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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

On behalf of the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission), the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prepared this Final Environmental Document (Final ED) 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et 
seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §§ 15000 et seq.) 1 in compliance with the Commission’s certified 
regulatory program (CRP) as approved by the Secretary for the California Natural Resources 
Agency.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.5; CEQA Guidelines, § 15251, subd. (b); Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 781.5), to provide the public, responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with 
information about the proposed project’s potential environmental effects.  

a. The Proposed Program 

Consistent with Fish and Game Code section 3004.5,2 the proposed project consists of 
implementing the statutory mandate to require the use of nonlead projectiles and ammunition 
for the take of wildlife statewide no later than July 1, 2019 and, in whole or in part, earlier if 
practicable.  Specifically, the Proposed Program includes addition of section 250.1 to Title 14, 
amendment of existing sections 311, 353, 464, 465, 475, and 485, as well as repeal of 
section 355 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.  These proposed changes to 
Title 14 constitute the Proposed Program for the purposes of CEQA, the Commission’s CRP, and 
this Final ED.   

The Proposed Program uses the following phase-in of nonlead ammunition, which phasing 
reflects the relative availability (by both type and volume) of nonlead rifle and shotgun 
ammunition:  

Phase 1 

Effective July 1, 2015, nonlead ammunition will be required when taking all wildlife on state 
Wildlife Areas and Ecological Reserves.  These CDFW lands constitute approximately 1 million 
acres in California, with high ecological values, and some of these areas are popular with 
hunters. In addition, nonlead ammunition will be required for hunters taking Nelson bighorn 
sheep in California’s desert areas.  This requirement will affect a small number of hunters; in 
2014 only 14 tags were issued for bighorn sheep statewide.  A similar number is anticipated for 
the 2015 season. 

Phase 2 

Effective July 1, 2016, nonlead ammunition will be required when taking upland game birds 
with a shotgun, except for dove, quail, and snipe, and any game birds taken under the authority 
of a licensed game bird club as provided in sections 600 and 600.4, Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations.  In addition, nonlead ammunition will be required for the take of resident small 
game mammals, furbearing mammals, nongame mammals, nongame birds, and any wildlife for 

1 The Guidelines for the implementation of CEQA are found in the California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 
15000 et seq., and will hereinafter be referred to as “CEQA Guidelines.” 
2 All unspecified “section” references refer to the Fish and Game Code. 
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depredation purposes, with a shotgun statewide.  However, in light of the uncertainty regarding 
the retail availability of nonlead centerfire and rimfire ammunition in smaller calibers, it will still 
be legal to take small game, furbearing, and nongame mammals, as well as nongame birds and 
wildlife for depredation purposes with traditional lead rimfire and centerfire ammunition 
during phase 2. 

Phase 3 

Pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 3004.5, effective July 1, 2019, only nonlead 
ammunition may be used when taking any wildlife with a firearm for any purpose in California. 

b. Format and Organization of the Final ED 

This Final ED contains the following components: 

Chapter 1, Introduction.  This chapter presents the format and organization of the Final ED, 
summarizes the public review period for the Draft Environmental Document (Draft ED), and 
describes the Final ED process in more detail. 

Chapter 2, Summary of Comments Received and Responses to Comment.  CEQA and the CRP 
require lead agencies to prepare written responses to all significant environmental points 
raised in the public review and consultation process.  Chapter 2 provides an overview of the 
comments on the Draft ED.  This chapter also provides responses to each of the comments 
received.   

Chapter 3, The Final ED.  Chapter 3 addresses whether there is a need for any text changes to 
the Draft ED to clarify information in response to the public review and consultation process. 

c. Public Review of the Draft ED 
 

Public disclosure and informed decision making are priorities under CEQA.  The CDFW’s related 
effort on behalf of the Commission during scoping has been described in the Draft ED and is not 
repeated here.  With respect to the public review period for the Draft ED, on the Commission’s 
behalf, CDFW circulated a Notice of Completion (NOC), which began a 47-day public review 
period on the Proposed Program and Draft ED beginning January 7, 2015 and ending on 
February 23, 2015.  The NOC was distributed to the public, including any interested local, state, 
and federal agencies, and other interested parties, through direct mailing, e-mailing, posting at 
county clerks’ offices, publication in a newspaper of general circulation (the Sacramento Bee) 
on January 24, 2015, and, along with the Draft ED, posting on the Commission’s website 
(http://www.fgc.ca.gov/regulations/2015/index.aspx#250_1) as well as CDFW’s website 
(http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Notices).  The NOC and Draft ED were also made available for 
public review at CDFW’s Wildlife Branch and the Fish and Game Commission office.  

d. Comments on the Draft ED 
 

CEQA and the Commission’s CRP require preparation of written responses to all significant 
environmental points raised in the public review and consultation process.  Consistent with the 
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requirements, this Final ED includes a list of all individuals, organizations, and agencies that 
provided comments (as described further below); copies and a summary of those comments; 
and the Department’s written responses on behalf of the Commission. 

Importantly, on the Commission’s behalf, CDFW received a broad spectrum of comments 
regarding the Proposed Program and Draft ED during the CEQA public review period.  Some of 
those comments concern environmental issues that fall within the purview of CEQA.  Many 
others did not.  For example, CDFW received various comments objecting to or in support of, or 
making specific recommendations related to Assembly Bill 711 or the Proposed Program.  Many 
of these comments relate solely to the merits of requiring nonlead ammunition, a decision that 
it outside the scope of the Commission’s rulemaking or CEQA compliance, without mention of 
any environmental issue subject to CEQA or the Commission’s CRP.  

Although not legally required to do so, the Department, on the Commission’s behalf, provided a 
47-day public review period.  A number of comments that might have been directed at the 
Draft ED were received the day after the public commenter period closed.  Although not legally 
required by CEQA to do so, this Final ED addresses those comments.  In addition, this Final ED 
responds to comments received by the Commission in its APA process, where those comments 
may reasonably be seen to pertain to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts.  In short, 
the Department, on the Commission’s behalf, reviewed and considered all comments received 
including but not limited to those explicitly directed at the Draft ED or the Proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts.   

This Final ED includes individual responses to persons who submitted comments: (1) specifically 
directed to the Draft ED; (2) regarding the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts; or (3) 
raising significant environmental points related to the Proposed Program.  The names of 
persons providing such comments are: 

1. Dr. Eric Liners (1) (1/7/15) 
2. Alan Block (1/7/15) 
3. Dr. Eric Liners (2) (1/8/15) 
4. Joe Mello (1/8/15) 
5. Pete Garrett (1/8/15) 
6. David Ochoa (1/8/15) 
7. Jim Bauer (1/8/15) 
8. Lee Kuhn (1/8/15) 
9. PEACE (Randall Cleveland) (1/27/15)  
10. Lawrence G. Keane, Sr. Vice President & Gen. Counsel, National Shooting Sports 

Foundation, Inc. (1/28/15) 
11. APECS Society (Rick Bulloch) (1/19/15) 
12. Jerry Bell (2/4/15) 
13. Dennis Fox (2/6/15) 
14. Ventana Wildlife Society (Ellen M. Richmond) (2/13/15) 
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15. Larry French (2/18/15) 
16. Inga Dorosz (2/18/15) 
17. Diane Rooney (2/18/15) 
18. Jesse Ross (2/19/15) 
19. Dana Abbott (2/19/15) 
20. Lee Rudin (2/19/15) 
21. Jessica Davis-Stein (2/20/15) 
22. Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Susan Nash) (2/20/15) 
23. Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Tom Paulek) (2/20/15) 
24. Andrew Williams (2/21/15) 
25. Lawrence Thompson (2/22/15) 
26. National Rifle Association and the California Rifle & Pistol Association (C.D. Michel & 

Associates, P.C) (2/23/15) 
27. Anthony Fuehrer (2/24/15) 
28. David Hawley (2/24/15) 
29. Tom Burns (2/24/15) 
30. Pat Dillon (2/24/15) 
31. Cary Gatchet (2/24/15) 
32. James Gibbons (2/24/15) 
33. Stephen Lee (2/24/15) 
34. Michael Merkley (2/24/15) 
35. Mike Yancheff (2/24/15) 
36. Clayton J. Guest (2/24/15) 
37. Mark Cave (2/24/15) 
38. Mike Jackson (2/24/15) 
39. Drew Pruhs (2/24/15) 
40. Steve Jones (2/24/15) 
41. G-man (2/24/15) 
42. Reed Kayano (2/24/15) 
43. Jackson Lytal (2/24/15) 
44. Joel Mosher (2/24/15) 
45. Bill Winegar (2/24/15) 
46. Ben Crum (2/24/15) 
47. Amber Capoor (2/24/15) 
48. Gail Kreider (2/24/25) 
49. Greg Pasiuk (2/25/15) 
50. Andy White (2/25/15) 
51. flott@juno.com  (2/25/15) 
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52. Trevor W. Santos, Mngr. Gov. Relations- State Affairs, National Shooting Sports 
Foundation (3/25/15) 

53. Jeremy Wright (undated) 

The following list includes names of persons who provided comments prior to this document’s 
finalization and who did not address: (1) the Draft ED; (2) the Proposed Program’s 
environmental impacts; or (3) raise significant environmental points related to the Proposed 
Program.  For example, several of these commenters requested that the Commission support 
legislation that would provide alternatives to Assembly Bill 711 without reference to the 
Proposed Program’s environmental impacts.  Although no further response is required 
pursuant to CEQA or the Commission’s CRP, it is notable that the concerns expressed by these 
commenters were also raised by some of the commenters who additionally raised issues 
related to the Propose Program’s environmental impacts.  As a result, the written responses in 
Chapter 2 of this Final ED address comments substantially similar to those of the following 
commenters. 

