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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter G — Supplemental Hand-Out for Commenter F1
(Corbett, John)

Response to Comment G-1

The document provided by the commenter is referred to in Comment F1-4 oral testimony.
See Response to Comment F1-4.

Response to Comment G-2

The document provided by the commenter is referred to in Comment F1-4 oral testimony.
See Response to Comment F1-6.

Response to Comment G-3

See Response to Comment G-2, above.
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter H — Supplemental Hand-Out for Commenter F3
(Belchik, Michael)

Response to Comment H-1

The document was provided by the commenter during Comment F3 oral testimony.

Not all MPAs developed through the MLPA planning process are designed or required to
meet every goal of the MLPA. Individual MPAs are designed to meet specific goals and
objectives, are designed with those goals in mind. and are a matter of record and can be
viewed at www.dfg.ca.gov. It is when all statewide MPAs are linked in a network that they
meet all goals and objectives as set forth in the MLPA. Therefore the Proposed Project does
not fail to meet the goals of the MLPA.

In addition, note that the Proposed Project does not include regulations on oil exploration
or drilling — see Master Response 1: Scope of the MLPA and Regulatory Authority.

Response to Comment H-2

The document was provided by the commenter during Comment F3 oral testimony. See
Master Response 3: Inadequacy or Application of Data Gathered During the MLPA Initiative
Planning Process, and Adequacy of the Science Standard and Master Response 6: Levels of
Protection (LOP).
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter | — Newman, Aaron

Response to Comment [-1

Comment noted. The DEIR, including a description of the proposed regulations, was
circulated to solicit public comments regarding the sufficiency of the related environmental
analysis. Comments expressing a policy preference are noted and will be considered by the
Department and Commission as they contemplate final action.

No changes to the DEIR are necessary.

Marine Life Protection Act — North Coast Study Region 3-153 May 2012
Final Environmental Impact Report Project No. 11.002



3. Responses to Comments

Intentional Blank Page

Marine Life Protection Act — North Coast Study Region 3-154 May 2012
Final Environmental Impact Report Project No. 11.002



Comment Letter

™M MLPA CEQA Comments

Shawn Cherry <scherry1981@yahoo.com> Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 11:19 PM

Reply-To: Shawn Cherry <scherry1981@yahoo.com>
To: "MLPAcomments@HorizonWater.com" <MLPAcomments@horizonwater.com>

In my opinion if the MLPA goes through it would be devastating. I personally fish out of Shelter Cove, and
have for many years. It is something I enjoy very much and I am starting to teach my children. I'm
remembering the closer that was put in place a few years on bottom fish. In the short time that it was closed
amazing things happened. Apparently fish numbers grew so quickly that it was very common to catch a
12to15Ib. Lingcod that had a 8to10pounder halfway down it's stomach. This is a fish that is still eating if it's
biting a bait. Coming from an avid outdoors man and life long fisherman, there is a happy medium. A
permanent closer is not the answer nor is the catch limits that are n place now or this wouldn't be an issue. |
think that a couple different proposals of seasons and catch limits should be drawn up and tested. Give the
fishing public a chance to try on a new fit, Not close our fishery for good. I would also like to say, DRAG
BOATS ARE KILLING OUR OCEANS, NOT SPORT FISHERMAN. Drag boat captains and deck
hands will both tell you the amount of wasted sealife that comes aboard dead and is pushed back out to sea
to rot is absolutely sickening. Restrict drag boats and watch fish populations rise!!

Shawn Cherry
(707) 978-8302
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter J — Cherry, Shawn

Response to Comment J-1

Comment noted. Please refer to DEIR Chapter 6, Section 6.6 Environmental Justice and
Impact EJ-2: Reduced Subsistence Fishing Opportunities for Non-Tribal Minority and Low-
income Groups, and Isolated Communities, specifically the discussion of the Shelter Cover
community on page 6.6-20.

As stated in that discussion:

Isolated Communities

The isolated communities of Petrolia and Shelter Cove were involved throughout
the MLPA planning process. Community members worked with the NCRSG to
develop MPA alternatives that considered their recreational take activities. The
nearest MPA (Sea Lion Gulch SMCA) is approximately 5 mi south along the coastline
from Petrolia. Although no species take would be allowed within this proposed MPA,
abundant areas would remain along the shoreline and the Mattole River for
subsistence fishing and gathering activities. Thus, under the Proposed Project, the
Petrolia community would not be significantly affected. There are no MPAs
proposed near the community of Shelter Cove. As a result of community
involvement, subsistence fishing activities conducted along the shoreline nearest to
isolated communities would generally not be restricted by the Proposed Project. A
disproportionate impact on isolated communities adjacent to the Study Region
would not be likely to occur, and impacts would be less than significant. Refer to the
Petrolia and Shelter Cove Communities discussion in Section 6.6.3 “Environmental
Setting” for additional details.

