performance of this
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Agreement shall be the property of City and shall be delivered to City upon request of the
Contract Officer or upon the termination of this Agreement, and Consultant shall have no claim
for further employment or additional compensation as a result of the exercise by City of its full
rights of ownership use, reuse, or assignment of the documents and materials hereunder. Any
use, reuse or assignment of such completed documents for other projects and/ or use of
uncompleted documents without specific written authorization by the Consultant will be at the
City’ s sole risk and without liability to Consultant, and Consultant’ s guarantee and warranties
shall not extend to such use, reuse or assignment. Consultant may retain copies of such
documents for its own use. Consultant shall have the right to use the concepts embodied therein. 
All subcontractors shall provide for assignment to City of any documents or materials prepared
by them, and in the event Consultant fails to secure such assignment, Consultant shall indemnify
City for all damages resulting therefrom. Moreover, Consultant with respect to any documents
and materials that may qualify as “ works made for hire” as defined in 17 U.S.C. § 101, such
documents and materials are hereby deemed “ works made for hire” for the City.  

6.4 Confidentiality and Release of Information. 

a) All information gained or work product produced by Consultant in
performance of this Agreement shall be considered confidential, unless such information is in the
public domain or already known to Consultant. Consultant shall not release or disclose any such
information or work product to persons or entities other than City without prior written
authorization from the Contract Officer.  

b) Consultant, its officers, employees, agents or subcontractors, shall not, 
without prior written authorization from the Contract Officer or unless requested by the City
Attorney, voluntarily provide documents, declarations, letters of support, testimony at
depositions, response to interrogatories or other information concerning the work performed
under this Agreement. Response to a subpoena or court order shall not be considered “ voluntary” 
provided Consultant gives City notice of such court order or subpoena.  

c) If Consultant, or any officer, employee, agent or subcontractor of
Consultant, provides any information or work product in violation of this Agreement, then City
shall have the right to reimbursement and indemnity from Consultant for any damages, costs and
fees, including attorney’ s fees, caused by or incurred as a result of Consultant’ s conduct. 

d) Consultant shall promptly notify City should Consultant, its officers, 
employees, agents or subcontractors be served with any summons, complaint, subpoena, notice
of deposition, request for documents, interrogatories, request for admissions or other discovery
request, court order or subpoena from any party regarding this Agreement and the work
performed there under. City retains the right, but has no obligation, to represent Consultant or be
present at any deposition, hearing or similar proceeding. Consultant agrees to cooperate fully
with City and to provide City with the opportunity to review any response to discovery requests
provided by Consultant. However, this right to review any such response does not imply or mean
the right by City to control, direct, or rewrite said response. 
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ARTICLE 7. ENFORCEMENT OF AGREEMENT AND TERMINATION

7.1 California Law. 

This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed both as to validity and to
performance of the parties in accordance with the laws of the State of California. Legal actions
concerning any dispute, claim or matter arising out of or in relation to this Agreement shall be
instituted in the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles, State of California, or any other
appropriate court in such county, and Consultant covenants and agrees to submit to the personal
jurisdiction of such court in the event of such action. In the event of litigation in a U.S. District
Court, venue shall lie exclusively in the Central District of California, in the County of Los
Angeles, State of California. 

7.2 Disputes; Default. 

In the event that Consultant is in default under the terms of this Agreement, the City shall
not have any obligation or duty to continue compensating Consultant for any work performed
after the date of default. Instead, the City may give notice to Consultant of the default and the
reasons for the default. The notice shall include the timeframe in which Consultant may cure the
default. This timeframe is 15 ( fifteen) days, but may be extended, though not reduced, if
circumstances warrant. During the period of time that Consultant is in default, the City shall hold
all invoices and shall, when the default is cured, proceed with payment on the invoices. In the
alternative, the City may, in its sole discretion, elect to pay some or all of the outstanding
invoices during the period of default. If Consultant does not cure the default, the City may take
necessary steps to terminate this Agreement under this Article. Any failure on the part of the City
to give notice of the Consultant’ s default shall not be deemed to result in a waiver of the City’ s
legal rights or any rights arising out of any provision of this Agreement. 

7.3 Retention of Funds. 

Consultant hereby authorizes City to deduct from any amount payable to Consultant
whether or not arising out of this Agreement) ( i) any amounts the payment of which may be in

dispute hereunder or which are necessary to compensate City for any losses, costs, liabilities, or
damages suffered by City, and ( ii) all amounts for which City may be liable to third parties, by
reason of Consultant’ s acts or omissions in performing or failing to perform Consultant’ s
obligation under this Agreement. In the event that any claim is made by a third party, the amount
or validity of which is disputed by Consultant, or any indebtedness shall exist which shall appear
to be the basis for a claim of lien, City may withhold from any payment due, without liability for
interest because of such withholding, an amount sufficient to cover such claim. The failure of
City to exercise such right to deduct or to withhold shall not, however, affect the obligations of
the Consultant to insure, indemnify, and protect City as elsewhere provided herein. 

7.4 Waiver. 

Waiver by any party to this Agreement of any term, condition, or covenant of this
Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other term, condition, or covenant. Waiver by any
party of any breach of the provisions of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other
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provision or a waiver of any subsequent breach or violation of any provision of this Agreement. 
Acceptance by City of any work or services by Consultant shall not constitute a waiver of any of
the provisions of this Agreement. No delay or omission in the exercise of any right or remedy by
a non- defaulting party on any default shall impair such right or remedy or be construed as a
waiver. Any waiver by either party of any default must be in writing and shall not be a waiver of
any other default concerning the same or any other provision of this Agreement.  

7.5 Rights and Remedies are Cumulative. 

Except with respect to rights and remedies expressly declared to be exclusive in this
Agreement, the rights and remedies of the parties are cumulative and the exercise by either party
of one or more of such rights or remedies shall not preclude the exercise by it, at the same or
different times, of any other rights or remedies for the same default or any other default by the
other party. 

7.6 Legal Action. 

In addition to any other rights or remedies, either party may take legal action, in law or in
equity, to cure, correct or remedy any default, to recover damages for any default, to compel
specific performance of this Agreement, to obtain declaratory or injunctive relief, or to obtain
any other remedy consistent with the purposes of this Agreement. Notwithstanding any contrary
provision herein, Consultant shall file a statutory claim pursuant to Government Code Sections
905 et seq. and 910 et seq., in order to pursue a legal action under this Agreement.  

7.7 Termination Prior to Expiration of Term. 

This Section shall govern any termination of this Contract except as specifically provided
in the following Section for termination for cause. The City reserves the right to terminate this
Contract at any time, with or without cause, upon thirty ( 30) days’ written notice to Consultant, 
except that where termination is due to the fault of the Consultant, the period of notice may be
such shorter time as may be determined by the Contract Officer. Upon receipt of any notice of
termination, Consultant shall immediately cease all services hereunder except such as may be
specifically approved by the Contract Officer. Consultant shall be entitled to compensation for
all services rendered prior to the effective date of the notice of termination and for any services
authorized by the Contract Officer thereafter in accordance with the Schedule of Compensation
or such as may be approved by the Contract Officer, except as provided in Section 7.3. In the
event of termination without cause pursuant to this Section, the City need not provide the
Consultant with the opportunity to cure pursuant to Section 7.2. 

7.8 Termination for Default of Party. 

If termination is due to the failure of the other Party to fulfill its obligations under this
Agreement:  

a) City may, after compliance with the provisions of Section 7.2, take over the work
and prosecute the same to completion by contract or otherwise, and the Consultant shall be liable
to the extent that the total cost for completion of the services required hereunder exceeds the
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compensation herein stipulated ( provided that the City shall use reasonable efforts to mitigate
such damages), and City may withhold any payments to the Consultant for the purpose of set- off
or partial payment of the amounts owed the City as previously stated. 

b) Consultant may, after compliance with the provisions of Section 7.2, terminate the
Agreement upon written notice to the City‘ s Contract Officer. Consultant shall be entitled to
payment for all work performed up to the date of termination. 

7.9 Attorneys’ Fees. 

If either party to this Agreement is required to initiate or defend or made a party to any
action or proceeding in any way connected with this Agreement, the prevailing party in such
action or proceeding, in addition to any other relief which may be granted, whether legal or
equitable, shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’ s fees. Attorney’ s fees shall include attorney’ s
fees on any appeal, and in addition a party entitled to attorney’ s fees shall be entitled to all other
reasonable costs for investigating such action, taking depositions and discovery and all other
necessary costs the court allows which are incurred in such litigation. All such fees shall be
deemed to have accrued on commencement of such action and shall be enforceable whether or
not such action is prosecuted to judgment. 

ARTICLE 8. CITY OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES: NON-DISCRIMINATION

8.1 Non-liability of City Officers and Employees. 

No officer or employee of the City shall be personally liable to the Consultant, or any
successor in interest, in the event of any default or breach by the City or for any amount which
may become due to the Consultant or to its successor, or for breach of any obligation of the
terms of this Agreement. 

8.2 Conflict of Interest. 

Consultant covenants that neither it, nor any officer or principal of its firm, has or shall
acquire any interest, directly or indirectly, which would conflict in any manner with the interests
of City or which would in any way hinder Consultant’ s performance of services under this
Agreement. Consultant further covenants that in the performance of this Agreement, no person
having any such interest shall be employed by it as an officer, employee, agent or subcontractor
without the express written consent of the Contract Officer. Consultant agrees to at all times
avoid conflicts of interest or the appearance of any conflicts of interest with the interests of City
in the performance of this Agreement.  

No officer or employee of the City shall have any financial interest, direct or indirect, in
this Agreement nor shall any such officer or employee participate in any decision relating to the
Agreement which affects her/ his financial interest or the financial interest of any corporation, 
partnership or association in which ( s)he is, directly or indirectly, interested, in violation of any
State statute or regulation. The Consultant warrants that it has not paid or given and will not pay
or give any third party any money or other consideration for obtaining this Agreement. 
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8.3 Covenant Against Discrimination. 

Consultant covenants that, by and for itself, its heirs, executors, assigns, and all persons
claiming under or through them, that there shall be no discrimination against or segregation of, 
any person or group of persons on account of race, color, creed, religion, sex, gender, sexual
orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry or other protected class in the performance of
this Agreement. Consultant shall take affirmative action to insure that applicants are employed
and that employees are treated during employment without regard to their race, color, creed, 
religion, sex, gender, sexual orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry or other
protected class. 

8.4 Unauthorized Aliens. 

Consultant hereby promises and agrees to comply with all of the provisions of the Federal
Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1101 et seq., as amended, and in connection
therewith, shall not employ unauthorized aliens as defined therein. Should Consultant so employ
such unauthorized aliens for the performance of work and/ or services covered by this
Agreement, and should any liability or sanctions be imposed against City for such use of
unauthorized aliens, Consultant hereby agrees to and shall reimburse City for the cost of all such
liabilities or sanctions imposed, together with any and all costs, including attorneys’ fees, 
incurred by City. 

ARTICLE 9. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

9.1 Notices. 

Any notice, demand, request, document, consent, approval, or communication either
party desires or is required to give to the other party or any other person shall be in writing and
either served personally or sent by prepaid, first- class mail, in the case of the City, to the City
Manager and to the attention of the Contract Officer (with her/his name and City title), City of
Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275 and in
the case of the Consultant, to the person( s) at the address designated on the execution page of
this Agreement. Either party may change its address by notifying the other party of the change of
address in writing. Notice shall be deemed communicated at the time personally delivered or in
72 (seventy two) hours from the time of mailing if mailed as provided in this section. 

9.2 Interpretation.  

The terms of this Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the meaning of the
language used and shall not be construed for or against either party by reason of the authorship
of this Agreement or any other rule of construction which might otherwise apply. 

9.3 Counterparts.  

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an
original, and such counterparts shall constitute one and the same instrument.  
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9.4 Integration; Amendment.  

This Agreement including the attachments hereto is the entire, complete and exclusive
expression of the understanding of the parties. It is understood that there are no oral agreements
between the parties hereto affecting this Agreement and this Agreement supersedes and cancels
any and all previous negotiations, arrangements, agreements and understandings, if any, between
the parties, and none shall be used to interpret this Agreement. No amendment to or modification
of this Agreement shall be valid unless made in writing and approved by the Consultant and by
the City Council. The parties agree that this requirement for written modifications cannot be
waived and that any attempted waiver shall be void. 

9.5 Severability. 

In the event that any one or more of the phrases, sentences, clauses, paragraphs, or
sections contained in this Agreement shall be declared invalid or unenforceable by a valid
judgment or decree of a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unenforceability shall
not affect any of the remaining phrases, sentences, clauses, paragraphs, or sections of this
Agreement which are hereby declared as severable and shall be interpreted to carry out the intent
of the parties hereunder unless the invalid provision is so material that its invalidity deprives
either party of the basic benefit of their bargain or renders this Agreement meaningless. 

9.6 Warranty & Representation of Non-Collusion. 

No official, officer, or employee of City has any financial interest, direct or indirect, in
this Agreement, nor shall any official, officer, or employee of City participate in any decision
relating to this Agreement which may affect his/her financial interest or the financial interest of
any corporation, partnership, or association in which ( s)he is directly or indirectly interested, or
in violation of any corporation, partnership, or association in which ( s)he is directly or indirectly
interested, or in violation of any State or municipal statute or regulation. The determination of
financial interest” shall be consistent with State law and shall not include interests found to be
remote” or “ noninterests” pursuant to Government Code Sections 1091 or 1091. 5. Consultant

warrants and represents that it has not paid or given, and will not pay or give, to any third party
including, but not limited to, any City official, officer, or employee, any money, consideration, 
or other thing of value as a result or consequence of obtaining or being awarded any agreement. 
Consultant further warrants and represents that ( s)he/it has not engaged in any act(s), 
omission( s), or other conduct or collusion that would result in the payment of any money, 
consideration, or other thing of value to any third party including, but not limited to, any City
official, officer, or employee, as a result of consequence of obtaining or being awarded any
agreement. Consultant is aware of and understands that any such act( s), omission( s) or other
conduct resulting in such payment of money, consideration, or other thing of value will render
this Agreement void and of no force or effect. 

Consultant’ s Authorized Initials _______ 
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9.7 Corporate Authority. 

The persons executing this Agreement on behalf of the parties hereto warrant that ( i) such
party is duly organized and existing, ( ii) they are duly authorized to execute and deliver this
Agreement on behalf of said party, ( iii) by so executing this Agreement, such party is formally
bound to the provisions of this Agreement, and ( iv) that entering into this Agreement does not
violate any provision of any other Agreement to which said party is bound. This Agreement shall
be binding upon the heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns of the parties.  

SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE] 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on
the date and year first-above written. 

CITY: 

CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES, a
municipal corporation

Barbara Ferraro, Mayor
ATTEST: 

Teresa Takaoka, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP

William W. Wynder, City Attorney
CONSULTANT: 

COYOTE WILDLIFE AND PEST SOLUTIONS, 
INC., a California corporation

By:  
Name: Pamela Rizzo Vandalsem
Title: Chief Executive Officer

By:  
Name: Jimmie Vance Rizzo III
Title: Chief Finance Officer

Address: 8775 E. Wiley Way
Anaheim, CA 92808

Two corporate officer signatures required when Consultant is a corporation, with one signature required

from each of the following groups: 1) Chairman of the Board, President or any Vice President; and 2) 

Secretary, any Assistant Secretary, Chief Financial Officer or any Assistant Treasurer. CONSULTANT’ S

SIGNATURES SHALL BE DULY NOTARIZED, AND APPROPRIATE ATTESTATIONS SHALL BE

INCLUDED AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE BYLAWS, ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION, OR

OTHER RULES OR REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO CONSULTANT’ S BUSINESS ENTITY.  
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

On __________, 2023 before me, ________________, personally appeared ________________, proved to me on
the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose names(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity( ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is
true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature: _____________________________________ 

OPTIONAL
Though the data below is not required by law, it may prove valuable to persons relying on the document and could
prevent fraudulent reattachment of this form

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER DESCRIPTION OF ATTACHED DOCUMENT

INDIVIDUAL
CORPORATE OFFICER

TITLE(S) 

PARTNER(S)  LIMITED
GENERAL
ATTORNEY-IN-FACT
TRUSTEE(S) 
GUARDIAN/CONSERVATOR
OTHER_______________________________ 

SIGNER IS REPRESENTING: 
NAME OF PERSON(S) OR ENTITY(IES)) 

TITLE OR TYPE OF DOCUMENT

NUMBER OF PAGES

DATE OF DOCUMENT

SIGNER(S) OTHER THAN NAMED ABOVE

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed
the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy or validity of that document. 
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

On __________, 2023 before me, ________________, personally appeared ________________, proved to me on
the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose names(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is
true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature: _____________________________________ 

OPTIONAL
Though the data below is not required by law, it may prove valuable to persons relying on the document and could
prevent fraudulent reattachment of this form. 

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER DESCRIPTION OF ATTACHED DOCUMENT

INDIVIDUAL
CORPORATE OFFICER

TITLE(S) 

PARTNER(S)  LIMITED
GENERAL
ATTORNEY-IN-FACT
TRUSTEE(S) 
GUARDIAN/CONSERVATOR
OTHER_______________________________ 

SIGNER IS REPRESENTING: 
NAME OF PERSON(S) OR ENTITY(IES)) 

TITLE OR TYPE OF DOCUMENT

NUMBER OF PAGES

DATE OF DOCUMENT

SIGNER(S) OTHER THAN NAMED ABOVE

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed
the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy or validity of that document. 
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EXHIBIT “ A” 

SCOPE OF SERVICES

I. Consultant will provide City with coyote control, abatement, trapping, and removal
related services, as directed by the City’ s Contract Officer and in accordance with the
tiered system outlined in the City’s Coyote Management Plan, and specifically for
coyotes which: ( 1) have engaged in a take ( resulting in injury or death) of domestic pets
whether on a leash or in a yard; ( 2) are so habituated to human interaction as to lose the
natural aversion to such interactions and who have exhibited aggressive behavior, 
including showing teeth, back fur raised, lunging, or nipping, and/ or ( 3) have attacked a
human being. 

A. Consultant will use snares as traps in locations the City deems as priority. To this
end, the traps will be placed in strategic locations according to noted activity and
in response to notification and complaints by the public, and will remain in place
for 10 days. Typical duration for a specific site is 10 days. This is based on the
typical cycle of the coyote' s territorial hunting cycle. At certain times of the year
this cycle may vary and Consultant may adjust accordingly. Should a specific area
need more attention, Consultant will adjust the timetable to achieve the desired
results. All traps will be checked a minimum of once daily and captured animals
will be removed. Consultant will use equipment to capture specific species. 
Although non-targeted animals are occasionally caught, it is extremely rare. Any
non- targeted animals will be released on site. Traps are disabled every Friday and
reset on Monday morning.  

B. Consultant’ s use of the number of traps placed, will be based on availability of
space, visibility from the public, and activity level of the target animals and
Consultant’ s professional judgement of how many it needs to achieve the desired
results.  

C. Consultant will use some traps that use a scent and others that do not. With the
traps that use a scent, the scent is applied to a ball of wool. The type of scent used
depends on the time of year. It is used to work on the animals' curiosity. No food
or food based scent is used in the process so as to minimize the chance of
attracting non- target animals. Other types of traps use no attractant at all. They are
used along the animals natural corridors.  All traps are humane and approved for
depredation by the State of California. No toxic substances are used in the
process. 

D. Per California law, all trapped coyotes must be euthanized on site humanely or
released on the spot. All coyotes trapped will be considered target animals and
Consultant will euthanize.  

II. All labor and materials, including snares, will be provided by Consultant. 
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III. All traps used by Consultant are approved by the Department of Fish and Game. 

IV. In addition to the requirements of Section 6.2, during performance of the Services, 
Consultant will keep the City appraised of the status of performance by delivering the
following status reports: 

A. As requested by the Contract Officer. 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 36C55C35- B310-4D65-8E6B-4C0F6690C542

WFUser
Contract No. FY2024-019



01203.0001/ 916759. 1 B-1

EXHIBIT “ B” 

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS

Superseding Contract Boilerplate) 

Added text indicated in bold italics, deleted text indicated in strikethrough. 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK] 
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EXHIBIT “ C” 

SCHEDULE OF COMPENSATION

I. The cost for every 10 business days is $2,300. Consultant will provide services twice
a month for a not to exceed amount of $4,600 per month. The annual cost shall not
exceed $60,000. 

II. The City will compensate Consultant for the Services performed upon submission of
a valid invoice. Each invoice is to include: 

A. Line items for all personnel describing the work performed, the number of hours
worked, and the hourly rate. 

B. Line items for all materials and equipment properly charged to the Services. 

C. Line items for all other approved reimbursable expenses claimed, with supporting
documentation. 

D. Line items for all approved subcontractor labor, supplies, equipment, materials, 
and travel properly charged to the Services. 

IV. The total compensation for the Services shall not exceed the Contract Sum as
provided in Section 2.1 of this Agreement. 

V. The Consultant’ s billing rates for all personnel are attached as Exhibit C-1. N/A. 
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EXHIBIT “ D

SCHEDULE OF PERFORMANCE

I. Consultant shall perform services twice a month with at least a 10 day business
interval between rounds in a timely manner. 

II. The Contract Officer may approve extensions for performance of the services in
accordance with Section 3.2. Any further extensions require City Council approval. 
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only in paper format. How you must inform us of your decision to receive future notices and
disclosure in paper format and withdraw your consent to receive notices and disclosures
electronically is described below. 

Consequences of changing your mind

If you elect to receive required notices and disclosures only in paper format, it will slow the
speed at which we can complete certain steps in transactions with you and delivering services to
you because we will need first to send the required notices or disclosures to you in paper format, 
and then wait until we receive back from you your acknowledgment of your receipt of such
paper notices or disclosures. Further, you will no longer be able to use the DocuSign system to
receive required notices and consents electronically from us or to sign electronically documents
from us. 

All notices and disclosures will be sent to you electronically

Electronic Record and Signature Disclosure created on: 6/15/2021 5:55:39 PM

Parties agreed to: Pamela R VanDalsem, Jimmie Rizzo, Barbara Ferraro, William Wynder, City Clerk Office
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Unless you tell us otherwise in accordance with the procedures described herein, we will provide
electronically to you through the DocuSign system all required notices, disclosures, 
authorizations, acknowledgements, and other documents that are required to be provided or made
available to you during the course of our relationship with you. To reduce the chance of you
inadvertently not receiving any notice or disclosure, we prefer to provide all of the required
notices and disclosures to you by the same method and to the same address that you have given
us. Thus, you can receive all the disclosures and notices electronically or in paper format through
the paper mail delivery system. If you do not agree with this process, please let us know as
described below. Please also see the paragraph immediately above that describes the
consequences of your electing not to receive delivery of the notices and disclosures
electronically from us. 

How to contact City of Rancho Palos Verdes:  

You may contact us to let us know of your changes as to how we may contact you electronically, 
to request paper copies of certain information from us, and to withdraw your prior consent to
receive notices and disclosures electronically as follows: 
To contact us by email send messages to: terit@rpvca.gov

To advise City of Rancho Palos Verdes of your new email address

To let us know of a change in your email address where we should send notices and disclosures
electronically to you, you must send an email message to us at terit@rpvca. gov and in the body
of such request you must state: your previous email address, your new email address.  We do not
require any other information from you to change your email address.  

If you created a DocuSign account, you may update it with your new email address through your
account preferences.  

To request paper copies from City of Rancho Palos Verdes

To request delivery from us of paper copies of the notices and disclosures previously provided
by us to you electronically, you must send us an email to terit@rpvca. gov and in the body of
such request you must state your email address, full name, mailing address, and telephone
number. We will bill you for any fees at that time, if any. 

To withdraw your consent with City of Rancho Palos Verdes

To inform us that you no longer wish to receive future notices and disclosures in electronic
format you may: 
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i. decline to sign a document from within your signing session, and on the subsequent page, 
select the check-box indicating you wish to withdraw your consent, or you may; 

ii. send us an email to terit@rpvca.gov and in the body of such request you must state your
email, full name, mailing address, and telephone number. We do not need any other information
from you to withdraw consent..  The consequences of your withdrawing consent for online
documents will be that transactions may take a longer time to process.. 

Required hardware and software

The minimum system requirements for using the DocuSign system may change over time. The
current system requirements are found here: https://support.docusign.com/guides/signer-guide-
signing- system- requirements.  

Acknowledging your access and consent to receive and sign documents electronically

To confirm to us that you can access this information electronically, which will be similar to
other electronic notices and disclosures that we will provide to you, please confirm that you have
read this ERSD, and ( i) that you are able to print on paper or electronically save this ERSD for
your future reference and access; or (ii) that you are able to email this ERSD to an email address
where you will be able to print on paper or save it for your future reference and access. Further, 
if you consent to receiving notices and disclosures exclusively in electronic format as described
herein, then select the check- box next to ‘ I agree to use electronic records and signatures’ before
clicking ‘CONTINUE’ within the DocuSign system. 

By selecting the check-box next to ‘I agree to use electronic records and signatures’, you confirm
that: 

You can access and read this Electronic Record and Signature Disclosure; and
You can print on paper this Electronic Record and Signature Disclosure, or save or send
this Electronic Record and Disclosure to a location where you can print it, for future
reference and access; and
Until or unless you notify City of Rancho Palos Verdes as described above, you consent
to receive exclusively through electronic means all notices, disclosures, authorizations, 
acknowledgements, and other documents that are required to be provided or made
available to you by City of Rancho Palos Verdes during the course of your relationship
with City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

RPV\nathanz
https://support.docusign.com/guides/signer-guide-signing-system-requirements

WFUser
Contract No. FY2024-019

RPV\nathanz
https://support.docusign.com/guides/signer-guide-signing-system-requirements

marym
Sticky Note
Marked set by marym



 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

 

 

 



   
 

1 

 

February 14, 2024 

 

Via email 

 

George Struble, Assistant Chief 

California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

Southern District 

 

Patrick Sullivan 

City Attorney 

Torrance, California 

Re: Request for Investigation of Possible Violations of 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(3) by 

Jimmie Rizzo in His Capacity as a Contracted Trapper for the City of Torrance 

 

Dear Assistant Chief Struble and Mr. Sullivan,  

 

I am writing on behalf of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, Inc. (PETA) 

to request that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) investigate 

possible violations of 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(3) by the City of Torrance’s contracted 

coyote trapper, Jimmie Rizzo. On multiple occasions, Rizzo reported placing snare 

traps in areas in which any possible trap placement would have been within 150 

yards of dozens of residences. Upon a finding of a violation and a referral to the 

Torrance City Attorney’s Office, we request that Mr. Sullivan transfer the case to 

the Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office due to a clear conflict of interest. 

 

Under California law, “Traps may not be set within 150 yards of any structure used 

as a permanent or temporary residence, unless such traps are set by a person 

controlling such property or by a person who has and is carrying with him written 

consent of the landowner to so place the trap or traps.” 14 C.C.R. § 465.5(g)(3). A 

violation of this provision is a misdemeanor. Id. § T. 14, D.1.  

 

The City of Torrance contracts for coyote trapping services with Coyote, Wildlife 

and Pest Solutions, Inc., which utilizes Jimmie Rizzo as the sole trapper for the 

City.1 Rizzo places snare traps on public land in Torrance, and reports created by 

Rizzo for the City document the locations where he places the traps. Since at least 

2022, several of these reported locations demonstrate that Rizzo has continuously 

placed snare traps within 150 yards of residences, and there is no indication that he 

or anyone else received the written consent of the landowners,2 as prohibited by 

§ 465.5(g)(3).  

 

On October 5, 2023, Rizzo reported that one coyote was trapped in a snare placed 

in the “[s]ump in vicinity of Vine Avenue.”3 Measurements of the area indicate 

that, even if the snare was placed in the middle of the area, as far away from homes  

 
1 Ex. 1, Contract between the City of Torrance and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 

(Sept. 26, 2023). 
2 In response to a public records request, the City of Torrance stated that there were no 

records of receiving any written consent from landowners. 
3 Ex. 2, Rizzo’s October 5, 2023, daily trapping report. Rizzo’s report is referring to the Vine 

Avenue Bason. 
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as possible, dozens of residences were still within 150 yards of the trap.4 On July 20, 2023, Rizzo reported 

a coyote caught in a trap in the “[v]icinity of Merrill Street Basin.”5 Any placement within this area 

similarly would have been less than 150 yards from numerous residences.6 

 

These possible violations of § 465.5(g)(3) are not new occurrences. On multiple occasions in 2022, Rizzo 

reported trapping coyotes in snares in the Vine Avenue Basin location.7 As noted above, any placement in 

this area would have required the written consent of dozens of landowners, which neither Rizzo nor the 

City of Torrance apparently received. In addition, the repeated use of the Vine Avenue Basin as a 

trapping location suggests that Rizzo is an ongoing threat to contravene CDFW regulations.  

 

Section 465.5(g)(3) was enacted to protect people from the dangers of snares and other traps. Rizzo’s 

actions not only appear to violate the law but consequently put residents in danger and infringe on their 

right to consent to any trap placement within 150 yards of their homes. Rizzo’s history strongly suggests 

that this conduct will continue to occur unless law enforcement takes action. Accordingly, we request that 

CDFW investigate Rizzo’s trapping and refer any violations of the regulation to a prosecuting authority. 

 

Additionally, in the event CDFW does refer violations of § 465.5(g)(3) to the Torrance City Attorney’s 

Office,8 we request that the City Attorney transfer the case to the LA District Attorney’s Office based on 

the clear conflict of interest that charges against Rizzo would create for the City of Torrance. Not only is 

Rizzo the City’s contracted coyote trapper, but Torrance was made aware of alleged violations of the 

regulation both before Rizzo’s contract was renewed on September 26, 2023, and before his most recent 

report that indicates he may have violated § 465.5(g)(3) again. There is no evidence that Torrance has 

made any attempt to address the possible violations of California law, or to stop Rizzo from trapping in 

close proximity to homes since then. The City Attorney’s Office cannot maintain a case against Rizzo 

without bias, and therefore it is crucial that the LA District Attorney’s Office handles any charges 

stemming from CDFW’s investigation.  

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.  

 

Very truly yours, 

Mary Maerz 

Counsel, PETA Foundation 

marym@petaf.org |  

 

 

 
4 The Vine Avenue Sump is located at the coordinates 33.828506, -118.356137. Ex. 3, Map of Vine Avenue Basin 

with 150-yard (450-foot) radius indicated.  
5 Ex. 4, Rizzo’s July 20, 2023, daily trapping report.   
6 The Merrill Street Basin is located at the coordinates 33.828536, -118.356219. Ex. 5, Map of Merrill Street Basin 

with 150-yard (450-foot) radius indicated.  
7 Ex. 6, Rizzo’s October 12, 2022, and November 30, 2022, daily trapping reports. 
8 The City Attorney has primary authority over state law misdemeanors that occur within the city.  



11 ATTACHMENT B 

SECOND AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT (C2022-069) 

This Second Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "Second 
Amendment") is made and entered into as of September 26, 2023, by and between the 
CITY OF TORRANCE ("CITY"), a municipal corporation, and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest 
Solutions, Inc., a California Corporation ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

A. CITY previously circulated a Request for Proposal for City-wide Coyote Trapping 
Services, RFP No. 82021-45 (the "RFP"). 

B. CONTRACTOR submitted a Proposal (the "Proposal") in response to the RFP. 
In its Proposal, CONTRACTOR represented that it was qualified to perform those 
services requested in the RFP. Based upon its review of all proposals submitted 
in response to the RFP, the CITY decided to award the Agreement to 
CONTRACTOR. 

C. On November 22, 2021, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into Contract Services 
Agreement C2022-069 (the "Agreement"), whereby CONTRACTOR agreed to 
provide coyote trapping services Monday through Friday, through October 7, 2022, 
for an amount not to exceed $55,200. 

D. On September 27, 2022, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into a First 
Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "First Amendment") 
to: extend the term of the Agreement through October 7, 2023; add two (2) 
separate options to extend the term of the Agreement for one (1) additional year 
each; increase service to Monday through Sunday; and, add $79,200 to 
CONTRACTOR's compensation under the Agreement. 

E. CITY is satisfied with the level of service provided by CONTRACTOR. 

F. CITY now wishes to exercise the first option to extend the term of the agreement 
for one (1) year, and add $79,200 to CONTRACTOR's compensation under the 
Agreement. 

G. Additionally, CITY wishes to further amend the Agreement and update the Public 
Records Act language to comport with recent changes to the California 
Government Code Sections that govern public records and public records 
requests. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

00421299.docx 
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NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

AGREEMENT: 

1. Section 2 of the Agreement entitled "TERM" is hereby amended to read in its entirety 
as follows: 

"2. TERM 
Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Paragraph 4 below, this 
Agreement will continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date 
through October 7, 2024. This Agreement includes one (1) option to 
extend the term by one (1) additional year. The option to extend can be 
exercised only by CITY." 

2. Section 3 of the Agreement entitled "COMPENSATION", Subsection A entitled 
"CONTRACTOR's Fee", is hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows: 

"3. COMPENSATION 
A. CONTRACTOR's Fee. 

For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, CONTRACTOR 
will be paid in accordance with the compensation schedule set forth 
in the Proposal, provided, however, that in no event will the total 
amount of money paid the CONTRACTOR, for services initially 
contemplated by this Agreement, exceed the sum of $213,600 (the 
"Agreement Sum"), unless first approved in writing by CITY." 

3. Section 33 of the Agreement entitled "PUBLIC RECORDS ACT" is hereby amended 
to read in its entirety as follows: 

"33. PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 

00421299.docx 

Any documents submitted by the CONTRACTOR; all information obtained 
in connection with the CITY's right to audit and inspect the 
CONTRACTOR's documents, books, and accounting records pursuant to 
paragraph 14 CONTRACTOR's Accounting Records; Other Project 
Records; as well as those documents which were required to be submitted 
in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) used in the solicitation 
process for this Contract, become the exclusive property of the City. All 
such documents become a matter of public record and shall be regarded 
as public records. Exceptions will be those elements in the California 
Government Code Section 7920.000 et seq. (Public Records Act) and 
which are marked "trade secret", "confidential", or "proprietary". The CITY 
shall not in any way be liable or responsible for the disclosure of any such 
records including, without limitation, those so marked, if disclosure is 
required by law, or by an order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
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In the event the CITY is required to defend an action on a Public Records 
Act request for any of the aforementioned documents, information, books, 
records, and/or contents of a proposal marked "trade secret", 
"confidential", or "proprietary", the CONTRACTOR agrees to defend and 
indemnify the CITY from all costs and expenses, including reasonable 
attorney's fees, in action or liability arising under the Public Records Act." 

4. Except as expressly modified by this Second Amendment, in all other respects, the 
Agreement dated November 22, 2021, and the First Amendment dated September 
27, 2022, between CITY and CONTRACTOR are ratified and reaffirmed and remain 
in full force and effect. 

CITY OF TORRANCE, 
a municipal corporation 

By:-----------
Aram Chaparyan, City Manager 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN 
City Attorney 

By: __________ _ 

Galen W. Bean 
Legal Counselor 

00421299.docx 

Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 
a California Corporation 

By:--------
Pamela Parker, CEO 
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Map of Vine Avenue Basin 

Residences within 150 yards (450 feet) of a trap placed in the middle of the basin are indicated 

by the orange circle. 
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Map of Merrill Street Basin 

Residences within 150 yards (450 feet) of a trap placed in the middle of the basin are indicated 

by the orange circle. 
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AN INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION DEDICATED TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF ALL ANIMALS 

September 1 7, 2021 

Mayor Eric Alegria 
City ofRancho Palos Verdes 
30940 Hawthome Blvd. 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Via E-mail: eric.alegria@rpvca.gov 

Re: Letter Advising Opposition to Proposed Coyote Trapping Program 

Dear Mayor Alegria: 

I'm writing on behalf of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA)
PETA entities have more than 9 million members and suppotters globally-to 
convey om opposition to coyote trapping. It has been brought to om attention that 
Rancho Palos Verdes is consideting awarding a contTact services agreement to 
Coyote, Wildlife & Pest Solutions, Inc. to conduct coyote trapping. Not only is 
coyote trapping cmel and damaging to the environment, but it is also ineffective. 
Additionally, any decision to move fmward with a contract to trap and kill 
coyotes without conducting the requisite enviromnental analysis arguably 
violates the Califomia Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Indeed, the City of 
Arcadia quickly rescinded a similar plan in response to a lawsuit filed by PET A 
and Arcadia resident Sarah Rosenberg, which alleged that the city council of 
Arcadia had unlawfully voted to approve a coyote-trapping plan without first 
considering the impact on the environment, as required under CEQA. After 
scrapping the coyote trap and kill plan, settling the above-mentioned suit, and 
paying PETA $15,000 in legal fees , Arcadia implemented a widely successful 
comprehensive coyote management plan focused on education and non-lethal 
altematives} For the reasons detailed below, we mge you not to move fotward 
with the trapping program. 

Trapping devices are notoriously indiscriminate as there is no way to solely target 
coyotes. This poses large tisks to companion animals and "nontarget" wildlife, 
including protected species. Animals are left stmggling to escape until they are 
overcome with exhaustion, shock, exposme to the elements, and even death. Even 
if the traps do not kill them, they are cettain to sustain great injmies and trauma 
from being trapped. 

In addition to the inherent cmelty of trapping programs, they are also destmctive 
to the environment. Coyotes are an impottant part of our environment, as they 
help keep many populations tmder control; without coyotes, rodent populations 
are likely to explode. Coyotes also increase bird diversity and abundance. As a 

PeT A 
FOUNDATION 

PEOPLE FOR 
THE ETHICAL 
TREATMENT 
OF ANIMALS 
FOUNDATION 

Washington 
1536 16th St. NW. 
Washington, DC 20036 
202·483-PETA 

los Angeles 
2154 W. Sunset Blvd. 
los Angeles, CA 90026 
323·644-PETA 

Norfolk 
501 Front St. 
Norfolk, VA 23510 
757·622-PETA 
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consequence of coyote trapping and death, coyotes reproduce at faster rates resulting in doubling 
or tripling of the number of pups who all need to be fed. This leads to larger animals such as deer 
becoming prey rather than the usual rodents and rabbits, further disrupting the ecosystem. 
Additionally, through preying on rodents and other animals, coyotes help control disease 
transmission by reducing the spread of diseases such as plague, hantavirus, and Lyme disease. 

In light ofthe important role coyotes play in the maintenance of a healthy ecosystem, the proposed 
commencement of trapping conflicts with Rancho Palos Verdes' Natural Community 
Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan ("NCCP/HCP")-a "comprehensive habitat 
protection program that addresses multiple species habitat needs and the conservation of natural 
communities in the City ofRancho Palos Verdes."2 This important Plan seeks, in part, "to maintain 
biological values ofthe Preserve over time by reducing human-related impacts to Covered Species 
and their habitats," and to "ensure that the biological values of natural resources ... are maintained 
over time."3 To achieve the biological objectives of the NCCP/HCP, the Plan mandates, in part, 
"institu[ting] an educational program to explain the role and necessity of large native predators 
within the ecosystem and the need to protect them from disturbance."4 

Not only does Rancho Palos Verdes' proposed plan conflict with the City's NCCP/HCP, its 
significant effects on the environment arguably require the preparation of an environmental 
analysis under CEQA. 5 As noted above, in 2017 the City of Arcadia paid $15,000 to settle a lawsuit 
that contended that Arcadia's city council approved a coyote-trapping contract without an 
environmental report mandated by CEQA.6 In response, Arcadia successfully adopted non-lethal 
programs to address concerns about coyotes and, according to a City of Arcadia Staff Report, 
" [t]he evidence suggests that human/coyote . interactions are becoming less frequent, less 
concerning, and that fewer residents are expressing concerns about how to interact with a coyote 
when one is seen near a residential neighborhood."7 

Trapping and killing coyotes is not only cruel and detrimental to the environment, it is ineffective. 
Trapping and killing initiatives are ineffective at controlling coyote populations, as surviving pack 
members simply breed to replace coyotes that were killed and additional coyotes move in from 
neighboring areas due to the increased availability of food . Researchers from The University of 
Nebraska, Lincoln found that after randomly removing 60% of coyotes from the population, coyote 

2 Rancho Palos Verdes, Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan 140 (Nov. 
19, 2019), https://www.rpvca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/17121/NCCPHCP. 

3 !d. 

4 !d. at 149. 
5 See, e.g, 59 Ops. Cal. Att'y Gen. 173 (Mar. 30, 1976) (then-Attorney General Evelle Younger's opinion, 
which found that Mendocino County's annual budgeting and expenditure of funds for trapping predatory 
animals, including coyotes, was a "project" that may have a significant effect on the environment under 
CEQA, and therefore required the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to any expenditures). 
6 City of Arcadia, Arcadia History Collection, https://arcadiahistory.andornot.com/en/permalink/ 
newspaper34928 (last accessed Sept. 17, 2021 ). 

Dominic Lazzaretto, Arcadia City Manager, Staff Report (Sept. 4, 20 18), 
http:/ /laserfi che.ci .arcadia. ca. us/W ebLink/0/ edoc/77 5091 /I tem%20 12a%20-%20Coyote%20Management 
%20Pian%20Update.pdf. 
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populations recovered within one year. 8 

There are much more hlmlane, enviromnentally fiiendly, and effective ways to work to alleviate 
issues associated with coyotes. Making areas lmappealing via detenents and cm1ailing food 
sources will encourage coyotes to move on naturally. Ammonia-soaked rags placed in dens will 
successfl.tlly repel coyotes, as they dislike the smell. T1imming vegetation away fi·om buildings, 
trails, and fence lines will eliminate or at least reduce the number of hiding places for coyotes as 
well as their prey. Sonic detenents, motion-activated sprinklers, flashing lights, and outdoor radios 
also work effectively to deter coyotes and their prey. 

This integrative approach is the on~y effective means of coyote control, and its nonlethal nature 
makes it acceptable to the public. We hope to hear soon that Rancho Palos Verdes has not awarded 
a contract services agreement to conduct coyote trapping and will look into some of the altematives 
suggested in this letter. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this imp011ant matter, and if there are any questions please 
don 't hesitate to reach out. 

Very tmly yours, 

Zeynep J. Graves, Associate Director of Litigation 
323-210-2263 I ZeynepG@petaf.org 

8 W.C. Pin et al. , A new approach to understanding canid populations using an individual-based computer 
model: PreliminaiJI results, 18 Endangered Species 103-106 (2001). 
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ALESHIRE& 
WYNDERLLP 

William W. Wynder 
wwynder@awattorneys.com 

(31 0) 527-6667 

2361 Rosecrans Ave., Suite 475 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

ATTORNEY S AT LAW 

September 21 , 2021 

SENT VIA E-MAIL ZeynepG@petaf.org ONLY 

Zeynep J. Graves, Esq., 
Associate Director of Litigation 

PETA Foundation 
2154 West Sunset Blvd. 
Los Angeles CA 90026 

Subject: Your Letter of September 17, 2021 

Counsel: 

p (31 0) 527-6660 
F (310) 532-7395 

We are the City Attorney for the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. As noted in my e-mail to 
you of September 17, 2021 , your letter to the Mayor has been forwarded to us for review and a 
response. We are directed to advise you that the concerns raised in your letter are addressed in the 
City ' s comprehensive "Coyote Management Plan" (the "Plan"), and that your legal objections to 
the agenda item proposing to augment the City ' s existing program(s) are without legal merit. 

First, your letter conflates objections to widespread, indiscriminate trapping of coyotes, 
with the focused augmentation program that the City Council will be asked to consider. In 
response to numerous citizen concerns, the City Council will consider entering into a contract with 
a certified and licensed trapper for selective "catch and removal" of coyotes based on the Plan ' s 
tiered response and who meet one or more of the following specific criteria: 

(1) coyotes who have engaged in a take (resulting in injury or death) of 
domestic pets whether on a leash or in a yard, 

(2) coyotes who are so habituated to human interaction as to lose the natural 
aversion to such interactions and who have exhibited aggressive behavior, including showing 
teeth, back fur raised, lunging, or nipping, and/or 

(3) coyotes who have attacked a human being. 

As we trust you are aware, the City has a long-standing, yet targeted, coyote trapping 
program through its contract with the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner. The 
contract that will be presented for City Council consideration simply supports the Agricultural 
Commissioner in the tiered response in implementation of the Plan. Your objections seem to 
assume that the City will be engaged in large scale coyote population reduction or that coyote 
trapping is a new program for the City. Neither of these assumptions are accurate. 

Il l 
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As already noted, the City currently engages in coyote trapping through a contract with the 
Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner. This trapping is conducted in accordance with 
the protocols and procedures in the Plan. 1 Under this existing program, eight traps were set in the 
past year and one coyote was trapped. The contract that will be presented for City Council 
consideration will simply support this effort by responding to residents reports that meet the 
specific criteria noted above. There will be no wholesale coyote population reduction. 

Second, the traps that will used are humane and have been approved for depredation by the 
State of California. Specifically, the trapper will use snare traps, which is a legal method for 
trapping coyotes. (See 14 CCR §§ 465.5 & 475.) Traps will be checked every 24 hours at a 
minimum and will be disabled on weekends. 

While it is possible that non-targeted animals will be caught in the traps, the proposed 
trapper has informed the City that this is incredibly rare, based on its substantial and professional 
experience. PETA may believe that all trapping programs are "inherently cruel;" however, your 
letter fails to acknowledge the terror and trauma experienced by residents and their domestic pets 
who are attacked and sometimes killed by coyotes, not to mention other wildlife found in the City. 

Third, the City fully concurs with PETA that a spectrum of approaches are needed for 
successfully managing coyotes in areas populated by humans. That is why the City began 
implementing its Plan back in 2013. Trapping is only one of a number of strategies identified for 
use of the City in the Plan. The opening section of the Plan, entitled "Goals," lays out this 
comprehensive outlook: 

"The goal of this Management Plan is to support coexistence with urban coyotes 
using education, behavior modification and development of a tiered response to 
aggressive coyote behavior. The tiered response requires active participation on the 
part of the entire community including residents, homeowners associations, 
volunteers and city personnel. 

This Management Plan is based on research and best known management practices 
and includes a full spectrum of management tools. Basic principles that guide this 
Plan are based on the following: 

1. Urban wildlife is valued for biological diversity, as members of natural 
ecosystems, and reminders of larger global conservation issues. 

2. Urban wildlife and wildlife habitats are important to Rancho Palos Verdes 
residents. Although urban environments are more favorable to some species than 

Available at rpvca.gov/coyotes. 
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others, coexistence is the foundation of City's general wildlife management 
programs. 

3. Human safety is a priority in managing wildlife/human conflicts that pose a 
danger to people. 

4. Preventive practices such as, reduction and removal of wildlife attractants, 
habitat manipulation (e.g. removal of potential coyote denning areas), and 
responding appropriately during human and wildlife interactions when interacting 
with wildlife are key to minimizing potential human conflicts. 

5. Rancho Palos Verdes management techniques and decisions are based on a 
thorough understanding ofthe biology and ecology of urban wildlife species. 

6. Education and communication are essential in supporting human and animal 
needs and coexistence. 

7. Emphasis of this Management Plan is placed on preventative measures and 
nonlethal controls." 

We invite your careful review of the City's Plan, which discusses the importance of public 
education, public outreach, and hazing, in addition to the option of trapping in limited 
circumstances. The City's Coyote Management Website2 also includes links to multiple 
educational brochures from the Humane Society, including "Coyote Hazing Guidelines: How to 
Haze for Effective Reshaping of Coyote Behavior," "Preventing Coyote Conflicts: How to Keep 
Coyotes Out of Your Yard and Keep Your Pets Safe," and "Solutions for Coyote Conflicts: Why 
Killing Does Not Solve Conflicts with Coyotes." 

Fourth, the City Council-adopted Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan ("NCCP/HCP") was created in partnership with the U.S. Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, the California Department ofFish and Wildlife, and the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land 
Conservancy. The NCCP/HCP covers I 0 species consisting of 4 animals and 6 plants. The 4 
animals protected by the NCCP/HCP include the Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly, El Segundo Blue 
Butterfly, Coastal California Gnatcatcher, and the Cactus Wren. Contrary to your letter, coyotes 
are not protected by the NCCP/HCP. 

Finally, unlike the City of Arcadia, City staff have conducted, and the City Council of 
Rancho Palos Verdes will consider, appropriate environmental review of the contract that will be 
presented for possible City Council action. As best we can determine, the Arcadia City Council 

2 Available at rpvca.gov/coyotes. 
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did not consider its trapping contract to even be a "project" within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") requiring any environmental review. Neither did Arcadia 
have a coyote management plan in place when that city initiated its trapping contract. The folly 
of that approach is evidenced by the litigation to which your letter makes reference. 

On the other hand, the City, acting through its staff, has acknowledged that the proposed 
contract is a "project" for purposes ofCEQA review. City staff have concluded, following review, 
the project is exempt from CEQA under the Guidelines. The grounds for this recommendation are 
detailed in the staff report, including our office' s independent analysis of the applicable CEQA 
exemptions, for this agenda item. Your letter fails to address any of these identified exemptions, 
nor does it cite to any legal authority holding such exemptions would not apply under the 
circumstances of this proposed contract. 

The City shares PET A's "dedication to the protection of all animals." We feel certain that 
your members will appreciate the City' s "Coyote Management Plan," its current trapping 
protocols, and its proposed selective targeted "catch and removal" of coyotes meeting specific and 
narrow criteria represents both the "ethical" and "legal" balance required by the interaction of 
humans, their pets, and the wildlife population of coyotes. 

Copies: 

01 240.0001/740409.3 

Very truly yours, 

w.a~~ w~~ 
William W. Wynder 
of ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP 

(v/e-mail only) 
Honorable Mayor & Councilmember, 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Mr. Ara Mihranian, AICP 

City Manager 
Mr. Ken Rukavina, 

Community Development Director 
Mr. Ramzi Awwad, 

Public Works Director 
Elena Gerli , 

Assistant City Attorney 
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Honorable Mayor and Members 
of the City Council 

City Hall 
Torrance, California 

Members of the Council: 

Council Meeting of 
September 26, 2023 

SUBJECT: Community Services - Accept and File Status Report on Coyote Management 
Plan and Approve Second Amendment to Contract Services Agreement for 
Citywide Coyote Trapping Services. Expenditure: $79,200 (General Fund). 

RECOMMENDATION 

Recommendation of the Community Services Director that City Council: 
1) Accept and file a status report on the City's Coyote Management Plan; and 
2) Approve a second amendment to the contract services agreement with Coyote, Wildlife 

and Pest Solutions, Inc. of Anaheim, CA (C2022-069) in the amount of $79,200, for a new 
not-to-exceed contract amount of $213,600, to provide citywide coyote trapping services 
and to extend the term for a one-year period beginning October 8, 2023 and ending 
October 7, 2024. 

FUNDING 

Funding is available in the Community Services Department's fiscal year 2023-24 operating 
budget. 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS 

In response to increased public reports of coyote sightings, a Coyote Management Plan was first 
submitted to your Honorable Body in June 2016 to address coyote conflicts and educate the 
community about coyotes. In September 2018, your Honorable Body directed the Police 
Department to evaluate the Coyote Management Plan and to present any changes and updates. 
On September 10, 2019, your Honorable Body adopted the 2019 Coyote Management Plan 
Update, which established an annual trapping cycle between October and February, created a 
24-hour coyote hotline, recommended hiring a Staff Assistant for the Program, and sought to 
enhance community education and outreach regarding coyote interactions. 

On November 9, 2021, your Honorable Body received an update on the Coyote Management 
Program. The program update included data and reports for two cycles of coyote trapping 
services, the hiring of a part-time Coyote Management Staff Assistant, the Program transfer from 
the Police Department to the Community Services Department (August 2020), continued 
community education and outreach efforts, and regional collaboration and efforts. 

As outlined in the 2019 Coyote Management Plan Update, the City procured trapping services for 
the annual trapping cycle in October 2021. The initial vendor procured was utilized for four weeks 
while a Request for Proposals for year-round trapping services was advertised. After two Request 
for Proposals processes, on November 9, 2021, your Honorable Body approved a contract 
services agreement with Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. (CWPS) of Anaheim, CA for 
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year-round trapping services. At the time, traps were active Monday through Friday and removed 
for the weekends. Staff was directed to provide a 6-month interval progress report, which was 
presented to your Honorable Body on April 26, 2022, of which your Honorable Body directed staff 
to continue with the abatement services through the year. On September 27, 2022, your 
Honorable Body approved of a first amendment to the contract with CWPS to change the trapping 
frequency to Monday through Sunday, and to allow the option for two additional one-year contract 
extensions. This second amendment to the contract with CWPS would increase the not-to-exceed 
amount by $79,200 and allow the City to exercise the option for a one-year term extension. 

In the first year of service with CWPS, from November 2021 through September 2022, 31 coyotes 
were captured and removed with 7 coyotes recorded as deceased by other means (such as found 
dead). Trapping frequency had been Monday through Friday from November 2021 to May 2022, 
and then revised to include the weekends starting in May 2022. From October 2022 through 
August 2023, 23 coyotes were captured and removed. The contract costs to date have been 
consistent with the approved cost of services: $50,600 in the first year (November 2021 - October 
2022), $79,200 in the second year (October 2022 - September 2023), and a projected $79,200 
in this next year (October 2023- September 2024). 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Assessment Results 

Included in their action on September 10, 2019, City Council adopted a Negative Declaration 
(EAS19-00001) and approved updates to the Coyote Management Plan which allowed the 
Torrance Police Department to enter a five-month active trapping season between the months of 
October and March. The Initial Study demonstrated that the proposed 2019 Program updates 
would not have a significant effect on the environment as provided in CEQA Section 15070(a). 

On August 18, 2020, City Council directed the Community Services Department to explore the 
operational and financial feasibility of extending the coyote trapping season from 5 to 12 months. 
In response to this inquiry, the Community Development Department retained the consulting 
services of DUDEK, an external environmental planning firm, to conduct an analysis and 
determine if a potential extension of the five-month active trapping season to a year-round active 
trapping of coyotes is consistent with CEQA (Attachment E). The analysis determined no impacts 
to sensitive biological resources would occur from extending the five-month active trapping 
season to a year-round active trapping schedule. 

Moreover, the analysis included a literature and database review for sensitive biological resources 
found within Torrance and the surrounding vicinity, and a review of the data collected by the 
Torrance Police Department Coyote Management Program. The thresholds for biological 
resources included in Attachment F (Environmental Checklist Form) of the CEQA Statute and 
Guidelines were used to determine if the proposed changes would cause a significant impact to 
existing sensitive biological resources. As noted in the analysis, a CEQA Consistency Analysis 
(Attachment F) had previously been conducted in 2019 for updates to Urban Coyote Management 
Plan and it found that there would be no impacts to sensitive biological resources from the 
implementation. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166, no subsequent or supplemental analysis to 
the previously adopted Negative Declaration was required when your Honorable Body extended 
the five-month active trapping cycle to a year-round schedule. The facts supporting these findings 
are set forth in the attached CEQA Consistency Analysis (Attachment F) as: a) there are no 
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substantial changes that are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
adopted Negative Declaration; b) there are no substantial changes that occur with respect to the 
circumstances under which the project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in 
the previously adopted Negative Declaration; and c) no new information, which was not known 
and could not have been known at the time the Negative Declaration was adopted, became 
available. 

Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no subsequent or supplemental analysis is 
required as no substantial changes are proposed which would require major revisions to the 
previously adopted Negative Declaration resulting from new significant environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. The facts 
supporting these findings are set forth in the attached CEQA Consistency Analysis (Attachment 
F). The trapping of coyotes is strictly regulated by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
Trapping occurs on City owned property and on select private property that is at least 150 yards 
from any occupied structure or residence through access agreements. 

Program Update 

As of August 31, 2023, the following goals have been accomplished with ongoing activities: 
• The City contracted year-round coyote abatement services 
• Increased social media educational information and community coyote education content 

in Seasons Catalog, weekly Torrance a-Newsletter, New Horizons Community Monthly 
Newsletter, and a point-of-education display in the West Annex lobby of City Hall 

• Community outreach with emphasis on utilizing public reporting through the existing online 
portal, 24-Hour Coyote Hotline, and MyTorrance mobile device application 

• Weekly and monthly coyote activity reports based on community reporting 
• Coordinated outreach and education with Homeowners Associations and individuals 

reporting interactions 
• Participated in the state-wide "Wildlife Watch" agency partner monthly meetings hosted 

by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
• Shared coyote management best practices with regional agencies and municipalities 
• Engaged the City Manager's Round Table at the South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

to initiate a regional approach to public education and share best practices for coyote 
mitigation 

Next Steps 

Staff will continue to collect data from coyote abatement services for the remainder of the services 
agreement term. The Program will also continue to implement community outreach and education 
in the following areas: 

• Increase social media educational information and coyote content in Seasons Catalog and 
weekly Torrance a-Newsletter 

• Identify hot spots for targeted intensive outreach and education 
• Promote public reporting of coyote incidents via the online portal and MyTorrance mobile 

device application 
• Utilize Torrance Neighborhood Associations for in-person and virtual educational forums 

and assessments of hot-spot areas to identify and mitigate coyote enticements, i.e. 
unsecured composting, open trash, feral animals, and unsecured pet foods 

• Distribute information and guides for residents and businesses to conduct audits of their 
properties for the purpose of identifying and mitigating coyote attractants 



4

• Collaboration with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes on a comprehensive community 
education package for adoption and implementation by all member cities of the South Bay 
Cities Council of Governments 

It is the recommendation of the Community Services Director that your Honorable Body accept 
and file this update on the Coyote Management Plan and approve a second amendment to the 
existing contract with Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. for a new not-to-exceed amount of 
$213,600 and extend the services for an additional year through October 7, 2024. 

CONCUR: 

s Director 

, ., . 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN LA ROCK 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DIRECTOR 

By //'. 
Shane Lee 
Administrative Analyst 

Aram Chaparyan 
City Manager 

Attachments: A) Council Item 9H - September 27, 2022 
B) Second Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 
C) First Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 
D) Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 
E) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
F) CEQA Consistency Analysis 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Honorable Mayor and Members 
of the City Council 

City Hall 
Torrance, California 

Members of the Council: 

Council Meeting of 
September 27, 2022 

SUBJECT: Community Services - Accept and FIie Status Report on Coyote 
Management Plan and Approve First Amendment to Contract Services 
Agreement for City-Wide Coyote Trapping Services. Expenditure: 
$79,200 (General Fund). 

RECOMMENDATION 

Recommendation of the Community Services Director that City Council: 

1. Accept and file a status report on the City's Coyote Management Plan; and 
2. Provide Direction on Coyote Trapping Services for the next interval period; and 
3. Approve first amendment to the contract services agreement with Coyotes, Wildlife 
and Pest Solutions, Inc. of Anaheim, CA (C2022-069) in the amount of $79,200 for a new 
not-to-exceed contract amount of $134,400 and to extend the term for one year through 
October 7, 2023; and 
4. Appropriate $9,200 to the Community Services Coyote Management program 
expenditure budget. 

FUNDING 

$70,000 is available to provide weekday abatement services in the current Community 
Services Department Operating Budget. $9,200 is available in the fund balance of the 
General Fund for weekday and weekend abatement services. 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS 

In response to increased public reports of coyote sightings, a Coyote Management Plan 
was first submitted- to your Honorable Body in June 2016 to address coyote conflicts and 
educate the community about coyotes. In September 2018, your Honorable Body directed 
the Police Department to evaluate the Coyote Management Plan and to present any 
changes and updates. On September 10, 2019, your Honorable Body adopted the 2019 
Coyote Management Plan Update, which established an annual trapping cycle between 
October and February, created a 24-hour coyote hotline, recommended hiring a Staff 
Assistant for the Program, and sought to enhance community education and outreach 
regarding coyote interactions (Attachment A). On November 9, 2021, your Honorable Body 
received an update to the Coyote Management Program. The program update included 
data and reports for two cycles of coyote trapping services, the hiring of a part-time Coyote 
Management Staff Assistant, the Program transfer from the Police Department to the 

9H 
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Community Services Department (August 2020), continued community education and 
outreach efforts, and regional collaboration and efforts (Attachment B). 

As outlined In the 2019 Coyote Management Plan Update, the City procured trapping 
services for the annual trapping cycle in October 2021. An interim coyote trapping services 
vendor was utilized for a four-week period between October and November prior to approval 
of a year-round trapping vendor agreement. On November 9, 2021, Your Honorable Body 
approved an agreement with a coyote abatement vendor for a year-round trapping service, 
expanding the seasonal trapping cycle through September 2022. The City entered Into an 
agreement with Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. (CWPS) of Anaheim, CA, after two 
Request for Proposal open bid processes (Attachment C). The contracted cost with CWPS 
is $4,600 per month for an all-inclusive service that includes placements of traps. Traps are 
active Monday through Friday and removed on weekends. Your Honorable Body directed 
staff to provide a 6-month interval progress report, which was presented to Your Honorable 
Body on April 26, 2022 (Attachment D). At the time, the direction to staff was to continue 
with the abatement services provided by CWPS for an additional six months. The current 
contract term is set to expire on October 7, 2022. 

Expenditures for the initial eight months of coyote abatement services with CWPS totaled 
$36,800, which is consistent with the $4,600 per month approved cost. Since services 
began in November 2021, a total of 28 coyotes have been captured and removed as of July 
31, 2022. Addttlonally, 6 coyotes have been recorded as deceased by other means. 

In efforts to continue working with CWPS for the next annual trapping cycle beginning in 
October, staff is presenting an amendment to the existing contract services agreement to 
include contract extension options. The vendor has expressed their willingness to continue 
working with the City should Your Honorable Body provide direction to extend the contract. 

Staff has prepared two versions of the contract amendment, with the differences dependent 
on Your Honorable Body's direction regarding the trapping period and the trapping 
frequency (Attachments E and F). Both versions include an option for the City to extend the 
contract with two additional 1-year extensions. Current pricing would be unchanged for the 
contact extensions, which is $2,300 per every ten business days (Monday through Friday 
abatement services), or $4,600 per month. Staff requests direction from Your Honorable 
Body regarding the trapping period, which can continue with year-round abatement or 
restore to the six-month interval. Additionally, Your Honorable Body may provide direction 
on the weekly trapping schedule, which can continue for weekdays only (five days of 
trapping) or be expanded to seven days perweek (Monday through Sunday}. 

Option 1: 

Option 2: 

Option 3: 

Full Year Abatement Services (October 2022-September 2023) 
Monday through Sunday $79,200* 
(*requires additional funding) 

6 Month Abatement Services (October-March) 
Monday through Sunday 

Full Year Abatement Services (October-September) 
Monday through Friday 

$39,600 

$55,200 
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Option 4: 6 Month Abatement Services (October-March) 
Monday through Friday $27,600 

Under the original contract, weekend abatement services were not available due to vendor 
staffing shortages. For the recommended contract amendment, CWPS has the ability to 
provide weekend services should Your Honorable Body provide direction for the options 
which include seven days per week (Options 1 & 2). The recommended amendment 
includes two (2) one-year renewal options to maintain the services and current pricing. 

CEQA Assessment Results: 

Included in their action on September 10, 2019, City Council adopted a Negative 
Declaration (EAS19-00001) and approved updates to the Coyote Management Plan which 
allowed the Torrance Police Department to enter into a five-month active trapping season 
between the months of October and March. The Initial Study demonstrated that the 
proposed 2019 Program updates would not have a significant effect on the environment as 
provided in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15070(a). 

On August 18, 2020, City Council directed the Community Services Department to explore 
the operational and financial feasibility of extending the coyote trapping season from 5 to 12 
months. In response to this inquiry, the Community Development Department retained the 
consulting services of DUDEK, an external environmental planning firm, to conduct an 
analysis and determine if a potential extension of the five-month active trapping season to a 
year-round active trapping of coyotes is consistent with the CEQA (Attachment G). 

The analysis determined no impacts to sensitive biological resources would occur from 
extending the five-month active trapping season to a year-round active trapping schedule. 
The analysis included a literature and database review for sensitive biological resources 
found within Torrance and the surrounding vicinity, and a review of the data collected by the 
_Torrance Police Department Coyote Management Program. The thresholds for biological 
resources included in Attachment G (Environmental Checklist Form) of the CEQA Statute 
and Guidelines were used to determine if the proposed changes would cause a significant 
impact to existing sensitive biological resources. As noted in the analysis, a CEQA 
Consistency Analysis had previously been conducted in 2019 for updates to Urban Coyote 
Management Plan and it found that there would be no impacts to sensitive biological 
resources from the implementation. 

Should the City Council wish to pursue an extension of the five-month active trapping cycle 
to a year-round active trapping schedule, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21166, no subsequent or supplemental analysis to the previously adopted Negative 
Declaration shall be required. The facts supporting these findings are set forth in the 
attached CECA Consistency Analysis (Attachment H) as: a) there are no substantial 
changes that are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the adopted 
Negative Declaration; b) there are no substantial changes that occur with respect to the 
circumstances under which the project is being undertaken which will require major 
revisions in the previously adopted Negative Declaration; and c) no new information, which 
was not known and could not have been known at the time the Negative Declaration was 
adopted, became available. 
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Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no subsequent or supplemental analysis 
Is required as no substantial changes are proposed which would require major revisions to 
the previously adopted Negative Declaration resulting from new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 
The facts supporting these findings are set forth in the attached CEQA Consistency 
Analysis (Attachment H). The trapping of coyotes is strictly regulated by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Trapping occurs on City owned property and on select 
private property that is at least 150 yards from any occupied structure or residence through 
access agreements. 

Program Update: 

As of July 31, 2022, the following goals have been accomplished with ongoing activities: 
• The City contracted year-round coyote abatement services for the 2021-2022 

trapping season 
• Increased social media educational information and community coyote education 

content in Seasons Catalog, weekly Torrance e-Newsletter, New Horizons 
Community Monthly Newsletter, and a point-of-education display in the West Annex 
Lobby of City Hall 

• Community outreach with emphasis on utilizing public reporting through the existing 
online portal, 24-Hour Coyote Hotline, and MyTorrance mobile device application 

• Weekly and monthly coyote activity reports based on community reporting 
• Coordinated outreach and education with Homeowners Associations and individuals 

reporting interactions 
• Participated in the state-wide "Wildlife Watch" agency partner monthly meetings 

hosted by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
• Shared coyote management best practices with regional agencies and municipalities 
• Engaged the City Manager's Round Table at the South Bay Cities Council of 

Governments to initiate a regional approach to public education and share best 
practices for coyote mitigation 

Next Steps: 

Staff will continue to collect data from coyote abatement services for the remainder of the 
services agreement term. The Program will also continue to implement oommunity outreach 
and education in the following areas: 

• Increase Social Media educational information and coyote content in Seasons 
Catalog and weekly Torrance e-Newsletter 

• Identify hot spots for targeted intensive outreach and education 
• Promote public reporting of coyote incidents via the online portal and MyTorrance 

mobile device application 
• Utilize Torrance Neighborhood Associations for in-person and virtual educational 

forums and assessments of hot-spot .areas to identify and mitigate coyote 
enticements, i.e. unsecured composting, open trash, feral animals, and unsecured 
pet foods 

• Distribute information and guides for residents and businesses to conduct audits of 
their properties for the purpose of identifying and mitigating coyote attractants 
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• Collaboration with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes on a comprehensive community 
education package for adoption and implementation by all member cities of the 
South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

It is the recommendation of the Community Services Director that your Honorable Body 
accept and file updates on the Coyote Management Plan, and approve the first amendment 
with Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. to provide abatement services under Option 1, 
Option 2, Option 3 or Option 4 and to include term extension options, and, if selecting 
Option 1, that the coyote management budget be increased $9,200 as per the cost for 
services. 