1. Ray Boyd (1/16/15) 
2. Kris Frazier (1/16/15) 
3. Michael Cantor, Owner, Dynasty Ammo (1/24/15) 
4. Randy Walker, President, CA Sportsmen’s Lobby (1/26/15) 
5. Keith Ringgenberg, President, Outdoor Sportsmen’s Coalition (1/26/15) 
6. Dennis Anderson, CA Leg. Coordinator, Safari Club International (1/26/15) 
7. Robert R. Templeton, President, Crossroads of the West (1/27/15) 
8. Lawrence G. Keane, Sr. Vice President & Gen. Counsel, National Shooting Sports 

Foundation, Inc. (2) (1/28/15) 
9. Erica Stanojevic (2/9/15) 
10. J.R. Young (2/18/15) 
11. James Marguet (2/18/15) 
12. Rich Carpenter (2/20/15) 
13. Dennis Davenport (2/25/15) 
14. Lynn Jeffries (3/3/15) 
15. Margo Salone (3/21/15) 
16. Lisa McNamee and Don Giottonini, Co-Legislative Coordinators, Safari Club 

International- CA Chapters (3/26/15) 
17. Keith Ringgenberg, President, Outdoor Sportsmen’s Coalition (3/26/15) 

 
Based on all the comments received, the Final ED’s responses to comments demonstrate the 
Draft ED included good faith and reasoned analyses, and serves the disclosure purpose that is 
central to the CEQA process.  Importantly, the comments received underscore the differences 
of opinion regarding the merits of Assembly Bill 711, the likely availability of nonlead 
ammunition, and the effect on the environment of requiring nonlead ammunition.  As set forth 
in this Final ED’s responses to comments, the merits of Assembly Bill 711 itself are outside the 
scope of both the Commission’s current process as well as CEQA review.  And, although 
commenters provided conflicting opinions regarding the likely availability of nonlead 
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ammunition and the environmental impacts of phasing-in the nonlead ammunition 
requirement, no commenters provided substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft 
ED’s conclusions that the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts will be less than 
significant.  After reviewing all comments received and the responses to comments raising 
significant environmental points, no further modification to the Draft ED or the Proposed 
Program is necessary.   

e. Preparation of the Final ED 
 

As stated above, CEQA and the Commission’s CRP require lead agencies to prepare written 
responses to significant environmental points received during the public comment period.  The 
Final ED, along with the Draft ED, constitutes the entire Environmental Document for purposes 
of the Commission’s compliance with CEQA and the CRP.  (See generally CEQA Guidelines, § 
15132; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 781.5.) 
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Chapter 2: Comments Received and Responses to Comments 
 

a. Introduction 
 

As previously described, the Department, on behalf of the Commission, reviewed and 
considered all comments received, including but not limited to those explicitly directed at the 
Draft ED or the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts.   

This Final ED includes individual responses to comments: (1) specifically directed to the Draft 
ED; (2) regarding the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts; or (3) raising significant 
environmental points.  For each such comment, this chapter includes a summary of the 
comment and an individual response. Appendix A to this Final ED includes full copies of each 
comment responded to herein.   

b. Responses to Public Comments 
 

1. Dr. Eric Liners (1/7/2015) 

Comment:  Banning lead-tipped ammunition has no detectable effect on the environment 
and biosphere. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the Draft ED (Environmental Impacts) includes substantial evidence 
that requiring nonlead ammunition will result in less than significant environmental 
impacts, including beneficial impacts to wildlife.  The Proposed Program will not result in 
significant environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

2. Alan Block (1/7/2015)  
  
Comment:  If the Draft ED indicates there will be no significant impact why is the transition 
to nonlead ammunition being implemented. 
 
Response:  Chapter 3 of the Environmental Document (Environmental Impacts) includes 
substantial evidence that requiring nonlead ammunition will result in less than significant 
environmental impacts, including beneficial impacts to wildlife.  The Proposed Program will 
not result in significant environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 
 
The transition is being implemented because, as enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of 
nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a 
firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, 
section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations 
that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can 
be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission 
shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 
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Comment:  There is not a viable alternative to lead ammunition for muzzleloading arms. 
 
Response:  Although CEQA does not require analysis of socioeconomic impacts, Chapter 3, 
section g (Recreation) of the Draft ED analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed 
regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of 
certified ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change 
to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

3. Dr. Eric Liners (1/8/2015) 
 
Comment:  Banning lead-tipped ammunition has no detectable effect on the environment 
and biosphere. 
 
Response:  Chapter 3 (Environmental Impacts) of the Draft ED includes substantial evidence 
that requiring nonlead ammunition will result in less than significant environmental 
impacts, including beneficial impacts to wildlife.  Commenter provides no substantial 
evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s 
impacts are less than significant. 
 
Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is 
not intended or required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.    

4. Joe Mello (1/8/2015)  
 
Comment:  The commenter asks for consideration of the economic impacts on hunters.   
 
Response:  Although CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts excludes socioeconomic 
impacts, Chapter 3, section g (Recreation) analyzes the environmental impact of the 
proposed regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited 
availability of certified ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 
Comment:  Increased ammunition costs and decreased availability will decrease hunting 
activity in the state, which, in turn, will reduce income for CDFW.   

Response:  Chapter 3, includes analyses (REC-1 and BIO-3) of potential reductions in habitat 
due to reduced revenue from hunting.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
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5. Pete Garrett (1/8/2015) 
 

a. Comment:  The commenter expresses concern regarding the availability of ammunition for 
muzzle-loading firearms. 
 
Response:  Although CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts excludes socioeconomic 
impacts, Chapter 3 (BIO-1 and REC-1) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed 
regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of 
certified ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change 
to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

b. Comment:  The Draft ED states that there will be no significant impact. Why, if there will be 
no significant environmental impact, is the transition to nonlead ammunition being 
implemented. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the Environmental Document (Environmental Impacts) includes 
substantial evidence that requiring nonlead ammunition will result in less than significant 
environmental impacts, including beneficial impacts to wildlife.  The Proposed Program will 
not result in significant environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.  Commenter provides no 
substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed 
Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 
The transition is being implemented because, as enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of 
nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a 
firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, 
section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations 
that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can 
be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission 
shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  

6. David Ochoa (1/8/2015) 
   
Comment:  States that “The California People are being screwed by over regulation While 
we give cart blanch to Illegals.” 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  The commenter 
provides no comments related to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts and no 
further response is warranted. 

7. Jim Bauer (1/12/2015)  
 
Comment:  Recommends keeping it simple and states that licensed game clubs and 
outfitters should be leading the charge instead of dragging their feet at the expense of 
public land hunters. 
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Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  The commenter 
provides no comments related to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts and no 
further response is warranted. 

8. Lee Kuhn (1/16/2015) 

a. Comment:  The Department has not undertaken adequate outreach. 

Response:  In addition to the public review opportunity provided by the Draft ED’s 
circulation for public comment, pages 1:2 to 1:3 of the Draft ED describe the outreach 
conducted on behalf of the Commission for the Proposed Program.  Also, Appendix C of the 
Draft ED includes the Scoping Report prepared by the Department on behalf of the 
Commission.  The Scoping Report describes the outreach completed by the Department on 
the Commission’s behalf and summarizes all comments received during the CEQA scoping 
period.  Appendix F of the Environmental Document includes the written documents 
received during the CEQA scoping period.  

b.  Comment:  There is insufficient science. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the Draft ED sets forth substantial evidence supporting its analysis 
of environmental impacts.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a 
change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than 
significant. 

c. Comment:  The commenter states concerns about the cost of nonlead ammunition  

Response:  Although CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts excludes socioeconomic 
impacts, Chapter 3 (BIO-3 and REC-1) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed 
regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of 
certified ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change 
to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

9. Randall Cleveland, PEACE CA 
 
Comment:  Urges implementation of Assembly Bill 711 as quickly as possible; expresses 
concern about human health risks from consumption of game contaminated with lead. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment, including in game consumed by humans.  Chapter 5, section C (Early 
Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED provides analysis of an accelerated 
implementation program.  The proposed phase-in regulation was developed based on 
intensive public scoping and information provided by a range of stakeholders, including but 
not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry and their authorized representatives.  
That process informed the conclusion that nonlead ammunition may continue to be scarce 
even beyond the proposed full implementation date of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this 
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alternative was rejected from further consideration, and no new information has been 
presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability will be increased in the 
forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to 
the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

10. Lawrence G. Keane, Sr. Vice President & Gen. Counsel, National Shooting Sports 
Foundation, Inc. 
 
Comment:  Addressed to the Commission regarding “Agenda Item 27 for the February 11-
12, 2015 Fish and Game Commission Meeting, AB 711 Implementation,” expresses various 
concerns related to Assembly Bill 711 and/or the Proposed Program without reference to 
environmental impacts or the Draft ED.  These concerns include, for example, whether the 
Commission has the expertise to certify all lead free alternatives and the process for doing 
so, reduction in hunting activity, negative economic impacts for the state, the merits of and 
need for Assembly Bill 711, and skepticism as to whether there is a need to reduce lead 
ammunition to, in turn, reduce human health risks. 
 
