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2.14. Letter L, from Partnership for Sustainable Oceans 
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2.14.1. Responses to Letter L 

Response to Comment L-1: See Master Response 1.0 and 3.0. Issues of 
factual inconsistencies are addressed in individual comment responses below. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-2: The DEIR is not mechanism for peer review of the 
alternative designs against the SAT design guidelines, and in fact assumes that each of 
the alternatives identified by the Fish and Game Commission for consideration in the 
DEIR has been determined to fundamentally meet both the SAT guidelines and the 
MLPA goals and objectives. As the name implies, “guidelines” are not mandates and 
must necessarily allow flexibility to balance MLPA goals and objectives. See Section 
2857(c).

The purpose of the DEIR is to provide an impartial assessment of the potential 
physical environmental effects that may result from implementation of the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1 ,2, and 3. Therefore, relative comparisons between the 
Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 presented in the DEIR impact analysis 
focus on physical environmental effects and not comparisons relative to the SAT 
guidelines. As a result, the primary physical environmental difference considered in the 
DEIR among the Proposed Project and the alternatives is the total amount of area 
conserved in combination with the level of protection. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-3: See Letter B, Response to Comment B-16. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-4: The SAT criteria are guidelines, not mandates. See 
Letter C, Response to Comment C-2.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-5: See Response to Comment L-2. The reference to 
Alternative 2 has having somewhat greater biological benefit than that of the Proposed 
Project is a drafting error. The biological benefits of Alternative 2 would in fact be 
somewhat less than that of the Proposed Project. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

The text describing the beneficial impact of Alternative 2 on page 6-45 of the 
DEIR has been revised as noted (Refer to Chapter 3 of this FEIR). 
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Response to Comment L-6: Socioeconomic impacts are not CEQA impacts. 
See Letter B, Response to Comment B-16. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-7: See Responses to Comments L-2 and L-4. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-8: The Department appreciates this reference to 
additional information regarding the jurisdiction of the federal government. However, 
because it 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 L-9: Comment noted. Pelagic finfish are mentioned as 
an example, not an exhaustive list of species.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-10: Comment noted.  

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text on page 2-8 of the DEIR has been modified as noted (refer to Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-11: The commenter is referred to the Methods Used 
to Evaluate MPA Proposals in the North Central Coast Study Region (May 30, 2008) 
which states that the practice of “mooching” may have a higher potential for bycatch 
catch than that of trolling (Page 17). The Department definition of trolling has been 
included in the DEIR. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

The footnote definition of trolling on page 2-8 of the DEIR has been corrected, as 
noted (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-12: Comment noted. The cited text from page 2-9 of 
the DEIR was derived from the findings of the SAT in their Methods Used to Evaluate 
MPA Proposals in the North Central Coast Study Region (May 30, 2008 revised draft).

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-13: See Responses to Comments L-2, L-4, and L-6. 
See also Master Response 3.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-14: The addition of goals and objectives to Table 2-30 
would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR; therefore, no change to 
the DEIR is warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-15: The commenter does not provide evidence to 
support the conclusion that fishing harbors will deteriorate as a result of the Proposed 
Project.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-16: Socioeconomic impacts are not CEQA impacts. 
See Letter B, Response to Comment B-16. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-17: Comment noted. The referenced language from 
the DEIR is not intended to speak to the accessibility of individual sites. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-18: Comment noted.  

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR has been modified as noted (refer to 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-19: The Department appreciates the reference to 
other abalone monitoring programs. However, because this additional information 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 L-20: Reevaluation of the data supporting Table 4-1 of 
the DEIR would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis; therefore, no change to the 
DEIR is warranted.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-21: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-22: Comment noted. Ecotrust identified the following 
caveats with respect to the recreational data:

1. The data are not representative of the entire population of recreational 
fishermen due to the less than desirable (less than statistically significant) 
sample size. 