CONCUR: 

ohn La Rock 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN LAROCK 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DIRECTOR 

By~ SaneLee 
Administrative Analyst 

Community Services Director 

Aram Chaparyan 
City Manager 

Attachments: 
A. 2019 Coyote Management Plan Update 
B. 2021 Coyote Management Plan Update - Staff Report 
C. Contract Services Agreement (C2022-069) 
D. April~6, 2022 Staff Report --
E. First Amendment to Contract Services - Monday - Friday Abatement 
F. First Amendment to Contract Services - Monday - Sunday Abatement 
G. CEQA Consistency Analysis 
H. CEQA Environmental Checklist 
I. Public Comment received 



11 ATTACHMENT B 

SECOND AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT (C2022-069) 

This Second Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "Second 
Amendment") is made and entered into as of September 26, 2023, by and between the 
CITY OF TORRANCE ("CITY"), a municipal corporation, and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest 
Solutions, Inc., a California Corporation ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

A. CITY previously circulated a Request for Proposal for City-wide Coyote Trapping 
Services, RFP No. 82021-45 (the "RFP"). 

B. CONTRACTOR submitted a Proposal (the "Proposal") in response to the RFP. 
In its Proposal, CONTRACTOR represented that it was qualified to perform those 
services requested in the RFP. Based upon its review of all proposals submitted 
in response to the RFP, the CITY decided to award the Agreement to 
CONTRACTOR. 

C. On November 22, 2021, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into Contract Services 
Agreement C2022-069 (the "Agreement"), whereby CONTRACTOR agreed to 
provide coyote trapping services Monday through Friday, through October 7, 2022, 
for an amount not to exceed $55,200. 

D. On September 27, 2022, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into a First 
Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 (the "First Amendment") 
to: extend the term of the Agreement through October 7, 2023; add two (2) 
separate options to extend the term of the Agreement for one (1) additional year 
each; increase service to Monday through Sunday; and, add $79,200 to 
CONTRACTOR's compensation under the Agreement. 

E. CITY is satisfied with the level of service provided by CONTRACTOR. 

F. CITY now wishes to exercise the first option to extend the term of the agreement 
for one (1) year, and add $79,200 to CONTRACTOR's compensation under the 
Agreement. 

G. Additionally, CITY wishes to further amend the Agreement and update the Public 
Records Act language to comport with recent changes to the California 
Government Code Sections that govern public records and public records 
requests. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

00421299.docx 
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NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

AGREEMENT: 

1. Section 2 of the Agreement entitled "TERM" is hereby amended to read in its entirety 
as follows: 

"2. TERM 
Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Paragraph 4 below, this 
Agreement will continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date 
through October 7, 2024. This Agreement includes one (1) option to 
extend the term by one (1) additional year. The option to extend can be 
exercised only by CITY." 

2. Section 3 of the Agreement entitled "COMPENSATION", Subsection A entitled 
"CONTRACTOR's Fee", is hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows: 

"3. COMPENSATION 
A. CONTRACTOR's Fee. 

For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, CONTRACTOR 
will be paid in accordance with the compensation schedule set forth 
in the Proposal, provided, however, that in no event will the total 
amount of money paid the CONTRACTOR, for services initially 
contemplated by this Agreement, exceed the sum of $213,600 (the 
"Agreement Sum"), unless first approved in writing by CITY." 

3. Section 33 of the Agreement entitled "PUBLIC RECORDS ACT" is hereby amended 
to read in its entirety as follows: 

"33. PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 

00421299.docx 

Any documents submitted by the CONTRACTOR; all information obtained 
in connection with the CITY's right to audit and inspect the 
CONTRACTOR's documents, books, and accounting records pursuant to 
paragraph 14 CONTRACTOR's Accounting Records; Other Project 
Records; as well as those documents which were required to be submitted 
in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) used in the solicitation 
process for this Contract, become the exclusive property of the City. All 
such documents become a matter of public record and shall be regarded 
as public records. Exceptions will be those elements in the California 
Government Code Section 7920.000 et seq. (Public Records Act) and 
which are marked "trade secret", "confidential", or "proprietary". The CITY 
shall not in any way be liable or responsible for the disclosure of any such 
records including, without limitation, those so marked, if disclosure is 
required by law, or by an order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
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In the event the CITY is required to defend an action on a Public Records 
Act request for any of the aforementioned documents, information, books, 
records, and/or contents of a proposal marked "trade secret", 
"confidential", or "proprietary", the CONTRACTOR agrees to defend and 
indemnify the CITY from all costs and expenses, including reasonable 
attorney's fees, in action or liability arising under the Public Records Act." 

4. Except as expressly modified by this Second Amendment, in all other respects, the 
Agreement dated November 22, 2021, and the First Amendment dated September 
27, 2022, between CITY and CONTRACTOR are ratified and reaffirmed and remain 
in full force and effect. 

CITY OF TORRANCE, 
a municipal corporation 

By:-----------
Aram Chaparyan, City Manager 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN 
City Attorney 

By: __________ _ 

Galen W. Bean 
Legal Counselor 

00421299.docx 

Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 
a California Corporation 

By:--------
Pamela Parker, CEO 



15 ATTACHMENT C 

FIRST AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT (C2022-069) 

This First Amendment to Contract Services Agreement C2022-069 is made and entered 
into as of September 27, 2022, by and between the CITY OF TORRANCE ("CITY"), a 
municipal corporation, and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc, a California 
Corporation ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

A. The CITY previously circulated a Request for Proposal ("RFP") for City-wide 
Coyote Trapping Services, RFP No. 82021-45 (the "RFP"). 

B. CONTRACTOR submitted a Proposal in response to the RFP. In its Proposal, 
the CONTRACTOR represented that it was qualified to perform those services 
requested in the RFP. Based upon its review of all Proposals submitted in 
response to the RFP, the CITY awarded the Agreement to CONTRACTOR. . 

C. On November 22, 2021, CITY and CONTRACTOR entered into Contract Services 
Agreement (C2022-069) (the "Agreement"), whereby CONTRACTOR agreed to 
provide coyote trapping services in an amount not to exceed $55,200 through 
October 7, 2022 for services for Monday through Friday. 

D. CITY is satisfied with the level of service provided by CONTRACTOR. 

E. CITY wishes to extend the agreement for one year, include 2 additional one-year 
options, increase service to be Monday through Sunday, and add $79,200 to the 
Agreement. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

AGREEMENT: 

1. Section 1 of the Agreement entitled "SERVICES TO BE PERFORMED BY 
CONTRACTOR" is amended to read in its entirety as follows: 

---

"1. SERVICES TO BE PERFORMED BY CONTACTOR 
CONTRACTOR will provide the services and install those materials listed 
in CONTRACTOR's Proposal submitted in response to the RFP. A copy of 
the RFP is attached as Exhibit A. A copy of the Proposal is attached as 
Exhibit B. Attached as Exhibit C is the Scope of Services. The services will 
be performed Monday through Sunday." 

2. Section 2 of the Agreement entitled "TERM" is amended to read in its entirety as 
follows: 

00377294.docx 
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2. TERM 
"Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Paragraph 4 below, this 
Agreement will continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date 
through October 7, 2023. This Agreement includes 2 additional one-year 
options. The option to extend can be exercised only by the CITY." 

3. Section 3 of the Agreement entitled "COMPENSATION" is amended to read in its 
entirety as follows: 

"3. COMPENSATION . 
"A CONTRACTOR's Fee. 

For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, CONTRACTOR 
will be paid in accordance with the compensation schedule set forth 
in the Proposal, provided, however, that in no event will the total 
amount of money paid the CONTRACTOR, for services initially 
contemplated by this Agreement, exceed the sum of $134,400 
("Agreement Sum") ($79,200 per year), unless approved in writing 
by CITY." 

4. In all other respects, the Agreement between the CITY and CONTRACTOR is 
ratified and reaffirmed as amended and remains in full force and effect. 

CITY OF TORRANCE, 
a municipal corporation 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN 
City Attorney 

By: ~~ e:'2 ~ 
Patrick Q. Sullivan, City Attorney 

00377294.docx 

Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 
a California Corporation 

B~'/2~ 
Pamela Parker, Cr},l!l) 



17 ATTACHMENT D 

CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT 

This CONTRACT SERVICES AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered into as 
of November 22, 2021 (the "Effective Date•), by and between the CITY OF 
TORRANCE, a municipal corporation ("CITY''), and Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, 
Inc., a California corporation ("CONTRACTOR"). 

RECITALS: 

A The CITY wishes to retain the services of an experienced and qualified 
CONTRACTOR to provide all services necessary for conducting coyote 
abatement efforts to mitigate potential human-coyote conflict. 

8. In order to obtain the desired services, the CITY has circulated its Request for 
Proposals for City-wide Coyote Trapping Service, RFP No. 82021-45 (the · 
"RFP"). 

C. CONTRACTOR has submitted a Proposal (the "Proposal") in response to the 
RFP. In its Proposal CONTRACTOR represents that it is qualified to perform 
those services requested in the RFP. Based upon its review of all proposals 
submitted in response to the RFP, the CITY is willing to award the contract to 
CONTRACTOR. 

AGREEMENT: 

1. SERVICES·TO BE PERFORMED BY CONTRACTOR 
CONTRACTOR will provide the services and install those materials listed in 
CONTRACTOR's Proposal submitted in response to the RFP. A copy of the 
RFP is attached as Exhibit A. A copy of the Proposal is attached as Exhibit B. 
Attached as Exhibit C is the Scope of Services. 

2. TERM 
Unless earlier terminated in accordance with Paragraph 4 below, this Agreement 
will continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date through October 7, 
2022. 

3. COMPENSATION 
A CONTRACTOR'S Fee. 

[00339314.docx) 

For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, CONTRACTOR will be 
paid in accordance with the compensation schedule set forth in the 
Proposal, provided, however, that in no event will the total amount of 
money paid the CONTRACTOR, for services initially contemplated by this 
Agreement, exceed the sum of $55,200 ("Agreement Sum"), unless first 
approved in writing by CITY. 
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8. Schedule of Payment 

Provided that the CONTRACTOR is not in default under the terms of this 
Agreement, upon presentation of an invoice, CONTRACTOR will be paid 
the fees described in Paragraph 3.A. above, according to the 
Compensation Schedule. Payment will be due within 30 days after the 
date of the invoice. 

4. TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT 
A. Termination by CITY or CONTRACTOR for Convenience. 

1. Either party may, at any time, terminate the Agreement upon thirty 
days written notice for convenience and without cause. 

2. Upon receipt of written notice from CITY of such termination for 
CITY's convenience, CONTRACTOR will: 

a. cease operations as directed by CITY in the notice; 
b. take actions necessary, or that CITY may direct, for the 

protection and preservation of the work; and 
c. except for work directed to be performed prior to the effective 

date of termination stated in the notice, terminate all existing 
subcontracts and purchase orders and enter into no further 
subcontracts and purchase orders. 

3. In case of such termination for CITY's convenience, 
CONTRACTOR will be entitled to receive payment for work 
executed; and costs incurred by reason of such termination, along 
with reasonable overhead and profit on the work not executed. 

B. Termination for Cause. 

[00339314.docx] 

1. If either party fails to perform any term, covenant or condition in this 
Agreement and that failure continues for 15 calendar days after the 
nondefaulting party gives the defaulting party written notice of the 
failure to perform,Jbis Agreement may beJerminated for cause; 
provided, however, that if during the notice period the defaulting 
party has promptly commenced and continues diligent efforts to 
remedy the default, the defaulting party will have such additional 
time as is reasonably necessary to remedy the default. 

2. In the event this Agreement is terminated for cause by the default 
of the CONTRACTOR, the CITY may, at the expense of the 
CONTRACTOR and its surety, complete this Agreement or cause it 
to be completed. Any check or bond delivered to the CITY in 
connection with this Agreement, and the money payable thereon, 
will be forfeited to and remain the property of the CITY. All moneys 
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due the CONTRACTOR under the terms of this Agreement will be 
retained by the CITY, but the retention will not release the 
CONTRACTOR and its surety from liability for the default. Under 
these circumstances, however, the CONTRACTOR and its surety 
will be credited with the amount of money retained, toward any 
amount by which the cost of completion exceeds the Agreement 
Sum and any amount authorized for extra services. 

3. Termination for cause will not affect or terminate any of the rights of 
the CITY as against the CONTRACTOR or its surety then existing, 
or which may thereafter accrue because of the default; this 
provision is in addition to all other rights and remedies available to 
the CITY under law. 

C. Termination for Breach of Law. 

In the event the CONTRACTOR or any of its officers, directors, 
shareholders, employees, agents, subsidiaries or affiliates is convicted (i) 
of a criminal offense as an incident to obtaining or attempting to obtain a 
public or private contract or subcontract, or in the performance of a 
contract or subcontract; (ii) under state or federal statutes of 
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of 
records, receiving stolen property, or any other offense indicating a lack of 
business integrity or business honesty which currently, seriously, and 
directly affects responsibility as a public consultant or contractor; (iii) under 
state or federal antitrust statutes arising out of the submission of bids or 
proposals; or (iv) of violation of Paragraph 20 of this Agreement; or for any 
other cause the CITY determines to be so serious and compelling as to 
affect CONTRACTOR's responsibility as a public consultant or contractor, 
including but not limited to, debarment by another governmental agency, 
then the CITY reserves the unilateral right to terminate this Agreement or 
to impose such other sanctions (which may include financial sanctions, 
temporary suspensions or any other condition deemed appropriate short 
of termination) as it deems proper. The CITY will not take action until 
CONTRACTOR has been given notice and an opportunity to present 

_ evidence in mitigation. 

5. FORCE MAJEURE 
If any party fails to perform its obligations because of strikes, lockouts, labor 
disputes, embargoes, acts of God, inability to obtain labor or materials or 
reasonable substitutes for labor or materials, governmental restrictions, 
governmental regulations, governmental control, judicial orders, enemy or hostile 
governmental action, civil commotion, fire or other casualty, or other causes 
beyond the reasonable control of the party obligated to perform, then that party's 
performance shall be excused for a period equal to the period of such cause for 
failure to perform. 

[00339314.docx] 
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6, RETENTION OF FUNDS 
CONTRACTOR authorizes CITY to deduct from any amount payable to 
CONTRACTOR (whether or not arising out of this Agreement) any amounts the 
payment of which may be in dispute or that are necessary to compensate CITY 
for any losses, costs, liabilities, or damages suffered by CITY, and all amounts 
for which CITY may be liable to third parties, by reason of CONTRACTOR's acts 
or omissions in performing or failing to perform CON,TRACTOR's obligations 
under this Agreement. In the event that any claim is made by a third party, the 
amount or validity of which is disputed by CONTRACTOR, or any indebtedness 
exists that appears to be the basis for a claim of lien, CITY may withhold from 
any payment due, without liability for interest because of the withholding, an 
amount sufficient to cover the claim. The failure of CITY to exercise the right to 
deduct or to withhold will not, however, affect the obligations of CONTRACTOR 
to insure, indemnify, and protect CITY as elsewhere provided in this Agreement. 

7. CITY REPRESENTATIVE 
Shane Lee, Administrative Analyst is designated as the "City Representative," 
authorized to act in its behalf with respect to the work and services specified in 
this Agreement and to make all decisions in connection with this Agreement. 
Whenever approval, directions, or other actions are required by CITY under this 
Agreement, those actions will be taken by the City Representative, unless 
otherwise stated. The City Manager has the right to designate another City 
Representative at any time, by providing notice to CONTRACTOR. 

8. CONTRACTOR REPRESENTATIVE($) 
The following principal(s) of CONTRACTOR are designated as being the 
principal(s) and representative(s) of CONTRACTOR authorized to act in its 
behalf with respect to the work specified in this Agreement and make all 
decisions in connection with this Agreement: 

Pamela Parker 
Jimmie Rizzo 

9. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 
CONTRACTOR is, and at all times will remain as to CITY, a wholly independent 
contractor. Neither CITY nor any _ _0f its agents will have c9ntrol over the conduct 
of CONTRACTOR or any of CONTRACTOR's employees, except as otherwise 
set forth in this Agreement. CONTRACTOR's agents and employees are not and 
shall not be considered employees of CITY for any purpose. CONTRACTOR 
may not, at any time or in any manner, represent that it or any of its agents or 
employees are in any manner agents or employees of CITY. CITY has no duty, 
obligation, or responsibility to CONTRACTOR's agents or employees under the 
Affordable Care Act. CONTRACTOR is solely responsible for any tax penalties 
associated with the failure to offer affordable coverage to its agents and 
employees under the Affordable Care Act and any other liabilities, claims and 
obligations regarding compliance with the Affordable Care Act with respect to 
CONTRACTOR's agents and employees. CITY is not responsible and shall not 

[00339314.docx) 
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be held liable for CONTRACTOR's failure to comply with CONTRACTOR's 
duties, obligations, and responsibilities under the Affordable Care 
Act. CONTRACTOR agrees to defend, indemnify and hold CITY harmless for 
any and all taxes and penalties that may be assessed against CITY as a result of 
CONTRACTOR's obligations under the Affordable Care Act relating to 
CONTRACTOR's agents and employees. 

10. BUSINESS LICENSE 
The CONTRACTOR must obtain a City business license prior to the start of work 
under this Agreement, unless CONTRACTOR is qualified for an exemption. 

11. OTHER LICENSES AND PERMITS 
CONTRACTOR warrants that it has all professional, contracting and other 
permits and licenses required to undertake the work contemplated by this 
Agreement. 

12. FAMILIARITY WITH WORK 
By executing this Agreement, CONTRACTOR warrants that CONTRACTOR (a) 
has thoroughly investigated and considered the scope of services to be 
performed, (b) has carefully considered how the services should be performed, 
and (c) fully understands the facilities, difficulties and restrictions attending 
performance of the services under this Agreement. If the services involve work 
upon any site, CONTRACTOR warrants that CONTRACTOR has or will 
investigate the site and is or will be fully acquainted with the conditions there 
existing, prior to commencement of services set forth in this Agreement. Should 
CONTRACTOR discover any latent or unknown conditions that will materially 
affect the performance of the services set forth in this Agreement, 
CONTRACTOR must immediately inform CITY of that fact and may not proceed 
except at CONTRACTOR's risk until written instructions are received from CITY. 

13. CARE OF WORK 
CONTRACTOR must adopt reasonable methods during the term of the 
Agreement to furnish continuous protection to the work, and the equipment, 
materials, papers, documents, plans, studies and other components to prevent 
losses or damages, and will be responsible for all damages, to persons or 
property, until acceptance of the woi:_k by CITY, except tho~e losses or damages 
as may be caused by CITY's own negligence. 

14. CONTRACTOR'S ACCOUNTING RECORDS: OTHER PROJECT RECORDS 
Records of the CONTRACTOR's time pertaining to the project, and records of 
accounts between CITY and the CONTRACTOR, will be kept on a generally 
recognized accounting basis. CONTRACTOR will also maintain all other 
records, including without limitation specifications, drawings, progress reports 
and the like, __ r~h3_~!:!9. to t~e project ~II r~~Qr~s wjll bf:) _~vailable te> CITY during 
normal working hours. CONTRACTOR will maintain these records for three 
years after final payment. 

[00339314.docx] 
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15. PREVAILING WAGE [INTENTIONALLY OMMITTED] 

16. INDEMNIFICATION 
CONTRACTOR will indemnify, defend, and hold harmless CITY, the Successor 
Agency to the former Redevelopment Agency of the City of Torrance, the City 
Council, each member thereof, present and future, members of boards and 
commissions, its officers, agents, employees and volunteers from and against 
any and all liability, expenses, including defense costs and legal fees, and claims 
for damages whatsoever, including, but not limited to, those arising from breach 
of contract, bodily injury, death, personal injury, property damage, loss of use, or 
property loss however the same may be caused and regardless of the 
responsibility for negligence. The obligation to indemnify, defend and hold 
harmless includes, butis not limited to, any liability or expense, including defense 
costs and legal fees, arising from the negligent acts or omissions, or willful 
misconduct' of CONTRACTOR, its officers, employees, agents, subcontractors or 
vendors. It is further agreed, CONTRACTOR'S obligations to indemnify, defend 
and hold harmless will apply even in the event of concurrent negligence on the 
part of CITY, the City Council, each member thereof, present and future, or its 
officers, agents and employees, except for liability resulting solely from the 
negligence or willful misconduct of CITY, its officers, employees or agents. 
Payment by CITY is not a condition precedent to enforcement of this indemnity. 
In the event of any dispute between CONTRACTOR and CITY, as to whether 
liability arises from the sole negligence of the CITY or its officers, employees, 
agents, subcontractors or vendors, CONTRACTOR will be obligated to pay for 
CITY's defense until such time as a final judgment has been entered adjudicating 
the CITY as solely negligent. CONTRACTOR will not be entitled in the event of 
such a determination to any reimbursement of defense costs including but not 
limited to attorney's fees, expert fees and costs of litigation. 

17. NON-LIABILITY OF CITY OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
No officer or employee of CITY will be personally liable to CONTRACTOR, in the 
event of any default or breach by the CITY or for any amount that may become 
due to CONTRACTOR. 

18. INSURANCE 
A CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors must maintaio_ for the duration of 

the contract at its sole expense the following insurance, which will be full 
coverage not subject to self-insurance provisions: 

(00339314.docx] 

1. Automobile Liability, including owned, non-owned and hired 
vehicles, with combined single limits of $50,000 per occurrence. 

2. Commercial General Liability including coverage for premises, 
products and completed operations, independent 
contractors/vendors, personal injury and contractual obligations 
with combined single limits of coverage of at least $1,000,000 per 
occurrence, $2,000,000 aggregate. 
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Workers' Compensation coverage [waived] 
B. The insurance provided by CONTRACTOR will be primary and non

contributory. 

C. CITY ("City of Torrance"), the Successor Agency to the former 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Torrance, the City Council and each 
member thereof, members of boards and commissions, every officer, 
agent, official, employee and volunteer must be named as additional 
insured under the automobile and general liability policies. Coverage can 
be provided in the form of an endorsement to the CONTRACTOR's 
insurance or applicable policy language. 

D. CONTRACTOR must provide certificates of insurance including all 
required mandatory endorsements (or copies of the applicable policy 
language effecting coverag~ required by this clause) indicating 
appropriate coverage, to the City Clerk of the City of Torrance before the 
commencement of work. 

E. Each insurance policy required by this Paragraph must contain a provision 
that no termination, cancellation or change of coverage can be made 
without notice to CITY. 

F. CONTRACTOR must include all subcontractors as insureds under its 
policies or must furnish separate certificates and endorsements for each 
subcontractor. All coverage for subcontractors will be subject to all of the 
requirements of this Paragraph 18. 

G. If the CONTRA TOR maintains broader coverage and/or higher limits than 
the minimums shown above, the CITY requires and shall be entitled to the 
broader coverage and/or the higher limits mai~tained by the 
CONTRACTOR. Any available insurance proceeds in excess of the 
specified minimum limits of insurance and coverage shall be available to 
the CITY. 

H. The procuring of insurance shall not be construed as a limitation on 
liability nor as full performance of the indemnification provisions of the 
CONTRACTOR. 

I. CONTRACTOR hereby grants to CITY a waiver of any right to subrogation 
which any insurer of said CONTRACTOR may acquire against the CITY 
by virtue of the payment of any loss under such insurance. 
CONTRACTOR agrees to obtain any endorsement that may be necessary 
to affect this waiver of subrogation, but this provision applies regardless of 
whether or not the CITY has received a waiver of subrogation 
endorsement from the insurer. 

(00339314.docx] 
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J. Self-insured retentions must be declared to and approved by the CITY. 
The CITY may require the CONTRACTOR to provide proof of ability to 
pay losses and related investigations, claim administration, and defense 
expenses within the retention. The policy language shall provide, or be 
endorsed to provide, that the self-insured retention may be satisfied by 
either the named insured or CITY. 

19. SUFFICIENCY OF INSURERS 
Insurance required by this Agreement will be satisfactory only if issued by 
companies admitted to do business in California, rated "A" or better in the most 
recent edition of Best's Key Rating Guide, and only if they are of a financial 
category Class VII or better, unless these requirements are waived by the Risk 
Manager of CITY ("Risk Manage() due to unique circumstances. In the event 
the Risk Manager determines that the work or services to be performed under 
this Agreement creates an increased or decreased risk of loss to CITY, the 
CONTRACTOR agrees that the minimum limits of any insurance policies or 
performance bonds required by this Agreement may be changed accordingly 
upon receipt of written notice from the Risk Manager; provided that 
CONTRACTOR will have the right to appeal a determination of increased 
coverage by the Risk Manager to the City Council of CITY within 10 days of 
receipt of notice from the Risk Manager. 

20. CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
A. No officer or employee of the CITY may have any financial interest, direct 

or indirect, in this Agreement, nor may any officer or employee participate 
in any decision relating to the Agreement that effects the officer or 
employee's financial interest or the financial interest of any corporation, 
partnership or association in which the officer or employee is, directly or 
indirectly interested, in violation of any law, rule or regulation. 

B. No person may offer, give, or agree to give any officer or employee or 
former officer or employee, nor may any officer or employee solicit, 
demand, accept, or agree to accept from another person, a gratuity or an 
offer of employment in connection with any decision, approval, 
disapproval, recommendation, preparation or any part of a program 
requirement or a purchase request, influencing the content of any 
specification or procurement standard, rendering of advice, investigation, 
auditing, or in any other advisory capacity in any way pertaining to any 
program requirement, contract or subcontract, or to any solicitation or 
proposal. 

21. NOTICE 
A. All notices, requests, demands, or other communications under this 

Agreement will be in writing. Notice will be sufficiently given for all 
purposes as follows: 

(00339314.docx] 
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1. Personal delivery. When personally delivered to the recipient 
notice is effective on delivery. 

2. First Class mail. When mailed first class to the last address of the 
recipient known to the party giving notice: notice is effective three 
mail delivery days after deposit in a United States Postal Service 
office or mailbox. 

3. Certified mail. When mailed certified mail, return receipt requested: 
notice is effective on receipt, if delivery is confirmed by a return 
receipt. 

4. Overnight delivery. When delivered by an overnight delivery 
service, charges prepaid or charged to_ the sender's account: 
notice is effective on delivery, if delivery is confirmed by the delivery 
service. 

5. Facsimile transmission. When sent by fax to the last fax number of 
the recipient known to the party giving notice: notice is effective on 
receipt. Any notice given by fax will be deemed received on the 
next business day if it is received after 5:00 p.m. (recipient's time) 
or on a non-business day. 

6. Addresses for purpose of giving notice are as follows: 

CONTRACTOR 

CITY: 

Pamela Parker 
Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, 
Inc. 
8775 E. Wiley Way 
Anaheim, CA 92808 
Fax: N/A 

City Clerk 
City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503 
Fax: (310) 618-2931 

B. Any correctly addressed notice that is refused, unclaimed, or 
undeliverable because of an act or omission of the party to be notified, will 
be deemed effective as of the first date the notice was refused, unclaimed 
or deemed undeliverable by the postal authorities, messenger or overnight 
delivery service. 

[00339314.docx] 
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C. Either party may change its address or fax number by giving the other 
party notice of the change in any manner permitted by this Agreement. 

22. PROHIBITION AGAINST ASSIGNMENT AND SUBCONTRACTING 
This Agreement and all exhibits are binding on the heirs, successors, and 
assigns of the parties. The Agreement may not be assigned or subcontracted by 
either CITY or CONTRACTOR without the prior written consent of the other. 

23. INTEGRATION; AMENDMENT 
This Agreement represents the entire understanding of CITY and 
CONTRACTOR as to those matters contained in it. No prior oral or written 
understanding will be of any force or effect with respect to the terms of this 
Agreement. The Agreement may not be modified or altered except in writing 
signed by both parties. 

24. INTERPRETATION 
The terms of this Agreement should be construed in accordance with the 
meaning of the language used and should not be construed for or against either 
party by reason of the authorship of this Agreement or any other rule of 
construction that might otherwise apply. To the extent that the terms of the RFP 
or the Proposal are inconsistent with the terms of this Agreement, the terms of 
this Agreement shall control. 

25. SEVERABILITY 
If any part of this Agreement is found to be in conflict with applicable laws, that 
part will be inoperative, null and void insofar as it is in conflict with any applicable 
laws, but the remainder of the Agreement will remain in full force and effect. 

26. TIME OF ESSENCE_ 
Time is of the essence in the performance of this Agreement. 

27. GOVERNING LAW; JURISDICTION 
This Agreement will be administered ancLinterpreted under the laws of the State 
of California. Jurisdiction of any litigation arising from the Agreement will be in 
Los Angeles County, California. 

28. COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTES AND REGULATIONS 
CONTRACTOR will be knowledgeable of and will comply with all applicable 
federal, state, county and city statutes, rules, regulations, ordinances and orders. 

29. WAIVER OF BREACH 
No delay or omission in the exercise of any right or remedy by a nondefaulting 
party on any default will impair the right or remedy or be construed as a waiver. 
A party's consent or approval of any act by the other party requiring the party's 

(00339314.docx) 
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consent or approval will not be deemed to waive or render unnecessary the other 
party's consent to or approval of any subsequent act. Any waiver by either party 
of any default must be in writing and will not be a waiver of any other default 
concerning the same or .any other provision of this Agreement. 

30. ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Except as provided for in Paragraph 16, in any dispute, litigation, arbitration, or 
other proceeding by which o.ne party either seeks to enforce its rights under this 
Agreement (whether in contract, tort or both) or seeks a declaration of any rights 
or obligations under this Agreement, the prevailing party will be awarded 
reasonable attorney's fees, together with any costs and expenses, to resolve the 
dispute and to enforce any judgment. 

31. EXHIBITS 
All exhibits identified in this Agreement are incorporated into the Agreement by 
this reference. 

32. CONTRACTOR'S AUTHORITY TO EXECUTE 
The persons executing this Agreement on behalf of the CONTRACTOR warrant 
that {i) the CONTRACTOR is duly organized and existing; {ii) they are duly 
authorized to execute this Agreement on behalf of the CONTRACTOR; (iii) by so 
executing this Agreement, the CONTRACTOR is formally bound to the provisions 
of this Agreement; and (iv) the entering into this Agreement does not violate any 
provision of any other Agreement to which the CONTRACTOR is bound. 

33. PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 
Any documents submitted by the CONTRACTOR; all information obtained in 
connection with the CITY's right to audit and inspect the CONTRACTOR's 
documents, books, and accounting records pursuant to paragraph 14 
CONTRACTOR's Accounting Records; Other Project Records; as well as those 
documents which were required to be submitted in response to the Request for 
Proposals {RFP) used in the solicitation process for this Contract, become the 
exclusive property of the City. All such documents become a matter of public 
record and shall be regarded as public records. Exceptions will be those 
elements in the California Government Code Section 6250 et seq. (Public 
Records Act) __ and which are marked "trade_ secret", "confidential'', .or "proprietary". 
The CITY shall not in any way be liable or responsible for the disclosure of any 
such records including, without limitation, those so marked, if disclosure is 
required by law, or by an order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

In the event the CITY is required to defend an action on a Public Records Act 
request for any of the aforementioned documents, information, books, records, 
and/or contents of a proposal marked "trade secret", "confidential", or 
"proprietary", the CONTRACTOR agrees to defend and indemnify the CITY from 
all costs and expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees, in action or liability 
arising under the Public Records Act. 

(00339314.docx] 
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CITY OF TORRANCE, 
a municipal corporation 

L 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. 
a Cal.i · a corporatio 

... 

PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN 
City Att ·.· · ey 

By:.. •Jt;.iretli 
· ·a Y. stra · er 

Deputy City Attorney 

Attachments: 

Rev.1120 
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ATTACHMENT E 

, ... 

• { City of Torrance, Community Development Department 
• . · 3031 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 90503 (310) 618-5990 

\~ . · Environmental Checklist Form 
... 11:JSNfl"'"' -----------------------------------

1. Project Title: 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

4. Project Location: 

5. Project Sponsor's Name & Address: 

6. General Plan Designation: 

7. Zoning: 

8. Description of the Project: 

Background 

2019 Coyote Management Plan Update 

City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503 

Oscar Martinez, Acting Planning and Environmental Manager 
City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503 

City of Torrance 

City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503 
NA (City-wide) 

NA (City-wide) 

The City ofTorrance covers approximately 21 square miles (12,312 acres) of land and is situated in southwestern Los Angeles 
County1. The population of the city is approximately 147,175.2 

Coyotes have existed within the City of Torrance since the area first developed. Coyotes are members of the dog family which are 
highly adaptive to their surrounding environment. 3 Due to their adaptive behavior, coyotes have adjusted to human population 
expansion in the City. Furthermore, the ready supply of food, water, and shelter in the City helps coyotes survive and makes them tend 
to lose their fear of humans. Urban coyotes have access to rodents, household garbage, compost piles, pet food, domestic pets and 
water from ponds and landscape irrigation run-off. 

Since 2015, the City has experienced an increase in reported urban coyote activities within its boundaries affecting the residents and 
their pets. These activities have been manifested through observations of coyotes in neighborhoods, and coyote sightings along public 
streets and in residential yard areas, parks, or green spaces. Interactions have also included coyotes biting or killing pets. Instances of 

~coyotes stalking small pets (cals, guinea pigs, hamsters, and rabbits),and even those on leashes, have been reported as well in the 
City. Coyote sightings and/or attacks were raised as a serious issue of concern by residents. To solve this issue, the City prepared its 
first Coyote Management Plan in 2016, which remains in effect. It contains various strategies to educate residents about the coyotes 
and how to avoid them. The management plan also highlights certain coyote removal techniques such as the use of firearms, traps, 
and lethal control. Although the City has implemented the Coyote Management Plan, coyote activities may have increased in the last 
few years. 

City of Torrance Website, https://www.torranceca.gov/government/city-manager/residents/about-torrance, Accessed February 2019. 
Profile of the City of Torrance by Southern California Association of Governments (2017). 
Article #L-5473 on Managing Suburban Coyotes by Texas A&M Agrilife Extension. 
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If; 

/ I City of Torrance, Community Development Department 
lD 3031 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 90503 (310) 618-5990 

\~ .. Environmental Checklist Form ... ~Sl!i6~..,p _________________________________ _ 

On September 18, 2018, the City's Police Department was asked by the City Council to evaluate the 2016 Coyote Management Plan 
and to recommend relevant updates to it. At the Council meeting of November 27, 2018, the City Council received a staff report update 
and heard public comment regarding coyote encounters, threats to pets and other associated concerns, and recommendations to 
updating the 2016 Coyote Management Plan. After hearing comments and discussing the item, the Council directed staff to update the 
existing plan based on feasible and effective options available. One option includes implementing the use of coyote traps and 
euthanization programs. Other options for updating the plan included: sustaining the Coyote Response Plan, enhancing Coyote 
education and outreach programs, hiring a program staff assistant, and prohibiting wildlife feeding. 

The purpose of this Initial Study is to provide an overall evaluation of the environmental impacts that could occur upon updating the 
City's 2016 Coyote Management Plan, more specifically, implementation of the proposed strategies included in it. 

Project Description 

The purpose of the City of Torrance's 2016 Coyotes Management Plan Update is to establish strategies to minimize conflicts between 
humans, their pets and urban coyotes using education, behavior modification, and implementation of a tiered response to aggressive 
coyote behavior. The proposed project involves updates to the 2016 Coyote Management Plan which consists of a determination of 
more stringent strategies to solve human-coyote conflicts and secure household pets. The following are the recommended strategies 
which would be implemented: 

1. Sustain Coyote Management Response Plan; 
2. Prohibit wildlife feeding; 
3. Enhance coyote education and outreach; 
4. Consider addition of program staff assistant; 
5. Implement an annual Coyote Trap and Euthanize Program between October and February. 

This Initial Study provides an overall evaluation of the impacts on the environment that could occur upon implementation of these 
strategies. 
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City of Torrance, Community Development Department 
3031 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 90503 (310) 618-5990 

Environmental Checklist Form 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental 
Setting: 

The City of Torrance is situated in southwestern Los Angeles County and is bounded on the north by Gardena and Lawndale, on the 
east by Los Angeles, on the west by Redondo Beach, and on the south by Rolling Hills Estates and Palos Verdes Estates (Exhibit 1, 2, 
and 3). 

The City covers approximately 21 square miles (12,312 acres). The majority of the city is developed with residential (49%), commercial 
(12%), and industrial (22%) projects. 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is 
required: 

11. Have California Native American tribes 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
project area requested consultation pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, 
has consultation begun? 

Note: Conducting consultation early in the 
CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead 
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the 
level of environmental review, identify and 
address potential adverse impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for 

_ delay and conflict in the environmental review 
process. (See Public Resources Code section 
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available 
from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission's Sacred Lands File per Public 
Resources Code section 5097 .96 and the 
California Historical Resources Information 
System administered by the California Office of 

-Historic Preservation. Please also note that 
Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) 
contains provisions specific to confidentiality. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

The City of Torrance submitted a request to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento for a Sacred Lands File Search and a 
Tribal Consultation Contact List for the proposed project. The NAHC 
provided a Tribal Consultation List of California Native American tribes 
within the project area, and the Sacred Lands File (SLF) record results, 
which were "negative,• indicating there is no significant tribal cultural 
resource within the City. 

In mid-February 2019, the City sent cultural consultation requests, as 
mandated by AB 52, regarding the proposed project to three Tribes that 
have requested formal notification under AB 52. As of the preparation of 
the assessment, one response has been received from the Gabrielei'io 
Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation which stated that since the Plan 
update does not involve ground disturbance, no further consultation is 
necessary. 



35

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a 
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

□ Aesthetics □ 
Agriculture and Forestry 

□ Air Quality 
Resources 

□ Biological Resources □ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

□ Geology I Soils □ Greenhouse Gas Emissions □ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

□ Hydrology/ Water Quality □ Land Use / Planning □ Mineral Resources 

□ Noise □ Population / Housing □ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation □ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities / Service Systems □ Wildfire □ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial evaluation: 

■ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant 
effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required . 

D- I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact 
on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be 
addressed. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant 
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, 

- and (b) have been avoided or-mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or-NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Oscar Martinez, Acting Planning and Environmental Manager 
City of Torrance 

Prepared by: 

/4~ 
Nicole Sauviat Criste, Principal 
Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc. 

7/10/19 
Date 

7/10/19 
Date 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: Sources 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With 
Significant Mitigation 
Impact Incorporation 

1. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

The City of Torrance is located in southwestern Los Angeles County. Neighboring communities include Rolling Hills Estates and Palos 
Verdes Estates to the south, Redondo Beach to the west, Gardena and Lawndale to the north, and Carson, City of Los Angeles, 
unincorporated County of Los Angeles and Lomita to the southeast. 

Trees such as acacias, palms, camphors, jacarandas, and California pepper trees are valuable assets for the City because they 
contribute to the community aesthetic. Many of these trees were planted in the early 1900s as street trees in residential neighborhoods 
and windbreak areas. For example, eucalyptus trees along Torrance Boulevard between Madrona Avenue and Border Avenue are 
approximately 60 feet in height and 80 years in age. The City has adopted street policies to protect and conserve these trees. 

In addition to trees, natural topography creates many scenic vistas throughout the City. The San Gabriel Mountain Range and the 
Pacific Ocean are visible to the north and west, respectively, from the hillsides along the City's western and southern boundaries. The 
City has adopted policies to protect these scenic views within hillside areas. 

(a) 

(b) 

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ 
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not □ □ □ ■ 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

a, b) The proposed project proposes management strategies and actions whose physical elements would include placing 
temporary coyote traps at affected areas in the City; no buildings, structures, or other improvements or facilities would be 
constructed. Traps would be located on the ground and would involve minimal to no ground disturbance or vegetation removal. 
Therefore, the project would not include any component that would substantially affect any scenic vista such as trees, mountain 
and Pacific Ocean views, or historic buildings within a state scenic highway. No impact is anticipated. 

(c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and 
its surroundings? (Public views are ihPse that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The City of Torrance is predominantly developed in an urban environment. The implementation of the Plan will result in 
management activities, including hazing, community education and the trapping of coyotes. The proposed Plan will be generally 
consistent with the standards in the City's current Coyote Management Plan, and will not change standards or zoning 
associated with height, mass or scale, which have the potential to affect scenic quality. Therefore, no impact is anticipated. 
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(d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

□ □ □ ■ 

d) Project related activities are not expected to change the lighting environment as a result of the proposed update. No new 
permanent light sources and no temporary light sources beyond perhaps an occasional use of flashlights by City staff to 
implement the proposed Plan. As such, there would be no impacts associated with new lighting sources. No new structures 
would be built, and no existing structures would be modified. Therefore, no impact is anticipated. 

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use In assessing Impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether Impacts to forest resources, Including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to Information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state's Inventory of forest land, Including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. Would the project: -~-~ ....... ...,;_.-~-~-------------~-------' 

Environmental Background 

The City of Torrance is located in southwestern Los Angeles County, and is not mapped in the Los Angeles County Important 
Farmland Map published in 2016. 4 In addition, no agricultural resource is shown within the City in the County's Agricultural Resource 
Areas Policy Map. 5 However, according to the City's Zoning Map (2015), limited Light Agriculture (A 1) lands occur on the southern 
boundary of the City. The City's General Plan identifies lands within the municipal airport, approximately 140 acres, as having been 
used for agriculture. 

(a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) No prime or unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance exists-within the City of Torrance. Project activities do not 
include any changes to zoning, land use, or other landform alteration that would result in the conversion of prime farmland to 
other uses. No impact would occur. 

(b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) Noland in the City is under Williamson Act contract6• None of the Plan's activities will involve the alteration- of landforms, or 
conflict with zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract, because no construction is planned as part of the Plan. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

(c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(9)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

□ □ □ ■ 

Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2016 Map, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/los16.pdf, Accessed February 2019. 
Los Angeles County Agricultural Resource Areas Policy Map. 
California Department of Conservation GIS Online Farmland Map, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. 
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(d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c, d) The majority of lands in the City are zoned for various types of residential, commercial, or industrial development. No lands 
within the City are identified, either in the General Plan or the Zoning Ordinance, for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 
as Timberland Production. No impacts would occur. 

(e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

□ □ □ ■ 

e) The City is urbanized and surrounded by urban areas. Limited agriculturally zoned lands occur in the City. No forest lands are 
designated or occur in the City. The management of the coyote population that will be implemented by the Plan will not result in 
the alteration of land, or any change in land use. There will be no change in the environment with implementation of the Plan. 
No impact would occur. 

3. • AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or 
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The City of Torrance is located in the South Coast Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD). 7 The SCAQMD is one of the 35 air quality regulatory agencies in the State of California and all development within 
the South Coast Air Basin is subject to SCAQMD's 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (2016 AQMP). The SCAQMD operates and 
maintains regional air quality monitoring stations at numerous locations throughout its jurisdiction. The City is located within Source 
Receptor Area (SRA) 3. 8 

The City's location near the Pacific coast results in better air quality than many inland Los Angeles County cities. However, the air 
basin is a "non-attainment" area for federal and state air quality standards for ozone and state standards for particulate matter less 
than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). 

(a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

□ □ □ 

a) Th~lementation of the Plan would not result in increases in population, housing, or other development a_fl_d therefore 
would not generate emissions. Management activities will occur within existing land uses and activities, and will not impact 
those activities. The Plan would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD 2016 AQMP. No impact would 
occur. 

(b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard? 

□ □ ■ 

■ 

□ 

Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan by South Coast Air Quality Management District, http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean
air-plans/air-guality-management-plans/2016-air-guality-man agement-plan/final-2016-aqmp/final2016agm p.pdf?sfvrsn= 15, Accessed March 
2019. 
SCAQMD online GIS Map. 
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(c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b, c) The Plan's management activities would have a negligible effect on the existing air emissions profile of the City. To 

implement the proposed Plan, a staff member may be added to conduct community education, assist with hazing, inspect open 

areas for the presence of coyotes, and install and remove traps. These activities could result in a marginal increase in the 

number of automobile trips per day occurring from City Hall, which would generate a minimal, and less than significant amount 

of air pollutants in exhaust emissions. These activities and associated trips would be consistent with other municipal activities 

and will not result in a measurable increase in air emissions. The project activities would be conducted at various locations 

throughout the City, wherever needed. They would not expose any sensitive receptor to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

The proposed Plan would not violate or contribute to an existing violation of an air quality standard, and would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone or particulate matter, which are pollutants for which the region is in 

nonattainment with respect to federal and state air quality standards. Less than significant impact is anticipated. 

(d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 

adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 
□ □ □ ■ 

d) Implementation of the Plan will not generate odors, nor will it generate emission which could be considered objectionable, 

because management activities such as hazing, education and the setting of traps have no potential to generate odor-causing 

emissions . There is no potential for the project to expose people to objectionable odors. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The majority of the City is urbanized. Some open spaces in the City contain unique vegetation and wildlife communities, including 
Madrona Marsh. The General Plan has identified other open space areas that have the potential for ecological restoration throughout 
the City. -

The proposed Coyote Management Plan update has been developed to address the presence of coyotes in the City's urban 
environment. Coyotes are found throughout California, from desert and mountain habitats to urban areas. Coyotes are not a federally
or state-listed species and are controlled in California to protect infrastructure, agricultural resources, public health, and special-status 
species. Coyotes are classified as a "nongame mammal" by the California Fish and Game Commission. According to the California 
Fish and Game Commission, killing a problem coyote does not require any permit, however, a hunting license and legal methods must 
be used. 9 The 2019 Coyote Management Plan encourages the City's Police Department to work with the California Df}_e_artment of Fish 
and Wildlife on the management and removal of coyotes within the City. 

The strategies proposed in the 2019 Coyote Management Plan were reviewed by Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
(Wood) for consistency with CEQA, as discussed below. Please see Appendix A for the Technical Memorandum in full. 

(a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 

regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

□ □ □ ■ 

Living with California Coyotes by California Fish and Game Commission, https://sagehen.ucnrs.orq/Documents/visitors/wildlife/coyote.pdf, 
Accessed March 2019. 
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a) Coyotes are not classified as sensitive, or special status species in any local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, 
including those of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The proposed Plan update will not result in direct impacts or 
habitat modification for any special status species. The coyote is not considered a candidate, sensitive or other special status 
species under local, State or federal regulations. The proposed Plan update will not result in habitat modification, insofar as no 
construction will occur, and existing native and ornamental plant communities and habitats will not be changed by 
implementation of the Plan. There is no published evidence that the elimination of coyotes will indirectly impact sensitive 
species such as coastal California gnatcatcher or least Bell's vireo. No impact is expected. 

The use of traps has the potential to inadvertently trap other species. Live traps are the only type of trap permitted in California 
for such a purpose. As a result, should another species be captured in a trap intended for a coyote, that animal would not be 
harmed, and would be released by City staff when the trap was checked for activity. The use of live traps will assure that 
impacts associated with inadvertent capture of other species will assure that the impact to those species is less than significant. 

(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The implementation of the Plan does not involve modification or removal of any riparian habitat. Proposed Plan activities 
would result in the trapping of a species which is not considered sensitive by local, State or federal agencies, or their 
regulations. The proposed Plan update would not cause direct or indirect impacts to sensitive natural communities, and thus 
there would be no impact. 

(c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The implementation of the Plan does not include any development or construction activities. Coyote management activities do 
not include any removal, filling, or hydrological interruption to wetlands or other waters of the U.S. Therefore, there would be no 
impact. 

(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
establishffd-native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

□ □ □ ■ 

d) Implementation of the Plan does not include any activities in rivers or streams which may impact migratory fish species. 
Wildlife movement in the City would not be impacted by proposed program operations. Should species other than coyotes be 
inadvertently trapped, the use of live traps would assure that that animal would be released as soon as the traps were checked 
by City staff. The Plan update would not affect migratory species movement or corridors, and there would be no impact. 

(e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

□ □ □ ■ 
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(~ Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

□ □ □ ■ 

e, ~ There is no policy, plan or ordinance in the City, other than the proposed Plan update, relating to coyotes. There is no 
Habitat Conservation Plan applicable to the City. The City and County have identified significant ecological areas in the City, 
including the Madrona Marsh. The Plan's implementation, however, will not impact the Marsh, insofar as it will not result in any 
alteration to this area. 

The Plan is, in and of itself, a program for the management of a wildlife species. The Plan proposes management strategies and 
techniques intended to manage the existing coyote population in the City, and protect citizens and their pets from coyote attack. 

Implementation of the proposed Plan update will have no impact on local or regional policies, ordinances, or habitat 
conservation plans. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic sites, structures, and districts or any other physical evidence associated with 
human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, or religious reasons. According to 
the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians (Kizh Nation), the City occurs within the traditional territory of the Kizh nation. Their territory 
extended throughout a large portion of Southern California, including most of Los Angeles County. Please also see Section 18, Tribal 
Cultural Resources. 

Historical resources, as described in CEQA, include buildings, sites, structures, objects, or districts, each of which may have historical, 
prehistoric, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance and be listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or a local register of historical resources. 

The City has identified and studied locally significant historic resources, such as Torrance High School, the Southern Pacific Railroad 
Bridge, and Fern Avenue School. The City has adopted a number of policies to preserve historic sites. 

(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) The Plan's activities, such as community education and outreach programs and the installation of traps will not involve the 
modification, construction or alteration of historic structures or other facilities within-the City. No impact to historical-resources is 
anticipated. 

(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The majority of the City is developed with residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. The implementation of the Plan 
will not result in ground disturbance, or the excavation of land, and therefore has no potential to impact buried cultural 
resources. No impact to archaeological or cultural resources is anticipated. 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento was contacted by the City in early January 2019 regarding 
the project. NAHC provided the City a letter on February 27, 2019. The letter indicated that a Sacred Lands File (SLF) records 
check of the NAHC registry shows negative results, indicating that no known resources have been recorded by NAHC. NAHC 
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recommended contacting local tribes regarding potential Native American Cultural resources. The City also extended an 
opportunity for consultation to the three tribes that have requested to be contacted under the provisions of AB 52, and received 
a response and request for consultation from the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation. The results of consultation 
are provided in Section 18, Tribal Cultural Resources. 

(c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) None of the Plan's activities are anticipated to occur within known cemeteries. In addition, the project does not include 
activities that would result in grading or excavation, so there is no potential for the implementation of the Plan to disturb human 
remains. No impact to human remains is anticipated. 

6. ENERGY. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Primary energy sources include fossil fuels (oil, coal and natural gas) and renewable sources like wind, solar, geothermal and 
hydropower. The City of Torrance is located within the Southern California Edison (SCE) service area. 10, 11 Currently, SCE serves 
approximately 4.4 million residential service accounts and 520,000 commercial service accounts which use up to 69% of the electricity 
generated by SCE in its service area. Natural gas in the City is provided by the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). Its 
service territory encompasses approximately 20,000 square miles in Central and Southern California, from the City of Visalia to the 
Mexican border. 

(a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) Electricity: The proposed updates to the existing Coyote Management Plan do not include any activity which would consume 
electricity, ~nee project activities involve education, inspf!Etion, and the setting and_removal of traps, none of which will result in 
an increase in electrical use. No impact is anticipated. 

Natural Gas: None of the project activities are anticipated to use natural gas. No impact is anticipated. 

(b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The project would not result in the construction or operation of any facility which could interfere with any state or local plan 
that promotes renewable energy or energy efficiency, since it involves management activities that would occur in existing 
buildings, including City Hall. No impact is anticipated. 

10 Southern California Edison Company Territory Map, https://www.scholarsapplv.org/uploads/edison/service territorv.pdf, Accessed February 
2019. 

11 Torrance Office of Economic Development Website (Utilities), https://business.torranceca.gov/our-citv/economic-development/utilities, 
Accessed February 2019. 
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7. GEOLOGY/ SOILS. Would the project: 
Environmental Background 

The City of Torrance is located within the Los Angeles basin. 12 This basin is an alluviated lowland or coastal plain bounded on the 
north by the Santa Monica Mountains and the Elysian, Repetto, and Puente Hills and on the east and southeast by the Santa Ana 
Mountains and San Joaquin Hills. 

The City predominantly consists of marine and non-marine sedimentary rocks of Pleistocene and Oligocene age. Tectonically, it is 
bisected by two faults, the Palos Verdes and Redondo Canyon faults, which could generate earthquakes of magnitude > 7 on the 
Richter scale. 

The City is located on the western edge of the greater floodplain of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers where flooding is 
unpredictable. The City participates in the National Flood Insurance Program to reduce potential flood hazards. In addition to these 
rivers, there are two enclosed water reservoirs (i.e. Walteria and Ben Haggot reservoirs) in the City which could discharge up to 7,300 
cubic feet of water per second if breached. 

In the City, the greatest risk of liquefaction occurs along the bluffs overlooking Torrance Beach. Liquefiable areas along the channel of 
Dominguez Creek are already built upon with residential and commercial developments which could be damaged during moderate to 
strong earthquake events. 

(a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

□ □ □ ■ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? □ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

i-iv) None of the coyote's management practices outlined in the proposed Plan update would have the potential to expose 
people or structures to ground rupture, seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. Coyote control 
activities occur intermittently, involve limited staff resources, and would not involve any new construction or repair of buildings or 
other structures. There would be no associated impacts. 

(b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? □ □ □ ■ 

12 

b) As stated above, the proposed Plan update would implement more stringent coyote management practices, primarily through 
the implementation of community education, hazing and the placement of traps. Coyote control activities occur at the ground's 
surface and do not require the exposure of soils. None of these types of activities would induce soil erosion or otherwise 
adversely affect soil stability. There would be no associated impacts. 

Geology of the Los Angeles Basin California -An Introduction by R. F. Yerkes et al. , 1965, Geological Survey Professional Paper 420-A. 
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(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The project does not involve construction or operation of any facility on an unstable geologic unit or soil to cause landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Management activities would occur in or in close proximity to already 
developed areas. No impact is anticipated. 

(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1 -B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

□ □ □ ■ 

d) The majority of the city is developed with residential, commercial, and industrial land uses where coyote activities have been 
reported. Implementation of coyote control strategies will not involve construction of structures or other activities susceptible to 
expansive soils. No impact is anticipated. 

(e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

□ □ □ ■ 

e) No septic tanks or alternative, soils-based wastewater disposal systems are required for the Plan update. Current coyote 
control activities do not affect existing subsurface wastewater disposal systems. The management activities included in the Plan 
update will not require the installation of wastewater disposal systems, as no structures will be constructed. No impact is 
anticipated. 

(f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

□ □ □ 

~ The Plan update does not include activities that would result in grading or excavation, and would therefore not have any 
potential to destroy any unique paleontological resource or geologic feature. No impact is anticipated. 

■ 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Greenhouse gas emissions are generated by both moving and stationary sources, including vehicles, the production of electricity and 
natural gas, water pumping and fertilizers. The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), Ozone (03), and water vapor (H2O). Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, occur naturally and are emitted to 
the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the greatest quantities 
from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results mostly from off-gassing 
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Manmade GHGs, which have a much greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, 
include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and nitrogen 
trifluoride (NF3), which are associated with certain industrial products and processes. 

The City experiences an "heat island effect" because of its urbanized environment, and concentration of heat-absorbing structures and 
pavements. The City encourages open space, light-colored development materials, and the planting and preservation of trees for 
shading of streets and buildings to help reduce the heat island effect in the city. 

In addition, the City has joined the Cities for Climate Protection (CCP) Campaign, and is participating in the Climate Action Planning 
efforts of the South Bay Council of Governments. The City's goal is to reduce GHG emissions by 15% from 2005 levels by 2020, and 
49% by 2035. 

(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

□ □ ■ □ 

a) The project would not result in increases in population, housing, or other development that would increase energy use, motor 
vehicle usage or solid waste production, which are currently the primary sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the 
City. Management activities consistent with the proposed Plan update may continue to include the use of vehicles in response to 
coyote sightings. However, these vehicle trips currently occur-under the approved Plan,-and would not be expected to increase 
significantly, even with the addition of a staff person. As such, GHG emissions associated with vehicle use would remain similar 
to existing conditions. Overall, the minimal increase in vehicle trips would represent a nominal amount of greenhouse gas 
emissions and a less than significant impact. 

(b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) Management activities associated with the Plan update will continue existing activities, and will implement strategies 
developed in the City's Climate Action Planning efforts as those are implemented throughout the City. Implementation of the 
proposed Plan activities would not conflict with any plans or programs adopted to reduce greenhouse gases. 
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9. RDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Hazardous material is defined as any material that, due to quantity, concentration, physical, or chemical characteristics, poses a 
significant potential hazard to public health and safety or to the environment. 13 In the City of Torrance, hazardous materials transport, 
storage, and use is strictly regulated for large quantity users, such as industrial processing plants and commercial dry cleaners. There 
are several hazardous sites in the City which are referred to as Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) sites, Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) sites, closed landfills, oil fields, or large quantity generator sites. 14 

Beginning in the 1970s, governments at the federal, state, and local levels became increasingly concerned about the effects of 
hazardous materials on human health and the environment. Numerous laws and regulations were developed to investigate and 
mitigate these effects. Hazardous materials are regulated by state, federal, and local agencies, including the US Environmental 
Protection Agency, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Ca/EPA), the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC), the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and the Torrance Fire Department. As a result, the storage, use, 
generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials are highly regulated by federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 
Furthermore, the City has provided numerous policies and programs in its General Plan to regulate the use of hazardous materials and 
hazardous sites within its boundaries. 

(a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

(b) Create significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ ■ 

□ ■ 

a, b) The proposed management activities included in the Plan update do not include the use of hazardous materials. The use, 
transport, and/or disposal of any substances used in euthanizing coyotes would be subject to federal, state, and local 
regulations regarding the handling of such materials, including the regulations associated with medical waste. Therefore, the 
proposed Plan update would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
release, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor would it create a risk of upset or accident. 

(c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials. substances, or waste within one
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The proposed project would not involve or authorize use of hazardous materials or wastes within one-quarter mile of a school. 
No impact would occur. 

(d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

13 

14 
California Health and Safety Code definition. 
City's General Plan - Figure S-4 (Hazardous Materials Sites). 

□ □ □ ■ 
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d) The majority of the management activities would be conducted near residential units, parks, and open areas where the 
coyotes have been identified. It is not expected that any management activities would result in the disturbance of structures or 
ground surfaces at sites identified as having had hazardous materials incidents, or large generators. Therefore, no impact is 
anticipated. 

(e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

□ □ □ ■ 

e) Torrance Municipal Airport is located in the southern portion of the City. The airport covers approximately 500 acres of land 
which is a restricted area. None of the Plan's component would be affected by airport operations. All activities occur at the 
ground level, and there are no environmental effects that could obstruct pilot visibility or otherwise interfere with normal flight 
operations and air traffic patterns in the area. No impact is anticipated. 

(D Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

□ □ □ ■ 

Q Coyote management activities occur for short periods of time in residential, park and open space areas of the City. These 
activities are typically carried out by one or two people at a time, who arrive/depart via passenger automobiles and light-duty 
trucks. As such, these activities would not physically interfere with emergency plans or would have no effect on any emergency 
evacuation routes. No impact is anticipated. 

(g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to 
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires? 

□ □ □ ■ 

g) The project would not generate housing and/or population, nor would it increase nonresidential development in the wild/and 
fires zone. Management activities do not generate a risk of fire in any part of the City. No impact is anticipated. 
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10. HYDROLOGY/ WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The City of Torrance is located within the Los Angeles basin. Average yearly precipitation in the area is about 13 inches. 15 Drinking 
water to the City is supplied by multiple water agencies, the Torrance Municipal Water Department (TMWD) and the Rancho 
Dominguez and Hermosa-Redondo Districts of the California Water Service Company (CWS). Approximately 78 percent of water is 
provided by TMWD which works with the State Health Department of Health Services to control water quality. Metropolitan Water 
District (MWD) provides approximately 88 percent of the City's portable water supply. MWD mainly imports water from the Colorado 
River Aqueduct, State Water Project via the California Aqueduct, and groundwater basins. MWD also purchase water from the Water 
Replenishment District of Southern California and recycled water from the West Basin Municipal Water District. 

The federal Water Pollution Control Act (CWA) prohibits the discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters from a point source unless 
the discharge is authorized by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. In California, the NPDES program 
is administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) through the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) 
and requires municipalities to obtain permits that outline programs and activities to control wastewater and stormwater pollution. The 
City is permitted under NP DES No. CAS004001 to discharge water to the Pacific Ocean, however, it is obligated to keep waterways 
clean by reducing or eliminating contaminants from storm water and dry-weather runoff. 16 

(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

(e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan? 

□ 

□ 

□ □ ■ 

□ □ ■ 

a, e) None of the Plan's management activities would trigger requirements for any waste discharge or jeopardize compliance 
with water quality standards, because coyote management activities do not involve the construction of impermeable surfaces, or 
the discharge of wastewater. Therefore, no impact is anticipated. 

(b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The Plan update would not involve the use of domestic water supplies, insofar as management activities include community 
education, site inspections and installation and removal of traps in existing developed areas. No new water demand would be 
created, and no recharge activities affected. No impact is anticipated. 

(c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

15 

16 

City's General Plan - Page CR-45. 
City's General Plan - Page CR - 48. 

□ □ □ ■ 
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(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(d) 

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; □ □ □ ■ 
c, i) The proposed project would not result in modifications to any drainage patterns in the City that could lead to substantial 
erosion of soil or siltation during storm events because no construction or soil disturbance would occur. No impact is anticipated. 

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff □ □ □ ■ 
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the □ □ □ ■ 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ □ ■ 
In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of □ □ □ ■ 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

c. ii-iv, d) The Plan update would not result in the construction of housing or other structures. Therefore, the implementation of 
the Plan 's management strategies would not generate surface runoff or result in exposure of, or increase exposure of, people or 
structures to flooding, or affect the capacity of existing storm drain systems, or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. No 
impact would occur. 

11. LAND USE/ PLANNING. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The City of Torrance covers-approximately 21 square miles (12,312 acres)-of land which are governed by its land use policies and 
designations and Zoning Ordinance. Development in the City consists of 49% residential, 12% commercial, and 22% industrial 
developments. The balance is composed of open space, parks and other uses. 

The City adopted its first Coyote Management Plan in 2016 to secure it residential communities from hazards associated with coyote 
presence in parks, residential neighborhoods, and private yards. The original Plan was prepared in response to increased sightings. 
The update is being considered to modify the Plan to better respond to the community's concerns, based on data and evidence 
collected by the City and its police department. 

(a) Physically divide an established community? □ □ □ ■ 
a) The proposed Plan update focuses on the control of coyote activities in existing neighborhoods throughout the City. None of 
the strategies contemplated in the proposed update would involve construction activities or any modification of the layout of the 
City's residential neighborhoods, park sites, City Hall, street medians, or any other elements of the community. None of the 
project related activities would physically divide an established community, and there would be no impact to the physical 
structure of any part of any community. 
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(b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) One of the important missions of the City of Torrance is to provide a safe and secure community and environment to its 
residents. The proposed project is one of the City's efforts to reduce recently increased coyote presence in the community, and 
to increase resident safety. None of the coyote management practices (traps, euthanization, community education and outreach 
programs etc.) that may be implemented under the Plan update would conflict with a land use plan or program established by 
the City or any regional agencies with jurisdiction over areas within City boundaries. The proposed Plan update would further 
support the following General Plan policies: 

Policy LU. 5. 6. Strictly enforce City codes, including building and safety, zoning and land use regulations, and property 
maintenance codes, to maintain safe, high-quality residential neighborhoods. 

Policy LU. 9.1. Preserve, protect, and maintain open space, parks, and recreation facilities as desirable land uses, recognizing 
that such uses contribute to the high quality of life in Torrance. 

Policy S.6.5. Maintain sufficient and adequate police stations and substations, facilities, services, and staffing to meet high 
public safety standards. 

Policy CR.8.2. Maintain, promote, and enhance programs that provide recreational, educational, cultural, and community 
services for families and residents of all ages. 

The Plan update is designed to protect and preserve existing neighborhoods in a safe and community-minded manner. Its 
management strategies will preserve the quality of open space, and community safety. As a result, the proposed Plan update 
supports and enhances the General Plan's vision of a high quality of life for City residents. No impact is anticipated. 

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the ~roject: 

Environmental Background 

According to the State Mining and Geology Board, the majority of land within City of Torrance is classified as MRZ-1 and MRZ-3 which 
designates an "area containing mineral deposits of no significance importance," or "area containing mineral deposits; however, the 
significance of these deposits cannot be evaluated from available data." A small strip of land, south of Pacific Coast Highway, is 
designated as MRZ-2 which desjgnate an "area containing miner:al deposits of significant importance._" _ 

(a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

(b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ ■ 

□ ■ 
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a, b) The City of Torrance is predominantly developed on land that is classified as MRZ-1 and MRZ-3, which is land with limited 
mineral resource potential. The City's General Plan and Zoning maps do not include areas reserved for mineral extraction. The 
proposed Plan update does not involve any extraction of mineral resources, nor will it result in the development of any structure 
which would prevent the use or removal of state or local mineral resource. No impact would occur. 

13. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

Environmental Background 

The main sources of noise include road traffic, aircraft, railroads, construction, industry, noise in buildings, and consumer products. 17 

Other noise sources include stationary sources, such as pool and spa equipment or heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) 
units. 

In the City of Torrance, street and freeway traffic represent the primary source of noise. Interstate 405 (/-405) is the main source of 
noise in the northeastern portion of the City. Other significant sources of noise in the City include the Santa Fe Railroad and Torrance 
Municipal Airport. The effective methods to reduce the impacts of noise on sensitive land uses implemented by cities include vehicle 
trip reduction, noise barriers, and setbacks. 

(a) Generation of substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) The management strategies included in the Plan update do not have the potential to generate substantial noise. Activities will 
include automobile and truck trips, which are currently occurring as a result of coyote sightings and incidents, and are not 
expected to increase as a result of the Plan update. Project activities are temporary and would not exceed any noise levels. No 
Jmpact is anticipated. _ 

(b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The Plan update does not include vibration-producing activities or the use of vibration-producing construction equipment, 
such as bulldozers, jackhammers, or pile drivers. No impact would occur. 

(c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip 
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The proposed Plan update would not generate housing or population, nor would it increase nonresidential development. 
Therefore, the project would not result in, or increase exposure of people or structures to, excessive noise from the municipal 
airport. No impact would occur. 

17 EPA Clean Air Act Title IV - Noise Pollution. 
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14. POPULATION I HOUSING. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The current population of the City of Torrance is approximately 147, 175, with an average household size of 2.623 persons for single
family units. The City is composed of low, medium, and high density residential development, but the majority of housing units (27,210 
units) are single family homes. 