Response:  CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts does not include socioeconomic 
effects, unless they contribute to a physical impact.  In addition, the merits of Assembly Bill 
711 are outside the scope of this environmental review or the commission’s rulemaking.   
The Proposed Program consists of implementing the statutory mandate to require the use 
of nonlead projectiles and ammunition for the take of wildlife statewide, and to implement 
that requirement no later than July 1, 2019 or earlier if practicable.  Consistent with CEQA 
this Draft ED compares the Proposed Program’s impacts to the existing environment for 
purposes of determining the impacts’ significance.  As compared to the existing 
environment, the Proposed Program will reduce the use of lead ammunition.  Commenter 
provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that 
the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant.    
 
Comment:  Hunters and sportsmen represent the largest financial supports of wildlife 
conservation and, since 1991, firearms and ammunition manufacturers have contributed 
over $3 billion dollars to wildlife conservation through excise tax payments.   
 
Response:  Chapter 3 of the Draft ED, and specifically the discussion of BIO-3 addresses the 
concern that the Proposed Program might reduce hunting activity and revenue from 
hunting activity, which in turn might affect CDFW management activities.  Commenter does 
not specifically address the analysis set forth in BIO-3, and provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant.    
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11. Rick Bulloch, APECS Society 
 
Comment:  Despite concerns regarding the passage of Assembly Bill 711, appreciates 
CDFW’s thoughtful implementation. 
 
Response:  The proposed phase-in regulation was developed based on intensive public 
scoping and information provided by a range of stakeholders, including but not limited to 
the ammunition manufacturing industry and their authorized representatives.  That process 
informed the conclusion that nonlead ammunition may continue to be scarce and, in some 
cases, cost prohibitive for the average hunter even beyond the proposed full 
implementation date of July 1, 2019. 
 

12. Jerry Bell (2/4/2015)  

 Comment:  Opposed to implementation of phase-in regulation. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  The commenter 
provides no comments related to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts and no 
further response is warranted. 

13. Dennis Fox (2/6/2015)  
 
Comment:  Recommends environmental analysis include 1) impacts on water quality due to 
increased copper deposition from hunting activities and 2) impacts to wildlands due to 
increased potential for fire resulting from the use of nonlead ammunition. 

 Response: 

Chapter 3, section f (HYD (WATER QUALITY)-1) of the Draft ED provides an analysis of the 
best available information regarding the potential to negatively impact water quality 
through the use of copper hunting ammunition.  Current information indicates this impact 
will be less than significant. 

Chapter 3, section e (Biological Resources BIO-4: Impacts from wounding) of the Draft ED 
provides an analysis of the best available information regarding the potential for increased 
wounding rates resulting from the use of nonlead ammunition.  Current research and 
information indicates this impact will be less than significant.  Commenter provides no 
substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed 
Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
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14. Ventana Wildlife Society (Ellen M. Richmond) (2/13/2015)3      
 
Comment:  Consider phasing in nonlead ammunition statewide before 2019; full statewide 
phase-in by 2017 is feasible and would have acceptable impacts on recreation. Commenter 
states that, since 2012, Ventana Wildlife Society staff has purchased thousands of boxes of 
nonlead ammunition of a variety of types and calibers and have this ammunition available 
to hunters and ranchers free of charge.  In the course of the 2012 free ammunition 
program, participants were able to select from 94 different products, including 22 caliber 
ammunition.  VWS continued to offer free nonlead ammunition in both big-game and 
smaller calibers in 2013 and 2014.  Commenters states that past experience with lead 
ammunition regulation in California shows that manufacturers will swiftly develop 
alternatives, and that regulation in other industries shows that industry is quick to adapt to 
the phase out of toxic product.  Commenter also states that accelerating the 
implementation of Assembly Bill 711 would alleviate serious harms to wildlife and would 
lessen the significant public burdens associated with management of wildlife harmed by 
lead. 
 
Response:  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED provides 
analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in regulation was 
developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a range of 
stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry and their 
authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

15. Larry French, MEIS, LC, FIALD, Principal, Auerbach Glasow French 
 
Comment:  Urges implementation of Assembly Bill 711 by 2017 to benefit wildlife. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 

3 CDFW also received an otherwise identical comment letter dated February 17, 2015. 
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will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

16. Inga Dorosz 
 
Comment:  Expresses concern about the California condor and urges implementation of 
Assembly Bill 711 by 2017. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

17. Diane B. Rooney 
 
Comment:  Expresses concern about the California condor and urges implementation of 
Assembly Bill 711 by 2017. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
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18. Jesse Ross 
 
Comment:  Expresses concern about the California condor and urges implementation of 
Assembly Bill 711 by 2017. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

19. Dana Abbott, Abbott Press 
 
Comment:  Earlier implementation of this law is necessary for wildlife safety and for fiscal 
responsibility.  Urges implementation of Assembly Bill 711 by 2017. 
 
Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

20. Lee Rudin 
 

a. Comment:  Urges implementation of Assembly Bill 711 as quickly as possible; expresses 
concern about the impacts of lead ammunition on condors and other wildlife.  Most calibers 
of non-lead ammunition are available. 
 

b. Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
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provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

21. Herb Stein & Jessica Davis-Stein 
 

a. Comment:  Urges implementation of Assembly Bill 711 as quickly as possible; expresses 
concern about the impacts of lead ammunition on ground water quality, human health, and 
condors. 
 

b. Response:  As compared to existing conditions, the Proposed Program will reduce lead in 
the environment.  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in 
regulation was developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a 
range of stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry 
and their authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be even beyond the proposed full implementation date of July 
1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and no new 
information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability will be 
increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

22. Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Susan Nash) (2/20/2015)   
 
Comment:  Significant impact to human health of consuming wildlife shot with lead 
ammunition from today until July 1, 2019, can be mitigated to a level of non-significance by 
the regulations including the warning to hunters stating “WARNING; CONSUMING MEAT 
TAKEN WITH LEAD AMMUNITION IS HARMFUL TO YOU AND YOUR FAMILY’S HEALTH.”   

Response:  The Proposed Program consists of implementing the statutory mandate to 
require the use of nonlead projectiles and ammunition for the take of wildlife statewide, 
and to implement that requirement no later than July 1, 2019 or earlier if practicable.  
Consistent with CEQA this Draft ED compares the Proposed Program’s impacts to the 
existing environment for purposes of determining the impacts’ significance.  As compared 
to the existing environment, the Proposed Program will reduce the use of lead ammunition.  
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Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant.    

23. Tom Paulek (2/20/2015) 
 
Comment:  Incorporating by reference comments provided during the scoping process, 
commenter raises concerns about the proposed regulation’s impact on human beings who 
consume wild game shot with lead ammunition.  Commenter states that the CEQA 
Guidelines’ mandatory findings of significance include where environmental effects of a 
project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings either directly or indirectly.  
Commenter requests that future hunting regulation booklets include an advisory alerting 
hunters to the implementation of the ban on lead ammunition. 

Response:  The Proposed Program consists of implementing the statutory mandate to 
require the use of nonlead projectiles and ammunition for the take of wildlife statewide, 
and to implement that requirement no later than July 1, 2019 or earlier if practicable.  
Consistent with CEQA this Draft ED compares the Proposed Program’s impacts to the 
existing environment for purposes of determining the impacts’ significance.  As compared 
to the existing environment, the Proposed Program will reduce the use of lead ammunition.  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant.    

24. Andrew Williams 
 
Comment:  Rather than require that all ammunition used to hunt wildlife in California be 
free of lead by 2019, strongly urges the Commission to push that deadline forward to 2017 
for condors’ benefit, various other wildlife, and the humans who eat the game shot with 
lead bullets.  Lead is toxic and we should be trying to restrict its use in the environment 
generally. 
 
Response:  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED provides 
analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in regulation was 
developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a range of 
stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry and their 
authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
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25. Lawrence Thompson 
 
Comment:  Lead poisoning is the greatest threat to the condor and implementing Assembly 
Bill 711 over the next four years is way too long to wait.  Implementation by 2017 is feasible 
and necessary to offset the financial burden of recovery program partners trying to save 
condors in the wild.   
 
