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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1. CEQA Compliance

Section 15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
requires that a final environmental impact report (FEIR) consist of the following
elements.

e Draft environmental impact report (DEIR) or a revision of the DEIR.

e Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, either verbatim or in
summary.

e List of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR.

e Responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in
the review and consultation process.

e Any other information added by the lead agency.

This FEIR for the Central Coast Marine Protected Areas (MPAS) Project
(Proposed Project, or project) of the California Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA)
Initiative has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The
DEIR together with the responses to comments on the DEIR constitute the FEIR for the
Proposed Project. The FEIR is an informational document prepared by the California
Department of Fish and Game (Department) on behalf of the lead agency, the California
Fish and Game Commission (Commission), that must be considered by decision-
makers before approving or denying the Proposed Project.

1.2. Format and Organization of Final Environmental Impact Report

This FEIR comprises three chapters containing the information required by
CEQA Guidelines, as outlined above. Chapter 1 describes the DEIR public review
process and provides a list of organizations, public agencies, and members of the public
that commented on the DEIR, as well as a list of persons involved in the preparation of
responses to comments, and a summary table of impacts and mitigation measures.
Chapter 2 contains comment letters received on the DEIR and the Commission’s
responses to those comments. Chapter 3 presents changes made to the DEIR in
response to comments. Changes to the DEIR are presented in errata format in Chapter
3 and are also referenced in the Chapter 2 responses.

When certified by the Commission, the FEIR will consist of the following
components, as required by CEQA.

e The DEIR, published on November 17, 2006.

e The FEIR, consisting of
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o all comments received on the DEIR either orally or in writing,
0 responses to those comments; and
0 any changes or revisions to the DEIR.

1.3. Public Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report

Upon completion of the DEIR, the Commission filed a notice of completion with
the State Clearinghouse and issued a notice of availability (NOA) consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15085 and 15087. The NOA provided notice of the public
comment period that began on November 17, 2006, and ended on December 31, 2006.
The DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for circulation to responsible and
trustee agencies. In addition, the Department distributed 83 copies of the NOA to state,
regional, and local agencies, as well as individuals. The DEIR also was made available
to the public via the Marine Life Protection Act Initiative website. The Commission, the
Department, and their consultants have responded to all comments on the DEIR
received during the public comment period.

Copies of the DEIR are on file at the following locations.
» Department of Fish and Game
Marine Region
20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100
Monterey, CA 93940
e Other Department Marine Region offices
e Various public libraries
Call 831-649-2893 for a full list of locations.
1.4. Revisions to Draft Environmental Impact Report
In response to comments received on the DEIR, the Commission deleted, added,
and/or revised text, tables, and figures. The changes do not result in any new
significant environmental impacts or substantially increase the severity of an
environmental impact. Therefore, pursuant to Section 15088.5 of CEQA Guidelines, the
Commission is not required to recirculate the DEIR prior to certification.

1.5. Comments Received on Draft Environmental Impact Report

The following public agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted
comments on the DEIR.
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Public Agencies
e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
e Moss Landing Harbor District
e Port San Luis Harbor District
Organizations
= California Fisheries Coalition
» Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute
e Morro Bay National Estuary Program

e National Resources Defense Council/The Otter Project/The
Ocean Conservancy

e Pacific Fishery Management Council

 PRBO Conservation Science
Individuals

» Steve Black

e Paul Douglas

» Willow Forest

e Greg Glenn

 Tom and Sheri Hafer

e Bill James

» Jakki Keal and Linda Jamane

e Bill Richmond

e Jesus Ruiz

e Marc Shargel
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 David Valentine

« John Wolfe

1.6. Preparation of Final Environmental Impact Report

The FEIR was prepared by the Commission, the Department and the consultants
listed below. All work reflects the Commission’s independent judgment and analysis.

