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S-1 
Mike Malone 
Nearshore 
Chapter 
United Angler  

  

C-1 The one thing I hav e a concern with, seems 
like the guiding principle on the economics 
section is local coastal communities and 
that’s a good thing.  But as I read the Code, 
Section 7083(b), it also talks about 
businesses that rely  on the f ishery .  And I 
didn’t see that in there, that’s a broader 
concept.  So, I would bring that to the 
Department’s attention.  I pointed this out to 
Mr. Tillman some time ago, that I thought his 
f ocus was a bit narrow in this document.  That 
leav es out an awf ul lot of  businesses 

The env ironmental document (NFMP Section 
II) is intended to f ulf ill CEQA obligations, and 
as such is limited to phy sical and 
env ironmental impacts of  the proposed 
project.  Ef f ects on coastal communities and 
businesses, as described in FGC § 7083(b) 
are addressed in the Statement of  Economic 
Impact that accompanies the proposed 
regulations as part of  the adoption package 
f or new regulations associated with the 
NFMP.  In addition, the env ironmental 
document prov ides a record on whether or 
not the proposed project may  hav e a 
signif icant ef f ect on the env ironment.  In 
determining the potential f or ef f ects, on direct 
and indirect phy sical changes to the 
env ironment f rom the project are considered.  
Economic and social changes resulting from a 
project shall not be treated as signif icant 
ef f ects on the env ironment (CEQA guidelines 
10564 e).  Alternativ es are designed to 
reduce the signif icant env ironmental impacts 
while still achiev ing the goals.     

C-2 It goes into the “new dollars” methodology .  
And I spoke with Mr. Tillman at some length 
about what that meant.  And, I can 
understand it, it gets def ined In the text.  I can 
understand it with relationship to a natural 
resource, minerals, logs, f ish, new wealth 
coming into the sy stem, and y ou look at how 
that works through the sy stem.  But then I 
think it’s misapplied to the recreational sector. 

Each local economy  is dependent on new 
dollars f lowing into the community  f rom the 
export of  goods or serv ices produced locally. 
Since local communities cannot produce all of 
the goods or serv ices it consumes, it must 
import that which it cannot produce, this 
results in economic leakages f rom the local 
economy  as rev enues leav e in order to pay  
f or imported goods and serv ices consumed. 
Unless a local economy  can export enough 
goods or serv ices to of f set this leakage with 
an in- f low of  new dollars, the local economy 
will become unstable and ev entually  collapse. 
New dollars thus are essential to the v itality  
and continuance of  each local economy  or 
community .  Howev er, a caref ul distinction 
must be made between intra-community  and 
inter-community  transactions.  Exports of  
local goods and serv ices represent an inter-
community  transaction that results in a flow of 
new dollars into the local economy . 
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Conv ersely , exchanges between members 
within the local economy  are intra-community 
transactions, and result in a transf er of  
community  resources between indiv iduals 
with no net change to the local economy . 
Thus intra-community  transactions do not 
result in new-dollars coming into the local 
economy .  Consequently , sales within the 
community , between local indiv iduals, f or 
goods or serv ices related to sportf ishing do 
not generate new dollars. Alternativ ely , non-
resident rentals, lodging, dining, or party -boat 
f ees, do generate new dollars as outside 
rev enues come into the local economy  in 
exchange f or local goods or serv ices. This 
distinction in transactions (expenditures) and 
f low of  dollars was applied unif ormly  in 
discussions and analy sis of  v arious resource 
uses presented in the FMP: extractiv e and 
non-extractiv e, including sportf ishing. 

C-3 It talked about people coming into town, 
presumably  a port since that seems how this 
coastal community , which is undef ined in the 
document, I think it should be def ined.   

Please see Section V:  Coastal community  
def ined as:  An organized body  of  indiv iduals 
and businesses in a specif ic geographic 
location consisting of  a population nucleus 
hav ing a high degree of  economic and social 
integration.  For the purposes of  preparing the 
NFMP, coastal communities are def ined as 
coastal counties.   

C-4 But the slant in the text, on around page 73 
which is discussing the socio-economics.  
When I read the commercial section, the first 
thing that hit me was, we’re the f if th largest 
seaf ood producing state in the country .  
Probably  the second largest coastline, y ou 
wonder why  we’re way  down there at f iv e.  
But, then it f inishes up with the “ripple effect” 
of  the, of  these f ish coming into a port.  The 
economic “ripple ef f ect.”  So I’m kind of  lef t 
with this impression that, wow, this is a good 
thing.  And it may  be.  But I think we need to 
keep it in perspectiv e.  And, it’s not 
mentioned that the recreational f ishery  in 
Calif ornia is second only  to Florida, second 
biggest in the country .  So I think sort of  a 
parallel analy sis through here would really  
help people read this and be able to compare 
one thing to another. 

Please see Section V:  According to the 
USFWS 1996 surv ey  of  recreational activities, 
Calif ornia ranks second in the nation f or 
numbers of  resident and nonresident 
saltwater anglers. Florida ranks f irst with an 
estimated 2,255,000 saltwater anglers, 
Calif ornia ranks second with an estimated 
1,049,000 saltwater anglers, and Texas ranks 
third with an estimated 862,000 saltwater 
anglers.  According to the USFWS 1996 
surv ey  of  recreational activ ities, Calif ornia 
ranks f irst in the nation f or participating in 
wildlif e watching activ ities in Calif ornia, with 
an estimated 2,362,000 participants.    

C-5 With regard to the non-extractiv e users, I 
really  don’t think a sailboat person, or a 
kay aker’s going to decide to go or not go to 
the coast depending on the av ailability  of  
gopher rockf ish.  And so I think the non-
extractiv e part needs to be sort of  focused on 
what non-extractiv e part is dependent on the 
nearshore f ish. 

For a general discussion of  non-extractiv e 
uses, please see Section I, Chapter 2, page 
77.  The writer is correct that the subject of  
this NFMP is the 19 nearshore f ish species.  
Howev er, the plan and the mandate f or the 
State use an ecosy stem approach to 
management.  Consequently , indirect as well 
as cumulativ e af f ects must be considered, 
and direct and indirect uses of  the nearshore 
are relev ant under the management plan.  
Non-extractiv e users, by  accessing and 
entering the marine env ironment also exert 
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economic ef f ects on local economies.   

C-6 Completely  missing, y ou know, missing in 
action, is management f unding.  Who’s been 
pay ing f or all this f or the last ten y ears?  It’s 
not in this document.  I think that’s a 
cornerstone because it allows us to mov e 
f orward through the document say , okay , 
here’s where our money ’s coming f rom, 
here’s where it’s been coming f rom, here’s 
where we need to get more money  to do this.  
So I think the document really  needs to have 
a discussion of  management f unding, the 
historic management f unding, recreational, 
commercial, and non-extractiv e if  there is any 
there.  I think part of  that is really  important to 
understand as we look at these management 
costs, which sector has the willingness or 
ability  to f und management. 

 FGC §711, describes f unding and costs f or 
Department programs.  The Department has 
receiv ed General and Marine Lif e and Marine 
Reserv es Funds since 1999 f or Marine Lif e 
Management Act programs.  
  

C-7 And, then, I read in the new Code when we 
extended this deadline, because we need an 
extra y ear to do this, Section 7072 (d), this is 
why  I don’t sleep at night, this say s that, you 
know when the plan was f irst put out there 
and I helped put this together, we had a drop 
dead date.  The reason we did that was 
because we thought that was the only way we 
were ev er going to get a plan.  So, if  had to 
be adopted by  a certain date.  Well, the date 
was extended a y ear.  Okay .  But something 
was added, that say s “Adopt a f ishery  
management plan if  f unds are appropriated 
f or that purpose in the annual budget act”.  
That sounds like a show-stopper to me.  I 
don’t know who did that, but that was, that 
was, that really  dev iated f rom the intent of this 
bill. 

The NFMP prov ides f or a sustainable 
nearshore f ishery  and benef its the citizens of 
the State of  Calif ornia.  Without FGC §7072 
(d) the Department would be required to 
redirect existing f unds to support any  new 
nearshore management measures adopted 
by  the Commission. 

C-8 But then when I got to Chapter 4…Section 1, 
Chapter 4, page 156, it basically  took all this 
inf ormation, this economic inf ormation, this 
census bureau, the Fish and Wildlif e, all this 
stuf f  and threw it all out.  And it said, basically 
that section say s that this inf ormation is no 
good so we’re not going to use it f or anything.  
And, I would take issue with that because the 
Code section 7072(b) say s use the best 
scientif ic inf ormation, or other relev ant 
inf ormation.  I think there’s a legal wire (?) to 
consider this in this document, and consider 
this as part of  the analy sis.  And I would 
encourage the Department to do that. 

Section I, Chapter 4 pertains to research 
needs to support the management plan.    
Please see response to Comment 1 abov e. 

C-9 The catch, catch histories and catch rates are 
known within about 50 to 100%.  They  v ary  
f rom table to table, study  to study .  And the 
Department seems v ery  keen f or using that 
f or allocation.  I don’t think y our accuracy ’s 
any  better with if  that. 

Estimated landings do change depending on 
the database and/or study . The MLMA calls 
f or management to be based on the best 
scientif ic data as well as other relev ant 
inf ormation. The CALCOM and MRFSS data 
presented in the NFMP are at this time 
considered to be the best av ailable 
commercial and recreational data f or 
calculating the TACs and the allocations. 
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Howev er, f or comparison, sev eral dif f erent 
sets of  commercial and recreational data are 
presented in the Nearshore FMP.  Ev ery  
ef f ort was made to prov ide documentation of 
the data set and/or methodology  used in each 
table and graphic.  Also ev ery  ef f ort was 
made to assure that the tables and graphics 
f or a giv en data set were consistent 
throughout the FMP. 

S-2 
Rod Fujita 
Env ironmental 
Def ense 

  

C-1 The one thing I would suggest, is that the 
critical point, the MSY, FMSY, that def ine a 
harv est control rule ought to be tailored more 
specif ically  to the nearshore species.  Their 
biology  may  or may  not be similar to the deep 
species f or which those proxies were 
dev eloped by  the Pacif ic Fisheries 
Management Council.   

This comment is consistent with management 
under Stage II or Stage III conditions, where 
detailed and comprehensiv e stock 
assessments may  prov ide the necessary  
inf ormation to allow the TAC f or indiv idual 
species to be directly  calculated. Howev er, 
def ault y ield f ormulas (based on the best 
av ailable science f rom closely  related shelf  
species) are giv en in the NFMP so that TACs 
may  be determined f or nearshore species in 
the ev ent that insuf f icient inf ormation is 
av ailable to directly  calculate sustainable 
y ields. 