(a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) The proposed Plan update would not directly or indirectly induce unplanned population growth in the City, as it does not 
include the construction of new homes or result in the need for new homes. In addition, the project would not result in or 
encourage the extension of paved roadways or public service/utility infrastructure into an undeveloped area and thus indirectly 
encourage population and housing growth. No impact would occur. 

(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating. the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) The proposed Plan update would not displace existing people or housing to necessitate the construction of housing 
elsewhere, because it does not propose construction or other physical alteration to the current City environment. No impact 
would occur. 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

Environmental Background 

Fire Protection: Fire protection services to the City are provided by the Torrance Fire Department whose headquarters is located on 
1701 Crenshaw Boulevard. Currently, there are six fire stations in the City: Fire Station 1 (Headquarters), Fire Station 2 (25135 
Robinson Way), Fire Station 3 (3535 W. 182nd Street), Fire Station 4 (5205 Calle Mayor), Fire Station 5 (3940 Del Amo Blvd), and Fire 
Station 6 (21401 Del Amo Circle). 18 

Police Protection: Police protec1ion services to the City are proviaed by the Torrance Police Department which is located at 3300 
Civic Center Drive. The police department is responsible for the City's emergency management planning. It also administers a 
Neighborhood Watch Program which involves residents in neighborhood activity. The department manages current coyote 
management efforts in the City. 

Schools: The City of Torrance is located within the jurisdiction of the Torrance Unified School District. Currently, this district is 
operating approximately seventeen elementary, eight middle schools, and five high schools in the City. 19 The district also offers several 
preschool and adult educational programs. 

18 

19 
City of Torrance General Plan. 
Torrance Unified School District Website, https://www.tusd.org/schools, Accessed February 2019. 
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Parks and Recreation Facilities: The City's Community Services Department operates and manages over 40 parks and recreation 
facilities, libraries, and open spaces in its boundaries. The size of parks in the city ranges from 0. 1 acre to 52 acres, which provide 
different levels of recreation use. The two largest parks in City are Columbia Park (52 acres) and Wilson Park (44 acres). 

(a) 

(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 
(v) 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered government facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

Fire protection? □ □ □ 
Police protection? □ □ □ 
Schools? □ □ □ 
Parks? □ □ □ 
Other public facilities? □ □ □ 

Fire Protection: None of the proposed Plan activities would generate housing and/or population increases, nor would it 
increase nonresidential development. Therefore, the project would not increase the demand for fire services. No impact is 
anticipated. 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

Police Protection: Currently, the City's police department is responsible for response to coyote sightings or incidents. The 
proposed Plan update is designed to include programs to reduce incidents, including pet and food-source management, and 
removal of coyotes within the City. Implementation of the Plan update will also increase resident security and safety, thereby 
reducing the calls for service currently required by the police department. No impact is anticipated. 

Schools: The proposed Plan update will result in management activities-which would not directly or-indirectly increase the City's 
student population or require the construction of a new school facility. No impact is anticipated. 

Parks or Other Public Facilities: As discussed above, the proposed Plan update would not result in an increase in population 
that would require the provision of additional parks or other public facilities in the City. In addition, management activities will 
assure public safety in parks and public open space areas by removing coyotes when the safety of the public is at risk. 
Therefore, there would be no change in the level of use or activity as a result of the Plan. No impact is anticipated. 

16. RECREATION. 

Environmental Background 

The City owns and maintains approximately 1,218 acres of public parks and open space. Open space for outdoor recreation in the City 
includes regional, community, and neighborhood parks; public school grounds; golf courses; and public trails for walking and biking. 
Some open spaces in the City are restricted and protected due to unstable geological conditions or the presence of unique vegetation 
and wildlife communities, including coastal hillsides and Madrona Marsh. 
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(a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

(b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ ■ 

□ ■ 

a, b) The proposed Plan update will result in management activities throughout the City, but will not induce population growth. 
As a result, it would also not increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
the facilities would be substantially degraded, nor will it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. No impact 
is anticipated. 

17. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The circulation network in the City of Torrance consists of six roadway categories (i.e. freeways, principal arterial, major arterial, minor 
arterial, minor arterial, and collectors) all interconnected to adjoining jurisdictions. Regionally, the City is served by Interstate 405, and 
California Highway 107. The City's industrial districts are served by rail lines of the Union Pacific and the Burlington Northern and 
Santa Fe Railways which are used to transport and deliver goods and materials throughout the region. 

The City's acceptable Level of Service (LOS) for both roadway and intersection operations is Level-of-Service (LOS) Dor better. 20 

(a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

(b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

□ 

□ 

□ □ ■ 

□ □ ■ 

a, b) Proposed coyote management practices will have a negligible effect on traffic. The proposed Plan components could 
introduce a negligible number of new trips if an additional staff person were hired to respond to and inspect sightings of coyotes. 
As such, there would be no imp_act to the performance of the lo_c_al or regional vehicular transportatiooJJetwork. There would be 
no impacts involving any physical modifications to streets, highways, sidewalks, transit stops, or bicycle routes, and no changes 
in usage of any of these modes of travel. Overall, no impact is anticipated. 

(c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

20 City General Plan - Chapter 2 (Circulation and Infrastructure Element) - Page Cl-7 

□ □ □ ■ 
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(d) Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ □ ■ 
c, d) None of the proposed Plan activities would require any physical modifications to streets, sidewalks, transit stops, or bicycle 
routes, and there would be no effect on any of these modes of travel or their uses. There would be no changes to the physical 
design of the local or regional transportation network or to the access to any particular property. As such, there would be no 
impact involving a design hazard or emergency access. 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

As discussed in the Section 5, cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic sites, structures, and districts or any other physical 

evidence associated with human activity considered important to a culture, a subculture, or a community for scientific, traditional, or 

religious reasons. Whereas, historical resources include buildings, sites, structures, objects, or districts, each of which may have 

historical, prehistoric, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance and be listed or eligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or a local register of historical resources. 

(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 2107 4 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms 
of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

(i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1 (k), or 

(ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

□ 

□ 

□ □ ■ 

□ □ ■ 

i, ii) As described above in Section 5, Cultural Resources, based on the NAHC's analysis, no known resources occur in the City. 

The City also conducted tribal consultation under the requirements of AB 52, and contacted those tribes who have requested to 

be contacted under the provisions of law. As of this writing, one response has been received from the Gabrielefio Band of 

Mission Indians (Kizh Nation). According to the Kizh Nation, the City occurs within its traditional territory, and is therefore a 

sensitive area and potentially contains sub-surface archaeological resources. To avoid any impact to their resources, the City 

arranged a consultation with Kizh Nation representatives to consider their concerns. The Kizh Nation subsequently responded 

that because the Plan update does not involve ground disturbance, no consultation was necessary. 

The Plan update does not include activities that would result in grading or excavation. No impact to tribal cultural resources is 

anticipated. 



56

19. UTILrnES / SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

Environmental Background 

Domestic Water 
Drinking water in the City of Torrance is supplied by two water agencies: the Torrance Municipal Water Department (TMWD) and the 
Rancho Dominguez and Hermosa-Redondo Districts of the California Water Service Company (CWS). Approximately 78 percent of 
water is provided by TMWD. Metropolitan Water District (MWD) provides approximately 88 percent of the City's portable water supply. 
MWD imports water from the Colorado River Aqueduct, State Water Project via the California Aqueduct, and groundwater basins. 
MWD also purchase water from the Water Replenishment District of Southern California and recycled water from the West Basin 
Municipal Water District. 

Sewer System 
The Public Works Department maintains local sewer and storm drain systems in the City. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County (LACSD) is the regional agency responsible for the collection and treatment of wastewater. The City of Torrance lies within 
Sanitation Districts No. 5 and 30. The nearest wastewater treatment facility to the city is the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
(JWPCP) in Carson. JWPCP treats approximately 320 million gallons of wastewater a day. About five million gallons of the treated 
water is reused for irrigation purposes. The remainder of the treated water is discharged into the Pacific Ocean. 

Storm Water Management and Flooding 
The City of Torrance works with the County of Los Angeles to manage the storm drain and flood control facilities within the City. The 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works provides plans, develops, operates, and maintains flood control facilities; whereas 
the City is responsible for local drainage from developments in the City and ensuring that storm drains properly feed into the regional 
system. 

Utilities and Telecommunications 
Natural gas and electric power services in the City is provided by the Southern California Gas Company and Southern California 
Edison Company, respectively. There are a number of telecommunications providers serving the City, including, AT&T, Frontier, 
Spectrum, and Cox Communications. 21 

Solid Waste Disposal 
Solid waste and recyclable collection services in the City are provided by the City's Sanitation Division and other private haulers. The 
Sanitation Division is responsible for residential and municipal trash and recycling collection. Commercial development and multifamily 
homes secure private service from independent services. 

(a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

(b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

□ 

□ 

21 HighSpeed Internet Website, https://www.highspeedinternet.com/ca/torrance, Accessed March 2019. 

□ □ ■ 

□ □ 
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(c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a-c) The proposed Plan update does not require connections to any water, wastewater, storm drainage, electric power, or 
telecommunications infrastructure. There is no wastewater generation and no stormwater runoff associated with any project 
activities. There will be no increase in the demand for these services, and therefore no need for the construction of new or 
physical modification to existing infrastructure. There will be no need for the acquisition of any new or expanded water supply 
entitlements. No impact would occur. 

(d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

(e) Comply with federal , state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ ■ 

□ ■ 

d, e) The Plan update involves management practices which will not generate solid waste beyond that already generated by City 
Hall and police department activities. The Plan update has no potential to exceed the capacity of local infrastructure or conflict 
any local, regional, and federal standards for solid waste disposal. No impact is anticipated. 

20. WILDFIRE. 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 

Environmental Background 

The potential for wild/and fires represents a hazard where development is adjacent to open space or within close proximity to wild/and 
fuels or designated fire severity zones. The City of Torrance is located in Los Angeles County, which has been exposed to the 
deadliest and most destructive wildfires between 2017 and 2018. Historically, wild/and fires in the County have occurred in the brush
covered hills of many communities, including the Palos Verdes Hills, south of the City, in what is Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, and 
Palos Verdes Estates. Wildfire hazards are highest in areas of the community near the wild/and-urban interface (WU/). Southern 
portions of the City are susceptible to the-risk of wild/and fires. 

(a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) The proposed Plan activities occur for short periods of time in limited areas in residential areas, parks, and open space area 
where incidents have been reported. These activities are typically carried out limited number of staff, who arrive/depart via 
passenger automobiles and light-duty trucks. The Plan's activities will not result in any construction activity, road detours or 
other actions that could affect evacuation routes or emergency response plans. As such, these activities would have no effect 
on any emergency evacuation routes or plans. 
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(b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) As discussed above, the majority of the southern portion of the city is subject to wildfire. These existing open space areas 
have potential to be occupied by coyotes proposed for management under the Plan, and could be subject to Plan management 
activities. These activities, however, have no potential to create or exacerbate wildfire risk, insofar as Plan activities do not 
include any fire-causing activity. The proposed Plan update would not require the construction of any new buildings, structures, 
or other facilities, and no coyotes control activities are proposed that would involve burning vegetation or using machinery that 
generates sparks or flames. There would be no impact involving exposure of people or structures to wild/and fire hazards. 

(c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

□ □ □ 

c) The proposed Plan update proposes no physical modifications to the urban environment, and will not result in any 
infrastructure, including roads or water sources. No impact is anticipated. 

(d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

□ □ □ 

■ 

■ 

d) The project would not result in any ground-disturbing activity, nor would it have the potential to cause wildfire. Therefore, the 
implementation of the proposed Plan update would not expose people or structures to significant risks such as downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact is anticipated. 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

(a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 

- or wildlife population to drop below-Self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

□ □ □ ■ 

a) Biological Resources: The majority of the City of Torrance is urbanized. Some open spaces in the City contain unique 
vegetation and wildlife communities, including Madrona Marsh. Implementation of the proposed Plan update will not impact any 
protected or sensitive species. Implementation of the Plan does not include any activities in areas such as rivers or streams 
which may impact migratory fish species. Wildlife movement corridors in the City would not be impacted by proposed program 
operations. Overall, the Plan activities will not reduce fish or wildlife habitat or otherwise adversely impact a fish or wildlife 
species. No impact is anticipated; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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Cultural Resources: There are a number of locally significant historic resources in the City of Torrance. The City occurs within 
the traditional territory of the Kizh Nation. None of the Plan's activities are anticipated to result in grading or excavation, so there 
is no potential for the implementation of the Plan to affect any cultural resource. No impact is anticipated; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 

(b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

□ □ □ ■ 

b) A significant impact could occur if the proposed project, in conjunction with related projects, would result in impacts that would 
be less than significant when viewed separately, but would be significant when viewed together. The impacts of the proposed 
Plan update are individually limited and will not impact the physical environment. Cumulative projects in the City involve 
development of vacant sites, and redevelopment of existing projects to achieve General Plan buildout. The proposed Plan 
update is not related to, nor will it impact, other cumulative development projects. 

The Plan update proposes the management and control of a common, unprotected mammalian species, whose presence has 
caused a demonstrated hazard within the community. The Plan 's implementation will have a cumulatively beneficial impact in 
the City, by managing an existing, known hazard. 

(c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

□ □ □ ■ 

c) The proposed project would continue to implement the City's coyote management activities, which are intended to protect, 
rather than-have adverse effects on-human beings. The stated goal of the Plan is to conduct sound, safe, and responsive 
coyote management to assist the City in resolving human-coyote conflicts, as well as to conduct control activities in accordance 
with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. No significant impacts affecting human beings have been 
identified for any of the topics analyzed in this Initial Study. 

22. EARLIER ANALYSIS: 

N/A. -
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wood. 
Technical Memorandum 

To Nicole Crilllle, Principal 
Tena Now Planning and Resean:11 
42635 Melanie Place, suite 101 
Palm Desert, CA 92211 
Tat (7liO) 341-4800 
Fax: (180} 341-4455 

Project No. 32252098 

From Scott Crawford 

Office (951) 38M060 ext. 102 

Moble (951) 634-91&5 

Fax (951) 389-8035 

Date 1 Aprl 2019 

Subject Omit CEQA Review of the 2018 Omit Urban Cayole llanagelllent Pima for the Ci1J of 
Torrance, califomia 

Tena Nova Planning and Research has requested that Wxxl Environment & Infrastructure 
Solutions, Inc. (W>od) conduct a Galifomia Environmenlal Quality Act (CEQA) review of 1he 2018 
Urban Coyole Management Plan (plan) for 1he city of Torrance (City), Los Angeles County, 
Gallomia. The plan was approved by T ooance City Council on 27 November 2018. The purpose 
is to review 1he existing plan for oonsislency with CEQA. 

There are six separate CEQA items on 1he standard checklist. This memo addresses each of 
those individually below: \M>uld 1he project: 

a. Have a Substantial adverse effect, eilher dinctly or thmughJlabitat modification on 
any species Identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species m local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the C.lifomia Dep11tment of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Since coyotes are not identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by 1he Galifomia Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Selvioe, any impact to a single coyote or group of coyotes are not 
considered significant under this CEQA guideline. There is some speculation, but no 
published documentation, that removal of coyote(s) will indirec11y increase 1he loss of sensitive 
species such as least Bel's vireo and ooas1al Galifomia gnatcatcher by allowing feral cat 
populations to increase. Under this CEQA guideline, only direct impacts or impacts associated 
with hati1at removal are considered for substantial adverse effects. Therefore, under this 
section, lie impacts associated with 1he coyote eradication plan are not considered significant 
underCEQA. 

Woad Envinmnaat & lni'aAuc:lunt Smllians, Inc. 
1846alicagoA-,SllleD 
Rinnide, CA 82507 USA 
Tal+1 (961)389-8080 

woodplc.com 
02018 Wood EIIWIIIIIWll & lnhllbuclura Smdlans. Al Rights Rawvllcl. • •• 
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Tactrical Mllmol ■ a,rn 
Nimle Criste 
Temi N-Plamqand ReNarc:h 
DRAFTCEQAReviewaf2018UrbanCa¥otaM.....,..ntPlanforthecilyafTorrance,Calitiomia 
..... 2 
1April2019 

b. Hllve a substantial advenle effect on any r.,.rian habitat or other senslive nab.al 
corrvrunity identlied in local or regional plans, policies, regulaliona or by the 
C.lifomia Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wlldllfe Service? 

The coyote management plan wil not impact any riparian habitat, because it will not result in 
physical alteration of the environment. Since the removal of coyotes are not identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, 
or by the califomia Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service, any 
impact k> a single coyote or group of coyotes are not considered significant under ttis CEQA 
guideline. 

c. Have a substantial adverR effect on state or fedellllly protected W9tlands 
(including. but not limited to. mansh. venal pool. coastlll. etc.) through direct 
ntrmval. filling. hydrological interruption. or other means? 

Since the coyote management plan does not include the removal of any we11ands, it is not 
considered a significant impact under 1his CEQA guideline. 

d. Interfere substantllllly wllh the movement of any native l'l!Sident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native INident or migratory wildlife 
corridonl, or irr.,ade the use of native wildlife nursery ales? 

The management of coyotes willin lie city limits will not interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migrak>ry wildlife con1dors or impede the use of native wiitife nursery sites. The 
implemen1ation of the coyote management plan will not significantly impact 1his specific CEQA 
guideline. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances pralecting biological ll!80m'Ce8, such 
• a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

There are no cily ordinances or policies that resbict the removal of coyote in the city of 
Tonance. There are also ~-Los Angeles County: ordinances that res1rict the remova~I ~
of nuisance coyotes. 

f. Conflict with the pn,visions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natuml 
Cormunly Conservation Plan. or other approved local. regional. or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plans 
associated with the city of Tonance. Los Angeles County has designated a number of 
Significant Ecological Areas that are located in incorporated cities. The Madrona Marsh 

JIJmnr/■sc/Doc:uments(Projac:ts/Tomance ca,ute MP rs/Wood Analyses/CEQII Review of the 2018 Urban CQWOb! Manaaement Plan 

Memo_lw.docx ••• 
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Tac:hnic:111 Mernormdum 
NimktCrilte 
Temi N- Plllmqand RaNarc:h 
DRAFT~ Rtwiaw of 2018 Urban Covvm Mar.......-,t Plan forthe city ofT01111nce, Clllitiomia 
Paea3 
1April2019 

Preserve is a vernal marsh that occurs in lhe middle of lhe city but is not to be impacted as 
part of lhe coyote management plan. Therefore, any impacts k> coyotes are not considered 
significant will regards k> any inplemented HCPs or MSHCPs. 

This concludes Wxxl's CEQA review of 1he City's proposed Coyote Management Plan. If you 
have any questions regarding llis survey, please contact me at (951) 369-8060 ext. 102 or at 
scott.crawford@woodplc.com. 

Sincerely, 

Wood Envirunrmnt & lnfraslrucbn Solutions, 
Inc. 

Scott Crawford 
Biology Group Manager 

/U•rs/n,c/Doannents/Proje,cls/rorranca Cowote MP rs/Wood Analyses/CEQA Re11iaw of the 20UI Urban CCJW01e Mana.,ment Plan 

Memo_..,.doa ••• 
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October 2, 2020 

Oscar Martinez 
Planning and Environmental Manager 
City of Torrance, Community Development Department 

Via email: 

38 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE 

PASADENA. CALIFORNIA 91101 

T 626.204.9800 F 626.204.9834 

13010 

Subject CEQA Consistency Analysis for Revisions to the City of Torrance Coyote Management Plan in Regard to 
Sensitive Biological Resources 

Dear Mr. Martinez: 

This letter documents Dudek's review of the changes that the City of Torrance (City) proposes for their Coyote 
Management Plan (Plan)i regarding consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Dudek 

understands that the proposed revisions involve extending the trapping season for coyote (Canis latrans) from five 
months (October to February) to year-round. A literature/database review for sensitive biological resources found 
within Torrance and the surrounding vicinity was conducted as part of the analysis. The thresholds for biological 
resources included in Appendix G (Environmental Checklist Form) of the CEQA Statue and Guidelinesii were then 
used to determine if the proposed changes would cause a significant impact to existing sensitive biological 

resources. A CEQA consistency analysis had previously been conducted for the Plan and it found that there would 
be no impacts to sensitive biological resources from the implementation of the Planiii. 

Historically, coyotes were most commonly found on the Great Plains region; however, the species can now be found 
throughout North America in natural and urban environments. The species is omnivorous, and its prey can include 
domesticated dogs and cats. During the 2019-2020 trapping period there were 12 cat and 3 dog fatalities 
attributed to coyote.iv During th_~ same period there Wfile 231 reports of coyote activity including_the trapping of 14 
individuals of the species. The coyote activity in the 2019-2020 trapping period was an increase of 37% over the 
2018-2019 period. Coyote is considered a non-game wildlife and is not protected under state or federal regulations. 
The methods for trapping are assumed to use live traps, with any caught coyote being euthanized per the Plan. 

Environmental Setting 

In 2005, residential development covered almost half of the City's land area. Industrial uses occupied the second 
largest land area, at 22 percent. Commercial and Pu6Hc/Quasi-Public/Open Space uses represented the third 
largest land uses in the City (12 percent each). Torrance also had a limited supply of vacant land mostly within 
commercial and industrial areas. Given the built-out character of the community, only minor land use changes from 
baseline year 2005 conditions will occur over the long term. Natural open space areas within the city is limited to 
the Madrona Marsh Nature Preserve (Preserve)v. There are five habitat types within the Preserve: upland scrub, 
riparian, alkali margin, seasonal marsh, and vernal pools.vi 

CEQA Consistency Analysis 

Would the changes to the duration of the coyote trapping period: 
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Subject: CEQA Consistency Analysis for Revisions to the City of Torrance Coyote Management Plan in Regard to 

Sensitive Biological Resources 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
Celifornia Department of Fish and WIidiife or U.S. Fish and WIidiife Service? 

No Impact. Relevant databases that contain information on candidate, sensitive, and/or special status wildlife 
species (it is assumed that trapping would not affect plant species since vegetation and soil removal are not 
required) include: the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Databasevii 
(CNDDB) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) 
Database1viii (included as attachments). The results of these queries included 46 special-status wildlife species 
have recorded occurrences in the U.S. Geologic Survey's Torrance, Galifornia 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle, 
which contains most of the city, and surrounding quadrangles. Sixteen species are listed under the federal or state 
Endangered Species Act, and a small portion of critical habitat designated for coastal California gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica californica) is located on the southern edge of Torrance, south of the intersection of 
Hawthorne Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway. 

Only one special-status species with CNDDB occurrences in the vicinity of Torrance could potentially be affected by 
trapping, American badger (Taxidea taxus); however, there are no records within Torrance (too highly developed) or 
within the adjacent open space areas of Palos Verde Estates or Rolling Hills Estates, so the species is not expected 
to occur within the city. The remaining wildlife species are invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds, bats, and 
rodents that would not be expected to be caught in traps set for coyote. Additionally, most of the species are 
associated with habitat that is not found within Torrance. Therefore, an increase in the trapping period for coyote 
would not have an impact on special-status species. An increase in trapping in critical habitat for coastal California 
gnatcatcher is not expected have an impact on the species or the protected habitat, since the activity does not 
require the removal of vegetation that could support the species. 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the Celifomla Department of Fish and WIidiife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. The USFWS' National Wetlands lnventoryix and CDFW's CNDDB were queried to review any riparian 
habitat and sensitive vegetation communities within Torrance. No riparian habitat and sensitive vegetation 
communities have been recorded in the city. The city is highly developed and primarily devoid of natural vegetation 
communities. An exception occurs in Madrona Marsh where riparian habitat and sensitive vegetation communities 
are expected. However, the proposed increase in the trapping period would not have an impact to this location 
since the activity does not require the removal of vegetation. Therefore, an increase in the trapping period for coyote 
would not have an impact on riparian habitat and sensit~vevegetation communities.~ 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (Including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No Impact. The USFWS' National Wetlands Inventory was queried to review any recorded wetlands in Torrance. The 
city is highly developed with most rainfall being directed into the municipal stormwater systems. Wetlands may be 
found associated with the Madrona Marsh, Walteria Lake, and Entrado Park. However, increasing the trapping 
period for coyote would not have an impact to these locations since the activity does not require earthwork or 

1 Since impacts to species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act are not expected by increasing the trapping period for 
coyote, Section 7 or Section 10 consultation is not expected and only an informal IPaC Resource List was generated. 
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Subject: CEQA Consistency Analysis for Revisions to the City of Torrance Coyote Management Plan in Regard to 

Sensitive Biological Resources 

vegetation removal. Therefore, an increase in the trapping period for coyote would not have an impact on protected 

wetlands. 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or Impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. Torrance is highly developed and surrounded by developed areas, and it does not reside within any 

designated wildlife corridors and/or habitat linkages identified in the South Coast Missing Linkagesx analysis project 

or California Essential Habitat Connectivityxi project. Wildlife expected in the city are those that are adapted to the 

urban environment and only local movement is expected. Thus, the increase in the trapping period for coyote would 

not substantially interfere with the movement of any native wildlife species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors and no impact would occur. An increase in trapping does not require the removal of 

vegetation that could support native wildlife nursery sites, so no impacts would be expected. 

e. Conflict with any local pollcles or ordinances protecting blologlcal resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or Califomla walnut woodlands)? 

No Impact. There are no City ordinances or policies within the General Plan that restrict the removal of coyote in 

Torrance. There are also no specific Los Angeles County ordinances or policies that restrict the removal of coyote. 

Therefore, an increase in the trapping period for coyote would not have an impact on local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources. 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

No Impact. CDFW's California Natural Community Conservation Plans mapxii was reviewed to determine if Habitat 

Conservation Plans (HCPs) or Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs) have been approved in Torrance. The 

city is a highly urbanized area, and there is no adopted HCPs or NCCPs for the city or adjacent areas. The closest is 

the City of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP/HCP. No conflict with a HCPs, NCCPs, or other plans would occur with the 

increase duration for trapping coyote within Torrance. Therefore, an increase in the trapping period-for coyote would 

not have an impact on HCPs or NCCPs. 

Conclusion 

Impacts to sensitive biological resources will not occur if the City modifies the Plan by increasing the period for 

trapping coyote from five months to year-round. 

~ 
Michael Cady 
Senior Biologist 

Att.: Database Query Results 
cc: Tatia Strader, Assistant City Attorney 
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Subject: CEQA Consistency Analysis for Revisions to the City of Torrance Coyote Management Plan in Regard to 
Sensitive Biological Resources 
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• 
Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Query Criteria: Quad<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Torrance (3311873)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Venice (3311884)<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>lnglewood (3311883)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>South Gate (3311882)<span style='color:Red'> 
OR </span>Redondo Beach (3311874)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Long Beach (3311872)<span style='color:Red'> OR 
</span>San Pedro (3311863)) 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank SSC orFP 

Agelalus tricolor ABPBXB0020 None Threatened G2G3 S1S2 SSC 

tricolored blackbird 

Annlella stebblnsl ARACC01060 None None G3 S3 SSC 

Southern California legless lizard 

Aphanlsma blltoldes PDCHE02010 None None G3G4 S2 1B.2 

aphanisma 

Astragalus hornll var. horn/I PDFABOF421 None None GUT1 S1 1B.1 

Hom's milk-vetch 

Astragalus pycnostachyus var. lanoslsslmus PDFAB0F7B1 Endangered Endangered G2T1 S1 1B.1 

Ventura Marsh milk-vetch 

Astraga/us tener var. tit/ PDFAB0F8R2 Endangered Endangered G2T1 S1 1B.1 

coastal dunes milk-vetch 

Athene cunlcularla ABNSB10010 None None G4 S3 SSC 

burrowing owl 

A triplex coulterl PDCHE040E0 None None G3 S1S2 1B.2 

Coulter's saltbush 

Atrlplex paclflca PDCHE041C0 None None G4 S2 1B.2 

south coast saltscale 

Atrlplex parish/I PDCHE041D0 None None G1G2 S1 1B.1 

Parish's brittlescale 

Atrlplex serenana var. davldsonll PDCHE041T1 None None G5T1 S1 1B.2 

Davidson's saltscale 

Bombus crotch/I IIHYM24480 None Candidate G3G4 S1S2 

Crotch bumble bee Endangered 

Brennan/a belklnl IIDIP17010 None None G1G2 S1S2 

Belkin's dune tabanid fly 

Carotella busckana IILEM2X090 None - None G1G3~ SH 

Busck's gallmoth 

Centromadla parry/ ssp. australls PDAST4R0P4 None None G3T2 S2 1B.1 

southern tarplant 

Centromadla pungens ssp. laevls PDAST4R0R4 None None G3G4T2 S2 1B.1 

smooth tarplant 

Chaenactls glabrluscula var. orcuttlana PDAST20095 None None G5T1T2 S1 1B.1 

Orcutt's pincushion 

Charadrlus alexandrlnus nlvosus ABNNB03031 Threatened None G3T3 S2S3 SSC 

western snowy plover 

Chenopodlum llttoreum PDCHE091Z0 None None G1 S1 1B.2 

coastal goosefoot 
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• 
Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank SSC orFP 

Chloropyron marltlmum ssp. marltlmum PDSCR0J0C2 Endangered Endangered G4?T1 S1 18.2 

salt marsh bird's-beak 

Chorlzanthe parry/ var. femandlna PDPGN040J1 None Endangered G2T1 S1 18.1 

San Fernando Valley spineflower 

Clclndela gabbll IICOL02080 None None G2G4 S1 

western tidal-flat tiger beetle 

Clclndela hlrtlcollls gravlda IICOL02101 None None G5T2 S2 

sandy beach tiger beetle 

Clclndela lateslgnata lateslgnata IICOL02113 None None G2G4T1T2 S1 

western beach tiger beetle 

Clclndela senllls frost/ IICOL02121 None None G2G3T1T3 S1 

senile tiger beetle 

Coccyzus amerlcanus occldentalls ABNRB02022 Threatened Endangered G5T2T3 S1 

western yellow-billed cuckoo 

Coelus globosus IICOL4A010 None None G1G2 S1S2 

globose dune beetle 

Coturnlcops noveboracensls ABNME01010 None None G4 S1S2 SSC 

yellow rail 

Crossosoma callfomlcum PDCRO02020 None None G3 S3 18.2 

Catalina crossosoma 

Danaus plexlppus pop. 1 IILEPP2012 None None G4T2T3 S2S3 

monarch - California overwintering population 

Dlthyrea marltlma PDBRA10020 None Threatened G1 S1 18.1 

beach spectaclepod 

Dudleya vlrens ssp. lnsularls PDCRA040S2 None None G3?T3 S3 18.2 

island green dudleya 

Empldonax tralllll extlmus ABPAE33043 Endangered Endangered G5T2 S1 

southwestern willow flycatcher 

Emys marmorata ARAAD02030 None None G3G4 S3 SSC 

western pond turtle 

Erynglum_ arlstulatum var. parlshll PDAPI0Z042 __ Endangered E_ndangered G5T1 S1 18.1 

San Diego button-celery 

Eucosma hennel IILEM0R390 None None G1 S1 

Henna's eucosman moth 

Eumops perotls callfomlcus AMACD02011 None None G5T4 S3S4 SSC 

western mastiff bat 

Euphllotes battoldes allynl IILEPG201B Endangered None G5T1 S1 

El Segundo blue butterfly 

Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensls IILEPG402A Endangered None G5T1 S1 

Palos Verdes blue butterfly 

Glyptostoma gabrlelense IMGASB1010 None None G2 S2 

San Gabriel chestnut 
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• 
Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank SSC orFP 

Horkella cuneata var. puberula PDROS0W045 None None G4T1 S1 1B.1 

mesa horkelia 

lsocoma menzlesll var. decumbens PDAST57091 None None G3G5T2T3 S2 1B.2 

decumbent goldenbush 

Laslonycterls noctlvagans AMACC02010 None None G5 S3S4 

silver-haired bat 

Lasthenla glabrata ssp. coutterl PDAST5L0A1 None None G4T2 S2 1B.1 

Coulter's goldfields 

Lateral/us Jamalcensls cotumlculus ABNME03041 None Threatened G3G4T1 S1 FP 

California black rail 

Lye/um brevlpes var. hassel PDSOL0G0N0 None None G5T1Q S1 3.1 

Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn 

Mlcrotus callfomlcus stephensl AMAFF11035 None None G5T1T2 S1S2 SSC 

south coast marsh vole 

Nama stenocarpa PDHYD0A0H0 None None G4G5 S1S2 2B.2 

mud nama 

Navarretla fossalls PDPLM0C0S0 Threatened None G2 S2 1B.1 

spreading navarretia 

Navarretla prostrata PDPLM0C0Q0 None None G2 S2 1B.2 

prostrate vernal pool navarretia 

Nemacaulls denudata var. denudata PDPGN0G011 None None G3G4T2 S2 1B.2 

coast woolly-heads 

Neotoma leplda lntermedla AMAFF08041 None None G5T3T4 S3S4 SSC 

San Diego desert woodrat 

Nyctlnomops femorosaccus AMACD04010 None None G4 S3 SSC 

pocketed free-tailed bat 

Nyctlnomops macrotls AMACD04020 None None G5 S3 SSC 

big free-tailed bat 

Onychobarls /angel IICOL4W010 None None G1 S1 

Lange's El Segundo Dune weevil 

Orcutt/a callfomlca PMPOA4G010 Endangel"fil!_ Endangered G1 S1 1B.1 

California Orcutt grass 

Panoqulna errans IILEP84030 None None G4G5 S2 

wandering (=saltmarsh) skipper 

Passerculus sandwlchensls be/ding/ ABPBX99015 None Endangered G5T3 S3 

Belding's savannah sparrow 

Pelecanus occldentalls callfomlcus ABNFC01021 Delisted Delisted G4T3T4 S3 FP 

California brown pelican 

Pentachaeta /yon/I PDAST6X060 Endangered Endangered G1 S1 1B.1 

Lyon's pentachaeta 

Perognathus longlmembrls paclflcus AMAFD01042 Endangered None G5T1 S1 SSC 

Pacific pocket mouse 
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• 
Selected Elements by Scientific Name 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Natural Diversity Database 

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank SSC orFP 

Phacella stellarls PDHYD0C510 None None G1 S1 1B.1 

Brand's star phacelia 

Phrynosoma blalnvl/111 ARACF12100 None None G3G4 S3S4 SSC 

coast homed lizard 

Polloptlla callfornlca callfornlca ABPBJ08081 Threatened None G4G5T2Q S2 SSC 

coastal California gnatcatcher 

Potent/Ila multljuga PDROS1B120 None None GX sx 1A 

Ballena cinquefoil 

Rhaphlomldas termlnatus termlnatus IIDIP05022 None None G1T1 S1 

El Segundo flower-loving fly 

Rlparla rlparla ABPAU08010 None Threatened G5 S2 

bank swallow 

Sldalcea neomexlcana PDMAL110J0 None None G4 S2 2B.2 

salt spring checkerbloom 

Slphateles blcolor mohavensls AFCJB1303H Endangered Endangered G4T1 S1 FP 

Mohave tui chub 

Sorex ornatus sallcornlcus AMABA01104 None None G5T1? S1 SSC 

southern California saltmarsh shrew 

Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub CTT31200CA None None G1 S1.1 

Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh CTT52120CA None None G2 S2.1 

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh 

Southern Dune Scrub CTT21330CA None None G1 S1.1 

Southern Dune Scrub 

Spea hammondll AAABF02020 None None G3 S3 SSC 

western spadefoot 

Sternula antlllarum brown/ ABNNM08103 Endangered Endangered G4T2T3Q S2 FP 

California least tern 

Streptocephalus woottonl ICBRA07010 Endangered None G1G2 S1S2 

Riverside fairy shrimp 

Suaeda esteroa PDCHE0P0D0 None None G3 S2 1B.2 

estuary seablite 

Symphyotrlchum defollatum PDASTE80C0 None None G2 S2 1B.2 

San Bernardino aster 

Taxldea taxus AMAJF04010 None None G5 S3 SSC 

American badger 

Trlgonoscuta dorothea dorothea IICOL51021 None None G1T1 S1 

Dorothy's El Segundo Dune weevil 

Tryon/a Imitator IMGASJ7040 None None G2 S2 

mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater snail) 

Vireo be/Ill puslllus ABPBW01114 Endangered Endangered G5T2 S2 

least Bell's vireo 

Record Count: 82 
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749/30/2020 IPaC: Explore Location 

IPaC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

I Pac resource list 
This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat 
(collectively referred to as trust resources} under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS} 
jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below. The list 
may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially be 
directly or indirectly affected by activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood 
and extent of effects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering additional 
site-specific (e.g., vegetation/species surveys} and project-specific (e.g., magnitude and timing of 
proposed activities} information. 

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for 
office(s} with jurisdiction in the defined project area. Please read the introduction t w&::"1111--

that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI W ds•r1-.. .. 

additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in t~~ 

Location . . .~ .... \'Y Los Angeles County, California ;;;:) V 

c,O~ 

Local office 
Carlsbad Fish And Wildlife Office 

\. (760} 431-9440 
Ii (760} 431-5901 

2177 Salk Avenue - Suite 250 
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7385 

httJ;2://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/ 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Endangered species 
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of 
project level impacts. 

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species. 
Additional areas of influence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of 
the species range if the species could be indirectly affected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a 
dam upstream of a fish population, even if that fish does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly 
impact the species by reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can move, 
and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near 
the project area. To fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specifi.c an~.\. 
project-specific information is often required. . \\........._. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request . e 

of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, e . ensed by any 
Federal agency. A letter from the local office and a species list wh· lfills i requirement can 
only be obtained by requesting an official species list from ·t rt latory Review section in 
IPaC (see directions below) or from the local field offic 

For project evaluations that require USFWS cor.ia11Cr'lll'WIIIJllijp"\IJII~, please return to the IPaC website 

and request an official species lis. t by do,,., fol 

~: ~~~; ~~;l~~oi~~:~~~ion a~. ·ckk 1 ~ • 

4. Pr-ovide a name cl ~ion for yeur project. -
5. Click RE~ SP IES LIST. 

3. Log in (if directed~dt:Jf\ ~ 

Listed 51~1 ltct their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S. 
~, .. ife Service (USFWS) and the fisheries division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
A~11"1'19tration (NOAA Fisheries2-). 

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fi$heries are not shown on this 
list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for £P-ecies under their jurisdiction. 

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows 
species that are cand,idates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status R,gge for more 
information. 

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an office of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce. 

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location: 

Mammals 
NAME STATUS 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/1ocation/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 



76
9/30/2020 IPaC: Explore Location 

Pacific Pocket Mouse Perognathus longimembris pacificus 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
httJ~s:/ I ecos. fws .gov I eq:;!ISP-ecies/8080 

Birds 
NAME 

California Least Tern Sterna antillarum browni 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
bttps:/ /ecos.fws.gov/eq:uspecies/8104 

Endangered 

STATUS 

Endangered 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica Threatened 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps ~ 
the critical habitat. · 
httRs://ecos.fws.gov/ecRISRecies/8178 o · 

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bell ii pusillus En~~~ 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside ·. 

the critical habitat. '- \" · 
bttps://ecos.fws.g~ptspecies/5945 ~ V 

Western Snowy Plover Charadrius nivosus n. ivosu~-. S Threatened 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Yo n utside 

bllps:/ tecos. fws.g~ptspecies/8035 
the critical habitat. G 

Insects .,()~ 
NAME "" ~ ,.._, 

El Segeif l"'Butterfly Euphilotes battoides allyni 
.e is oposed critical habitatfor this species. The location of the 

itat is not available. 
s://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3135 

Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly Glaucopsyche lygdamus 
palosverdesensis 

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside 
the critical habitat. 
https:/ / ecos. fws.gov I ecp/s peci es/8535 

Crustaceans 
NAME 

https:l/ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

STATUS 

Endangered 

Endangered 

STATUS 
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Riverside Fairy Shrimp Streptocephalus woottoni 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside 
the critical habitat. 
.bllps:// ecos. fws.gov I ecp~peci es/8148 

Critical habitats 

Endangered 

Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered 
species themselves. 

This location overlaps the critical habitat for the following species: 

NAME 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica 
.b.ttps://ecos.fws.g~llliPecies/8178#critha b 

TYPE 

Final 

AdditioA,or tion can be found using the following links: 

· · ~nservation Concern httP-:l/www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-sP-ecies/ 
ir -of-conservation-concern.P-hP-
easures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds 

.bnP-:7Twww.fws.gov/birds/managementlP-roject-assessment-too1s-and-guidance/ 
conservation-measures.P-hP-

• Nationwide conservation measures for birds 
httP-:l/www.fws.gov/migrato(Y.birdslP-df/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.P-df 

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS Birds 
of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. To learn 
more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see the FAQ 
.b..e.1,ow. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that every bird on 
this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders and the general 
public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data maP-P-ing.10.Ql (Tip: 
enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For projects that occur off the 
Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative occurrence and abundance of bird 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic Coast birds, and 
other important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret and 
use your migratory bird report, can be found below. 

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures to 
reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY at 
the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area. 

NAME 

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() thr: _ in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

httRs://ecos.fws.gov/ecRiSReci G 

-~-~-§ED ING S E..~?.9..~_..(\r .. ~ 
BREEDING SEASON IS INDICATED ........................................ 

E..9..~--~---~-!.~P. ON YO\!.~---~!.?.!.! .. .T~_§_ 
BIRD MAY BREED IN YOUR ..................................................................................... 

PROJ_ECT AREA SOMETIME WITHIN 

WHICH IS A VERY UBE 

ESTIMATE OFTH ,,_____ . .. . .. 
WHICH THE B .... ------ -------

GE. 
II ERE" INDICATES 
-· -=------- ......... 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus le~"'riJ~ffl'J-., Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31 
This is not a Bird .. rn (BC() in this area, but 
warrants att . tio gle Act or for potential --
suscepti · s in o hare areas from certain types of development 

..,..,.....,..,_,,_,.,-=s,_,_,_·.~_..,_,,_,.gov/ecP-ISfJecies/1626 

~k Oystercatcher Haematopus bachmani Breeds Apr 15 to Oct 31 
This is.a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in--
the continental USA and Alaska. 
httfJs://ecos.fws.gov/ec~pecies/9591 

Black Scoter Melanitta nigra Breeds elsewhere 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

https:l/ecos.fws.gov/ipac/localion/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Black Skimmer Rynchops niger 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
bttps:/ /ecos,fws.gov/eq2/species/5234 

Black Turnstone Arenaria melanocephala 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

Black-chinned Sparrow Spizella atrogularis 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

Breeds May 20 to Sep 15 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds Apr 15 to Jul 31 

httP-s://ecos.fws.gov/eq:1/sP-ecies/9447 

Black-vented Shearwater Puffinus opisthomelas Bree. ds. else~w· he. r~eo. ~ 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

Bonaparte's Gull Chroicocephalus philadelphia ~~ ~ere 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but ~ 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potentials 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types o~\8'1 
or activities. \\ ...... 

Brown Pelican Pelecanus occidentalis r 0 
This is not a Bird of Conservafr.Ma11.,,ce~) in this area, but 
warrants attention beca e Act or for potential 

or act1vities. . ,._..,. 
susceptib. ilities in~. .e. ar. om certain types of development 

httP-=~s.g · ecP-ISP-ecies/6034 

u Cincrlw1\thene cunicularia 
~rd of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird 

servation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA 
httP-s://ecos.fws.gov/ecP-ISP-ecies/9737 

California Thrasher Toxostoma redivivum 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

Clark's Grebe Aechmophorus clarkii 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

Breeds Jan 15 to Sep 30 

Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 31 

Breeds Jan 1 to Jul 31 

Breeds Jan 1 to Dec 31 
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Common Loon gavia immer 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 
hnP-s:// ecos. fws .gov I ecplsP-ecies/ 4464 

Common Murre Uria aalge 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Breeds Apr 15 to Oct 31 

Breeds Apr 15 to Aug 15 

Common Tern Sterna hirundo Breeds May 1 Oto Sep 1·.0~· ·. . .. 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas sinuosa 11. \~s May 20 to Jul 31 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particulSiV 
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA ....... , " 
https://ecos.tws.gov/ecplspecies/2084 0 \-.., 

Costa's Hummingbird Calypte costae r ~ 
This is a Bird of Conservation c n (~ly in particular Bird 
Conservation Regions (B tinental USA 
httP-s:/~ecos.fws.g~ SP-ec s 70 _ 

Dou bl~-. :~ co:X:ant phalacrocorax auritus 
h' is n a ~ of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 

nt •. ttention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
ep ibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
ctivities. 

httP-s://ecos.fws.gov/ecP-ISP-ecies/3478 

Herring Gull Larus argentatus 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Lawrence's Goldfinch Carduelis lawrencei 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
httP-s://ecos.fws.gov/ecP-ISP-ecies/9464 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

Breeds Jan 15 to Jun 1 0 

Breeds Apr 20 to Aug 31 

Breeds Apr 20 to Aug 31 

Breeds Mar 20 to Sep 20 
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Least Tern Sterna antillarum 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
https://ecos,fws.g~~pecies/5511 

Breeds Apr 20 to Sep 10 

Breeds elsewhere 

Manx Shearwater Puffinus puffinus Breeds Apr 15 to Oct 31 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential .......,_\ 

~~:':::~:!ties in offshore areas from certain types of development O , ..... 
Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa Br~~~ 

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in. · 
the continental USA and Alaska. .,. \'\ · 
https://ecos.fws.gov/eq~/species/9481 ·. . ~ Y, 

Northern Fulmar Fulmarus glacialis . ~• S Breeds elsewhere 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC~· m e , ut 
warrants attention because of the Eaglet,r r p . n 1al 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from c .ain .. p f development 

or activities. ~ 

Nuttall's Waodpeci· 0 nuttallii - - Breeds Apr 1 to Jul 20 
This is. a ~f Co ervation Concern (BC() only in particular Bird 

C·o. l!s.~ ·. lfi ... i .. x,J\!<o. egio (BCRs) in the continental USA 
.._ ~gov/ecR/SRecies/9410 

~mouse Baeolophus inornatus Breeds Mar 15 to Jul 15 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
https:/ / ecos. fws,gov / ecp/speci es/9656 

Parasiticjaeger Stercorarius parasiticus 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Pink-footed Shearwater Puffinus creatopus 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds elsewhere 
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Pomarine Jaeger Stercorarius pomarinus 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Red Phalarope Phalaropus fulicarius 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Red-breasted Merganser Mergus serrator 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds elsewhere 

~,o~ 
Red-necked Phalarope Phalaropus lobatus B~s ~-,ere 

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() in this area, but ~\. -, r 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential \ y 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of devel~ 

or actMtles ~ ~ 

Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata Gn 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern ( C) t ~ut its range in 
the continental USA and Alas~ 

Ring-billed Gull Lis Onsis . -
This is n~.1 rd o onservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
war~a~tion cause of the Eagle Act or for potential ..._~f.p ~t~~i .·i i·tie~n offshore areas from certain types of development 

~~· 
Royal Tern Thalasseus maximus 

This is notaBird of conservation Conc-ern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 
or activities. 

Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
httJ~s:/ /ecos. fws.gov/ecp/species/8002 

Scripps's Murrelet Synthliboramphus scrippsi 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BC() throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

Breeds elsewhere 

- Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds Apr 15 to Aug 31 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds Feb 20 to Jul 31 
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Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird 
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA 

Spotted Towhee Pipilo maculatus clementae 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird 
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA 
https:/ /ecos.fws,gov/ecp~pecies/4243 

Surf Seater Melanitta perspicillata 

Breeds Feb 20 to Sep 5 

Breeds Apr 15 to Jul 20 

Breeds elsewhere 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential 
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development 

or activities. ~ 

Tricolored Blackbird Agelaius tricolor Breed. s M·. a~r.. ~. g, 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in '\ 
the continental USA and Alaska. ~ h..,_~ 
httP-S://ecos.fws.gov/eq:;1/sP-eCies/3910 ' r .... 

Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus s._ \~ds elsewhere 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) through~ut ~ 
the continental USA and Alaska. 
httRs://ecos.fws.gov/ecRISRecies/9483 o 

White-winged Seater Melani&G 
This is not a Bird of. Co. al i ern (BCC) in this area, but 
warrants attentio' se o Eag e Act or for potential 
susceptibi.li.t1es in . s. a s from certain types-of development 

ora=~ 

'rin"l sl,ipalmata 
~rd of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
continental USA and Alaska. 

Wrentit Chamaea fasciata 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in 
the continental USA and Alaska. 

Probability of Presence Summary 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds elsewhere 

Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 10 

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the FAQ 
"Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report'' before using or attempting to 
interpret this report. 

Probability of Presence{■) 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your 
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.) 
A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see below) can be 
used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher confidence in the 
presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high. 

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps: 

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the 
week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for that 
week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee was 
found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 0.25. 

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence 
is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of presence 
across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence in week 20 for the Spo d 

0.05/0.25 = 0.2. . 

Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is the maximu 
week of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25~-· ~eek 

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step~n ~ ~ . ti ical 
conversion so that all possible values fall between O and 10, inclusi . isr"" probability of 
presence score. .._ \'\ · 

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hove~ ... ~ Yr.or over the bar. 

Breeding Season (■) ....._\ "';;;;;J 
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estima('.~ .. J::)."\tflhe inside which the bird breeds across its 
entire range. If there are no yellow bars bird, it does not breed in your project area. 

Survey Effort (I) 
Vertical black lines superi~'1a~lffl'll!tw-obability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys 

performed.for.that~·•·. i int 0km grid cell(s)your project area oyerlaps. The number of 
surveys is exRse . a r e, for example, 33 to 64 surveys. 

To see o s'\'ey e art range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar. 

~ marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week. 

Survey Timeframe 
Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant 
information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on all 
years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse. 

SPECIES 

Allen's 

Hummingbird 
BCC_Rangewide 
l.<;.9..f:J.L[his is a Bird_ 
of Conservation 
Concern (BC() 
throughout.its _range 
in the continental 
:Q~A and Alas'i<a:f 

■ probability of presence ~· breeding season I survey effort - no data 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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~~~~B~acg~~lnerable 1111111111111111 IIII IIII IIII IIII ++++ tt++ ++++ ++++ 
p-his is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because ·of 
the.Eagle Act or tor"" 
potential 
susceptibilities_ in 
offshore areas from 
certain types _of 
development °..~ 
activities.) 

Black 
Oystercatcher 
BCC Rang_ewide 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCQ 
!~.r,~ughout Its rang~ 
in the continental 
USA and_Alaska.) 

Black Scoter 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird of 
co·n·servatlon ... 

Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the Eagle Act or for 
potential 
susceptibilities In 
offshore areas from 
certain ~es _of 
development or 
activltles,l 

Black Skimmer 
BCC_Rang_ewide 
(CON) (This Is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCQ 
throu hout i 
in the contin 

:11"•""~ ,~, 
(CO "mis s'a" Bird 
of Co servation 
Concern (BCQ 
throughout_its _range 
in the continental 
.1:1~'." and Alaska.) 

Black-chinned 
Sparrow 
BCC. Rangewide 
(CONJ (This is a Bird 
of co'ii'servation .. ........ ·---······ 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout_its _range 
in the continental 
USA and_Alaska.) 

•1111•1111•• •Ill 111111111111111111111111 •••• 1111 

' •••••••••••• ••++ t+++ ++++ ++++ +••· +••+ •••• +••· •••• 

++++ +++++++++Ill 111111111111 ++++ ++++ ++++ ++++ ++++ 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Black-vented 
Shearwater 
BCC _ Rangewide 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
of Conservation ··· 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout_its_range 
in the continental 
USA and_Alaska.) 

(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the __ Ea_gle Act or for 
potential 
susceptibilities In 
offshore areas from 
certain types _of 
development_ or 
activities.) 

Brown Pelican 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the __ Eagle Act or for 
potential 
susce_ptibllitles In 
offshore areas from 
certain types _of 
P.!!Velopment or 
activities.) 

Burrowing Owl 
BCC - BCR (This Is a 
Bird of Conservation 

particular Bird ~ 
S.~nservation Reg_\ .... · 
.(~.s.!~~t!.~ .. !~~ . 

IPaC: Explore Location 

++++ ++++ ++++ 

~~~~_.! .. no·--.~r~-~p.N 'r l ',·f,,.· t.~.·.·1·-·•·· .. ••·i.·· •. _·••· 

~ t;~ 111111111111111111111111 ++++ ++++ ++++ ++++ ++++ 
B · de ~{ !Y~ r?~ t; ~ t?: r1~ ~ · ~- Pt l"H ~•t !If r3 !!? ~r t~~,: ~ [!t ~•11t tff ~\'- !fff t➔ ~>.' t'¥ r~ r1 
(CO ····m,is ,sa··Bird 
of Co servation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout_its_range 
in the continental 
USA and_Alaska.) 

SPECIES 

Clark's Grebe 
BCC_ Rangewide 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout _its_ range 
in the continental 
USA and Alaska.) 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 

JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 



87
9/30/2020 IPaC: Explore Location 

Common Loon 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird _of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because ·of 
the _Eagle _Act _or tor"" 
potential 
susceptibilities_ in 
offshore areas from 
certain types _of 
development_ or 
activities.) 

+111 ••+••••+•Ill 111111111111111111111111 +11• 111• 

Common Murre 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
tf_his"is not a Bird 'of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ In this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the_ Eagle Act _or_ for 
eotential 
susceptibilities In 
offshore areas from 
certain types _of 
development or 
activities.) 

+••• •••+••+++Ill 111111111111 Ill++•++++++++•++••+ 

~~:;~~~~:~able ++++ ++++ ++++ ++++ +1111111 + ++++ ++++ ++++ 
(This Is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants .. 
attention because.of 
the __ Eagle Act or_ for 
potential 
susceptibilities_ In 
offshore areas from 
certalntypes _of 
development or 
activities.) 

00~ 
0~ ~-'II 1111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

-~-~S .. 7 .. ~S-~.. )~..!~~ ' 
Bird _o.. . _ rvatlo -

e 
~ontlnental USA) 

Costa's 

Hummingbird 

Ions 

BCC - BCR (This is a 
Bird of Conservation 
Concern_(BCC)_only in 
particular _Bird 
Conservation_ Regions 
(BCRs) in the 
continental. USA) 

+Ill 11111111 !Ill 1111 II++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

https:llecos.fws.gov/ipacllocation/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Double-crested 
Cormorant 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
{This is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants··· ... 

111111111111 ••II 11111111111111111111111111111111 

att'e'ntion because ·of 
the _Eagle _Act _or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certaintypes _of 
developmen~ .. O..r. 
activities.) 

Herring Gull 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
{This Is not a Blr~_~f 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ In this 
area, but warrants 
attention because.of 
the .. Eagle Act or for 
potential 
susc~~tibilitles in 
offshore areas from 
certain ~es _of 
development or 
activities.~ ~f ~ .. t+++ ++++ •+1111111111 .. ,. 
Concern (BCQ 0~ 
!~.~!?.!:!.£'!Out Its rang~ c; 
In the continental 

~~aadAlaska.J ~ 

~~~:~.++~()' II iili 111111111111 Ii++++++++++++++ 
area, but wa ~- ' an,rii'iori ....... aus·;;,r , 
the Ea or for· 

... . 
certain ~es_o 
development or 
activities.) 

Long-billed Curlew ++++ ++++ ++++ tf tf ++++ f +++ +ff+ +•+• ++++ tt++ ++++ ++++ 
BCC_Rangewide 
(CON) {This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout.its _range 
in the continental 
USA and.Alaska.) 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Manx Shearwater 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a. Bird .of 
Conservation 
Concern (B.CC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the .Eagle Act or for 
potential 
susceptibilities. in 
offshore areas from 
certain types .or····----
9.~velopment or 
activities.) 

SPECIES 

Marbled Godwit 
BCC .Rang_ewide 
(CON) (This Is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCQ 

!~~!?ughout its rangi: 
in the continental 
USA and Alas~ff 

Northern Fulmar 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the .Eagle Act.or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certaintypes .of 
development or 
activities.) 

Nuttall's 
Woodpecker 
BCC - BCR (This Is a 
Bird of Conservation 
Concern (BCQ onl 
particular Bird 
Conservati 

A) 

se 
BCC ..... ngewlde 
(CON) (This Is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BC() 
th rough out. its.range 
in the continental 
USA and.Alaska.) 

Parasitic Jaeger 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird of 
Conservation 
Concern (BC() in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the Eagle Act or for 
potential · · 

susceptibilities. in 
offshore areas from 
certaintypes .of 
development. or 
activities.) 

IPaC: Explore Location 

++++ +++++++++Ill 111111111111111111111111 ++++ ++++ 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