Response:  Chapter 5, section C (Early Implementation Alternative) of the Draft ED provides 
analysis of an accelerated implementation program.  The proposed phase-in regulation was 
developed based on intensive public scoping and information provided by a range of 
stakeholders, including but not limited to the ammunition manufacturing industry and their 
authorized representatives.  That process informed the conclusion that nonlead 
ammunition may continue to be scarce even beyond the proposed full implementation date 
of July 1, 2019.  On that basis this alternative was rejected from further consideration, and 
no new information has been presented to date to indicate nonlead ammunition availability 
will be increased in the forseeable future.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

26. National Rifle Association (NRA) (C. D. Michel) (2/23/2015)  
 

a. Comment:  The effects identified in BIO-2 and REC-1 will have a significant impact on the 
environment.  Commenter states that the primary flaw in CDFW’s analyses and assessment 
in BIO-2 and REC-1 is the failure to consider the unavailability and prohibitive cost of 
alternative ammunition, consisting of metals other than lead.  CDFW should propose 
mitigation measures that delay implementation of the regulations for as long as necessary, 
to allow nonlead projectiles used in certain cartridges that are popular with hunters to 
become available.  

CDFW downplays the industry’s information finding that the loss of hunters will be roughly 
5% while also concluding the environmental effect is less than significant in the bio-2 and 
Rec-1 sections.  But the environmental impact of prohibiting the use of such ammunition 
clearly will be significant and should be carefully considered. 
 
Response:  Chapter 3, section g (Recreation) of the Draft ED analyzes the environmental 
impact of the proposed regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices 
and/or limited availability of certified ammunition.  Note that CEQA’s definition of 
environmental impacts does not include socioeconomic effects, unless they contribute to a 
physical impact on the environment.  BIO-3 and REC-1 discuss and analyze impacts due to 
current knowledge regarding market availability and manufacturer plans.   

b. Comment:  CDFW should properly evaluate ATF’s proposed changes and the potential 
impact these changes may have on the availability and cost of alternative ammunition for 
hunting in California.   
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Response:  It is impossible for this document to predict the future of the federal regulatory 
process regarding "armor-piercing" definitions and to do so would require speculation.  On 
March 10, 2015, ATF announced that it would not “at this time seek to issue a final 
framework.”  See https://www.atf.gov/press/releases/2015-03-021015-advisory-notice-
those-commenting-armor-piercing-ammunition-exemption-framework.html  (last checked 
March 25, 2015).  Moreover, FGC § 3004.5(j)(1) authorizes the director to temporarily 
suspend the requirement for use of nonlead ammunition if "a specific caliber is not 
commercially available from any manufacturer is not commercially available because of 
federal prohibitions relating to armor-piercing ammunition."  Commenter provides no 
substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed 
Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

c. Comment:  With this ammunition unavailable, the populations of small game, non-game, 
and pests will naturally increase because, as pointed out by NSSF and Southwick and 
Associates, the unavailability and increased cost of alternative ammunition will significantly 
lower the number of hunters in California, and conversely the amount of wildlife 
taken/depredated by hunters and others.  Small game, non-game, and pests are generally 
burrowing animals.  The commenter requests analysis of several categories of impacts (i.e., 
ecosystem, human health from disease outbreak, agriculture, levees) that might potentially 
occur as a result of increased numbers of these animals.    
 
Response:  Substantial evidence demonstrates that "nuisance" (for example, rabbits, 
rodents, and ground squirrels) wildlife populations are not kept in check predominately by 
shooting.  There are numerous other methods actively employed to temporarily reduce 
those populations, including shooting them with various calibers of frangible bullets already 
on the CDFW's certified nonlead ammunition list (available at 
 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/hunting/lead-free/certifiedammo.html. 
 
Live-trapping (then euthanizing) and/or species specific poisons are the primary method 
used for controlling populations of rodents which may carry various human disease vectors 
or air-borne diseases such as hanta-virus.  These activities often occur in rural/urban 
interfaces or in areas such as campgrounds where shooting is not an option.  Commenter 
provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that 
the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

d. Comment:  CDFW does not consider potential threats to wildlife because of a decrease in 
shooting depredation and a corresponding increase in poisoning of non-game and pests to 
control populations.  
 
Response:  The use of poisons to control the populations of "nuisance" wildlife species is 
controlled by various state and federal laws designed to minimize impacts to non-target 
species.  Appropriate selection of poisons relative to targeted species and applications will 
maintain overall impacts to non-target wildlife species to a less than significant level.  
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Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

27. Anthony Fuehrer (2/24/2015) 

 Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  The Draft ED was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not intended or 
required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As enacted, section 
3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when 
taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the 
Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of 
July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

28. David Hawley (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  The Draft ED was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not intended or 
required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As enacted, section 
3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when 
taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the 
Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of 
July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

29. Tom Burns (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to a proposed ban of M855 ammunition. 

Response:  The issue identified by commenter is under consideration at the Federal level 
and not by the State of California.  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
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30. Pat Dillon (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  The Draft ED was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not intended or 
required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As enacted, section 
3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when 
taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the 
Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of 
July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

31. Cary Gatchet (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Information provided in BIO-2 and recreation section, including REC-1 lack 
factual and evidentiary support.  Federal and state health department studies have 
concluded that lead ammunition is not a human health risk and a recently released peer 
reviewed study out of Sweden indicates that there is no human health risk to people who 
consume wild game harvested with lead ammunition.  Despite 99% hunter compliance, the 
AB 821 lead ammunition ban has failed to reduce lead poisoning in condors.  Assembly Bill 
711 fails to address the alternative sources of lead in the environment that are poisoning 
condors and other wildlife. 

Response:  The commenter provides no specifics as to why BIO-2 (impacts to ecosystems if 
reduced hunting activity occurs and that reduction contributes to overpopulation) and the 
analysis of recreational impacts, including REC-1, are deficient.   

Commenter’s statements regarding the efficacy of Assembly Bill 711 vis-a-vis human health 
risks and relative to alternative sources of lead in the environment are outside of the scope 
of this document, which focuses on the environmental impacts the proposed regulations 
rather than efficacy of Assembly Bill 711. 

Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant 

32. James Gibbons (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  The Draft ED was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not intended or 
required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As enacted, section 
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3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when 
taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the 
Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of 
July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

33. Stephen Lee (2/24/2015)  

 Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is 
not intended or required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As 
enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than 
July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that 
is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the 
Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and 
that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in 
part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 
3004.5, subd. (i).)  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to 
the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

34. Michael Merkley (2/24/2015)  

 Comment:  Opposed to implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  Draft ED was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not intended or 
required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As enacted, section 
3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 when 
taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of the 
Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of 
July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

35. Mike Yancheff (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to Assembly Bill 711; environmental analysis lacks facts and evidence 
in support of conclusions. 
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Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze  potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  Despite 
commenter’s statement that the analysis lacks facts and evidence to support the 
conclusions made, CDFW, on behalf of the Commission, used the best available information 
(scientific literature, ammunition industry reports/assessments, economic data compiled by 
the Department and Fish and Wildlife Service) available.  Commenter provides no 
substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed 
Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

36. Clayton J. Guest (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to new DOJ Firearm Safety Certificate (FSC) Program. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  The commenter 
provides no comments related to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts and no 
further response is warranted. 

37. Mark Cave (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Concerned regarding ammunition availability for muzzle-loading firearms. 

Response:  Although CEQA does not require analysis of socioeconomic impacts, Chapter 3, 
section g (Recreation) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed regulation that 
may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of certified 
ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the 
Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant.  
 
This environmental analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze 
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not 
intended or required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As 
enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than 
July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that 
is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the 
Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and 
that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in 
part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 
3004.5, subd. (i).)  

38. Mike Jackson (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to proposed ban of M855 ammunition. 

Response:  The issued identified by commenter is under consideration at the Federal level 
and not by the State of California.  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  
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Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

39. Drew Pruhs (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to Assembly Bill 711; environmental analysis lacks facts and evidence 
in support of conclusions. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is 
not intended or required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As 
enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than 
July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that 
is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the 
Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and 
that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in 
part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 
3004.5, subd. (i).)  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to 
the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant.   