C-2 I also think, that, it’s probably  a good idea at 
this point, to hav e indiv idual total allowable 
catches f or each species, because these 
species, there’s 19 of  them, they ’re likely  to 
v ary  quite widely  in their productiv ity  and 
that’s sets up a possibility  f or serial depletion 
if  they ’re aggregated.  So, we need to monitor 
closely , what those indiv idual TACs are doing, 
what the catch is doing, and make sure we 
don’t deplete them, the least productiv e 
species, f irst.  
 

This is an option under the NFMP.  However, 
managers may  also choose to set aggregate 
TACs because some species tend to be 
caught together and can not be indiv idually  
targeted. The increased risk of  ov er-harv est 
f or weaker species within aggregate TACs 
must be balanced against the increased 
potential f or discards under indiv idual TACs, 
and the desire to streamline and simplif y  
regulations to the extent possible. The NFMP 
also prov ides the option of  reducing 
aggregate TACs in order to protect the 
weaker species that are part of  an aggregate. 

C-3 The regional approach I think is v ery  sound.  I 
think it’s based on good bio-geographical 
inf ormation.  The one thing I would mention 
there is that there’s a need to at least monitor 
if  not manage activ ely  on a smaller scale 
because there’s a danger of  localized 
depletion if  y ou’re only  doing sy noptic surveys 
ov er the entire, y ou know, northern coast of 
Calif ornia or the Southern Calif ornia Bight.   

Within the proposed f ramework of  the FMP, 
monitoring and management (through specific 
management measures) within a region can 
occur on a smaller geographic basis 
depending on the av ailability  of  staf f , time, 
and money . See CCR, Title 14 §52.04 and 
52.05. 

C-4 I’m of  the mind that restricted access, of some 
kind, should be implemented as soon as 
possible.  I think this is going to f acilitate the 
implementation of  the entire plan.  I believ e 
y ou’re right, that the f ishery  is ov er-
capitalized, and the main problem that needs 
to be addressed in this plan, and in most 
other f ishery  management plans, is the 
problem balancing f ishing capacity  with f ish 
productiv ity . 

The Department understands that in order to 
align the f leet’s f ishing capacity  with available 
harv est allocations or quotas, the number of 
participants in the f ishery  must be significantly 
reduced.  Theref ore, we hav e dev eloped a 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
to address this issue.  Within the restricted 
access program, there are a range of  options 
f or the Commission’s consideration.  The 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
is undergoing a separate but parallel 
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rulemaking.   

C-5 And, as y ou know, Env ironmental Def ense 
f av ors indiv idual f ish shares, as y ou call them 
in this plan, because we think that’s the most 
f lexible tool av ailable to ensure that f ishing 
capacity  stay s balanced with f ish productivity 
as both v ary  through time.  We also think it’s 
the f airest way  to do it, as long as there are 
suf f icient constraints in place to control f or 
excessiv e consolidation, prev ent 
monopolization, all the adv erse social-
economic ef f ects that can result f rom 
unconstrained market f orces.   

The Department agrees that Indiv idual 
Fishing Shares (IFS) may  be an appropriate 
management tool f or this f ishery .  Howev er, 
issues with joint jurisdiction with the PFMC 
and the f ederal moratorium on Indiv idual 
Transf erable Quota sy stems make 
implementing an IFS program impossible at 
this time.  We believ e that the proposed 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
is a good f irst step towards a sustainable 
nearshore f ishery .  The nearshore f ishery  
restricted access program is undergoing a 
separate but parallel rulemaking. 

C-6 If  y ou go with the limited access permit 
sy stem, just make sure that y ou actually  
reduce the f ishing capacity  and don’t allocate 
too many  permits.  This is ty pical f or fisheries 
that are ov er-capitalized, and it doesn’t do 
any  good.  

Please see responses to Comments 4 and 5 
abov e. 
 
 

C-7 One of  the things to think about as you move 
to restricted access, is that the granting of  
exclusiv e priv ileges to harv est a public trust 
resource , whether it’s permits or IFS, really  
justif ies the collection of  economic rent.   

The Department agrees that collection of  
appropriate f ees is important to f und 
research, administration and enf orcement.  
The nearshore f ishery  restricted access 
program is undergoing a separate but parallel 
rulemaking.  There is a prov iso within that 
program that partially  addresses this issue.   

C-8 And, f inally , based on the literature I’v e 
surv ey ed, there is no ev idence right now that 
this common assumption that marine 
reserv es will result in excess capacity  and 
resulting in localized depletion, and reducing 
ov erall catch, or creating excessiv e 
congestion, doesn’t seem to occur with the 
marine reserv es in place now.  I don’t know 
what’s going to happen in Calif ornia, it should 
be monitored closely .  It’s another reason to 
integrate the restriction of  access with the 
implementation of  marine reserv es and all the 
other management measures on y our palette. 

The use of  MPAs in the recommended 
approach to management of  the 19 nearshore 
species is f elt to be uniquely  capable of  
eliminating sev eral risks to their habitat while 
conserv ing ecosy stems and prov iding f or 
sustainable uses.  The NFMP def ers to the 
MLPA process f or establishment of  MPAs 
except f or those around the Channel Island 
which are being dev eloped with coordination 
between the National Marine Sanctuary  and 
the Department. 

S-3 
Robert Ingles 
GGFA 

  

C-1 Golden Gate Fishermens Association 
supports United Anglers position here on 2.4 
alternativ e 3.  It’s not to take away  anybody’s 
right…can f ish with rod and reel.  The idea is 
to slow down a little bit, stay  within the 
allocations, and will f acilitate releasing the fish 
aliv e now that we hav e size restrictions 
instead of  banging the f ish aside the boat and 
unhooking it f rom a longline, they  can release 
it also where it’s going to liv e.   

Alternativ e 3 (Gear Restrictions f or 
Commercial Fleet) is not the recommended 
alternativ e to the f ishery  control rules.  
Howev er, this alternativ e is presented to the 
Commission f or their consideration; the 
Commission can adopt any  alternativ e.  Gear 
endorsements and restrictions are measures 
used by  the Commission f or management of 
targeted marine species, by -catch, and 
wastage.  This alternativ e was not established 
as a recommended measure by  the 
Department because it was unnecessary  to 
specif y  gear endorsement and restrictions in 
the NFMP f ramework when they  already exist 
in regulation.  Moreov er, the specif ic 
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restrictions of  Alternativ e 3 constitute a f ine-
scale implementation strategy  requiring 
regional-lev el discussion with constituents.   
The recent actions taken by  the PFMC and 
the subsequent closure of  the continental 
shelf  to most f ishing, gear restrictions will 
undoubtedly  be re-ev aluated on the State 
lev el and by  each of  the f orming regional 
committees.  The need f or gear restrictions is 
in direct proportion to the ef f iciency  of  the 
limited entry  program.  When the commercial 
f leet is commensurate with the amount of  
resource and the lev el of  ef f ort regionally , 
reduced gear ef f iciency  may  not be 
necessary .  In the current commercial fishery 
that is ov er-capitalized and f acing increased 
ef f ort due to shelf  closures, gear restrictions 
may  be an emergency  option. 

C-2 Regional management, the Golden Gate 
Fishermens Association endorses 2.6 number 
5 Alternativ e, of  f our regions.  We also believe 
it should be on a port by  port basis which is 
really  getting into it.  Four is probably  tough 
enough.  But the more regions we hav e the 
better.   
 

Four management regions is now the 
pref erred alternativ e f or regional 
management.  Alternativ es with more than 
f our regions would incur increased costs and 
staf f ing needs that would be required to 
administer these regions.  Any  of  the 
alternativ es in the NFMP can be adopted in 
addition to or replacement f or the 
recommended management measures. 

C-3 The MPAs we would like to remind the 
Commission, that they  are not a do-all, they 
are def initely  a tool in the management 
procedure here but they  are not a cure-all.  
 

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), especially  
marine reserv es as described in the 
Nearshore Fishery  Management Plan (NFMP) 
Section 1, Chapter 3, where no take is 
allowed, are uniquely  capable of  eliminating 
many  risks to the sustainability  of  f ishing and 
to conserv ing ecosy stems and habitats.  
None of  the other management measures in 
the NFMP are specif ically  directed at the 
protection of  habitats and f ish nurseries.  
Without the addition of  MPAs, the NFMP does 
not f ully  meet all of  the criteria specif ied by 
the MLMA (FGC, Div ision 6, Part 1.7)The 
NFMP, howev er, does not specif y  the 
placement, size and f unction of  MPAs along 
the coast.  That process is being directed by 
MLPA (FGC, Div ision 3, Chapter 10.5) and 
tracked by  the NFMP management team to 
guarantee compliance with the needs of  
nearshore f ish.  Although MPAs are not a 
‘cure-all’ f or ev ery  nearshore problem, they  
are the single management measure that 
guarantees the preserv ation of  adequate and 
appropriate habitat f or the regeneration of  
depleted nearshore f ish stocks.  For this 
reason, the Department supports the MLPA 
process as one of  the f undamental elements 
in a broad management f ramework.  In 
addition, the Executiv e Summary  of  Dr. 
Shipp’s report indicates that MPAs can 
f unction as a management tool to protect 
breeding aggregations, help recov ery  of  
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sev erely  ov erf ished, insular, unmanaged 
populations, and protect critical habitat.  
Habitat protection is one of  the goals of  the 
MLMA. 

C-4 So the GGFA endorses 27 number 6, which 
states that recreation starts on a sliding scale, 
here, kind of  a unique thing that we brought 
up at the Commission… committee meetings.  
But the 70-30, the 70-30% that’s in there is 
not the right percentage.  The percentage that 
should be used is the historical percentage 
right now.  Which is higher than that f or 
recreational.  It’s 83%. The idea is to keep the 
percentage the same f or recreational, not to 
go backwards.  So if  at the v ery  least the 
GGFA endorses the present allocations if  we 
can=t go with that, number  6. 

Alternativ e 6 (Allocation Percentages Based 
on Stock Biomass) was dev eloped with other 
approaches with input f rom the Nearshore 
Adv isory  Committee.  The approach relies on 
inf ormation that is not currently  av ailable to 
f easibly  make allocation determinations and 
was not the approach selected by  a 
consensus decision of  the committee.  Due to 
lack of  inf ormation at this time implement this 
approach; it is not the pref erred alternativ e.  
Any  of  the alternativ es in the NFMP can be 
adopted. 

