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  3. Responses to Comments 

 

 

Comment Letter AF – Gurney, David 

Response to Comment AF-1  

Please refer to Master Response 1: Scope of the MLPA and Regulatory Authority for a 

discussion on regulation of future mineral resource extraction regulations. 

Also see Master Response 3: Inadequacy or Application of Data Gathered During the MLPA 

Initiative Planning Process, and Adequacy of the Science Standard. 

The CEQA analysis did not include evaluation of mineral resources because the project does 

not propose any regulations related to mineral resource extraction. The CEQA analysis does 

consider cumulatively considerable effects of implementation of the Proposed Project with 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in Chapter 7 of the DEIR. See Master Response 2: 

Analysis of Other Activities within the North Coast Study Region. 

Response to Comment AF-2 

See Response to Comment A11-3. 

Response to Comment AF-3 

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency 

of the EIR.  

Response to Comment AF-4 

Refer to Response to Comment A11-4. 

Response to Comment AF-5 

See Response to Comment A6-11. 

Response to Comment AF-6 

This comment raises complex issues of law and policy, and does not address the EIR or its 

sufficiency. However, see Master Response 3: Inadequacy or Application of Data Gathered 

During the MLPA Initiative Planning Process, and Adequacy of the Science Standard. 

Response to Comment AF-7 

These comments do not address the sufficiency of the EIR. The legitimacy of using private 

funds for the MLPA was decided in Coastside Fishing Club v. California Resources Agency 
(2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 1183. Assertions that the MLPA is somehow “privatizing” marine 

resources constitute unsubstantiated opinion.  

Response to Comment AF-8 

See Response to Comment AF-7. 

Response to Comment AF-9 

See Response to Comment AF-7. 
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Response to Comment AF-10 

Comment Noted. This comment speaks to the MLPA planning process and do not address 
the sufficiency of the EIR.  

Response to Comment AF-11 

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency 

of the EIR. 

Response to Comment AF-12 

See Response to Comment AF-7. 

Response to Comment AF-13 

This comment contains 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. 

Response to Comment AF-14 

These comments raise complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency 

of the EIR.  

Response to Comment AF-15 

The CEQA analysis did not include evaluation of mineral resources because the project does 

not propose any regulations related to mineral resource extraction. See Master Response 1: 

Scope of the MLPA and Regulatory Authority for a discussion on regulation of future mineral 
resource extraction regulations. 

The CEQA analysis does consider cumulatively considerable effects of implementation of 

the Proposed Project with reasonably foreseeable future projects in Chapter 7 of the DEIR. 

See Master Response 2: Analysis of Other Activities within the North Coast Study Region. 

Response to Comment AF-16 

See Response to Comment AF-7. 

Response to Comment AF-17 

See Response to Comment S15-1. 
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  3. Responses to Comments 

 

 

Comment Letter AG – Copeland, Rick 

Response to Comment AG-1 

The Commission acknowledges your comment regarding the Proposed Project’s potential 

for conflict on existing land use activities. The Double Cone Rock SMCA Option was 
developed specifically to address this conflict. 

The commenter is directed to review DEIR Chapter 6, Section 6.3 Recreation, and 

specifically Impact REC-2: Decreased Recreational Opportunities. The beneficial fishing 

opportunities of the proposed Double Cone Rock SMCA Option are identified on page 6.3-
22, fourth bullet from the top. The discussion states that increased opportunities for shore-

based recreational take of salmon, Dungeness crab, cabezon, rockfish, surfperch, surf smelt, 

and abalone (by authorized methods) would occur under the Option, compared to the 

Proposed Project. CEQA does not require identification of beneficial impacts; the primary 
focus of CEQA analyses is to identify and disclose potential adverse impacts on the 

environment.  

The Commission developed the Double Cone Rock SMCA Option with the specific activities 

of the property owner (Soper Company) and commercial recreation contractor (Wilderness 
Unlimited) in mind. The proposed MPA regulatory options were fully evaluated according to 

State CEQA Guidelines. No further analysis is required under CEQA. Comments expressing a 

preference for specific regulations are noted and will be considered by the Commission as 

they contemplate final action. 

Please also refer to Response to Comments AH-1 and AI-1.  
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  3. Responses to Comments 

 

 

Comment Letter AH – Arvin, Weston 

Response to Comment AH-1 

Comment noted. The Double Cone Rock SMCA Option was developed specifically to address 

potential conflicts on existing land use activities. 

The commenter is directed to review Chapter 6, Section 6.3 Recreation of the DEIR, and 

specifically, Impact REC-2: Decreased Recreational Opportunities. The beneficial fishing 

opportunities of the proposed Double Cone Rock SMCA Option are identified on page 6.3-

22, fourth bullet from the top. The discussion states that increased opportunities for shore-
based recreational take of salmon, Dungeness crab, cabezon, rockfish, surfperch, surf smelt, 

and abalone (by authorized methods) would occur under the Option, compared to the 

Proposed Project.  

The Commission developed the Double Cone Rock SMCA Option with the specific activities 
of the property owner (Soper Company), commercial recreation contractor (Wilderness 

Unlimited), and their clients in mind. No further analysis is required under CEQA. 

Comments expressing a preference for specific regulations are noted and will be considered 

by the Commission as they contemplate final action.  

Please also refer to Response to Comments AG-1 and AI-1.  
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Comment Letter AI – Visger, George 

Response to Comment AI-1 

See Response to Comment AG-1. 

Please also refer to Response to Comments AG-1 and AH-1.  
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Comment Letter AJ – Doble, Daniel 

Response to Comment AJ -1 

Your comment expressing opposition to Option 1 of the South Humboldt Bay State Marine 

Recreational Management Area (SMRMA) of the Proposed Project is 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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