+++++++•+Ill 111111111111 Iii+++++++++++++++++++++ 
>'.--cc",,. __ , . c.;,, ._._. » -:' . ,.,:~:- ,,< <' ,.,.,.,,. >,,.._, •·:,·:.: w.;, ;,, _,._ 1-;,·_~ , .,,~,, ;:;;,, _ !,'.•.-., t/,,-:,sa ,,..,, h:'1' 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Pink-footed 
Shearwater 
BCC.Rangewide 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
~~~9.!:!ghout its range, 
in the continental 
"i:JSA and.Alaska.) 

IPaC: Explore Location 

:~::~~n:J1~:~::1e ++•+ +••+ •+++ +•++ ++++ ••++ +••+ •+++ ++++ +++• +•++ +••+ 
IThis is not a i:i"ircf"of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because··of 
the .. Eagle Act or for 
p-0tential 
susceptibilities In 
offshore areas from 
certain typj!S _of 
developmen~_C>t 
activities.) 

Red Phalarope 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This is not a Bird of 
conservation 
Concern (BCQ in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the _Eagle Act_or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certain trees of 
development. or 
activities.) 

Red-breasted 
Merganser 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This-is not a Bird of 
Conservation ········ 

Concern_(BCCJ.in t ... 
area, 
att'...... ' 

certain types.of 
development or 
activities.) 

Red-necked 
Phalarope 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
(This_ is .not. a_.Bird _of 
Conservation 
Concern (BCC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 
the __ Eagle Act_orfor 
potential 
~usceptibllit!.~.~--i-~ 
offshore areas from 
certain types .of 
development_ or 
activities.) 

https:/Jecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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:~i;:~o:1~~ Loon .Ill ···• •••• ·••+ +++• ••++ ++++ ++++ ++++ +++• +••• •··· ··-··············· g ._ ......... . 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout.its .range 
In the continental 
USA and.Alaska.) 

(This is not a Bird of 
conservation ...... . 

Concern (BCC) in this 
area, but warrants 
attention because of 

!.~.~ .. ~.~g.le Act or fo.r. 
potential 
susceptibilities In 
offshore areas from 
certain type~ of 
developmer"!t ~ 
actMtles.) 

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL 

Concern (BCQ In this ~~ 
area, but warrants · 

attention because of s 
the .E~gleAct_or for-· ~ - . 
potential 

Song Sparrow 
BCC - BCR (This is a 
Bird of Conservation 
Concern _(BCC)_ only in 
particular Bird 
Conservation_ Regions 
(BCRs) in the 
continental . USA) 

1111 ••II 111111111111111111-111111111111111111111 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Spotted Towhee 
BCC - BCR {This is a 
Bird of Conservation 
Concern (BC() only in. 
particular Bird 
Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the 
continental. USA) 

,11111111111 •Ill 11111111111• 11111,11,11111111111 

Surf Scoter 
Non-BCC Vulnerable 
ri'ii"isTs··;;·ot a Bird of 
cci"n.servation ...... . 

Concern (BC() in this 
area, but warrants······ 
attention because of 
the .Eagle .Act .or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certain types .of 
development or 
activities.) 

Tricolored 
Blackbird ••••+•+++Ill 1111111111111111 II•++•+•~ . ..P~ 
BCC.Rangewide '\~ 
(CON) {This is a Bird 
of Conservation 

~;~~::a:~ ~ \_, 
;~;::' , .. 1 1111 1111 11•• •tj- \..~ 1111 1111 ,m ••11 1111 
(CON){This is a Bird ~ 
ofcori·servatlon ... G 
Concern.(BCC) · 

!~.~~~ghout its rang1:; ~ 
In the continental 
USA and Alaska.) ~ 

f,;:::::.,--t++~\u.4+ Ht+ t+++ ++++ ++++ ++++ +++Ht++ ++++ ++++ 

!!,;) ' 
a t1 ause of 
the le Act or for 
potential 
susceptibilities in 
offshore areas from 
certain types .of 
development. or 
activities.) 

Willet 
sec. Rangewide 
(CON) {This is a Bird 
of Conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout.its.range 
in the continental 
USA and.Alaska.) 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Wrentit 
BCC. Rangewide 
(CON) (This is a Bird 
ot"conservation 
Concern (BCC) 
throughout.its _range 
in the continental 
-~SA and Alaska.) 

++++++•++Ill 1111111111111111 II++++++++++++++++++ 

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds. 

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at 
any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to 
occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and 
avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to 
occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures and/or 
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or 
bird species present on your project site. ~ 

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specifled~o • ,o .. 
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Bir s n rv i n n rn (~·la o~r species 
that may warrant special attention in your project location. 

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data prov· v n Knowledge Network 
(AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of s..u..t)ley, bandin n i nc d t s t and is 
queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as os.c. n I h O m grid cell(s) which your project 

intersects, and that have been identified as warrant. ing s. p~. ·.al. . . o ecause they are a BCC species in that 
area, an eagle <£ggle Act requirements may apply), oc·. · a particular vulnerability to offshore 
activities or development. 

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list include. nlJ. . set of birds that may occur in your project area. It is not 
representative of all birds that may ·n ygect area. To get a list of all birds potentially present in your 
project area, please visit the A Tool. 

- ✓ - --
What does IP~C .. to'\,ttrera e probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially 
occurring in ecifi~cation? 
~ .. 

~ ~t!t.f i)esence grap.hs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the 
~ Network (AKNJ. This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen 

Probability of presence data is continuously being updateg~s new and better information becomes available. To 
learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the 
Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link. 

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area? 

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or 
year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab of OrnithologY. All About Birds Bird Guide, or 
(if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornitho!ogY. Neotropical Birds 
guide. If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur 
in your project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds 
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area. 

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds? 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern: 

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range 
anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands); 

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the 
continental USA; and 

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because of 
the f,ag~ requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from 
certain types of development or activities (e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing). 

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, in particular, to 
avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern. For 
more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird 
impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics. 

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects 

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and 
bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the ,,.,ntTno::ucr D . Th 
also offers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you i 
Alternately, you may download the bird model results files underlying the portal maps t gh e ......,.L>U...i.=.......:c.,. 

Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive MaP-P-ing of Marine Bird Distribut'o 
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage. 

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence d \. ~ · ~e throughout the year, 
including migration. Models relying on survey data may not inclu s or lr.For additional information on 
marine bird tracking data, see the .Qjying Bird Study and th-c"'!-...'• 1 or contact Caleb S~ge! or Pam 
Loring. 0 
What if I have eagles on my list? r ~ 
If your project has the potential to ~or Wes, you may need to obtain a P-ermit to avoid violating the 
Eagle Act should such impa~~ 

- -""~ V -
Proper lnterp~on ¥se of Your Migratory Bird Report 

The rriigri~wir~t generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of priority 
c~c. o le n more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds may be 
i r area, please see the FAQ 'What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring 
in sp citied location". Please be aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds within the 10 
km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look 
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no data" indicator (a 
red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey effort is high, then the probability of 
presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack 
of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting 
point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might be there, 
and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to look for to 
confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be confirmed. To learn more about 
conservation measures, visit the FAQ ''Tell me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize 
impacts to migratory birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page. 

Facilities 
https:l/ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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National Wildlife Refuge lands 
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge. system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 

discuss any questions or concerns. 

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS AT THIS LOCATION. 

Fish hatcheries 

THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION. 

0~ 
:::'.~ N~~w~l~:s ~~~h~a~~~~:~~ts~:b:l~~dS !.~~~ction 404 

of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes. 

For more information please contact the Regulat. o;. P~ local U.S. ArmyJ:QrRS-Qf 
Engineers District. ~ ~ . 
Please note that the NWI data being sh . . . b ut of date. We are currently working to update 

extent of wetlands on site. 

This location overlalljilOl'h~ wetlands: 

ESTUARINE A~ARIXTLAND 

~ME!ENTWETLAND 

PEM1Cx 
PEM1Ah 
PEM1As 
PEM1 Cs 

FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND 

PFOCx 
PSSAx 
PSSCx 

FRESHWATER POND 

PUSAx 
PUBFx 
PUBHx 

https:/fecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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PUSCx 
PUBKx 
PABFx 

e.uSA 
PUSKx 
PUSCr 

RIVERINE 

R4SBCx 
R4SBCr 
R4S8Ar 

IPaC: Explore Location 

A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands Inventory website 

Data limitations ....._\ 

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnailsa i'~. I ~,~ 
information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from na ~h 

altitude imagery. Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology.a~d o~·.. hy.. m in of error 
is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any . ul · result in 
revision of the wetland boundaries or classification established throug~im ~nalys 

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of thtie · . . ry,. '~rience of the image analysts, 
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount . erification work conducted. 
Metadata should be consulted to determine the date oft o e ma ry used and any mapping problems. 

Wetlands or other mapped features may have chanes he te of the imagery or field work. There may be 
occasional differences In polygon bound•. r. les/"8'.. "~. · ,ca n between the information depicted on the map and 
the actual conditions on site. . • V 

imagery as th ary a source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged 
aquaticBv.. i.o at are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters. ~'3 pwa r re f communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory. 
,~ , because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery. 

_Qata precautions 

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a 
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this 
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish 
the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in 
activities involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, 
state, or local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may 
affect such activities. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/ZNSX7153QJHJLLZMRST637YRGE/resources 
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Prior to Aug Aug-19 Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan-21 Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 21-Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 22-Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 23-Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
4 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2* 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 14

*Coyote Bite

4
1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1
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Coyote Treatments



Prior to August Aug-19 Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan-20 Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan-21 Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan-22 Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan-23 Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
17 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 0 3 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 3 3 0 2 0 4 0 2 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 52

17

0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 0 3 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 3 3 0 2 0 4 0 2 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 3 0
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Coyotes Trapped
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8D

Honorable Mayor and Members 
of the City Council 

City Hall 
Torrance, California 

Members of the Council: 

Council Meeting of 
September 26, 2023 

SUPPLEMENTAL #1 

SUBJECT: Community Services - Supplemental Item #1 FOR ITEM 8D 

Attached is the Coyote Management Program Report which was not included as an attachment 
to Item 8D at the time of posting the Agenda. 

CONCUR: 

L~ .. 
Aram Chaparyan 
City Manager 

Attachment A) Coyote Management Program Report 

Respectfully submitted, 

hn La Rock 
Community Services Director 

. ~i 
SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 



3

Program History 

JUN 

2016 

0 
City adopts first 

Coyote 

Management 

Plan. 

Summary 

NOV 

2018 

0 
City Council 

authorizes an 

environmental 

review (CEQA} 

to study the 

effects of a 

coyote 

trapping 

orol!ram. 

Oct. 7 

Mar. 7 

14 

2 

ATTACHMENT A 

CITY OF TORRANCE 
COYOTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REPORT 

October 2019 - August 2023 

SEP NOV SEP 

2019 2021 2022 

0 0 0 
City Council adopts a City Council City Council 

CEQA Negative amends the amends the 

Declaration. 2019 Plan to 2022 Plan to 

trap year- trap year-
Amends the 2016 round, 5 days round, 7 days 
Plan to add an active 

a week. a week. 
trapping period from 

October to February 

each year. 

Table 1 

2022-2023 
Oct. 29 Oct. 11 Oct. 1 

Mar. 19 Sep. 30 
Data to Aug. 31/ Total 

Ends Sep. 30 
15 31 23 83 

1 7 5 15 

*Year 4 is not a complete data-set. 
Active trapping is ongoing. Only data for Oct. 1, 2022 - Aug. 31, 2023 is included. 
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Trapped Coyotes Monthly Summary 
Year 2019-2023 

Year 1 I 

Table 2 

Trapped Coyotes by Month 
Year 2 I Year 3 I Year 4* 

2019-2020 I 2020-2021 I 2021-2022 I 2022-2023 
1 1 a 4 
1 1 2 3 
5 9 4 1 
5 a 3 2 
1 2 2 2 
1 2 3 2 
)( )( 4 2 
)( )( 3 2 
)( )( 4 2 
)( )( 3 1 
)( )( 2 2 
)( )( 1 

14 15 31 23 

Notes 

Symbol Definition 

Monthly 
Total 

6 
7 

19 
10 
7 
8 
6 
5 
6 
4 
4 

1 
83 

► X 

► 

Trapping did not take place during this month. 
Trapping data not available at time report was drafted. 

( continued) 
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Total Reported Coyote Activity by Program Year: 
October 1 - September 30 

Table 3 

Reported Coyote Activity by Month 

Notes 

OCT. 
NOV. 
DEC. 
JAN. 
FEB. 

MAR. 
APR. 
MAY. 
JUN. 
JUL. 

AUG. 
SEP. 

Total for Year 

Year 1 
2019-2020 

53 
45 
46 
-
44 
44 
15** 
33 
75 
-

120 
91 
112 
102 
780 

Year2 
2020-2021 

135 
61 
47 
28 
24 
19 
35 
42 
36 
30 
29 
22 
508 

Year3 I Year 4* 
2021-2022 2022-2023 

30 66 
20 23 
28 34 
21 21 
22 35 
27 13 
32 37 
23 34 
21 31 
17 24 
21 31 
42 

304 349 

► **In March 2020 a cyber-attack affected City of Torrance communication channels, 

including the coyote management website. Reports were called in and recorded. 

► Reported coyote activity in Table 3, include: 

-Coyote Sighting by Residents -Dog Attack -Cat Attack 
-Wild Animal Fatality -Dog Attack, Fatal -Cat Attack, Fatal 
-Injured/ Carrion Coyote 

(continued) 
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Reported Coyote Activity by Category and Trapping Year: 
October 1 - September 30 

2019-2020 

2020-2021 

2021-2022 

2022-2023 

■ Coyote Sighting 

■ Dog Attack, Fatal 

Cat Attack, Fatal 

■ Injured or Carrion Coyote 

Chart 1 

D Dog Attack 

■ Cat Attack 

■ Wild Animal Fatality 

14% 

14% 

( continued) 
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Reported Coyote Incidents by Year: 
October 1 - September 30 

■ Coyote Sighting □ Dog Incident Cat Incident 

Chart 2 

2019-2020 715 I 42 

21 
2020-2021 

2021-2022 

2022-2023 

0 

Notes 

465 1 

239 1 42 

5 

273 1 

6 
200 

52 

400 

29 

600 800 

► Reported coyote incident totals in Chart 2 vary from total reported coyote activity by · 
trapping year Table 3. The following categories are not included in Chart 2: 

• Wildlife animal fatality 
• Injured or carrion (non-trapped) coyotes. 

( continued) 
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Reported Coyote Sightings 
October 1, 2022 - August 31, 2023 

B 1 

Map A 

1 n. 

® t])rorranc @) 

Q) 

(18) 
;:;:_;,' 

(f9) @ CA 1 (5) 
.........., 
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Data Dictionary 

• The City of Torrance offers members of the community a range of opportunities to 

report coyote activity. 

Sightings or coyote encounters with people or pets: 
• Telephone: 24-Hour Coyote Hotline (310) 618-3898 
• Web: www.torrancecoyote.customerportal.help/en 
• App: MyTorranceCA 

Report injured, sick or deceased coyote: 
• Telephone: Torrance Animal Control (310) 618-3850 

Threat to human safety: 
• Telephone: Call 9-1-1 immediately. 

• Data collection methods vary over trapping periods. 

o Torrance Police Department used Spillman software for collecting coyote 

reports. Aside from the type of coyote encounter reported, date and time, no 

other information was recorded. 

■ TPD categories: (sighting, dog attack, cat attack, fatal dog attack, fatal 

cat attack, fox, and human attack). 

o The coyote management program transferred from the Torrance Police 

Department to the Community Services Department July 2020. Data continued 

to be collected on Spillman until December 2020. An interim spreadsheet data

base was developed. 

o The existing coyote management portal went live April 2021. An expanded list 

of variables added provide more details about coyote encounters. 

• Time-frame varies over program periods. To standardize data, the following time

frame adjustments were made: 

o Year 1 and 2 trapping period is defined as October 1- March 31, in their 

respective years. 

o Year 3 and 4 trapping period is defined as October 1- June 30, in their 

respective years. 

• In March 2020 a cyber-attack affected City of Torrance communication channels, 

including the coyote management website. Reports of coyote activity were submitted 

over telephone. 
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MINUTES

RANCHO PALOS VERDES CITY COUNCIL AND IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY

REGULAR MEETING

SEPTEMBER 5, 2023

CALL TO ORDER:

A Regular Meeting of the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council and the Improvement

Authority for the purpose of a Closed Session was called to order by Mayor Ferraro at
6: 01 P. M. at Fred Hesse Community Park, McTaggart Hall, 29301 Hawthorne

Boulevard. This meeting took place remotely in accordance with the requirements of the
Ralph M. Brown Act, Section 54950 et seq. of the Government Code. Remote

participation by any Councilmember shall be in accordance with Subdivisions ( b)( 3) or

f) of Government Code Section 54953. Members of the public could observe and

participate using the Zoom participation feature, and with options called out in the public

participation form provided under a separate cover with the agenda. Notice having been
given with affidavit thereto on file.

City Council roll call was answered as follows:

PRESENT:   Alegria, Bradley, Seo, Mayor Pro Tem Cruikshank and Ferraro

ABSENT:     None

Also present were Ara Mihranian, City Manager; William Wynder, City Attorney; Octavio

Silva, Interim Community Development Director and Karina Banales, Deputy City
Manager.

PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR CLOSED SESSION:

City Clerk Takaoka noted that there were no requests to speak.

CLOSED SESSION ITEM( S) ANNOUNCED:

City Attorney Wynder announced the items to be discussed in Closed Session.

1.  PENDING LITIGATION — POTENTIAL LITIGATION AGAINST THE CITY

GC 54956. 9( d)( 2) and ( e)( 1)

A point has been reached where, in the opinion of the legislative body of the local

agency on the advice of its legal counsel, based on existing facts and
circumstances, there is a significant exposure to litigation against the local

agency in two ( 2) cases.

At 6: 03 P. M., the Council recessed to Closed Session.

RECONVENE TO REGULAR MEETING:



At 7: 03 P. M. the Closed Session was reconvened to the Regular meeting.

REGULAR MEETING — OPEN

SESSIONI
CALL TO ORDER:

A Regular Meeting of the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council and of the Improvement
Authority was called to order by Mayor Ferraro at 7: 03 P. M. at Fred Hesse.Community
Park, McTaggart Hall, 29301 Hawthorne Boulevard, notice having been given with
affidavit thereto on file.

ROLL CALL:

City Council roll call was answered as follows:

PRESENT:   Alegria, Bradley, Cruikshank, Seo, and Mayor Ferraro

ABSENT:     None

Also present were Ara Mihranian, City Manager; Karina Banales, Deputy City Manager;
William Wydner, City Attorney; Vina Ramos, Interim Director of Finance; Cory Linder,
Director of Recreation and Parks; Daniel Trautner, Deputy Director of Recreation Parks;
Ramzi Awwad, Public Works Director; Octavio Silva, Interim Director of Community
Development; Shaunna Hunter, Administrative Analyst; Enyssa Sisson, Administrative

Analyst and Teresa Takaoka, City Clerk.

Also present, was Lieutenant Michael White, Interim Captain from the Los Angeles

County Sheriffs Department.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by City Manager Mihranian.

CLOSED SESSION REPORT:

City Attorney Wynder reported that the City Council had two items on the Closed
Session agenda, both were facts and circumstances which could give rise to the

exposure litigation in two cases. In each case, there was a privileged and confidential

briefing of the City Council, and questions were asked and answered. City Council
unanimously approved litigation avoidance strategies in both such facts and
circumstances.

MAYOR' S ANNOUNCEMENTS:

Remarks by invited electeds/ representatives and Council Members

The following representatives spoke and presented a certification for the City' s
50th

anniversary celebration:
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Janice Hahn, County Board of Supervisors; Raymond Jackson, Mayor of Hermosa

Beach; Britt Huff, Mayor of Rolling Hills Estates; Patrick Wilson, Mayor of Rolling Hills;
Bea Dieringer, Councilmember of Rolling Hills; Lieutenant Michael White, Interim

Captain of Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department; Jennifer Addington, District

Director and Trustees of Palos Verdes Library District; Ami Gandhi, Board President of

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District; Edward Feves, Representative of

Senator Ben Allen' s Office; Melissa Ramoso, District Director Representative of

Assemblymember Al Muratsuchi' s Office; Tim McOsker, Los Angeles Councilmember;

and Ken Dyda, Former Councilmember.

Mayor Ferraro called for a brief recess at 7: 49 P. M., Without objection, Mayor Ferraro

so ordered. The meeting reconvened at 8: 11 P. M.

RECYCLE AND EMERGENCY PERSONAL PREPAREDNESS KIT DRAWING:

Mayor Ferraro announced the Recycle Winners for the August 15, 2023 City Council
meeting: Rocio Martinez and Beverley Western. She indicated that all winners receive a

check for $ 250 and urged everyone to participate in the City' s Recycling Program. She

noted that in addition to winning the Recycler Drawing, the two individuals also won a

personal emergency preparedness kit from the City valued at $ 40.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA:

Mayor Pro Tem Cruikshank moved, seconded by Councilmember Bradley, to approve

the agenda as presented.

The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

AYES:  Alegria, Bradley, Cruikshank, Seo, and Mayor Ferraro

NOES:  None

PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR NON- AGENDA ITEMS:

City Clerk Takaoka noted that late correspondence was distributed and there were four

requests to speak.

The following members of the public addressed the City Council: Joan Carbonel, Chris

Carbonel, Casey Carbonel, and Craig Weintraub.

CITY MANAGER REPORT:

City Manager Mihranian provided updates on the following: Awarded 23. 33 Million

FEMA Grant for Portuguese Bend Landslide Remediation Project; Open recruitment to

become a docent; City Hall open house on September 7 from 2: 00- 6: 00 P. M.; RPV' s

Run for Myles will be held on September 9; the City' s
50th

Anniversary Gala Banquet
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will be held on September 9; Thanking all sponsors who assisted with the City' s Gala
event; September is National Emergency Preparedness month, stay connected and

stay informed with PVPready; Remembering September 11' h and all those who lost their

lives; National POW/ MIA recognition day will be honored with a 24hr relay on
September 14; Wishing Everyone a Happy Rosh Hashanah and Happy Hispanic
Heritage Month.

CONSENT CALENDAR:

City Clerk Takaoka reported that there was one request to speak on Item E.

Councilmember Bradley moved, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Cruikshank, to approve

the Consent Calendar with Item E to be considered immediately after the Consent
Calendar.

The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

AYES:  Alegria, Bradley, Cruikshank, Seo, and Mayor Ferraro

NOES:  None

A. Approval of Minutes ( Zweizig)

Approved the Minutes of August 15, 2023, Regular Meeting.

B.  Registers of Demands ( Mata)    I
1) Adopted Resolution No. 2023- 41, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF

THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES, ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND

DEMANDS AND SPECIFYING FUNDS FROM WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE

PAID ( Check run dated 20230818); Adopted Resolution No. 2023- 42, A

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS

VERDES, ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND DEMANDS AND SPECIFYING

FUNDS FROM WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE PAID ( Check run dated 20230804);

and, 2) Adopted Resolution No. IA 2023- 09, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES, ALLOWING CERTAIN

CLAIMS AND DEMANDS AND SPECIFYING FUNDS FROM WHICH THE SAME

ARE TO BE PAID.

C. Consideration and possible action to authorize the Mayor to sign a letter

opposing Assembly Constitutional Amendment ( ACA) 10 ( Fundamental Right

to Housing). ( Hunter)

1) Authorized the Mayor to sign a letter opposing ACA 10 ( Fundamental Right to

Housing).

D. Consideration and possible action to support Senate Bill ( SB) No. 244 ( Right

to Repair ( Hunter)
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1) Authorized the Mayor to sign a letter supporting SB 244 ( Right to Repair Act).

E.  Consideration and possible action to change the audio-visual equipment

vendor for the Ladera Linda Community Park Project. ( O' Neill)

This item was removed for separate consideration immediately after the adoption of
the consent calendar.

F.  Consideration and possible action to award a professional services agreement

to Coyote, Wildlife and Pest Solutions, Inc. to conduct selective coyote

trapping.
Monroy)

1) Authorized a professional services agreement with Coyote, Wildlife and Pest

Solutions, Inc. for a two—year term with an optional one—year extension to be

exercised at the discretion of the Contract Officer, in an amount not to exceed

180, 000 for all three years for supplemental selective coyote trapping services.
2) Authorized the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the professional services

agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM( S) PULLED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT:

E.  Consideration and possible action to change the audio- visual equipment

vendor for the Ladera Linda Community Park Project. ( O' Neill)

City Clerk Takaoka noted that there was one request to speak.

The following member of the public addressed the City Council: Ken Dyda.

Discussion ensued among Council Members, and questions were asked of Staff.

Mayor Pro Tem Cruikshank moved, seconded by Councilmember Bradley to
approve Staff recommendations:( 1) Authorized using AMG & Associates, the

project' s primary general contractor and the existing project budget, to procure and

install audio- visual equipment for the Ladera Linda Community Park project by
increasing the contract contingency in the amount of$ 179, 119. 98 above the existing
7. 5% contingency.

The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

AYES:     Alegria, Bradley, Cruikshank, Seo, and Mayor Ferraro

NOES:      None

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

None.
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REGULAR BUSINESS:

1. Consideration and possible action to approve a continuation of the existing
Landslide Monitoring Program.  ( Awwad)

City Clerk Takaoka noted that there were three requests to speak.

Director of Public Works Awwad presented a brief staff report and PowerPoint

presentation.

The following members of the public addressed the City Council: Mickey Rodich,
Nikki Nonshkam; and Eva Albuja.

Discussion ensued among Council Members, and questions were asked of Staff.

Director of Public Works introduced consultant Sam Hout with Hout Construction

Services, to provide further information.

Councilmember Bradley moved, seconded by Councilmember Seo to approve Staff
recommendations: ( 1) Approved a continuation of the landslide monitoring program
for September 2023 through June 30, 2024, with some enhancements; ( 2) Awarded

a professional services agreement to Michael R. McGee, PLS DBA McGee

Surveying Consulting for landslide surveying and monitoring services in the amount
of$ 64, 400 with a 15% contingency of$ 9, 660 for a total cost of$ 74, 060 through

June 30, 2024; ( 3) Awarded a professional services agreement to Hout Construction

Services, Inc. DBA Hout Engineering for management, and related services for
landslide surveying and monitoring in the amount of$ 59, 513 with a 15%

contingency of$ 8, 927 for a total cost of$ 68, 440; and ( 4) Authorized the Mayor to

execute both professional services agreements in a form approved by the City
Attorney.

The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

AYES:     Alegria, Bradley, Cruikshank, Seo, and Mayor Ferraro

NOES:      None

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM( S) PULLED BY A COUNCIL MEMBER:

None.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:

Councilmember Seo requested an update from Cal Water regarding their
responsiveness to water pipe breaks within the Portuguese Bend Landslide.

Mayor Ferraro requested a letter be sent to California Public Utilities Commission

regarding the Portuguese Bend Landslide and the utilities responsiveness.
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CITY COUNCIL ORAL REPORTS:

Each Council Member present reported on his/ her attendance at various organization

and association meetings.

ADJOURNMENT:

At 9: 26 P. M., Mayor Ferraro adjourned to 6: 00 P. M. on September 19, 2023, for a

Closed Session, followed by a Regular meeting at 7: 00 P. M.

r I i

Ba •• a Ferraro, Mayor

Attest:

T- s..   akaoka, City Clerk
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From: Leonard Marcus < >  
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2024 11:04 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Steve Rebuck < > 
Subject: Attn.Director Miller -Henson 

Director Miller Henson and Fellow Commissioners 

My name is Leonard Marcus, I’m writing today in support of the effort to reopen the Abalone Fishery 
which is being spearheaded by Steve Rebuck and CAA . 

I have been fishing out of Santa Barbara Harbor since 1973. I started as a deckhand, became a walk on 
diver, and eventually bought my boat the “Little Wing” which I still fish today. 

I am now seventy and soon I may be to old to dive. I am writing this letter so others may have the 
opportunities to dive which I enjoyed for years. 

Thank You for your consideration, 

Leonard Marcus 



From: jefferey baldwin < > 
Date: February 13, 2024 at 8:34:27 AM PST 
To: fgc@fgc.ca.gov 
Cc: Steve Rebuck < > 
Subject: Abalone fishery at San Miguel island 

To Melissa Miller Hanson  Executive Director of  California Fish and Wildlife. 
Commission    And commissioners. 

My name is Jeff Baldwin I Have been a commercial diver since the early 70s and still 
currently  diving for sea urchins out of Santa Barbara Harbor. my age now is 72.   I represent 
25  Commercial Abalone Diver’s that are in favor of regulatory change at San Miguel 
Island.  Some are still active and can participate in the Proposed  Red abalone fishery.  I 
support Steve Rebuck’s   Plan for regulatory change.   At San Miguel Island.    We are 
anxious to bring back Abalone to California Consumers. To enhance our Harbor 
create  new jobs. In my years of diving I’ve seen remarkable recovery of Abalone Beds at 
San Miguel  Island , San Clemente Island , Santa Rosa Island Santa Cruz Island And many 
other places.  Our Abalone’s are the best abalone’s in the world. With Steve Rebuck‘s plan 
and   Managed correctly it’s a A boost for the economy and  for the state. The Harbor And 
for the people who are  harvesting  abalone….   Also  for the people that are consuming 
it  and are enjoy eating it again…..  it’s time for us to be world leaders again        Abalone‘s 
have recovered in 28 years of closures        Thank you for your consideration. And your 
support  For regulatory change and  your time on this matter ). 

Sincerely.Jeff Baldwin commercial Diver scientific collector and author……  
My phone number is my email is I’d be happy to 
answer any questions you may have thank you again for your support and consideration.      
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From: Gwen Marcus < >
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2024 11:24 AM
To: FGC
Subject: Attn: Director Miller-Henson

 
Dear Director Miller-Henson, 
 
I am writing in suport of re-opening the commercial abalone fishery at San Miguel Islands.   
 
I have been married for 38 years to Leonard Marcus, a commercial urchin diver, and former commercial 
abalone diver from before the closure of the fishery.  
 
I would like to forestall the possible perception that the divers' motives for supporting the re-opening of 
the fishery are purely self-serving, as that is not the case. 
 
My husband began diving when he was 20 years old.  He is now 70 years old.  He may benefit from a re-
opening of the fishery for a few years but, to be honest, he is supporting the re-opening because he loved 
his career and hopes other young divers can also "live his dream". 
 
My husband has always told me he views himself as a farmer.  He assiduously followed the size limits 
and other guidelines because, as he says, shorts are essentially the "seeds" for next year's "crop".  As a 
responsible steward of the fishery and the ocean, he wanted to ensure the next year's harvest, and 
protect the health of the ecosystem.  
 
My husband still dives urchins and, while surveying, he has seen the abalone population come back with 
a vengeance in recent years.  
 
I hope that the Fish and Game Commision will re-open the commercial abalone fishery.  
 
Thank you for considering this request.  
 
Gwen Marcus 
Santa Barbara, CA  

 



From: Mark Becker < >  
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2024 7:43 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Steve Rebuck < > 
Subject: Abalone Fishery  

Dear Ms. Miller-Henson and fellow Commissioners 

I have been a commercial fisherman since 1977, I started my career in 1977 and participated in the 
abalone fishery until it closed. I am based in Santa Barbara and my entire career has been at the Channel 
Islands. 

At the time of the closure closing the fishery to allow the recovery of the abalone population from 
withering foot was responsible and I supported that decision. 

The time to reopen the fishery was many years ago once the abalone recovered from withering foot 
which has been well documented. 

I fully support the proposals submitted by Steve Reebuck, as there is solid evidence that the abalone 
have recovered and can support a California fishery. 

1: Findings from the Ca Fish and Game survey conducted about 10 years ago at San Miguel Island, “ A 
biomass estimate of 3 million emergent abalone indicate a harvestable population of 75000 to 150000 
red abalone at SMI. An initial total allowable catch (TAC) of 15000 red abalone is proposed at SMI. 
Harvesting 10-20% of those abalone falls within the slot size should have a negligible effect on the 
population as a whole. Abalone Recovery and Management Plan, Appendix H, page H-9. 

2: The abalone fishery has been closed for 28 years, long past the time a fishery could have successfully 
been reopened. The existing abalone divers are well aware of the importance of the Channel Islands 
ecosystem and the valuable part abalone contributes to that ecosystem. We feel we are well prepared to 
participate in a conservative fishery to supply abalone to the people of the state. 

I encourage you give these proposals the attention they deserve and act to bring them to fruition. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Becker 



From: mark becker < > 
Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2024 06:55 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: Abalone Testimony 2  

Melissa A. Miller-Henson March 20, 2024 Executive Director 
California Fish and Game Commission 

Petition for Regulatory Change Tracking Number 2024-002 

Good morning, 

My name is Mark Becker, I started my fishing career in 1977 as a commercial abalone diver. 
I began diving while a marine biology student at UCSB working on research projects for 
abalone and sea urchins which inspired me to begin a commercial diving career. 

I am encouraging the Commission to allow this Petition for Regulatory Change and an 
experimental abalone fishery similar to what is described in Appendix H of the ARMP. The 
primary reason I believe these should be allowed is that I believe there is extremely low risk 
for the abalone population as a whole to be impacted by this regulatory change and an 
experimental fishery. Secondly it is a tremendous opportunity to begin real time 
observational studies that will help answer questions about the impacts of abalone 
harvesting in real time which will contribute to the enhancement of the ARMP. 

I supported the abalone closure in 1997 because of the real concern abalone populations 
were too low to support good spawning and recruitment of juvenile abalone. Now however 
I believe we are well past the time a viable fishery could have been established. The main 
reason I believe these changes are so low risk are the presence of the marine reserves at 
the Channel Islands. What is different now between 1997 and 2024 are the abalone 
populations in the reserves which will never be harvested and will always serve as a strong 
dense population of abalone that will provide sufficient spawning to ensure a stable 
healthy abalone resource. I was involved in the discussions of the creation of the reserves 
at the Channel Islands and the main rationale for the reserves was that they would provide 
sufficient reproductive resources for stable healthy marine life regardless of the impact of 
harvesting outside the reserves. Personally I have been fishing lobster at the Channel 
Islands since 1997 and I can attest to the accuracy of that rationale. 

The experimental fishery is to take place at San Miguel Island and the two reserves are 
situated very well to ensure sufficient abalone spawning will always take pace at the 
island. The Adams cove reserve though small is absolutely in one of the densest red 
abalone areas on the island. The Harris Point reserve is much larger and has red abalone 
throughout the entire reserve. Personally my best ever day of abalone harvesting took 
place on what is now the west edge of the reserve. The combination of these two reserves I 
believe are completely sufficient to support the abalone population at San Miguel. 
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The experimental fishery will also allow real time observational studies that can answer 
several questions that were always a matter of contention between harvesters and 
managers. First what does the take of large abalone look like on the bottom compared to 
the exact same bottom in the adjacent reserve? Second does the removal of the large 
abalone create much needed space for the new juvenile abalone to settle and grow? Third 
will the abalone in the reserve sense the new open area outside the reserve and move to it? 
This is just a start, I believe there are many studies that could be designed to answer 
questions about abalone management that could be useful throughout the state. 

Since 1977 I have fished primarily at the Channel Islands, particularly San Miguel, Santa 
Rosa and Santa Cruz. I believe that the reserves at Gull Island and South Point are both 
located in excellent abalone habitat and with the reserves at San Miguel Island will ensure 
that the overall abalone population at the Channel Islands are completely safe and 
protected and that the changes considered today can safely and prudently take place. 

I would be happy to answer any questions about my experience fishing at the Channel 
Islands, what changes I have witnessed over the years and what do I currently observe 
today. 

Thank you for considering these changes and I encourage the commission to allow them to 
proceed. 

Thank you, 
Mark Becker A110 F/V Martha Jane 



Ms. Melissa Miller-Henson 
Executive Director 
California Fish and Game Commission 
715 “P” St. 16th Floor 
Sacramento, Ca 95814                          
 

Dear Ms. Miller-Henson and fellow Commissioners,  

I came to Santa Barbara in August 1979 and soon after got a job tending for abalone divers. 

Knowing immediately that I wanted to become a diver, I applied for a permit in the lottery and 

finally received my own permit in 1982. I dove consistently from 1982 to the 1996/1997 season, 

when the fishery was temporarily closed due to the withering syndrome and other issues. At 

the time of the closure, we were told that it was temporary, and the fishery would be re-

opened once the abalone had recovered. That was almost 28 years ago and thankfully abalone 

have made a strong recovery at San Miguel Island, as well as other areas of Santa Rosa and 

Santa Cruz Islands. 

I fully support the proposals submitted to the Commission by Steve Rebuck, as there is now 

solid evidence that the resource has recovered and can support a California fishery. Two main 

points are worth emphasizing: 

• Findings from the CA Department of Fish and Game survey conducted approximately 10 
years ago at San Miguel Island (CDFG cruise reports, CAA San Miguel Island Red Abalone 
Project) that “A biomass estimate of 3 million emergent abalone indicate a harvestable 
population of 75,000 to 150,000 red abalone at SMI. An initial total allowable catch 
(TAC) of 15,000 red abalone is proposed at SMI. Harvesting 10-20% of those abalone 
falls within the slot size should have a negligible effect on the population as a whole.”  
Abalone Recovery and Management Plan, Appendix H, Page H-9. 

• The abalone fishery in California has been closed for almost 28 years, and the remaining 
fleet consists of older, experienced divers that have a long history as fishermen and 
extensive knowledge of the Channel Islands ecosystem. We understand the significance 
of this fishery and its importance to the community. 
 

It is likely that the number of abalone have increased substantially since the CDFG survey, and 

can support a sustainable fishery that supplies the State of California with wild abalone steaks 

once again.  

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration. 

Sincerely,  

John Becker 
 



California Fish and Game Commission 
PO Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090
Email address: FGC@FGC.ca.gov

February 10, 2024
Attn: Ms. Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director

Re; Support for commercial abalone fishery, San Miguel Island

Dear Ms. Miller-Henson,

I am commenting on the Abalone Fishery Management Plan, how 
the restoration of the commercial fishery for red abalone at San 
Miguel Island (SMI) can move forward with the Experimental 
Fishery Program (EFP), and how this dovetails with the CA. 
Fisheries Innovation Act of 2018, signed by the Governor on 
September 18, 2018. 

Quick history: I am a licensed commercial abalone and sea 
urchin diver and saw the closure of the fishery in 1997, with the 
promise from the Ca. Department of Fish and Game of a sunset 
clause of 1 to2 yrs for studies. Divers voluntarily contributed to 
an enhancement fund, managed by the DFG to help fund studies 
on abalone numbers and environmental effects. 26 years later, 
the Department has used the funds but no results of studies or the 
accounting of the funds has been disclosed. Numerous advisory 
groups have been created to recommend actions to move forward 
with a viable working fishery plan but these do not seem to 
be taken into consideration by the DFG. The actions of divers 
voluntarily funding an enhancement fund and forming a committee 
to help monitor numbers of abalone during the closure of the 
fishery demonstrates the dedication and sincerity of the divers to 
responsibly manage the abalone fishery.

In the Abalone Advisory Group, 2010, Management Options for a 
Potential Fishery on San Miguel Island, Appendix H, states,

Within the Review Committee’s recommendations are 
suggestions that the fishery can begin while other management 



actions are conducted in parallel. A more precautionary 
approach we would argue would be to have the TAC 
Framework, Risk Analyses, BRP, management methods and 
sampling methods determined prior to the opening of any 
fishery. With the amount of work that has been completed 
within the TP and the AAG this would not be an onerous task 
and could be accomplished within 6 months with funding. It 
has now been 13 years with no outcomes.

Also Section 6. Section 7712 or the California Fish and Game 
code which is amended to read: 

Where a fishery is closed or restricted due to the need to 
protect a fishery resource, marine mammals, or sea birds, 
or due to conflicts with other fisheries or use of the marine 
environment, it shall be the policy of the department and 
the commission, consistent with budgetary and personnel 
considerations to assist and foster the development of 
alternative fisheries, and alternative fishing gear for those 
commercial fishermen affected by the restrictions, closure, 
or resource losses, including but not limited to, the issuing of 
experimental fishing permits pursuant to Section 1022.

The Experimental Fishery Program would be consistent with 
policies set forth in Section 7050 and any applicable fishery 
management plan. 

Proposed structure for an EFP:

•Number of divers and boats would be negotiable with the DFG.
•Divers would electronically monitor their harvests and report to 
the DFG.
•The fishing ground would be San Miguel Island only. Initial 
season would be August-December 2024.
•Divers would be open to negotiating a Tag Fee. 
• Transferability of permits
•AMRP TAC: 15,000 red abalone 



Thank you for the opportunity and your consideration of my 
comments.

Sincerely,
Robert Duncan



RECEIVED 03/01/2024
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                                      California Fish and Game Commission Petitions for Regulation Change — Action on April 17-18, 2024

CFGC - California Fish and Game Commission   CDFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife  WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee  MRC - Marine Resources Committee  

MPA - marine protected area     SMR - state marine reserve     SMCA - state marine conservation area

Grant:  CFGC is willing to consider the petitioned action through a process     Deny:  Not willing to consider the petitioned action   Refer:  Need more information before the final decision  

Tracking 

No.

Date 

Received

Name of 

Petitioner

Subject of 

Request

Short 

Description

CFGC 

Receipt

CFGC Initial 

Action Date

Initial Staff 

Recommendation

Referral 

Date

Referred 

to

Scheduled 

for Final 

Action

Final Staff Recommendation

2023-12 10/3/2023 Wayne Kotow, 

Coastal 

Conservation 

Association 

California

Recreational ocean 

fishing:

Nearshore 

groundfish

Require anglers to possess and use 

descending device capable of 

returning rockfish to the depth taken 

when fishing for or possessing 

groundfish

10/11-12/2023 12/13-14/2023 REFER to CDFW 

for review and 

recommendation.

12/14/2023 DFW 4/17-18/2024 CFGC: Grant in concept as 

recommended by CDFW and as 

integrated into the 2024 recreational 

groundfish rulemaking adopted on 

March 26, 2024. 

CDFW: Grant in concept; a 

requirement to possess ready-to-use 

descending devices was integrated 

into the recreational groundfish 

rulemaking for 2024 that was adopted 

by CFGC on March 26, 2024.

2024-01 1/10/2024 Jon Wrysinski, 

Chairman, 

Colusa County 

Fish and Game 

Advisory 

Commission

Inland sport fishing: 

Trout

Request to amend sport fishing 

regulations to allow increased take 

and reduce size limitations of trout in 

Stony Creek in Colusa County.

2/14-15/2024 4/17-18/2024 REFER to DFW for 

review and 

recommendation.



State of California – Fish and Game Commission 
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE  
 FGC 1 (Rev 06/19) Page 1 of 3 

 

     

Tracking Number: (_2023-12_) 
 

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, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 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 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 I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person: Wayne Kotow 
Address: 
Telephone number:
Email address:
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested: For Section 27.20 regs: Sections 200, 205, 265, 702, 
7071 and 8587.1 of Fish and Game Code  Added sections for Section 28.65 regs:Sections 270, 275, 
and 7110 of Fish and Game Code   
 

 
3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: All boats in marine 

environment engaged in fishing activity are required to carry a descending device on board 
their vessel.  Other wording: Require the possession of a descending device on board a vessel 
when harvesting fish in state waters or requires a descending device capable of returning 
rockfish to the depth taken be aboard any California recreational fishing vessel that is fishing 
for or possessing groundfish. 

 
 
4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: We 

are all stewards of our resources and need to be responsible in caring for them.  Descending 
devices have been proven effective in returning fish suffering from barotrauma back to depths 

 
 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
 
5. Date of Petition: Sept 29, 2023 
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6. Category of Proposed Change  
 X Sport Fishing  
 ☐ Commercial Fishing 
 ☐ Hunting   
 ☐ Other, please specify: Click here to enter text. 
 
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. 
X 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  X Not applicable.  

 
9. Effective date: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.  

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency: Jan 1, 2025 

 
10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 

proposal including data, reports and other documents:  
 
FWC approves rule to help improve survival of released reef fish | FWC (myfwc.com) 

 
Barotrauma | FWC (myfwc.com) 

 
 Reef Fish Gear Rules | FWC (myfwc.com) 
 Rockfish recompression | Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (myodfw.com) 
 Sport bottomfish seasons | Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (myodfw.com) 
 Protecting Washington's rockfish | Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife 
 
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: Local businesses will get increased 
sales from descending device sales which could lead to additional jobs for manufacturers or 
spur new technology.   

 
12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed:       
 Click here to enter text. 
 
SECTION 3:  FGC Staff Only 
 
Date received: 10/02/2023 
 
FGC staff action: 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs
https://myfwc.com/news/all-news/descending-223/#:%7E:text=At%20its%20Feb.%2022%20meeting%2C%20the%20Florida%20Fish,is%20exhibiting%20signs%20of%20barotrauma%20prior%20to%20release.
https://myfwc.com/fishing/saltwater/outreach/barotrauma/?redirect=barotrauma
https://myfwc.com/fishing/saltwater/recreational/gear-rules/?redirect=reeffishgear
https://myodfw.com/articles/rockfish-recompression
https://myodfw.com/sport-bottomfish-seasons#:%7E:text=Descending%20devices%20are%20mandatory%20%3B%20and%20must%20be,fish%20regulations%20%28bag%20limit%2C%20depth%20restrictions%2C%20etc.%29%20apply.
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/species-recovery/rockfish#:%7E:text=An%20operable%20descending%20device%20is%20required%20to%20be,bottomfish%20and%20halibut%20in%20all%20Washington%20marine%20areas.
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☐ Accept - complete  
☐ Reject - incomplete  
☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 

      Tracking Number 
Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 
 
Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 
FGC action: 
 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 
 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  
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Tracking Number: (_2024-01_) 
 

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, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 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 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 I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person: Jon Wrysinski.  
Address: 
Telephone number:   
Email address:   
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested:  Section 200 of the California Fish and Game 
Code gives the State Fish and Game Commission the authority to change or modify 
existing regulations. Our local Commission is formally requesting the State 
Commission change the trout fishing regulations in Colusa County..  

 
3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: Request regulations 

be changed from current regulation to previous regulation for area in question..  
 
4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: Recent 

regulation change has changed fish limits from (previously) five fish to effectively catch and 
release only.. Please see attached letter. 

 
 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
 
5. Date of Petition: January 10, 2024.  

 
6. Category of Proposed Change  
 x Sport Fishing  

 ☐ Commercial Fishing 
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 ☐ Hunting   

 ☐ Other, please specify: Click here to enter text. 

 
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):Section 7.50(148) 

☐ s):Add New Title 14 Section( Change to allow five fish limit, using artificial or natural lures or 

bait, with normal hooks as had been previously allowed..  

 ☐ Repeal Title 14 Section(s):  Repeal current section 

 
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: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.  

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency:  County Commission and local officials would prefer regulation change take effect 
as soon as possible.. 

 
10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 

proposal including data, reports and other documents: Discussions with local DFW biologist 
and DFW fisheries biologist indicate that no studies or data was used to change the fishing 
regulations on Stony Creek in Colusa County from five fish limit to catch and release only; the 
change was made to simplify enforcement of regulations. 

 
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:  Revenues to local businesses has 
likely decreased as there are fewer people frequenting the area because of the reduced fishing 
opportunities.. 

 
12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed:       

 Click here to enter text. 
 

  
 

  
 

 

   

   

☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 
      Tracking Number 

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 
 
Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 

SECTION  3:  FGC Staff Only

Date  received:   1/10/2024

FGC  staff  action:

  ☐  Accept  -  complete

☐  Reject  -  incomplete

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs
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FGC action: 

 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 

 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  



 

 

November 21, 2022 

 

State Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

Regulation Petition Branch 

Sacramento, Ca  

 

To Whom it may concern: 

 
Recent changes to the sport fishing regulations within the State that affect fishing within Colusa County 
are of concern to our County Fish and Game Commission and to anglers within our County.  Specifically, 
the trout fishing regulations on Stony Creek which runs through the northwest portion of Colusa County 
west of the town of Stonyford. 
 
Discussions with State Fish and Wildlife Staff have indicated the reasoning behind the change in 
regulations was to “simplify” regulations within the state and thus make it easier for people interested 
in fishing to know what rules apply where, and to simplify enforcement of the regulations for wardens 
and other officials.  We were informed that no studies were made on the fish population in Stony Creek. 
 
Stony Creek is virtually the only creek within Colusa County which has a healthy trout population and 
has historically offered reasonably good prospects for anglers.  Approximately thirty years ago a local 
group petitioned the State to change the regulations for Stony Creek above “Red Bridge” based on a 
brief biological study to only allow fish smaller than eight inches in length to be kept and to only allow 
the use of single barbless hooks and no natural bait. The area with that restriction is very rugged and 
difficult to traverse and thus did not get much fishing “pressure” to begin with and so the restriction did 
not greatly affect things. The remainder of Stony Creek below “Red Bridge” remained having a five fish 
limit and allowed anglers to keep fish larger than eight inches. 
 
The recent changes in regulations, as we understand them, has made the entire area a catch-and-
release creek. 
 
We are not aware of any biological study or data that justifies this change, and it is our belief that the 
native trout population was very strong prior to the change.  The opportunity for anglers to keep any 
fish appears to be gone.  If anything is currently threatening the fish numbers in the area it is likely the 
increasing numbers of wild river otters which have spread through the area. 
 
The Colusa County Fish and Game Commission strongly implores you to reconsider the recent regulation 
change in trout fishing regulations on Stony Creek in our County and to effectively “put them back” as 
they were.   This  would allow anglers to keep five fish without an eight inch limitation during normal 
trout season. The local economy in western Colusa County relies greatly on recreational opportunities 
such as hunting and fishing and restoring previous regulations would be helpful.  Please contact this 
Commission if we can discuss this matter further. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
       Jon S. Wrysinski 
       Chairman 
 



From: David Layer < > 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 09:43 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Petition number 2023-1  
Howdy Ms. Miller-Henson, 
 
Regarding petition 2023-10 
 
I am a fisherman and annually take family members with me on long range fishing trips. We never know 
how much fish we will catch and do NOT want it to go to waste. 
 
I am aware of Todd Bluechel’s efforts to amend current California Fish and Game regulation, section : 
CCR T14 231(b) 
 
His amendment would allow sport fishermen to donate their fish to non profits. I support the amended 
language (in CAPS) so that it reads: 
 
“Any legally taken species of sport-caught fish may be possessed for filleting, smoking, or canning, if the 
same fish is returned to the angler pound for pound OR IF THE FISH IS DONATED BY THE ANGLER TO A 
NONPROFIT(S) INSTEAD OF BEING RETURNED TO THE ANGLER.” 
 
I’ve been on trips where the fish count is low, and then many where many fish are given away. It would 
be great to open up the donation a gate a bit further. 
 
Thank you for your efforts. 
Dave Layer, retired, but grandpa of 14, many of which have been with me on these trips. 
 

mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov


From: Azsha Hudson < > 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 02:58 PM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: 2023-27 MPA Supplemental Research  

Good afternoon, 

I have attached a three-page write-up for agency staff to use as they review MPA Petition 2023-

27MPA. It is addressing some of the questions posed by a Commissioner during the February 

FGC Meeting.  

Thank you! 
 

 

AZSHA HUDSON (she/her/hers) 
MARINE CONSERVATION ANALYST 
906 Garden Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
o: 805.963.1622 X 105  c: 805.263.7071 
www.EnvironmentalDefenseCenter.org 

  

 

mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.environmentaldefensecenter.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CKimberly.Rogers%40fgc.ca.gov%7Ca77f8809293d44e2b59708dc33cc031a%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638442198557276995%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=eOUcOuopsNcNVZPTvzcqfowdKoexetxiFJa3Q3AWzXw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.environmentaldefensecenter.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CKimberly.Rogers%40fgc.ca.gov%7Ca77f8809293d44e2b59708dc33cc031a%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638442198557267178%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ySuO%2BcTu5H4QZJDkLh8Dr0EuEpD3l8JGU1%2Bm2dhvzCg%3D&reserved=0


Petition 2023-27MPA Response to Questions posed by Commissioner’s 

Please see the below report responding to questions (bolded) posed by Commissioner Zavaleta in 

a follow up email after the February 14, 2024 Fish and Game Commission meeting. The 

response to Commissioner Zavaleta’s questions were addressed by Jessie Altstatt, a researcher 

that has studied eelgrass at Anacapa island for years and wrote a report on her findings that 

prompted us at the Environmental Defense Center to submit an MPA petition.  

 

Clarifying the spatial and temporal extent of impact on eelgrass beds from the traps and 

anchoring that you identified as damaging to those beds. For example, how do anchorage 

pits compare in size and density to natural disturbances (such as feeding pits, storm events) 

to eelgrass?  

The species of eelgrass found at Anacapa Island, Zostera pacifica, has very short rootlets and 

typically grows within the top few centimeters of sediment. This makes it extremely sensitive to 

disturbance, which is why it is found only in the most sheltered areas.  Deploying and pulling 

traps disturbs the sediment and dislodges the eelgrass and causes it to drift away.  It will only 

"grow back" if there is still material left behind. Deploying and pulling traps is akin to anchoring, 

which is known to be a major threat to eelgrass beds world-wide, and it's no coincidence that 

Channel Islands National Marine Sanctury (“CINMS”) is very concerned about anchoring and 

disturbing the seafloor in areas of eelgrass. 

I (Jessie Altstatt) have attached a figure from a talk I gave at the 2016 California Islands 

Symposium, showing the main permanent transect within my restoration area at Frenchy's. Note 

the abandoned trap. 

 



How long does it take for the eelgrass to grow back from each of these disturbance types? 

In terrestrial grasslands (which I [Commissioner Zavaleta] understand are different), for 

example, patchy disturbances increase overall biodiversity and vegetation recovery in them 

is quick.  

To answer the question, how long does it take for recovery, I (Jessie Alstatt) would argue that it 

could take many decades if there was not a wild source of seeds or vegetative material upstream. 

The closest bed up current of Frenchy’s is at Smugglers, > 4 miles away and across a channel 

between the islands.  And, for any recovery, the fishing effort needs to stop.  There is no other 

lobster fishing area that I (Jessie Altstatt) know of that specifically targets soft-sediment bottom. 

Frenchy’s once had the largest eelgrass bed at Anacapa island (Jack Engle data).  We were on our 

way to seeing recovery following our restoration work, and now it is gone. 

The fishing pressure within the Special Closure in Frenchy's Cove is extremely intense during 

the two months that the commercial fishermen are allowed to enter (Nov, Dec).  I (Jessie Altstatt) 

have routinely counted over one hundred traps within a small area. The traps are repeatedly 

picked up, re-baited and dropped again (~every 72 hours).  In a natural system, a bat ray may 

create a feeding pit which disturbs an area of eelgrass possibly ~ 1 meter across, but then the ray 

moves on, and that area can gradually recover vegetatively growing in from all sides towards the 

center of the pit. My permanent transects went from nearly 100% healthy eelgrass in 2011, to 

~60% cover, half of which was severely distressed. 

Another figure shows numerical data (size of restoration area in square meters) and % cover 

along a permanent transect).  During the restoration work, it took > 5 years to reach solid cover 

of eelgrass, and this was destroyed within a year (although I do not have the quantitative survey 

data from 2013-2015, I learned from other divers that most of the solid grass bed was gone by 

2013). 



 

I (Jessie Altstatt) have also attached (see below) a picture from 2016 from within Frenchy's 

Cove, showing how damaged the eelgrass bed was at that time. Note that the abandoned trap 

contains the bones of a drowned cormorant. 

 

I (Commissioner Zavaleta) want to understand not whether there are effects of fishing and 

boat anchorages, but how large, spatially extensive (what % of a meadow?) and long-

lasting they are. 



In support of my (Jessie Altstatt) observation that traps were responsible for the damage, in 2016 

there were still a few scattered eelgrass plants within the cove, but they were shallower than 20' 

as that is the inner limit for trap fishing. However, there is very limited habitat of the right 

sediment grain size in shallower than 20' due to wave action.   

To address the wave action question, eelgrass is very limited by depth to areas where there is not 

much exposure to wave action. Frenchy's Cove is the most protected area at Anacapa Island, 

which is why the historic bed once grew as shallow as 20' depth.   

Please also note that recently CINMS performed a Climate Vulnerability Assessment and 

protecting eelgrass habitat was among the top 2 proposals discussed by the group. There was a 

list of action items created by the group, and excluding trap fishing was on that list- but 

ultimately NMS has no control over state-managed fisheries. 
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From: BETSY SMITH < >
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2024 12:18 PM
To: FGC
Subject: Proposed Pleasure Point, Santa Cruz MPA

Dear Fish and Game,  
   
My Name is David M. Smith, I am from Santa Cruz, CA and I am speaking in opposition with Petition 
2023-2033, the proposal for a new   
state marine reserve in Pleasure Point Area of Santa Cruz County. 
I have lived and fished in Santa Cruz and Capitola since 1982 and over the years I have observed the 
kelp forest between 26th Ave to Capitola  
which includes Pleasure Point. In my opinion this is a healthy kelp forest and I have seen no decline 
in kelp or fish that it holds.  Over the years we have seen a rise in the population of white sea bass 
and I also know from local friends who dive and fish that there are Sea Bass living in these kelp 
beds.  We have had an abundance of Jack Smelt, Sardines, Anchovies, and Mackerel that move in 
and out of the Kelp beds.  The Halibut, Ling cod and rock fish population has been healthy locally in 
Santa Cruz.  Unfortunately there is more pressure recently because of Salmon Season closure.  
To have a local coastline which is healthy and the community is using it for sportfishing and free 
diving is a great thing.  Maybe you can study this Pleasure Point coastline to understand its ecology 
and why it is healthy.  To make a MPA of Pleasure Point  has no science to the decision.  
Pleasure Point is a healthy ecosystem  in the Monterey Bay and should not be taken away from our 
local community.  
Thank you,  
   
David M Smith  
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From: Vic Giacalone
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2024 9:27 AM
To: FGC
Subject: Potential MLPA near Santa Cruz

 
To whom it may concern; 
I am a 77 year old man, who has fished in Monterey Bay for many years. My boat is docked in the Santa Cruz harbor. 
I am highly opposed to the implementa on of a Marine Life Protected Area designa on for the “Pleasure Point” area of 
Monterey Bay I - Pe on 2023-2033. 
This is an area of the bay, which is accessible to many anglers, who do not possess or have access to larger vessels to 
travel off shore. And, there does not seem to be any objec ve reason for this area to be designated, as an MLPA. 
I urge you to reject this proposal. 
Thank you. 
 

Vic Giacalone 
 

FGC@fgc
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

FGC@fgc

Paul Meltzer 
Friday, March 22, 2024 12:06 PM
FGC
MPA Expansion in Santa Cruz

Dear Members of the Commission:

I am wri ng in opposi on to the expansion of the MPA in the SANTA CRUZ area. I am very familiar with the kelp beds in 
Santa Cruz as I have surfed, fished, windsurfed and paddled around the kelp beds for 60 years.

The proposed rule seeks to ban ac vi es that have no effect on the health of the kelp beds,  all done under the 
misleading ba le cry of “Save The Kelp Beds!”

Pe oners submit no scien fic evidence that fishing has caused a decline in the health of the kelp beds in Santa Cruz.
This is one of the reasons that the Santa Cruz City Council voted against the proposed expansion of the MPA.

Another misleading aspect of the rule change is the idea of mass fishing in the kelp beds. Almost no one fishes in the
kelp beds because the kelp will fowl your propeller. Fishing is done adjacent to the kelp with your engine turned off.

The Pe oners further fail to scru nize the factual basis for their assump ons. While they can show correla on--kelp has
declined in California while there was fishing--they fail to show causa on, that fishing has caused any decline in Santa 
Cruz kelp beds.

Everyone agrees that the Santa Cruz kelp beds were healthier 60 years ago. Yet at that  me Pleasure Point had an ac ve 
sewage ou low, thus the name of one of the surf spots, Sewer Peak. Kelp beds were healthier during the ou low 
(correla on) yet no serious person would suggest that one caused the other.

This is the danger of Pe oner's reliance on correla on. There are many events that correlate with healthy kelp but have
nothing to do with the result. For example, there was more kelp when there was logging, less emissions controls on 
vehicles, an ac ve carbon burning power plant at Moss Landing and a pollu ng Cement Plant at Davenport.

And the converse is equally true, that there are events that have occurred at the same  me as a decline in kelp health 
that had nothing to do with the result. Fishing near kelp is a perfect example.

There are other serious issues that have not been addressed. The Commission should consider the recrea onal 
opportuni es that will be lost to a genera on if these bans are approved. It should also consider the economic impact on
the fishermen, their families and the many related businesses such as markets and restaurants, if fishermen are banned 
from fishing for kelp adjacent fish such as halibut.

I urge a rejec on of the expansion of the MPA.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul B. Meltzer
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hello, 
 
This email is to express objection to proposed new MLPA zones in Natural Bridges and Pleasure Point.  My 
understanding is that this is to be done to protect the kelp forests, which we all want, but I fail to see the logic in 
preventing fishing in the areas.  Urchins are the primary problem here and otters and sea stars eat the urchins.  I’m 
not aware of any proof that rockfish, lingcod, halibut, or sea bass eat urchins.  It seems a more e ective use of 
time and resources is to continue to promote harvest of sea urchins. 
 
I live in the area and recreational fish Northern California ocean waters with my friends and family.  Restricting 
sustainable use of our resources reduces awareness and the large population of people that care and rely on our 
resources. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jason 

FGC@fgc

jason
Tuesday, March 19, 2024 9:37 AM
FGC
Objection to Proposed New MLPA Zones in Natural Bridges and Pleasure Point
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

 

I am writing in response to a recent article regarding implementing an MLPA in Monterey Bay, 
specifically Natural Bridges and Pleasure Point. I am a long-time surfer, fisherman,  father, 
and grandfather. Some of the best memories I have are fishing near Santa Cruz and I lived by 
Pleasure Point for years. I see no impact to the kelp beds from fishing or boating. Most 
boaters completely avoid those areas due to tangling of kelp in props and fishing line. Please 
reject this proposal for one of the most enjoyable activities we as tax paying citizens can still 
enjoy. 

Regards, 

Jerry Kulm 

FGC@fgc

jerry kulm
Tuesday, March 19, 2024 8:46 AM
FGC
Proposal for MLPA at Natural Bridges and Pleasure Point
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From:
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 6:33 PM
To: FGC
Subject: MPA proposal feedback

 
California Fish and Game Commission 
P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
Dear California Fish and Game Commission: 
 
My name is Rodney Armstrong and I own and operate a charter fishing business based in Santa Cruz. I am writing to oppose and 
express my concern with petition 2023-2033, especially as it pertains to the Santa Cruz/Monterey Bay areas. These proposed New 
MPAs, and MPA expansions would deny access to nearshore fishing grounds, which I, and the small community of charter fishing 
vessels would consider to be essential grounds that serve as a key component to adapting with the seasonal nature of our industry, and 
play a vital role in the success of our fishing seasons. Moreover, these grounds have a role to play in each individual local fishery. 
These changes would not only severely impact the charter community, but that of the commercial fishermen, and sport fishing 
community as a whole. All of these communities would proudly identify as passionate stewards of our great ocean. It is also my opinion 
that the greatest importance of these grounds is what they offer the young generations that we usher in to ocean stewardship. For their 
passion to flourish, they need places to roam and explore, and these grounds offer a safe way for them to do that. 
 
 I believe the complete removal of fishing activity in these areas will have little to no effect on the regrowth or proliferation of kelp 
populations. As it has already been stated in the petition, the issue lies with the sustained elevated sea temperatures, which has led to 
the decline of kelp stands, which is cause for the southern sea otter populations to find new grounds, leaving the urchin populations to 
go unchecked, thus making it harder for kelp stands to grow back. And because fishing activities don't fit well into that chain of events, I 
don't believe the removal of them does anything to address the problem. I believe that all of the powers involved bare the creative 
capacity to devise a strategy that would aid the regrowth of kelp populations without dealing damage to its neighboring inhabitants, the 
fishermen. I hope these ideas will be considered before a final decision is reached. Thank you. 
 
-Rodney Armstrong 
Captain and business owner of Santa Cruz Coastal Charters, a family business  

Sent from my iPhone 

FGC@fgc
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

 
Hello,   
 
My name is Calin Brammer, I live in San Diego, CA  and I am writing to strongly oppose Petition 2023-
2033 specifically, the proposed MPA reserves in the Point Loma area.  
 
I have been diving and fishing this area for years, sustainably harvesting only what I need for my family. 
The ability to continue to perform these recreational activities is an important part of my family's lives 
and central to our identity living in this area so close to the coast. If these areas are closed off for any 
take this will negatively impact myself and the livelihood of many other locals. We pay a premium to live 
where we do because of the access that we have. If these areas are closed off for any take this will 
negatively impact myself and the livelihood of many other.  
 
Please do not take this away from us.  
 
Respectfully,  
Calin Brammer  

FGC@fgc

Calin Brammer 
Tuesday, March 19, 2024 10:32 AM
FGC
Opposing Petition 2023-2033
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From: Marinus Gruter
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 3:08 PM
To: FGC
Subject: Opposed to Petition 2023-33 MPA

 
To whom it may concern: 
 
Hello, my name is Marinus Gruter. I live in Ventura county and I am writing to you to explain why I believe 
closing down fishing with the idea that it will protect kelp from climate change is completely illogical. My 
family has been fishing for decades now and growing up with the ocean fishing, surfing, etc. I know will 
be a detrimental blow to not just my family but so many others that are like minded and use the ocean 
just like me for fishing and spearfishing if it is indeed closed down in the proposed regions. Taking away 
acess for divers to carefully select a fish in these planned  MPA regions can really hurt a lot of us and our 
future generations. Divers are not part of the problem with this so called climate change protection of 
kelp. 
 
 I am completely against this idea. Thank you for your time, 
 
Sincerely, 
Marinus 

FGC@fgc
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From: Justin Elder
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 9:02 AM
To: FGC
Subject: Opposed to 2023-33 mpa

 
Good morning,   
 
My name is Justin Elder and I have been heavily involved with many aspect of our heart california wildlife 
since birth. The salt water mpas that the state is purposing are of great concern to me as they will horribly 
reduce the level of sustainable take fish I am able to harvest of of the santa barbara coast. This lack of 
ability to provide for myself and family as well as the extreme financial hardship it would place on our 
ethical Comercial fleet this should not even be considered as an option. I believe the science will show 
we as fisherman and divers have a positive result on this echo system and  these mpas will not yield the 
result they are intended too. 
 
Thanks 

FGC@fgc
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From: rspringe
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 12:09 AM
To: FGC
Subject: Opposed to petition 2023-33MPA

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

FGC@fgc

Hello,
I am a California State Parks Lifeguard II, with just shy of a decade of experience and over 100 rescues. I have worked in 4
different coun es that will be affected by this proposi on if it is implemented. I also have mul ple years of emergency 
and non-emergency vessel assistance experience in Santa Cruz county. Between these two jobs I have worked with 
numerous environmental agencies to keep the ocean, as well as the public, safe. In my free  me, like most of the people 
around me, I try to enjoy the ocean, mostly spearfishing for scallops and rockfish. I also love being able to feed my loved 
ones with fresh, sustainable seafood.

Working at the beach every day, I get to see first hand how laws with specific inten ons are implemented on the ground,
versus how they play out in reality. When our legislators have passed laws that affect the beaches, it is obvious to me, my
coworkers and fellow beachgoers when those laws have been informed by the input of the effected people and when 
they have not. Think back to COVID beach closures, myself and all of my lifeguard coworkers were verbally(and
physically) a acked by the public over this for weeks. I can assure you that despite having conserva on inten ons, this 
proposi on will not protect MPAs the way it is being presented, and the consequences will far outweigh any posi ve 
environmental impact. Laws being passed need input from those  on the ground to be effec ve and as someone who is 
very involved in the coastal community, I’m not seeing that here.

Who knows if the response from the public would be as severe as there was for the COVID beach closures if this 
proposi on becomes law, but Im speaking within my Lifeguard mission statement that I am against any law that I know 
will harm the parks that I serve. I would love to support a scien fic peer reviewed proposi on, with the input from the 
local stewards of the land that shows a clear path to healthier kelp beds, but I dont think this is it.

Thanks for your  me, see you at the beach, Ryan Springer
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From: Alejandro Meruelo
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 12:48 PM
To: FGC
Subject: Oppose MPA expansion

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

FGC@fgc