2. The data should only be considered at the sub-region level, not at the entire 
study region level. 

3. There was little or no data collected from recreational fishermen north of 
Bodega Bay. 

4. The data represents interviewees’ areas of value, not areas of effort. 

5. The data represents interviewees’ areas that are important to them over their 
entire recreational fishing experience, not necessarily the areas that are 
important to them currently. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-23: Comment noted. The results of an additional 
assessment for the abalone fishery completed by the Department have been 
incorporated into Chapter 4 of the DEIR.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text and tables have been added to section 4.3.3.2 of the DEIR documenting the 
potential abalone fishery harvest reductions associated with the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-24: Comment noted. Additional clarification has been 
added to the DEIR.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text on page 4-26 of the DEIR has been modified as noted (refer to Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-25: The Department disagrees with the assertions 
made by the commenter. The DEIR makes no claim nor does it imply that MPAs would 
be solely responsible for fishery recovery. See Master Response 5.0. The commenter 
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does not provide evidence to support the implied conclusion that detrimental effects on 
local economies would be substantial or of a lengthy duration as a result of the 
Proposed Project.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-26: The DEIR states clearly why a quantitative 
analysis similar to that completed for the commercial fleet cannot be adequately 
completely for recreational fishing. Furthermore, the DEIR reasonably characterizes the 
potential responses of recreational fishermen to the Proposed Project. The commenter 
does not provide evidence to support a contrary position. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-27: Impact PH-2 of the DEIR, found on page 7-20, 
addresses the potential for abandonment of marine infrastructure.

No changes to the DEIR required.

Response to Comment L-28: The third bullet under Section 6.1.1.4 of the DEIR 
expressly refers to sedentary species. Fisheries management regulations outside an 
MPA would impact more mobile species. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-29: The Abalone Recovery and Management Plan, 
available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/armp/index.asp, can be reviewed for 
additional detail regarding the need for protecting abalone habitat. Because this 
additional information would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR, no 
change to the DEIR is warranted. See Master Response 2.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-30: The Department disagrees. The range of a 
species is often geographically broad; however, specific populations may have a 
smaller range and individuals of the same species may exhibit limited adult movement. 
Thus, individuals and populations of species which exhibit limited adult movement and 
occur within the north central coast study region could benefit from MPAs in the region. 
Despite the primary range of species lying outside of an MPA, populations of the same 
species contained in an MPA certainly benefit from that MPA if they exhibit limited adult 
movement. Additionally, the species benefits from MPAs through the genetic 
contributions of populations at the margins of their range. See also Master Response 
5.0.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-31: Comment noted. This information would not 
fundamentally alter the impact analysis; therefore, no change to the DEIR is warranted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-32: Comment noted. See Master Response 5.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-33: See Master Response 5.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-34: Comment noted. Potential effects on law 
enforcement assets are discussed in section 7.3 of the DEIR. The Department has 
received additional funds and enforcement positions to assist with the implementation of 
MLPA. See also Master Response 1.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-35: The discussion of a fourfold increase in 
productivity under Impact BIO-1 on page 6-40 of the DEIR is based on published 
empirical data regarding reserves worldwide. The commenter is directed to the report 
titled Channel Islands First Five Years of Monitoring: 2003-2008 available at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/channel_islands/fiveyears.asp for additional information 
on the productivity of MPAs off the California Coast. The DEIR does not make any 
specific conclusions regarding the productivity of the MPAs that would be designated 
under the project because beneficial impacts are not proper subjects of a CEQA 
analysis. As discussed in the DEIR, existing empirical data suggest that enhanced 
production within reserves can more than compensate for the effects of displaced 
fishing effort even with up to 50 percent of the fishing area closed. No published data on 
existing MPAs have shown negative environmental impacts.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-36: See Response to Comment L-35. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-37: The Department disagrees. The statement is a 
reasonable conclusion of the previous assessment on page 6-40. See also Response to 
Comment L-35. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-38: The SAT evaluation charts included in the DEIR 
support the Impact BIO-2 discussion which is focused on habitat protection within 
proposed MPAs. See also Response to Comment L-2. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-39: While the work of Ecotrust identifies potential 
worst-case economic impacts on individual commercial fisheries resulting from the 
Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, it does not conclude that substantial 
urban decay would result. Therefore, such impacts remain speculative as indicated in 
the DEIR. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

All citations in the DEIR referencing Wilen and Abbott have been modified to 
include reference to the Ecotrust work as well (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-40: See Master Response 3.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-41: Comment noted. Corrections have been made in 
the DEIR analysis where appropriate to more accurately reflect the relative differences 
of the alternatives. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