1.6.1. Lead Agency
1.6.1.1. California Fish and Game Commission
1.6.1.2. California Department of Fish and Game

Marine Region

20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100

Monterey, CA 93940

Contact: John Ugoretz,

Nearshore Ecosystem Coordinator/Central Marine Region Manager

1.6.2. Final EIR Authors
1.6.2.1. Jones & Stokes

268 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94610

Project Management Team

e Mike Rushton Project Director
» Jeff Thomas—Project Manager

e Michael Murrell Stevenson—Technical Manager
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Technical Team

e Chris Coelho
e John Durnan
e Alexander Hardy

e Heidi Lypps
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Letter K

Jeff Thomas

From: Melissa Miller-Henson [melissa@resources.ca.gov]

Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2006 6:32 AM

To: mlpa_strgcmte@resources.ca.gov; mlpacomments@dfg.ca.gov
Subject: Fwd: MLPAComments: Central Coast MPA CEQA document

----- Original Message-----

From: owner-mlpacomments@resources.ca.gov on behalf of Willow Heatherbrook
[whippoorwhil _whistle@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wed 12/27/2006 3:07 PM

To: mlpacomments@resources.ca.gov
Cc: fgc@fgc.ca.gov
Subject: MLPAComments: Central Coast MPA CEQA document

I have the following comments on the EIR:
Page 6-24: It states-

IT one assumes the same amount of Fishing pressure in the project region before and after
an MPA is established, then the amount of Ffishing outside the MPA will increase in
proportion to the size of the MPA for the species restrictions applied to the MPA. That
is, the fishing that used to occur inside what is now an MPA will be distributed outside
the MPA in the remaining, non-protected area in proportion to the size of the MPA. This
can be simply calculated. IT R is the fraction of area in MPAs within the study region,

then fishing intensity outside the MPAs will increase by a factor 1/(1-R). For example, if
15% of the habitat is closed to fishing in MPAs, the intensity of fishing outside would
increase by 1/(1-0.15) = 1.18. That is, if the same number of users were fishing the same
numberof hours in the remaining 85% of the habitat, the fishing intensity would be 18%
higher than before. In this example, in the short term, displacement would increase
mortality rates outside the MPAs probably by 18%. However, if MPAs enhance populations
beyond their boundary through movement of adults or young, these increases could be offset
or eliminated by MPA benefits. The increased production within the MPA boundaries
necessary to counter the increased fishing intensity outside can be calculated as well.
The formula is

1+[1/(1-R)]- For the example above, the result equals 2.18. This means

1l+that

production inside the boundary of the MPAs must increase by a factor of 2.18 to just
balance the added losses outside the MPAs. A higher level of production would be needed to
help rebuild depleted populations, one of the goals of the MPLA. The relative time for the
Proposed Project or alternatives to achieve the goals of the MLPA must also be considered
in the impact analysis.

Comment:

This section grossly underestimates the impacts of displaced fishing effort by use of this
very Flawed assumption. This assumption used to address potential impacts is that all
habitats along the central coast is equal in its productivity and fishing popularity. The
arbitrary and erroneous assumption underestimates the significant impacts that will occur
when Fishing effort is displaced from the prime habitats protected in the MPAs is pushed
into habitats of much lower productivity. This fishing effort will destroy the fish
populations in the open areas. The current analysis is flawed and the CEQA document must
use a more realistic analysis of the proposed project. Otherwise significant

environmental harm could result from the project outside the proposed MPAs

Page 6-26: It states-
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Data from existing reserves show that in spite of the increased fishing effort around
reserves, the abundance of targeted species is highest in reserves and declines in
proportion to distance from reserves. If the concentrated fishing effort around reserves
caused local declines, the abundance of targeted species would be high within and distant
from reserves but low at the edges of reserves. However, numerous reserves have been
studied worldwide and this pattern of decline has not been detected (e.g., Roberts and
Hawkins 2000). Therefore, the positive effects of reserves on abundance appear to
counteract potential negative effects of displacement or concentration of fishing activity
around reserves.

K-2

Comment:

This section is conclusory without specific facts to support the assertions.

There is no mention or discussion of how relevant the findings in these
parts of the world are to the specific proposed project. The reader can’t
determine with any reasonable ability based on information provided that the
same benefits, and more importantly, what harm may be caused to the
surrounding areas with the adoption of the proposed project.