40. Steve Jones (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to proposed ban of M855 ammunition. 

Response:  The issued identified by commenter is under consideration at the Federal level 
and not by the State of California.  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

41. G-man (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  The commenters expresses concerns about the lack of a clean kill using Cu vs. Pb 
bullets, states that the analysis and assessment of the Biological Resources Section and the 
Recreational Section have not demonstrated a clear nexus that lead from bullets is creating 
a significant environmental impact, and inquires whether it is possible to delay 
implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the Draft ED sets forth analysis supported by substantial evidence 
regarding the impact of copper versus lead bullets on biological resources.  Pages 3:13 to 
3:14 of the Draft ED set forth substantial evidence related to the relative wounding impacts 
of lead and nonlead ammunition.  Pages 3:7 to 3:9 of the Draft ED address the relative 
toxicity of lead and nonlead ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence 
necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts 
are less than significant.        
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As enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later 
than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the 
phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 
2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s 
requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented 
practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish 
& G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 

42. Reed Kayano (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  As enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide 
no later than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to 
the phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 
1, 2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s 
requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented 
practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish 
& G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 

This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential environmental 
impacts associated with the mandated nonlead phase-in regulation.  Commenter provides 
no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the 
Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

43. Jackson Lytal (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to Assembly Bill 711. 

Response:  As enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide 
no later than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to 
the phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 
1, 2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s 
requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented 
practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish 
& G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  

This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential environmental 
impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  Commenter provides no 
substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed 
Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

44. Joel Mosher (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to Assembly Bill 711. 
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Response:  As enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide 
no later than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to 
the phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 
1, 2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s 
requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented 
practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish 
& G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).) 

This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential environmental 
impacts associated with the mandated nonlead phase-in regulation.  Commenter provides 
no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the 
Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

45. Bill Winegar (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Concerns regarding ammunition availability due to  production limitations and 
BATF actions. 

Response: Although CEQA does not require analysis of socioeconomic impacts, Chapter 3, 
section g (Recreation) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed regulation that 
may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of certified 
ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the 
Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

46. Ben Crum (2/24/2015)   
 
Comment:  Changing ammunition could reduce the humane effect of hunting ; opposed to 
Assembly Bill 711 and the ban of M855 ammunition. 

Response:  Chapter 3 of the Draft ED sets forth substantial evidence regarding the impact of 
copper versus lead bullets on biological resources.  Pages 3:13 to 3:14 of the Draft ED set 
forth substantial evidence related to the relative wounding impacts of lead and nonlead 
ammunition.  Pages 3:7 to 3:9 address the relative toxicity of lead and nonlead ammunition.       

As enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later 
than July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the 
phasing that is a subject of the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 
2015, the Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s 
requirements, and that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented 
practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish 
& G. Code, section 3004.5, subd. (i).)  

Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
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47. Amber Capoor (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Opposed to proposed ban of M855 ammunition. 

Response:  The issued identified by commenter is under consideration at the Federal level 
and not by the State of California.  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and 
analyze potential environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  
Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

48. Gail Kreider (2/24/2015)  
 
Comment:  Concerned regarding ammunition availability for muzzle-loading firearms. 

Response:  Although CEQA does not require analysis of socioeconomic impacts, Chapter 3, 
(BIO-3 and REC-1) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed regulation that may 
occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of certified 
ammunition.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the 
Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

49. Greg Pausiuk (2/25/2015)  

Comment:  Analyses provided in BIO-2 and REC-1 sections are deficient and lack factual and 
evidentiary support. 

Response:  BIO-1 and BIO-2 provided analyses supported by substantial evidence concluding 
that the Proposed Program would result in less than significant impacts to species from 
reduced lead and increased other metals (primarily copper) in the environment, and less 
than significant impacts to ecosystems if reduced hunting activity occurs and that reduction 
contributes to overpopulation.  The commenter does not provide any detail as to the 
factual evidence omitted from the BIO-1 and BIO-2 analysis and how it would affect the 
analyses’ impact conclusions.  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a 
change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than 
significant.   

50. Andy White (2/25/2015)  
 
Comment:  Regulation of lead ammunition infringes on the commenters constitutional 
rights. 

Response:  This environmental analysis was prepared to disclose and analyze potential 
environmental impacts associated with the nonlead phase-in regulation.  Commenter 
provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusion that 
the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
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51. flott@juno.com (2/25/2015)  
 
Comment:  Legal hunters will have no alternative ammunition for their sport and lead 
ammunition for hunting has an insignificant effect on the environment because a few shots, 
or none at all, are made during a typical hunt, unlike during target practice. 

Response:  Although CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts excludes socioeconomic 
impacts, Chapter 3 (BIO-3 and REC-1) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed 
regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of 
certified ammunition.  Chapter 3 includes substantial evidence that requiring nonlead 
ammunition will result in less than significant environmental impacts, including beneficial 
impacts to wildlife.  

This environmental analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA to disclose and analyze 
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations and is not 
intended or required to address the merits of Assembly Bill 711 implementation.  As 
enacted, section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than 
July 1, 2019 when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that 
is a subject of the Proposed Project, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the 
Commission must promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and 
that, if any of the statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in 
part, in advance of July 1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, section 
3004.5, subd. (i).)  Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to 
the Draft ED’s conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 

52. Jeremy Wright  
 
Comment:  Lead ammunition has been used for a long time without complications.  The 
commenter also notes that nonlead ammunition is expensive and that nonlead ammunition 
will result in greater wounding. 
 
Response:   Chapter 3 (BIO-3 and REC-1) of the Draft ED analyzes the environmental impact 
of the proposed regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or 
limited availability of certified ammunition.  CEQA’s definition of environmental impacts 
does not include socioeconomic effects, unless they contribute to a physical impact.  
Commenter provides no specific information that necessitates modification of the Chapter 3 
analysis. 
 
Chapter 3, section d (Biological Resources; BIO-4: Impacts from wounding) of the Draft ED 
provides analysis of the available literature regarding wounding rates of various hunting 
methods (big-game, upland game, and waterfowl) using traditional lead ammunition vs. 
nonlead ammunition.  Current research indicates there is no detectable difference in 
wounding rates between the ammunition types. 
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Commenter provides no substantial evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s 
conclusion that the Proposed Program’s impacts are less than significant. 
 

53. Trevor W. Santos, Mngr. Gov. Relations- State Affairs, National Shooting Sports Foundation 
(3/25/15) 
 

a. Comment:  The state underestimates ammunition shortages and the economic impacts of 
requiring nonlead ammunition. 
 
Response:  Chapter 3 (BIO-3 and REC-1) analyzes the environmental impact of the proposed 
regulation that may occur due to increased ammunition prices and/or limited availability of 
certified ammunition.  Importantly, Draft ED acknowledges that there will be limitations in 
nonlead ammunition supply and increases in cost.  However, notably, the Department of 
Finance determined that the proposed rulemakings economic analysis actually over-
estimated the Proposed Program’s economic impacts.  (Draft ED at 3:26.)  While a 
difference of opinion exists regarding the extent of these impacts, the Draft ED’s analysis is 
supported by substantial evidence and provides reasonable and good faith analysis of the 
Proposed Program’s impact. 
 

b. Comment:  The state has overestimated the impact of lead on the environment and is fast-
tracking implementation of Assembly Bill 711. 
 
Response:  Commenter reports study outcomes related to bald eagle populations and 
human health risk, respectively, and suggests that the state is overestimating the adverse 
impact of lead on the environment.  However, commenter provides no specific analysis 
challenging the substantial evidence supporting the analyses in Chapter 3.  Importantly, the 
Department, on the Commission’s behalf, considered an early implementation alternative 
but rejected it due to concerns about the availability of nonlead ammunition.  Commenter 
presents no substantial evidence necessitating revisions to the Draft ED or the Proposed 
Program. 
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Chapter 3: The Final ED 
 

On October 11, 2013, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 711, which became effective January 1, 
2014. (Stats. 2013, ch. 742, § 2, amending Fish & G. Code, § 3004.5.)  In general, as enacted, 
section 3004.5 requires the use of nonlead ammunitions statewide no later than July 1, 2019 
when taking any wildlife with a firearm.  More specifically as to the phasing that is a subject of 
the Proposed Program, section 3004.5 requires that by July 1, 2015, the Commission must 
promulgate regulations that phase-in the statute’s requirements, and that, if any of the 
statute’s requirements can be implemented practicably, in whole or in part, in advance of July 
1, 2019, the Commission shall do so.  (Fish & G. Code, § 3004.5, subd. (i).) 

The signing message from the Governor noted the danger that lead poses to wildlife, and also 
noted the current requirement for the use of nonlead ammunition in areas of California 
associated with or in the range of the California condor (Gymnogyps californianus).  In addition, 
the Governor recognized and underscored the importance of hunters and the need to protect 
the hunting community’s interests through, for example, providing hunters an adequate 
transition to the use of nonlead ammunition.  To that end, the Governor directed CDFW to 
achieve the least disruptive phase-in.   