Hello,

Hope all is well! My name is Alejandro Meruelo and I live in San Diego; I represent myself. I was wri ng in opposite to the
proposed MPA expansion of Laguna Beach, Carpenteria, and the Monterey Peninsula. These are areas that rich in 
resources for selec ve spear fishers and kayakers who have li le impact compared to commercial interests, and offer 
species unavailable in other areas of California.
It would be of great detriment to these groups of fishermen/women given that the areas are largely already surrounded 
by numerous MPAs that have served an important role in these areas.

Thank you for considering my opinion,
Alejandro
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From: Dave Rice
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 1:52 PM
To: FGC
Subject: MPA's

 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to review my email.  Writing to express my concern about adding additional MPA’s in 
California and possibility to continue and reduce our areas of public waters, public land and access to 
recreational fishing.  Recreational fishing can be managed without full closures.  I believe we have an opportunity 
to be pragmatic to the process and I hope you allow the public a chance to please make their case without the 
taking of public resources in these specific areas. 
 
Items to consider: 
 

 Issuance of Tag’s for legal take of Pelagic species within current closures like Palos Verdes. 
Benefit of Tags 
 Tags can limit catch 
 Tags generate income for future investment in public resources 
 Tags help track catch numbers with appropriate reporting data 
 The tag issuance process is a known process and e ective in managing Big Game 

 
I am pro-environment and pro-recreational fishing and want to protect my right and my family’s rights and my 
children’s right to public lands and fishing within pragmatic guidelines.  This should not be an all or nothing 
decision, but we can protect our resources and serve both conservation and recreational fishing with regulation 
that is beneficial for recreational fishing and environmental protection in mind. 
 
Kindest Regards, 
Dave 
 
 
Dave Rice 
Vice President of Sales, International 
  
Aspen Medical Products 

  
 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying 

FGC@fgc
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attachment(s) is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may be confidential and/or 
privileged. If any reader of this communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, 
disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify the sender by return e-mail, and delete the original message and all copies from your 
system. Thank you for not printing this e-mail message.  
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From: David Schwier
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 9:38 PM
To: FGC
Subject: Attn: Marine Resources Committee - citizen letter for 3/19 meeting 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

FGC@fgc

Dear Commi ee members,

I write this to say my family and I love the ocean, spearfishing and conserva on. We recreate a couple dozen  mes a year
on our boat in local waters around Orange County and Catalina Island.  It is important to show my kids that our seafood 
also comes from local waters too and we can ac vely learn about them and maybe pursue some ourselves to catch. They
love ea ng all of our minimal catches and are very thankful for the full experience.

We all take care of our beau ful environment and do beach cleanups, crea ng awareness, and respect for nature. My 
memories growing up with my father (deceased) and fishing his “secret spot” in Laguna Beach, cannot be replicated with
my daughter because we are not allowed to fish there anymore. While I did take her snorkeling there to see the fish 
(amazing just the same), it just didn’t fulfill the dream of mine to hook a “big one” like dad and I did there years ago.

Please stop closing our access to these resources and all the joys that come with it. Our local impact can be sustainable 
with just more educa ng of the public. Please reopen the protected areas and then do another review in due  me and 
see how to best proceed in keeping our oceans healthy and abundant in all life!

Thank you for reading my le er,
David Schwier
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From: Patrick Spalding
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 3:49 PM
To: FGC
Subject: Opposition to Proposed petitions

Dear Commission,  

 I was born in San Francisco and have lived my entire life along the central California coast. I have been 
actively engaged in freedive spearfishing since 2011.  Based on the current scientific research, I do not 
support expansion of any MPAs in California. I  specifically request that the Commission deny the 
petitions listed below.  I appreciate your consideration, and I’m grateful for your support of our natural 
resources. 

 

Sincerely,  

Patrick Spalding 

Petition 2023-23MPA 

Petition 2023-33MPA 

Petition 2023-34MPA 

Petition 2023-29MPA: 

Petition 2023-24MPA 

FGC@fgc
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From: Janelle L. < >
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 9:02 AM
To: FGC
Subject: 2023-33MPA: Marine protected areas for kelp forests

 
My name is Janelle L, from La Jolla, CA. I'm writing to you today with comments about 2023-33MPA: 
Marine protected areas for kelp forests. 
 
I watched a portion of the Fish & Game Commission recording pertaining to MPAs from Feb 14 and was 
listening to what Commissioner Zavaleta has to say starting at 5:12:35. I really think her comments there 
should be considered. 
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CFGC - California Fish and Game Commission    CDFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife

WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee    MRC - Marine Resources Committee 

Date 

Received

Name of 

Requestor

Subject of 

Request
Short Description Category

FGC Receipt 

Scheduled

FGC Initial 

Action 

Scheduled

Initial Staff Recommendation

1/3/2024
Kerry Kriger, 

Save the Frogs

American bullfrog 

import ban

Requests that CFGC place the recently adopted 

regulations [sic] concerning American bullfrog on 

the agenda for its next available meeting to allow 

for public address of questions, concerns, and 

clarification regarding implementation.

Wildlife 2/14-15/24 4/17-18/24

Staff is consulting with CDFW to formulate a plan for addressing the 

strategies approved by the Commission. Staff will report back to the 

Commission with a plan and timetable. No further action recommended at 

this time.



Written Comment For FGC WRC Meeting

Kerry Kriger
Wed 01/03/2024 04:01 PM
To:FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

Dear FGC/WRC,
Please find my comments attached, to be made available to the Commissioners prior to the meeting/
Thank you!
Kerry



******************************************
Dr. Kerry Kriger
SAVE THE FROGS!
Founder, Executive Director & Ecologist

SAVE THE FROGS! protects amphibian populations and empowers ordinary citizens to make
extraordinary contributions to the betterment of the planet. We work in California, across the USA and
around the world to create a better planet for humans and wildlife.

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsavethefrogs.com%2Fkerry-kriger&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7Ce758009702794aaa7e1a08dc0cb83063%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C1%7C638399232604358033%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C20000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wO4Vqt%2BEWsO606W7QhEz2wMluYtWUm20y3MuXJ%2B7EY0%3D&reserved=0




California Fish and Game Commission 
Tribal Committee (TC) Work Plan 

Updated April 4, 2024 

Proposed changes to topics/timing are shown in blue underscore or strike-out font. 

Topic / Goal Type / Lead 
Dec 
2023 

Apr
2024 

Aug 

2024 

CFGC justice, equity, diversity and inclusion plan CFGC Project X X X 

Commission Tribal Consultation Policy (begin 
discussions when tribal advisor and liaison is hired) 

CFGC Policy   X 

Tribal subsistence definition and related management 
mechanisms 

TC Project X X  

Co-management roundtable discussion TC Project X X X 

Coastal fishing communities policy implementation MRC Project X/R  X 

Sheep, deer, antelope, trout, abalone, kelp/seaweed: 
Updates and guidance (timing as appropriate) 

CDFW X X X 

Annual tribal planning meeting  X X X 

California Natural Resources Agency  
X 

 X 

OPC – MPA Statewide Leadership Team; Tribal Marine 
Stewards Network OPC X X X 

CDFW – Possible items include: CDFW X X X 

- Marine protected areas (MPA) decadal management 
review, MPA petitions 

CDFW 
   

- Drought/wildfire impacts and state response CDFW    

- Climate adaptation, mitigation, science CDFW    

- Statewide kelp and abalone recovery efforts CDFW    

- Proposition 64 (cannabis) implementation CDFW    

- Other items as identified by CDFW CDFW    

Cross-pollination with MRC and WRC: Identify tribal 
concerns and common themes with MRC and WRC 

CFGC 
Committees 

X X X 

Coastal Fishing Communities Project updates MRC Project  X  X 

CFGC regulatory and non-regulatory updates CFGC staff X X X 

Key: X = Discussion scheduled X/R = Recommendation developed and moved to CFGC  

CFGC = California Fish and Game Commission MRC = CFGC's Marine Resources Committee  

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife WRC = CFGC's Wildlife Resources Committee  

OPC = California Ocean Protection Council 



California Fish and Game Commission 
Marine Resources Committee (MRC) Work Plan 

Updated April 2, 2024 

Note: Proposed changes to topics/timing are shown in blue underscore or strike-out font. 

Topics Category 
Nov 

2023 

Mar 

2024 

Jul 

2024 

Planning Documents and Fishery Management Plans (FMPs)     

MLMA Master Plan for fisheries – implementation updates 
Plan 

Implementation 
   

Red abalone recovery plan (statewide) Management Plan X   

California halibut fishery management review; trawl grounds review 
Management 

Review 
 X   

California halibut bycatch evaluation for fishery management review 
– set gill net  

Management 
Review 

X/R X   

California halibut bycatch evaluation for fishery management review 
– trawl gear  

Management 
Review 

      

Market squid fishery management and FMP review  
Management/ 
FMP Review * X  X/R 

Kelp recovery and management plan (KRMP) development Management Plan X   

Marine protected area (MPA) network 2022 decadal management 
review implementation: MPA petitions 

Management 
Review * X X 

Regulations     

Kelp and algae commercial harvest – sea palm (Postelsia) Commercial Take    

Commercial sea urchin fishing regulations, including consideration 
of Petition 2023-04 : Commercial sea urchinfor fishing the fishery 
north of San Luis Obispo/Monterey County line 

Commercial Take  X X/R  

Recreational crab trap gear options and trap validation for 
commercial passenger fishing vessels; recreational RAMP 
regulations 

Recreational Take  * X  

Commercial fisheries logbook forms and fishing block charts Commercial Take  X   
Marine Aquaculture     

Statewide aquaculture action plan 
Planning 

Document 
   

Aquaculture state water bottom leases: Status of existing 
leaseholder requests 

Current Leases  *   

Aquaculture state water bottom leases: Applications for new leases 
Lease 

Applications  *  X  

Aquaculture lease best management practices plans (Hold, TBD) Regulatory    

Informational Topics / Emerging Management Issues     

Kelp restoration and recovery tracking Kelp X    

Special Projects     

Coastal Fishing Communities Project 
MRC Special 

Project 
   

Box crab experimental fishing permit (EFP) research project EFP    

Key:   X = Discussion scheduled   X/R = Recommendation may be developed and may move to Commission  

* = Written or verbal agency update   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) (Fish and Game Code (FGC) Sections (§) 

7050-7090) provides for the conservation, sustainable use, and restoration of 

California’s living marine resources. It requires an ecosystem-based approach for 

managing the State’s fisheries, using the best available science, and involving 

stakeholders in a comprehensive and transparent process. The 2018 MLMA Master 

Plan for Fisheries (Master Plan) provides guidance and a toolbox for implementing 

MLMA goals and objectives, and it is the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 

(Department) primary guidance document for managing state finfish, invertebrate, and 

algal commercial and recreational fisheries.  

The California Halibut Trawl Grounds (CHTG), created through legislation in 1971, has 

provided trawl fishermen nearshore soft bottom access to target California halibut, 

Paralichthys californicus (halibut) off the coast of Santa Barbara and Ventura counties. 

Current legislation requires the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to evaluate 

trawl gear effects on specific Performance Criteria contained within FGC (§8495). The 

first and last evaluation of the CHTG occurred in 2008. 

Recent legislation modified FGC §8495 creating potential trawl grounds off San Luis 

Obispo County and within Monterey Bay. Trawl fishermen local to these areas have 

asked the Department and Commission to take action to open these areas to halibut 

trawl fishing. Concurrently, stakeholders requested the Commission to assess the 

southern CHTG as required in FGC. FGC §8495 requires the Commission to close any 

area within the CHTG where trawl gear: 1) does not minimize bycatch; 2) is likely 

damaging the seafloor; 3) is adversely affecting ecosystem health; or 4) impedes 

restoration to kelp, coral, or other biogenic habitats (Performance Criteria).  

Fishery Performance Criteria 

In 2021, the Department proposed to assess the existing and new sections of the 

CHTG, using the performance criteria in FGC §8495(e). While the new sections were 

created by the Legislature, statute requires these areas remain closed to trawling unless 

the Commission takes action to open them. Department staff evaluated the potential 

permitting pathways to allow commercial trawling to occur as part of an evaluation effort 

within the new trawl grounds off Port San Luis and within Monterey Bay. A Scientific 

Collecting Permit could allow for the activity to occur; however, the sale of the trawled 

catch would be prohibited, which would be cost prohibitive for permittees to participate. 

An Experimental Fishing Permit is a program that is intended to support exploratory 

fishing and limited testing in commercial and recreational marine fisheries; however, the 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=FGC&division=6.&title=&part=1.7.&chapter=&article=
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=FGC&division=6.&title=&part=1.7.&chapter=&article=
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MLMA/Master-Plan#gsc.tab=0
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MLMA/Master-Plan#gsc.tab=0
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statutory language for the program limits bottom trawling to locations where bottom 

trawling is already an authorized fishing activity. Due to these constraints of existing 

regulations and statute, the Department paused efforts on evaluating the new trawl 

areas and proceeded with evaluating the existing southern CHTG in 2022. The data 

collected and analyzed in this study will provide the Commission with information to 

determine if the CHTG fishery meets the mandated Performance Criteria and could 

provide the Commission with guidance on how to evaluate the additional potential trawl 

areas. 

Department staff observed 29 tows, documenting catch and disposition (live or dead) of 

available catch according to the Performance Criteria. Staff counted and assessed 21 

invertebrate and 34 finfish species totaling 2,152 organisms. Of the 2,152, 77.9% were 

assessed as live and released, 12.9% were assessed as dead, and 9.2% were retained 

and sold. No finfish or invertebrate species of concern were caught, and no significant 

bottom contact was evident. While California sea lions, Zalophus californianus, were 

observed taking fish from the net and following the vessel, none were observed to be 

caught, injured, or killed during the study. No marine birds were observed by staff to be 

caught, injured, or killed during the study. 

Performance Criteria 1. Does not minimize bycatch 

One of the key ecosystem-based objectives in the Master Plan is to characterize 

bycatch of nontarget organisms in California’s fisheries and develop appropriate 

management measures to minimize impacts to habitats and species. The Department 

used the four-step process, as outlined in the Master Plan, to identify bycatch from the 

halibut trawl fishery and assess its potential impacts on sustainability and the 

ecosystem within the CHTG: 

1. collection of information on the types and amounts of bycatch. 

2. distinguishing target, incidental, and bycatch species. 

3. determining “acceptable” types and amounts of bycatch and 

4. addressing unacceptable bycatch. 

During the evaluation, staff observed 29 tows over nine trawl trips aboard permitted 

trawlers fishing in the CHTG during the period July 2022 through March 2023. To 

assess Performance Criteria 1, staff counted and assessed (live or dead) 21 

invertebrate species and 34 finfish. No finfish or invertebrate species of special concern, 

marine mammals, or birds were taken or injured. Of the 2,152 organisms counted, 

77.9% were assessed as live and released and 9.2% of species caught were retained 

and sold. Based on total count, staff used the bycatch criteria from the Master Plan to 

evaluate the top ten bycatch species encountered during the observation period.  

https://mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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Discard mortality observed during the 29 tows for all assessed species combined, was 

12.9%. California sea lion, Zalophus californianus, induced mortality on finfish and 

debris plugging the cod-end mesh contributed to an overall increased mortality 

percentage. The plugged cod-end had the greatest effect on small finfish species. 

Using West Coast Groundfish Observer Program (WCGOP) data for the last five years 

(2018-22), observers documented 148 finfish and invertebrate species, including 

species groups, from trawl tows within the CHTG. WCGOP does not assess for 

disposition and except for a few species, all other species have a default mortality rate 

of 100%. Noted finfish species of concern were five giant sea bass, Stereolepis gigas 

and one soupfin shark, Galeorhinus galeus. WCGOP observers also take data on 

marine mammals and seabird interactions. Observers documented four California sea 

lions and eight Brandt’s cormorants, Phalacrocorax penicillatus were observed 

entangled or killed by trawl gear while fishing within the CHTG. 

Performance Criteria 2. Likely damaging the seafloor 

The CHTG is located in the Santa Barbara Channel (SBC) over a shallow, broad shelf 

with an average depth of 28 fathoms. The total area of the CHTG is 172.05 nm2. The 

seafloor within the CHTG is comprised of approximately 98.7% soft substrate and 

0.92% hard substrate. The Department utilized logbook data to evaluate fishing 

locations. Additionally, the Department reviewed information prepared by the National 

Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) that indicates that habitat impacts by bottom trawl 

gear in areas where California halibut trawling occurs have the lowest sensitivity 

classification for impacts to seafloor habitat by bottom trawl gears. Mean recovery time 

for trawl gear impacts in the CHTG is estimated by NMFS to be less than one year in 

the absence of continued fishing (CDFG 2008). 

Staff observed net retrieval at the conclusion of every tow looking for evidence of 

significant bottom contact. The only consistent signs of direct bottom contact were 

where rust was removed from hanging chains on the foot rope and the bottom, leading 

edge of the trawl doors. This contact was consistent with the results from a 2013 NOAA 

study where bottom contact with light touch trawl gear was documented with GoPro 

cameras mounted on the head rope and trawl doors (Wick et al. 2014). Video analysis 

showed the footrope skimmed the bottom without contact. The footrope was seen going 

over the top of several flatfish and crab. Light touch trawl doors were shown to have 

minimal contact, depending on the contour of the soft bottom. 

Performance Criteria 3. Adversely affecting ecosystem health 

There are no agreed upon quantitative measures of ecosystem health that can be 

specifically applied to this fishery. Current state and federal halibut management 

measures were not implemented to specifically address ecosystem management, 
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although the current management measures may collectively foster a sustainable 

bottom trawl fishery and indirectly promote a healthy ecosystem by reducing potential 

fishery impacts on the system. These measures include:  

• Limited entry program to control fishing capacity 

• Logbook program to monitor catch location and effort information 

• Seasonal closure in the CHTG to protect spawning adults 

• Minimum size limit of 22 inches total length (TL) to allow spawning before 

being available to the fishery 

• Within the CHTG, minimum cod-end mesh size of 7.5 inches in length and 

cod-end not less than 29 meshes long and 47 meshes in circumference to 

reduce bycatch of immature fish 

• Area restrictions (Essential Fish Habitat [EFH] and non-trawl zone) 

• Federal at-sea observer coverage to document catch, discards, and bycatch 

• Federal and state incidental trip limits for non-target groundfish and non-

target halibut to minimize mortality of overfished groundfish species and non-

target species 

• If taking groundfish in the CHTG and transiting federal waters, or fishing with 

trawl gear in federal waters, vessel monitoring system is required  

The Master Plan provides guidance on how to apply the principles of ecosystem-based 

fisheries management when making management decisions and identifies a three-step 

practical approach, including additional inquiries, to managing ecosystem health: 

Step 1. Identification of species that play key roles in the ecosystem. 

There are many finfish and invertebrate species that utilize the soft bottom habitat of the 

CHTG. Based on species observed by Department staff and those within the WCGOP 

dataset, staff identified their key roles and ecological function. 

 Step 2. Consider management strategies with multiple control measures. 

Staff identified management strategies and subsequent control measures which ensure 

ecosystem health. All control measures are currently in place as regulations governing 

fishing in the CHTG. 

Step 3. Conduct ecological risk assessments (ERA) to understand which links 

are most critical. 

Department subject matter experts identified and scored ERA attributes on multiple 

fisheries, including halibut trawl. For halibut trawl, the risk to species was considered 

high, mostly due to high scores for the bycatch and habitat attributes. Samhouri et al. 

(2018) found that bycatch risk for this fishery was higher compared to other fisheries 
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evaluated due to the amount of bycatch and perceived relative mortality. Similarly, risk 

to habitat was considered high for halibut trawl due to possible impacts to soft bottom 

and structure forming invertebrates (Samhouri et al. 2018). The authors noted that while 

risk was elevated, soft bottom and habitat forming invertebrates are not that sensitive. 

Samhouri et al. (2018) suggested that regional ERAs would improve accuracy and are 

better to address local issues.  

Performance Criteria 4. Impedes restoration to kelp, coral, or other biogenic 
habitats  

Giant kelp, Macrocystis pyrifera is the dominant canopy-forming kelp species in 

southern California. Aerial surveys of coastal kelp beds since 1989 have not shown kelp 

beds in the CHTG, although it can be found in adjacent waters. At least four taxa of 

coral or coral like species occur in waters within and adjacent to the CHTG, and all but 

sea pens require hard substrate for attachment. Coral habitats are susceptible to 

damage from bottom trawling, however direct study of the areas impacted by the halibut 

trawl fleet in the CHTG has not been done. While trawlers generally avoid hard 

substrate where corals are found, trawling does occur on the soft substrate where sea 

pens occur. 

The MLMA (FGC §7056(b)) emphasizes the importance of habitat protection and that 

protecting habitat from potential fishery impacts is essential for preserving healthy and 

productive marine resources. The Master Plan provides guidance on assessing and 

addressing potential impacts to achieve the goal of protecting habitats. Staff used the 

current halibut Enhanced Status Report (ESR) to address the Master Plan’s three steps: 

Step 1. Describe the habitat utilized by the target species at each life stage. 

Step 2. Describe the threats to the habitat utilized. 

Step 3. Minimize or mitigate adverse effects fishing activity may have on habitat. 

Based on up-to-date information on sensitive habitat, staff mapped current locations 
and calculated coverage within the CHTG. Mapping showed no kelp habitat within the 
CHTG and that biogenic/hard bottom habitat within the CHTG was minimal at less than 
0.9% coverage. Trawl tows from both vessel logs and Department observations were 
also mapped to show that the fishermen avoid these sensitive habitats.
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INTRODUCTION 

Trawling, an effective method for catching California halibut, Paralichthys californicus, 

(halibut), is allowed only in Federal waters and designated trawl ground areas within 

State waters. Legislation (Fish and Game Code (FGC), Sections (§)8494 to 8497) 

created the original California Halibut Trawl Grounds (CHTG) in 1971. The original trawl 

grounds were described as not less than 1 nautical mile off the coast of Santa Barbara 

and Ventura counties. Subsequent legislative amendments modified the scope and 

dimensions of the CHTG. In 2004, Senate Bill 1459 was passed, which amended FGC 

§8495 and §8842, and added §8494 and §8841.  

FGC §8495(e) required the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to review every 

3 years, beginning January 1, 2008, information from the groundfish observer program, 

monitoring information, and any other relevant research, and close any area within the 

CHTG where trawl gear: 1) does not minimize bycatch; 2) is likely damaging the 

seafloor; 3) is adversely affecting ecosystem health; or 4) impedes restoration to kelp, 

coral, or other biogenic habitats. The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) 

considers these four factors as Performance Criteria, which are described below in the 

Methods section of this report. The Department evaluated the four CHTG sub-areas (A-

D) which were defined in 2008 (Figure 1) with the caveat that they must meet the 

Performance Criteria.  

 

Figure 1 Southern California Halibut Trawl Grounds, including trawl activity based on logbooks, pre-2008. 
The areas A, B, C, D were evaluated for possible closure by the Commission if performance criteria were 
not met (CDFG 2008). 
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In 2008, the Department completed the first evaluation and produced The Review of 

California Halibut Trawl Fishery in the California Halibut Trawl Grounds that was 

provided to the Commission at their June meeting (CDFG 2008). As a result of that 

analysis, the Commission adopted a closure of one sub-area within the CHTG, located 

between Gaviota and Point Conception (Figure 1, area B). This area, based on data at 

the time, had the highest percentage of hard bottom substrate and smallest economic 

benefit. The Commission found that the halibut trawl fishery satisfied the Performance 

Criteria in the three other subareas and no other changes were made. Since the first 

evaluation in 2008, the CHTG have not been reviewed. 

In 2018, Senate Bill 1309 (which became FGC §8495 (a)(2) and (a)(3)) created two 

additional CHTG areas within State waters, one in the formerly trawled area of 

Monterey Bay and the other near Port San Luis (San Luis Obispo County). While 

created in FGC, both areas remain closed to trawling since neither area has been fully 

assessed. Industry has requested the Commission open these new areas so Monterey 

Bay and Port San Luis trawl fishermen can fish their local trawl grounds. Concurrently, 

stakeholders requested the Commission to assess the southern CHTG as required in 

FGC. In 2021, the Department proposed to assess the existing and new sections of the 

CHTG, using the Performance Criteria in FGC §8495(e). However, due to constraints of 

using trawl gear in a closed area and the inability to sell fish taken under a scientific 

study, the Department paused efforts on evaluating the new trawl areas and proceeded 

with evaluating the existing southern CHTG (Figure 2) in 2022.  

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=36120&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=36120&inline
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Figure 2 Current California Halibut Trawl Grounds 

Overview of the Southern Trawl Fishery 

Halibut is an important flatfish species in the commercial fisheries of central and 

southern California. Historically, the trawl fishery operating within the CHTG was a low-

volume, high-price fishery that supplied local seafood restaurants with a live product 

that generally commanded a premium price about 1.5 times greater than a dead 

product. This component of the fishery was developed in the early 1990s, continuing 

into the mid-2000’s, and was unique because the tow duration for live halibut is 

approximately a third of the average tow duration for the northern dead fish fishery. 

However, the live halibut fishery ceased in the early 2010’s due to a decline in market 

demand for live halibut and competition for market share by lower priced halibut 

imports. Despite these challenges, a small vessel CHTG fishery continues to supply 

fresh and local halibut to consumers, utilizing the same short tow duration to provide a 

high-quality product. 
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Fleet Profile 

Statewide, there are 41 Halibut Bottom Trawl state permitted trawlers (2022-23 license 

year) with vessel lengths up to 71 feet (ft). These vessels operate from federal waters 

near San Francisco to federal waters off southern California and within the CHTG. 

Groundfish trawlers, using conventional trawl gear in federal waters, may land up to 150 

pounds (lb) of incidentally taken halibut without a Halibut Bottom Trawl Permit. Halibut 

trawlers with groundfish and Halibut Bottom Trawl Permits are considered Limited Entry 

(LE) under federal standards and trawlers without a groundfish permit are classified as 

Open Access (OA). In 2011, all West Coast Groundfish Observer Program (WCGOP) 

observed data from LE trawl activities, whether groundfish or halibut, were included in 

catch share trawl estimates (Jannot et al 2021). As of 2023, the halibut trawl fishery has 

seven LE trawlers, but none have been active in the halibut fishery since 2013 (Somers 

et al. 2023). South of Point Arguello, there are 14 state permitted trawlers with vessel 

lengths from 26 to 50 ft with an average length of 41 ft. Of the 14, 11 trawlers have 

home ports within the area of the CHTG (CDFW 2022). Vessels are usually fished with 

a single fisherman; some may take a deckhand. However, not all permitted trawlers are 

active in the fishery.  

CHTG Regulatory History and Current Regulations 

The laws governing the CHTG reside in FGC and Title 14, California Code of 

Regulations (CCR). Since 1971, the design of the CHTG off the Santa Barbara coast 

and laws governing trawl fishing have changed (Table 1). No vessel can use bottom 

trawling gear without a state or federal permit. FGC §8494 requires anyone who uses 

bottom trawl gear in state-managed halibut fisheries to possess a Halibut Bottom Trawl 

Permit issued by the Department. A total of 61 permits were initially issued in 2006 and 

through attrition these permits have decreased in number. For the 2022-23 license year, 

there were 41 Halibut Bottom Trawl permits renewed. There is a 3-month seasonal 

closure (March 15-June 15) for trawl gear within the CHTG. 

Table 1 Rules governing trawl fishing within the CHTG (CDFW 2022). 

Year 

enacted 

FGC 

section 

Action 

1971 8495 California Halibut Trawl Grounds (CHTG) creation, 1 nautical mile (nm) 

minimum from shore and 25 fathoms (fm) maximum depth. Point Arguello 

(Santa Barbara Co) to Point Mugu (Ventura Co). 

1971 8496 Established CHTG season of June 1-January 30. Amended in 1972 to open 

season of June 16-March 14.  

1971 8497 Gives Director authority to close any part of the CHTG if irreparable damage to 

the halibut resource or other fishery operations were to occur due to trawl nets. 

1972 8843 Minimum cod-end mesh of 7.5 inches (in) required. 

1989 8495 25 fm maximum depth removed. 
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Year 

enacted 

FGC 

section 

Action 

1993 8495 3 nm seaward boundary established. 

2005 8495 Area closures at Point Arguello, Point Conception, and Point Mugu. These 

areas account for 13% of the CHTG. 

2008 8495 Four sub-areas identified for possible closure (additional 42%). Performance 

criteria to evaluate trawling in the CHTG established. The Commission was 

granted authority to close any of these areas if Performance Criteria were not 

met. Only one sub-area (B) has been closed. Requires a review of the CHTG 

every 3 years. 

2008 124 Defines and requires light touch trawl gear within the CHTG. 

2018 8495 Additional CHTG areas created off Port San Luis and within Monterey Bay. 

Areas to remain closed unless the Commission takes action to open these 

areas to halibut trawl fishing. 

 

Permitted trawlers must use light touch trawl gear within the CHTG. Required in Title 14 

CCR §124(b), light touch trawl gear limits door weight to 500 lb, requires 7.5-in cod-end 

mesh, and prohibits use of rollers or bobbins. Nets are also constructed with thinner 

twine and shall have a maximum headrope length of 90 ft. Drop loop chains (Figure 3) 

are allowed and commonly used by fishermen.  

 

Figure 3 Example of dropped-loop chain common on light touch trawl gear (CDFG 2008). 

While each fisherman will design and make their nets to comply with legal standards, 

each fisherman’s net is a variation of the paranzella net (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 Diagram of a light touch trawl paranzella net (CDFW 2022). 

Vessel operators are required to self-report fishing activities through a mandatory 

logbook and submit these monthly to the Department. Trawl vessels are also subject to 

mandatory observation by NMFS’ WCGOP due to the incidental capture of groundfish 

species. WCGOP observers document discarded species and encountered protected 

species (including marine mammals and sea birds) and collect biological data 

depending on management needs. Historically, median observer coverage for the 

statewide OA halibut trawl fleet is 7% with coverage of 4% in 2022 (Somers et al. 2023). 

LE coverage is 100%, but none of the vessels have targeted halibut since 2013 

(Somers et al. 2023). The data collected by WCGOP observers contributes to fleet level 

catch estimates produced by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 

(NOAA) Fisheries Observation Science Program. 

Southern Trawl Landings 

Trawl gear is a significant producer of southern halibut catch, second to commercial set 

gill net and greater than hook and line gear. Halibut trawl catch from the CHTG 

contributes a majority of southern trawl halibut landings (Table 2) and about 19% of all 

southern commercial halibut landings. 
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Table 2 Halibut catch (2018-22) from CHTG compared to catch from southern trawl and all commercial 
gears combined.  

Year Southern 

California Halibut 

Landings All 

Gears Combined 

Southern 

Trawl 

Landings 

All Areas 

CHTG 

Landings Only 

CHTG 

Percentage 

of Southern 

Trawl Catch 

CHTG 

Percentage 

of All 

Commercial 

Gears 

2018 220,497 65,486 41,412 63% 19% 

2019 248,831 54,555 41,786 77% 17% 

2020 201,139 49,111 40,950 83% 20% 

2021 246,154 59,117 46,334 78% 19% 

2022 221,868 49,982 41,435 83% 19% 

 

METHODS 

During the CHTG open season of June 16, 2022 to March 14, 2023, Department staff 

conducted nine observation trips aboard permitted trawlers to document species 

composition and disposition of catch caught by light touch trawl gear within the grounds. 

FGC §8495(e) mandates the Commission evaluate information from WCGOP and other 

available research and monitoring information to determine the acceptability of bycatch, 

assess seafloor and habitat impacts from trawl gear, determine if trawling negatively 

effects ecosystem health, and determine if trawling harms coral, kelp, or other biogenic 

habitats. The statute specifically mandates that special attention be paid to areas with 

kelp, hard bottom, and other biogenic habitats that may be particularly sensitive to 

bottom trawl impacts. 

Observation day selection and fishing location 

Department staff observed trawl trips aboard permitted trawl vessels targeting halibut 

within the CHTG. With an observation goal of one trip per month, days were selected 

pending staff availability, weather, and federal observer assignments for that vessel (the 

latter to avoid duplication of effort). Other scheduling considerations included market 

orders which dictated delivery dates and each fisherman’s availability to fish on the day 

staff was available.  

Onboard observations reflected trawl fishing reality with participating fishermen 

selecting their trawl locations based on swell direction, depth, forage, previous halibut 

catch at that location, presence of storm runoff debris, and fuel cost. Tow duration and 

direction were at the discretion of the fisherman and not directed by the observer. 

Observers recorded start, mid, and end positions/time and depths for each tow. Mapped 

in GIS, tow positions were compared to known areas of biogenic habitat and kelp beds.  
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Onboard catch observation and bycatch assessment 

Once the contents of the cod-end from an observed trawl tow were emptied on the 

deck, Department staff and the fisherman separated catch by species type into bins 

containing fresh seawater. For high numbers of a single species, a single bin was used 

for that species. The fisherman would then set course and prepare to set again. All 

assessed catch remained in bins with fresh seawater and then were released when the 

next tow was hauled to avoid double counting of individuals. Department staff 

documented observed catch and discard information to inform bycatch acceptability as 

directed by the MLMA Master Plan (CDFW 2018). 

For each tow, except for legal-sized halibut and marketable finfish, all finfish and 

invertebrates caught were assessed as live or dead when the contents of the bag were 

emptied. All finfish and invertebrates were counted and weighed to the nearest 0.1 lb (if 

possible) in aggregate by species and disposition. Species not retained for market or 

scientific sampling were released at the end of the preceding tow. All live sublegal-sized 

halibut were assessed for condition and released. Dead sublegal-sized halibut were 

retained by Department staff for Essential Fishery Information (EFI) if time allowed for 

processing. Legal-sized halibut were also sampled for EFI, including collecting otoliths 

from randomly selected fish for length at age information. 

Analysis of WCGOP data 

As described briefly above, the halibut trawl fishery is observed by NMFS’ WCGOP. 

Observers document discarded species by counts and weights and retained species by 

weight (WCGOP 2022). While observers document bycatch species, disposition at time 

of capture (live or dead) is not recorded, with a few exceptions. Observers also 

document marine mammal and seabird interactions. 

Historic data for evaluation 

In 2007, legislation closed state waters within Monterey Bay to trawling for halibut. 

While this present study was not able to obtain new observer data in this area, a 

state/federal collaborative study from 2013 on the habitat impacts of light touch trawl 

gear within Monterey Bay is referenced to provide some perspective. This study (Wick 

et al. 2014) documented bottom impacts, species composition and disposition, and 

reviewed economic influence of light touch trawl gear. The Department also conducted 

two trawl surveys (2007 and 2010) (using 4.5 in. mesh) in the formerly trawled area of 

Monterey Bay. These surveys documented catch composition. No special status or 

species of concern were caught during either survey (CDFG 2007; CDFG 2010). 
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Applying Performance Criteria 

Performance Criteria 1. Does not minimize bycatch 

The MLMA defines bycatch as “fish or other marine life that are taken in a fishery but 

are not the target of the fishery. Bycatch includes discards” (FGC §90.5). The MLMA 

goes on to provide additional clarification on discards to include regulatory discards or 

discretionary discards. Discarded catch may be returned to the sea alive, dead, or 

dying, and it is important to assess the mortality rate to evaluate impacts. It is also 

important to note that while all discards are defined as bycatch under the definition, the 

discard of live catch may not pose a risk to a bycatch species, and discarding can be an 

effective management strategy to protect some individuals in which survival is expected 

to be high. To achieve the goal of minimizing unacceptable bycatch, the MLMA requires 

that the Department manage every sport and commercial marine fishery in a way that 

limits bycatch to acceptable types and amounts (FGC §7056). The Master Plan outlines 

a four-step process to identify bycatch and assess its potential impacts on sustainability, 

the ecosystem, and socioeconomics: 

1. Collect information on the amount and type of catch 

2. Distinguish which species are target, incidental, and bycatch 

3. Determine acceptable types and amounts of bycatch as prescribed in 

§7085(b) 

a. Legality of catch 

b. Degree of threat to the sustainability of the bycatch species 

c. Impacts on fisheries that target the bycatch species 

d. Ecosystem impacts 

e. Address unacceptable bycatch as prescribed in §7085(c) 

4. Are measures in place to minimize the impact of the fishery on bycatch 

species and ensure the fishery does not overfish or hinder the recovery of 

bycatch species? 

a. Are bycatch management measures likely to decrease unintended, 

non-retainable, and/or dead catch of non-target species? 

b. Are bycatch management measures being implemented successfully? 

c. Have bycatch management measures been shown to be effective at 

reducing bycatch and/or bycatch mortality in similar fisheries? 

d. What is the economic impact of implementing management measures 

to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality to those participating in the 

fishery in which the bycatch occurs? 

The Department evaluated select bycatch from the CHTG study using the above criteria 

from the Master Plan. Since no threatened, endangered, or species of concern were 

caught, staff selected ten species for analysis based on the number captured during the 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=FGC&sectionNum=90.5.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=FGC&sectionNum=7056.
https://cdfw-my.sharepoint.com/personal/kirsten_ramey_wildlife_ca_gov/Documents/Attachments/-https:/mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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study (Appendices 1a-1j). Each analysis considers the legality of take, current 

management, threats to sustainability, impacts to fisheries and impacts to ecosystems. 

The analysis was performed with reference to the West Coast Groundfish Fishery 

Management Plan (FMP) (Pacific Fishery Management Council 2022a), Fishbase.org, 

and input from Department subject matter experts. 

Performance Criteria 2. Likely damaging the seafloor 

The CHTG occurs over a shallow, relatively wide portion of the continental shelf within 

the northern section of the Southern California Bight. However, there are two deep 

submarine canyons, Hueneme Canyon and Mugu Canyon that also transect the CHTG. 

The average depth of the grounds is 28 fathoms and ranges from 6-212 fathoms. Most 

fishing effort is focused in the shallowest areas, over average depths of 18 fathoms. The 

seafloor is primarily described as soft bottom habitat (approximately 98.7%) that is 

relatively flat, with some sand ripples and burrows that provide vertical relief and some 

bedrock found between Pt. Arguello and Pt. Conception (Figure 5) and the shelf area 

between Gaviota and Goleta (Figure 6). There is limited hard substrate in the CHTG off 

Santa Barbara to Point Mugu (Figures 7 and 8). Overall, there are patches of hard or 

mixed substrate (approximately 0.87%) (CDFG 2023) throughout the CHTG; however, 

halibut trawlers generally avoid these areas.

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/management-plan/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/management-plan/pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-management-plan
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Figure 5 Biogenic habitat from Point Arguello to Point Conception (CDFW 2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023).
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Figure 6 Biogenic habitat from Gaviota to Santa Barbara (CDFW 2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023).
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Figure 7 Biogenic and hard bottom habitat Santa Barbara to Ventura (CDFW 2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023).
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Figure 8 Biogenic and hard bottom habitat off Oxnard and Point Mugu (CDFW 2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023). 

Few studies have been undertaken to evaluate the impacts of trawl gear off the west 

coast; however, in 2013, NOAA staff, Department staff, and fishermen from the 

Southern California Trawlers Association tested the bottom impact (Wick et al. 2014) of 

light touch trawl gear in the formerly trawled area of Monterey Bay. Since the same 

trawl gear in this study was observed, Department staff referenced this document to 

discuss potential impacts of using light touch trawl gear in the CHTG. In unrelated work, 

Lindholm (2014) investigated the impacts of small footrope gear on softbottom habitat in 

federal waters off central California. 

While onboard, during the 2013 evaluation of light touch trawl gear, observers 

documented evidence of bottom contact by trawl gear by examining the gear after each 

tow and video coverage. NOAA staff placed cameras on the doors and headrope to 

document bottom contact. For the 2022 assessment, Department staff inspected the 

trawl doors and foot rope for evidence of bottom contact. 

Performance Criteria 3. Adversely affecting ecosystem health 

The Master Plan recognizes that managing a resource at the ecosystem level has 

several challenges due to a lack of data. However, the Master Plan recommends that 

https://mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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despite the challenges, managers should apply principles of managing at the ecosystem 

level. The process to evaluate ecosystem impacts includes: 

1. Identification of species that play key roles in the ecosystem. 

2. Considering management strategies with multiple control measures. 

3. Conducting an ecological risk assessment to understand which links are most 

critical. There are several inquiries and recommendations for this step. 

The MLMA identifies preserving ecosystem function as a primary goal for sustaining 

commercial and recreational species over time. Sustainably managing species that play 

a key role within the ecosystem to maintain their population structures and the 

ecosystem services and functions these species provide is necessary to meet this goal. 

To identify important species with significant ecosystem function, staff considered the 

known life history function of those non-groundfish species captured. To determine the 

status of groundfish species, Department staff will look to NOAA’s list of Ecosystem 

Component species which is Table 3-2 within the Groundfish FMP (Pacific Fishery 

Management Council 2022a).  

An ecosystem-based fisheries management goal is more likely to be achieved through 

an integrated management strategy, involving multiple combinations of management 

measures, such as quotas, size limits, gear controls, and effort restrictions, when 

compared to a single restriction strategy. To meet the ecological, economic and social 

objectives for successful ecosystem-based management, a combination of 

management measures may provide protection to different aspects of ecosystem 

function and should be considered.  

Additionally, understanding which ecological links, even a qualitative or semi-qualitative 

understanding of these relationships, can be used to make decisions to support 

ecosystem interactions. Understanding the main drivers and uncertainties in the 

ecosystem allows for precautionary management approaches to be considered or 

where additional information is needed for management. Utilizing the Master Plan’s 

process for a Productivity and Susceptibility Analysis (PSA), the Department identified 

and ranked 36 finfish and invertebrate species with management priority. The halibut 

trawl fishery was ranked as medium priority based on the PSA results. To address and 

balance policy, stakeholder, and ecological needs, researchers and the Department 

further developed the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) process to identify species 

which may require additional management action (Samhouri et al 2019). Statewide, 

halibut trawl was ranked as high risk due to bycatch and potential habitat impacts. 

https://mlmamasterplan.com/2-prioritizing-management-efforts/
https://mlmamasterplan.com/2-prioritizing-management-efforts/
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Performance Criteria 4. Impedes restoration to kelp, coral, or other biogenic 
habitats  

Biogenic habitats, made by living organisms, provide structure for other species and 

contribute significant ecological functions (Loh et al. 2019). The MLMA recognizes the 

importance of biogenic habitat protection and that managers must manage commercial 

fisheries with the goal of maintaining, restoring, or enhancing fishery habitat. The most 

common biogenic habitats off southern California include kelp and coral species, 

seagrasses, and other structure-forming invertebrates. Seagrasses are restricted to 

shallower depths in nearshore waters and are not directly influenced by trawling activity 

within the CHTG. A variety of kelp, coral and other biogenic habitats do occur in waters 

within or adjacent to the CHTGs; however, the CHTG’s primary habitat is soft bottom 

(sand/mud) with isolated areas of hard bottom habitat.  

There are three steps, each with sub-steps, described in the Master Plan on how to 

assess and address habitat impacts:  

1. Describe the habitat utilized by the target species at each life stage. 

2. Describe the threats to the habitat utilized. 

3. Minimize or mitigate adverse effects fishing activity may have on habitat. 

The Department used available information in the California Halibut Enhanced Status 

Report (ESR) (CDFW 2022) and current GIS data (CDFW 2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023) to 

address questions 1 and 2. To answer question 3, the Department referred to the 

results from the 2013 Monterey Bay light touch trawl study (Wick et al. 2014) to discuss 

potential impacts of this trawl gear on soft bottom habitats. The 2013 study used the 

same light touch trawl gear used in the CHTG today. No video surveys were conducted 

for the 2022 CHTG assessment. However, to determine the extent that the CHTG trawl 

fishery encountered kelp, coral, or hard bottom habitat, Department staff reviewed 

recent tow activity from logbooks and mapped these tow locations along with the 

observed tows from the assessment against known biogenic habitat locations. 

RESULTS 

Staff observed nine trawl trips aboard permitted trawlers, totaling 29 tows fishing in the 

CHTG during the period July 2022 through March 2023; 25 of the 29 tows occurred in 

sub-area C (Figure 1). Staff conducted an observation trip within the CHTG every month 

within the open fishing season except June 2022, and January and February 2023. 

Based on the number of landings by the fleet during the open season of the CHTG, staff 

was able to observe approximately 4.9% of available landings for the period. No 

observation trips were conducted during June due to staff travel conflicts and the 

participating vessel having a federal observer aboard. One trip was taken in January, 

https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/true/
https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/true/
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but fishing activity occurred outside of the CHTG due to storm debris found within the 

normal CHTG fishing grounds. No observations were conducted in February 2023 due 

to extended periods of storms and high winds. Offshore debris from high storm runoff 

posed a safety issue on the water, temporarily limiting fishing effort. 

Performance Criteria 1. Does not minimize bycatch 

Staff counted and assessed (live or dead) 21 invertebrate species and 34 finfish (Table 

3). No finfish or invertebrate species of special concern, marine mammals, or birds were 

taken or injured. California sea lions, Zalophus californianus, were observed taking fish 

from the cod-end and following the vessel. Of the 2,152 organisms counted, 77.9% 

were assessed as live and released and 9.2% of species caught were retained and 

sold. Across all observed trips, the largest fantail sole, Xystreurys liolepis; legal-sized 

Pacific angel sharks, Squatina californica; and legal-sized halibut were the only species 

retained for sale. Marketable species such as mantis shrimp, Hemisquilla ensigera 

californiensis; starry flounder, Platichthys stellatus; and sand sole, Psettichthys 

melanostictus, were not retained due to the low number caught. Federally-managed 

groundfish species were not retained due to lack of market demand. Sea pens were 

encountered on the foot rope during the first observation trip. While noted, they were not 

counted. 

Table 3 Observed and assessed catch from the net cod-end. *= killed by sea lions. **= includes four killed 
by sea lions. 

Scientific Name Common Name  Count 
(kept for 

market) 

Count 

(release live) 
Count 
(released dead) 

Total 

Count 

Total 

Weight 

Raja inornata California skate 
 

640 2 642 735.9 

Zaniolepis latipinnis longspine 

combfish 

 
99 120 219 9.7 

Paralichthys 

californicus 

halibut-legal 153 
 

4* 157 1195.3 

Paralichthys 

californicus 

halibut-sublegal 
 

119 24** 143 347.7 

Squatina californica Pacific angel shark 19 90 
 

109 1291.2 

Metacarcinus gracilis slender crab 
 

100 5 105 32.9 

Pleuronichthys 

verticalis 

hornyhead turbot 
 

86 2 88 42.8 

Metacarcinus anthonyi yellow rock crab 
 

79 
 

79 54.7 

Loxorhynchus grandis sheep crab 
 

75 2 77 198 

Zalembius rosaceus pink seaperch 
 

7 59 66 2.7 

Octopus spp. Octopus 
 

35 1 36 
 

Parophrys vetulus English sole 
 

32 3 35 17.4 

Xystreurys liolepis fantail sole 27 3 
 

30 36.8 

Kelletia kelletii Kellets whelk 
 

24 
 

24 6.5 
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Scientific Name Common Name  Count 
(kept for 

market) 

Count 

(release live) 
Count 
(released dead) 

Total 

Count 

Total 

Weight 

Scorpaena guttata California 

scorpionfish 

 
22 

 
22 15.8 

Genyonemus lineatus white croaker 
 

14 8 22 4.8 

Cancer productus red rock crab 
 

19 
 

19 12.5 
 

sea star 
 

19 
 

19 0.4 

Squalus suckleyi spiny dogfish 
 

13 6 19 76.8 

Citharichthys sordidus Pacific sanddab 
 

6 12 18 0.9 

Tetronarce californica Pacific electric ray 
 

17 
 

17 39.45 

Nudibranchia Nudibranch 
 

16 
 

16 
 

Salpidae Salp 
 

15 
 

15 
 

Platymera 

gaudichaudii 

armed box crab 
 

14 
 

14 3.4 

Paralabrax nebulifer barred sand bass 
 

9 5 14 28.4 

Ophiuroidea brittle star 
 

12 
 

12 
 

Porichthys notatus plainfin 

midshipmen 

 
10 1 11 5.3 

 
skate eggs 

 
11 

 
11 

 

Sebastes semicinctus halfbanded 

rockfish 

 
3 7 10 0.8 

Pagurus spp. hermit crab 
 

10 
 

10 5.9 

Aplysia californica sea hare 
 

8 1 9 0.2 

Myliobatis californica bat ray 
 

8 
 

8 57.8 

Porichthys myriaster specklefin 

midshipman 

 
8 

 
8 3.8 

Pleuronichthys 

decurrens 

curlfin turbot 
 

4 3 7 3.6 

Cephaloscyllium 

ventriosum 

swell shark 
 

7 
 

7 7.9 

Synodus lucioceps California 

lizardfish 

 
4 2 6 2.1 

Leptocottus armatus Pacific staghorn 

sculpin 

 
6 

 
6 

 

Seriphus politus queenfish 
 

1 5 6 0.5 

Panulirus interruptus CA spiny lobster 
 

4 
 

4 3.7 

Symphurus atricauda California 

tonguefish 

 
2 2 4 

 

Rhinobatos productus shovelnose 

guitarfish 

 
4 

 
4 21.7 

Doryteuthis 

opalescens 

market squid 
 

3 
 

3 
 

Armina californica striped nudibranch 
 

3 
 

3 
 

Heterodontus francisci horn shark 
 

2 
 

2 3.5 

Hemisquilla ensigera 

californiensis 

mantis shrimp 
 

2 
 

2 0.3 

Sicyonia ingentis ridgeback prawn 
 

2 
 

2 
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Scientific Name Common Name  Count 
(kept for 

market) 

Count 

(release live) 
Count 
(released dead) 

Total 

Count 

Total 

Weight 

Psettichthys 

melanostictus 

sand sole 
 

1 1 2 1.7 

Beringraja binoculata big skate 
 

1 
 

1 22 

Blenniidae blenny 
 

1 
 

1 
 

Romaleon 

antennarium 

brown rock crab 
 

1 
 

1 0.2 

Sebastes auriculatus brown rockfish 
 

1 
 

1 4.4 

Menticirrhus undulatus California corbina 
  

1 1 2.1 

Pugettia gracilis kelp crab 
 

1 
 

1 0.1 

Acanthodoris lutea orange peel doris 
 

1 
 

1 
 

Agonopsis sterletus southern 

spearpoint 

poacher 

  
1 1 

 

Roncador stearnsii spotfin croaker 
 

1 
 

1 0.2 

Platichthys stellatus starry flounder 
 

1 
 

1 0.4 

 Grand Total 199 1,676 277 2,152 4,302.25 

 

Following the bycatch criteria from the Master Plan, the Department evaluated ten 

species for analysis based on the number captured (Appendices 1a-1j). No threatened, 

endangered, or species of concern were caught. The ten species (seven finfish, three 

invertebrates) that were evaluated included: California skate, Raja inornate; slender 

crab, Metacarcinus gracilis; longspine combfish, Zaniolepis latipinnis; halibut (sublegal), 

Pacific angel shark, hornyhead turbot, Pleuronichthys verticalis; yellow rock crab, 

Metacarcinus anthonyi; sheep crab, Loxorhynchus grandis; pink seaperch, Zalembius 

rosaceus; and English sole, Parophrys vetulus.  

Except legal-sized Pacific angel shark, the remaining nine species analyzed are 

released as discards due to lack of market demand, management measures, or the 

species is not marketable. Two of the ten species are federally managed and one 

(California skate) is an Ecosystem Component species. Ecosystem Component species 

are not targeted or retained, are not overfished or approaching overfished status. Six of 

the ten have management regulations in place. Unmarketable species included pink sea 

perch, longspine combfish, and slender crab. Marketable species not retained included 

English sole, yellow rock crab, sheep crab, and hornyhead turbot.  

Discard mortality 

Kelp pieces, broken kelp holdfasts, plastic trash, abandoned crab traps, and other 

debris were present during five of seven observation trips. This debris had the effect of 

plugging the cod-end mesh, increasing the presence and likely mortality of smaller fish 

such as pink seaperch and longspine combfish. All observed holdfasts and kelp parts 
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were already senesced before capture by the net. While noted, these items were not 

counted or weighed. 

Total mortality for all assessed species combined, including species killed by sea lions 

was 12.9%. Finfish mortality was 15.9% when including those that were killed by sea 

lions. Without sea lion induced mortality, finfish mortality was 15.4%. Invertebrate 

mortality was 2%. Of those species released dead during the assessment, the majority 

(64.6%) consisted of longspine combfish and pink seaperch. 

Using the same gear in the north Monterey trawl study, observed mortality was 14.5% 

for all finfish combined. Invertebrate mortality was lower than finfish mortality at 2.7% 

(Wick et al. 2014). 

By comparison WGCOP uses calculated trawl release mortality estimates of 50% for big 

skate, Beringraja binoculata; lingcod, Ophiodon elongatus; longnose skate, Raja rhina; 

and sablefish, Anoplopoma fimbria (Somers et al. 2023). These estimates were 

developed by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council’s Groundfish Management 

Team and Scientific and Statistical Committee for management and stock assessments. 

Somers (2023) noted that these rates reflect potential survivorship of these species 

based on previous studies. Due to the lack of relevant studies, all other observed 

species have a default mortality rate of 100% (Somers et al. 2021) regardless of on 

deck disposition. While the observer program uses a default 100% mortality estimate for 

most trawl-caught bycatch species, CHTG fishery participants assert that the majority of 

bycatch is released in a live condition, which was confirmed by Department observers. 

Analysis of WCGOP data 

WCGOP observers document discarded species by number and weight and retained 

species by weight. Observers also recorded non-fisheries catch such as debris, traps, 

and kelp. Animals not identified to species were grouped together by genera or as 

unidentified. WCGOP observer coverage rates are made at the fleet level, but locally 

vary based on landings and the number of observable vessels assigned to are area 

observer. For the period of 2002-22, WCGOP observed the statewide Open Access 

halibut trawl fleet a minimum of 2% and a medium of 7% (Somers et al. 2023). Based 

on the last five years (2018-2022) of confidential observer data specific to the CHTG, 

WCGOP observers documented 148 finfish and invertebrate species caught (including 

species groups) (Appendix 2a and 2b.) (WCGOP 2022). Within the dataset, there were 

several cases when the observer took a subsample, and the subsequent count or 

weight was expanded to the haul level according to WCGOP protocols (Northwest 

Fisheries Science Center 2023). Encountered species of concern included giant sea 

bass, Stereolepis gigas (5 fish) and soupfin shark, Galeorhinus galeus (1 fish). This 

dataset does not indicate disposition upon discard.  
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Of the 73 finfish identified to species, 29 are under federal management. Except for 

soupfin shark, 28 of these species are not identified as species of concern. NOAA 

Fisheries began a status review in April 2022 to determine if listing soupfin shark as 

endangered is warranted under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The status review 

is still in progress and in the interim, soupfin shark are considered a candidate species 

under the ESA. The remaining 44 finfish species are state managed. Of these 44 

species, only giant sea bass is a species of concern. 

WCGOP observers document take and interaction of marine mammals, seabirds, and 

sensitive species with trawl gear. WCGOP data show that during the period of 2018-22, 

there were four California sea lions and eight Brandt’s cormorants, Phalacrocorax 

penicillatus were observed entangled or killed by open access trawl gear while fishing 

within the CHTG (WCGOP 2024). 

Bycatch mortality estimates for west coast fisheries, including marine mammals and 

seabirds are reported through NOAA’s West Coast Fishery Observer Bycatch and 

Mortality Reports. These reports and estimates are applied to the entire observed 

fishery and are not specific to a geographic area, such as the CHTG. The at-sea data 

taken by WCGOP observers contribute to NOAA’s estimates.  

Performance Criteria 2. Likely damaging the seafloor 

Staff observed net retrieval at the conclusion of every tow looking for evidence of 

significant bottom contact. The only consistent signs of direct bottom contact were 

where rust was removed from hanging chains on the foot rope and the bottom, leading 

edge of the trawl doors as seen previously in the 2013 light touch trawl study (Figure 9). 

The other indication of bottom contact was the presence of sea pens on the foot rope 

during the first observation trip. Sea pens were not caught for the remainder of the 

assessment. 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/fisheries-observers/west-coast-fishery-observer-bycatch-and-mortality-reports#fishery-management-reports
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/fisheries-observers/west-coast-fishery-observer-bycatch-and-mortality-reports#fishery-management-reports
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Figure 9 Trawl door showing evidence of minimal contact with seafloor (Wick et al. 2014) (Photo credit: 
NOAA Fisheries) 

In the Wick et al. (2014) study, light touch trawl gear was proven to have minimal 

contact with the seafloor. NOAA researchers utilized GoPro cameras mounted on the 

head rope and trawl doors, oriented down, to video the extent of bottom contact. Of the 

20 videos that were taken, seven had the best quality for analysis. Overall, the videos 

showed that the dropped chain loops and leading edge of the trawl doors made contact 

with the bottom. Video analysis showed the footrope skimmed the bottom without 

contact. The footrope was seen going over the top of several flatfish and crab.  

Light touch trawl doors were shown to have minimal contact, depending on the contour 

of the soft bottom. Video footage documented that the trawl door edge left periodic 1-

inch furrows within the sediment. Inspection after the tows confirmed that the leading 

edge of the door made contact with the bottom as evidenced by the rust on the door 

being cleaned off where contact was made. 

Performance Criteria 3. Adversely affecting ecosystem health 

An ecosystem-based approach to managing fisheries requires that ecosystem 

dynamics, such as interactions with other species, and ecosystem impacts be 

considered broadly. The Master Plan provides guidance on how to apply the principles 

Door scoured and shiny 
on the leading corner.
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of ecosystem based fisheries management when making management decisions and 

identifies a three-step practical approach to managing ecosystem health: 

Step 1. Identification of species that play key roles in the ecosystem. 

Ecosystem roles as described in the Master Plan include keystone species, 

foundational or biogenic species, basal prey species, and apex predators. There are 

many finfish and invertebrate species that utilize the soft bottom habitat of the CHTG. A 

list of Department-observed species are found in Table 3 and species documented by 

WCGOP observers are found in Appendix 2a and 2b.  

As described earlier, biogenic habitat is defined as habitat created by living organisms 

that contributes to significant ecological functions and provides structure for other living 

species. Department staff did not document any biogenic species other than sea pens 

within the CHTG during the observed assessment tows. Similarly, during the WCGOP 

trips, federal observers documented sea pens (56), and a small number of horny 

gorgonian (5), Holaxonia spp.  

All the finfish species encountered during the Department observation are predators, 

but not all are considered apex predators. Noted apex predators included Pacific angel 

shark and spiny dogfish, Squalus suckleyi. 

Additionally, WCGOP observer data (Appendix 2b) showed encounters with apex 

species such as common thresher shark, Alopias vulpinus; sevengill shark, Notorynchus 

cepedianus; and giant sea bass.  

Several crustaceans were documented during the Department’s observations and by 

WCGOP observers (Appendix 2a). Crustaceans are scavengers and predators of 

demersal invertebrates. WCGOP observers also noted basal prey species such as 

market squid, Doryteuthis opalescens; octopus, and smaller finfish such as unidentified 

midshipman, Batrachoididae; unidentified croaker, Sciaenidae; queenfish, Seriphus 

politus; unidentified combfish, Zaniolepis; and pink seaperch. 

Step 2. Consider management strategies with multiple control measures. 

To ensure ecosystem health, several management measures are in place and 

applicable to the trawl grounds. 

1. Gear restrictions. Light touch trawl gear required. Previous work has shown 

that light touch trawl gear minimizes bottom contact (Wick et al. 2014). 

2. Effort restrictions. A limited entry permit is required to trawl in the CHTG (FGC 

§8494). 
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3. Temporal restriction. The CHTG is closed March 15-June 15 to protect halibut 

from take during the spawning season (CDFW 2022). 

4. Area or Spatial restriction. The CHTG encompass a defined area within state 

waters between 1 and 3 nm from shore within the Southern California Bight 

(Figure 2).  

5. Quotas and size limits. There is a minimum length requirement of 22 in. to 

take halibut. Trawl fishermen without a federal groundfish permit are allowed 

to take minimal quantities of open access groundfish quota. This take is 

factored into the overall federal management allocation of groundfish per 

fishery sector. (Pacific Fishery Management Council 2022b) 

6. Other management measures (federal observer coverage, logbooks, fish 

tickets). Federal observers collect data at sea to document discards, which in 

turn contributes to fleetwide bycatch estimates (Northwest Fisheries Science 

Center 2023). Mandatory logbooks provide fishery reported data on retained 

catch, tow position, and total time of tow (CDFW 2022). Weight and species 

are reported to the Department via electronic fish tickets. 

Step 3. Conduct ecological risk assessments (ERA) to understand which links 

are most critical. 

Department subject matter experts identified and scored ERA attributes on multiple 

fisheries, including halibut trawl. Using these attributes, Samhouri et al. (2018) 

evaluated the fisheries ecosystem risk based on target species, bycatch groups, and 

habitat groups. This analysis utilized exposure and sensitivity indices to calculate 

relative risk.  

For halibut trawl, the risk to species was considered high, mostly due to high scores for 

the bycatch and habitat attributes. Samhouri et al. (2018) found that bycatch risk for this 

fishery was higher compared to other fisheries evaluated due to the amount of bycatch 

and perceived relative mortality. Similarly, risk to habitat was considered high for halibut 

trawl due to possible impacts to soft bottom and structure forming invertebrates 

(Samhouri et al. 2018). The authors noted that while risk was elevated, soft bottom and 

habitat forming invertebrates are not that sensitive. 

The halibut trawl ERA encompasses the statewide fishery, of which there are many 

differences between the CHTG and southern and central fleets. Samhouri et al. (2018) 

suggests that regional ERAs would improve accuracy and are better to address local 

issues.  
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The Master Plan offers the following inquiries and recommended actions to help identify 

potential impacts to ecological function: 

1. Has the ecological role of the target species been identified? Does the target 

species play a key ecosystem role as defined above? 

The ecological role of the target species (halibut) is described in the Department’s ESR. 

Halibut are predators of finfish and benthic invertebrates with food size preference 

depending on halibut size. Juvenile halibut prefer smaller finfish and benthic 

invertebrates, switching to larger fish later in life. (CDFW 2022). Halibut are not known 

to have a special ecological role; however, juvenile halibut may be preyed upon by 

sharks, rays, marine birds and mammals (CDFW 2022). 

2. Is the target species a basal prey species? 

No, halibut is not a basal prey species. 

3. Has an ERA been conducted for the target species? 

An ERA was completed for each of the four halibut sectors- trawl, gillnet, commercial 

hook-and-line, and recreational hook-and-line. For halibut trawl, the ecological threats 

identified for the statewide fishery are bycatch and habitat (soft bottom and habitat 

forming invertebrates). However, the trawl ERA did not consider the specifics of the 

CHTG fishery and was a general assessment applied to the entire fishery. A regional 

ERA would more appropriately address specific issues within the CHTG and improve 

accuracy. 

4. Have the major areas of uncertainty in ecosystem dynamics been identified? 

Major areas of uncertainty in ecosystem dynamics for the CHTG have not been 

identified. However, the ESR (CDFW 2022) has identified research needs which could 

reduce this uncertainty. These identified needs are:  

• Population genetics-collect information about stock structure and stock 

separation/connectivity. 

• Distribution and movement across all life stages-explore distribution and 

population connectivity across the geographic range and all life stages, 

including information on biological parameters such as sex, maturity, 

spawning condition, seasonality, prey availability, environmental conditions 

including temperature and salinity, and latitude. Identify nursery habitat areas 

and examine sex-specific seasonal movement. 
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• Potential climate change impacts on all life stages-determine the optimal 

range and upper and lower thresholds for temperature, salinity, pH, and 

dissolved oxygen for egg, larval, juvenile, adult stages. Determine if halibut 

exhibit temperature-dependent sex determination, and at what life stage sex 

determination occurs. Determine if water temperature influences spawning 

activity. 

5. Are multiple control measures in place that may help to achieve EBFM 

objectives? 

There are several control measures in place for the CHTG trawl fishery that provide 

protection to different aspects of ecosystem function. The minimum size limit and mesh 

size restrictions for the trawl fishery help preserve the spawning and age structure 

within the population. The light touch gear requirements and spatial, and temporal 

restriction are intended to reduce habitat and bycatch impacts and allow the target 

species to spawn. The limited entry program and federal and state incidental trip limits 

for non-target groundfish and fish other than halibut are intended to control fishing 

activities and minimize mortality of overfish species and non-target species. This 

combination of management measures is intended to have benefits to the ecosystem as 

a whole. See Performance Criteria 3, Step 2 for CHTG management measures. 

6. Has there been an assessment of how the target stock is likely to be 

impacted by changing environmental or ecological conditions? 

There is no formal ecosystem model to determine the effect of changing environmental/ 

ecological conditions on the halibut stock. However, halibut respond positively to warm 

water conditions with improved larval recruitment and conversely with cold water 

conditions (CDFW 2022). Within the ESR (CDFW 2022), the Department has 

recognized the importance of understanding the impact of weather and climate trends 

on population recruitment. 

Performance Criteria 4. Impedes restoration to kelp, coral, or other biogenic 

habitats  

The MLMA (FGC §7056(b)) emphasizes the importance of habitat protection and that 

protecting habitat from potential fishery impacts is essential for preserving healthy and 

productive marine resources. The Master Plan provides guidance on assessing and 

addressing potential impacts to achieve the goal of protecting habitats: 

Step 1. Describe the habitat utilized by the target species at each life stage. 
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Halibut, except for the egg and larval stages, are benthic animals for their entire life. 

Young halibut prefer sheltered bays and estuaries before moving offshore. For their 

adult life, halibut prefer soft bottom habitat of varying depths, depending on their spawn 

cycle (CDFW 2022). Soft bottom (sand, mud) is the predominate habitat type and the 

one targeted by the halibut trawl fishery. Soft bottom accounts for 98.7% of the available 

habitat within the CHTG (CDFW 2023). 

Step 2. Describe the threats to the habitat utilized. 

There are several possible applicable threats to the CHTG bottom habitat. Threats 

could include nearshore dredging, beach nourishment, infrastructure, oil industry 

operations, shoreline hardening, and bottom disturbing fishing gear (North Carolina 

Department Environmental Quality 2023). Beach nourishment and dredging could have 

the negative effect of increasing turbidity and sedimentation. Shoreline hardening could 

affect soft bottom habitats by increasing loss of habitats (wetlands, intertidal) near the 

CHTG. Of these possible threats to the CHTG bottom habitat, only bottom disturbing 

fishing gear falls under Commission and Department regulatory authority. While fishing 

gear is a possible threat, the shallow, soft bottom habitat of the CHTG may have a short 

recovery time after trawling. Lindholm et al. (2004) found that shallow soft bottom 

habitat with mobile substrate movement could have a short recovery period from bottom 

contact gear.  

According to the Master Plan, bottom trawl gear (doors, foot rope, net) has potential 

interactions with bottom habitat resulting significant damage to biogenic habitat and 

death to burrowing organisms. The solution posed is to limit trawling to resilient soft 

bottom habitat and use lighter gear. The CHTG halibut trawl fishery utilizes light touch 

trawl gear which limits door weight to 500 lb, requires 7.5-in cod-end mesh, and 

prohibits use of rollers or bobbins. Trawl nets are also constructed with thinner twine 

and have a maximum headrope length of 90 ft. Fishery practice in the CHTG indicate 

that fishermen avoid vulnerable habitats as shown by position data from trawl logs and 

trawl tows observed during this evaluation (Figures 9 and 10). These habitats also pose 

a risk to snagging or damaging nets. Biogenic habitats are a very small percentage of 

the overall area of the CHTG. 

Step 3. Minimize or mitigate adverse effects fishing activity may have on habitat. 

There are many strategies available to protect habitats, and many of these strategies 

have already been implemented to protect the State’s most sensitive marine habitats. 

The most common strategies include MPAs, and restrictions on the type of gear 

employed, or how and where a gear type can be used. The trawl fishery in the CHTG 

has gear restrictions (light touch trawl gear required) that are known to minimize bottom 

impact. The trawl fishery is limited in space to the boundaries of the CHTG and there is 
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also a restricted access system that limits the number of vessels that may participate in 

the overall fishery.  

DISCUSSION 

The CHTG fishery is managed with a combination of regulations, intended to reduce 

impacts to bycatch, ecosystem heath, and seafloor and biogenic habitats. Using 

performance criteria as required in FGC §8495 and direction from the Master Plan, 

Department staff evaluated the effect of halibut trawl fishing in the southern CHTG. In 

accordance with FGC §8495, information about the halibut trawl fishery operating within 

the CHTG was compiled from monitoring data, such as logbooks and landing receipts, 

relevant scientific literature, federal observer data, information published by NOAA 

Fisheries, Department biographical data, and Department at-sea observations. This 

assessment evaluated bycatch, habitat and ecosystem impacts, and the effect of trawl 

gear on kelp/biogenic habitats. Based on the criteria outlined in FGC §8495 and the 

information compiled, the Department is providing the Commission with the best 

available information about the halibut fishery operating within the CHTG.  

Performance Criteria 1. Does not minimize bycatch 

The CHTG assessment provides current information on the species composition, catch 

by weight, and disposition of catch in the halibut trawl fishery. All catch quantities and 

disposition documented by Department staff are found in Table 2. For all tows, halibut 

(22 in. or greater) was the intended target. Utilizing onboard observation, staff assessed 

over 2,100 animals with 78% released in live condition and 9% retained for market. 

Several species caught, depending on buyer demand, can be considered incidental and 

marketable. Halibut trawlers may retain a small amount of groundfish but often do not 

do so due to price, market demand, or the requirement to comply with Federal 

groundfish requirements, which includes a vessel monitoring system. For the duration of 

the CHTG study, incidental/marketable species included larger fantail sole and legal-

sized Pacific angel shark. 

Staff utilized confidential, but aggregated WCGOP data from 2018 to 2022 to determine 

catch trends, including encounters with species of concern. Except for the catch of five 

giant sea bass and one soupfin shark, no other species of concern were encountered. 

Due to WCGOP protocols, all species, except for a select few, have a default mortality 

of 100% regardless of actual disposition. The MLMA suggests the importance of 

determining mortality to determine discard impacts.  

Discard impacts were evaluated using the Master Plan’s four-step evaluation. The 

results from the assessment of the top ten captured species indicate that the bycatch 

encountered in the CHTG fishery is acceptable. A majority of the species encountered 
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through Department observation were released in a live condition. Many species caught 

were managed federally or by the state and have regulations dictating take, thus 

promoting sustainability. Additionally, the regulations governing fishing in the CHTG, 

such as the use of 7.5-inch cod-end mesh and having a closed season of March 15-

June 15 minimizes impact to encountered bycatch species and spawning adult halibut. 

Performance Criteria 2. Likely damaging the seafloor 

The CHTG fishery occurs over shallow, soft bottom habitat characterized by sand and 

mud. The CHTG is also subject to sediment transport from creek flows and the 

California current (CDFG 2008). Bordered by the shallow nearshore at one nautical mile 

and two submarine canyons, the CHTG consists of a shallow, soft bottom shelf with an 

average depth of 28 fathoms. (CDFG 2023) “Light Touch” trawl gear, as defined in Title 

14 CCR §124 is required in the CHTG.  