C-5 If  y ou could do number 8 and include all 19 
species then we could endorse that as a 
starting point.  To bring in all these ideas 
together as…as one big alternativ e.   
 

When the FMP process began, there were 
control dates f or participation and gear 
endorsements that cov ered only  the 9 
nearshore species which require a permit.  
For this reason and others, the Department 
chose to f irst dev elop a restricted access 
program f or only  these species.  The 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
is undergoing a separate but parallel 
rulemaking.  In addition, there is a gear 
endorsement control date f or the commercial 
take of  all 19 species.  Any  of  the alternatives 
in the NFMP can be adopted by  the 
Commission. 

S-4 
Randy Fry 
Nearshore 
Chapter 
United Angler 

  

C-1 The PFMC has demonstrated how not to 
manage a f ishery .  They =v e been using OY, 
TACs, ABC, CBS,  NBC and y ou can see 
what=s happened and we don=t want to see 
that happen to the nearshore.  There=s not 
enough f ish in the nearshore to manage a 
commercial f ishery .   

The pref erred harv est control rule approach 
does not use the same MSY/OY management 
that is used by  the PFMC. The 3-Stage 
approach to NFMP management includes 
ecosy stem considerations, and more 
conserv ativ e harv est f ormulas than are 
employ ed by  the PFMC.  Also, the proposed 
NFMP control rules include precautionary  
adjustments and the use of  MPAs to reduce 
the risk of  management mistakes, and to 
prov ide f or rebuilding of  depressed stocks. 
Consequently , the proposed nearshore 
management measures are designed to 
prov ide f or a sustainable f ishery .  In addition, 
the current MSY/OY management approach 
that is used by  the PFMC includes 
precautionary  adjustments that hav e only  
been in place f or a f ew y ears, and these 
comparativ ely  new saf eguards were not in 
place when the stocks were ov erf ished during 
the 1970s-1990s. 

C-2 That is why  again we propose support f or the 
Washington plan which is in this Nearshore 

Alternativ e 2 (Fishery  Control Rules with 
Prohibited Take, Possess, Landing, Sale, or 
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FMP.  It is 2.3 alternativ e 2.   Purchase of  the 19 NFMP Species Taken 
From Waters of f  Calif ornia While Those 
Species are Managed Under FCR Stage I 
and II Conditions) would eliminate the 
commercial take of  the nearshore species to 
be managed by  this plan.  While it is not the 
recommended alternativ e to the f ishery  
control rules this alternativ e is presented to 
the Commission f or their consideration; the 
Commission can adopt any  alternativ e.  It is 
important to understand that the 
circumstances under which these 
management measures were implemented in 
Washington were considerably  dif f erent than 
the situation that exists in Calif ornia.  In 
Washington, there was no existing liv e-f ish 
f ishery  at the time their regulations were 
adopted.  Washington passed a series of  
specif ic conserv ation-driv en regulations over 
sev eral y ears that ultimately  prev ented 
dev elopment of  a liv e-f ish f ishery  in their 
nearshore env ironment.  As a result, the need 
to deal with issues surrounding allocation of  
these resources between commercial and 
recreation sectors did not materialize there.  
In Calif ornia, the commercial sector of  the 
nearshore f ishery  has been activ e f or several 
y ears.  In addition, both the MLMA and PFMC 
decisions af f ect allocation issues concerning 
the nearshore f ishery .  The MLMA prov ides 
that f ishery  management plans shall allocate 
increases or restrictions in f ishery  harv est 
f airly  among recreational and commercial 
sectors participating in the f ishery .  
Furthermore, the NFMP states that generally 
it is the policy  of  the State to assure 
sustainable commercial and recreational 
nearshore f isheries, to protect recreational 
opportunities, and to assure long-term 
employ ment in commercial and recreational 
f isheries [FGC §7055 and §7056]. 
The Department believ es that implementation 
of  the recommended options will result in a 
sustainable nearshore f ishery  f or both 
recreational and commercial sectors.  An 
important element of  the Department’s 
pref erred options in the NFMP is a restricted 
access program f or the commercial nearshore 
f ishery .  This program will better match the 
size of  the commercial f leet to the av ailable 
resource, thus reducing the potential f or 
ov erf ished stocks while allowing a small, 
responsible commercial f ishery  to exist in 
Calif ornia.   

S-5 
Tom Mattusch 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 
and 
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Recreational 
Anglers 
C-1 We f eel actions are imperativ e at this point to 

protect the nearshore f ishing zones f rom 
commercial ov er harv est.  Our opinion is that 
f ollowing the state of  Washington, the 
Washington plan may  best accomplish that.  
Washington State set a precedent f or 
Calif ornia to adopt and f ollow.  We urge your 
implementation the Washington State model 
to ban the commercial sale and marketing of 
the 19 nearshore f inf ish species, liv e or dead, 
until a sustainable excess exists f or 
commercial harv est.  This is 2.3 alternative 2.  

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

C-2 As a f all-back position, alternativ e 3, 
sometimes called the United Anglers of  
Southern Calif ornia Rod and Reel Plan, 
although less desirable, could be supported.  
That=s the maximum of  two lines per 
commercial angler with no more than f iv e 
hooks per line and specif ically  no traps or 
sticks.   
 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-3 Alternativ e 4 (5?) modif ies the pref erred 
management plan f rom 3 management zones 
to 4 management zones.  Similar to Mr. 
Ingles’ presentation by  GGFA, we do believe 
that more management zones prov ide better 
control and input locally  to regions.   

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
2 abov e. 

C-4 Position 4, or our abov e position 4 is 
alternativ e 6, an allocation based on the stock 
biomass.  This is a sensitiv e issue f or us 
because we=v e seen allocation used unf airly 
against commercial anglers and recreational 
anglers.   

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
4 abov e. 

C-5 Recreational anglers do not believ e it is 
necessary  to take or harv est ev ery  f ish 
assigned to them.  A f ish not harv ested 
prov ides recruitment opportunity  and 
spawners f or coming y ears.  Giv ing away  
uncaught allotment is the ty pe of  thinking that 
created the problems that we are liv ing today.  

The recommended allocation approach does 
not mention reallocation of  shares of  f ish 
among sectors.  Any  decisions to reassign 
shares f rom one sector to another would 
occur at the discretion of  the Commission 
which has management authority  f or 
nearshore f ish.  The issue of  “reallocation” 
occurred in the f all of  2001 when projections 
of  take f or cabezon and greenlings indicated 
the recreational sector would not reach its 
portion of  the OY f or those species.  Because 
the OY dev eloped f or the 2001 f ishery  y ear 
was f elt to be suf f iciently  precautionary , the 
Commission opted to manage on the total 
allowable take lev el.   

S-6 
Karen Reyna  
Ocean 
Conserv ancy  

  

C-1 As f or the f ishery  control rule, we support the 
three-stage implementation process f or the 
f ishery  control rule.  It=s a creativ e, practical 
approach, it works with new inf ormation as it 
becomes av ailable, that’s good.  We do have 

Speaker did not prov ide more inf ormation 
other than hav ing a concern.  Indicated a 
letter would f ollow with those details. 
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some concerns about the details with the 
stages, but we will address those in more 
detail in written comment.  The most 
important step f or the Department to take now 
is to go to stage two in that three stage 
process.   

C-2 We’re in an ov ercapitalized f ishery .  Right 
now at least 18 or 19 species are managed 
using historical catches as a proxy  of the total 
amount of  the catch and they =re considered to 
be data poor.  This guestimate is inadequate 
to secure a sustainable f ishery .  Which is why 
it’s critical to report as quickly  as possible on 
both the regional management and the 
commercial restricted access program.  We 
support both of  those. 
And another major step in that direction is to 
keep mov ing on implementing y our f ishery  
independent data collection program 
including using collaborativ e research.  We 
really  do like the way  that was laid out in the 
plan.   

The Department recognizes the need to move 
f orward as quickly  as possible to gather more 
inf ormation to mov e f rom the use of  historical 
proxies to models based on essential f ishery 
inf ormation.  The research protocols section 
describes the f ishery -dependent and f ishery-
independent inf ormation needed to mov e 
ahead in our knowledge of  the f isheries and 
the stocks.  

C-3 First and f oremost, the pref erred option 
doesn=t address the potential problem of  
localized depletion.  Serial depletion can 
create a f alse impression of  stable landing 
histories.  In reality , the small home ranges, 
long lif e histories, and late maturity  of  these 
f ish inhibit replenishment in heav ily  f ished 
areas.  It=s a real problem.  Stable landing 
records may  simply  hav e recorded a 
geographical expansion of  the f ishery .  For 
this reason, it is critical that the pref erred 
option address this.  And it’s just completely 
missing.  We suggest that at the v ery least, a 
discussion paragraph be added to the plan 
discussing the risk of  localized depletion. 

Localized depletion will be addressed on a 
case by  case basis as situations are identified 
where it has occurred to an unacceptable 
degree. Area closures, ef f ort reduction (i.e.: 
restricted access), and gear restrictions are 
three possible measures that may  be 
employ ed in response to concerns about 
localized depletion.  In addition, the regional 
approach to management will help to better 
address depletion. 
 

C-4 We also suggest that the f ollowing tools be 
listed as potential management remedies to 
address this problem.  Adjusting the f ishing 
control rules, gear restriction, size and slot 
limits, most important - restricted access, and, 
critically  needed is a network of  marine 
reserv es.   

The routine management measures 
mentioned: f ishing controls, gear restrictions, 
size and slot limits are already  tools av ailable 
to the Commission.  Restricted access is 
already  undergoing a separate but parallel 
rulemaking.  The consideration of  a temporary 
network of  reserv es to protect the nearshore 
during the extended MLPA process has been 
suggested by  a number of  constituents.  It 
was discussed by  the Nearshore Adv isory  
Committee and receiv ed unanimous support 
f or the concept but no agreement on how the 
temporary  locations should be sited, sized, or 
enf orced.  The authority  to place temporary  
reserv es rests with the Commission, and they 
may  support this proposal at the 
recommendation of  the Department or the 
public.  In light of  the recent actions of  the 
PFMC regarding groundf ish rebuilding, the 
proposal of  a temporary  network of  reserves 
may  receiv e more attention in the nearshore. 