This Final ED, and the public review and responses to comments set forth herein, build on an 
extensive outreach effort begun shortly after Assembly Bill 711’s enactment.  Beginning in 
January 2014, the Commission, as well as CDFW acting on behalf of the Commission, initiated 
an intensive public outreach effort designed to solicit ideas from both hunters and nonhunters 
regarding the least disruptive manner to phase the transition from traditional lead to nonlead 
ammunition as soon as practicable but not later than the date on which the requirement goes 
into effect statewide, and consistent with section 3004.5.  CDFW shared a “starting point” 
proposal with the public at a total of 16 outreach meetings throughout the state, from 
Susanville to San Diego (see Table below).  This starting point proposal, as modified by public 
input received at these meetings, formed the basis for the proposed regulatory action at issue 
here:  addition of section 250.1 to Title 14, amendment of existing sections 311, 353, 464, 
465, 475, and 485, as well as repeal of section 355 of title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations.  These proposed changes to Title 14 constitute the Proposed Program for the 
purposes of CEQA, the Commission’s CRP, the Draft ED, and this Final ED. 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH MEETINGS  

Date Meeting Type and Location 

January 11, 2014 International Sportsmen’s Exposition, Sacramento 

January 15, 2014 Wildlife Resources Committee (WRC) Meeting, Van Nuys 

March 1, 2014 National Wild Turkey Federation, Vacaville 

March 18, 2014 Director’s Hunting Advisory Committee, Sacramento 

March 28-29, 2014 Fred Hall Show, Del Mar 
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April 15, 2014 Public Workshop, Ventura 

June 3, 2014 Public Workshop, Eureka 

July 19, 2014 Ducks Unlimited Meeting, Corning 

July 19, 2014 Public Workshop, Redding 

July 28, 2014 WRC Meeting, Sacramento 

July 29, 2014 Public Workshop, Rancho Cordova 

August 5. 2014 Public Workshop, San Diego 

August 12, 2014 Public Workshop, Fresno 

August 19, 2014 Public Workshop, Rancho Cucamonga 

September 17, 2014 Regulation Recommendation at WRC, Sacramento 

October 25, 2014 Public Workshop, Susanville 
 
With respect to the public review period for the Draft ED, on the Commission’s behalf, CDFW 
circulated a Notice of Completion (NOC) to the public. The issuance of the NOC began a 47-day 
public review period on the Proposed Project and Draft ED beginning January 7, 2015 and 
ending on February 23, 2015.  

A number of comments that might have been directed at the Draft ED were received the day 
after the public commenter period closed.  Although not legally required by CEQA to do so, this 
Final ED addresses those comments.  In addition, this Final ED responds to comments received 
by the Commission in its APA process, where those comments may reasonably be seen to 
pertain to the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts.  In short, the Department, on the 
Commission’s behalf, reviewed and considered all comments received including but not limited 
to those explicitly directed at the Draft ED or the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts.  
This Final ED includes individual responses to comments: (1) specifically directed to the Draft 
ED; (2) regarding the Proposed Program’s environmental impacts; or (3) raising significant 
environmental points.   

None of the comments introduced, or required the addition of, significant new information that 
changed the environmental analysis in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.  Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, significant 
new information requiring recirculation for an EIR, specifically, includes, for example, a 
disclosure that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
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(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

Importantly, on the Commission’s behalf, CDFW received a broad spectrum of comments 
regarding the Proposed Project and Draft ED during the public review period.  Some of those 
comments concern environmental issues that fall within the purview of CEQA.  Many others do 
not.  For example, the CDFW received various comments objecting to or in support of, or 
making specific recommendations related to the Proposed Project.  Some of these comments 
relate solely to the Department’s proposed regulations, all without mention to any 
environmental issue subject to CEQA.  

Based on the comments received, the Final ED’s responses to comments above demonstrate 
the Draft ED included good faith and reasoned analyses, and serves the disclosure purpose that 
is central to the CEQA process.  The comments received underscore the differences of opinion 
regarding the merits of Assembly Bill 711, the likely availability of nonlead ammunition, and the 
effect of the environment of requiring nonlead ammunition.  As set forth in this Final ED’s 
responses to comments, the merits of Assembly Bill 711 are outside the scope of both the 
Commission’s current process CEQA review.  And, although commenters provided conflicting 
opinions regarding the likely availability of nonlead ammunition and the environmental impacts 
of phasing-in the nonlead ammunition requirement, no commenters provided substantial 
evidence necessitating a change to the Draft ED’s conclusions that the Proposed Program’s 
impacts are less than significant.  After reviewing the comments and the responses to 
comments herein, no further modifications to the Environmental Document or the Proposed 
Program is necessary.  

In order to adopt the Proposed Program by regulation, the Commission must comply with and 
conduct regular noticed rulemaking pursuant to the APA.  That effort is occurring concurrently 
with the related environmental review of the Proposed Program as required by CEQA and the 
Commission’s CRP.   
 
The Environmental Document inform the Commission’s exercise of discretion with respect to 
final action on the Proposed Program.  Prior to any such action, the Commission will review and 
consider the Environmental Document, including related public testimony.  The Environmental 
Document, in this respect, will inform any final action by the Commission related to the 
Proposed Program under both CEQA and the APA.  As such, the Environmental Document is an 
integral part of any decision the Commission may make concerning the Proposed Program and 
related regulations the Commission may adopt as directed by the Fish and Game Code. 
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Appendix A 
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 From: Eric Liners 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife 
Subject: Re: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 

Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 8:24:11 PM I am extremely opposed to this act. There is no good reason for 
further regulation of ammunition composition. Also, the environmental impact of lead polution from 
bullets in the landscape is unmeasurable. This is another example of non justified limitation of our 2nd 
amendment rights. Please devote your time to meaningful legislation to trim the cost of government and 
lower taxation levels. Dr. Eric Liners  
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From: Alan Block 
To: Wildlife Management 
Subject: Non-led Ammunition requirements. 
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 5:00:23 PM 
The report states that no significant environmental impact will 
result from this change. Why is it being implemented? 
Why is this being implemented throughout the state outside of the 
condor habitat zones. 
There is not viable alternative to lead ammunition for muzzleloading 
arms. This is especially true for round ball projectiles 
used in flintlock arms such as mine. 
Thank you for your attention. 
Alan Block 
Mission Viejo, Ca  

  

A-2 
 



From: eric@goodcushion.com 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife 
Cc: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife; Itoga, Stuart@Wildlife 
Subject: RE: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 
Date: Thursday, January 08, 2015 1:08:24 PM 
Dear Gentlepersons: 
Thank you for notification regarding the enclosed matter. May I offer my opinion? 
A large part of my undergraduate pre-med education involved years in environmental, 
geologic, biologic, oceanographic, physics and chemistry. My comments represent the 
views of a vast majority of the American people. 
I am in firm opposition to unnecessary regulation in this (and many other matters). As a 
doctor, hunter, and Midwest-raised sportsman, I'm without words to describe my outrage 
for the bureaucratic urge to subvert the second amendment with no credible supporting 
documentation.  
The environmental impact of lead-tipped ammunition used for hunting and sport shooting 
is non-measurable. Banning lead-tipped ammunition has absolutely no detectable effect 
on any environment or biosphere. Please refer me to any scientific studies demonstrating 
residual toxic levels of lead ammunition shot from citizen's guns (in the wild or the 
range). Demonstrate harm. 
Please devote your time in public service to important vital issues, such as trimming 
government overhead and lowering burdensome tax/regulatory levels, and lose the liberal 
politics. The recent historic republican landslide election has refuted over-reaching 
regulation. Work with we the people, not against us. I remain yours with 
Sincere regards: 
Dr. Eric Liners  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: joe mello [mailto:mojojbmc@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 10:22 AM 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife 
Subject: Re: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 
How about the massive economical impact of this TOTAL B.S. bill to towns & hunters? nonlead ammo 
is almost non avaliable and when it is? its NON AFORDABLE to the average hunter! $50 plus per box of 
20 rounds! as for muzzelloaders? NOT AT ALL small game ammo(.22 .17 ect) NOT AT ALL! shot gun 
NONLEAD slugs ? NONE!! the price of this NONLEAD ammo wile clime to a totally unafordable cost to 
all hunters in 2019!! $100+ per box of 20rds! hunters will stop hunting in this state completely hence 
NO INCOME for FISH & GAME, sporting goods stores,motels, campgrounds and many more! hunters are 
banding together rite now to totally BOYCOTT hunting in this state of Kalifornia! AB11 was pushed thru 
by the ANTIGUNNERS&ANTIHUNTERS ! there will be NO leadcore ammo avaliable at all (NO MARKET 
FOR IT) of no use to hunters hence IF when it is avaliable ?it will be also NON AFFORDABLE to 
ANYONE at all Kalifornia will BAN sales,imports of leadcore ammoe completely (as stated 
in AB711) fine printe (future BATF regulations pending) wiseup NO HUNTERS NO INCOME FOR ALL OF 
YOU! I for sure will NO LONGER HUNT IN THIS IN 2019 and leave this pathetic state to wallow in its 
mistake of pushing thru this JOKE of a AB711! money spent taxes paid ect by hunters will be spent 
OUT OF STATE ! this bill is UNFOUNDED & has been NEVER proven & the reason for,except to limit 
ammunition by the ANTI's! whats next? NO LEAD fishing weights? there is THOUSANDS of TONS of 
LEAD fishing weights in our creeks,streams,rivers & ocean! and just how many pounds of lead bullets 
are remotely scattered in the fields & woods of Kalifornia? what a TOTAL JOKE ! excuse my rambleings 
but " I AM PISSEDOFF" i love to hunt and wont be able to hunt here in this JOKE of the state of 
Kalifornia! as for fish&game employes? start looking for another line of work! WHAT A SHAME that it 
has come to this.. fish & game income for the sales of BEAR TAGS has all ready 
taken a MASSIVE hit from NO DOGS for bear hunting, now this AB711 will finish it! ! 
--------------------------------------------  
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From: Pete Garrett 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife 
Cc: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife; Itoga, Stuart@Wildlife 
Subject: Re: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 