 Corrections in analysis statements comparing the alternatives to the Proposed 
Project have been made on pages 6-45 (Impact BIO-2), 7-12 (Impact CR-2), 7-21 
(Impact PH-2), 7-32 (Impact PSU-1), and 7-51 (Impact Rec-2)(refer to Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-42: The counties documented in section 7.2.1.1. are 
limited to the coastal counties immediately adjacent to the north central coast study 
region because the focus of the analysis in section 7.2 – Population and Housing is on 
the potential for urban decay or blight in communities immediately adjacent to the study 
region. The commenter does not provide evidence to support the assertion of negative 
economic effects on other California counties or communities outside of California. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-43: See Response to Comments L-6 and L-39. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-44: The DEIR adequately characterizes the 
Departments current law enforcement resources and needs. CEQA does not require an 
assessment of private security in support of private property.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-45: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-46: Project funding is not a topic that is appropriate 
for CEQA analysis. See also Master Response 1.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-47: The commenter does not provide sufficient 
evidence to support their assertion that Alternative 1 enforcement requirements would 
be less than that of the Proposed Project.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-48: The statement on Page 7-32 of the DEIR has 
been revised per Response to Comment L-41. The commenter does not provide 
sufficient evidence to support their assertion that Alternative 2 enforcement 
requirements would be less than that of Alternative 1or the Proposed Project.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

See changes identified in Response to Comment L-41 and Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR.

Response to Comment L-49: Boating is not misrepresented in the DEIR. The 
DEIR clearly states that more boats in the region are used for commercial fishing than 
for recreational activities. This is further supported by Table 7-15. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-50: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-51: The DEIR does not identify Gerstle Cove as an 
area of abalone harvest. It does identify Salt Point State Beach and Stillwater Cove 
Regional Park as popular areas for abalone catch. The DEIR has been revised to 
correctly portray the relative location of Fort Ross. 
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Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text corrections have been made on page 7-48 to accurately reflect the relative 
location of Fort Ross as noted (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment L-52: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-53: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-54: See Response to Comment L-6.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-55: The commenter is directed to the report titled 
Channel Islands First Five Years of Monitoring: 2003-2008 available at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/channel_islands/fiveyears.asp for additional information 
on the benefits of MPAs on groundfish species. See also Master Response 5.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-56: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-57: The DEIR provides a complete and legally 
adequate analysis of alternatives consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
Alternatives need to attain the basic objectives of the project, which in this case are 
defined by the project goals listed on page 9-2 of the DEIR. See also Master 
Response 5.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-58: Comment noted. The project occurs within state 
waters. See also Response to Comment L-57.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment L-59: See Letter B, Response to Comment B-2.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment L-60: The commenter does not provide factual 
evidence to support a contrary assertion that Alternative 3 would not benefit fish 
populations. See also Response to Comment L-2 and L-6. 

No changes to the DEIR are required.

Response to Comment L-61: See Response to Comment L-2.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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2.15. Letter M, from Recreational Fishing Alliance 
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2.15.1. Responses to Letter M 