C-5 Secondly , the nearshore recreational stamp This alternativ e or any  of  the alternativ es in 
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or permit program should be part of  the 
pref erred option.  Right now the recreational 
permit program is listed as alternativ e 12.  
The text in alternativ e 12 states that the 
recreational permit is an economic alternative 
and does not hav e, help accomplish the goals 
and objectiv es of  the MLMA.  Howev er, a 
recreational permit is instrumental in obtaining 
essential f ishery  dependent data.   

the NFMP can be adopted in addition to or 
replacement f or the Recommended 
Management Measures.  The nearshore 
recreational stamp was originally  proposed as 
a way  to limit recreational ef f ort in the 
nearshore f ishery .  Af ter meeting with the 
Nearshore Adv isory  Committee and listening 
to public comment, it was agreed that this 
would not work as way  to limit access.  A 
recreational stamp could howev er be used as 
a research tool to assist in gathering better 
inf ormation on recreational f ishing activities in 
the nearshore waters.  Theref ore, the stamp 
should hav e been mov ed into the section of 
the FMP dealing with f uture research needs. 
The Department has plans to dev elop an 
electronic database of  recreational f ishermen 
similar to what is currently  in place f or the 
commercial sector.  This database could be 
used to improv e the MRFSS phone surv ey  
because the surv ey  could target known 
f ishermen.  Implementation of  a recreational 
stamp or electronic database would be one 
way  to get a better idea of  how many  people 
f ish recreationally  in nearshore waters and 
also estimate the amount of  ef f ort.  

C-6 Finally , the indiv idual f ishing shares program 
is v ague and it doesn=t include any  guidelines 
f or creating that program.  The Commission 
has this policy  that=s Policy  8 called harv est 
rights.  It=s much more detailed than what=s 
been laid out in the plan.  We ask this policy 
at the v ery  least is outlined.  Or it=s at least 
ref erenced.  In addition, on major omission 
f rom this section is the way  shares will be 
allocated.  The shares should account f or 
env ironmental perf ormance standards as well 
as historical catch. 

The NFMP prov ides the f ramework to develop 
a meaningf ul restricted access program.  
Since this is a f ramework, no specif ics are 
of f ered f or how an Indiv idual Fishing Shares 
(IFS) program would be dev eloped.   
Inclusion in the NFMP prov ides the 
opportunity  to use this option in the f uture.  
These details, including the allocation of  
shares, would come with considerable public 
input during the dev elopment of  an actual IFS 
program. The Commission’s policy  on 
restricted access, Policy  8: Harv est Rights, is 
in Appendix I. 

S-7 
Bob 
Humphrey 
Recreational 
Boaters 
CenCal Div ers 

  

C-1 In regard to sustainability , the Department=s 
pref erred option chooses to use an optimum 
y ield that is based on catch history .  As was 
mentioned earlier the PFMC used a similar 
method of  determining allowable catch, and 
we can now see what the result of  that is, the 
collapse of  the f ishery .  And, I personally  
believ e that is going the result of  this 
pref erred option, is the collapse of  the fishery.  

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
1. 
 

C-2 They  used the catch history  of  1993 to 1998 
basing it on an approach by  a man named Dr. 
Restrepo.  And Restrepo said that catch 
history  should be based on a period when 
there is no indication of  decline.  And I want 

The catch history  mentioned, 1993 to 1999, 
was used in the interim regulations.  The 
1998 scientif ic paper by  V.R. Restrepo et. al., 
entitled “Technical Guidance on the use of 
Precautionary Approaches to Implementing 
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to ask a question.  Is there no indication of  
decline in the period of  1993 to 1998?  Please 
come on.  Do I need to bring up some 
ev idence out of  the statement of  the 
Calif ornia Fish and Game Commission 
regarding the adoption of  interim 
management measures f or the nearshore 
f inf ish f ishery .  It say s right here – “with a few 
exceptions like the La Nina y ears of  1998 and 
1999, oceanographic conditions hav e been 
unf av orable f or successf ul reproduction and 
surv iv al by  many  nearshore f isheries since 
the late 1970s, as a result, current 
populations are likely  to be at low lev els since 
they  hav e been exploited heav ily  ov er the 
y ears”. 

National Standard 1 of the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act” prov ides detailed analy ses 
that address management risk under v arious 
lev els of  knowledge about the status of  a 
stock. Based on that paper, an OY proxy  of 
50% of  recent landings is appropriate f or 
stocks that are thought to be below the MSY 
stock size, but abov e the ov erf ished 
threshold. Consequently , this was adopted in 
the NFMP as a precautionary  adjustment 
under Stage 1 conditions.  The catch history 
mentioned, 1993 to 1999, was used in the 
interim regulations. 
 

C-3 Now what about sticks and traps.  The plan 
say s nothing about sticks and traps.  It 
doesn=t address sticks.  It doesn=t talk about 
what a stick is.  It doesn=t talk about the 
impact of  a stick the ecosy stem impact of a 
stick.  It doesn=t talk about trap.  But what is a 
stick?  A stick is another name f or a long line 
cut into short sections. 

Stick and trap impacts are discussed in 
Section II of  the proposed NFMP on pages 
91, 93, 94, 150, and 151. 

C-4 Personally , I think it is inappropriate to allow 
sticks in the nearshore.  In case y ou=re 
wondering, the kelp f orested area in the 
nearshore is a mere 74 square miles f rom 
Oregon to Mexico.  Sev enty -f our square 
miles.  Fiv e of  those square miles are north of 
Half  Moon Bay .  That=s how much kelp there 
is.  That=s what we=re talking about.  Most of  
this nearshore f ishery  occurs in that region.  
So these sticks hav e the potential, and traps, 
hav e the potentially  to serially  and 
geographically  deplete large sections of  the 
coastline.   

The restriction in the use of  any  specif ic gear 
is a possibility  under routine management 
measures.  The solution f or to unacceptable 
lev els of  geographic depletion is to set the 
ov erall catch f or an area at a sustainable 
lev el.  The Commission can adopt gear 
restrictions if  needed to specif ically  address 
localized issues.  Please see Section II, 
Chapter 2, page 28 f or more inf ormation.  

C-5 Hav ing f our sections, hav ing three sections, 
hav ing two sections of  regional management 
is not adequate.  You need to manage by  
reef .  Reef  by  reef .  Either that or get rid of the 
sticks and traps.   

Reef  by  reef  management throughout 
Calif ornia would be unrealistic giv en the 
av ailable staf f , time, and money .  Within the 
f ramework of  the NFMP, reef  by  reef  
management on a small scale within a region 
can occur depending on the need.  This 
would be determined through research, 
monitoring, and local knowledge and the 
av ailability  of  Department staf f , time, and 
f unds.   

C-6 Another thing that wasn=t discussed.  In 1992 
the Department of  Fish Game engaged in a 
study .  It=s a trap f ishery  study .  Melody  
Palmer, it was a draf t study  where they  
discussed, the appropriateness of  trap use.  
Hav e y ou discussed it?  We tried to discuss it 
at the Nearshore Fisheries Management Plan 
Adv isory  Committee and it f ell on deaf  ears.  
It nev er got discussed. 

The report was used to support legislation 
regarding f inf ish traps.  The legislation 
resulted in a limited entry  f inf ish trap fishery in 
southern Calif ornia.  In addition, conditions 
were placed on the use of  f inf ish gear.  See 
FGC §9001 through 9001.7 and FGC §9022.  
Inf ormation on nearshore by catch is f ound, in 
the NFMP, in Section I, Addendum 1: 
Nearshore By catch.  Also, please see 
response to Comment 3 f or inf ormation on 
stick and trap gear. 
 



2002 NFMP Section IV 13 

Speaker 
 

Comment Response  
 

C-7 Okay , under the area of  allocation.  You 
cannot def ine what is f air.  What does the 
word “f air” mean?  You=v e been try ing to get 
an answer to that f or three y ears.  It has been 
one of  the most f rustrating experiences in my 
lif e to try  to f ind out what is the ground work.  
Bef ore we make decisions about allocation, 
let’s talk about what is the basis of  those 
allocation decisions.  What do we mean by  
f air?  And I already  heard tonight that it is a 
dif f icult question to answer.  I don=t deny that.  
I don=t disagree with that.  Howev er it didn=t 
stop y ou f rom making decisions and 
pref erring options that do allocate the 
resource.   So apparently  y ou=v e decided 
what y ou think f air is f or us without discussing 
it with us.   

The MLMA guidelines to allocation are f ound 
in Section I, Chapter 2, page 128 in the 
NFMP.  “Fair” is used once in the MLMA in 
connection with allocation and harv est in a 
f ishery  not def ined as ov erf ished:  FGC 
§7055 (c):  “To the extent that conserv ation 
and management measures in a f ishery  
management plan either increase or restrict 
the ov erall harv est in a f ishery , f ishery  
management plans shall allocate those 
increases or restrictions f airly  among 
recreational and commercial sectors 
participating in the f ishery .”   The concept of 
“f air” allocation of  the harv est shares is not 
implicit in that section; howev er, the concept 
of  “f air” has been expressed by  many  
constituents.  The term is def ined in Black’s 
Law Dictionary  (1991) as “Hav ing the qualities 
of  impartiality  and honesty ; f ree f rom 
prejudice, f av oritism, and self -interest.  Just; 
equitable; ev en handed; equal, as between 
conf licting interests.”   If  “f air” is to be defined 
f urther, it would hav e to come as guidance 
f rom the Commission at the policy  lev el to 
guide dev elopment of  all f ishery  management 
plans.  

C-8 Now under the DFG=s recommendations in 
the plan, I asked Mike Weber at a meeting at 
my  house, what would happen if  the 
recreational f ishery  decided to engage in a 
catch and release f ishery .  Would that not 
make a lot of  f ish av ailable to be utilized 
under this OY ty pe management.  May be 
that=s a good question.  What=s the answer.  
What would happen if  we decided to start 
catching and releasing f ish.  Can we do that?  
What will happen is what happened in 
December 2000, af ter December 2000 they  
reallocated our cabezon to the commercial 
sector cause they  didn=t think we=d catch 
them.  The f act was we did catch them, and 
then they  upped our allocation to somewhere 
below what the Commission originally  
allocated to us.   

Please see response to Speaker 5, Comment 
5 abov e. 