In 2013, NOAA staff and the Southern Trawl Association partnered in a joint study to 

test the feasibility of using light touch trawl gear over shallow soft bottom habitat in 

Monterey Bay. Department staff participated in the research cruise as local subject 

matter experts and to assist with the permitting process. Using video cameras on the 

trawl doors and head rope, NOAA staff documented trawl gear-seafloor interactions. In 

addition to video, staff critically examined both trawl doors for evidence of bottom 

contact. This study, especially with the contribution of video footage showed that light 

touch trawl gear “successfully caught fish with minimal disturbance to the seafloor while 

minimizing bycatch” (Wick et al. 2014). 

While light touch trawl gear is the only trawl method allowed in any of the trawl grounds, 

this assessment would have limitations if applied to the central CHTG (San Luis Obispo 

and Monterey Counties). Gear contact to the bottom would be comparable, but species 

composition and habitat substrate would not. Additional work would be required to 

address Performance criteria 1,3, and 4. Under FGC§8495(c)(1) the two central trawl 

ground areas would remain closed unless the Commission takes action to collect the 

data necessary to address the other criteria. 

Using smaller scale trawl gear can also minimize impact to soft bottom habitat. After 

studying the effects of trawling off central California, Lindholm et al. (2015) found that 

trawling with “with small-footrope gear may have limited impacts in sandy habitats”. 

Halibut trawl fishermen, by general practice to prevent gear damage, avoid areas with 

hard bottom. The CHTG also has many snags and obstructions leftover from previous 

oil exploration in the Santa Barbara channel; these areas are also avoided by trawlers.  
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Performance Criteria 3. Adversely affecting ecosystem health 

The California-wide ERA performed on the halibut trawl fishery showed high risk to all 

ecosystem components. (Samhouri et al. 2019). However, this ERA did not take into 

account the regional specifics of the CHTG, posing a challenge to managers. The 

Master Plan suggests that despite the challenges of ecosystem level management, 

managers should apply principles to manage at that level, including evaluation of 

ecosystem impacts. The process to evaluate ecosystem impacts includes: 

1. Identification of species that play key roles in the ecosystem. 

2. Considering management strategies with multiple control measures. 

3. Conducting an ecological risk assessment to understand which links are most 

critical. There are several inquiries and recommendations for this step. 

After analyzing the top ten species encountered, key ecosystem roles for those species 

were evaluated, which ranged from apex predators, such as the Pacific angel shark to 

basal prey species, such as longspine combfish and pink sea perch The discard 

mortality for the top ten species analyzed was less than 5% for the majority of these 

species, except for sublegal halibut, longspine combfish, and pink seaperch. While the 

discard mortality rate is high for these two basal prey species, the number of fish caught 

was relatively low and would not result in changes to the structure of these species’ 

populations.  

Staff considered the management strategies with control measures that are in place for 

the trawl fishery. The CHTG fishery is managed with a combination of regulations, 

intended to reduce impacts to bycatch, ecosystem heath, and seafloor and biogenic 

habitats. The halibut minimum size limit and cod-end mesh size requirement for the 

trawl fishery helps preserve the spawning and age structure within the population. The 

light touch gear requirements and spatial, and temporal restriction are intended to 

reduce habitat and bycatch impacts and allow the target species to spawn. The limited 

entry program and federal and state incidental trip limits for non-target groundfish and 

non-target halibut are intended to control fishing activities and minimize mortality of 

overfished species and non-target species.  

Finally, staff identified the important links within the halibut ERA using the Master Plan’s 

inquiries and recommendations. The inquiry process helped identify the uncertainties 

around population genetics, distribution and movement across life stages, and potential 

climate impacts on halibut life stages. These information gaps have been described in 

the ESR and that external funding and resources are needed to supplement 

Department resources to accomplish these studies. 

https://mlmamasterplan.com/6-ecosystem-based-objectives/
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There is uncertainty, particularly regarding identification of ecosystem dynamics. While 

mostly unknown, the Department’s ESR identified research needs to minimize this 

uncertainty. 

This CHTG assessment showed that, based on the Master Plan’s suggested control 

measures and recommendations to assess ecosystem health, that the management 

measures in place for trawl fishery may be effective in minimizing adverse effects on 

ecosystem health in the CHTG.  

Performance Criteria 4. Impedes restoration to kelp, coral, or other biogenic 

habitats  

The overall area of the CHTG does have known locations of biogenic habitat. Kelp 

locations are located outside the trawl grounds near the intertidal zone. Potential 

impacts to biogenic/kelp habitats by trawl gear were mapped using trawl log tow 

position data against known biogenic habitat and kelp (Figures 10 and 11). According to 

current Department Biogeographic Information and Observation System data (CDFW 

2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023) the CHTG contains 0.0015% biogenic habitat, and hard 

bottom habitat is 0.87%. Observed tows from this assessment and those previously 

reported by the fleet showed that fishing activities avoided biogenic halibut and known 

kelp locations. While small in surface area, fishermen prefer to not fish in these areas to 

avoid snagging their net or doors. Trawl fishermen tend to deploy their gear at known 

locations free of snags or structure than can damage nets or result in lost gear.
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Figure 10 Biogenic habitat, kelp, and hard bottom locations relative to observed tow locations (CDFW 
2016, 2023) (NOAA 2023). 
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Figure 11 Trawl location frequency, inside and outside, the Trawl Grounds (Marine Log System 2023). 

CONCLUSION 

As directed by the Master Plan, the Department began a process to prioritize our state-

managed species based on their inherent productivity and their susceptibility to 

environmental and fishing pressures. In December, 2019, the Department presented the 

prioritization of 17 state-managed commercial fisheries and 14 state-managed 

recreational fisheries to the Commission (Fish and Game Commission 2019). Through 

this process, halibut was identified as a high priority species for management attention, 

primarily due to the potential risk to the species from fishing activities, and to other 

species that may be caught as bycatch in the fishery. 

The Master Plan calls for a scaled management approach to fisheries management, in 

which a suite of management alternatives, ranging from the completion of ESRs to rule-

makings to more comprehensive Fishery Management Plans, is considered. In 2020, 

the Department began the initial stages of considering the best scale of management 

for the halibut fishery and partnered with stakeholders to identify areas of concerns. 

Learning from the knowledge gained in the stakeholder process and information 

gathering stage, the Department engaged in an internal strategic planning process from 

September 2021 to February 2022 to identify management priorities for the halibut 

fishery. This strategic planning process confirmed six management priorities for the 

https://videobookcase.org/fishandgame_media/dec2019/Item%2032.pdf
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=193615&inline
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MLMA/Master-Plan/Scaled-Management#gsc.tab=0
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=193704&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=195475&inline
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halibut fishery: 1) refinement of the 2020 stock assessment; 2) completion of the ESR; 

3) completion of an ecosystem evaluation; 4) conducting a California Halibut Southern 

Trawl Ground assessment; 5) expansion of the halibut MSE; and 6) performing a 

bycatch evaluation. 

These six management priorities are in different stages of completion and continue to 

be a high priority for the Department. Staff are actively working with outside contractors 

to refine the 2020 stock assessment (item 1) and expansion of the halibut MSE (item 5). 

The halibut ESR (item 2) has been published on the Department’s Marine Species 

Information Portal and receives periodic updates with new information and data. The 

Farallon Institute partnered with the Department to evaluate predator-prey relationships 

for halibut as part of the ecosystem evaluation (item 3) and final results are currently in 

press. As summarized in this report, the Department has successfully completed the 

assessment of the southern CHTG (item 4) using the Performance Criteria, as required 

in FGC §8495(e). Results of this assessment have documented significant bycatch by 

way of discards (live or dead) and low discard mortality within the CHTG fishery. The 

amount of retained incidental catch fluctuates depending on market order and whether 

species caught meet management standards such as minimum length, thus affecting 

potential discard rate. There are minimal or no impacts to the seafloor, kelp or biogenic 

habitat from the light touch trawl gear, and there are several management control 

measures in place that provide protection to different aspects of ecosystem function. 

Despite the potential of the CHTG trawl fishery to have a significant discard rate, the 

majority of species are released in a live condition (~78%), and with no observed 

impacts to the seafloor, ecosystem health, or biogenic habitats, the Department 

concludes that the light-touch trawl gear fishery in the CHTG meets the Performance 

Criteria as evaluated using the standards established in the Master Plan and thus does 

not recommend any closures within the CHTG. 

Looking forward, the Department will continue to explore opportunities to improve 

management of the statewide halibut fishery and is prioritizing completion of the six 

management priorities identified above. A key next step in this process is to incorporate 

this data and engage in a comprehensive bycatch evaluation of the federal trawl gear 

type utilized within the federal trawl grounds. Learning from the recent process to 

evaluate bycatch in the set gill net fishery, as part of the scaled-management process, 

Department staff are prepared to complete the four-step process to identify potential 

concerns surrounding bycatch in the state-wide trawl fleet and to collect necessary data 

in the two new CHTG off the central coast.

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=193616&inline
https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/true/
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=195603&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=195603&inline
https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/true/
https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/california-halibut/true/
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1a. Evaluation of California skate based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question   Response   Comments   

A. Legality of take         

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is the species 

covered?   

Fish and 

Game 

Code   

Federal 

Code of 

Regulations 

The possession of skate wings on any boat is prohibited as there are no 

equivalents or conversion factors established in statute or regulation under which 

other than whole skates may be brought ashore (FGC §§5508, 8042). §8597.b(3) 

skates under 18 inches may be taken or possessed under marine aquaria collector 

permit. Title 14 CCR, §27.60 28.49(a); general bag limit of 10, §27.60   

Federal groundfish seasonal closures, 

A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?   

No      

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?   

No     

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?   

Unknown  Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 0.3% mortality 

during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?   

No   Open access quotas allow limited take, but generally all are released.  

  

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?   

Not 

applicable   

  

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?   

Not 

applicable   

  

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?   

No   Classified as an Ecosystem Component Species under federal GFMP, no harvest 

guidelines. 

A6b. If yes, does the catch 

comply with them?   

Not 

applicable   

  

B. Threats to 

sustainability   

     

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch species 

to overfishing been 

conducted (e.g., PSA)   

Yes   A vulnerability score of 2.12 indicates relatively high concern (Status of the Pacific 

Coast Groundfish Fishery 2020).   

   

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?   

No      
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Category and question   Response   Comments   

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?   

Not 

applicable   

   

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?   

Yes   Possession of skate wings on any boat is prohibited as there are no equivalents or 

conversion factors established in statute or regulation under which other than 

whole skates may be brought ashore (FGC §§5508, 8042). §8597.b(3) skates 

under 18 inches may be taken or possessed under marine aquaria collector 

permit. Title 14 CCR, §27.60 28.49(a); general bag limit of 10, §27.60. 

Federal groundfish seasonal closures. 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?   

Not 

applicable   

   

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?   

No      

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?   

Unknown Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 0.3% mortality 

during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?   

No      

B7. What is the probability 

of mortality exceeding 

levels that have been 

scientifically determined 

to be necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?   

Unknown    

C. Impacts on fisheries         

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?   

No      

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?   

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?   

No   
 

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR or 

FMP?   

No   

   

 

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?   

No   

   

 

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?   

Not 

applicable   
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Category and question   Response   Comments   

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?   

No   

   

There is no federal harvest guideline for retention. 

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?   

Not 

applicable   

   

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?   

Not 

applicable   

   

D. Impacts on ecosystem         

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?   

  CA skates are mesopredators; they eat primarily crustaceans and fishes.   

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?   

No      

References     Status of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Stock Assessment and Fishery 

Evaluation September 2020, https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2020/09/status-

of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-

september-2020.pdf/   

https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2020/09/status-of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-september-2020.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2020/09/status-of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-september-2020.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2020/09/status-of-the-pacific-coast-groundfish-fishery-stock-assessment-and-fishery-evaluation-september-2020.pdf/
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Appendix 1b. Evaluation of slender crab based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take   - - 

A1. Under what laws, 
regulations, or guidance 
documents is species 
covered?   

Fish and Game 
Code, Title 14-
CCR  

FGC 8834 max weight of crab to be take w/trawl is 500 lbs; Recreational 
under 29.85(c). Same bag and carapace limitations as rock crabs. 

A2. Are there prohibitions 
against take using 
specific gear type?   

No  Take is recreationally legal using same gear as other crabs (crab trap, hoop 
net, snares, or by hand) 

A3. Is the species a target 
species that requires 
discard of individuals 
based on size limits, 
seasons, or gear type 
restrictions?   

No There is a minimum carapace length of 4” and a sport bag limit of 35.  

A4. Is the discard 
mortality rate known?   

Unknown Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 4.8% 
mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 
required to retain or 
interact with the 
species?   

No  
 

A5b. If yes, does the 
fishery currently have 
such permits?   

Not applicable  
 

A5c. If yes, do the levels 
of bycatch comply with 
them?   

Not applicable  
 

A6a. Does the species 
have an incidental catch 
allowance, ACL, or other 
restrictions on the 
amount, size, or sex of 
catch allowed?   

Not applicable The slender crab typically not a target species because maximum size (4.5 
in.) is smaller than other Cancridae crabs. 

A6b. If yes, does the catch 
comply with them?   

Not applicable  
 

B. Threats to 
sustainability   

  

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 
risk assessment of the 
vulnerability of the 
particular bycatch species 
to overfishing been 
conducted (e.g., PSA)   

Not assessed 
 

B2a. Does a population 
status estimate or stock 
assessment exist for this 
species?   

No  
 

B2b. If yes, is there 
confidence in the 
underlying data such that 
a reasonable 
determination can be 
made if the stock is 
considered healthy, 
overfished, or depleted?   

Not applicable  
 

B3a. Are there any 
existing state and/or 
federal management 
measures?   

Yes  Slender crab have a minimum carapace length of 4.5 in. 

B3b. If yes, are they 
effective in ensuring 
sustainability?   

Not applicable  Slender crab typically don’t get large enough to meet the minimum length. 

B4. Is the bycatch the 
product of recreational 
catch-and-release 
practices?   

No  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B5. What is the estimated 
discard mortality rate 
given the characteristics 
of the fishery and gear 
type?   

Unknown Unknown for trawl, but Department observers documented a 4.8% discard 
mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment..  

B6. Do any post-release 
studies exist to verify the 
estimated mortality rate?   

No  
 

B7. What is the probability 
of mortality exceeding 
levels that have been 
scientifically determined 
to be necessary for the 
continued viability of the 
species?   

Unknown 
 

C. Impacts on fisheries   
  

C1. Does a directed 
fishery exist for the 
bycatch species?   

No  
 

C2. Has the bycatch and 
associated discard 
mortality been accounted 
for?   

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 
the directed fishery 
management strategy (i.e., 
restrictions on size, sex, 
or season)?   

No  
 

C4. Are the impacts of 
bycatch considered and 
made explicit in an ESR or 
FMP?   

No  
 

   

C5a. Is the species 
constrained under a 
federal rebuilding plan?   

No  
 

   

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 
compete with fleets that 
target the species?   

Not applicable  
 

C6. Is there a management 
allowance for percent of 
catch or a prohibition on 
retention?   

No  
 

   

C7. If there is a directed 
fishery for the species, 
have there been any of the 
following?   

Not applicable  
 

C7a. Reductions in 
opportunities or income 
for participants in 
fisheries that target the 
bycatch species   

Not applicable  
 

C7b. Reductions in fishery 
quotas or opportunities 
(e.g., time and area 
closures) based on 
bycatch issues?   

Not applicable  
 

C7c. Early closures of a 
fishery based on higher-
than-expected bycatch?   

Not applicable  
 

C7d. Changes in fishing, 
processing, disposal, and 
marketing costs due to 
bycatch?   

Not applicable  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7e. Changes in the social 
or cultural value of fishing 
activities due to 
bycatch?   

Not applicable  
 

C7f. Negative 
socioeconomic impacts 
from bycatch on fisheries 
and/or fishing 
communities which target 
or need incidental catch of 
this species?   

Not applicable  
 

C7g. Negative impacts to 
juveniles of a species 
targeted by another 
fishery?   

Not applicable  
 

D. Impacts on ecosystem   
  

D1. What is the ecosystem 
role of the bycatch 
species?   

Slender crabs 
are 
macropredators. 
They eat 
primarily 
crustaceans 
and fishes.  

 

D2. Does scientific 
evidence show the 
amount of bycatch 
mortality significantly 
increases the risk that a 
bycatch species will be 
unable to serve its 
ecosystem role?   

No  
 

References   Add specific 
references you 
used other than 
the general 
ones listed in 
Question A1.  

 

 



55 

Appendix 1c. Evaluation of longspine combfish based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take    
 

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

Fish and 

Game 

Code, Title 

14-§27.60 

There is a default recreational 10 fish limit.  

A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using specific 

gear type?  

No  
 

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires discard 

of individuals based on size 

limits, seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

No There is no directed fishery for longspine combfish.  

A4. Is the discard mortality 

rate known?  

Unknown. Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 54.8% 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or interact 

with the species?  

No    

A5b. If yes, does the fishery 

currently have such permits?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A5c. If yes, do the levels of 

bycatch comply with them?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A6a. Does the species have 

an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the amount, 

size, or sex of catch 

allowed?  

Not 

applicable 

 

A6b. If yes, does the catch 

comply with them?  

Not 

applicable  

 

B. Threats to sustainability    
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed risk 

assessment of the 

vulnerability of the particular 

bycatch species to 

overfishing been conducted 

(e.g., PSA)  

Not 

assessed 

This species is not evaluated under the International Union for 

Conservation and Nature (ICUN). 

B2a. Does a population status 

estimate or stock assessment 

exist for this species?  

No  
 

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the underlying 

data such that a reasonable 

determination can be made if 

the stock is considered 

healthy, overfished, or 

depleted?  

Not 

applicable  

 

B3a. Are there any existing 

state and/or federal 

management measures?  

Yes. State recreational default bag limit of 10 

B3b. If yes, are they effective 

in ensuring sustainability?  

Not 

applicable  

Not targeted or retained by recreational or commercial. 

B4. Is the bycatch the product 

of recreational catch-and-

release practices?  

No  - 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate given 

the characteristics of the 

fishery and gear type?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl, but Department observers documented a 54.8% 

discard mortality for the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

No    

B7. What is the probability of 

mortality exceeding levels 

that have been scientifically 

determined to be necessary 

for the continued viability of 

the species?  

Unknown 
 

C. Impacts on fisheries    
 

C1. Does a directed fishery 

exist for the bycatch 

species?  

No  
 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard mortality 

been accounted for?  

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting the 

directed fishery management 

strategy (i.e., restrictions on 

size, sex, or season)?  

No  
 

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR or 

FMP?  

No  

  

 

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a federal 

rebuilding plan?  

No  

  

 

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C6. Is there a management 

allowance for percent of 

catch or a prohibition on 

retention?  

No  

  

  

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, have 

there been any of the 

following?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income for 

participants in fisheries that 

target the bycatch species  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7b. Reductions in fishery 

quotas or opportunities (e.g., 

time and area closures) 

based on bycatch issues?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-than-

expected bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7e. Changes in the social or 

cultural value of fishing 

activities due to bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7f. Negative socioeconomic 

impacts from bycatch on 

fisheries and/or fishing 

communities which target or 

need incidental catch of this 

species?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another fishery?  

Not 

applicable  

  

D. Impacts on ecosystem    
 

D1. What is the ecosystem 

role of the bycatch species?  

  The longspine combfish is a predator of benthic invertebrates.  

D2. Does scientific evidence 

show the amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its ecosystem 

role?  

Unknown 
 

References  Add 

specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  
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Appendix 1d. Evaluation of Pacific angel shark based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question   Response   Comments   

   IUCN Red 

List of 

Threatened 

Species  

The species is listed as "Near threatened" on the IUCN Red List of Threatened 

Species in 2014. This category is between "Least concern" and "Vulnerable". 

Source: https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/39328/177163701   

A. Legality of take      
 

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?   

Fish and 

Game 

Code   

A commercial minimum size limit established in 1986 was created to ensure that 

sharks had a chance to reproduce at least once before being retained in the catch. 

FGC §8388(a) states "No female angel shark measuring less than 42 inches in total 

length or 15 ¼ inches in alternate length and no male angel shark measuring less 

than 40 inches in total length or 14 ½ inches in alternate length may be possessed, 

sold, or purchased, except that 10 percent of the angel sharks in any load may 

measure not more than ½ inch less than the minimum size specified herein."   

There is a restricted access fishery for set gill nets (FGC §8610, 8680, 8681, and 

8682).   

A2. Are there 

prohibitions against take 

using specific gear 

type?   

Yes   The set gill net fishery requires the use of a minimum mesh size and a maximum net 

length.  

Inside the CHTG, required cod-end mesh is 7.5 in, outside the CHTG in federal 

waters, the minimum mesh is 4.5 in. 

A3. Is the species a 

target species that 

requires discard of 

individuals based on 

size limits, seasons, or 

gear type restrictions?   

Yes   There is a minimum size limit which requires discard of undersize fish. See A1.   

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?   

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 0.0% discard mortality 

during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?   

No   
 

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?   

Not 

applicable   

   

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?   

Not 

applicable   

   

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?   

Yes   There is a minimum legal size; see A1. 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with 

them?   

Yes   Fishermen may not legally land undersize fish.   

B. Threats to 

sustainability   

   
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)   

Yes   Department PSA completed in 2019 indicated angel shark ranked first in 

vulnerability among 36 fish and invertebrate species analyzed.   
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Category and question   Response   Comments   

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?   

No   
 

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such 

that a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or 

depleted?   

Not 

applicable   

Pacific angel shark are largely protected from fishing pressure. Therefore, it is 

presumed that the population remains stable in California (ESR).   

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?   

Yes   Commercial set gill net and trawl fishing is allowed in their primary inshore sandy-

bottom habitat.  There is a minimum length requirement for retention. 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?   

Yes   The Pacific angel shark is largely protected from fishing pressure. Therefore, it is 

presumed that the population remains relatively stable in California (ESR).   

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?   

No   Recreational anglers do not target this species.   

B5. What is the 

estimated discard 

mortality rate given the 

characteristics of the 

fishery and gear type?   

Unknown  Unknown for trawl gear. Department observers documented 0% release mortality 

during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify 

the estimated mortality 

rate?   

No   There have been no post-release studies for this species.   

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?   

Unknown The Pacific angel shark is largely protected from fishing pressure. Therefore, it is 

presumed that the population remains stable in California (ESR).   

C. Impacts on fisheries        

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?   

Yes   It is taken as an incidentally caught species in the halibut set gill net fishery and 

halibut trawl fishery.   

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been 

accounted for?   

No Discard mortality unknown. Department observers documented 0% release 

mortality during the 2022-23 assessment. 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?   

No   The bycatch of Pacific angel shark is incidental catch since this is a desirable and 

marketable species.   

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?   

Yes   This is discussed in the Pacific angel shark ESR.   
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Category and question   Response   Comments   

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?   

No   This is not a federally managed species.   

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?   

Not 

applicable   

  - 

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on 

retention?   

Yes   There is a prohibition on landing fish below the minimum legal size.   

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?   

      

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species   

Yes   A ban on set gill netting in state waters and north of Point Conception, and closure 

of primary processing plant for angel sharks, led to a significant decline in catch and 

effort in the 1990s.   

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) 

based on bycatch 

issues?   

No   There is no quota for this species.   

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?   

No   There are no early closures based on the amount of bycatch.   

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, 

and marketing costs due 

to bycatch?   

No   There have been no changes for which the Department is aware.   

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value 

of fishing activities due 

to bycatch?   

No   There have been no changes for which the Department is aware.   

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on 

fisheries and/or fishing 

communities which 

target or need incidental 

catch of this species?   

Yes   A ban on set gill netting in state waters and north of Point Conception, and closure 

of primary processing plant for angel sharks, led to a significant decline in catch and 

effort in the 1990s.   

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?   

No   A minimum size limit offers protection to juveniles.   

D. Impacts on 

ecosystem   

  
 

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?   

   "As apex predators, sharks play an important role in regulating trophic interactions. 

In California, Pacific angel shark prey on common reef fish, and thus probably exert 

some top-down regulation on the distribution and abundance of lower trophic level 

fishes and invertebrates in inshore food webs (Pittenger 1984, cited in ESR)."   
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Category and question   Response   Comments   

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?   

No   “There are no formal overfishing threshold criteria for Pacific angel shark. However, 

landings are tracked in both the commercial and recreational sectors, and, given the 

low landings that have occurred since the ban on set gill net and trammel nets in the 

early 1990s, there are currently no concerns about overfishing occurring on this 

stock.” (ESR)   

References      Pittenger G.G. 1984. Movements, distribution, feeding, and growth of the Pacific 

angel shark, Squatina californica, at Catalina Island, California. Long Beach, 

California. California State University. 83 p.   
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Appendix 1e. Evaluation of hornyhead turbot based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question    Response Comments  

A. Legality of take  Fish and 

Game 

Code, Title 

14-§27.60 

There is a default recreational 10 fish limit.  

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

No  
 

A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?  

No There is no directed fishery for hornyhead turbot  

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

No. Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 2.3% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?  

No  

  
A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?  

Not 

applicable    

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?  

Not 

applicable    

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?  

No 

 

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with them?  

  
 

B. Threats to 

sustainability  

No No PSA has been done, but the species is listed as least concern by ICUN. 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)  

No  
 

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question    Response Comments  

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?  

Yes Per Title 14, 27.60, there is a default recreational 10 fish limit. 

Generally, not commercially retained. 

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?  

 unknown Hornyhead turbot are not encountered by the recreational fishery or 

commercially retained. 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?  

No    

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 2.3% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?  

No    

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

Unknown    

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?  

  
 

C. Impacts on fisheries  No  Hornyhead turbot are taken incidentally in the halibut trawl and gill net 

fisheries. 

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?  

No 
 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?  

No  
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?  

No 

  

There is no ESR or FMP for hornyhead turbot. 

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?  

No  

  

 

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question    Response Comments  

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

No  

  

  

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?  

 Not 

applicable 

 

D. Impacts on ecosystem  

  

The hornyhead turbot is a predator of benthic invertebrates. 

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?  

None 

available   
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Category and question    Response Comments  

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?  

Add 

specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  

 

References   

 



66 

Appendix 1f. Evaluation of sheep crab based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take   - - 

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

Fish and 

Game 

Code, Title 

14  

8598.2 legal for take with Marine aquaria permit; 8284(a) - any fish can be 

retained in crab traps used to take Dungeness crab 9011; 8284(c)(3) - 

Districts 19 and 118.5 in rock crab traps; 8250 (b)(1) - legal in lobster traps; 

126(b)(3) legal for take in trap gear  
A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?  

No  
 

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

No 
 

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 2.6% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?  

No    

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?  

Yes Per Title 14-126(b)(3), 95,000 lb are allowed for take statewide in a calendar 

year 

 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with them?  

Yes    

52,000 lb were landed in 2022  
B. Threats to 

sustainability  

  
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)  

Not 

assessed 

  

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?  

Not 

assessed 

 

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?  

Yes Per FGC 8598.2, sheep crab are legal for take with Marine aquaria permit; 

Per Title 14 126(b)(3), sheep crab are legal for take in trap gear. 

 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?  

 unknown Take of sheep crab is relatively low. 

 

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?  

No  

  

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 2.6% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

No  
 

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?  

Unknown 
 

C. Impacts on fisheries  
  

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?  

No  Sheep crab are taken incidentally in halibut trawl and gill net fisheries. 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?  

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?  

No  
 

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?  

No 

  

There is no ESR or FMP for sheep crab. 

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?  

No  

  

  

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?  

No  

  

 

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?  

Not 

applicable  

 

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?  

Not 

applicable  

 

D. Impacts on ecosystem    
 

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?  

  The sheep crab is a scavenger and predator of benthic invertebrates.  

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?  

None 

available    

References  Add 

specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  
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Appendix 1g. Evaluation of yellow rock crab based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take      

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

Fish and 

Game 

Code, Title 

14  

Per FGC 8598.2, yellow rock crab are legal for take with Marine aquaria 

permit; 8284(a) - any fish can be retained in crab traps used to take 

Dungeness crab 9011; 8284(c)(3) - Districts 19 and 118.5 in rock crab traps; 

8250 (b)(1) - legal in lobster traps; 

Per Title 14, 126(b)(3), yellow rock crab are legal for take in trap gear;  

Per FGC 8834, the maximum weight of crab to be take with trawl is 500 lbs; 

125(a) - permit required to take rock crab with traps; FGC 8282 and 125.1 - 

minimum size of 4.25 in.  
A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?  

Yes  Recreational fishing using traps is prohibited south of Point Arguello; there 

ae limits to amount of recreational hoop net gear south of Point Arguello; 

Commercial trap fishing permit is open-access north of Lopez Point, limited-

entry south of Lopez Point.  
A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

Yes  Yes, there is a minimum size limit of 4.25 in commercial, 4 in recreational 

(sublegal crab must be discarded). 

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 0.0% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?  

No     

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?  

Yes Yellow rock crab has a minimum legal carapace length. 

 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with them?  

Yes   

B. Threats to 

sustainability  

  
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)  

Not 

assessed 

   

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?  

Not 

assessed 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?  

Not 

applicable  

  

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?  

Yes Yes. Yellow rock crab has a minimum legal carapace measurement; take is 

permitted in commercial trap fisheries, and there is a recreational bag limit of 

35. 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?  

 Unknown Yes. the sport limit has been 35 for many decades. 

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?  

No    

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 0.0% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment.  

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

No    

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?  

Unknown   

C. Impacts on fisheries    
 

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?  

Yes Yes. There are northern and southern California rock crab trap fisheries. The 

species is also taken incidentally to Dungeness crab in the recreational 

fishery. 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?  

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?  

No  
 

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?  

No 

  

Yes, as related to the trap fishery. Other gear types are not considered.  

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?  

No  

  

  

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

Not 

applicable  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?  

No  

  

  

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species  

No    

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?  

No   

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?  

No    

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

No    

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?  

No   

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?  

None    

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?  

None  Most trawl-caught yellow rock crabs are released live. The Department’s 

2022-23 CHTG assessment saw 0% yellow rock crab mortality. 

D. Impacts on ecosystem      

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?  

  The yellow rock crab is a scavenger and predator of benthic inverts  

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?  

None 

available 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

References  Add 

specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  

 



73 

Appendix 1h. Evaluation of sublegal halibut based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take  - - 

A1. Under what laws, 
regulations, or guidance 
documents is species 
covered?  

Fish and 
Game 
Code: Title 
14; Title 50 
Federal 
Code of 
Regulations 

Per FCG 8494-97: within the California Halibut Trawl Grounds, a trawl permit 
required; Per FGC 8392, there is a minimum length requirement with a tail 
sweep allowed;  

  
Per Title 14, 124: light touch trawl gear is required in trawl grounds, 124.1: 
requires halibut trawl permit renewal;    
Per Title 50 sec 660.333: participation in halibut trawl fishery defined,  

A2. Are there prohibitions 
against take using specific 
gear type?  

Yes  Sublegal-sized halibut are not allowed for retention with any gear. 

A3. Is the species a target 
species that requires discard 
of individuals based on size 
limits, seasons, or gear type 
restrictions?  

Yes There is a minimum legal length of 22 in. 

A4. Is the discard mortality 
rate known?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 16.8% discard mortality 
during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 
required to retain or interact 
with the species?  

No  
 

A5b. If yes, does the fishery 
currently have such 
permits?  

Not 
applicable  

 

A5c. If yes, do the levels of 
bycatch comply with them?  

Not 
applicable  

 

A6a. Does the species have 
an incidental catch 
allowance, ACL, or other 
restrictions on the amount, 
size, or sex of catch 
allowed?  

Yes There is a minimum legal length for retention regardless of gear type. 

A6b. If yes, does the catch 
comply with them?  

Yes  
 

B. Threats to sustainability  
  

B1. Has a peer-reviewed risk 
assessment of the 
vulnerability of the particular 
bycatch species to 
overfishing been conducted 
(e.g., PSA)  

Yes 
 

B2a. Does a population 
status estimate or stock 
assessment exist for this 
species?  

Yes Based on the 2011 California Halibut Stock Assessment, the southern 
population is estimated to be depleted to about 14% of its unexploited 
spawning biomass level); 2020 California Halibut Stock Assessment, Executive 
Summary; California Halibut 2020 Stock Assessment Review Panel Report 

B2b. If yes, is there 
confidence in the underlying 
data such that a reasonable 
determination can be made if 
the stock is considered 
healthy, overfished, or 
depleted?  

No The CA halibut ESR states that the results of the 2020 efforts were reviewed 
by a panel of stock assessment experts and found not to be ready for use in 
management, particularly for the northern stock. The California Halibut 2020 
Stock Assessment Review Panel Report outlined recommendations for 
additional data collection, analysis, and model improvements, including 
reconstructing historical halibut landings to reflect an unfished or nearly 
unfished condition and initial population estimates. 

B3a. Are there any existing 
state and/or federal 
management measures?  

Yes From the CA halibut ESR: The minimum size limit is intended to allow halibut 
the opportunity to reproduce at least once before they become eligible for take 
by the fishery. Trawl fisheries are required to complete logbooks and under 
certain conditions they are subject to the requirements of the federal observer 
program and Vessel Monitoring Systems, which allows for monitoring of these 
gear types when fishing in federal waters or transiting federal waters with 
groundfish. Area closures and gear restrictions are intended to protect the 
halibut population, incidental co-occurring species, and habitat. 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B3b. If yes, are they effective 
in ensuring sustainability?  

 Yes From the CA halibut ESR: The Department has not established formal 
overfishing criteria for the halibut resource. The MLMA defines overfishing as a 
rate or level of take that the best available scientific information, and other 
relevant information, indicates is not sustainable or that jeopardizes the 
capacity of a marine fishery to produce the maximum sustainable yield on a 
continuing basis. Department staff continue to monitor catch, effort, and life 
history trends with fishery-dependent and fishery-independent datasets on a 
monthly to annual basis. These data are evaluated relative to historic trends 
and environmental factors. If a problem is detected by the Department or 
reported by stakeholders, Department resources and management attention 
focus on the situation. The halibut fishery is currently being evaluated with a 
Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) using the Data Limited Methods 
Toolkit framework which is intended to establish formal overfishing rules. 
Should the MSE or the stock assessment indicate that the halibut population is 
overfished, a rebuilding plan will be required. There are currently no formal 
indications that the halibut resource is overfished, although the stock status 
may be different north compared to south of Point Conception. 

B4. Is the bycatch the 
product of recreational 
catch-and-release 
practices?  

No  
 

B5. What is the estimated 
discard mortality rate given 
the characteristics of the 
fishery and gear type?  

Unknown  Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 16.8% discard 
mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 
studies exist to verify the 
estimated mortality rate?  

No  
 

B7. What is the probability of 
mortality exceeding levels 
that have been scientifically 
determined to be necessary 
for the continued viability of 
the species?  

 Unknown 
 

C. Impacts on fisheries  
  

C1. Does a directed fishery 
exist for the bycatch 
species?  

Yes The fishery is for legal size halibut 22 in. and up. 

C2. Has the bycatch and 
associated discard mortality 
been accounted for?  

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting the 
directed fishery management 
strategy (i.e., restrictions on 
size, sex, or season)?  

No  Currently no, but this may be considered during a statewide process to 
determine bycatch acceptability with trawl gear. 

C4. Are the impacts of 
bycatch considered and 
made explicit in an ESR or 
FMP?  

No  Bycatch impacts of sublegal halibut are not explored in detail in the ESR. 

C5a. Is the species 
constrained under a federal 
rebuilding plan?  

No  
 

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 
compete with fleets that 
target the species?  

Not 
applicable  

 

C6. Is there a management 
allowance for percent of 
catch or a prohibition on 
retention?  

No  
 

C7. If there is a directed 
fishery for the species, have 
there been any of the 
following?  

  

C7a. Reductions in 
opportunities or income for 
participants in fisheries that 
target the bycatch species  

No  
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7b. Reductions in fishery 
quotas or opportunities (e.g., 
time and area closures) 
based on bycatch issues?  

No 
 

C7c. Early closures of a 
fishery based on higher-
than-expected bycatch?  

No  
 

C7d. Changes in fishing, 
processing, disposal, and 
marketing costs due to 
bycatch?  

No  
 

C7e. Changes in the social 
or cultural value of fishing 
activities due to bycatch?  

No 
 

C7f. Negative socioeconomic 
impacts from bycatch on 
fisheries and/or fishing 
communities which target or 
need incidental catch of this 
species?  

None  
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Appendix 1i. Evaluation of pink sea perch based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take    
 

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

Title 14-

§27.60 

There is a default recreational 10 fish limit.  

A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?  

No 
 

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

NO  Pink sea perch are not commercially or recreationally targeted or retained. 

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 89.4% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the species?  

No  
 

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?  

Not 

applicable  

 

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?  

No Pink sea perch are not commercially or recreationally targeted or retained. 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with them?  

Not 

applicable 

 

B. Threats to 

sustainability  

  
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)  

No   

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?  

No 
 

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?  

Not 

applicable 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?  

Yes There is a state default recreational 10 fish limit. However, this species is 

not targeted or retained by commercial or recreational fishermen. 

 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?  

 unknown  

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?  

No    

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl. Department observers documented 89.4% discard 

mortality during the 2022-23 CHTG assessment. Typically, the large cod-

end mesh used in the CHTG allows pink sea perch to pass unless the net 

is clogged with debris. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

No    

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?  

 Unknown   

C. Impacts on fisheries    
 

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?  

No 
 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?  

No 
 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?  

No    

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?  

No 

  

   

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?  

No  

  

 

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?  

No  

  

  

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?  

 
 There is no directed fishery for pink sea perch. 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species  

No    

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?  

No   

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?  

No    

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

No    

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?  

No   

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?  

None    

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?  

No  

D. Impacts on ecosystem    
 

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?  

  The pink sea perch is a predator of benthic worms, brittle start, and small 

crustaceans. 

 

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?  

None 

available 

   

References  Add specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  
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Appendix 1j. Evaluation of English sole based on MLMA Master Plan bycatch criteria. 

Category and question  Response  Comments  

A. Legality of take    
 

A1. Under what laws, 

regulations, or guidance 

documents is species 

covered?  

Title 50, Fed 

Code of 

Regulations; 

Managed 

groundfish 

Title 50. 660.23 establishes fixed gear limits, Title 50. 660.55: established 

an allocation limit.  

A2. Are there prohibitions 

against take using 

specific gear type?  

No 
 

A3. Is the species a target 

species that requires 

discard of individuals 

based on size limits, 

seasons, or gear type 

restrictions?  

No   

A4. Is the discard 

mortality rate known?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 8.3% 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

A5a. Are special permits 

required to retain or 

interact with the 

species?  

No    

A5b. If yes, does the 

fishery currently have 

such permits?  

Not 

applicable  

  

A5c. If yes, do the levels 

of bycatch comply with 

them?  

Not 

applicable  

  

A6a. Does the species 

have an incidental catch 

allowance, ACL, or other 

restrictions on the 

amount, size, or sex of 

catch allowed?  

Yes A quota amount is set under Groundfish Management Plan (GMP). 

A6b. If yes, does the 

catch comply with them?  

Yes Directed catch is primarily by the groundfish fleet. Retention by the halibut 

trawl fleet is minimal. 

B. Threats to 

sustainability  

  
 

B1. Has a peer-reviewed 

risk assessment of the 

vulnerability of the 

particular bycatch 

species to overfishing 

been conducted (e.g., 

PSA)  

No    

B2a. Does a population 

status estimate or stock 

assessment exist for this 

species?  

Yes English sole was assessed in 2013 under GMP and was not overfished. 

B2b. If yes, is there 

confidence in the 

underlying data such that 

a reasonable 

determination can be 

made if the stock is 

considered healthy, 

overfished, or depleted?  

 
The stock is not overfished. The directed catch is less than 1% of GF trawl 

quota. 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

B3a. Are there any 

existing state and/or 

federal management 

measures?  

Yes There is a state default recreational 10 fish limit. However, the species is 

not targeted or retained by recreational anglers. There are commercial 

catch limits established under GMP. 

 

B3b. If yes, are they 

effective in ensuring 

sustainability?  

 Yes  

B4. Is the bycatch the 

product of recreational 

catch-and-release 

practices?  

No  
 

B5. What is the estimated 

discard mortality rate 

given the characteristics 

of the fishery and gear 

type?  

Unknown Unknown for trawl, however Department observers documented 8.3% 

mortality during the 2022-23 Department assessment. 

B6. Do any post-release 

studies exist to verify the 

estimated mortality rate?  

No  
 

B7. What is the 

probability of mortality 

exceeding levels that 

have been scientifically 

determined to be 

necessary for the 

continued viability of the 

species?  

 Unknown Unknown but probably low. The directed trawl fishery takes little of the 

quota and the southern halibut fishery retains little. The required large cod-

end mesh may contribute to reduced net retention. 

C. Impacts on fisheries    
 

C1. Does a directed 

fishery exist for the 

bycatch species?  

Yes A directed groundfish trawl fishery exists. 

C2. Has the bycatch and 

associated discard 

mortality been accounted 

for?  

Yes They are accounted for under federal catch limits by fishing sector. 

C3. Is bycatch affecting 

the directed fishery 

management strategy 

(i.e., restrictions on size, 

sex, or season)?  

No    

C4. Are the impacts of 

bycatch considered and 

made explicit in an ESR 

or FMP?  

Yes 

  

 The species is managed under the groundfish FMP.  

C5a. Is the species 

constrained under a 

federal rebuilding plan?  

No  

  

  

C5b. If yes, will bycatch 

compete with fleets that 

target the species?  

Not 

applicable  

  

C6. Is there a 

management allowance 

for percent of catch or a 

prohibition on retention?  

No  

  

  

C7. If there is a directed 

fishery for the species, 

have there been any of 

the following?  

 
There is a federal groundfish fishery. 
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Category and question  Response  Comments  

C7a. Reductions in 

opportunities or income 

for participants in 

fisheries that target the 

bycatch species  

No    

C7b. Reductions in 

fishery quotas or 

opportunities (e.g., time 

and area closures) based 

on bycatch issues?  

No   

C7c. Early closures of a 

fishery based on higher-

than-expected bycatch?  

No    

C7d. Changes in fishing, 

processing, disposal, and 

marketing costs due to 

bycatch?  

No    

C7e. Changes in the 

social or cultural value of 

fishing activities due to 

bycatch?  

No   

C7f. Negative 

socioeconomic impacts 

from bycatch on fisheries 

and/or fishing 

communities which target 

or need incidental catch 

of this species?  

None    

C7g. Negative impacts to 

juveniles of a species 

targeted by another 

fishery?  

No  

D. Impacts on ecosystem    
 

D1. What is the 

ecosystem role of the 

bycatch species?  

 
The English sole is a predator of benthic worms, brittle stars, and small 

crustaceans. 

 

D2. Does scientific 

evidence show the 

amount of bycatch 

mortality significantly 

increases the risk that a 

bycatch species will be 

unable to serve its 

ecosystem role?  

None 

available 
   

References  Add specific 

references 

you used 

other than 

the general 

ones listed 

in Question 

A1.  
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Appendix 2a. Observed invertebrate trawl catch from 2018-2022 (June 16-March 14) for southern 

California CHTG (WCGOP 2022,2023). (Unid = unidentified to species). Discard counts include 

estimates based on species subsamples that are expanded to haul level. Weight in metric tons. 

Species Scientific Name Retained MT Discard 

Count  

Discard 

MT 

Armed box crab Platymera gaudichaudii 0 1,030 0.17 

Bivalve Unid Bivalvia 0 62 0.002 

Bobtail squid Sepiolida 0 24 0.001 

Brittle/Basket star unid Ophiuroidea 0 2 0.0 

CA sea cucumber Parastichopus californicus 0 142 0.042 

California spiny lobster Panulirus interruptus 0 NA 0.011 

Crab unid Decapoda 0.086 NA 0.054 

Crab unid Brachyura/Anomura 0.094 NA 0 

Decorator/Spider crab Unid Majidae 0 4 0.0 

Dungeness crab Cancer magister 0 13 0.009 

Graceful crab Cancer gracilis 0 1,714 0.237 

Horny gorgonian Holaxonia 0 5 0.0 

Humboldt (Jumbo) squid Dosidicus gigas 0 NA 0.005 

Invertebrate unid N/A 0.001 NA 0.02 

Isopod unid Isopoda 0 22 0.0 

Jellyfish unid Scyphozoa 0 59 0.039 

Kelp crab unid Pugettia 0 14 0.002 

King crab unid Lithode 0.005 NA 0 

Market squid Doryteuthis opalescens 0.078 NA 0 

Masking crab Loxorhynchus crispatus 0 4 0.001 

Mollusk unid Mollusca 0 2 0.001 

Non-Humboldt squid unid Teuthida 0.054 4,563 0.146 

Nudibranch unid Nudibranchia 0 240 0.039 

Octopus unid Octopoda 0 441 0.018 

Pacific rock crab Cancer antennarius 0 89 0.027 

Purple globe crab Randallia ornata 0 13 0.002 

Pyrosome unid Pyrosoma spp 0 844 0.206 

Red rock crab Cancer productus 1.137 22 0.012 

Ridgeback prawn Sicyonia ingentis 0 1,101 0.013 

Rock crab N/A 0.008 2 0.007 

Sea anemone unid Actiniaria 0 17 0.008 

Sea cucumber unid Holothuroidea 0 127 0.026 

Sea pansy Renillidae 0 1 0.0 

Sea pen Pennatulacea 0 56 0.001 

Sea star unid Asteroidea 0 4,687 0.02 

Sheep crab Loxorhynchus grandis 0.007 932 1.062 
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Species Scientific Name Retained MT Discard 

Count  

Discard 

MT 

Shrimp unid Caridea 0.002 4,928 0.101 

Spiny lobster unid Palinura 0 169 0.111 

Spot prawn Pandalus platyceros 0 18 0.0 

Tunicate unid Tunicata 0 48 0.002 

Urchin unid Echinoidea 0 18 0.0 

Xantus swimming crab Portunus xantusii 0 16 0.0 

Yellow rock crab Cancer anthonyi 0 1,783 0.54 
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Appendix 2b. Observed finfish trawl catch from 2018-2022 (June 16-March 14) for southern 

California CHTG (WCGOP 2022,2023). (Unid = unidentified to species). Discard counts include 

estimates based on species subsamples that are expanded to haul level. Weight in metric tons.  

Species- finfish Scientific Name Retained 

MT 

Discard 

Count  

Discard 

MT 

Anchovy unid  Engraulidae 0.07 2 0.0 

Banded guitarfish Zapteryx exasperata 0 1 0.001 

Barred sand bass Paralabrax nebulifer 0 252 0.262 

Bass unid Percichthyidae/Serranidae 0 NA 0.002 

Bat ray Myliobatis californica 2.780 928 6.539 

Bay pipefish Syngnathus leptorhynchus 0 3 0.0 

Big skate Raja binoculata 0.166 54 0.278 

Bocaccio rockfish Sebastes paucispinis 0 1 0.0 

Brown rockfish Sebastes auriculatus 0.029 35 0.014 

Brown smoothhound shark Mustelus henlei 0 128 0.161 

Cabezon Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 0 2 0.002 

California barracuda Sphyraena argentea 0.012 NA 0 

California butterfly ray Gymnura marmorata 0 1 0.006 

California halibut Paralichthys californicus 10.918 2,663 3.554 

California lizardfish Synodus lucioceps 0.036 1,931 0.452 

California scorpionfish Scorpaena guttata 0.576 1,355 0.324 

California sheephead Semicossyphus pulcher 0.016 5 0.007 

California skate Raja inornata 0.358 12,917 4.808 

C-O (C-O Turbot) sole Pleuronichthys coenosus 0 3 0.0 

Combfish unid Zaniolepis 0 NA 0.342 

Common thresher shark Alopias vulpinus 0.084 2 0.004 

Copper rockfish Sebastes caurinus 0 52 0.002 

Croaker unid Sciaenidae 0.001 NA 0 

Curlfin sole Pleuronichthys decurrens 0.007 219 0.04 

Cusk-eel unid Ophidiidae 0 1 0.0 

Diamond turbot Hypsopsetta guttulata 0 2 0.001 

Dover sole Microstomus pacificus 0 57 0.004 

Eelpout unid Zoarcidae 0 4 0.0 

Egg case unid N/A 0 17 0.001 

English sole Parophrys vetulus 0.324 3,518 0.492 

Fantail sole Xystreurys liolepis 0.511 2,272 0.756 

Flatfish unid Pleuronectiformes 0.01 NA 0.014 

Giant sea bass Stereolepis gigas 0 5 0.01 

Gray smoothhound shark Mustelus californicus 0 3 0.004 

Halfbanded rockfish Sebastes semicinctus 0 34 0.001 

Horn shark Heterodontus francisci 0 76 0.072 
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Species- finfish Scientific Name Retained 

MT 

Discard 

Count  

Discard 

MT 

Hornyhead turbot Pleuronichthys verticalis 0.206 10,479 1.431 

Kelp rockfish Sebastes atrovirens 0 2 0.0 

Leopard shark Triakis semifasciata 0.042 1 0.02 

Lingcod Ophiodon elongatus 0 26 0.005 

Longfin sanddab Citharichthys xanthostigma 0 3,691 0.056 

Longspine combfish Zaniolepis latipinnis 0 103,977 2.479 

Mexican rockfish Sebastes macdonaldi 0 5 0.0 

Midshipman (Toadfish) Batrachoididae 0 4114 0.609 

Mixed species N/A 0.0 NA 0.007 

Nearshore rockfish unid Scorpaenidae 0.001 NA 0 

Northern anchovy Engraulis mordax 0.001 297 0.004 

Ocean whitefish Caulolatilus princeps 0 22 0.003 

Pacific angel shark Squatina californica 2.976 2,260.4 5.462 

Pacific butterfish Peprilus simillimus 0.003 172 0.007 

Pacific hake Merluccius productus 0 8 0.003 

Pacific sanddab Citharichthys sordidus 0.008 844 0.058 

Pacific sardine Sardinops sagax 0 3 0.0 

Pacific staghorn sculpin Leptocottus armatus 0 2 0.0 

Painted greenling Oxylebius pictus 0 1 0.0 

Pink surfperch Zalembius rosaceus 0 263 0.008 

Plainfin midshipman Porichthys notatus 0 46 0.052 

Queenfish Seriphus politus 0 154 0.008 

Ray unid Myliobatiformes 0 1 0.014 

Rock sole Pleuronectes bilineatus 0.133 NA 0 

Sand sole Psettichthys melanostictus 0.004 2 0.001 

Sanddab unid Citharichthys 0.01 NA 0 

Sarcastic fringehead Neoclinus blanchardi 0 11 0.001 

Sculpin unid Cottidae 0 681 0.007 

Sevengill shark Notorynchus cepedianus 0 5 0.026 

Shark unid Squaliformes 0.012 16 0.082 

Shark unid Elasmobranchii 0.022 1 0 

Shiner surfperch Cymatogaster aggregata 0 3 0.0 

Shovelnose guitarfish Rhinobatos productus 0 37 0.087 

Skate unid Rajidae 0.372 2 0 

Smooth stargazer Kathetostoma averruncus 0 81 0.03 

Smoothhound shark unid Mustelus 0.033 NA 0.012 

Soupfin shark Galeorhinus galeus 0 1 0.034 

Speckled sanddab Citharichthys stigmaeus 0 22 0.001 

Specklefin midshipman Porichthys myriaster 0 289 0.095 

Spiny dogfish shark Squalus suckleyi 0.077 55 0.282 

Splitnose searobin Bellator xenisma 0 2 0.0 
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Species- finfish Scientific Name Retained 

MT 

Discard 

Count  

Discard 

MT 

Spotted batfish Zalieutes elater 0 19 0.001 

Spotted ratfish Hydrolagus colliei 0 56 0.025 

Spotted turbot Pleuronichthys ritteri 0 49 0.008 

Squarespot rockfish Sebastes hopkinsi 0 7 0.0 

Starry skate Raja stellulata 0 3 0.001 

Stripetail rockfish Sebastes saxicola 0 119 0.002 

Surfperch unid Embiotocidae 0 4,452 0.11 

Thornback Platyrhinoidis triseriata 0 72 0.054 

Thresher shark unid Alopias 0.009 NA 0 

Vermilion rockfish Sebastes miniatus 0.017 252 0.002 

White croaker Genyonemus lineatus 0.137 7,652 0.714 

White sea bass Atractoscion nobilis 0.025 2 0.016 

 



State of California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife Received April 4, 2024;  

Original signed copy on file  

M e m o r a n d u m  
 

Date:  April 2, 2024 

 

To: Melissa Miller-Henson 

 Executive Director 

 Fish and Game Commission 

 

From: Charlton H. Bonham 

 Director 

 

Subject: Proposed Marine Protected Area Petition Evaluation Process and Timeline 

 

At their February 14-15, 2024, meeting, the California Fish and Game Commission 

(CFGC) referred 20 Marine Protected Area (MPA) regulation change petitions to the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review, evaluation, and 

recommendation. In addition, the CFGC requested CDFW develop a proposed 

approach to evaluate the petitions to discuss at the Marine Resources Committee 

(MRC) meeting on March 19, 2024. After discussion and input from interested 

stakeholders, the MRC recommended approval of CDFW’s proposed 3-phase 

approach to evaluate MPA petitions. The proposed approach is briefly described below 

and in the enclosed presentation that was provided to the MRC on March 19, 2024.   

Proposed 3-Phase Approach to MPA Petition Evaluation 

Phase 1: Petitions will be categorized into two bins using the criteria outlined below to 

determine which petitions can be evaluated in the near-term and which petitions will 

require additional policy guidance, information, and/or resources prior to evaluation.  

• Bin 1 petitions: Petitions that can be evaluated in the near-term must meet all the 

following criteria:  

o Policy direction not needed for next phases. 

o Within CFGC authority. 

o Immediate evaluation possible. 

o Limited clarification needed from petitioner. 

o Limited controversy anticipated. 

 

• Bin 2 petitions: Petitions that do not meet all the above criteria will be categorized 

into Bin 2. The analysis of these petitions will be more complex as they will require 

additional policy guidance, information, and/or resources before they can be 

evaluated. Due to the complexity of these petitions, these will be evaluated in the 

longer term.  
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Phase 2: Separate all Bin 1 petitions into individual actions and proceed to phase 3. 

Separate Bin 2 petitions into individual actions and identify additional policy guidance, 

information, and/or resources that are necessary to advance individual actions to 

phase 3. 

Phase 3: Adaptive management evaluation and recommendations. Apply the 

evaluation framework approved by the CFGC to each petition action. The process will 

identify which petitions, and/or actions within each petition, would be recommended to 

be granted, denied, or considered through an alternative pathway. 

Proposed MPA Petition Evaluation Anticipated Timeline 

• March-April 2024: Development of Evaluation Framework 

o Receive and discuss proposed 3-phase evaluation process at the March 19 

MRC and April 17 CFGC meetings. 

• April-August 2024: Phase 1— CDFW Sort Petitions into 2 Bins 

o Discuss proposed bins at the July 18 MRC and August 14 CFGC meetings. 

• August 2024 and beyond: Phases 2 and 3—Separate petitions into individual 

actions  

o Receive guidance on Bin 2 actions as needed.  

o Move forward with evaluation on both Bin 1 and 2 actions. Evaluation timelines 

for Bin 1 and Bin 2 actions will vary. 

If you have any questions or need more information, please contact Dr. Craig Shuman, 

Marine Regional Manager, at (805) 568-1246. 

Attachment 1: Proposed Marine Protected Area Petition Evaluation presentation.  

Attachment 2: Evaluation Framework  
 
ec: Jenn Eckerle, Deputy Secretary for Ocean and Coastal Policy   

 Natural Resources Agency 
 

Craig Shuman, D. Env., Region Manager 
Marine Region 

Becky Ota, Environmental Program Manager 
Marine Region 

Stephen Wertz, Senior Environmental Scientist 
Marine Region 
 
Sara Worden, Environmental Scientist 
Marine Region 



Department of Fish and Wildlife: Summary of Marine Protected Area (MPA) Regulation 
Change Petition Framework Discussion 

(07/27/23) Revised 08/10/23; Revised 8/17/23 
 
At the California Fish and Game Commission’s (CFGC) July 20, 2023 Marine Resources 
Committee (MRC) meeting, MRC, CFGC staff, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) staff, and stakeholders discussed potential next steps in pursuing the MPA Decadal 
Management Review (DMR) report recommendations and goals. The discussion included a 
potential framework to assist in evaluation of petitions the CFGC may receive related to 
changes to the MPA network and management program. At the request of MRC, staff from 
CDFW summarized the input received at the July 20, 2023 MRC meeting regarding these MPA 
petition framework considerations.  

Broadly, petitions submitted to the CFGC are evaluated on a case by case by basis. To help 
guide petition development and subsequent review by CDFW, the MRC received the following 
input for evaluating petitions related to MPAs:  

• Compatible with the goals and guidelines of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA); 

• Help advance one or more of the six goals of the MLPA; 

• Garner strong community support; and/or  

• Advance adaptive management recommendations under the cornerstones of MPA 
governance, MPA Management Program activities, and MPA Network Performance 
outlined in DMR Table 6.1 to ensure that petitions meet MPA management priorities. 

The MRC also received input organized by cornerstone as follows: 

• MPA Governance:  
o Simplifies regulatory language or enhances public understanding 

o Addresses inaccuracies or discrepancies in regulations 

o Accounts for regional stakeholder group intent identified during the regional 
MLPA planning process (including MPA-specific goals/objectives and design 
considerations) 

o Accounts for CDFW’s MPA design and management feasibility guidelines 

o Advances tribal stewardship and co-management, consistent with the CFGC Co-
Management Vision Statement and Definition 

o Improves access for traditionally underserved or marginalized communities, 
consistent with the CFGC Policy on Justice Equity, Diversity and Inclusion 

o Acknowledges socio-economic implications, such as access for consumptive or 
non-consumptive users 

• MPA Management Program Activities:  
o Clearly addresses or identifies scientific need for MPA Network based on best 

available science and scientific advancement since Network completion 
o Improves compliance and/or enforceability 

• MPA Network Performance:  
o Maintains or enhances the protections and integrity of the MPA Network 
o Maintains or enhances habitat and species connectivity 

o Adheres to science guidelines, such as maintaining minimum size and spacing, 
and protection of diverse habitats  

o Enhances climate resilience and/or helps mitigate climate impacts 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/MLPA
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213055&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=112487&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=184474&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=184474&inline
https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-cse&cx=003744124407919529812:w7acgwiolnk&q=https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx%3FDocumentID%3D184474&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwivjaex1NKAAxXkLkQIHf1qBsoQFnoECAkQAQ&usg=AOvVaw28x3dzt8C5Y0fP-jzAhPb3
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Petitions for Proposed MPA Network Changes

• CFGC received 20 petitions to change MPAs at the 

December 2023 meeting

• At the February 2024 meeting, CFGC referred all 

petitions to CDFW 

• 16 individual organizations submitted petitions

• Petitions include 80+ proposed petition actions

• 49+ MPAs and special closures affected by proposals
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Proposed Petition Evaluation Framework: 3-phase Approach

3



Phase 1: Bin Whole Petitions
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Phase 2: Actions and Evaluation Pathway
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Phase 3: Evaluation Considerations and Recommendations
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Proposed Petition Evaluation Framework: Detailed 3-Phase Approach
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Proposed MPA Petition Evaluation: Anticipated Timeline

Development of evaluation framework
• MRC and FGC receive and discuss 3-

phase evaluation process.

o MRC: March 19 

o CFGC: April 17

Phase 1: Sort petitions into 2 Bins
• Sort petitions and discuss petitions in Bin 1 

and Bin 2.

• MRC July 18

• FGC August 14

Phases 2 and 3: Separate petitions into 

individual actions, receive guidance 

on Bin 2 actions as needed, move 

forward with evaluation.
• Anticipate Bin 1 and 2 evaluation 

timelines will vary.
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Thank You

Questions? 
mpamanagementreview@wildlife.ca.gov 
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From: Keith < > 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 02:04 PM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Tanaka, Travis@Wildlife < > 
Subject: March 19 MRC meeting comments 

  
 

 

Hello, 

My name is Keith  Andrews, my wife and I own and operate the F/V Leonilda in Port San Luis Ca. 

 I have participated in the California halibut trawl fishery since 1997. Until 2019, almost 

exclusively in the California halibut trawl area. We have now moved from Santa Barbara to Port 

San Luis and now participate in the outside of 3 miles trawl halibut fishery from PSL. 

I was unable to figure out how to raise my hand on the zoom meeting to comment on the 

halibut trawl grounds report given by Travis Tanaka. 

In my experience, Travis’s report closely resembles what I have seen in the past 25 years of being 

in this fishery. We see a very small mortality rate in both retained catch and discarded fish. We 

normally keep our catch in live tanks until we deliver at the dock, we have a better than 90% 

survival rate for delivered fish. I also believe that the large majority of released fish are put back 

into the ocean alive and have a good survival rate, if the discarded fish were dying, we would be 

re-catching the dead fish and I would imagine that the decaying fish would be noted on our 

observer data. 

I also would like to support the opening of the Port San Luis California halibut trawl area. The 

area was previously trawled during the 1980’s nearshore halibut trawl efp, there should be trawl 

logs available to verify the area was previously fished. 

 

Thank you for accepting my comments 

 

Keith Andrews 

F/V Leonilda 

Port San Luis Ca 

Sent from my Phone 

 



 
 
From: Matthew Bond < >  
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2024 7:54 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Point of concern: DFG proposed MPA petition evaluation process. 

 
March 22, 2024 
  
California Fish and Game Commission 
715 P Street, 16th Floor, 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
  
RE: Point of concern DFG proposed MPA petition evaluation process. 
  
President Murray, Vice President Zavaleta & Commissioners, 
  
As we embark together on this journey of ratifying a process to evaluate and move toward 
action on the numerous MPA related petitions before the Commission, we want to 
highlight the obvious point that transparency and objectivity are paramount to equitable 
outcomes for all stakeholders involved and serve as the foundation of the trust the citizens 
of California put in the Commission as stewards of our marine resources.  
  
With this in mind, we want to express our potential serious concerns should the eventual 
process permit any non-public sector entity, group, or organization to facilitate 
disparate stakeholder input gathering, provide funding, forum, or facilitation for 
disparate stakeholder group consensus building, or any other function of data collection or 
transmittal to the Department, the Commission, or any of their proxies. This is especially 
significant when unrelated stakeholder groups are represented in such data or analysis 
that commissioners may use to inform their opinions regarding stakeholder engagement 
and public perception of the various petitions before the Commission. 
  
It is well established that factors such as facilitator selection, choice of agenda, meeting 
design, timing, and robustness of stakeholder outreach and inclusion can have profound 
influence on outcomes of discourse and consensus. In fact, manipulation of one or a 
multiple of these inputs can be used to lead participants toward predetermined, biased 
outcomes.  
  
Uniformity of stakeholder input collection methodology and delivery are critical for the 
legitimacy of this process.  



  
During the public input and discussion session, after the Department presented their 
proposal for process at the March MRC meeting, the topic of information gaps outlined in 
“Bucket 2” (marine science, sociological, and economic) came up. The conversation 
moved to address expected budgetary and manpower challenges related to filling these 
gaps, should individual petitions require extensive analysis.  The leader of the MPA 
Collaborative Network offered her organization’s infrastructure to facilitate future 
stakeholder meetings if needed. She also offered to provide the Department with extensive 
stakeholder input and MPA working group participant consensus information that they 
have recorded over the last couple years during meetings they have facilitated in the 14 
county wide MPA collaboratives they run. One of the MRC members thanked the speaker 
and remarked that before the MPA collaborative Network offered, he was thinking that 
“one or more of the collaboratives” were perfectly situated to help the Department and 
Commission in this area.  
  
The concern with this is that the MPA Collaborative Network is solely funded by the 
Resource Legacy Fund (RLF) (1). RLF states themselves: “(RLF) designs and administers 
initiatives for philanthropic foundations and individuals that result in significant 
conservation outcomes” (2).  As we are sure the Commission is well aware, RLF was 
instrumental in lobbying for the legislation which eventually became the MLPA, they 
entered into a public/private partnership with the state to overtly fund around half of the 
MLPA process. In this, they were permitted to create the advisory groups which steered the 
entire process; The Blue Ribbon Task Force (BRTF) and the Master Plan Team.  
  
The Commission is probably equally aware that there were several lawsuits which sprung 
out of the MLPA process. One in particular, The Partnership for Sustainable Oceans Et al. 
Vs CFGC, resulted in a ruling that gives us clear guidance on how privately funded entities 
working with The Commisson are treated when looking through the lens of "open and 
transparent" processes as outlined in the Public Records Act. “In this case, the Court 
declared that the BRTF and Master Science Team were "public bodies”(3). According to the 
Court: "Based on the facts present here, they cannot be characterized as private 
contractors or consultants or truly independent advisory bodies, but are "State bodies" 
engaged in state governmental decision making” (4). 
  
Should inevitable funding and time deficiencies put the Commission, Department or their 
proxies in a position where public private partnerships are necessary, we urge the 
commission to head the legal lessons learned from the original MLPA process and apply 
the “open and transparent” standard to any privately funded entity doing work for the 
Department, Commission, or their proxies. Further, we ask that if these of arrangements 
are entered into, a purely public sector representative should be present and all public 
sector meeting protocols be followed. In addition, we ask that the meetings be recorded 
and include a video teleconference option in order to ensure robust participation from a 
variety of stakeholder groups. 
  



Sincerely, 
  
Matt Bond 
AWPAC 
San Jose, CA 
 —————————————————- 
1) MPA collaborative network website “about us”  