Page 6-27: It states -

IT concentrated fishing at the edges of MPAs reduces habitat quality, a
corresponding decrease in abundance and diversity of species adjacent to
MPAs would be expected. As indicated above, this trend is not observed at
the edges of reserves from previous studies worldwide, which consistently
support higher abundance and diversity of fishes and invertebrates than
other sites distant from reserves. No published data on existing MPAs have
shown negative environmental impacts. Therefore, displacement-related P(-3
impacts of the Proposed Project resulting in adverse impacts to marine
species populations and habitats would be less than significant.

Comment:

This section is conclusory without specific facts to support the assertions.
Just because there are no published data showing negative environmental

impacts of reserves does not by itself prove or make reasonable the

conclusion that there will be no displacement-related negative impacts.

Page 6-30: It states -

As i1llustrated in Table 6.1-3, the Proposed Project and alternatives provide
a

substantial resource protection in addition to that provided by the
groundfish closures. Alternative 2 has the highest total numbers of MPAs
with no overlapping regulatory protections, while the Proposed Project and
Alternative 1 both have slightly fewer MPAs with no overlap. Conversely, all
of the alternatives show some degree of overlap with the groundfish
closures, which serves to reduce some the potential negative impact to
fishermen from the implementation of the MPAs. Alternative 2 has the lowest
number of MPAs with a combined full or partial overlap. The Proposed Project
and Alternative 1 are fairly similar in their combined full and partial P(m4
overlap, but the Proposed Project would result in substantially more fully
overlapping MPAs.

Comment:

It is not clear how the fact that all of the alternatives showing some
degree of overlap with the groundfish closures will help reduce some of the
potential negative impacts to fishermen with implementation of MPAs. The
CEQA document must explain why this would reduce the potential negative
impacts.
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Page 6-31: It states:

Proposed Project: Beneficial Impact

There will be substantial biological resource benefits because of the
increased

habitat protection that would occur under the proposed MPA network
component. There also is likely enough area protected within proposed MPAs
to provide some benefits to some overfished rockfish populations that depend
on these habitat types for some part of their life history, and to prevent
further degradation of marine habitats that are vital to marine ecosystems
of the central California study region.

Comment:

This conclusion is not supported by the facts provided. No where is it made
clear what the risk to the habitat is relative to the nature of the proposed
MPAs and the proposed regulations. The document does not explain how
promulgating regulations that prevent hook and line halibut fishing protects
any habitat. Other than banning a few fishing methods such as bottom
trawling, which is already illegal in coastal waters, it is not at all clear
how any of the regulations will in any way protect habitat.

In fact, it is not clear how the proposed project in any meaningful way can
achieve Goal 4 as described on page 2-2. The CEQA document must explain in
more detail how the proposed project is going to protect the identified
habitats and from what threats.

Page 8-2: It states -

The Proposed Project would not have any direct growth-inducing impacts
because no development is proposed. It would not indirectly induce growth
because it proposes no extension of infrastructure or other environmental
modifications that could foster population or economic growth. The
protection of species and habitats proposed by the Proposed Project does not
enable or encourage development elsewhere.

Comment:

This is an unsubstantiated conclusion. It is not clear how this conclusion
is warranted without any analysis. It would seem reasonable from much of
the literature cited from other MPAs throughout the world that they tend to
attract more visitors than the area did before the establishment of the MPA.

IT this phenomenon holds true for the proposed project, there could be
significant increases in visitors which could result in all kinds of growth
inducing impacts. The CEQA document must look at the transportation,
development, and air quality impacts that might result from the
establishment of the proposed MPAs. The analysis under section 8.4.5.2. Air
Quality completely ignores the potential increase in motor vehicle traffic
from people wanting to visit these MPAs. The CEQA analysis must evaluate
these impacts.

Willow Forest
Arcata, CA

Get FREE Web site and company branded e-mail from Microsoft Office Live
http://clk.atdmt.com/MRT/go/mcrssaub0050001411imrt/direct/01/