C-9 Finally  in closing, I agree v ery  much with Tom 
Mattusch and (?) and ev ery body  else in here 
who=s going to be supporting 2.3.2, the 
closure of  the nearshore f ishery  until y ou get 
to stage 3 management.  And when y ou get 
to stage 3 which is a data -rich circumstance, 
we don=t want to see the f ishery  as it exists 
now.  There is no room f or traps or sticks in 
the nearshore.  We really  believ e that if there 
is a commercial f ishery  allowed it should be a 
rod and reel f ishery . 

Please see responses to Speaker 4, 
Comment 2 and Speaker 3, Comment 1 
abov e. 
 

S-8 
Ross Smith 
Timber Cov e 
Association 
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C-1 These people cannot show research that we 
are ev en touching the resource, because it 
doesn=t exist, because I=v e asked f or it in 
Sacramento.  They =re making laws without 
ev en a clue as to what impact, if  any , and I 
can prov e there is none, that sports fishermen 
are making on the resource.  There is no way 
with one pole, two hooks, and a limit of  ten 
rockf ish, that we could hurt the resource in a 
thousand y ears.   

The best av ailable data indicate that the 
nearshore species of  concern are being 
landed by  both commercial and recreational 
f ishermen, but that the proportion of  f ish 
taken by  each sector dif f ers between species. 
For some of  the nearshore rockf ish species, 
recreational f ishermen land more of  the f ish 
than commercial f ishermen.  Additional 
sampling, monitoring, and management 
considerations are planned to increase the 
quality  of  the landings inf ormation. See CCR, 
Title 14 §52.05(c). 

C-2 A reserv e sounds good.  But what use is it?  If 
as soon as the f ish leav es the reserv e they 
are dredged, dragged and netted by  the 
commercials that y ou are hell bent to protect. 
The laws are written... as written do not 
restrict the commercial boats f rom mov ing 
north or south when the season is closed in 
the central region.  So where is the protection 
of  the resource doing any  good except to 
punish the sportsman.   

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
3 abov e.   

C-3 The sports f ishermen are being treated like 
commercial f ishermen by  closing the central 
region, by  closing the central region to us for 
f our months out of  the y ear as if  we are part 
of  the problem.  Which is not true.  This is an 
unjust decision on y our part and must be 
corrected. 

Speaker is ref erring to actions taken by  the 
PFMC to protect certain species of  shelf  
rockf ish.  Closing shelf  rockf ish species is 
outside the scope of  this project. 

C-4 One - giv e sportsmen the nearshore 0 to 120 
f eet all y ear.  No commercial f ishing 0 to 120 
f eet all y ear.  Stop trawling, trapping and 
dredging and netting to the continental shelf. 

(Speaker appears to support Alternativ e 2):  
Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2.  In addition, regarding banning v arious 
specif ic gears, please see  
NFMP Section II, Chapter 2, page 28.  

C-5 So we are restricted to when we can f ish by  
nature, but commercial boats aren=t restricted.  

In ref erence to the nearshore recreational and 
commercial f ishery , both are regulated to 
protect stocks through size limits, gear 
restrictions, seasonal closures, caps on total 
allowable take f or both sectors, and weekday 
closures f or commercial f ishermen.   A 
complete description of  State and f ederal 
regulations on the nearshore f ishery  is 
prov ided in Appendix F. 

C-6 Giv e us a break and go back to 15 f ish limits 
per person as that still wouldn=t harm the 
resource.  Also because most sportsmen are 
pretty  inept at f ishing, and I teach f ishing and 
I know, 90% of  the f ish are caught by 10% of 
the f ishermen.   

The regulations under consideration do not 
address bag limits.  In Section I, Addendum 5, 
Pages 208-213 are management measures 
that can be implemented to manage the 
resources at a sustainable lev el.  Current bag 
limits are consistent with those set by PFMC. 

C-7 Sports f ishing supports all sorts of  businesses 
on the coast.  Motels, campgrounds, bait 
shops, boat rentals, restaurants, gas stations, 
grocery  stores, etc.  And when the sta...the 
season is closed, the coast is dead.  And you 
people are responsible.  A pox on y ou.   
 
 
 
 

Please see response to Speaker 1, Comment 
1 abov e. 
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S-9  
Jim Martin 
Nearshore 
Chapter United 
Anglers 

  

C-1 I really  think that the economic impacts, that 
section needs to be rev ised.  It just isn=t 
accurate.  When I looked at things like the 
estimate of  $34 a day  f or an angler that goes 
out on a party  boat.  That=s just.....is there any 
party  boat captains here that want to take me 
out f or $34 bucks?   

Numbers appearing in the NFMP f or av erage 
expenditures f or party  boat activ ities were 
correctly  cited f rom the 1998 NMFS reports 
on socio-demographics f or Pacif ic Anglers in 
Northern and in Southern Calif ornia. See: 
www.st.nmf s.gov /st1/econ/f act_sheets/98n_
alif ornia.pdf     and 
www.st.nmf s.gov /st1/econ/f act_sheets/98s_
alif ornia.pdf  

C-2 And on the other hand, when we get to the 
discussion of  the gear restriction proposal that 
the United Anglers of  Southern Calif ornia 
proposed, we get things like the, that would 
reduce the resale v alue of  their gear.  Well 
their gear isn=t worth that much in the f irst 
place.  And it just f eels like the whole thing is 
weighted too heav ily  to the commercial side, 
and ev en more so to the non-consumptiv e 
side where they  hav e $48 million being spent 
on the contemplation I guess of  the nearshore 
f inf ish.   

The Department, in preparing the NFMP, 
endeav ored to represent all uses and user-
groups that interact with the nearshore 
ecosy stem.  To the extent possible, 
inf ormation on all the v arious uses and values 
associated with the nearshore ecosy stem 
were presented.  Limitations due to the 
timef rame f or preparing the NFMP, resulted in 
f ocusing on major uses and user sectors f or 
which market or comparable inf ormation was 
av ailable.  The same methods of  economic 
data analy ses and projections were applied to 
each user group; sportf ishing, commercial 
f ishing, and non-extractiv e.  

C-3 What…, kind of  f ees are going to be extracted 
f rom non-extractiv e users...of  the nearshore.  
Is there going to be a, a bracelet like they  
hav e down in Mexico when y ou want to go 
just look-see div ing?   

The Department has receiv ed General and 
Marine Lif e and Marine Reserv es Funds since 
1999 f or Marine Lif e Management Act 
programs.   These f unds include taxes f rom 
non-extractiv e users. 

C-4 One of  the big problems with the plan is that 
there=s no identif ication of  the f unding.  Where 
is this f unding coming f rom? 

Fish and Game Code describes f unding and 
costs f or Department programs.  The 
Department has receiv ed General and Marine 
Lif e f unds, and Marine Reserv es Funds since 
1999 f or the MLMA. 

C-5 The other big problem I had with it was the 
discussion of  allocation and, and…, to see 
the decision, the Commission’s decision of  
December 2000 now enshrined as guidance 
on allocation in the f uture in this plan is a real 
insult to us.  Because what happened is that 
the Commission decided to giv e us a 
pref erence.  The Department somehow 
changed that to giv e more allocation ov er to 
the commercial side and it ended up as it has 
been f or y ears with the commercials catching 
more, f or instance, cabezon....than 1.2 or 1.5 
million saltwater anglers.   

Please see response to Speaker 5, Comment 
5. 

C-6 The real problem I hav e with the restricted 
access ev en when I saw the f igures of  the 
break down of  which indiv idual commercial 
f isherman were catching what proportion it 
looked like there was about a hundred guy s 
catching as many  f ish as all the rest of  the 
recreational anglers.  May be I=m wrong about 
that but when we=re talking about restricted 

The MLMA, passed in 1998, recognizes the 
importance of  both sport and commercial 
f isheries to the State of  Calif ornia.  It also 
states that these f isheries should be 
managed such that they  are sustainable.  The 
Department believ es that a well craf ted 
commercial restricted access program can 
support sustainable use of  nearshore 
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access when y ou get down below 100, why  
are we spending all this money  on such a 
small number of  people?    

resource important to the people and 
economy  of  Calif ornia.  Granted there are 
relativ ely  f ew nearshore commercial 
f ishermen, howev er they  prov ide a service to 
Calif ornians who may  not be able to catch 
their own f ish. 

C-7 I basically  want to agree with all the peer 
rev iew that y ou receiv ed and I think that, you 
know, it echoed a lot of  we hav e been saying 
on the CA nearshore list about how its too 
dependent on marine reserv es.  It=s going to 
take 20 y ears to get reliable data f or what the 
unf ished biomass in the marine reserv e is.  
What=ll we do until then to estimate what the 
catch should be?   

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
3. 

C-8 The United Anglers gear restriction proposal 
was f or 10 hooks, but here it shows up in the 
f inal draf t plan as two hooks.  Or f our hooks 
depending on how y ou count them.  How did 
that happen?  Why  wasn=t our proposal just 
listed there as...it was only  a couple of pages.  

This was an inadv ertent error which has been 
corrected in the Amended Initial Statement of 
Reasons and is being re-noticed. 

C-9 The same thing f or Mike Malone=s area 
allocation proposal.  It=s nowhere in the plan. 

Area allocation was one proposal of f ered to 
the Fish and Game Commission f or 
consideration as a method of  regulating take 
and separating f ishery  sectors when interim 
regulations were dev eloped in 2002.  The 
f inal decision by  the Commission was to use 
historical inf ormation to determine pounds of 
f ish per y ear f or each sector.  Area allocation 
was one of  the concepts dev eloped f or the 
NFMP; howev er, ultimately  the Nearshore 
Adv isory  Committee did not recommend it to 
be one of  the f our approaches f or f urther 
analy sis and inclusion in the NFMP.  It is an 
option av ailable f or Commission consideration 
under the authority  of  the MLMA as the 
Commission has authority  to adopt time/area 
closures to regulate catch lev els f or the 
recreational and commercial f ishing.  
Inf ormation on general management 
measures, including time and area closures, 
is av ailable in Section I, Addendum 5, pages 
208-213. 

C-10 Bob Humphrey =s harv est control.  These are 
things that we, y ou know, that we v olunteered 
f or hours.   

If  this is in ref erence to the “United Anglers’”  
gear restriction proposal, a similar 
management alternativ e is presented in the 
NFMP in, Section II, Chapter 2, page 21. 

C-11 So, I would like to, in the most strongest 
possible terms ask f or the Washington State 
alternativ e.  I don=t think that we hav e any  
money  f or any thing else.  I don=t think there=s 
any  resource f or any thing else.   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2. 