Also, as shown in the maps included in DEIR Chapter 2 Project Description, the nearest
proposed MPA to Shelter Cove is the Big Flat SMCA. This area would be located approximate
9.5 miles northwest of Shelter Cove. Within the boundaries of this MPA, take of all living
marine resources would be prohibited except: recreational take of salmon by TROLLING,
and Dungeness crab by TRAP, HOOP NET, and HAND; and commercial take of salmon by
TROLL FISHING GEAR, and Dungeness crab by TRAP.

Response to Comment J-2

Comment noted. See Response to Comment A1-6.
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™M NC MPAs

bryan scilacci <bryanscilacci@gmail.com>
To: MLPAComments@horizonwater.com

In regards to the NC MPAs,

Bryan Scilacci, born and raised in Fortuna Ca. I've sport fished out

of Humboldt Bay since | was a small child, and | support the Preferred
Alternative with no boundary changes. My first time fishing for

rockfish was with my now deceased Grandfather at a place that will

soon be known as The South Cape Mendocino SMR. So | will personally be
affected by many of the proposed MPAs and Special closures. Even with
not wanting to lose fishing areas that hold special memories, | still

joined with my community and supported the Preferred Alternative. To
expand the boundaries that were set in the Preferred Alternative would
diminish all the time, effort, sacrifice and compromise that was given

by our communities and stakeholders. Please adopt the Preferred
Alternative with no boundary changes.

Comment Letter

Thu, Mar 29, 2012 at 10:27 AM
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter K — Scilacci, Bryan

Response to Comment K-1

Comment noted. The DEIR, including a description of the proposed regulations, was
circulated to solicit public comments regarding the sufficiency of the related environmental
analysis. Comments expressing a policy preference are noted and will be considered by the
Commission as they contemplate final action.

No changes to the DEIR are necessary.
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter L — Crabtree, Russ

Response to Comment L-1

Comment noted.

Response to Comment L-2

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency
of the EIR. As a matter of law, the MLPA cannot interfere with any tribal right that has been
conferred by the federal government. No further response on this topic is warranted.

In addition, this comment contains statements related to proposed MPA regulations and/or
regulatory sub-options under consideration by the Commission as part of its current
rulemaking process conducted pursuant to the APA. See Response to Comment A1-6.

Response to Comment L-3

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency
of the EIR. No further response on this topic is warranted.

In addition, this comment contains statements related to proposed MPA regulations and/or
regulatory sub-options under consideration by the Commission as part of its current
rulemaking process conducted pursuant to the APA. See Response to Comment A1-6.

Response to Comment L-4

Regarding your comment in the first bullet point about a Federal nexus: there is not a
federal nexus for the Proposed Project. The National Environmental Policy Act requires
federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision making processes by
considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable
alternatives to those actions. If the Proposed Project or improvements implemented as a
part of this Proposed Project were funded by the federal government or were part of a
federal action such as a permit, then this statute would apply. No change to the EIR is
warranted.

Regarding your comment in the second bullet point about co-management between
federally recognized tribes and the Department, this comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR and therefore no change is warranted.

Regarding your comment in the third bullet point about tribal cultural impacts, the issue of
cultural resources and consideration of impacts based on the State CEQA Guidelines are
adequately discussed in DEIR Chapter 5, Cultural Resources.

Regarding the fourth bullet point about ensuring tribal consultations and development of a
binding Memorandum of Understanding (MOU),, the comment raises complex issues of law
and policy and does not address the sufficiency of the EIR. Therefore, no change to the EIR is
warranted.
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Response to Comment L-5

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency
of the EIR. As a matter of law, the MLPA cannot interfere with any tribal right that has been
conferred by the federal government.

Regarding the comment that the entire north coast is essentially a TCP, please see Response
to Comment A1-4.

Response to Comment L-6 through L-8

These comments contain statements not related to the environmental review published in
the DEIR, but rather related to proposed MPA regulations and/or regulatory sub-options
under consideration by the Commission as part of its current rulemaking process conducted
pursuant to the APA. See Response to Comment A1-6.
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