2) https://opc.ca.gov/marine-protected-areas/partnerships/ 
3) https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marine_Life_Protection_Act 
4) https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 
 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fopc.ca.gov%2Fmarine-protected-areas%2Fpartnerships%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7C2c58449bd6cd4f92f43f08dc4a7ffe5c%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638467160805659310%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VUu%2FyXTfZ%2F3shAh77bljFfqEVoHyssvol1KIztqHmxo%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.m.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FMarine_Life_Protection_Act&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7C2c58449bd6cd4f92f43f08dc4a7ffe5c%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638467160805670628%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dtVjjlChQHjrKezEqOle5enVedrwqBxF%2BqrkDiNV%2BGA%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.m.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FMarine_Life_Protection_Act&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7C2c58449bd6cd4f92f43f08dc4a7ffe5c%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638467160805676819%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WRl%2FqmF2yLk2FKBdrC1l3HZIxidQr3y7KoXMxdfWXa4%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.m.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FMarine_Life_Protection_Act&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7C2c58449bd6cd4f92f43f08dc4a7ffe5c%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638467160805683827%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Zkq%2FzR7qdANQaVuPqEjzOnDujeabWGxZqoi5oe0GnfA%3D&reserved=0


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

         

 

 

 

 

April 4, 2024 

 

California Fish and Game Commission 

P.O. Box 944209 

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 

 

Submitted electronically via fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

 

RE: Comments on Fish and Game Commission April 17, 2024 Meeting Agenda Item 9B - 

Marine Resources Committee, MPA Petition Review Process 

 

Dear President Murray and Honorable Commissioners: 

 

The undersigned organizations are dedicated to ocean protection in California, with a long 

history of working on marine protected area (MPA) management, research, compliance, 

education, and outreach. We strongly support the Fish and Game Commission (FGC) and staff’s 

commitment to meeting the goals of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) through  

ongoing support of the Marine Protected Area Network. As the FGC and California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) continue the review and evaluation of petitions to modify California’s MPA 

Network, our organizations respectfully make the following requests in regard to petition review:  

 

1. There should be a dedicated FGC MRC session for petition review,  

2. A transparent evaluation criteria and rubric for petition review should be developed, and 

3. Changes to the MPA network must ultimately strengthen, not weaken the network, and must be 

based on the best available science. 

 

These requests are further detailed below: 

 

 

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov


 

1) There Should be a Dedicated FGC MRC Session for Petition Review.  

 

On February 14, 2024, FGC referred all petitions for regulatory change to the California MPA Network to 

CDFW for further analysis, and on March 19th, 2024, CDFW provided the Marine Resources Committee 

(MRC) and the public an overview of how those petitions will be reviewed. We write to respectfully 

reiterate previous requests to MRC and staff to arrange for a special meeting of the MRC committee 

dedicated solely to the review of the 20 petitions. In the case of some petitions, local organizations have 

been vigorously supporting MPA management and monitoring for a decade and deserve the opportunity 

to meaningfully advocate for their proposals. Our groups would also like to be able to make clear to our 

networks how to engage so that our stakeholders know when and where to show up to be most effective 

and are given advance notice to understand the content of the meeting. A special petition review MRC 

meeting would help efficiently facilitate needed engagement and input to reinforce community feedback.  

 

2) A Transparent Evaluation Criteria and Rubric for MPA Petition Review Should be Developed. 

 

We urge CDFW and FGC to ground their previously noted Petition Review Criteria, captured in the FGC 

Staff Report “Summary of Marine Protected Area (MPA) Regulation Change Petition Framework 

Discussion,” in a formal rubric for evaluating petitions to clarify the process of selection and ensure 

equitable and objective review. The evaluation framework should consist of a "grading" rubric, where 

petitions can be evaluated against specific criteria; each with a quantifiable rating scale so that there is 

equity and transparency for all stakeholders. This grading process should allow for flexibility. For 

example, some petitions may not hit every criteria element, but in total may have the potential to rate 

highly.  

 

In addition, we request the opportunity to provide feedback on the evaluation rubric before finalization 

and implementation. Many of the undersigned organizations have invested heavily to support outreach, 

education, compliance, and enforcement of the MPA Network, and hold invaluable information about 

local issues impacting the MPAs and their insight would be essential to the development of this rubric. 

We recognize that the development of this rubric would be an additional step in this process, but would be 

an invaluable tool and would increase efficiency in the review of petitions down the line.  

 

3) Changes to the MPA Network Must Ultimately Strengthen, Not Weaken the Network, and 

Must be Based on the Best Available Science. 

 

Our organizations support petitions that strengthen — not weaken — the MPA Network. Petitions 

aimed at weakening the MPA Network are contrary to the very goals of the MLPA and the Decadal 

Management Review (DMR) and should not be considered. The MLPA was enacted to “protect the 

natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure, function and integrity of marine 

ecosystems” and is founded upon science-based management. CDFW and FGC’s petition review 

priorities must include evaluation of petitions based on supporting evidence from best available science. 

Where local data is available, it must be used to inform decision-making; and where it is not, credible and 

relevant science from the global community should be referenced.  

 



 

Science from other regions that informs adaptive management of MPA networks, for instance, can be 

highly relevant to ecosystems and management types in California. Considerable advances in the global 

scientific understanding of MPA management have occurred over the past decade, which must be applied 

to adaptive management of the MPA Network. As we move into the critical phase of evaluating petitions 

and continue to urge that all petition reviews be based on the best available science, our organizations feel 

it is relevant to elevate key findings to both FGC and CDFW and highlight how both local and relevant 

global data could be used in determining what changes should be made to the California MPA Network.  

 

For example, a brand-new study published just last month found great economic benefits of MPAs for 

fishing and tourism industries. The study looked at 51 MPAs in over 30 countries1 and concluded that in 

every case the existence of those MPAs boosted either fishing or tourism – with profits sometimes in the 

billions of dollars. Significantly, the study finds no evidence anywhere, at any time, that MPAs imperil 

the fishing industry, even in those places with outspoken opposition to ocean protection, and the MPAs 

delivering the greatest economic benefits were of the highest protection: “no-take” marine reserves.2 This 

is just one example of new MPA research that, while not exclusive to California, can provide critical 

insight into the significance of MPAs and their beneficial impact across many stakeholders.  

 

In closing, as the review of MPA petitions and overall MPA adaptive management decisions must be 

made keeping coastal access in mind, we remind FGC and CDFW that “access” to California MPAs goes 

far beyond fishing. Opportunities that facilitate diverse ocean and coastal use and enjoyment should be 

considered when reviewing a petition’s contribution to increased access. Notably, MPA Watch data 

shows that the vast majority (~97.5%) of ocean activities across more than 1.5 million data points in and 

around MPAs are recreational and non-consumptive activities such as wildlife viewing, leisure and 

relaxation, swimming, surfing, and diving. We urge the prioritization of petitions that would increase 

access to highly protected MPAs with the ecological benefits they confer, and to advance the MLPA, 

particularly Goal 3: “To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by marine 

ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner 

consistent with protecting biodiversity.” 

 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments, and we look forward to continued collaboration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Laura Walsh 

California Policy Manager 

Surfrider Foundation 

 

Rikki Eriksen, PhD 

Marine Spatial Ecologist 

California Marine Sanctuary Foundation 

 

 
1 Costello, M. J. . (2024). Evidence of economic benefits from marine protected areas. Scientia Marina, 88(1), e080. 

https://doi.org/10.3989/scimar.05417.080  
2 Ibid 

Emily Parker 

Coastal and Marine Scientist 

Heal the Bay 

 

Chelsea Hsin-Feng Tu  

Executive Director 

Monterey Waterkeeper 

 

https://mpawatch.org/
https://mpawatch.org/
https://doi.org/10.3989/scimar.05417.080


 

Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, Esq. 

Executive Director 

Environmental Action Committee of West 

Marin  

 

Laura Deehan 

State Director 

Environment California 

 

Azsha Hudson  

Marine Conservation Analyst 

Environmental Defense Center 

 

Lisa Gilfillan  

Conservation Manager 

WILDCOAST  

 

Tomas Valadez 

CA Policy Associate 

Azul 

Michael Quill, PhD 

Marine Programs Director 

Los Angeles Waterkeeper 

 

Ray Hiemstra 

Associate Director  

Orange County Coastkeeper 

 

Scott Webb 

Director of Advocacy 

Resource Renewal Institute  

 

Penny Owens  

Education & Outreach Director 

Santa Barbara Channelkeeper 

 

Greg Helms 

California State Fisheries Director 

Ocean Conservancy 

 

 

 

 



From: < >  
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 4:21 PM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Comments Regarding Item #6 MPA Discussion 

 
Good Afternoon President Murray and Honorable Commissioners,  

I am Chris Davidson and represent Blue Tuna Spearfishing, BTS, has been in business for over 15 years in 
Ventura.  We also work with All Waters and Back Country Hunters.  

I commend the commission and staff for your hard work.  I have worked in government for over 20 
years and understand what it takes working on sensitive projects with a wide variety of stakeholders.    

We hope CDFG’s process of evaluating petitions and responses from the public recognizes the 
importance of fishers and small business owners that are directly affected by these rules   Along these 
lines, we have a couple of suggestions as it relates to evaluating petitions and practices in gathering 
petitions:  

1. Method of signature solicitation such as compensation for collection of signatures 

supporting any petition, could be considered and  
2. Assessment of relevance of signatories – are signatories fishers and/or represent 

companies, sectors or persons that are directly impacted by expanded 

restrictions on existing MPAs or imposition of new MPAs.   
 
I appreciate this opportunity to address the commission and look forward to 

further clarification of this review process.  Please send us a link to the video of 
this meeting and associated slides.  
 

Respectfully,  

            Chris Davidson   
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CDFW Closes Commercial Dungeness Crab Fishery and Restricts Recreational Crab 
Traps in the Central Management Area, Limits Commercial Fishing to inside 30-
Fathoms in Northern Management Area to Protect Whales from Entanglement 

March 28, 2024 

 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Director Charlton H. Bonham has assessed 
entanglement risk under the Risk Assessment Mitigation Program (RAMP) and announced 
changes to both commercial and recreational Dungeness crab fisheries. Aerial and vessel 
surveys conducted in mid-March show humpback whale numbers are increasing as they return 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=221424&Inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=221424&Inline
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to forage off the coast of California, elevating entanglement risk. To minimize this risk for 
humpback whales, changes to the Dungeness crab fisheries, as detailed below, will be effective 
at 6:00 p.m. on April 8, 2024. 

The commercial Dungeness crab fishery in Fishing Zones 3, 4, 5 and 6 (Sonoma/Mendocino 
county line to the U.S./Mexico border) will be closed, at which time the commercial take and 
possession of Dungeness crab from those waters is prohibited. 

A 30-fathom depth constraint will be in effect for the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in 
Fishing Zones 1 and 2 (Sonoma/Mendocino county line to the Oregon border). Traps used by 
the commercial fishery in Fishing Zones 1 and 2 will be prohibited in waters seaward of the 30-
fathom contour as defined in Title 50 of the Federal Codes of Regulations, Part 660, Section 
660.71. As a reminder all vessels must also carry onboard an electronic monitoring 
system capable of recording the vessel’s location while engaged in fishing activity. 

A recreational crab trap prohibition is being implemented in Fishing Zones 3, 4 and 5 
(Sonoma/Mendocino county line to Point Conception). CDFW reminds recreational crabbers 
that take of Dungeness crab by other methods (including hoop nets and crab snares) is allowed 
through the close of the season. 

All open Fishing Zones remain under a Fleet Advisory for both the commercial and recreational 
Dungeness crab fisheries. In addition, CDFW reminds all fishery participants to implement best 
practices, as described in the Best Practices Guide, and to anticipate additional management 
measures in the coming weeks. 

Under emergency regulations approved in early March, CDFW has also authorized commercial 
Dungeness crab vessels to retrieve an unlimited number of commercial Dungeness crab traps 
which are lost, damaged, abandoned or otherwise derelict in Fishing Zones 3 through 6 starting 
at 6:00 a.m. on April 15, 2024. CDFW requests that individuals operating under the emergency 
regulations regularly report retrieved gear to WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov. Any vessel 
operating or transiting in an open Fishing Zone may not possess more than six traps belonging 
to another vessel, pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 132.2(a)(2)(A). 

CDFW anticipates the next risk assessment will take place in mid-April 2024. For more 
information related to the risk assessment process, please visit CDFW’s Whale Safe Fisheries 
page. For more information on the Dungeness crab fishery, please visit wildlife.ca.gov/crab. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-C/section-660.71
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-C/section-660.71
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=185074&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=185074&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216638&inline
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Notices/Regulations/Gear-Retrieval-Expansion
mailto:WhaleSafeFisheries@wildlife.ca.gov
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/Whale-Safe-Fisheries
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/Whale-Safe-Fisheries
http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/crab
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Federal Funding Allocated for California 2023 Salmon Fishery Disaster; CDFW 

Seeks Public Input on Spending Plan 

April 5, 2024 

 

On April 6, 2023, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) acted unanimously to 
recommend a full closure of California’s 2023 commercial and recreational ocean salmon 
seasons due to extremely low population estimates for Sacramento and Klamath river fall 
Chinook salmon. Within hours of the recommendation, Gov. Gavin Newsom announced his 
administration’s request for a federal fishery disaster declaration to support impacted 
communities. 

The U. S. Secretary of Commerce approved this request on Oct. 30, 2023, which began the 
process of providing federal assistance to communities and businesses impacted by the 
disaster. On Feb. 15, 2024, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) was 
notified that $20,625,729 had been allocated by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration to respond to the disaster. Following the announcement of fund allocation, and 
with support and input from industry representatives, CDFW developed the draft 2023 Salmon 
Disaster Spend Plan to distribute these disaster funds. 

CDFW invites the public to submit comments on the draft 2023 Salmon Disaster Spend Plan. 
CDFW is asking for input on the proposed allocations of relief funding to fishing sectors, 
qualifying criteria, individual payouts and other components of the plan. Following the 
comment period, CDFW will finalize the plan for submission to the Department of Commerce. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.ca.gov%2F2023%2F04%2F06%2Fnewsom-administration-requests-federal-fishery-disaster-ahead-of-salmon-season-closure%2F&data=05%7C02%7CPeter.Tira%40Wildlife.ca.gov%7C66d4d1b99ada4df23a0608dc55a9a1da%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638479434358388795%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8Fuv%2FGvtj09wYz0SEcmaFu%2FqzoHex1h06TTOWMB2cL0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.fisheries.noaa.gov%2Fs3%2F2024-02%2FDetermination-CA-Chinook-Sac-Klamath-Salmon-2023.pdf&data=05%7C02%7CPeter.Tira%40Wildlife.ca.gov%7C66d4d1b99ada4df23a0608dc55a9a1da%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C0%7C638479434358399662%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1UkMm48O0fp6xqS2w6OSdkx94UbdNCA9vPTcHdhLjTo%3D&reserved=0
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220212&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=220212&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=221468&inline
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Comments may be provided via email through 5 p.m., April 19, 2024, 
at  SalmonDisaster@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Looking ahead to the 2024 season, the PFMC will consider the alternatives for the 2024 salmon 
seasons at its meeting April 5-11 in Seattle. This meeting is open to the public. Although returns 
of Sacramento River fall Chinook salmon are higher than last year, they are still well below 
historic averages. The Newsom Administration stands ready to seek additional federal fishery 
disaster assistance should California’s iconic salmon fisheries and fishing communities continue 
to be impacted into 2024. 

More information about federal fishery disaster relief and ocean salmon fishing seasons is 
available on the CDFW website. More information about the PFMC and the public meeting on 
April 5-11 in Seattle is available on the PFMC website. 

mailto:SalmonDisaster@wildlife.ca.gov
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Disaster-Info
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Regulations/Salmon
https://www.pcouncil.org/


CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

RECEIPT LIST FOR NON-REGULATORY REQUESTS RECEIVED BY 5:00 PM ON

APRIL 4, 2024 PUBLIC COMMENT DEADLINE FOR THIS MEETING

Date 

Received

Name/Organization

of Requestor
Subject of Request

Short 

Description

FGC Receipt 

Scheduled

FGC Action 

Scheduled

3/11/2024

Alicia Bonnette, 

formerly California 

Abalone Association 

(CAA)

Red abalone statewide 

recovery plan

Requests CFGC and CDFW to incorporate the full history of efforts, 

information collected, and plans, done statewide over the past 20 

years when forming the "working group", including CAA work and 

The Nature Conservancy FMP work ; provides background 

document.

4/17-18/24 6/19-20/24

4/1/2024 Don Striepeke Gooseneck barnacles
Requests that CFGC discuss gooseneck barnacles at a future 

meeting
4/17-18/24 6/19-20/24



barnacles

don striepeke
Mon 04/01/2024 09:31 AM

To:FGC < FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

ive addressed the gooseneck barnacle concern with the commission before, why no sport fishery? they
live along side mussels and incidental killing takes place when harvestig mussels, excellent food .
theres no shortage of mussels and no shortage of banacles. discuss this ,please.



California Fish and Game Commission 
PO Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090
Email address: FGC@FGC.ca.gov

February 10, 2024
Attn: Ms. Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director

Re; Support for commercial abalone fishery, San Miguel Island

Dear Ms. Miller-Henson,

I am commenting on the Abalone Fishery Management Plan, how 
the restoration of the commercial fishery for red abalone at San 
Miguel Island (SMI) can move forward with the Experimental 
Fishery Program (EFP), and how this dovetails with the CA. 
Fisheries Innovation Act of 2018, signed by the Governor on 
September 18, 2018. 

Quick history: I am a licensed commercial abalone and sea 
urchin diver and saw the closure of the fishery in 1997, with the 
promise from the Ca. Department of Fish and Game of a sunset 
clause of 1 to2 yrs for studies. Divers voluntarily contributed to 
an enhancement fund, managed by the DFG to help fund studies 
on abalone numbers and environmental effects. 26 years later, 
the Department has used the funds but no results of studies or the 
accounting of the funds has been disclosed. Numerous advisory 
groups have been created to recommend actions to move forward 
with a viable working fishery plan but these do not seem to 
be taken into consideration by the DFG. The actions of divers 
voluntarily funding an enhancement fund and forming a committee 
to help monitor numbers of abalone during the closure of the 
fishery demonstrates the dedication and sincerity of the divers to 
responsibly manage the abalone fishery.

In the Abalone Advisory Group, 2010, Management Options for a 
Potential Fishery on San Miguel Island, Appendix H, states,

Within the Review Committee’s recommendations are 
suggestions that the fishery can begin while other management 



actions are conducted in parallel. A more precautionary 
approach we would argue would be to have the TAC 
Framework, Risk Analyses, BRP, management methods and 
sampling methods determined prior to the opening of any 
fishery. With the amount of work that has been completed 
within the TP and the AAG this would not be an onerous task 
and could be accomplished within 6 months with funding. It 
has now been 13 years with no outcomes.

Also Section 6. Section 7712 or the California Fish and Game 
code which is amended to read: 

Where a fishery is closed or restricted due to the need to 
protect a fishery resource, marine mammals, or sea birds, 
or due to conflicts with other fisheries or use of the marine 
environment, it shall be the policy of the department and 
the commission, consistent with budgetary and personnel 
considerations to assist and foster the development of 
alternative fisheries, and alternative fishing gear for those 
commercial fishermen affected by the restrictions, closure, 
or resource losses, including but not limited to, the issuing of 
experimental fishing permits pursuant to Section 1022.

The Experimental Fishery Program would be consistent with 
policies set forth in Section 7050 and any applicable fishery 
management plan. 

Proposed structure for an EFP:

•Number of divers and boats would be negotiable with the DFG.
•Divers would electronically monitor their harvests and report to 
the DFG.
•The fishing ground would be San Miguel Island only. Initial 
season would be August-December 2024.
•Divers would be open to negotiating a Tag Fee. 
• Transferability of permits
•AMRP TAC: 15,000 red abalone 



Thank you for the opportunity and your consideration of my 
comments.

Sincerely,
Robert Duncan





 

Title: Using Citizen Science to assess restoration efficiency in patchy 

reefs in Monterey Bay. 

Abstract  
The request for this scientific permit is to use citizen science to conduct in-situ culling of purple urchins 

(Strongylocentrotus purpuratus) and red urchins (Mesocentrotus franciscanus) from four sites around 

the Monterey Bay peninsula. This project will assess the reliability of organized citizen science 

volunteers to both monitor and restore habitat on a large scale, as well as answer essential research 

questions to contribute to restoration science.    

Section 4b(1). Permit Scope, Goals, and Objectives 

Permit Scope 

 

Giant kelp around the Monterey Peninsula is rapidly disappearing as warm water trends continue and 

increasing numbers of urchins that graze on what kelp remains. Giant Giant Kelp Forest Restoration 

Project and Reef Check California are working collaboratively to continue to answer key questions 

surrounding the scalability, efficacy, and feasibility of urchin suppression techniques in the Monterey 

Peninsula.  

 

Current assessments on kelp forest loss within the Monterey Bay have indicated significant losses of 

canopy kelps, as shown in Figure 12 (OPC 2021, and Reef Check data). In addition there has been 

significant increases of urchin densities as shown in Figure 3 (OPC 2021). These assessments have been 

documented in the OPC Interim Kelp Forest Action Plan for Protecting and Restoring California's Kelp 

Forests (2021). According to the Kelp Forest interim report by OPC, “further study is needed on the 

efficacy of such efforts at reducing urchin densities to the level required for kelp regrowth, including 

how long such efforts need to be maintained.” If efforts are needed to maintain sites long term, on the 

ground research of which sites are most effective to restore and maintain long term are needed. 

To date, there have been two sites that allow unlimited take of sea urchins, Tankers Reef and Caspar 

Reef. Tankers Reef, the only reef to be regularly and consistently maintained by recreational divers, has 

shown significant improvement on kelp growth over the last two years (Figure 15). No changes have 

been observed at the control site. Monitoring survey protocol will work using the same protocol as 

Tankers reef, which was co-designed and implemented by the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary 

staff, California Ocean Protection Council, and the California Department of FIsh and Game and will be 

replicated for this proposal.  

 

The Monterey Peninsula meets many requirements needed to be ideal for restoration activities, and 

meets key requirements as outlined in kelp recovery management plans, such as the Bull Kelp Recovery 

Plan (Hohman et al. 2019). This includes:  

● The availability of historical data available with subtidal ecosystem survey areas and 

sites by PISCO, CDFW, and Reef Check 



● Historical satellite imagery 

● Historical persistence of kelp canopy 

● Opportunity for experimental replication of different environments  

● Current persistence of kelp 

● Minimal impacts by sediments 

● Easily accessible for citizen scientists and long-term monitoring 

● Availability of recreational divers and engaged community 

● Protection from wave exposure 

● Culturally and ecologically valued by the community 

 

The objectives of this study is to understand how protecting degrading habitats, rather than restoration 

habitats that are already destroyed, can improve efficiency and long term maintenance of kelp 

restoration. The sites chosen in this study are all ‘transitioning’ or ‘patchy reefs’. These are all sites that 

have high presence of urchin densities approximately >20 urchins per square meter amount with 

declining kelp habitat. That is, kelp is present, but not completely removed from the area.  

 

Monterey is unique in that it has supported different kelp habitats. For example, the north side of the 

peninsula (Monterey) has historically supported more canopy kelps, whereas the south side (Carmel) 

has had higher densities of understory kelp. There are likely to be multiple physical factors that drive 

this pattern, such as wind, upwelling and nutrient availability (Manzer et al. 2019). For example, it is well 

understood that kelp understory are typically characteristic of exposed sites (Harrold and Lisin 1988). 

Understanding how restoration differs between different communities not only provides information on 

how kelp forests recover in patchy habitats, but how different unique sites respond to restoration 

activities. There are 13 new research projects launched by the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary 

Research Activity Panel and funded by $2m by the MBNMS Foundation for expansion of kelp restoration 

knowledge and this project will coordinate with their research activities. 

 

Citizen science has proved to be insurmountable to regulatory agencies, science and the community 

(Conrad and Hilchey, 2011), and can potentially be an important part of kelp forest restoration moving 

forward. Citizen scientists can not only be used to monitor environments efficiently and cost effectively, 

but also provide a sense of caring and stewardship for the environment for years to come (Conrad and 

Hilchey 2011, ). The Tanker’s Reef has been instrumental in providing evidence that recreational divers 

and citizen scientists are capable of reducing urchin populations and improving kelp growth at a single 

site in Monterey. Moreover, the recreational diver community has demonstrated they can do this work 

safely, with minimal by-catch, and transparently share data to inform marine resource managers 

(preliminary results of Tankers studies). However, we are now interested if volunteers can continue to 

be organized to conduct restoration activities at a larger scale.  

 

Project Goal and Research questions 

Goal of this project is to use citizen science to improve upon the growing body of knowledge of kelp 

forest restoration and improve the health and resilience of Monterey kelp forests. This proposal will use 

historical data from the region and will examine differences in community composition, wave exposure, 

and benthic substrate to answer key knowledge gaps in kelp forest restoration. This research will focus 

on the following questions:  



(1) Will reducing urchin density to less than two per square meter in patchy and 

transitioning kelp forests result in the expansion of kelp forests in the Monterey Peninsula?  

(2) Does restoration effectiveness and efficiency differ between the south of the peninsula 

(Carmel) and the north side of the Peninsula (Monterey)? 

a) What are the driving habitat characteristics of these sites as recovery continues?  

b) Do these sites differ in ongoing kelp forest maintenance?  

(3) Can citizen science and community volunteers be an effective tool for large scale 

restoration? 

 

Requested activities: 

To conduct this work, we request permission on the following activities: 

● Ability to reduce urchin populations using in-situ culling to conduct the above experiments.  

● Ability to reduce urchin populations using hand harvest to conduct the above experiment.  

● Unlimited culling of purple urchin (Strongylocentrotus purpuratus) of all sizes within the four 

disclosed areas (see site selection). 

● Unlimited culling of red urchins (Mesocentrotus franciscanus) of all sizes within the four 

disclosed areas (see site selection).  

● No seasonal or daily restriction on when urchin can be culled or harvested.  No possession 

limit on urchins. 

● CDFW enforcement division can verify if a diver working on the project is a trained and 

certified kelp restoration diver by presenting their KRS certification card and/or searching 

for the diver’s name or number on the G2KR website. 

● Diving assignments are provided through the G2KR website and divers will dive and cull 

urchins on the project site according to their assignment on their own schedule.  A FG1379f 

Notice of Intent to Collect is not possible to complete and will not be provided. 

Proposed procedures and location:  

Research will be conducted in four locations across the Monterey Bay Peninsula (Figure 1). The 

proposed project will include two experimental restoration sites within the Monterey Bay and two  sites 

on the Pacific as shown on Table 1. All sites have kelp forest ecological monitoring data to use as an 

historical reference.  



     

 
Figure 1: Map of the proposed sites in Monterey Bay Peninsula. Sites coloured in green are the 

proposed restoration sites, and red are proposed control sites.  See SCP 2022 R4.kmz for GPS 

boundaries. 

 



Methods 

Site Selection 

Four sites have been chosen (two on either side of the peninsula) (Table 1), based on the urchin 

densities, historical kelp habitat and persistence. These sites have shown evidence on increasing urchin 

densities as shown in Reef Check long term monitoring surveys and reconnaissance conducted by G2KR, 

but urchin densities remain patchy. These areas are protected from commercial ground fishing and all 

invertebrate fishing which reduces the externalities that confound the study and the danger of boats 

hitting divers.  All sites have shore access which is essential for safety and makes the project equitable to 

volunteer divers who can only afford to dive from shore.  There are no other sites in Monterey that have 

defensible kelp remaining that are outside of Marine Protected Areas.  

Recon videos of the proposed sites are published on an unlisted YouTube playlist here: 

Table 1: List of proposed sites to conduct restoration culling and controls.  

Site Location 

(Sheltered 

or 

Exposed) 

Restoration 

Or 

Control 

MPA 

type 

# of 

acres 

Portion 

of MPA 

State of Kelp Forest RCCA Long 

Term 

Monitoring 

site? 

Brigadier Gardens Sheltered  Restoration SMCA 6.88 4.7% Transitioning/Patchy Yes 

Hopkins Sheltered Control SMR 4.6 2.4% Transitioning/Patchy Yes 

Otter Cove Sheltered Restoration SMCA 6.25 1.0% Transitioning/Patchy Yes 

Stillwater Cove Sheltered Restoration SMCA 2.82 0.2% Transitioning/Patchy  No 

Stillwater Cove Sheltered Control SMCA 11.9 0.9% Transitioning/Patchy Yes 

Stewart’s Cove Exposed Restoration SMCA 13 1.0% Transitioning/Patchy Yes 

Total Acres requested for urchin culling   28.95 

Portion of 3 SMCAs   1.37% 

 

Site detailed descriptions 

 

Brigadier Gardens - 6.88 acres SMCA 

 

This site is named after Marge Brigadier who has made it her mission to single-handedly clean 

the Breakwater site and parking lot every weekend for over ten years.  This area is within the 

148 acre Edward F. Ricketts SCMA and includes the artificial reef of the breakwater wall and 

natural middle reef.  There is existing kelp and an abundance of urchins at this site.  Inclusion of 

this site is critical as it is the most heavily accessed dive site on the west coast of North 

America.  Success here will be the most obvious and encouraging to volunteers. 

 

It should be noted that at Reef Check’s instructor training 3/15/20, the average count of purple 

urchins was >40/m2.  The continued survival of kelp is attributed anecdotally to the surreptitious 

effort of unaffiliated divers culling urchins that surpasses the G2KR effort at Tanker’s Reef. 



 

Figure 2:  Brigadeir Gardens - Proposed site 

 
 

 

Figure 3:  Reef Check Data 

  

 

 

Otter Cove - 14.1 acres SMCA 

 



Beginning in 2018 we conducted a 3 year urchin removal experiment at Lovers #3 and took 

drone pictures from shore as the kelp forest to the west of the treatment area receded.  This site 

is within the 601 acre Pacific Grove Marine Gardens SMCA and can best be accessed from 

shore at high tide only due to the shallow rocky reef near the shore.  There is some kelp 

remaining in the 5-20 ft. range but there are urchin barrens all around it.  The kelp here remains 

mostly because of the rocky site with intervening sand that slows urchin movements.  The 

urchins in the kelp forest are starving with empty tests.  We thought that this kelp forest would 

be gone by August 2022 but there is still thin kelp remaining.  This is the most vulnerable kelp 

forest of the proposed sites. 

 

Figure 4:  Otter Cove - Stitched Panoramic drone image, May 31, 2019

 
 

Figure 5: Otter Cove - Proposed site 

 



 

Figure 6:  Reef Check Data 

 

 

 

Stillwater Cove - 216.8 acres SMCA 

 

Stillwater cove is adjacent to the Pebble Beach golf course and has limited beach access.  2022 

surveys found that the kelp within the cove persists and has an overabundance of urchins.  This 

site is within the 1,368 acre Carmel Bay SMCA.  The depth of the giant kelp beds are from 5’ - 

40’. There is a large washrock attached by a shallow rocky reef to the shore that is not passable 

by divers swimming and is a long distance to travel into the protected cove to the north.  The 

preferred method to reach the site is by kayak, DPV, or boat.  The southern cove is protected 

from the typical northwest swell but is difficult to dive from October to December when the 

direction of the swell shifts to the southwest.  The pier operates a floating boat platform that is 

normally accessible from May to October but is presently closed for repairs.   

 

Figure 7: Stillwater South - Proposed site 

 



 
 

Figure 8: Reef Check Data 

  

 

 

Stewart’s Cove - 16.8 acres SMCA 

This site still has kelp on the portion behind and around the washrock and there is an 

overabundance of urchins within the kelp forest.  This site is within the 1,368 acre Carmel Bay 



SMCA.   Shore access is via a long wooden stairs from the beach to the street where there is 

limited street parking. The beach entry is somewhat protected from the typical northwest swell, 

but in moderate swell has proven treacherous (personal experience).  Because of the long swim 

out, this site will most likely be accessed by boat.   

 

Figure 9:  Stewart’s Cove - Proposed Site 

 
 

Figure 10:  Reef Check Data 

  

 



 

Urchin culling (led by G2KR) 

Culling efforts will be conducted using certified kelp forest restoration citizen science divers directed by 

assignments on the G2KR website.  Divers will cull using small welder’s chipping hammers. Preliminary 

results shown by Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary Senior Researcher Steve Lonhart tested the 

efficacy of the hammer specified and found it to be the most effective with the least amount of bycatch.  

On granite substrate there was certainly less damage to substrate than shale.  If there is damage to the 

reef or by-catch, methods will be changed through the instruction program.   

 

All volunteer divers working on the SCP must have the Kelp Forest Restoration Specialty Diver 

certification (kelp restoration certification). There are two methods of earning this certification. The first 

being the Kelp Restoration Specialty Diver (KRS) courses are taught by licensed and insured PADI and 

NAUI  instructors who are trained in teaching our G2KR curriculum. Students learn how to recognize and 

avoid harming cryptic invertebrates and other organisms. They learn how to navigate to the site buoys 

and locate their culling assignments. Students complete two dives with their instructor on a restoration 

site. KRS Divers are required to register with G2KR, get culling assignments, and submit their dive log 

data online. When the SCP is approved, the G2KR curriculum will be updated with the additional sites 

and requirements and distributed to the instructors and certified Kelp Restoration Specialty divers. 

 

The second method of earning the certification is by being a current AAUS and Reef Check divers may 

attend an online training class and pass an online quiz to demonstrate content knowledge. In addition, 

they must join at least one dive with a highly experienced kelp restoration certified diver to demonstrate 

they are able to cull urchins correctly and without harm to adjacent marine life. AAUS and Reef Check 

divers must count culled urchins and submit their data through the G2KR website.   

 

Dive data will be entered into an updated G2KR website. Each diver will be required to provide the date, 

name, dive buddy’s name, G2KR #, Site location, lane assignment taken and completed, time spent 

culling urchins, number of purples, number of reds, distance traveled if on a grid, disturbance to marine 

life, damage to equipment, invasive species, trash removed, marine mammal disturbances, and any 

comments. Divers may elect to not count urchins and those who do count will inform workrates for 

those who do count. The number of urchins culled data points for those that do not count will be 

informed by a 90 day lookback calculation of urchins/minute workrate from the subsample. G2KR staff 

time will be entered separately from the culling times. 

 

Urchin Culling Methods 

At each site, divers will be directed to a buoy where they will cull outwardly (east or west) from a north-

south line connected to the buoy anchor. To strategically cull urchins, effort will at first be directed 

within the kelp forest and then directed outward from the kelp into adjacent urchin barrens. G2KR will 

direct divers through assignments to swim down the buoy chain to the line and to the letter tag assigned 

to them and cull urchins either east or west from that mark. Divers will record their time, distance, and 

optionally the number of urchins of each species culled on an underwater slate. Upon returning home 

after the dive, divers will report their data online. G2KR staff will review all dive data to ensure that it is 

complete and accurate.  As areas on the site are culled below the 2 urchins per m2 threshold, the buoy 

and gear will be repositioned, and GPS coordinates recorded, to direct divers to cull in new areas. Culling 

assignments at the Breakwater wall will be achieved by utilizing the existing station marks on the face of 

the wall and depth contours to define culling assignments. 



Site Navigation 

 

 

 

 
Figure 11: At each restoration site, the location to cull urchins will be marked with a 15” to  24” Taylor 

Made Sur-Moor buoy secured to a concrete or steel anchor by a 3/8”” min. proof galvanized chain. 

Attached to the chain will be a 1/4” x 20-100m long plastic coated steel stranded cable with 2”x4” PVC 

engraved tags with sequential letters every 5m. This cable extends from the buoy chain north or south 

and is weighted at the other end with an anchor.  

Environmental monitoring 

Subtidal monitoring (Conducted by Reef Check) 

Ongoing restoration will be monitored using Reef Check’s survey protocol which will track urchin density 

and size frequency by species, and benthic invertebrate and algal community composition is occurring 

before, during, and after urchin removal at the treatment and control sites (Table 2).  Surveys will be 

conducted in the exact same location, seasonally, and in an area that is representative of the site. 

Survey locations will occur in discrete, one hectare areas, ensuring that both kelp and barren are within 

the site.  All 18 transects will be strategically located within that hectare. Reef Check staff and 

volunteers will conduct full ecological surveys which will be monitored annually (As per Reef Check 



Manual with additional Restoration methods). Reef Check will also conduct targeted surveys focusing on 

just urchin and kelp populations will be monitored seasonally (Summer and Fall). 

After three years, Reef Check will continue to conduct annual monitoring at each experimental site. 

 

Table 2: Monitoring plan that will be conducted for each restoration and control site. 

Season Year Before/During/After Type of Survey # of Replicates 

Summer 2023 Before Restoration Surveys Total of 18 surveys, 

6 Ecological and 12 

Targeted Surveys 

Fall 2023 CULLING BEGINS 

Summer 2024 During Restoration Surveys Total of 18 surveys, 

6 Ecological and 12 

Targeted Surveys 

Fall 2024 During Targeted Surveys 18 Targeted only 

Summer 2025 During Restoration Surveys Total of 18 surveys, 

6 Ecological and 12 

Targeted Surveys 

Fall 2025 During Targeted 18 Targeted only 

Summer 2026 CULLING ENDS 

Summer 2026 After Ecological and 

Targeted 

Total of 18 surveys, 

6 Ecological and 12 

Targeted 

 

In-situ canopy Mapping (Conducted by Reef Check & G2KR) 

To monitor changes in kelp bed size and extent, canopy mapping will be conducted via kayak, drone, 

SUP, or underwater scooter by Reef Check staff and volunteers. This will be conducted seasonally along 

with every survey.  The goal for this is to monitor how the patchy kelp beds are changing over time, and 

provide other metrics of kelp growth. The mapping exercises will also complement other data, such as 

satellite imagery.  

 

Section 4b(2). Permit Need or Benefit  
Over the last several years, the California coast has experienced a dramatic loss in the kelp forest 

ecosystem (Hohman et al. 2019, Rogers-Bennett and Catton 2019, McPherson et al. 2021), turning into 

sea urchin “barrens''. These barrens are characterized by the absence of kelps and fleshy algae and a 

very high abundance of purple sea urchins (Strongylocentrotus purpuratus) (Pearse et al. 1970).  

As a result of the continued and growing pervasiveness of sea urchins, the canopy forming kelps, such as 

bull kelp (Nereocystis luetkeana) and giant kelp (Macrocystis pyrifera) along the west coast have been 

identified as a Habitat Area of Particular Concern by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (NOAA 



Fisheries West Coast Fisheries.NOAA.gov). This loss has also had a significant impact on the kelp forest 

ecosystem and the species that depend on them.  Extensive loss of kelp forests limits habitat and food 

availability for several NOAA Listed and Managed species in the region, including abalone and 

groundfish species. 

In Monterey, long term surveys by Reef Check and PISCO have shown increased urchin presence but 

have not completely decimated all kelp forests yet.  It has been defined by the state as an area of 

“particular concern” and where kelp has expanded “significant losses since 2014 (OPC 2021). The central 

coast kelp forests are characterized by patch kelp distribution, with some locations appearing to decline 

faster than others.  There is now community investment in these restoration projects in Monterey, and 

there is interest in expanding restoration to protect the remaining forests before it is too late.  

Understanding kelp forest restoration, its effectiveness and potential impacts are now considered a top 

priority to management agencies. There is interest in exploring different restoration methods to 

understand the most cost-efficient and effective methods (OPC 2021). Kelp Forest restoration by means 

of reducing urchin populations has shown early signs of improving kelp growth across the California 

coast (Claisse et al. 2013, Ward et al. 2022, Ford et al. 2022, Williams et al. 2021).  

In-water culling via crushing or smashing has shown success in two areas of California, Tankers Reef and 

Palos Verdes. It is known to me the most effective method to reduce urchin grazing (Bauer-Civiello et al. 

2022, Kristen Elsmore personal communication). The Bay Foundation, for example, has reported 

restoration success across approximately 50 acres in Palos Verdes (Grime et al. 2020). In addition, 

Tankers Reef in Monterey has shown that after one year of in-situ culling has shown a 30% increase in 

kelp individuals (Section 4c, Figure 15).  

Despite the recent successes, there are still key fundamental questions that include how to improve 

efficiency and if restoration can be replicable and scalable across different habitat and community types 

(OPC 2021). Moreover, there are questions about how restoration can occur on a larger scale, and if 

citizen science is an effective method or kelp restoration. Monterey and Carmel Bays are a perfect 

location for testing restoration techniques and efficiencies in different habitat types and to see if the 

community has interest to care for these sites long term. 

Expanding on Exsisting Knowledge  

● It is clear that by reducing urchin grazing pressure, either through commercial hand harvest 

(Ward et al. 2022), or through urchin culling (Bay Foundation and Tankers Reef, Figure 15), 

improves kelp growth. However, to date, restoration sites in California have been chosen in 

areas with limited kelp growth surrounding the restoration site. The aim of this study is to 

understand if culling in areas within patchy kelp distribution will expand kelp growth more 

efficiently than that of other sites in California. This research will improve our understanding if 

protection of degrading habitats (rather than protection of already degraded) allows restoration 

goals to be more attainable and manageable long term. 

● Using Reef Check protocol, results & efficiency of this study can be directly compared to other 

restoration sites across the West Coast. 

● Three of the four sites fall within sites considered to be within high priority for restoration based 

on preliminary results of spatial-temporal models using kelp dynamics (Giraldo Ospina et al. 

Personal communication, in prep). However, Otter Cover was categorized as ‘Low Priority’. The 



information from this study would indirectly assist with ground truthing current modeling 

techniques that will likely inform restoration management.  

● There is also evidence that urchins prefer large clearings than areas with dense kelp (Konar et al. 

2014). In this study, it is suggested that the presence of macroalgae prevents urchin 

encroachment. This study also suggests that community states may be maintained by 

interactions between urchins and the existence of macro algae. Therefore, the proposed project 

explores how areas that are not completely degraded by urchins may improve efficiency of 

recovery.   

● The proposed study also has a strong social component. We know that recreational participation 

in culling urchins can be successful at one site, but this study would test if this can be expanded 

across multiple sites (in addition to maintaining Tankers Restoration site). Moreover, including 

the community is likely to provide benefits in other ways (e.g. education, outreach, possible 

tourism attraction to the Monterey Bay area). The proposed project will record and assess these 

benefits ad hoc. 

Section 4b (3) Study or Planned undertaking timeframe 
This work will be conducted over the course of three years, see Table 2 detailed monitoring plan. 

● Year 1 (2023): Initial removals begin 

● Year 2 (2024): Culling and monitoring 

● Year 3 (2025):  Culling ends  

● Year 4 (2026 & onward): Restoration site to be incorporated into Reef Check long term 

monitoring program, and ecological surveys will be conducted annually. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4c. Background and Past Findings 
 

 



 

Figure 12: Figure adapted from Figure adapted from OPC Interm Kelp Forest Action Plan for Protecting 

and Restoring California's Kelp Forests (2021). It shows dive survey data (number per 60/m2) of key kelp 

forest species in northern (blue), central (green) and southern (red) California from 2009-2018. Includes 

Reef Check urchin and kelp survey data for three California regions. 

 

 

Figure 13:  Long term monitoring data from 19 Reef Check sites from 2007-2021 in the Monterey Area. 
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Figure 14:  Figure adapted from OPC Interim Kelp Forest Action Plan for Protecting and Restoring 

California's Kelp Forests (2021). It shows kelp persistence around the Monterey Peninsula using kelp 

canopy data derived from Landsat satellite sensors. Boxes along the coast show the mean kelp 

persistence for all 30 x 30 m pixels within a 5 x 5 km area from 1884-2020.   Landsat data does not 

differentiate between bull and giant kelp.  

  

Figure 15:  Reef Check survey data from two years of Tanker’s Reef urchin culling effort. 

 

Past findings for in-situ culling 

Harvesting urchins has been shown to be a successful method to improve kelp growth (Ward et al. 

2022), however, it is expensive in the long term, particularly in remote areas such as Big Sur. Recently, 

Reef Check had conducted an experiment funded by the California Ocean Protection Council to 

implement an experiment to compare the CPUE (catch per unit effort) or two urchin removal using 

recreational divers, hand harvest and in situ culling (Figure 7, Bauer-Civiello et al. 2022). The results of 

this experiment are provided in Figure 16 below, shows that culling urchins are approximately two times 

faster than hand harvest of urchins. This study, in addition to others (Tom Ford, personal 

communication, Kristen Elsmore, personal communication, Miller and Shears 2022) have provided clear 

evidence that in-situ culling is the more efficient and cost-effective and safer means to reducing urchin 

loads. This is particularly important when using citizen science divers. 



 

Figure 16: Figure from Bauer-Civiello et al. 2022 (attached). A comparison of the two restoration 

methods, culling (gray bar) versus hand-harvesting (harvesting, white bar) against (A) average number of 

urchins removed per minute (CPUE), (B) average surface swim by minutes per 100 meters and (C) 

average urchin per square meter remaining on transect after one pass of removals. Error bars indicate 

standard error.  
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State of California – Natural Resources Agency  GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE  CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director  

Marine Region 
20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100 
Monterey, CA  93940 
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March 18, 2024 
 
Mr. Keith Rootsaert 
 
Subject: RESPONSE TO SCP PROJECT PROPOSAL MATERIALS 
 
Dear Mr. Rootsaert: 
 
The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed your draft Scientific Collecting 
Permit (SCP) proposal materials for the project entitled “Using Citizen Science to assess 
restoration efficiency in patchy reefs in Monterey Bay”. This letter outlines feedback that the 
Department provided to you over the course of several meetings and iterations of proposed 
materials, as well as additional feedback based on the revised materials provided to the 
Department in July 2023, with the intent of providing guidance for an improved application. 
 
The Department does not have any new or additional feedback on your pre-application 
materials beyond what has already been provided to date and outlined within this letter. 
Currently, the revised application materials still do not address the concerns and questions the 
Department has highlighted as fundamental criteria for a strong SCP application, particularly 
one that proposes to conduct work in Marine Protected Areas (MPA). The Department’s 
feedback, as well as additional questions, are outlined below.  
 
General Feedback: 

- At this time, the Fish and Game Commission and Department are considering policy 

around appropriateness and application of restoration in MPAs. Until clear policy 

guidance has been finalized, restoration activities will not be permitted within MPAs. 

Further, the Kelp Restoration Management Plan (KRMP) will provide the framework 

under which kelp restoration will be considered and permitted in state waters. Research 

that directly informs critical knowledge gaps for management may be permitted in certain 

MPAs, such that their impact is minimal, the study design(s) are scientifically robust, and 

the research questions are critical to informing resource management. There should be 

demonstration of success and compliance under the SCP regulatory authority at a small 

scale and piloted timeframe which is a critical step before efforts to expand to broader 

scale projects would be considered. 

 

- The Department strongly suggests partnering with an academic institution or academic 

kelp forest researcher to assist with the design and implementation of the proposed work 

and who has expertise in the use of scientifically accepted study methods and survey 

protocols per Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 650(b)(19)(B) and 650(h). 

See Scientific Collecting Laws and Regulations (ca.gov) for more information.  

 

Site Selection Criteria: 

- Include clear, science-based justification for why the research/work has to occur in an 

MPA, as opposed to adjacent or non-MPA areas. Convenience and safety, while 

http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=161295&inline
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important logistical considerations, are not sufficient as primary site selection criteria for 

work conducted in MPAs. 

 

- Include a description of the Hopkins control site. 

 

- Kelp data provided for Brigadier Gardens shows kelp densities are within historical 

variability. Include a justification as to why this location is identified as a proposed 

restoration site. 

 

Spatial Scale: 

- Scale down to a smaller area (e.g., one site/focal area within one site); see feedback 

above regarding stepwise approach to scaling. A spatial scale of 29 acres across 4 sites 

is far too large for an initial project, especially within MPAs. 

 

Study Questions and Design: 

- Clarify what restoration techniques and efficiencies are being tested. There are 

contradictions throughout these materials articulating that the project will test different 

restoration techniques and efficiencies, but only hand-culling is proposed. Additionally, it 

is stated that other on the ground efforts and studies that are referenced, including the 

Reef Check study, have already assessed different methods and their respective 

efficiencies. 

 

- Specify the metrics being used to define patchy and transitioning forests. 

 

- Explain how the proposed work will inform restoration beyond the specific sites proposed 

and beyond application for the Monterey Peninsula (e.g., regional considerations). 

 

- Remove the statements that suggest the effort at Tanker Reef has been a complete 

success, knowing the assessment of work conducted has not been concluded. 

 

- Explain how the information provided by the proposed project is considered novel when 

“citizen science and community volunteers as an effective tool for large scale 

restoration” is being explored through the efforts occurring under the authority of the 

temporary recreational harvest regulations at Caspar Cove and Tanker Reef (California 

Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 29.06(d)). 

 

- Provide a clear, comprehensive study design that explicitly identifies metrics of success, 

including how parameters measured inform and address the specific research questions. 

Metrics of success and parameters measured should account for the co-occurrence of 

giant kelp and bull kelp as dominant canopy-forming species in the proposed study 

region.  

 

- Include site-specific pre-restoration/treatment and control monitoring beyond leveraging 

long-term monitoring data from MPA monitoring programs (e.g. PISCO, RCCA). 
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- Explain how the monitoring design is reflective of the needs for the proposed project and 

questions/goals. Details in the monitoring section are sparse, and several methods are 

mentioned, but it is unclear how the methods will be combined. 

 

Project Implementation and Compliance: 

- Please be aware that conditions of SCPs, such as allowable take, method of take, and 

reporting requirements, are at the discretion of the Department per California Code of 

Regulations Section 650(n). 

 

- Please be aware that Notifications for Intent to Collect are required by California Code of 

Regulations Section 650(o). 

 

- Please be aware that Department staff are not responsible for conducting scientific 

monitoring of projects permitted under SCP authority. The responsibilities of SCP permit 

holders are defined by California Code of Regulations Section 650. 

 

- Provide a plan that clearly outlines supervision, coordination, communication, and 

training on activities and compliance for volunteers. In addition, include measures for 

mitigating harm to wildlife – including identifying and mitigating potential impacts to the 

reef due to proposed methods (e.g., hammer impact to reef structure and suite of 

organisms). 

 

- Include acknowledgment that all divers participating in the project would be operating 

under the authority of Department-issued permits and regulations. 

 

Should you wish to proceed with an SCP application, the next steps would be to sufficiently 
incorporate the Department’s feedback above and submit an application into the SCP Portal to 
undergo formal review. If you have questions about the application process and portal, please 
do not hesitate to contact the SCP team at Lara.Slatoff or 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lara Slatoff   
California Department of Fish and Wildlife   
Environmental Scientist, Marine Region     
Lara.Slatoff
 
ec:    
 
Dr. Craig Shuman 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Regional Manager, Marine Region 
Craig.Shuman
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Becky Ota 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Environmental Program Manager, Marine Region 
Becky.Ota
 
Stephen Wertz 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisor), Marine Region 
Stephen.Wertz
 
Kirsten Ramey 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Environmental Program Manager, Marine Region 
Kirsten.Ramey
 
Dr. Kristen Elsmore 
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“I share your concern for the danger illegal wildlife trafficking and
live animal importation poses to public health and the biodiversity

of wildlife resources in California.”
(--Chuck Bonham, Director, CA Dept. Fish & Wildlife, in a 5/19/20 letter to

PawPAC & 40+ groups)

“The Director acts at the pleasure of the Governor.”
(--CDFW Deputy Director, Sonke Mastrup, to the Fish & Game Commission, 2014)

The California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) is currently considering a ban on the
importation of American bullfrogs for human consumption, sold in various “Chinatown”
live markets, esp. in Oakland, San Jose, San Francisco, Los Angeles & Sacramento.

Freshwater turtles should be added to the list. Since the mid-1990’s, the Dept. has
received 3,000+ letters urging a stop to the import permits for both frogs and turtles,
non-natives all. The late S.F. Judge William Newsom (Gavin’s father) submitted such a
letter. Resources Secretary Huey Johnson wrote twice, all to no avail. TIME FOR SOME
SERIOUS LITIGATION.

WILDLIFE ISSUES: California annually imports some TWO MILLION bullfrogs and
300,000 freshwater turtles--non-natives all. The frogs are commercially-raised, the
turtles all taken from the wild, depleting local populations. Most of the frogs come
through Oakland. Several dozen necropsies have documented that ALL are diseased
and/or parasitized, though it is ILLEGAL to import/sell such products (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Section 236). Law enforcement has been nil. Oregon has banned
non-native frogs and turtles, and Washington bans the frogs. Why not California, pray?

SPECIES EXTINCTIONS: The majority of the bullfrogs carry a deadly chytrid fungus
(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis, or Bd), responsible for the extinctions of 100+
amphibian species worldwide in recent years. The market animals are routinely bought
en masse by various “do-gooders,” then released into local waters, where they prey
upon and displace our native species, while spreading all sorts of diseases and parasites.

PUBLIC HEALTH RISKS: Documented cases of E. coli, salmonella and pasturella (all
potentially fatal in humans), plus giardia, blood parasites, even one case of malaria.
Local Health Depts. have been remarkably silent.

ACTION FOR ANIMALS,
Eric Mills, coordinator, email -

(PAID ADVERTISEMENT)

WILDLIFE & PUBLIC HEALTH ALERT!

Legislation & litigation are long overdue. Contact the powers-that-be:
Governor Gavin Newsom, The State Capitol, Sacramento, CA 95814.

Email - gavin.newsom dana.williamson
Wade Crowfoot, Resources Secretary - secretary
Chuck Bonham, Director, CDFW - director
State Fish & Game Commission - fgc@fgc.ca.gov
Ari Cornman, Wildlife Resources - ari.cornman
State Senators - senator.lastname
State Assemblymembers - assemblymember.lastname

EASY FIX: STOP LIVE IMPORTS, ALLOWING FROZEN FROG/TURTLE PARTS ONLY.







From: Jeff Miller
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2024 12:40 PM
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Subject: CBD support for white sturgeon CESA lis�ng
 

 
Please see a�ached le�er of support for lis�ng the white sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus) in
California as a threatened species under the California Endangered Species Act.
 
Jeff Miller
Senior Conserva�on Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity

www.biologicaldiversity.org
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         March 11, 2024 
 
California Fish & Game Commission 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
 
Re: Support for CESA listing of California white sturgeon 
 
The Center for Biological Diversity supports listing the white sturgeon (Acipenser 
transmontanus) in California as a threatened species under the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA). 
 
Mark-recapture surveys by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have 
demonstrated a nearly 80% decline in sub-adult and adult white sturgeon in California 
over 25 years, before the devastating 2022 and 2023 algal blooms in San Francisco 
Bay, which resulted in significant mortality of white sturgeon. 
 
The San Francisco Bay estuary, the only watershed in California that supports white 
sturgeon reproduction, has been severely degraded by excessive water diversions. 
Current regulation of Central Valley river flows and estuary water quality conditions is 
inadequate to support native fish viability, and is impairing successful spawning and 
rearing of white sturgeon. White sturgeon have also been subject to overharvest in the 
recreational fishery. 
 
The continued existence of white sturgeon in California is jeopardized by increasingly 
frequent and prolonged droughts related to global climate change, combined with 
several planned water development and diversion projects in the San Francisco Bay 
watershed. 
 
Please protect our unique and dwindling white sturgeon under the CESA. 
 


 
Jeff Miller 
Senior Conservation Advocate 





FileAttachment



 

 

 
         March 11, 2024 
 
California Fish & Game Commission 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
 
Re: Support for CESA listing of California white sturgeon 
 
The Center for Biological Diversity supports listing the white sturgeon (Acipenser 
transmontanus) in California as a threatened species under the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA). 
 
Mark-recapture surveys by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have 
demonstrated a nearly 80% decline in sub-adult and adult white sturgeon in California 
over 25 years, before the devastating 2022 and 2023 algal blooms in San Francisco 
Bay, which resulted in significant mortality of white sturgeon. 
 
The San Francisco Bay estuary, the only watershed in California that supports white 
sturgeon reproduction, has been severely degraded by excessive water diversions. 
Current regulation of Central Valley river flows and estuary water quality conditions is 
inadequate to support native fish viability, and is impairing successful spawning and 
rearing of white sturgeon. White sturgeon have also been subject to overharvest in the 
recreational fishery. 
 
The continued existence of white sturgeon in California is jeopardized by increasingly 
frequent and prolonged droughts related to global climate change, combined with 
several planned water development and diversion projects in the San Francisco Bay 
watershed. 
 
Please protect our unique and dwindling white sturgeon under the CESA. 
 

 
Jeff Miller 
Senior Conservation Advocate 



Please forward to Melissa miller Henson, Wade Crowfoot

The proposal to enter the Dry Creek tributary that feeds into the Russian River, 
Healdsburg, California with D-9’s and other heavy equipment, add new rip and new 
concrete, rip out the existing “working successfully” Fish Ladder and the Number 3 
Sill located about about 1.5 miles and 2 miles up West Dry Creek Road is a very BAD 
Proposal. 

Used as an excuse to proceed with this project is to help the COHO Salmon in that 
stream.  

What has actually happened that has virtually wiped out the natural flora and fauna,
fish and bird life along Dry Creek is as follows:

1.  The emergency lower overflow gate at the Warm Springs DAM was stuck in the open 
position for several years, requiring scuba divers, welders, etc to repair said 
“gate”.  It was stuck in the open position for several years, which resulted in the 
silt from the bottom of Lake Sonoma to flow out of the lake and “COAT” the bottom of
Dry Creek and the Russian River from this location all the way to the Pacific Ocean 
with said “silt” covering up the fine sands and gravels used by Salmon and Coho to 
lay their eggs in a natural setting. 

Not only did this damage the creek bottom, but also negatively effected the 
“natural” wildlife that inhabited the creek for years, including cray fish, sand 
dabs, skippers,  bull frogs, almost endangered ducks and mallard ducks, killdeer 
birds (that nested on the side of the creek), herons,  butterflies, small local 
birds, creek otters and much more.   

2.  Of late, the numerous project along Dry Creek undertaken to provide “resting 
areas” for Pacific Salmon has been a joke.  Basically neighbors along the creek have
agreed to allow these areas to be “improved” spending millions of dollars of 
taxpayer monies  and adding additional non native soil,  chain link fencing, 
requiring heavy equipment to entering the water and sandbar creating more 
disturbance to the natural fish flow, natural habitat and natural bird, fish and 
plant life to improve the areas below their own properties, only for their own 
property improvement for Winery use, person areas, with nothing to do with fish.  By
the way, most of these expensive and damaging project have been “washed out” by 
winter storms, not even the Mother for ALL storms we could receive which comes to 
our area from time to time. 

3.  The fish hatchery installed at the foot of the earth filled dam creating Lake 
Sonoma, further up Dry Creek has had nothing but been a huge disappointment and 
unnecessary expense.   

The multi million dollar generator installed at the Lake Sonoma fish Hatchery,  to 
SAVE THE PROGRAM, in the event of a BLACK OUT, once thousands of fry, growing fish 
haD been raised and have been set up in man-made ponds at the Hatchery failed during
a 
“BROWN OUT”.  The generator did not come on as not set up to work during a brown 
out, but only a blackout of electricity.  

KBRogers
Typewriter
Received March 11, 2024 by email



Some hatchery supervisors,  in their infinite wisdom, decided to quietly release all
the thousands of dead fish of many sizes into DRY CREEK, CREATING A wild animal 
feeding frenzy where bob cats, mountain lions, scavenger birds and many other 
animals not usually in such high number descended from the surrounding hundreds of 
miles on to the creek to feed for the first few days creating an unsafe area for 
homeowners, homeowners pets and local occurring wildlife.   If that wasn’t bad 
enough, the dead fish in the thousands began to stink, decay, wreck havoc on the 
natural inhabitants of the Creek and Russian River from the fish hatchery all the 
way to the Pacific Ocean.  A catastrophy!  All news of this was never published.  

On several occasions, fish that had been raised at the Lake Sonoma Hatchery at great
expense were trucked to the Cloverdale, CALIFORNIA area to be released into the 
RUSSIAN RIVER IN THAT LOCATION.   The trucks pulled up onto the Cloverdale overpass 
and bridge and the valves were opened letting this fish fly from a hundred feet 
above the river, to SPLATTER and die when hitting the water!   Apparently, once was 
not enough, but multiple times, local people report this incident occurring, and 
residents went down to observe this situation, picking up dead fish for their 
dinners and photographing this occurrence with NO CORRECTION EVERY MADE to this 
procedure. 

Other truckloads of fish were hauled to the a SACRAMENTO AREA, and released in an 
attempt to improve the salmon population in that area.  Of course, confusing to the 
fish released there, the success of that project was  most certainly ZERO!  Again! 
(Fish go back up the stream where they smell, feel or intake water from the stream 
in which  they are raised,  if able to locate it, if any of the SACRAMENTO RELEASED 
FISH were able to navigate back out of the ocean, not to the SAC RIver, but back to 
the mouth of the Russian RIver. ….  Doubtful!  Another huge waste of fish, that 
would normally spawn in Dry Creek, captured,  both male and female and squeezed to 
obtain eggs and then male sperm.  

4.  No control or investigation of chemical used to wash down WINERY EQUIPMENT, 
 BUILDINGS, PARKING LOTS, ROOFS, BUILDINGS etc.  along DRY CREEK.  Said ‘wash water”
of course, runs directly into DRY CREEK, MANY pvc pipes have been installed 
directing said poisonous water into the creek.  

5.  Not yet mentioned are the myriad of chemicals sprayed, pumped through irrigation
lines, onto the grape vineyards along DRY CREEK and the Russian River, considered 
premiers growing reasons.   ALL OF THESE SPRAYS, APPLICATION OF POISONS TO KILL 
WEEDS AND GRASSES UNDER THE VINES, IN CORRIDORS TO discourage the sharp shooter and 
also diseases, etc. eventually make it right into DRY CREEK AND EVENTUALLY INTO THE 
RUSSIAN RIVER. 

PLEASE also refer to the Gaye LeBaron, Well respected columnist, PRESS DEMOCRAT 
article appearing many years ago chronicling “Where have all the bull frogs aGone” 
regarding the 1950’s and 60’s observations of many individuals growing up on the Dry
Creek and Russian Rivers and returning to see the changes already evidenced at that 
late date. 



6.  There is much more.  Qualified investigators need to review this situation 
before any additional project is undertaken.  

Thank you, 

APRIL

 



 
From: Generic Bonnette 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2024 06:24 PM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Letter and Attachment to Commission Executive Director Miller-Henson  
 
Please accept the attached letter and attachment for Ms. Miller-Henson and provide 
copies to Commission and DFW staff listed. 
 
Thank you.  Alicia Bonnette 

 
 

mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov
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CALIFORNIA ABALONE ASSOCIATION (CAA) 
FISHERY DEVELOPMENT HISTORY  

“PARALYSIS OF ANALYSIS” 
 

CAA MISSION STATEMENT 
“To restore and steward a market abalone fishery in California that utilizes 
modern management concepts, protects and enhances the resource, and 

guarantees a sustainable resource for the future.” 
 
The California Abalone Association (CAA) is dedicating the efforts of its 
membership to reopen a market abalone fishery in California.  Below is a brief 
history of the activities that are bringing this dream to fruition.  However, it should 
be noted that the CAA membership has never lost sight of their mission.  Over 
the last nine (9) years, prior to July 2005, several members of the Association 
have consistently dedicated their efforts to keep the possibility of a fishery in the 
forefront of the public process.  
 
Between August 26, 2004 and August 10, 2012 CAA members have participated 
in and/or attended the following meetings: 
 
35   Commission  
16   Marine Resource Committee  
11  Limited Fishery Task Teams  
14  AAG  
  4   Research Proposal Steering Group  
 
80 TOTAL 
 
May 22, 1997 (ARMP – Appendix A:  Section A.1.3) 120 day closure of all 
abalone in southern and central California.  Sept 19, 1997 Extended emergency 
closure & closure of fishery for all abalone south of San Francisco.  2000 Only 
red abalone north of San Francisco Bay may be taken.  (Unable to locate 
Commission documents regarding their findings or CDFG’s recommendation for 
emergency closure) 
 
October 1997 
Governor Pete Wilson signed SB463 into law.  This bill imposed a “moratorium 
on the taking, possessing, or landing of abalone for commercial or recreational 
purposes in ocean waters of the state south of a line drawn due west magnetic 
from the center of the mouth of the San Francisco Bay, including all islands 
offshore the mainland of California”.  Under this bill the California Department of 
Fish & Game was required to submit to the Commission “a comprehensive 
abalone recovery and management plan” before January 1, 2003 (the ARMP 
was not approved until December 2005).  Under the bill “once a plan is 
submitted, the Department may apply to the Commission to reopen sport or 
commercial fishing in all of any portion of the waters closed by the moratorium”. 
 
Moratorium:  A delay or suspension of an activity or an authorized period 
of delay or waiting. 
 



Page 2 of 28 

 

August 26, 2004  
Commission Meeting (Morro Bay) 
Public Forum:  Don Thompson “stated that in discussions with Sen. Thompson, 
the original legislation was to include mitigation for those displaced divers, but to 
date there has been no aid. He indicated that the problems with the ARMP 
include inconsistencies in defining density; biomass estimates are not used in 
determining the health of the resource; and the goals of the plan are not feasible 
or reasonable given the current population data”.   
 

Steve Rebuck (CAA Representative at that time) commented that “red abalone is 
not threatened or endangered and should not be included in the moratorium. He 
noted that the CDFG promised an ARMP by 1999 and that the fishery would be 
opened in as little as 18 months, and seven years later there has been no 
progress. He indicated that he did not think that the CDFG is data poor and that 
sea otters are not affecting red abalone.” 
 
July 19, 2005  
Special Commission Meeting to Receive Public Comments on the draft 
Abalone Recovery and Management Plan (Oakland)    
CAA members heard Commission Executive Director Robert Treanor indicate 
that the possibility for an “experimental fishery” existed and they were 
encouraged to develop their ideas within the boundaries of the Abalone 
Recovery Management Plan (ARMP). 
 
August 19, 2005 
Commission Meeting (San Luis Obispo)  
Item 24:  Receipt of Public Testimony and Discussion of Timeline for Possible 
Adoption of the ARMP 
The Commission received CDFG’s presentation and public testimony.  CDFG 
indicated it would provide an update on its recent data collections at the 
Commission’s September meeting.  
 
During Public Testimony Rebuck presented the first draft of a Limited Fishery 
Plan and received encouragement from the Commission to flush out the details 
of a progressive Plan. 
 
September 30, 2005 
Commission Meeting (Susanville) 
Item 16.E:  Update on Department Recent Surveys, Amendments to the ARMP, 
and Timeline for Possible Adoption 
The Commission received a CDFG report and public testimony from Steve 
Rebuck, Chris Voss, Paul Weakland and Gary Verhagen regarding an  
experimental commercial abalone fishery in southern California and/or the 
Farallon Islands. The Commission discussed a time line for adoption of the 
ARMP and will receive additional information on the limited commercial fishery at 
its November meeting in Santa Barbara.  
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October 20, 2005  
Marine Subcommittee (Santa Barbara) 
Item 3.b:  Proposal by Former Commercial Abalone Divers for a Limited 
Commercial Fishery at San Miguel Island.   
Voss gave a brief presentation on the CAA’s Limited Fishery Plan.  The 
presentation was well received and Commissioner Rogers stated that he was 
willing to adopt a plan that is well managed, protects the resource, provides a 
wealth of data, and is self-sustaining.  At that meeting CDFG was directed to 
develop another general option (Alternative 8) to the ARMP that included the 
elements of the Limited Fishery Plan.  CAA members were excited to hear 
Rogers agree that the Limited Fishery Plan could be used as a model for a whole 
host of fisheries in the State of California.  It was noted that details of such a plan 
could be resolved in legislative review and CEQA processes.   
 

Following the 10/20/05 Marine Subcommittee meeting four (4) CAA members 
and Steve Rebuck met with CDFG Regional Marine Coordinator Gary Stacey, 
CDFG Deputy Director Sonke Mastrup, and Assistant Enforcement Chief Tony 
Warrington.  This group discussed development of Alternative 8 and keeping the  
 
components flexible.  CAA members heard Warrington’s concerns regarding 
enforcement issues.  The group also discussed:  a) data collection, b) inclusion 
of the sport section, c) developing a truly collaborative process, d) CAAC 
Enhancement Fund monies, and e) the CEQA process.   
 
November 3, 2005 
Commission Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Item 4:  Presentation by the California Abalone Association Regarding a 
Proposed Limited Commercial Abalone Fishery at San Miguel Island.   
The Commission received a presentation and heard public testimony. CDFG 
indicated that Alternative 8 (this eventually became Alternative 1/Section 7.3.1 of 
the ARMP) had been added to the draft ARMP which would allow for this 
request, if adopted by the Commission. The Commission will consider adoption 
of the ARMP at its December meeting. 
 
Voss gave a detailed presentation of the “Experimental Fishery Plan” 
(components of this first plan are included in Appendix H/Section H.1.3.1 of the 
ARMP).  The Plan was enthusiastically embraced by several of the 
Commissioners and endorsed by Tom Raftican of the United Anglers of Southern 
California.  As a result of this presentation CDFG was officially directed to work 
with the CAA in developing an alternative that could be added to the ARMP.  
Alternative 8 was expected to incorporate the fishery concepts set forth in Voss’s 
presentation and develop a public/private partnership that could become a model 
for other California fisheries.   
 
December 8 & 9, 2005  
Commission Meeting (Concord) 
Item 8:  Consideration and Possible Adoption of the draft Abalone Recovery and 
Management Plan  
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The Commission received the draft ARMP with latest amendments and public 
testimony.   
 
CDFG personnel presented Alternative 8 to the Commission.   After hearing 
comments from the public and CAA members, a lively discussion took place and 
CDFG was asked to make changes to the Alternative 8 language that would 
provide the Commission with more of a management role and the full authority to 
make changes to the ARMP without further formal review.   
 
The Commission approved the ARMP with Alternative 8 and specified 