Date: Thursday, January 08, 2015 8:46:09 AM This proposal effectively bans the use of traditional Muzzleloading 
rifles, for which there is no reasonable alternative available. Furthermore the proposal states: 
"Anticipated Environmental Effects: The Proposed Program is not anticipated to have any significant 
effects on the environment." If there are no significant effects anticipated on the environment, then what 
is the point of this regulation other than to further burden the citizens of the state?  
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From: David Ochoa 
To: Wildlife Management 
Subject: Nonlead ammuuntion 
Date: Thursday, January 08, 2015 5:30:42 PM 
Are you kidding 
Just shows The California People are being screwed by over regulation 
While we give cart blanch to Illegals 
Just saying 
Dave Ochoa  
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From: Bauer 
To: Wildlife Management 
Subject: Draft Environmental Document 
Date: Monday, January 12, 2015 9:40:14 AM 
Thanks for the notice. Keep it simple for everyone, public land hunters, private land (club) hunters, and 
enforcement agencies. Special requirements for special interest groups only add confusion and delays 
the inevitable. Licensed game clubs and outfitters should be leading the charge instead of dragging 
their feet at the expense of public land hunters. Jim  
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From: LEE KUHN 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife; Wildlife Management 
Cc: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife; Itoga, Stuart@Wildlife 
Subject: RE: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 

Date: Friday, January 16, 2015 4:58:45 PM Dear deaf ears, This must be some kind of Joke? I don't recall this being 
discussed with anyone? If it had been, it would not even be an issue. This is based on junk science from 
junk scientists. Lead has been used since firearms were invented and now it's an issue in the stooge state? 
I priced your ammo and it's three times the cost of lead. This is just another commie way to irritated the 
masses and stop people from hunting. Frankly you should all be ashamed! The DFG sure didn't waste any 
time typing this baby up, I wonder what it cost the sportsman of this state to finance our demise? Looks 
like I wont be buying a 2019 hunting license or any other sporting goods from this state. I wonder who 
will have to pay the bill when the sportsman don't? Thanks for Nothing. Lee Kuhn  
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From: Jerry Bell [mailto:belltroutbum@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2015 2:31 PM 
To: Barr, Victoria@Wildlife 
Subject: Re: Public Notice- Nonlead Phase In Draft Environmental Document 
The whole Non Lead Ammunition scam isa pipe dream. Living proof that the California Dept.of Fish and 
Wildlife no longer cares about the interest of Fishing and Hunting license purchasers. Instead it Caters 
to and prostitutes itself to the Likes of HSUS and the Center for Bio diversity. Proof that California has 
way to lenient pot laws.  
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From: Anthony Fuehrer 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: AB711 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:12:15 PM I oppose AB711. Anthony Fuehrer 1930 Jennie Lane La Habra, CA 
90631  
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From: D & K Hawley 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Please do NOT ban any other ammunition. 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:48:14 PM Dear Mr. Stowers, PLEASE help stop the assault on our hunting 
heritage and second amendment rights. Please do not block ANY additional ammunitions from being 
used for hunting purposes. I have been a huge supporter of the Department of Fish and Wildlife, pay 
hundreds of dollars annually, and ask that you do EVERYTHING within your power to preserve our 
hunting heritage, rights, and means to hunt by allowing all alternative ammunitions. Thank you, David 
Hawley  
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From: Tom Burns 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Comments Regarding the "sporting purposes" Exemption for M855 Ammunition 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:30:16 PM 

Craig, 
I’m writing to express my opposition to the proposed ban of M855 ammunition. This ammunition 
has a lead core (not steel) and clearly is not “armor piercing” by design or in function. It simply has a 
steel tip. As I fully enjoy the time my wife and I spend outdoors visiting our nation’s national parks in 
California, Arizona, and Utah, I also enjoy exercising my 2nd Amendment rights as guaranteed by the 
Constitution with my AR-15 style rifle at the shooting range. Removing this source of 5.56 
ammunition will make it harder for me (a 66 year old voting retiree) to find and afford ammunition 
for my time at the range. I respectfully request and ask for your support in ensuring that the M855 
cartridge “sporting exemption” not be revoked. 
Kind regards, 
Tom Burns  
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From: Amy Dillon 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Lead ammo ban 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:08:52 PM 
Mr. Stowers, as a lifelong California sportsman, I request that you oppose the lead ammo ban and the 
de facto ammo ban that will then result if BATFE considers copper ammo as "armor piercing". The 
science on lead ammo and it's supposed impacts are not conclusive and there is a tremendous amount 
of "junk science" being quoted in order to meet agendas of those that oppose hunting and shooting of 
any kind. Our outdoor activities and your agency are being threatened by people and groups that have 
never participated in them. Thank you, Pat Dillon Tahoe Vista  
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From: cary gatchet 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Cc: Wildlife Management 
Subject: AB711 Opposition 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 5:42:22 PM 
Dear Mr. Stowers / CDFW 
I stand with The California Riffle and Pistol Association, and the National Riffle Association, in the opposition of 
AB711, and the phasing of alternative ammunition for hunting in California! 
I would like to urge you to rethink CDFW’s analyses and assessment of the Biological Resources Section, 
including BlO 2, and the Recreational Section, including REC-l. All of which lacked factual and evidentiary 
support. 
Federal and state health department studies have concluded that lead ammunition is not a human health 
risk, and a recently released peer reviewed study out of Sweden indicates that there is no human health 
risk to people who consume wild game harvested with lead ammunition. 
Despite 99% hunter compliance, the AB 821 lead ammunition ban has failed to reduce lead poisoning in 
condors. 
AB 711 fails to address the alternative sources of lead in the environment that are poisoning condors and 
other wildlife. 
Respectfully, 
Cary Gatchet 
95 Angelica Way 
Morgan Hill, CA 95037 
650-534-8053 Cell 
crgatchet@yahoo.com  
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From: Jlgibby 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Ab711 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:22:54 PM 
I am strongly against Ab 711 it is a from of gun control and a terrible bill for 
James Gibbons 
9150 Curbaril ave 
Atascadero California  
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From: sglee@att.net 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: restriction on firearms 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:49:52 PM Dear Mr.. Stowers: As a police officer and 5th generation Californian I 
am urging you to not implement any new laws or rules or regulations in regards to firearms and hunting in 
our state. All of the proposed regulations that you are considering have not been researched carefully and 
any rule or regulation is also against the 2nd amendment of the Constitution of the United States. There is 
absolutely no evidence that any restriction on the type of ammunition used will have any adverse effect 
on the wildlife of California. Please let our citizens have the full control over a right that is protected by 
our state and federal government. Sincerely Stephen Lee Stephen Lee 11901 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Suite 553 Los Angeles, California 90025 sglee@att.net direct: 818-416-9605 facsimile:818-831-9726  
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From: michael merkley 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:52:43 PM I oppose the implementation of AB 711  
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From: Mike Yancheff 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: AB 711--oppose 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 5:18:23 PM 