S-10 
Bob 
Strickland 
President, 
United Anglers 
of  Calif ornia 

  

C-1 I would like to see we hav e at least f our Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
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management zones, as we=re seeing, the 
more we hav e, the more we need. 

2. 

C-2 If  y ou now take the shelf  away  f rom the 
recreationals, all that=s lef t is the nearshore.  
We only  had f our months of  the shelf  before, 
cause eight months was taken away  f rom us.  
Now we hav e none.  So now all we hav e is 
the nearshore f or eight months.  That=s it.  
This isn=t enough to f ish f or a satisf y ing 
sustainable f ishery , how can we encourage 
commercial f ishing in the nearshore?  Giv en 
what=s happened in the last week of  the 
PFMC and the shelf  being closed, our 
nearshore is just, there=s nothing lef t.  We 
can=t....I don=t think there=s enough f ish to 
hav e a satisf y ing recreational f ishery  and 
sustain a commercial f ishery  

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2. 
 

C-3 Our biggest problem is money , and y ou=re 
looking at losing ev en more money  if  y ou 
close this or we can=t f ish because y our 
licenses are going to go down, and that=s part 
of  y our money  that runs the Fish and Game 
Department.  I mean this is just going to be a 
trickle ef f ect down, y ou=re going to hav e 
harbors closing.  Total harbors, all the boats, 
the motels 

In preparing the NFMP, no analy sis of  
potentially  lost rev enue to the Department 
was perf ormed. The f ocus of  the NFMP is on 
the nearshore ecosy stem and 19 nearshore 
species.  That the Department may  lose 
rev enues is not a consideration in craf ting 
management plans to protect species and 
ecosy stems, while attempting to minimize 
impacts to f isheries and f ishing communities 
(sport and commercial).  The MLMA states 
that f isheries must be managed f or 
sustainable uses ev en if  that means lower 
rev enues to the Department. 
When resources are scarce, indiv iduals are 
f orced to make choices. These choices may 
mean that people must giv e up resources or 
opportunities that would hav e been av ailable 
to them.  The best approach is to look at 
“marginal changes” in the number of  day s of 
f ishing, or f ishing activ ity , caused by a change 
in f ishing regulations. That is, regulations 
resulting in relativ ely  small changes in a 
person’s total f ishing activ ity  would not be 
expected to hav e any  impact on spending 
and annual purchases. Most likely , there is a 
threshold on the proportion of  a person’s 
f ishing day s, that if  impacted, would af f ect 
their decision whether to expend money  on 
an extra unit of  f ishing activ ity .  For example, 
a person doesn’t purchase a rod and reel 
each time they  go f ishing. Accordingly , they 
would likely  still purchase a rod and reel if  
their total f ishing activ ities were reduced from 
100 day s to 80 day s a y ear.   
Data on these marginal responses, 
thresholds, and behav ioral pref erences, in the 
f ace of  changes to f ishing activ ities, are not 
currently  av ailable. Accordingly , these 
management inf ormation needs are identified 
in the research portion of  the NFMP (Section 
I, Chapter 5). 

C-4 Now what if  we took 1/4 percent tax.  State A sales tax increase is outside the scope of  
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tax.  They  use an eighth percent of  a cent tax 
in Missouri and Arkansas.  They  solv ed their 
problems.  A quarter of  a percent of  one cent 
would solv e our problems.  We could have all 
the data we need.  We could get out of  this 
data poor situation. 

this project.  Taxes are promulgated through 
the State Legislature. 

S-11 
Gene Kramer 
Abalone and 
Marine 
Resources 
Council 

  

C-1 But this really  boils down to, is instead of 800 
f ishermen, 40 f ishermen.  I’m talking about 40 
f ishermen f or the nearshore f or Calif ornia.  
That means that 19 out of  20 of  those guy s 
that are holding those licenses are going to 
hav e to f ind something to do.  Ev en if  we 
accept the optimistic scenario that we can 
maintain the f ishery  at its present lev el.  I’m 
not sure that we can.   

Within the commercial f ishing f leet, there is a 
range of  indiv idual annual take.  The 
recommended approach f or restricted access 
goal is to match the f ishing capacity  of  the 
commercial sector to the size of  the allowable 
catch apportioned to that sector. 

C-2 And f or those 40 f ishermen harv esting that $4 
million catch, at $100,000 per y ear, per 
f isherman, how much can we tax them f or 
management f ees?  What can they  pay ?  
What’s a reasonable f igure?   

Please see response to Speaker 9, Comment 
4 abov e.  The Legislature is considering 
giv ing the Commission the authority  to make 
this decision.  

C-3 And it gets ev en stranger when we look at it 
and we hav e a million sports f ishermen one 
hand and we’re div iding up the recreational, 
or we’re div iding up the nearshore catch with 
40 select, lucky  commercial f ishermen.  
Something’s a little screwy  with that in 
comparison.  The 40 of  them get half  of  the 
catch.  And the million get the other half . 

According to MRFSS and commercial landing 
data analy zed f or the y ears 1983-1989 and 
1993-1999, recreational f ishermen took 
approximately  81% of  the catch of  nearshore 
rockf ish.  Please ref er to NFMP Section I, 
Chapter 2, Page 70.  In the current allocation 
of  cabezon, Calif ornia sheephead, and 
greenlings, the recreational harv est portion 
ranges f rom 84% (nearshore rockf ish south of 
Cape Mendocino) to 60% (Calif ornia 
sheephead and greenlings). 

S-12 
Jesus C. Ruiz 
State 
Coordinator 
YMCA 
National Scuba 
Program 

  

C-1 I think that by  adopting the Washington State 
proposal will be at least a partial solution to 
that.  And we support that. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

C-2 And we hav e on another track the MLPA 
process that’s going to take at least two years 
to implement.  There’s not going to be 
any thing to protect in two y ears.  Any  MPAs 
or marine reserv es, or marine parks that you 
want to preserv e f or anglers or f or SCUBA 
div ing or f or dev eloping biomass, it’s not 
going to be there in two y ears. 

The precautionary  approach is designed to be 
v ery  conserv ativ e until a network of  MPAs is 
established through the MLPA process.  The 
consideration of  a temporary  network of  
reserv es to protect the nearshore during the 
extended MLPA process has been suggested 
by  a number of  constituents.  It was 
discussed by  the Nearshore Adv isory  
Committee and receiv ed unanimous support 
f or the concept but no agreement on how the 
temporary  locations should be sited, sized, or 
enf orced.  The authority  to place temporary  
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reserv es rests with the Commission, and they 
may  support this proposal at the 
recommendation of  the Department or the 
public.  In light of  the recent actions of  the 
Council regarding groundf ish rebuilding, the 
proposal of  a temporary  network of  reserves 
may  receiv e more attention in the nearshore.  

S-13 
Dick Perrone 
Timber Cov e 
Association 

  

C-1 Couple things I hav e here, some of  the 
biological f laws in that study .  They say some 
of  the groundf ish are nocturnal, so why  do I 
catch those f ish during the day ?  And, I catch 
them on bait they  say  they  don’t eat. 

The description of  the stocks in Section I, 
Chapter 2, pages17-53 contains an 
abbrev iated lif e history  of  the 19 nearshore 
species.  Appendix D contains a more 
complete description of  the lif e histories.  An 
indiv idual’s experience may  dif f er from what is 
reported in scientif ic literature.  Fish of ten 
react to bait not f ound in their natural diet. 

C-2 You better listen to these guy s.  Cause if  
they ’re right...okay .   

(Speaker may  be expressing support f or 
Alternativ e 2):  Please see response to 
Speaker 4, Comment 2 abov e. 

S-14 
Ralph Kanz 

  

C-1 At this point this plan has not addressed the 
impact of  restrictions on the nearshore on the 
species that are not regulated by  this plan.  
As an example, Calif ornia halibut, which the 
peer rev iew specif ically  addressed, said 
Calif ornia halibut needs to be addressed.  
We’v e had an ef f ort shif t to Calif ornia halibut 
in the San Francisco area in the last f ew 
y ears.  And we’re starting to see an impact on 
that f ishery .   
 

There is shared concern ov er expected effort 
shif t to nearshore species within the scope of 
the plan and to others not addressed by  the 
NFMP as a result of  the PFMC action geared 
to protect ov erf ished rockf ish.  Much of  the 
shif t in ef f ort is likely  to be to species outside 
the authority  of  the State and not the subject 
of  this plan. As a result that impact is not 
addressed in this plan.  The NFMP is based 
on a group of  species mandated under the 
MLMA (nearshore rocky  reef  f ishes) and 
identif ies impacts of  plan implementation on 
nineteen species, and the impacts of  f ishing 
f or the 19 on other species. 

C-2 You need to manage this as one single 
f ishery  not as a nearshore f ishery .  If you do 
not do that, y ou’re just going to be repeating 
history  time, and time, and time again.  
 

The complete ocean includes many  species 
outside the purv iew of  the State which are not 
the subject of  this plan.  The NFMP does 
address reducing ef f ort f or the nearshore 
species in the plan.   

C-3 And, it looks right now, like y ou got a perfect 
opportunity  to make that kind of  a change 
with a closure of  between 20 and 100 
f athoms.  I think y ou need to seriously look at 
closing ev ery thing.  Shut it all down for a year.  
Take a look at it and seriously  consider how 
y ou’re going to manage it, ev ery thing, not just 
one little thing at a time.   

This proposal is bey ond the scope of  the 
proposed project.  The primary  goal of  MLMA 
is to prov iding sustainable uses of  the 
resource.  In addition, the MLMA requires the 
Department and Commission to consider 
objectiv es to “maintain a satisf y ing 
recreational f ishery ” and to “prov ide f or a 
commercial f ishery ”.  These objectives cannot 
be met by  closing down all f isheries. 

S-15 
Don Coelho 

  

C-1 I’m a sport f isherman.  I’m out there in a small 
boat, 17 f ooter, and I do limited f ishing each 
summer on nearshore waters.  I’m f ishing 
salmon, halibut, rockf ish.  And, to me, a 
closure of  coastal f isheries or restrictions for 

Restriction on recreational and commercial 
f isheries is mean to protect the stocks of fish 
f rom threat of  ov erf ishing.  Regulations 
restricting take are meant to lessen the 
ov erall f ishing pressure.  For example, time 
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sport f ishermen is grossly  unf air.   and area closures can be used to directly  
reduce take by  restricting amount of  time 
f ishing can occur and can also protect 
species during critical lif e stages such as 
breeding seasons.  Size limits are meant to 
protect f ish until they  hav e become sexually 
mature and hav e, generally , had a chance to 
spawn bef ore becoming av ailable to f isheries.  
Size limits can also reduce total take by  
reducing the number of  f ish av ailable to be 
retained.  Inf ormation on general 
management measures, and the reasons why 
they  are used, is av ailable in Section I, 
Addendum 5, pages 208-213. 