Response to Comment M-1: These comments are unsubstantiated by any facts 
or evidence.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-2: The commenter’s presumption that quantifiable 
benefits to specific species abundance cannot be determined because of state and 
federal regulatory catch limits is incorrect. The commenter is directed to the report titled 
Channel Islands First Five Years of Monitoring: 2003-2008 available at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/channel_islands/fiveyears.asp. The commenter provides 
no evidence to support the assertion that economic blight will occur in the City of Point 
Arena. The impacts of other state and federal regulations outside of the MLPA are not 
the subject of the Proposed Project; therefore, they are not analyzed in the DEIR.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-3: See Letter B, Response to Comment B-5. See 
also Master Response 5.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-4: The comment restates CCR, Article 5, 15064.3(e). 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-5: The commenter has misinterpreted the CEQA 
mandatory findings of significance. These findings are used to determine when to 
prepare an EIR for a project. An EIR has already been prepared for this project. 
Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 8 of the DEIR. See also Master 
Response 5.0.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-6: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-7: Independent of existing water quality conditions, 
the restriction of fishing activities within MPAs provides for marine life and marine 
habitat protection. The benefits of MPAs are well documented. Water quality within state 
waters is regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board and its regional 
boards, not by the Department or the Commission. Effects of future projects, such as 
wave energy plants, on MPAs would be subject to independent review both under the 
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California Environmental Quality Act and by several regulatory agencies including the 
Fish and Game Commission and the California Coastal Commission.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-8: The DEIR provides a complete and legally 
adequate analysis of direct and indirect environmental impacts, mitigation measures, 
and alternatives. The DEIR makes no statement that establishment of MPAs will resolve 
existing water quality issues within the north central coast study region. No specific 
points are made by the commenter relative to the UN report quotations provided in the 
comment.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-9: Comment noted. Again, no specific points are 
made by the commenter relative to the UN report quotations provided in the comment. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-10: MLPA implementation activities following the 
designation of an MPA network for the north central coast study region are not the 
subject of the proposed project. Federal funding was not utilized in support of the 
planning phase for the north central coast study region; therefore, preparation of a 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental document is not necessary.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-11: The potential effects of shifts and concentration 
of fishing effort are addressed in Impact BIO-1 on page 6-40 of the DEIR. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-12: The existing environmental setting is established 
in the beginning of each resource section in the DEIR. The environmental setting 
information included in the DEIR is all that is necessary to provide a meaningful context 
for discussion of environmental impacts. A comprehensive baseline of fish stocks within 
proposed MPAs was determined to be above and beyond that which was necessary to 
discuss environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-13: Potential impacts of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 on law enforcement resources are discussed in Impact PSU-1 
of the DEIR. See also Master Response 1.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment M-14: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-15: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-16: Comment noted. Special status species are 
defined in the DEIR as protected either under the Federal or State Endangered Species 
Acts.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-17: See Letter B, Response to Comment B-5. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-18: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-19: MPAs are designed to benefit ecosystems and 
increase productivity of populations contained within them. Populations with low 
recruitment in a particular geographic area may benefit from MPAs through larval 
transport from other MPAs or where local retention occurs. Protection of adults through 
a network of MPAs may benefit areas with low recruitment. Additionally, reduction in 
harvest of adults in MPAs in areas of low recruitment increases spawning biomass 
within that MPA.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-20: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-21: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-22: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 



California Department of Fish and Game  Comments and Responses

Final Environmental Impact Report 
California Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 
North Central Coast Marine Protected Areas Project 

2-127 
July 2009

ICF J&S 447.08

Response to Comment M-23: See Letter L, Response to Comment L-23 and 
Letter B, Response to Comment B-5. The restrictions of the application of 
socioeconomic factors to CEQA analysis is clearly stated in Section 4.1 of the DEIR.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-24: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text regarding the Abalone Recovery and Management Act has been added to 
section 6.1.2.2. of the DEIR as noted (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment M-25: Economic considerations in CEQA are 
addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. See Response to Comment M-5 and Letter B, 
Response to Comment B-5. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-26: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-27: See Letter B, Responses to Comment B-5 and 
Comment B-10. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-28: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-29: See Letter K, Response to Comment K-9. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-30: See Letter B, Responses to Comment B-5 and 
Comment B-10. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-31: Comment noted. See Master Response 1.0. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment M-32: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-33: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-34: See Letter L, Response to Comment L-51 and 
Letter B, Responses to Comment B-5 and B-10.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-35: See Letter B, Response to Comment B-10.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-36: The commenter does not provide evidence to 
support the assertion that the Point Arena Pier facilities would be forced to close under 
the Proposed Project. Potential socioeconomic effects are framed in Chapter 4 of the 
DEIR. See also Letter L, Response to Comment L-39.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-37: Comment noted. The Department does not deny 
that the closure of Point Arena Pier would only be a significant socioeconomic impact to 
the local community; however, the commenter has provided no factual evidence to 
support the claim that this would be the result of implementing the Proposed Project.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment M-38: See Letter L, Response to Comment L-23. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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2.16. Letter N, from U.S. Department of the Interior, Mineral Management Services 
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2.16.1. Responses to Letter N 

Response to Comment N-1: Not all of the concerns raised in the Areas of 
Known Controversy/Issues are addressed in the DEIR because not all of the concerns 
are relevant to CEQA analysis in the EIR.  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-2: As stated on page 1-15 of the DEIR, an EIR is a 
public information document that assesses the environmental effects of a proposed 
project and identifies mitigation measures and alternatives that could reduce or avoid 
adverse environmental impacts. The EIR does not recommend approval or denial of a 
proposed project. It does, however, identify the environmentally superior alternative 
(See Chapter 9 of the DEIR).  