K-5

K-6


hlypps
Line

hlypps
Text Box
K-5

hlypps
Line

hlypps
Text Box
K-6


California Department of Fish and Game Comments and Responses

Response to Letter K, from Willow Forest

Response to Comment K-1: While the commenter is correct that displaced
fishing effort is unlikely to be uniformly distributed, the specific locations of displacement
are speculative. In contrast, the assumption used in the DEIR of uniform distribution is a
defensible methodology that is not arbitrary. It presents the average displacement
effect, and in fact makes the conservative assumption that fishing effort does not reduce
as a result of the project. As a result, the methodology used in the DEIR likely
overstates the extent of displacement. In addition, the commenter assumes that areas
outside MPAs are "habitats of much lower productivity" yet provides no evidence to
support the claim. To the contrary, the Proposed Project includes a small percentage of
most habitat types, and it is unlikely that all habitats within MPAs are presently highly
productive. Finally, existing data does not show that displaced fishing effort leads to
reductions in fish populations in non-designated areas. Refer to the discussion in Impact
BIO-1 in the DEIR (beginning on Page 6-25). Potential impacts are considered less than
significant.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment K-2: The DEIR uses the best readily available data in
evaluating the effects of displacement. No empirical evidence has been found to
suggest that displacement results in adverse impacts to marine species populations and
habitats, nor does the commenter provide any such evidence. See Master Response
2.0.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment K-3: The impacts discussed by the commenter are
speculative and not supported by published data. CEQA requires that impact analysis
not be based on speculation, but rather on empirical evidence suggesting than an
impact is reasonably foreseeable. Because no such empirical evidence exists, the
conclusion of a less-than-significant impact is appropriate.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment K-4: Potential impacts to fishing would be greatest in a
scenario where all of the MPA area was in locations where fishing is presently allowed
or unrestricted. By overlapping existing closure areas, the impacts of the project are
less than they would be under such a scenario.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment K-5: As noted on page 2-2 of the DEIR, the objectives
used to achieve the goal are to "represent” habitats within MPAs and to protect species
associated with those habitats. The Proposed Project achieves both of these objectives,
thus making progress to achieving the broader goal. While hook and line fishing may
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not directly impact habitat, it does remove individuals of certain species from the
ecosystem, thus upsetting the overall balance and potentially leading to habitat changes
(Halpern, Cottenie and Broitman, 2006).

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment K-6: The assertion that the designation of MPAs would
attract more visitors to the area is unsubstantiated. While the tourism and recreation
industry along the coast is anticipated to grow independent of MPA establishment,
attributing potential growth to the Proposed Project is speculative. Please refer to the
discussion in Impact PH-1 in the DEIR (beginning on page 7-18). As such, an
evaluation of the effects on transportation, development and air quality of increased
visitation is not warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.
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Letter L

Jeff Thomas

From: Willow Heatherbrook [whippoorwhil_whistle@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2006 8:46 AM

To: mlpacomments@dfg.ca.gov

Subject: Comments on Central Coast MPA CEQA document

I noticed that the ISOR for the regulations includes changes to MPAs outside the proposed
project as described in the CEQA document. 1 have grave concerns about harm to the ocean
in these areas to the north and south of the central coast MPAs. The CEQA document is
inaddequate and needs to be redrafted to include an appropriate analysis for the proposed
MPA changes outside the Central Coast Study Region. | believe it only fair that the
public have an understanding of the threats and what rules we could consider to protect

our ecosystems.

Willow Forest
Arcata, CA

From photos to predictions, The MSN Entertainment Guide to Golden Globes has it all.
http://tv.msn.com/tv/globes2007/
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Response to Letter L, from Willow Forest

Response to Comment L-1: Changes proposed in the ISOR to areas outside
the central coast are of a clarifying and editorial nature. They do not change the level of
protection or restrictions in MPAs outside the central coast. Please refer to the
discussion of cumulative impacts beginning on page 8-2 of the DEIR, which includes
consideration of MPA designations outside the Central Coast Study Region.

No changes to the DEIR are required.
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Draft EIR. Only the most general statements were made none of which were
compelling or supported by “scientific” findings. | personally find this very
disappointing.

To reach the above conclusions | reviewed more than just the draft EIP. |
reviewed the Master Plan Framework and the “Draft Monitoring Evaluation and
Adaptive Management Framework (Framework) and supporting documents

All the documents | have reviewed demonstrate a high level of editorial care but
lack scientific content. There are hints of science but these were likely included
after heated encounters between scientists and politicians who believe that the
only way to “save” our seas is to close them to recreational and commercial
uses. This apparent dichotomy is perhaps best illustrated in the “Channel
Islands Marine Protected Areas Monitoring Plan” document. There is a glimmer
of insight when one reads the section titled “Sources of Uncertainty” but this is
soon shattered after reading the section on “Effectiveness and Timeliness of
MPAS”.