C-2 I actually  hav e commercial f ished in the past 
so was on an 850 ton purse seiner f or tuna, 
I’v e had a local salmon troller here.  I don’t do 
it any  longer.  I’v e seen f irst hand, and the 
commercial f ishermen that are here ? about it.  
There is a lot of  by catch.   

For inf ormation on by catch of  nearshore 
species please see NFMP, Section I, 
Addendum 1: Nearshore By catch. 
 

C-3 And, I really  don’t think that the diminished 
f ish stocks are a result of , of  nearshore sport 
f ishermen.   

Please see response to Speaker 8, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-4 And one point on these commercial.  If  there 
was any  consideration to the public as to the 
supply  of  f ish, the f armed f ish are…that’s 
getting to be a large industry  now.  And, I 
think that would f ill any  v oid that loss of  
commercial f ishing would create.   
 

Unf ortunately  the Department does not have 
the technology  and resources at this time to 
raise any  of  the 19 nearshore species 
proposed in the Nearshore Plan.   Although 
there has been success in raising f armed 
f reshwater f ish f or market, raising marine 
species through mariculture techniques is 
f airly  new in Calif ornia, there are many  
questions that still need to be answered 
bef ore large scale ocean f ish f arming 
operations can be undertaken. Technology , 
cost ef f ectiv eness, disease, and genetics are 
just a f ew of  the questions that need to be 
answered.  The Ocean Resource 
Enhancement and Hatchery  Program was 
created by  the Calif ornia State Legislature to 
test the f easibility  of  f ish enhancement 
through artif icial propagation. Along with 
enhancement, the OREHP program is testing 
market f easibility  of  f armed f ish. This program 
is heav ily  f unded through the purchase of  
ocean f ishing enhancement stamps f or 
recreational and commercial f ishing in 
southern Calif ornia and the Sport Fish 
Restoration Act.  The program is administered 
by  the Director of  the Department of Fish and 
Game with adv ice f rom a ten-member Ocean 
Resource Enhancement Adv isory  Panel.  
Hubbs-SeaWorld Research Institute is 
currently  raising white seabass in order to 
answer some of  these questions. This 
hatchery  program is the test program f or 
f uture ocean f ish propagation programs f or 
the Department pending ev aluation. 

C-5 I think these zones, that potentially  could be 
closed.  It won’t work.  Cause I’v e seen it first 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
3 abov e. 
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hand.  I’v e been out there f or y ears.  There’s 
times when the f ish are there and there’s 
times when they  aren’t.  They ’re a migratory 
f ish, so any  permanent closure on a giv en 
area, to me doesn’t make sense at all. 

S-16 
John Kolstad 

  

C-1 A liv elihood can be done with rod and reel 
with that. 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-2 Limited access, I hope that y ou keep limited 
access f or commercial by  indiv idual and not 
boat. 

The Department proposed an indiv idual-
based permit program f or the nearshore 
f ishery  because many  participants use small 
boats or kay aks that were not required to be 
registered, under some circumstances, in the 
past.  The Commission’s policy  on restricted 
access suggests the use of  transf erability, via 
a permit transf er sy stem, to assist a f ishery 
that is ov ercapitalized to reach the capacity  
goal or optimum number of  participants.  The 
Department’s nearshore f ishery  restricted 
access program has prov isions f or both of  
these issues and is undergoing a separate 
but parallel rulemaking. 

C-3 The renewal grade f or of  a hundred pounds is 
way  too low.  I mean that can done, I would 
do may be up to couple or 350 pounds in one 
day .  A hundred pounds is nothing.  It needs 
to be higher than that f or a true commercial 
f ishermen rather than just a sport f isherman 
with a license.  
 

The 100 pounds per y ear option of f ers 
f ishermen who f ish the nearshore part-time 
but hav e been inv olv ed f or sev eral years, the 
opportunity  to qualif y  f or a permit.  Other 
options require a higher lev el of  participation.  
The nearshore f ishery  restricted access 
program has many  options related towards 
qualif y ing f or a permit.  The program is 
undergoing a separate but parallel 
rulemaking. 

C-4 I would hope that y ou would do quotas so that 
we don=t hav e a gold rush ef f ect.   

Under the NFMP, the Commission may  
choose to use quotas and any  number of  
other management measures to help av oid a 
“gold rush” ef f ect. 

C-5 Also I am in f av or of  f our management zones.  
With…, that will help so that we don=t hav e 
any  localized depletion.   

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
2. 

C-6 Limit the commercial licenses to one of those 
giv en zones so that we don=t hav e the inf lux 
of  a number of  f ishermen f rom one area to 
another.   
 

The Department is committed to regional 
management of  this div erse f ishery .  The 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
has alway s promoted the use of  regional 
permits to reduce ef f ort shif t.   The proposed 
nearshore f ishery  restricted access program 
has prov isions f or this issue.  The program is 
undergoing a separate but parallel 
rulemaking.  

C-7 I would like to see as a citizen and sport 
f isherman and a commercial f isherman is the 
most v iable economic basis f or it as y ou 
know.   
 

Please see response to Speaker 1, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-8 I am not opposed to stamps f or sport f ishing.  Please see response to Speaker 6, Comment 
5 abov e. 

C-9 The price or the license f ee f or commercial 
f ishing is way  too cheap f or the amount of  
prof it and what it leads to. 

FGC §711, describes f unding and costs f or 
Department programs.  The Legislature has 
authority  to change f ees except in cases 
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where that authority  has been granted to the 
Commission. 

S-17 
Robin Hie 

  

C-1 The reserv es were set in places where we=ve 
alway s had access bef ore and now they ’re 
say ing well, y ou’re not going to hav e access 
and it=s all on state property  where our tax 
money  goes to pay  to keep the property open 
our money  we spend to go the gate to go in 
there.  And, they  are going to take that 
access away .   

Marine reserv es will be dev eloped through 
the MLPA process which inv olv es regional 
working committees to help dev elop 
recommendations f or placement and 
designations of  reserv es.  Consideration f or 
public access will be a component of  the 
decision process.   
 

S-18 
Brian Ishida 

  

C-1 I want to conclude in say ing, unless a major 
of  implementation of  the plan of  restricted 
access is put in place, I support the total 
elimination of  commercial harv esting of all fish 
in all water both of f shore and nearshore. 

A restricted access program is integral to the 
recommended f ishery  control rules.  A 
separate rulemaking process f or restricted 
access is undergoing a parallel rulemaking at 
this time. In addition, Please see response to 
Speaker 14, Comment 3 abov e. 

S-19 
Ron Gaul 
Recreational 
Fishing 
Alliance, and 
Nearshore 
Chapter 

  

C-1 And to the best of  my  ability , I could not find 
in the FMP any  kind of  CEQA analy sis of that 
littering by  the traps on the nearshore.   

Please see response to Speaker 7, Comment 
3 abov e.   

C-2 Also on f ish traps, I couldn=t f ind any thing in 
the nearshore plan regarding f ish traps and 
the,…as Bob mentioned there was no 
mention of  the f ish trap study  of  1993.   

Please see response to Speaker 7, Comment 
6 abov e. 

C-3 And also the ef f ect on protected and 
endangered species.  I imagine there=s 
CEQA, there=s CEQA and there=s the f ully ,  
the Calif ornia Endangered Species Act and 
the Fully  Protected Species Act.  So I would 
like to,… if  I missed it in the plan I would, 
perhaps y ou can let me know where it was in 
the plan, but I do think the plan does need to 
address the issue of  these other 
env ironmental, Calif ornia env ironmental state 
laws and f ederal env ironmental laws.   

Fishing of  gear (traps and stick) is discussed 
in Section II of  the proposed NFMP on pages 
89, 90, 94, 124, and 141. Similarly , 
threatened and endangered species are 
discussed on pages 55 through 78 and 121, 
125 through 128, and 141 through 145.  
Other laws and regulations are discussed on 
pages 7 through 9 in the same section.   

C-4 And I do support the Washington Plan.  It is a 
v ery  wise decision by  Washington State to 
push commercial rockf ishing out of  the state 
waters and I do hope it’s considered.   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-20 
Larry Ankuda  

  

 Skit::  Support f or Alternativ e 2. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-21 
Michael 
Gower 

  

 Skit::  Support f or Alternativ e 2. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
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S-22 
Paul Castillou 

  

 Skit::  Support f or Alternativ e 2. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-23 
Darrell 
Ticehurst 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 But as of  right now the way  we see it, there is 
no excess f ish and we support the 
Washington alternativ e f or option 2.3.   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-24 
Chris Hall 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 Stocks hav e been reduced to the point where 
we hav e put our f ishing poles away  for a good 
part of  the season.  These poles are not out 
shopping f or new line, lures and the like while 
the season is closed or restricted.  Merchants 
needing this business are not taking in 
rev enues that generate sales tax f or the 
Calif ornia gov ernment.   

Please see response to Speaker 1, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-2 Please support the Washington Plan. 
 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-25 
Mike 
Velasquez 
Bay  Area Tuna 
Club 

  

C-1 We support the Washington initiativ e. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-26 
Mark Elkins 

  

C-1 I support the Washington plan, the alternative 
2, and I ask y ou to do the same. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment  
abov e. 

S-27 
Dennis 
Haussler 

  

C-1 I support the 2.3, 2 alternativ e.  I don’t believe 
that there’s any  room f or a commercial fishery 
in the nearshore f or rockf ish and still hav e a 
sustainable f ishery .   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 
 

S-28 
Rick Garzinni 

  

C-1 Supports Washington plan. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 
 

S-29 
Phil Leuceht 

  

C-1 Supports Washington plan. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-30 
Rob Kranka 

  

C-1 I see there=s a place f or a small f ishery in the 
Plan.  Well, I just want to thank y ou f or 

(Speaker may  be expressing support f or 
Alternativ e 3):  The primary  goal of  MLMA is 
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considering commercial f ishermen ev en if it is 
rod and reel. 

to prov iding sustainable uses of  the resource.  
In addition, the MLMA requires the 
Department and Commission to consider 
objectiv es to “maintain a satisf y ing 
recreational f ishery ” and to “prov ide f or a 
commercial f ishery ”.   In addition, please see 
response to Speaker 3, Comment 1 abov e. 