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-3: Proposals were evaluated thru a stakeholder and 
public input process under the direction of the BRTF with scientific review by the SAT. 
Additional information can be obtained at the MLPA Initiative website 
(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/index.asp).

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-4: Department feasibility guidelines allowed for 
300 or 1,000 foot distances for Special Closures. Most people can estimate the length 
of a football field or three football fields. The size chosen was based on input from bird 
or mammal experts. The distances were designed to reduce flushing or disturbance. 
The closures restrict all marine access (boat, kayak, etc.) to outside the individually 
designated boundaries. Land access is not restricted through this process.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-5: The regional management plan is a Commission 
document, and additional environmental review is not required. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-6: The recommended revision would not 
fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR; therefore, no change to the DEIR is 
warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment N-7: Comment noted. The suggested language will be 
replaced in the DEIR.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 3.2.6 has been reworded as noted (refer to Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-8: The Department is not aware of any de facto 
marine reserves in the north central coast study region. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-9: “Other flatfish” is defined in federal regulations at 
50 CFR Part 660 as butter sole, curlfin sole, flathead sole, Pacific sanddab, rex sole, 
rock sole, and sand sole. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-10: The name of the seaweed has been added to the 
DEIR.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 4.2.1.1 on page 4-6 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-11: Recreational fisheries likely to benefit from MPAs 
are identified in the second paragraph on page 4-12 of the DEIR. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-12: All seven discharges are identified in Figure 5.2-
1a and b. The one that may not be as obvious upon first glance is at the Farallon 
Islands.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-13: The physical resource information identified by 
the commenter was included in the Biological Resources chapter of the DEIR, versus in 
the Physical Resources chapter, to remain consistent with the ecological setting 
presented in the Regional Profile for the North Central Coast Study Region. The 
location of this information does not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response to Comment N-14: The recommended revisions would not 
fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the DEIR; therefore, no change to the DEIR is 
warranted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-15: Comment noted. Multiple data sources were used 
and are identified in the Regional Profile for the North Central Coast Study Region
(CDFG 2007). These data include fine scale habitat mapping at a high resolution as well 
as coarser resolution data. The error associated with these depends on individual data 
sets.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.1 has been added identifying the use of best readily 
available science compiled from multiple sources (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-16: Comment noted. A note will be added at the 
beginning of Chapter 6 indicating that, unless otherwise cited, all habitat descriptions 
are taken from the Regional Profile for the North Central Coast Study Region.

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Additional text has been added to the introduction of Chapter 6 - Biological 
Resources as noted above (refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment N-17: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment N-18: Table 8-1 in the DEIR quantifies the projected 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3. A discussion of project effects follows on page 8-8 of the DEIR. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 
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2.17. Letter O, from U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
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2.17.1. Responses to Letter O 

Response to Comment O-1: Comment noted.

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment O-2: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment O-3: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.1 on page 6-12 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-4: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.1 on page 6-13 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-5: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.1 on page 6-13 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-6: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.1 on page 6-13 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-7: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.3 on page 6-26 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).
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Response to Comment O-8: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.3 on page 6-27 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-9: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.3 on page 6-27 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-10: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.3 on pages 6-27 and 6-28 has been edited as noted (refer to 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-11: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 6.1.1.3 on page 6-28 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment O-12: Comment noted. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment O-13: The DEIR language is based on a personal 
communication with Captain Rick Whiteman as cited. 

No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment O-14: Comment noted. 

Revisions to the DEIR: 

Text in section 7.3.1.2 on page 7-26 has been edited as noted (refer to Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR). 