The fact that extremely good editing camouflages sections of scientific insanity
leading to visions of grandeur are questioned. For instance, the “Monitoring
Plan” is not a plan per se, but a discourse on MPA principles taken from other
MPAs around the world which have marginal applicability to California.
Conclusions are based on unverified, un-validated, non-sensitized computer
models which may be of questionable utility. The plans espoused will not gather
date on “natural abundance”, or “natural diversity”.

The subject of “Benchmarks” is broached in the Framework, as is a gratuitous
reference to “statistical significance”. The concept sounds wonderful to a
layperson but not to anyone with a smattering of statistics. A change of 20
percent can be noise level while 1% can be statistically significant

Let us start at ground “zero”. Why do MLPA staffers believe a given area is over
stressed? Based on CF&G fishery statistics? Is the objective of the MLPA
movement to restore depleted fisheries or restore stressed ecosystems? Has
not the CF&G fulfilled fisheries objectives by setting bag, season, and size limits
on a species by species basis? Has not the CF&G demonstrated their ability to
effectively manage a fishery from over exploitation using standard fisheries
techniques? Coincidentally, this is also a criticism leveled by the Science and
Statistical Committee (SSC) of the Pacific Fishery Management Council, who
noted that the MPA authors “appear to ignore the trade-off between reserves and
traditional fisheries management” (Final Environmental Document)

| like exercising more positive control over our marine resources but find it very
discouraging that closure is strongly favored over regulation. Good scientists
often err and tend to believe that “correlation is causation”. It is not. Spuriously

M-2

Continued

M-3
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correlating a decline in fisheries productivity with general ecosystem decline is M-3
not good science. This, though, seems to be what the MPLA infers. Continued

As far as | can determine no one has been able to document a biologically
significant impact of any of the Channel Islands MPA sites on “biodiversity” or an
increase or decrease in “important” ecological components using any rational M-4
ecological measure. And this after twenty years of study. Given this it seems
prudent to put more effort into determining what documented “facts” can be
supported with all of the data which have been gathered so far.

Let us manage our marine resources so that the greatest number of people can
garner the maximum benefit and yet assure that these resources will be available
to our descendants.

Yours truly,
<<<sent via email, no signature>>>

David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
Retired Marine Scientist

File: MLPA EIR COMMENTS

Documents Reviewed
AB 993 as filed on 10 October 1999

October 2002
Final 2002 Environmental Document, Marine Protected Areas in the National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration’s Channel Island National Marine Sanctuary, Volume .

February 2004
Channel Islands Marine Protected Areas, Monitoring Plan

10-11 August 2005
MLPA Central Coast Regional Stakeholder Group Draft Final Profile

August 15, 2005
Appendices to the Draft Master Plan Framework

August 22, 2005
Draft Master Plan Framework (“redline” edition)

January 24, 2006 Draft
Initial Draft management Plan Framework

January 24, 2006
Draft Monitoring, Evaluation and Adaptive Management Framework

Undated
Channel Islands Monitoring Workshop, Participant Worksheet Results
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Revisions to the DEIR:

Text has been corrected in Chapter 4 to note that commercially important fishery
profiles can be found in the Regional Profile of the Central Coast Study Region (refer to
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-9: Comment noted. The federal vessel buyout
program, carried out in 2003 by the National Marine Fisheries Service, resulted in the
elimination of 92 fishing vessels and 240 fishing permits in Washington, Oregon, and
California. Of these, 92 permits were groundfish trawl permits, and 121 were crab and
shrimp permits. In addition, during the summer of 2006, the Nature Conservancy
purchased six federal trawling permits, and four trawling vessels. The Nature
Conservancy is currently banking harvest rights for potential future use towards
sustainable groundfish harvest.