S-31 
Tom Krebs 
Nearshore 
Alliance 

  

C-1 The Department of  Fish and Game seems to 
triv ialize the social and cultural aspects of  
f ishing.  Simply  looking at it as a pie with 
monetary  v alue only . I hope in the f uture, the 
Department will take into consideration the 
enormous social v alue of  f ishing as a cultural 
enterprise.   
 

One of  the objectiv es in the plan is promoting 
the inv olv ement of  culturally  div erse 
segments of  the population.   In addition, the 
NFMP must “... observ e the long-term 
interests of  people dependent on f ishing f or 
f ood, liv elihood, or recreation, and minimize 
the adv erse impacts of  f ishery  management 
...” to all sectors.  The Plan is mandated 
under the MLMA to consider the cultural value 
of  f ishing and has attempted to do so by  
attempting to preserv e and prov ide f or the 
benef its to local communities f rom many  
sources. The NFMP does not place greater or 
lesser importance on any  of  the uses of  the 
nearshore resources. 

C-2 I hav e supported the UASC=s gear restriction 
proposal as well as other measures in the 
past that the Department of  Fish and Game 
conv eniently  kept out of  the Commission=s 
reach.   
 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-3 I recently  brought up the Department=s report 
on the May  9th meeting in Fresno on the 
internet to see who commented on what 
issues.  The report is v irtually  useless.   I 
sincerely  prev ail upon the commission to 
instruct the Department to issue accurate 
reports set f orth.   
 

The Commission is responsible f or the notes 
that are prov ided on the Commission’s web 
site.  The Department of ten takes its own 
notes on speaker comments at Commission 
meetings to use in consideration of  changes 
to plans or regulations.  Comments and 
responses to comments on the NFMP and 
other plans will be av ailable on the 
Department's web site.    

C-4 The only  sav ing grace to the public input in 
my  estimation is interv ention by  the 
Commission directing the Department to add 
alternativ e 2.3: 2 to the plan which I am 
def initely  in f av or of , and I=d like to thank the 
Commission now f or its f oresight, unbiased 
judgment, courage, and strong endorsement 
of  this alternativ e.   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-32 
Beverly 
Seltzer 
Allcoast 
Sportf ishing 
and Coastside 
Fishing Club  

  

C-1 The strict gov erning of  the regional areas, 
whichev er they  may  be according to this, 
when it comes to the area of  the commercial 

The NFMP is a f ramework plan. Specif ic 
details on how the commercial and 
recreational nearshore f ishery  will be 
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f ishing, the restrictions should be in the 
draf ting and f inal implementation.   

managed, including any  restrictions through 
management measures or other management 
tools (e.g. restricted access), will be worked 
out in the implementation phase of  the NFMP. 

C-2 I would like to see f air and equitable 
distribution of  the allowable take between the 
sport and commercial industries and 
restriction of  gear, commercial gear, to 
eliminate or reduce by catch or protected 
species or habitat damage.   

All of  the suggestions are integral to 
implementation of  the goals and objectives of 
the MLMA and are prov ided f or in the NFMP.  
The exception is “f air and equitable 
distribution of  the allowable take.”  The MLMA 
calls f or f air allocation of  the restrictions or 
increases in harv est necessary  to manage the 
resource. 

C-3 Restriction of  gear, commercial gear, to 
eliminate or reduce by catch or protected 
species or habitat damage.   

Ef f ects to protected species and habitat are 
discussed in Section II 3.8, 3.9, and 4.1of the 
proposed NFMP. The commenter, in turn, 
appears to suggest an additional alternativ e 
to the proposed project.  The suggested 
alternativ e, howev er, would not achiev e the 
project goal of  prov iding f or a commercial 
f ishery .  Please see the proposed NFMP at 
page 27, Section II, Chapter 2.16, f or a 
discussion of  a ban on all commercial f ishing 
within State waters. 

S-33 
Robert 
Kawaguchi 

  

C-1 Supports Washington plan. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-34 
Eugene J. 
Porter 
San Diego Salt 
Water Anglers 

  

C-1 I asked a question earlier about the 
Nearshore Fishery  Management Plan and I’m 
wondering if  any body  still thinks there is still 
room f or a commercial f ishery  in the 
nearshore. 

(Appears to support Alternativ e 2):  Please 
see response to Speaker 4, Comment 2. 
 
 

S-35 
Ted Wheeler 

  

C-1 And then somebody  has the gall to come 
along and say  that the recreational users are 
not harv esting their share of  the f ish and give 
>em to an industry  that cares less f or the 
resource than they  care f or their own profit.  It 
should be obv ious to ev ery body  there is not 
presently  a commercial harv estable excess in 
the state waters nearshore.  There probably  
nev er will be again, but if  there ev er is, sure, 
giv e it to the commercial industry . 

Please see response to Speaker 5, Comment 
5 abov e. 

C-2 There is no justif ication economically, morally, 
ecologically , there is no reason to destroy our 
resource, our joy  of  f ishing, our jobs, and use 
our f unds to support a small industry  that 
does not ev en support itself .   
 
 
 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
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S-36 
Michael J? 

  

C-1 Supports Tom Mattusch.  Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-37 
Jim Bassler 
Salmon 
Trollers 
Marketing 
Associates 

  

 C-1 The only , the only  thing I would in there that I 
see that I, I would like changed possibly is the 
mov ing f rom three management zones to four 
rather than a plan amendment later on. 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
2. 

C-2 You might hav e got ahead of  y ourselv es on 
the MPA part of  it too.  Let that process go 
through bef ore y ou decide on percentages. 
 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
3 abov e.  In addition, while a ref erence to 
guidance on percentage of  habitat that needs 
to be protected is presented in the NFMP, no 
actual percentages are used in the 
recommended f isher control rules.  Please 
see Section II, Chapter 2, page 30 f or more 
inf ormation. 

S-38 
Steve Campi 
CenCal 

  

C-1 I’m af raid if  we don’t take some bold interim 
actions or put some measures into effect right 
away .   There won’t be a f ishery  to manage.  

(Appears to support Alternativ e 2):  Please 
see response to Speaker 4, Comment 2 
abov e. 

S-39 
Joe Capra 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 I agree with the Washington Plan. 
 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-40 
Lyle Ryan 

  

C-1 Supports position of  Tom Mattusch. Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-41 
Richard 
Frosch 

  

C-1 I can say  that I hav e not had a satisf actory 
experience in the last f ew y ears.  I support the 
Washington State plan.  
 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

S-42 
William Smith 
R/V Riptide 

  

 C-1 I really  want to support what Mike Malone 
was say ing about economics, the issues in 
our harbors.  The economic issues of  this 
really  are of  a wider scope than actually  is 
being taken into consideration here.  A prime 
example is guy s like y ou leav e their wives on 
shore and come out with us.  And they  spend 
their money  shopping f or shoes, so there=s a 
larger economic issue.   

Please see response to Speaker 1, Comment 
1 abov e. 

C-2 We need a minimum of  f our zones.  Four 
zones is a bare minimum.  Actually  there 

Please see response to Speaker 3, Comment 
2 abov e. 
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should be six, but, f our zones is a v ery  good 
start.   

C-3 There=s, there=s, this whole document is a 
many  f aceted document with, that, that has 
many  broad issues that has to be dealt with 
besides just the Washington initiativ e and 
these dif f erent proposals.   

It is not clear if  this is a general statement or if 
the speaker supports Alternativ e 2.  If  the 
speaker is expressing support:  Please see 
response to Speaker 4, Comment 2 abov e. 

S-43 
Richard Kent 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 In an ef f ort to stop the insanity  of  the east 
coast, I support the position of  the Coastside 
Fishing Club in ref erence to the Nearshore 
Fishery  Management Plan, specif ically  the 
Washington model 2.3 alternativ e 2. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

S-44 
Mike Giraudo 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 I want to cut this short so that we hav e time 
f or other people, but what I want to say, most 
importantly , let=s adopt a plan, not sit on our 
hands, but adopt a plan like the Washington 
plan.  Not just f or the benef it of  the f ishery, 
but f or our kids. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2. 
 

S-45 
Les Levi 
Coastside 
Fishing Club 

  

C-1 I’m a member of  the Coastside Fishing Club 
and I support our political adv isor Tom 
Mattusch and I sincerely  hope y ou people will 
also.    

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

S-46 
Karl 
Jacobson 
Bay sportsmen.
com 

  

C-1 We’re going to close the f ishery  to 
commercial interests.  Well, I’m say ing, let’s 
do it now.  Let’s sav e a lot of  time.  Let’s save 
the f ishery  f or our kids.   

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

S-47 
Bill Gilchrist 

  

C-1 In her ov erv iew, she talked about hav ing this 
great consideration f or the, f or the utilization, 
or the underutilization of  a, ov ercapitalized 
sport f ishing f leet.  And that about made my 
blood boil because what about the utilization 
of  the sport f ishing f leet?  I can tell y ou that, 
with a high degree of  certainty , that there=s far 
more v alue in the sport f ishing boats than 
there are commercial f ishing boats.   

It is unclear whether the speaker is ref erring 
to ov ercapitalized recreational f leet or 
commercial f leet.  Howev er, the complete 
statement appears to be a discussion of  
remov al of  commercial v essels.  Because 
Calif ornia historically  did not restrict the 
number or amount of  f ishing ef f ort allowed, 
the State's commercial f isheries generally are 
ov ercapitalized: they  hav e the phy sical 
capacity  to exert more f ishing pressure than 
the resources are able to sustain.  The 
Commission’s standing policy  is to provide for 
an orderly  commercial f ishery , and maintain 
the long-term economic v iability . This includes 
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reduction of  ov ercapitalization in the f ishing 
f leet and eliminating wastef ul competition 
associated with “derby ” sty le f isheries, by  
limiting the number of  participants or v essels 
in the commercial f ishery . The comments 
made by  Department staf f  (Nancy  Wright) at 
the Oakland hearing ref lect these policies. 

C-2 Now, it=s a business, okay , and I hav e to 
support Mike Giraudo=s comments about let=s 
do this f or our kids, let=s not just do this  f or 
business. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 
 

S-48 
Dan Schwartz 

  

C-1 So, I support 2.3 alternativ e 2 and, artif icial 
reef s f or commercial f ishing boats. 

Please see response to Speaker 4, Comment 
2 abov e. 

 
 