amendments to Section 7.1.2 and reference tables 7-2 and 7-4.  

 
As the first item of business on December 9, CDFG staff presented the revised 
version of Alternative 8 and specified amendments to Section 7.1.2 and 
reference tables 7-2 and 7-4.  Noting that the changes met his expectations 
Commissioner Rogers motioned approval of the ARMP with Alternative 8 as the 
preferred option.  The Commission unanimously approved the ARMP with 
Alternative 8 as their preferred option.  Fifteen (15) CAA members attended this 
Commission meeting and took to heart the support shown by the Commissioners 
to develop a public/private partnership to protect and preserve this valuable 
resource. 
 
December 23, 2005 
Quotes from the Los Angeles Times article “Abalone Fishery Off Southland May 
Reopen” 
 
“The Commission decision . . . is likely to ignite another round of abalone wars, 
pitting recreational divers, biologists, and conservationist against commercial 
divers”. 
 
Stephen Benavides said “This is an unbelievable tragedy” and was incensed at the 
Commissioners.  
 
January 14, 2006 
Quotes from the Ventura Star article “State Agency Agrees to Look at Reopening 
Island Fishery” 
 
Ian Taniguchi said “In my opinion, I think it’s premature” and “In what we are 
proposing, I would not see a fishery in Southern California in my lifetime”. 
 
Gary Davis said “But the ultimate decision to reopen the fishery could be based on 
politics as much as science”. 
 
January 18, 2006  
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #1 (Santa Barbara)   
CAA representatives Voss and Marshall met with CDFG representatives Pat 
Coulston, Pete Haaker, and Ian Taniguchi for five (5) hours.  Agenda items 
included:  a) discussion of ARMP Section 6.3.1, b) meeting participants and 
future participants and their roles, c) identification of major tasks, tentative 
timeline issues, and d) finalization, implementation, and funding of the monitoring  
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protocols (which the CAA believes is critical in order to move forward).  Guiding 
documents discussed were the:  ARMP, MLMA, CEQA, and the Experimental 
Fishery Proposal.  Many ideas, opinions, and philosophies were exchanged and 
the CAA was hopeful that they could work collaboratively with CDFG.   
 
January 31, 2006 
Meeting at Santa Barbara Fish & Game Office with CDFG Assistant Director 
Sonke Mastrup  
Ten (10) CAA members met with Mastrup. They traded ideas and Mastrup heard 
the commitment the divers had to develop a fishery management plan that would 
meet CDFG’s needs and continue to enhance the resource.  The importance of 
the public component and the need for more positive press was discussed.  
 
February 2, 2006  
Commission Meeting (Sacramento) 
Public Forum:  (1:58:08 to 2:07:41) Voss reported that the stakeholders continue 
to work on the proposal for a limited abalone fishery at San Miguel Island, which 
they will soon present to CDFG for further development.  He reported on the first 
meeting and talked about the survey protocols being developed.  He emphasized 
the progress the CAA has made to date and asked the Commission to continue 
pressure on CDFG to perform, meet expected deadlines (for a tangible result), 
and work with us in an honest & fair manner.  Rogers stated “we have the 
opportunity of historic proportions to put together a joint private/public partnership 
for a resource that is at risk” . . . “we will have a significant improvement in the 
management of our resource if we can pull this off” . . . “we will develop 
something that will enhance a resource”.  Mastrup stated “the biggest challenge 
is getting people to open their minds”. 
 
February 22, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #2 (Teleconference) 
CAA representatives Voss and Marshall, along with five (5) other CAA members, 
and Carrie Culver from Sea Grant Extension met with CDFG representatives Pat 
Coulston and John Ugoretz (via telephone for five (5) hours.  The agenda 
included:  a) finalization, implementation, and funding of the monitoring protocols 
[culminating in a joint “Rapid Snapshot Data Collection” trip in late August 2006, 
followed by a data analysis workshop hosted by Sea Grant Extension], b) 
presentation and discussion on CDFG’s “Draft SMI Fishery Development 
Timeline” (Attachment 5) in response to CAA proposed fishery development 
timeline, c) funding mechanisms, d) identification of future meeting participants 
and their roles, e) creation of document that fully develops CAA alternatives and 
concepts, and f) identification of tasks and future meeting dates.   
 
It should be noted that significant progress was made on refining the Fishery 
Development Timeline and CAA members were encouraged that CDFG is willing 
and committed to work collaboratively with fisherman.  In an effort to cement this 
commitment the divers requested that CDFG issue a positive press release.  
They asked for the release to focus on the present accomplishments, data 
collection, and a fishery that would be based on science and not speculation.   
 



Page 6 of 28 

 

March 2, 2006 
Commission Meeting (Riverside) 
Item 7.C:  Update on SMI Abalone Fishery  
The Commission received a report and public testimony. CDFG indicated that it 
would provide future updates to the Commission electronically.  
 
Voss and Woodcock attended the meeting.  Both John Ugoretz (Department 
Nearshore Ecosystem Coordinator) and Voss made brief presentations regarding 
their recent accomplishments.  Both reports were positive and demonstrated the 
collaborative working relationship being developed between the divers and 
CDFG.  The most significant piece of both reports was the timeline (which 
indicated a fishery opening date of April 2008) and developing ways to expedite 
certain processes.  Both reported were well received by the Commission.  Voss 
distributed a summary report to the Commissioners outlining the CAA’s activities 
from July 2005 to February 28, 2006.  He also talked about the “rapid snapshot 
data collection” trip slated for August 27 to September 1, 2006.  
 
March 24, 2006  
Marine Resources Committee Meeting (Santa Barbara with Rogers and 
Gustafson) 
Item 1.B:  Status of Proposed Limited Abalone Fishery at San Miguel Island 
Voss made a brief presentation on the collaborative efforts with CDFG to date 
and explained how a quota system with equal allocation can be beneficial to the 
fishery.  Ugoretz noted that the ARMP will be used as the management plan for 
the abalone fishery (with minor tweaks).  The upcoming CEQA and legislative 
processes were discussed.  The possibility of redirecting funds contributed by the 
divers and what mechanism might be used was discussed briefly.  The August 
2006 Rapid Snapshot Data Collection trip was mentioned.   
 
After a request by Voss the Commissioners directed CDFG to form an official 
advisory group that can make recommendations to the Commission on 
developing the fishery.  Roles and responsibilities for the group will be discussed 
at the next Commission Meeting. 
 
April 6, 2006 
Commission Meeting (Monterey) 
Item 5.G:  (3:25:28 to 3:36:23) 
John Ugoretz reported on the potential SMI fishery & noted that everyone is 
strongly behind the proposal and working toward a common goal.  The current 
adhoc group has been advising CDFG and it is now necessary to form a more 
formal group with a specific role and clear charge (not a decision making & with 
no consensus required) that doesn’t waste time. The timeline proposed had 
CEQA documents and proposed regulations coming before the full Commission 
in July 2007.  The draft AAG charges were listed along with criteria for group 
participation which means discussion of a potential abalone fishery.  The group 
was also supposed to include a fishery management scientist (and not the same 
old scientific participation).  
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Rogers talked about the “spectacular service within a genuine private/public 
partnership” . . . . “a model moving forward . . . and the process will be a jewel”.  
Gustafson agreed with the CDFG request for the Commission to select the 
members of the group.   
 
April 7, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #3 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) finalizing the data collection protocols and 
sending the protocols to SAP for scientific review, b) June and July training for 
the CAA divers on the approved protocols, c) MOA between the CAA, CDFG, 
and the California Wildlife Foundation (CWF), d) various meetings and trips that 
group members had participated in, and e) planning for the August Rapid 
Snapshot data collection trip.  Tasks were assigned throughout the meeting and 
the next meeting was scheduled for May 19, 2006.  
 
May 3, 2006 
Commission Meeting (Tahoe City) 
Public Forum:  (29:30 to 40:10) Voss reported that over the past few months 
great progress was made with CDFG (protocols developed, staff trained, boats 
scheduled for survey); however, the momentum toward achieving further 
significant results is in jeopardy; because the MOA to provide funding for the data 
collection process and the following symposium to analysis that data has been 
rejected by CDFG legal staff (at the last minute).  Voss requested that the 
Commission direct CDFG to work with their lawyers in developing language that 
meets the necessary legal requirements for Enhancement Fund monies to be 
utilized.   Mastrup noted that the funding has moved into a contract mode and the 
data collection survey process will proceed (it is an unfortunate set back) and the 
job will get done.  Rogers did not “want to risk this effort . . . . one of the shinning 
lights in the last  decade.”  “This marker process for us (Commission) to develop 
other public/private partnerships.”  The entire Commission and CDFG are 
interested in this process.   
 
Item 5.A.1.A:  Update to Nomination Process for the SMI Abalone Fishery 
Advisory Group (2:21:33 to 2:41:30) The Commission received an update and 
public testimony.  Mastrup reported that CDFG is still compiling the nominations 
for the AAG.  Rogers noted that the composition of this Advisory committee is  
critical for a positive result that works correctly for the fishery and the resource.  
All the Commissioners agreed that committee members should embrace the 
stated purpose of the AAG (not be negative activists against all fisheries or 
“regional chauvinist” from Northern California to protect their own) and work 
toward consensus building to establish a viable fishery.  Committee members 
were not supposed to debate policy already set by the Commission.  
 
Jim Martin submitted a letter stating that the recreational divers do not want a 
fishery at SMI and they are opposed to Alternative 8, poaching is their big 
concern along with the time commitment.  Recreational divers are skeptical  that 
this (AAG) can work and that any “pockets” of abalone should be left where they 
are or translocated.   
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Milo Vokovich (sp?) listed his affiliations and indicated that the problem with the 
AAG is the “charge” (which is not broad enough) which does not include any 
other enhancement options (translocation & hatcheries) for the remainder of the 
California coastline.  He felt that the remaining resource should not be talked 
about as a harvestable excess and the AAG should not be used as an allocation 
battleground.   
 
May 19, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #4 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) data collection protocols, b) Research 
Activities Panel protocol review, c) training dates and participation, d) failure of 
MOA process with CWF, e) May 3 Commission meeting and formation of SMI 
Abalone Fishery Advisory Group, and f) Rapid Snapshot planning and post 
survey workshop.  
 
May 25, 2006 
Marine Resources Committee (Sacramento with Rogers and Hattoy)   
Item 3:  San Miguel Island Project Update and Possible Review of Candidates for 
Advisory Group  
 
June 2, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #5 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) data collection protocols, b) Research 
Activities Panel protocol review, c) training dates and participation, d) data base 
development, e) RFP and Invitation to Bid,  f) May 25 Marine Resources 
Committee meeting attended by Voss, g) SMI Abalone Fishery Advisory Group 
nominations and meeting schedule, h) structure of Safety Panel for Snapshot 
survey, i) NAUI/PADI certification requirements, j) Rapid Snapshot planning and 
post survey workshop, and k) presentation of CAA fishery plan to CDFG for their 
review.  
 
June 16, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #6 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) protocol and gear testing, b) training dates and 
participation, c) data base development, d) RFP and Invitation to Bid, e) 
equipment needs and fabrication, f) videographer for Rapid Snapshot, g) 
NAUI/PADI certification requirements, h) Rapid Snapshot planning and post 
survey workshop, and i) presentation of CAA fishery plan to CDFG.  
 
June 22 & 23, 2006 
Commission Meeting (Mammoth Lakes) 
Item 9. A.1.A:  Update on or Possible Ratification of Nominees for the SMI 
Abalone Fishery Advisory Group (4:33:09 to 4:34:51).  Gustafson was officially 
replaced by Hattoy on the MRC.  Voss attended the meeting where the 
Commission discussed the list of CDFG’s nominees to the San Miguel Island 
Abalone Fishery Advisory Group (AAG).  CDFG staff was directed to present 
their list to the Commissioners for continued discussion at their June 23, 2006.    
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The Marine Resource Priority Matrix was also presented (to prioritize the volume 
of work CDFG is asked to do).    
 
Continuation of Item 9.A.1.A on June 23:  (17:53 to 23:24).  Hattoy presented 
CDFG’s vetted list for the AAG and made a motion (seconded by Gustafson) to 
accept the nominees (unanimously accepted and AAG officially formed).   
 
July 5, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #7 (Teleconference) 
The Team had a conference call meeting and discussed:  a) protocol and gear 
testing, b) training dates and participation, c) data base development, d) RFP 
and Invitation to Bid outcome, e) equipment needs and fabrication, f) 
videographer for Rapid Snapshot, g) appointment of AAG members and draft 
workshop plan, h) Rapid Snapshot planning, and i) review of CAA fishery plan by 
CDFG.  
 
July 24, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #8 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) protocol and gear testing, b) protocol training, 
c) data base testing and training, d) RFP outcome and contract timeline, e) 
equipment inventory, needs, and fabrication, f) videographer for Rapid Snapshot, 
g) draft logistics/cruise plan, h) Rapid Snapshot planning, i) review of CAA fishery 
plan by CDFG, j) initial AAG interaction, pre-meeting packet, and draft workshop 
concept, and k) San Diego sea urchin meeting.  
 
August 10, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #9 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) protocol training, b) data base development 
and training, c) status of RFP contract documents, d) status of Truth Aquatics 
contract documents, e) equipment needs and fabrication, f) videographer for 
Rapid Snapshot, g) press release, h) media activities and logistics, i) draft 
logistics/cruise plan, j) status of enforcement resources for survey, k) AAG 
appointment letters, l) AAG conference call & meeting packet, and m) fishery 
concepts discussion during survey.   
 
August 14, 2006 
SMI Abalone Fishery Advisory Group/AAG Meeting #1 (Teleconference) 
The Group held a conference call meeting and discussed:  a) the group charge, 
b) the general group process and timeline, c) the August Rapid Snapshot Survey, 
d) the November Snapshot Survey Technical Workshop, and e) the group’s 
organizational structure. 
 
August 17, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #10 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) data base development and training, b) 
protocol changes and data sheet revisions, c) status of RFP contract documents, 
d) status of Truth Aquatics contract documents, e) equipment needs and 
fabrication, f) videographer for Rapid Snapshot, g) press release, h) media 
activities and logistics, i) final logistics/cruise plan, j) AAG appointment letters, 
and k) AAG conference call meeting.   
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August 24, 2006 
Commission Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Item 8.E:  Department Information Items 
The Commission received an update on the upcoming cooperative data 
collection efforts regarding the proposed abalone fishery at San Miguel Island.  
Voss reported on the August 14 AAG meeting and invited the Commissioners to 
participate in the Rapid Snapshot Survey event.   
 
August 27 to 31, 2006  
“Rapid Snapshot Survey” Event 
Twenty (20) CAA divers, six (6) CAA vessels, thirteen (13) CDFG personnel, 
three (3) CDFG vessels, five (5) UCSB divers, five (5) National Parks divers, six 
(6) Reef Check divers, and two (2) NOAA divers participated in the five (5) day 
event.  Over 400 transects were surveyed and the entire event was videotaped 
and photographed by Jody Pesapane of Liquid Blue Media.   
 
September 13, 2006 
San Miguel Island Limited Fishery Task Team Meeting #11 (Santa Barbara) 
The Team met and discussed:  a) Rapid Snapshot debrief, b) data entry and 
availability of results, c) press coverage during event, d) availability of video and 
photos, e) video for October Commission meeting, f) AAG appointment letters, 
and g) September 29 AAG agenda and meeting packet.  It was agreed that the 
purpose of this group has been served and the process now moves more into the 
AAG arena. 
 
September 29, 2006 
AAG Meeting #2 / First formal Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Agenda topics included:  a) introductions and introductory remarks by Mastrup 
and Rogers, b) approval of minutes, c) Mission Statement, d) proposed ground 
rules, e) Snapshot Survey video, f) review of data collection protocols, g) 
presentation of preliminary survey data, h) December technical workshop 
development, and i) Group’s priorities and expectations.   
 
December 1, 2006 
AAG sponsored Technical Workshop at the Bren School 
Agenda topics for the first evening included:  a) process of the AAG, b) a history 
of the abalone life and fishery, and population status, c) Snapshot Survey results, 
d) potential management options and comments on the data, and e) panel 
discussion and public questions.  
 
December 2, 2006 
AAG sponsored a Technical Workshop at the Bren School 
The second day included:  a) an AAG meeting (#3) at 8:00, b) a review of the 
Friday evening session, and c) concurrent working groups and reports back from 
each group on the various topics discussed.   
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January 12, 2007 
AAG Meeting #4 (Santa Barbara) 
The agenda included:  a) approval of minutes, b) Snapshot Survey data analysis, 
c) TAC workshop development, d) additional data and information needs, e) 
timeline, f) preliminary discussion of alternative management strategies, g) 
preliminary discussion of allocation issues, and h) replacement of resigned AAG 
member (Hrabak). 
 
February 1, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Monterey) 
Public Forum:  Voss discussed the CDFG’s management of commercial fisheries 
and requested that future efforts resulting from the MLPA be focused on fishery 
management and collaboration with the industry instead of fisheries science.  
 
Item 9.F:  Update on the SMI Abalone Resource (3:20:30 to 3:22).  Gary Stacey 
reported that the 2006 Snapshot survey had been completed and CDFG is 
analyzing data to see what that means for a potential fishery, genetic research, 
and WS studies.  The 2007 snapshot survey was mentioned.  He reported on the 
process of the AAG and the need for professional facilitation.  He stated that the 
timeline was adjusted forward into 2008.   
 
Voss spoke (4:06:40 to 4:10) on the AAG process and noted that the group is 
making certain that none of the abalone at SMI are put at risk.  Efforts are 
focused to compile information for an educated decision based on risk factors.  
He also asked the Commission to help with the facilitation process to provide 
focus for the group.   
 
February 24, 2007 
AAG Meeting #5 (Santa Barbara)   
The agenda included:  a) approval of minutes, b) introduction of facilitation team, 
c) revised timeline, d) Snapshot Survey data analysis, e) initial allocation 
scenarios, f) key management considerations, and g) replacement of resigned 
AAG member (Hrabak & Knight) 
 

SAN MIGUEL ISLAND ABALONE FISHERY ADVISORY GROUP 
February 24, 2007 

 
CREATION 

 
After the adoption of the Abalone Recovery and Management Plan (ARMP) in 
December 2005, the Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) moved forward with 
the consideration of a limited abalone fishery as San Miguel Island prior to full 
recovery.  In order to maximize the DFG’s ability to properly design this fishery a 
cooperative planning approach was created to directly involve stakeholders in 
development of potential fishery alternatives.   
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ROLE 
 

“The Abalone Advisory Group will be empanelled to provide recommendations to 
the Department of Fish and Game.  The Group will not be a decision making 
body; instead, they will provide recommendations to be considered by resource 
managers of the DFG and the Fish and Game Commission (Commission).  The 
Abalone Advisory Group is not expected to reach consensus, rather it is 
expected to develop a reasonable range of alternatives that achieve the goals of 
the ARMP.” 
 

CHARGE 
 
The Abalone Advisory Group will provide recommendations to the Department of 
Fish and Game regarding the following areas: 
 

➢ A Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for San Miguel Island red abalone 
➢ Alternatives for allocation between recreational and commercial take 
➢ Alternative regulations to achieve the TAC and allocation 
➢ Potential management, enforcement, and monitoring techniques 
➢ Possible individual quota and catch entitlement mechanisms    

 
The DFG or Commission may bring other items to the Group for discussion. 
Advisory Group members may recommend other items for discussion, which will 
be considered if time allows. 
 

MISSION STATEMENT 
 
“The mission of the Abalone Advisory Group is to recommend a limited range of 
fully developed alternative for managing a potential red abalone fishery at San 
Miguel Island to the California Department of Fish and Game.  The Department 
will use these management alternatives in recommendations to the California 
Fish and Game Commission when a red abalone fishery at San Miguel Island is 
considered.” 
 
March 1, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Arcata) 
Public Forum:  Voss discussed taking a closer look at the way the management 
of fisheries is funded and supplying the funds necessary in order to support a 
management system to assure sustainability.  
 
Item 5.E:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource 
The Commission received a report from Gary Stacey regarding facilitation team 
and the 2007 survey event.  The Commission heard from Voss on the AAG 
process.  
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April 6, 2007 
AAG Meeting #6 
The agenda included:  a) facilitation team’s role, b) use of KOM instead of 
minutes, c) update on project process and goals, d) findings of stakeholder 
assessments by facilitation team, e) Snapshot Survey data analysis, f) refined 
allocation concepts, g) key steps to fulfill AAG’s charge, h) TAC expert panel, 
and i) 2007 survey event.  
 
April 12, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Bodega Bay) 
Item 9.D:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource 
The Commission received a report and public testimony from Voss about how to 
save fisheries in California, the need to develop a TAC, and the lack of qualified 
modelers within CDFG.   

 

May 3, 2007 
Commission Meeting (San Diego) 
Public Forum:  Steven Benavides discussed the possible reopening of a 
commercial abalone fishery and requested that once a report from the AAG is 
received, that a coordinated presentation be made to the Board with the 
Recreational Abalone Advisory Committee, the Recreational Fishing Alliance, 
and the California Council of Divers.  

Voss stated that with the implementation of the MLPA, commercial fisheries were 
being concentrated into smaller areas and there was a need to address how to 
effectively implement the MLMA.  

Item 6.C:  Department Information Items  
Foley gave a report on the number of violations due to abalone poaching, the 
amount of abuse, and she embraced the tag concept.  
 
Item 6.E:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
The Commission received a report and public testimony from Voss about 
keeping all meetings open (because he and Marshall had recently been excluded 
from a technical AAG related meeting).   
 
June 7, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Truckee) 
Public Forum:  Voss discussed commercial fisheries and the cost to the state to 
manage them in relationship to what they generate in revenue. He suggested the 
need for more participation from the industry in determining how the money 
generated is distributed. He also requested that the Commission allow fisheries 
to be more directly involved in the data collection process that is necessary to 
manage fisheries in a sustainable way.  
 
Item 8.D:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
The Commission received a report and public testimony from Voss about the 
allocation options being developed by the AAG.  
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June 22, 2007 
AAG Meeting #7 (Santa Barbara)   
The agenda included:  a) agenda review, b) membership update, c) Terms of 
Reference for TAC development, d) status of Technical Panel, e) management of 
SMI abalone policy memo, f) draft 2006 SMI survey final report, g) goals and 
design of 2007 survey process, h) allocation options, i) AAG final report outline, 
and j) public comment. 
 
July 31 to August 3, 2007 
“Rapid Snapshot Survey” Event 
CDFG staff conducted first survey at SMI.  
 
August 9, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Public Forum:  Voss requested that the sea urchin fishery be agendized for the 
next Marine Resources Committee meeting to explore management options 
regarding the harvesting and processing of sea urchins. He also talked about the 
“destructive dynamic” in the urchin fishery with the untrustworthy processors.   
 
Harry Vogl requested the reopening of abalone season and that the Commission 
directs CDFG to schedule a collaborative survey with concerned groups at the 
Farallon Islands.  
 
Harry Liquornik requested that the Marine Resources Committee address 
restricted access issues, as well as administrative aspects of managing fisheries, 
with a possible workshop, so the fisheries would have clear guidelines to follow.  
 
Richard Pogre discussed legislation that will soon be enacted which would affect 
the future of the commercial abalone industry. He requested that the Commission 
allow commercial divers to work with CDFG and other interested parties to collect 
data in the North Central Region affected by the abalone closure, in order to 
provide data to the health of the fishery.  
 
Item 8.F:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
The Commission received a report and public testimony from Voss about the 
allocation options being developed by the AAG and the upcoming survey event.  
 
September 6, 2007 
AAG Meeting #8 (Santa Barbara)   
The agenda included:  a) agenda review, b) membership update, c) appointment 
of Dr. Yan Jiao and Robert Leaf as the Technical Panel modelers, d) steps for 
Technical Panel Review Committee, e) presentation of 2006 SMI final survey 
report, f) 2007 survey training and preliminary report, g) 2,000 abalone per 
hectare policy memo, h) alternative matrix, i) policy memo on enforcement 
considerations, and j) Marine Committee meeting. 
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September 11 to 14, 2007 
“Rapid Snapshot Survey” Event 
CDFG, CAA, and Reef Check conducted the second survey at SMI.  During the survey 38 
individual divers on 7 vessels covered 133 survey stations during four cruises over eleven 
days. This information and experience gained through the survey coupled with the 2006 
survey provides additional essential information for initiating the fishery consideration 
process and designing future collaborative surveys.   
 
In the October 2007 CDFG Report under “Size Frequency” the following was 
stated: Similar to the 2006 survey, the 2007 survey revealed that a large portion 
of the emergent abalone population is of legal size according to past fishery 
minimum size limits.  The similar results greatly increase the confidence of our 
data collection process.  Additionally, non-transect efforts revealed small size 
classes in and out of MPA areas, indicating that recruitment is occurring at SMI. 
If a fishery is considered, ongoing surveys of recruitment should be incorporated 
into the management structure. This will help ensure that adaptive management 
takes into account reproductive success. 
 
September 21, 2007 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Item 3.A:  Proposed Marine Resource Committee Priorities/Short Term Priorities 
CDFG suggestions included the San Miguel Island abalone fishery review 
process and lessons learned so far as a potential model for future management, 
as a short term priority for the MRC. 
 
September 25 to 28, 2007  
“Rapid Snapshot Survey” Event 
CDFG staff conducted third survey at SMI.  
 
October 11, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Concord) 
Public Forum:  Voss stated that in order to save and manage fisheries effectively, 
a community-based approach needs be taken, with sustainability of the fisheries 
as the primary goal.  
 
Harry Liquornik requested that the California Sea Urchin Commission’s request 
for minor regulatory changes be agendized. He also thanked the Commission for 
having the Marine Resources Committee (MRC) meeting in Santa Barbara, and 
stated that he looks forward to working with the MRC regarding Restricted 
Access Fisheries. 
 
Item 12.E:  Department Informational Items 
Foley reported that abalone poaching on the North Coast is out of control. 
 
Item 12.F:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
Received CDFG’s report from Mastrup and received public testimony from Voss 
about a setback in the Technical Panel process and the three survey events. The 
Commission formally approved the appointment of Terry Maas to the Abalone 
Advisory Group.  
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November 1, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Sacramento) 
Item 8.F:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
Received CDFG report from Mastrup on the completion of the 2007 SMI surveys 
and the next AAG meeting set for November 29, 2007. 
 
Item 10.A.1:  MRC.  
Received report from Commissioner Sutton and public testimony. Commission 
approved the Marine Resources Committee (MRC) priority list.  
 
November 29, 2007 
AAG Meeting #9 (La Jolla)  
The agenda included:  a) update on AAG membership, b) presentation and 
discussion of revised Workgroup Alternatives, c) launch of TAC development 
process (with presentation by Jiao, d) public comments, and e) update on 
process coordination and discussion of timeline.  
 
December 6, 2007 
Commission Meeting (Sacramento) 
Public Forum:  Voss indicated that the California Abalone Association, with 
support from the CDFG, would be conducting an informal survey at the Farallon 
Islands, and will submit the data to assist in the MPA decision making process 
regarding the economic impact to the Farallon Islands (unfortunately this never 
happened). 
 
Item 7.D:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
Received CDFG report and public testimony from Voss about the modeling 
process which begins in January 2008.  Voss also read a statement prepared by 
the AAG regarding the essential nature of expanding collaborative survey efforts.  

 

December 13, 2007 
Marine Resources Committee (Monterey with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss and Woodcock attended, agenda topics included:  a) analysis of commercial fishery 
fees under current FGC authority and discussion of possible rulemaking 
recommendations, and b) analysis of the current FGC restricted access policy and 
discussion of implementation and conflicts.     
 
February 7, 2008 
Commission Meeting (San Diego) 
Item 12.E:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
Received CDFG report from Vojkovich to move these reports to a quarterly schedule 
because monthly reports were “overkill” and public testimony from Voss. 
 
May 8, 2008 
Commission Meeting (Monterey) 
Public Forum:  Voss reported on the AAG modeling process.  Rogers and Sutton 
asked Voss for updates as the cooperative (being proposed by the CAA) is being 
formed.  Both Rogers and Sutton commended Voss. 
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August 7, 2008 
Commission Meeting (Carpinteria) 
Item 6.G:  Update on SMI Abalone Resource  
Received CDFG report from Tom Barnes about focus on TAC by Technical 
Panel, final modeling results to be available in the late fall, and formation of 
Review Committee.   
 
Voss and Marshall gave a PowerPoint presentation on cooperative development.   
 
September 22 to 27, 2008 
 “Rapid Snapshot Survey” Event 
Divers from various agencies and organizations participated in this survey and a final 
report from CDFG was never provided.    
 
November 14, 2008 
Commission Meeting (Huntington Beach) 
Public Forum:  Voss asked the Commission to direct CDFG to establish the 
process for opening a fishery at SMI. 
 
December 10, 2008 
AAG Meeting #10 (Teleconference) 
The agenda included:  a) update on Technical Panel and development of 
models, b) update on TAC, c) SMI survey update, d) Review Committee 
development, and e) timeline to complete AAG process.  
 
February 4, 2009  
Marine Resources Committee (Sacramento with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss and Liquornik attended, agenda included: a) discussions on Committee 
roles and responsibilities, b) the MLMA lessons learned study, and c) a review of 
the existing MRC short and long term priority list.  
 
February 17 & 18, 2009 – Dr. Doug Butterworth, Dr. Harry Gorfine, Dr. Steve 
Schroeter, and Dr. Ed Weber met in La Jolla California with members of the AAG 
Technical Panel (including Dr. Yan Jiao) for a scientific review of the modeling 
work performed by the TP.  The agenda topics included:  a) discussion of data 
inputs, b) discussion of model description and use, c) discussion of model results 
and sensitivities, d) discussion of TAC development and risk analysis, and e) 
presentation of the final review findings and recommendations.  The Review 
Committee subsequently prepared and distributed their final report titled 
“Evaluation of the Red Abalone Stock Assessment by the Review Committee in 
Support of Deliberation of the AAG”. 
 
April 2, 2009 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Item 2.c:  Innovative Approaches to Fisheries Management (California Abalone 
Association: Framework of proposed fishing cooperative and co-management 
strategy).  The CAA made a presentation of the proposed framework and the two 
Commissioners asked the CDFG to schedule a presentation on the CAA’s 
proposed management regime to the full Commission in the summer of 2009.   
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At that meeting the Commissioners were reminded that Fish and Game Code 
Section 5521 gives the Commission authority to lift the moratorium (which was 
specifically contemplated to be lifted in the Legislature when the moratorium was 
imposed) on the commercial abalone fishery.   Fish and Game Code Section 
5522 describes the circumstances in which CDFG may apply to the Commission 
to reopen fishing if the Commission “makes a finding that the resource can 
support additional harvest activities and that these activities are consistent with 
the ARMP”. 
 
April 17, 2009 
AAG Meeting #11 (Los Alamitos) 
The agenda topics included:  a) two different PowerPoint presentations by 
Rogers-Bennett (stock assessment and TAC framework), b) Review Committee 
comments on Jiao model, and c) AAG timeline. 
 
May 13, 2009 
Commission Meeting (Sacramento) 
Public Forum:   Voss reported on the AAG progress. 
 
June 16, 2009 
“The Santa Barbara Initiative: Developing Social Capital, Infrastructure and 
Scientific Techniques for Reforming Californian Fisheries”  which outlined a 
position by Jeremy Prince to nurture and develop the capacity of the fishing 
community to consider and implement management change. Starting from a 
position of outright opposition and a culture of entrenched conflict between and 
amongst industry, academics and the key agencies, awareness, communication 
and engagement have grown to the extent that there is now widespread support 
in the port of Santa Barbara for a program of change in partnership with UCSB 
academics, the F&G Commission, CDFG, the OPC and NGOs.  
 
July 21, 2009 
Marine Resources Committee (Monterey with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss and Liquornik attended to learn about the MLMA lessons learned study. 
 
September 23, 2009 
AAG Meeting #12 (Teleconference) 
The agenda topics included:  a) draft 2009 survey protocols, b) additional 
modeling, c) four management options, d) Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 
pre-assessment by Alison Cross (WWF), and e) timeline for presenting 
recommendations to Commission.  

 
October 2009 
“A New Beginning for Abalone Management in California: Critique and Comment 
on the Abalone Advisory Group’s Discussions” by Jeremy Prince and Sarah 
Valencia. 
 

October 20 to 22, 2009 – Four (4) CAA boats with eight (8) divers participated in 
the 2009 abalone survey at San Miguel Island (Tyler, Crook Point, Judith Rock, 
and Markers). The primary goal of this survey was to detect changes in year-to- 
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year (relative) abundance between impact areas (fished) vs. control areas 
(unfished) based on procedures currently used to monitor fished stocks in 
Victoria and South Australia and adapts them to best fit red abalone ecology and 
the logistics at SMI.   

Selection of Survey Areas 

Areas will be surveyed that exhibit abalone densities that could potentially support a 
sustainable commercial fishery. Using the previous three years of survey data and 
utilizing knowledge of the area from commercial fishermen and biologists 
 
November 17, 2009 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss attended to learn about the MLMA lessons learned draft report.  Vojkovich 
gave an update on abalone that indicated that CDFG did not have enough 
information to make a decision on reopening the fishery and suggested a closed 
meeting to discuss the process. 
 
December 2009 
The “San Miguel Island Red Abalone Fishery MSC Pre-Assessment” was 
completed by Dr. Craig Mundy, Dr. Sabine Daume, Team Leader, and Dr. 
Stephen Mayfield.  In the report under “Indicator 1.1.1 - Stock Status” it was 
stated that “From the documents provided, it is difficult to ascertain the current 
status of red abalone stocks at SMI relative to the status during the period of 
active fishing (e.g. late 1980’s), and a judgment is not made here. The key 
problem is that detailed, robust, fishery-independent research data were not 
collected in the final years prior to closure to match the current data series (2006 
to 2008), and there is currently not an active fishery to compare against the 
performance of the fishery prior to closure. Using the 2006 to 2008 survey data, a 
range of methodological approaches have been used to consider stock 
status in the context of supporting a commercial fishery, including Yield per 
Recruit (YPR) and Statistical Catch at Age (SCA) modeling, Replacement 
Density Analysis (RDA), and Minimum Viable Population (MVP) size. Relative 
abundance is used in the SCA model, but TAC’s estimated as a fraction of 
absolute abundance. RDA and MVP methods appear to use absolute abalone 
abundance per Hectare as the basis for calculations.  
 
Obtaining an independent assessment of absolute abalone abundance is a 
difficult task, and arguably unreliable for most abalone fisheries. The use of 
abundance data estimates (abalone/m2) to calculate absolute abundance 
(abalone/Ha) based on assumed habitable area is problematic, not well accepted 
amongst abalone biologists, and with few exceptions (e.g. Haliotis laevigata 
fishery in South Australia), is rarely used in the management of abalone fisheries 
elsewhere. Two key reasons for this are 1) abundance of abalone is highly 
spatially variable from scales of meters, to 10’s of meters, and is often not linked 
to apparently suitable habitat; and 2) calculation of absolute abundance should 
include some knowledge of the proportion of the total abalone at a site that are 
available to be seen by divers. Circumstances where absolute abundance 
calculations might be permitted are reef systems where spatial variability in 
abalone abundance and reef complexity are low.” 
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December 8, 2009 
AAG Meeting #13 (Teleconference) 
The agenda topics included:  a) review of the draft AAG report, b) distribution of 
the final AAG report, and c) status of additional modeling.  
 
December 10, 2009 
Commission Meeting (Los Angeles) 
Public Forum:  (24:19 to 31:20).  Voss presented the Commission with the “Red 
Abalone Market Fishery Operating Guidelines” (which included the MSC Pre-
Assessment).  He thanked Sutton and Rogers for setting the February 16, 2010 
MRC meeting to discuss the AAG results.  Sutton stated that the CAA has been 
responsible and progressive in their approach to innovative management of the 
abalone resource.  He also indicated that opening the fishery is a “heavy lift” both 
politically and biologically and that the CAA has taken a “responsible and 
progressive approach to innovative fishery management”.  Rogers stated that the 
full Commission will get the opportunity to hear a presentation on the AAG 
results. 
 
February 16, 2010 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Item 5:  Report from California Abalone Advisory Group 
The four AAG options were presented, and a discussion on the level of CEQA 
requirements that might be necessary to support the CAA’s proposal took place.  
Rogers indicated that the existing data was not enough to support a sustainable 
fishery.  Sutton did not indicate a preference for any of the four options.  CDFG 
staff was directed to take the next steps:  1) complete Jiao modeling ASAP, 2) 
provide comprehensive cost estimate for CEQA process, 3) recess AAG, and 4) 
schedule another MRC briefing when steps 1 and 2 were completed.    
 
March 3, 2010 
Commission Meeting (Ontario) 
Item 7.A:  MRC (2:49 to 3:19:24) 
Don Thompson spoke about the significant impacts the abalone fishery closure 
had on him personally and asked them not to lose sight of Alternative 1 which 
was “preferred” when the ARMP was adopted.  Jim Marshall spoke about the 
scope of work for the modeling.  Alicia Bonnette read the first two paragraphs of 
Alternative 1 and emphasized all the scientific support for a limited fishery.  She 
also indicated her disappointment with the AAG process and asked for help from 
the Commission.  Voss spoke about the model management plan created by the 
CAA, successful collaborations, survey data collected, Bren School projects, and 
the misinformation of the flawed modeling that has weakened all of the CAA’s 
efforts.  He requested the Commission direct CDFG to:  1) follow Review 
Committee recommendations, 2) require modeler to include the 2008 data, 3) 
and direct CDFG to submit future modeling work in an open bid process, and 
Commission be aware of the CAA proposal and its limited impact to the resource 
at SMI.   
 
 
Sutton recognized that the abalone discussion was controversial and there is not 
enough information to make a recommendation to the full Commission.  He has 



Page 21 of 28 

 

respect for the management regime presented by the CAA (“on the cutting 
edge”).  Recommendation to not reopen a fishery until there is more information 
from CDFG and modeler.  Rogers requested that CDFG provide him with the 
known areas of disagreement (which cannot be resolved) for the modeling.  He 
would like there to be agreement before the additional modeling is completed 
(using ALL the data sets) and would like it to be completed in 2010. 
Commissioner Richards talked about the “paralysis of analysis” and the need for 
setting a date to receive the final analysis.  Shuman talked about funding for the 
supplemental modeling and noted that there is disagreement on the AAG about 
the validity of the initial modeling.  Mastrup added that CDFG wants the work to 
be finished and they are committed to finding funding to “finish” and he asked the 
Commission to remember that “science is not a one step process”.   
 
April 7, 2010 
Commission Meeting (Monterey) 
Public Forum:  Voss presented the revised 2009 “Pre-Fishery Survey of Index 
Sites” survey protocol and explained the methodology which utilizes the past 
three years of broad surveys to determine areas with densities high enough to 
support an experimental fishery.   
 
April 20, 2010 
Summerland 
Meeting with Commissioner Rogers, Commission Science Advisor Craig 
Shuman, Sarah Valencia, Voss, Woodcock, and Bonnette.   
 
May 25, 2010 
Marine Resources Committee (Monterey with Rogers and Sutton) 
Dr. Jeremy Prince, Sarah Valencia, and Voss attended to learn about the final 
MLM lessons learned project and hear a presentation on data poor fisheries 
management and alternatives from Burr Henneman, Alex MacCall, and Tom 
Barnes.  
 
May 26, 2010 
Monterey Bay Aquarium (Sutton’s Office) 
Meeting with Deputy Director Mastrup, Commissioner Michael Sutton, 
Commissioner Richard Rogers, Commission Science Advisor Craig Shuman, 
Huff McConglin, Voss, Dr. Jeremy Prince, Sarah Valencia, and Bonnette.  A 
discussion on the status of the CAA’s proposal took place that ended in a 
recommendation to create a specific research fishery proposal that could be peer 
reviewed.  Immediately after Mastrup, Prince, Valencia, McConglin, Voss, and 
Bonnette met to discuss next steps.  It was agreed that Prince and Valencia 
would develop an outline for a research fishery proposal and determine the 
number of abalone needed for scientifically validated experimental sampling.  
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June 2010 
“Outline of a Proposed Research Proposal for SMI Abalone” by Jeremy Prince 
and Sarah Valencia.  This was the first document submitted to Mastrup and 
CDFG to provide an outline or framework around which a proposal can be 
developed for a program of abalone research to be conducted on the south side 
of SMI.  
 
September 30, 2010 
California Abalone Marketing Association, Inc. (cooperative) incorporated in the 
State of California.  
 
October 12, 2010 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss and Marshall attended to hear Taniguchi report on the status of the 
Northern California Recreational Fishery and potential proactive regulatory 
changes that would protect that abalone resource.  During that meeting Shuman 
was tasked to work with CDFG and evaluate the merit of the CAA’s revised 
proposal and report back to the MRC on suggested regulation(s) (amend ARMP, 
etc.) that would support the proposal. He was also tasked with gaining a legal 
opinion on the CAA’s proposal.   
 
December 16, 2010 
Commission Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Public Forum:  Voss listed the CAA’s partners and reported on the revised 
proposal for a scaled down experimental fishery (with research as the focus) and 
requested that a vote regarding this experiment be agendized.   Rogers and 
Sutton agreed that they are impressed with the CAA and reminded the 
Commission that the issue is being discussed by the MRC, which is working 
toward a recommendation for the full Commission.   
 
February 15, 2011 
Marine Resources Committee (Monterey with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss attended to learn about the OPC Strategic Plan and hear a presentation on 
the Collaborative Fisheries Research Organization. 
 
May 24, 2011 
Meeting at Santa Barbara Harbor 
Voss, Marshall, Harrington, Colgate, and Valencia met with Craig Shuman, 
Commissioner Rogers, and newly appointed Commission Executive Secretary 
Sonke Mastrup to discuss the following agenda topics:  a) rigor of research 
proposal to be developed by Valencia and Prince, b) abalone festival, and c) next 
steps.   
 
May 25, 2011 
Marine Resources Committee (Santa Barbara with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss and Marshall attended, agenda items included:  a) MRC priorities and 
approach to review of Commission’s policy on restricted access fisheries, and b) 
MPA monitoring on South Coast.   
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September 27, 2011 
Marine Resources Committee (Monterey with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss attended the morning session and presented Commissioners, Shuman, and 
Mastrup with the “Proposal for Red Abalone Research Fishery at San Miguel 
Island (SMI)” created by Dr. Prince.  This same Proposal was e-mailed to CDFG 
staff (Barnes, Taniguchi, Vojkovich, and Foley) the following day.  
 
November 17, 2011 
Commission Meeting (Santa Barbara) 
Public Forum:  (27:33 to 34:30) Marshall described the efforts of the CAA to 
reopen a fishery and reminded the Commissioners about the progress made to 
date.  He noted that the CAA is waiting to discuss the new science based 
Proposal with CDFG.  Rogers talked about how “inspirational” the participants 
have been and thanked Jim for the CAA’s persistence even after the “ridiculous” 
amount of time spent in the process.  Sutton stated that the AAG “was a model 
for other stakeholder groups”.  Rogers and Sutton both agreed that the CAA was 
spoken about in glowing terms by Bren School academics and there was mutual 
respect shown during those collaborations.   
 
December 13, 2011 
Proposal Steering Group Meeting #1 (Santa Barbara) 
Jeremy Prince, Sarah Valencia, Chris Voss, Jim Marshall, and Alicia Bonnette 
met with Craig Shuman, Tom Barnes to discuss the first draft of the Research 
Proposal developed by Prince and Valencia.  Thirty-one (31) CDFG comments 
were reviewed and addressed in a very positive and productive meeting 
environment.   
 
February 16, 2012 
Proposal Steering Group Meeting #2 (Los Alamitos) 
Prince, Valencia, Barnes, Taniguchi, Shuman, Voss, Marshall, Lampson, Stein, 
Carlos Mirelis, and Laura Rogers-Bennett discussed:  a) revised Proposal, b) 
implementation logistics, and c) next steps.  
 
May 29, 2012 
Proposal Steering Group Meeting #3 (Teleconference) 
Prince, Valencia, Barnes, Taniguchi, Cpt. Bob Farrell, Voss, Marshall, Stein, and 
Rogers-Bennett discussed:  a) International abalone symposium in Tasmania, b) 
enforcement issues with the Proposal, c) revised Proposal, d) Jiao additional 
modeling, and e) next steps. 
 
July 30, 2012 
Proposal Steering Group Meeting #4 (Teleconference) 
Barnes, Marshall, Voss, Taniguchi, Rogers-Bennett, Valencia, Button, Prince, 
Cpt. Farrell,  Stein, and Shuman discussed:  a) comments by Review Committee 
on SMI research proposal, b) status of Jiao additional modeling, c) enforcement 
hours needed to support proposal, and d) next steps. 
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August 8, 2012 
Commission Meeting (Ventura) 
Voss attended to maintain communication link with Commission members. 
 
August 10, 2012 
Marine Resources Committee (Ventura with Rogers and Sutton) 
Voss attended to learn about the MPA monitoring.  
 

Summary: 
 
It continues to be the position of the CAA that Criterion 1 and 2 of the ARMP 
have been met (using data from the 2006 to 2008 surveys) and that Criterion 3 is 
trumped by the Commission’s preferred Alternative 1.  
 
ARMP 
“Recovery is a stepwise process, where goals must be met sequentially. Once 
recovery goals are met, a species may be evaluated and considered for a 
fishery.”  Criterion 1 is satisfied when a broad range of sizes is present in the 
population, from small, younger abalones to large, older individuals.  Satisfying 
Criterion 1 is considered a milestone in recovery. 
 
6.2.1.1 Criterion 1 - Broad Size Distribution Over the Former Abalone Range 
Populations are more stable when there are more individuals occupying a broad 
size range at multiple locations. To evaluate resource conditions using this 
measure, two categories, intermediate (100 mm to recreational minimum legal 
size, or RMLS), and large (larger than RMLS), are defined, and each of those 
categories is further subdivided into 5 mm groups. When abalone observed 
during timed surveys (Appendix E Survey Methods) at an index site occupy 90% 
and 25% of the intermediate and large categories, respectively, then the broad 
size frequency distribution aspect of Criterion 1 will have been met at that site 
(Table 6-1 and Section 6.4.1.1 Assessment for Criterion 1). A category smaller 
than 100 mm is not used, because abalone smaller than 100 mm are usually 
cryptic and not easily assessed. 
 
Since the ARMP is relying on 20 year old science it seems more prudent to 
concentrate on recent scientific research that is explained in “A New Beginning 
for Abalone Management in California” (Prince & Valencia 2009). 
 
Survey protocols with regard to searching for small abalone have changed 
radically through the years. The original survey protocol in the early 1970s (1974) 
was simple: swim and count emergent abs. This protocol changed in the 1990s 
(1993-97). The Cruise report 93-M-6 shows the procedures during timed swims 
then started including some invasive searching of cryptic habitat targeting 
juveniles, in addition to counting emergent abalone along survey transects: 
“When possible, boulders were turned to search for juvenile abalone.” Reports 
97-M-1 and 97-M-5 also describe the use of these invasive techniques. In 1997 
surveys were part of a collaboration with commercial fishermen who were asked 
to direct CDFG researchers to where juvenile abalone might be easily found and 
CDFG researchers specifically targeted these areas with the aim of constructing 
length frequency histograms for the cryptic juvenile size classes (Karpov et al. 
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1998). In 1999 the protocol changed to counting aggregations, reflecting a 
growing interest in the Allee effect, and this protocol continued through 2000 and 
2001 using the timed swim method, with some searching of cryptic habitats for 
juveniles, some aggregation counting and only a little transect work. So in these 
earlier surveys researchers mainly conducted timed swims during which they 
counted and measured emergent abalone, and then turned boulders looking for 
juveniles, and there was much less emphasis on swimming along randomly 
placed transect lines. 
 
By point of reference, since 2006 the survey protocol has been based on 
randomly placing 60m transects within the boundary of the kelp canopy mapped 
by aerial photography over several years. Within a 2m wide strip along either 
side of the 60m transect line, emergent abalone have been counted within 5m 
segments. There has been no searching of cryptic habitats for juveniles.  
 
Clearly this evolution of survey protocols will have produced marked changes in 
the actual selectivity curve of the surveys. Without modeling this as a different 
selectivity curve for each survey protocol, the model will have been constrained 
to attribute the changes in the proportion of small abalone measured to changes 
in abalone recruitment, when they were actually produced by changing survey 
protocols. In this case the length-frequency data from early 1990s, when survey 
divers searched cryptic habitats for small abalone, and particularly in 1997 where 
commercial divers told research divers where juveniles would be most easily 
found, will have been interpreted by the model as indicating a higher previous 
level of recruitment. The 1997 protocol seems to have been interpreted by the 
model as a pulse of previous recruitment on top of normal, while the current 
survey protocol is being an interpreted as continuing current lack of recruitment.  
According to the logic built into the population model this must over time start 
decrease estimated adult biomass. 
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Figure 4. Length frequency histograms (maximum length in mm and number counted) for the 
abalone surveyed during CDFG surveys 1994-2008. 

 
It should be noted that the historic time series of length frequency data is more 
reliable where it pertains to the size range of the larger, fully-emerged and -
recruited size classes, because that part of the size structure has not varied with 
changing survey protocols. In this respect the time series shows that there has 
been a considerable increase in the proportion of the population larger than the 
old legal size limit. The percentage of the population larger than 197mm has 
increased from less than 1% in 1997 (the year the moratorium was enacted) to 
47.8% in 2008 (Figure 4). In light of the high fecundity of these large individuals 
(Rogers-Bennett et al. 2006) one can assume that gamete production has 
similarly increased in magnitude and that the area their aggregations now 
cover has grown as well i.e. biomass is growing. This is what commercial, 
recreational, and research divers alike are uniformly reporting as well. 
 
ARMP 
Populations must reach MVP levels in multiple locations to satisfy Criterion 2. 
 
6.2.2.1 Criterion 2 - First Density Level (2,000 ab/ha) 
When Criterion 1 has been satisfied, emergent density surveys will be conducted 
in key locations to determine average abalone density.  MVP is the density level 
that indicates that the population is not at risk for collapse. The MVP used in the 
ARMP is based on two sources of information: minimum spawning densities 
determined by Shepherd and Brown (1993), and the density preceding sharp 
declines of red abalone in southern California (Tegner et al. 1989; Karpov et al.  
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1998) (Section 2.1.2.2 Spawning and Fecundity). Shepherd and Brown (1993) 
found that recruitment started to decline when densities fell below 3,000 ab/ha. 
Stock collapsed when adult densities fell below 1,000 ab/ha. Comparable 
densities and consequences were found with red abalone on Santa Rosa Island 
in southern California. Densities under 1,000 ab/ha were not sustainable and 
were followed by a collapse of the population (Karpov et al. 1998). 
 
An MVP level was therefore established at 2,000 ab/ha for each species based 
on the best available red abalone density information. The MVP for each species 
may change as more information on recovering populations is obtained. 
Satisfaction of Criterion 2 does not trigger consideration of take. Criterion 2 
requires that MVP levels be achieved at all key locations in all recovery areas 
that continue to satisfy Criterion 1. 
 
“A New Beginning for Abalone Management in California” (Prince & Valencia 
2009). 
 
Figure 1 plots the percent of abalone sampled against the density at which they 
were observed within each 5m segment of transect. It shows that almost 10% of 
the sample was recorded at densities of around 2,000 abalone/ha and that only 
8% of the sample was found occurring at densities below this level. Figure 2 
shows a similar view to figure 1 but plotted as the cumulative percent of the 
abalone sampled. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Percent of abalone sampled during the 2006 surveys plotted against the 
density at which they were observed within each 5m transect segment. 
 
 

In figure 2 it can be seen that >73% of the sample occurred at densities of 3,000 
abalone/ha or greater and at those densities they cover approximately 10% of 
the broader survey area. This concentration profile is a common feature of 
abalone populations with 70-80% of the population normally occurring in 10-20% 
of the potential area (Prince et al. 1998). 
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Figure 2. Cumulative percent of abalone sampled during the 2006 surveys plotted against the 
density at which they were observed within each 5m transect segment. 

 
ARMP Section 7.1.2.2 Total Allowable Catch 
Fisheries that have been closed will be considered for reopening only when 
recovery criteria are met, and the stock has rebuilt to sustainable fishery 
densities at refuge depths and all depths (more than 3,300 and more than 6,600 
ab/ha respectively).  Fisheries will be initially reopened with low TAC levels that 
can be incrementally increased to former levels over a number of years, 
depending on stock conditions. 



CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION       RECEIVED 03/13/2024

JShaw2
Highlight







March 19, 2024 

 

Dear David, (my apologies for not knowing your title) 

This is Mollie Hogan. I spoke with you briefly last week about a situation involving my restricted 

species permit # 2467. The CDFW employees involved are listed in their emails below. This is 

pertaining to the transfer of 2 imprinted Virginia opossums and an imprinted great-horned owl 

housed at the Nature of Wildworks Care Center in Coarsegold.  These 3 individuals had been 

rescued and cared for by private people in Oakhurst. The people had tried to release the owl 

but it kept landing on people. He was very thin when we got him. The opossums were about 6 

months old and had also been raised by people. 

***I hope all this is not too confusing but I wanted to try and include some info that was sent to 

me.   

History 

In the 80’s and early 90s I was an animal keeper at the Los Angeles Zoo. For most of my 13 years 

as an employee there I presented two on-site public programs, The Cat Show and Wild in the 

City which featured animals native to California. In 1993 the shows were suddenly terminated 

due to budget cuts and the animals need to be relocated so after 2 years of paperwork (this was 

before the internet) I took them home to Topanga, where I lived on rented property( including 2 

mountain lions) and formed a non-profit called The Nature of Wildworks so I could provide 

lifetime care for animals. Working at the Zoo I didn’t like the way that animals were transferred 

here and there and after raising all the show animals I wanted to give them a more stable life 

and made it my mission to provided a forever home for them and any animals that came my 

way.  

The Nature of Wildworks housed 50 animals in Topanga for the next 25 years until the zoning 

changed and we needed to relocate. We purchased a 10 acre property in Coarsegold CA and 

have made this our permanent home. We have been here for 3 years. I live here and there is 

someone on-site 24 /7.  I have employed two full-time animal care staff for over 6 years and we 

already have 25 dependable volunteers. The birds and mammals have large enclosures and are 

provided with various kinds of enrichment on a daily basis. I was an instructor at America’s 

Teaching Zoo and my 2 employees are graduates of the program and also have bachelors’ 

degrees in biology.  We are located in Madera County and the County and communities are very 

supportive of our work. 

I have had restricted species permits with CA Dept of Fish and Wildlife, USDA and US Fish and 

Wildlife permits since 1995. I have a perfect public safety record and have never had an incident 

with the department. My permit has been submitted and issued on time every year. Even during 

covid. 



This year it was different. My renewal application arrived in August 2023 and was submitted 2 

weeks after receiving it. In late October I received a call from Zao saying that I was missing some 

documents.  

He said I was requesting to add species ( a serval and opossums) that weren’t on my permit and 

so I needed a letter of recommendation and a resume stating that I’d worked with these species 

and because these weren’t included I may not get my permit issued  by the expiration date.  

Even though he was incorrect ( both species were on my permit within the past five years) I sent 

these documents to him within a couple of days ( we were legitimately missing a map of the 

facility which we immediately sent) .  

In January Claire Butkus called my cell phone and asked me if I had 2 opossums and a great 

horned owl. 

She said that in the paperwork we had sent in was incorrect. We had taken the animals to the 

veterinarian at Critter Creek Wildlife Station in the Fresno area stating that these individuals 

were non-releasable and it should have been a letter from a licensed rehabilitator. Therefore, 

they have to go to a rehabilitation center to be assessed and you might not get them back. 

Having never had an experience like this I was very surprised and upset. Claire said” I’m going to 

send  a piece of paper for you to fill out and send back.” 

 

Here is the email 

 Information needed about Great horned owl and 2 Virginia 
opossums: CDFW 
External 

 

Claire...
 

Tue, Jan 2, 
3:50 PM 

 
 
 

to me, Trevor Nathan, Heather  Xao

 
 

Hi Ms. Hogan, 
  
Thank you for discussing the great horned owl and two Virginia opossums that are 
currently at Nature of Wildworks.  
  
Please provide the following information about all three animals: 
  

1. Approximate age of each animal, including: 
a. Age at intake to Nature of Wildworks 
b. Current age 

  



2. Sex of each animal (if known) 
  

3. Date of intake of each animal to Nature of Wildworks 
  

4. Geographic origin of each animal 
a. Where was the animal found. Exact address, if possible. If exact address is not known, 

please provide the closest approximate location (example: Town, County, etc) 
  

5. Indicate if the animal was seen at a permitted native wildlife rehabilitation facility prior to 
presentation at Nature of Wildworks: Yes vs No 

a. If Yes: 
                                                               i.      Name of permitted wildlife rehabilitation facility 
                                                             ii.      Date animal presented to the rehabilitation facility 
                                                           iii.      Time spent at the rehabilitation facility 
                                                           iv.      Provide the medical records (typically WRMD 
records) from the rehabilitation facility 
  

6. Reason each animal was considered non-releasable 
  

7. Any diagnosed medical conditions or long term health concerns of each animal (as determined 
by a veterinarian and the veterinarian’s name) 
  

8. A photo of each animal (labeled to indicate which animal is which) 

  
Please note that if a native species of California wildlife is dropped off at your facility in 
the future, there is a 48 hours grace period before the animal must be brought to a 
permitted native wildlife rehabilitation facility. Here is a link with a list of native wildlife 
rehabilitation facilities that are permitted through 
CDFW:  https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Laboratories/Wildlife-
Health/Rehab/Facilities 
  
Kind regards, 
-Dr. Butkus   
  

Claire Butkus, DVM MPVM 
Wildlife and Restricted Species Veterinarian 

 
Wildlife Health Laboratory, Rancho Cordova CA 
Office:

Claire.Butkus

  

 
Mollie Hogan
 

Tue, Jan 2, 
5:08 PM 

 
 
 

to Claire.Butkus 
 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Laboratories/Wildlife-Health/Rehab/Facilities
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Laboratories/Wildlife-Health/Rehab/Facilities


I have received your instructions. We will get this back to you in a timely manner 
 
 

 

 

 

 

I sent the info back and a couple of weeks passed then I suddenly received this email.  

 
Butkus, Claire  
 

Fri, Jan 19, 
4:14 PM 

 
 
 

to me, Trevor  Xao

 
 

Ms. Hogan, 
  
Thank you for your patience in awaiting instructions on how to proceed with the great 
horned owl and 2 Virginia opossums that are currently in possession at your restricted 
species facility. 
  

Please transport all three animals to Stanislaus Country Wildlife Care no later tha
n January 28th 2024, 3pm PST. 
  
Stanislaus County Wildlife Care: 
Address: 1220 Geer Rd, Hughson, CA 95326 
Phone number: (209) 883-9414 
Hours of animal intakes: 10am-3pm, 7 days a week 
Website: www.stanislauswildlife.org 
  
Please let CDFW know ASAP by responding to this email if you or your staff will not be 
able to transport these animals to Stanislaus County Wildlife Care by this date. CDFW 
can assist by coordinating transportation with local CDFW staff. 
  
Kind regards, 
-Dr. Butkus 
 

 

Within a few days I personally transferred the animals to The Stanislaus center.  I immediately 

sent an email letting them know and never got a response so finally I asked if someone could 

http://www.stanislauswildlife.org/


confirm that they had received my email and a name I didn’t recognize responded with “Yes we 

have.”  

Time passed and it’s February (our permit expired Dec 31 ) and we still don’t have our permit. I 

asked if they could issue our permit without those individuals for now and Trevor said “No 

We’re just trying to get you in compliance”.  I kept in touch with Veronica at the Stanislaus 

Center and she said they had required that she take them to the veterinarian (apparently Critter 

Creeks veterinarian from San Juaquin Veterinary Clinic in Fresno (Dr Alfaro) wasn’t enough) and 

that I would probably hear from them soon.  

Then I received this letter 

California Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

http://www.wildlife.ca.gov 

Law Enforcement Division – Headquarters 

P.O. Box 944209 

Sacramento, California 94244 

 

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870 

 

February 27, 2024 

Mollie Hogan 

Nature of Wildworks 

 

Dear Ms. Hogan, 

This letter is in regards to your application to receive a California Restricted Species 

Permit (“Permit”) and your unlawful possession of two Virginia opossums and a great 

horned owl at the Nature of Wildworks restricted species facility. While the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (“Department”) is not taking any enforcement action, 

the Department is notifying you that it is aware of these violations and is warning you 



that future violations could result in criminal charges and/or licensing disciplinary actions 

(e.g., permit suspension, denial, or revocation) being filed or taken against you. 

Background 

On September 22, 2023, the Department received your 2023 restricted species permit 

renewal application. On your application, you listed that you had recently acquired two 

Virginia opossums and a great horned owl. You provided a letter from Dr. Aubrey Alfaro, 

with the San Joaquin Veterinary Hospital in Fresno, stating she felt the animals were 

imprinted and they would not survive in the wild. Dr. Alfaro is the veterinarian of record 

for Critter Creek, a licensed California Wildlife Rehabilitator. In subsequent 

conversations with Department staff, you indicated that the three animals originated 

from the wild and had not been to Critter Creek, or any other licensed California Wildlife 

Rehabilitator. You stated you used to be a permitted wildlife rehabilitator with the 

Department and you knew the animals were non-releasable. You told Department staff 

that you were unaware of the requirement that native wildlife be processed through 

wildlife rehabilitators prior to being placed on restricted species permits. 

Department staff discovered that the possession of the two Virginia opossums and great 

horned owl was never approved by the Department’s Wildlife Health Laboratory as 

required by CCR T-14 671.1(b)(7). Department staff found that you had previously been 

a permitted wildlife rehabilitator, with your last permit expiring in March of 2020. 

Department staff found your last MOU contained language explaining the requirements 

for Department approval of non-releasable wildlife. 

On January 19, 2024, Department restricted species veterinarian Dr. Claire Butkus sent 

you an email, requesting you to transfer the opossums and great horned owl to 

Stanislaus Wildlife Care Center no later than January 28, 2024. On January 23, 2024, 
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you notified Dr. Butkus that you had complied with the request and that the animals 

were dropped off with Stanislaus Wildlife Care Center on January 22, 2024. 

Additionally, you requested the animals be returned to your facility after being assessed. 

Department Determination 

a. Violations 

You violated the following native restricted species-related regulations: 

1. CCR T-14 section 679(a), which states in part: 

 

General Prohibition on Possession of Wildlife. Except as provided in 

subsection (b) below or as otherwise authorized, it is unlawful for any 

person to possess any live game mammal or bird, nongame mammal or 

bird, furbearer, reptile or amphibian. 

Based upon your statements to Department staff, the Department has 

determined you possessed two wild Virginia opossums and one wild great 

horned owl, which are non-game mammals and birds, without notifying the 

department within forty-eight (48) hours, in violation of CCR T-14 section 679(b). 

2. CCR T-14 section 671.1(b)(7), which states in part: 

 

For the purposes of this permit, native species are defined as the 

restricted birds and mammals that are found injured and/or orphaned in 

the wild in California and are not suitable for release into the wild, but are 

suitable for educational purposes. Native species shall only be acquired 

from the department or, upon approval by the department, from a 

California Wildlife Rehabilitation Facility that is permitted with the 

department. The department shall receive written documentation for each 

animal from a permitted California Wildlife Rehabilitation Facility's licensed 



veterinarian stating why the animal to be acquired is unsuitable for wildlife 

rehabilitation and release, but suitable for education purposes. 

Based on your permit application, and your statements, the Department has 

determined that you acquired the wild Virginia opossums and great horned owl 

from someone other than a California Wildlife Rehabilitation Facility, and without 

the approval of the Department. As a permitted native-species restricted species 

permittee, you are authorized to possess approved native wildlife, however in this 

case you failed to get approval from the Department for these specific animals 

and the animals were never assessed by a permitted wildlife rehabilitation facility 

as required. 

b. Animal Disposition 
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The two Virginia opossums and one great horned owl turned over by you, at the 

Department’s request, to Stanislaus Wildlife Care Center are being assessed by the 

staff at the facility. Upon final determination as to the suitability of the animals for 

release or determination of non-releasability, the Department will make the decision on 

 

the final disposition of the animals. Should the animals be determined to be non- 

releasable, the Department will not return the animals to Nature of Wildworks, and 

 

instead will be seeking placement of them at a different facility. 

c. Licensing Determination 



CCR T-14 section 671.1(c)(5) allows the Department to deny the issuance of a 

restricted species permit if the applicant or permittee has failed to comply with any 

provision of the Fish and Game Code or regulations adopted pursuant thereto. 

Despite the violations in this case related to the unapproved possession of native 

wildlife species, the Department is approving your application and allowing a facility 

inspection to be conducted. This approval and warning letter will be retained by the Law 

Enforcement Division for its’ records. 

Please note, it is your responsibility to know, understand, and follow all applicable state 

and federal laws and regulations related to the confinement, possession, and exhibition 

of native wildlife. If you commit any additional violations in the future, you may be 

subject to criminal and/or licensing disciplinary actions. 

If you have any questions, please contact Lieutenant Specialist Trevor Pell at 

Sincerely, 

 

Lieutenant Specialist Trevor Pell, #840 

Law Enforcement Division 

Cc: Acting Chief Nathaniel Arnold, LED 

Acting Deputy Chief Christy Wurster, LED 

Assistant Chief Jennifer Ikemoto, LED 

Captain Nathan Smith, LED 

Mr. David Kiene, OGC 

Dr. Claire Butkus, WHL 

Ms. Heather Perry, WHL 

Mr. Xao Yang, LRB 

I tried to speak with Dr Butkus and Heather Perry since the others had said it was not their decision but 

they would not return my calls. Finally, Nathan Smith called me and told me this was their policy. I asked 

him to send me a copy of the policy and  this is what he sent.   

“Once an animal is seized pursuant to subsection (a) or (b), the enforcing officer may: (1) 
transfer the animal to an appropriate facility, (2) 



transfer the animal out of the state, (3) humanely destroy the animal, or (4) for animals specified 
in subsection (a) only, release the animal to the 
wild.” 
  
In accordance with the regulations listed above, the animals you acquired illegally will be placed 
at an appropriate facility.    
  
Captain Nathan Smith 
Special Operations 

 

I didn’t acquire them illegally. Someone who had them illegally brought them to me for care.  The 

animals weren’t seized from a non-permitted individual. All that happened is that  I made a mistake in 

the paperwork and then willingly complied with all requests. They simply could have worked with us 

instead of against us. They still can. I saved the animals lives and want to care for them for their lifetimes 

which is OUR policy. 

No one at the department will return my calls or emails 

 When the permit was finally issued mistakes were made and I had to send it back for corrections. Why 

are these mistakes not important?  

 

All the people I have shared this with—peers, staff, volunteers, donors-- can’t believe it.  I will be happy 

to forward all their comments but they aren’t nice. In my nearly 30 years of serving the Department I 

have never experienced this kind of inhumane treatment. So unfair to the people and the animals and a 

waste of time energy and money that could be spent on poaching or other serious actual wildlife crimes. 

We are being punished for making a mistake. This type of “punishment” teaches people to not be 

honest.  

I hope you can help 

 

Sincerely, 

Mollie Hogan 

Founder /CEO   natureofwildworks.org 
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From: Chris Alford
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2024 09:07 PM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: support for listing of burrowing owl  
  

 
Fish and Game Commission,  
  
Attached is a letter expressing support for the petition submitted to the Fish and Game Commission on March 5, 
2024 to list burrowing owls. 
  
Thank you, 
-Chris 
  
Chris Alford 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy 
www.yolohabitatconservancy.org 
  

 
  
  



 

   www.yolohabitatconservancy.org 

 
March 20, 2024 
 
 
California Fish and Game Commission 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
 
 
Re: Support for CESA listing of imperiled burrowing owl populations 
 
 
Dear President Murray and Commissioners,  
 
The Yolo Habitat Conservancy supports the petition to list imperiled populations of the western burrowing owl 
in California under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). As the implementing agency for the Yolo 
Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation Plan (Yolo HCP/NCCP), we are actively working to 
identify and protect burrowing owl habitat within Yolo County. There has been a rapid decline in the Central 
Valley burrowing owl population over the past twenty years and many of the areas of Yolo County that were 
documented as being occupied habitat in the early 2000’s were no longer occupied by burrowing owls by the 
time the Yolo HCP/NCCP was permitted in 2019.     
 
We support protecting the Southwestern California, Central-Western California, and San Francisco Bay Area 
burrowing owl populations as endangered, and the Central Valley and Southern Desert populations as 
threatened. Alternatively, we support listing the western burrowing owl in the entirety of California as a 
threatened species under CESA. 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Elisa Sabatini, Executive Director 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

 
 

http://www.yolohabitatconservancy.org/














Sacramento Policies are Crippling Sierra Bighorn Recovery 

Since our allotted time is too short to adequately address the issues, I’ll get straight to the point. Policies 

made in Sacramento regarding lion management for Sierra Bighorn are crippling the recovery program.  

Sacramento policy makers do not realize the serious ramifications they inflict on Bighorn resources and 

the ability to effectively manage them. Field biologists and managers know what to do to recover Sierra 

bighorn, but policies decreed from Sacramento do not allow for efficient, real time needs of the recovery 

program to be implemented. As I stated before, the biopolitics of lion management in California is literally 

threatening the endangered Bighorn’s existence. This has got to change. 

The approval process to remove lions killing endangered Sierra bighorn is cumbersome and does not allow 

for necessary real time management of problem lions. By the time approval gets back to field managers 

several months later the culprit lion has killed many more ewes or has temporarily left the area; leaving 

the problem to be dealt with later.  

Administrators do not realize the seriousness of losing ewes when overall population numbers are so low 

and metapopulations are being reestablished. Lions taking multiple ewes out of a small population can 

make or break the success of translocation efforts or natural dispersal movements. Addressing the lion 

issue before it becomes a roadblock to recovery is key. The current lion removal process only allows for 

addressing the problem lion after it has created irreparable harm to the recovery process. It doesn’t make 

sense. We have to allow for real time management. 

The policy to remove lions and release them only within 150 miles of their trap site is essentially a catch 

and release program, especially with males. The problem lion that has acquired a taste for the endangered 

Bighorn returns to its former home range in a short timeframe. This policy does not rectify the problem, 

it postpones the inevitable. Again, Sacramento is out of touch with actual field scenarios. 

Why the mountain lion has become a “sacred cow” in California is beyond understanding. We are yielding 

to every whim of mountain lion special interest groups at the cost of losing two important iconic species, 

the endangered Sierra Bighorn and Eastern Sierra mule deer. If the public could see the bloody havoc that 

lions are inflicting on our deer and Sierra bighorn on a daily basis, they might have a different perspective. 

Again, if we continue letting the biopolitics of the day prevail over common sense, we can say goodbye to 

two magnificent species. The citizens of Inyo County have had enough and are frustrated and mad over 

our local wildlife resources being disregarded for the political desires of an uninformed public and special 

interest group. 
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