Data was not available to indicate what proportion of these permits included
vessel or permits that were fishing in the Central Coast Study Region; however, it is
reasonable to assume that some portion was in the project study area and that Section
4.2.1.2 of the DEIR overestimates the number of licenses and vessels as a result of this
information. It does not fundamentally change the conclusions of the DEIR, but does
indicate that that the DEIR may actually overstate displacement effects.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-10: The DEIR is not meant to infer that the term
“displacement effort” was defined in Sanchirico et al. (2002); rather, it is defined in the
DEIR as a footnote and the term as used in the DEIR is generally interchangeable with
the concept of “displacement of effort” discussed in Sanchirico et al. (2002).

The Department disagrees that microeconomic and macroeconomic
considerations are not useful or accurate; the terms are used to segregate different
types and scales of forces acting upon the fishing industry and related economy. See
Master Response 3.0.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-11: Comment noted. The information presented in
this section is taken from Kronman et al. (2000). The commenter is correct that the
effects of these forces are speculative in many cases, and as such, were not specifically
used in the evaluation of impacts.

No changes to the DEIR are required.
Response to Comment N-12: The commenter is correct that the primary

impacts of concern under CEQA are not direct effects on fishing vessels, but rather
secondary effects such as biological impacts resulting from displacement. Please refer

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2007
California Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 2-30
Central Coast Marine Protected Areas Project J&S 06682.06



California Department of Fish and Game Comments and Responses

to Response to Comment N-5 regarding the location for discussion of biological impacts
in the Draft EIR.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-13: Comment noted. It is true that Table 4-2 in the
DEIR overstates the effect of the project when considering fishing grounds located
outside of the Central Coast study region. However, for the purposes of gauging the
intensity of displacement, the DEIR has made the conservative assumption that all
displacement effects would occur within the Central Coast study region. In reality, the
intensity of displacement within the Central Coast Study Area would be less than is
presented in the DEIR, although the extent to which this would occur is speculative.
The Department does not anticipate that displacement to locations outside of the study
area would result in significant adverse impacts, for the same reasons that
displacement would not have adverse impacts within the study area.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-14: Comment noted. In many cases, the DEIR
makes a “reasonable worst-case” assumption in evaluating impacts. The characteristics
of a reasonable worst-case scenario are often different depending upon the impact
being evaluated. For this reason, some impacts could not occur simultaneously,
because they are based on a different set of assumptions. However, in an effort to
present the reasonable worst-case and disclosing the maximum potential impact for
each topic, the DEIR uses varying assumptions where appropriate.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-15: The Department agrees, and the text of the
DEIR reflects the uncertainty regarding air quality impacts. However, in the face of
uncertainty, the DEIR has made reasonable worst-case assumptions such that it fully
discloses the maximum potential extent of the impact.

No changes to the DEIR are required.
Response to Comment N-16: Comment noted.
Revisions to the DEIR:

Table 5.1-3 and associated text have been revised accordingly (refer to Chapter
3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-17: The Department appreciates the additional
information regarding the California Nearshore Fishery Management Plan. However,
because it does not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR, no change to
the DEIR is warranted.
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No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-18: Comment noted. The analysis as presented is
adequate to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, and as such no change to the DEIR is
warranted. Note that with the exception of air quality, the DEIR has concluded that there
are no significant adverse impacts from displacement, and as such the tools described
in the comment are not necessary to mitigate impacts.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-19: Comment noted. However, because this setting
information does not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR, no change to
the DEIR is warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-20: The information requested by the commenter is
already presented in the DEIR. The project description (Chapter 2 of the DEIR) presents
percentages of each habitat type included in the project and each alternative (see
Tables 2-5, 2-9 and 2-13). Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR (beginning page 4-25) presents a
presentation of the effects of the project and alternatives on specific important fishing
grounds and recreational effects. Please refer specifically to Tables 4-2 and 4-3.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-21: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-22: The Department appreciates the additional
sources regarding the state of West Coast fish populations. However, because this
information does not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR, no change to
the DEIR is warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-23: The commenter is incorrect. The DEIR does not
conclude that non-consumptive recreation is likely to increase as a result of the project.
Indeed, any such increase is speculative, and would be difficult to specifically attribute
to the project.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-24: Impact REC-1 addresses the first two impact
criteria, while Impact REC-2 addresses the third criterion.
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No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-25: Comment noted. However, because the
requested changes would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR, no
change to the DEIR is warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment N-26: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required.
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