I am opposed to AB 711 involving the phasing of alternative ammunition for all hunting in 
California. CDFW’s analysis lacks facts and evidence in support of their conclusions. 
I believe this is an effort to regulate hunting into extinction in California and elsewhere, by 
making ammunition scarce and prohibitively expensive. The supposed environmental 
affects are merely a convenient strategy to do so. CDFW should be ashamed of this disservice to the 
hunting public it is intended to serve but, of course, it is not. 
Mike Yancheff 
Eureka, CA  
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From: yvrr@mail543.pair.com 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Oppose the California DOJ new Firearm Safety Certificate (FSC) Program 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 4:53:25 PM 
As a concerned California citizen, I oppose the improper 
"emergency" regulations proposed by the DOJ regarding 
California's new Firearm Safety Certificate (FSC) Program 
laws. The DOJ's proposed "emergency" regulations should 
be opposed for the following reasons: 
•The regulations improperly circumvent the rulemaking 
process to implement the FSC Program, failing to 
provide the public proper opportunity to weigh in. 
•They far exceed the DOJ's rulemaking authority. 
•The cumulative effect of each of the proposed 
regulations will significantly increase the already 
inflated costs of purchasing a firearm in California. 
•The regulations improperly shield the DOJ from any 
wrongdoing in implementing the FSC Program. 
Sincerely, 
Clayton J. Guest 
Mountain View, CA  
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From: Mark Cave 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: lead ban 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 4:28:30 PM 
Dear Mr. Stowers, 
I have hunted in the Condor zone (D7, D8) for several years. I have complied with nonlead 
regulations, however the overly enthusiastic enforcement efforts have caused me to stop big rifle game 
hunting and ultimately all hunting in California. My last license was '09/10. I was stopped twice in sixty 
minutes to have my paperwork and ammo checked and I realized that the need to enforce the law 
outweighed my need to hunt. 
I have recently started shooting black powder with my club at the range. I shoot reproductions of 
traditional black powder rifles with open sights along with my adult son. I have once again become 
interested in hunting opportunities for muzzle loaders in California. The special draws offers extremely 
limited special draws to hunt deer with muzzle loaders in California. It is already very hard to find black 
powder supplies at stores anywhere in California due to changes in the law up to the 2014/2015 
season. 
These new regulations will drive muzzle loaders from hunting in California. There are few alternatives 
to lead bullets and balls available for sale and none at all within the state to my knowledge after 
extensive searches on line and in person from Sacramento to Los Angeles. I know the state will not 
miss the $200 I spend on licenses, tags, stamps, and drawings. It will not miss the tax revenue from 
the purchase of hunting gear, gas to and from the field, meals while afield, nor motels, campsites, my 
rv, nor my hunting vehicle. I have never complained about the success of my hunting trips (no deer 
are ever injured on them), I just wanted the chance to go. I go for the fun of it. Encounters with law 
enforcement are not fun and if you are in violation of the law they are less so. It seems to me that if I 
cannot comply with the law in California, I shall have to travel to a less enlightened neighboring state to 
do my hunting. It is only time and 
money lost form this state in time off work (I do not get vacation pay) and I shall spend my hunting 
dollars elsewhere. I find it easier to buy my black powder supplies on line since other states seem to be 
friendlier towards muzzle loaders. 
In that the Department is now for wildlife instead of game, perhaps this is the goal. I heard on the 
news that hunting licenses are at a lower level that in the mid sixties. It is not hard to understand 
why. I understand the need for change, but draconian changes to the law make hunting frustrating 
and impossible. You are going to end muzzle loader hunting in California with the proposed lead ban. I 
just re-took hunter safety just so I can apply out of state. 
Mark Cave  
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From: Mike Ca 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Oppose the Ban on M855 ball ammo 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 2:34:49 PM As a concerned California citizen, I oppose the Ban on M855 ball 
ammo. M855 ammunition should not even be categorized as "armor piercing" in the first place, given that 
lead is the primary material beneath its copper jacket. BATFE's framework does not clarify the "sporting 
purposes" exemption; it simply interprets it into irrelevance. The framework overturns nearly 30 years of 
settled law and the good faith expectations of gun owners and industry members. The framework is 
totally at odds with the intent of the law to ensure that restrictions on armor piercing handgun ammunition 
do not unduly restrict common rifle ammunition, most of which is capable of penetrating police body 
armor when used in a rifle as intended. BATFE incorrectly insists that it is required to establish an 
"objective" standard based on handgun design, yet it fails even to do that with the very broad "discretion" 
it retains to deny the exemption to projectiles that meet its "objective" test. The framework will suppress 
the development of nonlead rifle projectiles that offer increased performance for hunters, decreased lead 
exposure, and solutions for hunters in states that restrict the use of lead in hunting. The framework will 
likewise deter handgun development, as new designs could trigger bans. Coupled with increasing 
attempts to ban lead projectiles, the framework could drastically reduce the availability of lawful 
ammunition for sporting and other legitimate purposes. M855 ammunition in AR pistols is not a common 
threat faced by law enforcement officers. Sincerely, Mike Jackson 1491 Bella Terra Dr. Manteca, CA 
95337  
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From: Drew Pruhs 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Oppose AB711 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 1:43:05 PM I am writing to request that you oppose AB711, as the analyses of any 
environmental impact is deficient. Thank you, Drew Pruhs Los Angeles  
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From: Steve Jones 
To: APAComments@atf.gov 
Cc: Wildlife Management; Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: No ban on SS109/M855 ammunition! 

Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 1:33:57 PM To whom it may concern: The ATF's recent memo, "ATF 
FRAMEWORK FOR DETERMINING WHETHER CERTAIN PROJECTILES ARE “PRIMARILY 
INTENDED FOR SPORTING PURPOSES” WITHIN THE MEANING OF 18 U.S.C. 921(a)(17)(C)" 
proposes banning ammunition commonly identified as type SS109/M855 5.56x45 cartridges, almost if 
not exclusively used in AR15-pattern firearms.The basis for this memo seems to be a combination of the 
Gun Control Act of 1968 and the Law Enforcement Officer Protection Act of 1986 (LEOPA). This memo 
and LEOPA are focused on handgun ammunition described as armor piercing. The fact that a handgun 
exists somewhere in the world that could use a given type of ammunition does not, however, justify the 
type of ban being discussed. Where are the statistics indicating that criminals are increasingly using 
AR15-pattern handguns? This is absolutely necessary if the ATFs contention is that law enforcement 
officers are increasingly at risk from the use of this ammunition in handguns, per the LEOPA, by 
common criminals. Indeed, in how many states are such handguns even legal to posses? The memo itself 
points out that rifle ammunition like SS109/M855, that falls under the materials constraints of the 
LEOPA, is important for sportsmen seeking to obey recent and new restrictions on the use of lead-based 
ammunition. This is certainly a large concern here in California, and a ban on SS109/M855 will make this 
compliance much more difficult. The reasoning on pages 12-14 that only a single-shot handgun can be 
considered as intended for "sporting purposes" is simply comical, a fine example of twisting logic in 
order to suit a pre-ordained conclusion. The proposal to ban SS109/M855 ammunition is absurd, seeking 
to solve a problem that doesn't exist while aggravating a very serious environmental and wildlife 
management issue. I hope that the ATF is serious in holding this 30 day comment period, and will see that 
this proposed framework is not going to have any impact on the safety of law enforcement officers, while 
greatly impacting law-abiding sportsmen. By contrast, if the ATF can show statistics to back up the 
notion that AR15-pattern handguns are seeing significant use by common criminals, and actually posing 
the purported threat to law enforcement, I would consider supporting such a framework. I look forward to 
the publication of such material before this proposed framework would be allowed to proceed. Sincerely, 
--Steve. Steven M Jones 2419 McGee Avenue  
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From: Reed Koyano 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: I oppose AB711 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 1:13:49 PM Forcing all law abiding legal hunters in California to use "so called" 
"non lead" ammunition is wrong. Banning all lead ammunition in California is not a health issue for 
keeping wildlife safe and lead free as "real" studies have shown but it is a political one based on the 
ignorance of the public and the lobbying of special interest groups whose agenda is to ban hunting all 
together. The politicians that try to ban guns which also affects law abiding hunters and shooters are the 
real problems this state has and anyone that goes along with them are going to be exposed in the future. 
Look at Leland Yee, anti gun fanatic and yet gun runner, his cronies Barbara Boxer, Diane Feinstein and, 
Kamala Harris have all quieted down and disassociated themselves from Leland Yee but the truth is your 
about to become one of them by being associated by your actions to further these politicians interest. Is 
this what you really want? to be labeled as the "Bad Guy" What is going to happen to your funding and 
the donations and contributions of honest legal shooters and hunters when you treat them unfairly? The 
biggest and greates contributors to wildlife today are hunters and fishermen. Period. Your choice is to be 
associated with the "Bad Guys" or with the good law abiding and legal hunters of the State of California. 
Does the Department of Fish and Wildlife and Craig Stowers want to be labeled by all the hunters and 
fishermen in California as being "bad" people or "good" people. Do either one of you want to be the 
reason why money from this group and its contributions have dwindled or dried up? Think about it, fair is 
fair, or only good people think about doing the right thing? Thank you, Reed Koyano 379 Lewis Rd. San 
Jose, CA 95111 408-806-4239 
reedkoyano@gmail.com  
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From: Jack & Margo Lytal 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: OPPOSE AB711 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 12:48:51 PM 
I strongly oppose AB711, a 
Jackson Lytal 
10160 Moran Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603non cure for a non problem.  
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From: Joel Mosher 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: lead ammunition 
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 12:43:19 PM 
do not ban lead ammunition  
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From: Greg Pasiuk 
To: Stowers, Craig@Wildlife 
Subject: Lead Ammunition Ban 
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 4:30:25 PM Mr. Stowers: RE: opposition to AB711 and the phasing on 
alternative ammunition for hunting in 
California: 
Those of us who hunt in California have significant concerns regarding the CDFW 
Proposed Program to implement regulations under AB 711 involving the phasing of 
alternative ammunition for all hunting in California. Specifically, the CDFW’s analyses 
and assessment of the Biological Resources Section, including BlO 2, and the 
Recreational Section, including REC-l, are woefully deficient, and lack factual and 
evidentiary support. This regulatory action must be stopped. 
Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. Gregory Pasiuk 
Placerville, CA  
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