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May 30, 2006
Gary Stacey

4665 Lampson Avenue, Ste. C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720


Re:  Meeting to discuss earlier submitted questions and problems with proposed 2007 groundfish season

Dear Mr. Stacey:


A month ago (April 26, 2006) I sent to you a list of questions that our organization wanted to discuss with you and your staff.  You assured us that these questions about the MLPA and the NFMP would be reviewed by Deb Wilson-Vandenberg and other staff and we could have an early meeting with you to discuss these questions.  A copy of the questions is repeated here:

KEY QUESTIONS & ISSUES

1. What data or evidence is needed to move CDFG out of “data poor” condition into “data moderate” status?

2. How can catch-data, including both the MIG data and CRFS data, be used to help move CDFG out of “data poor” status?

3. What is a time-line for getting out of “data poor” status?

4. What collaborative work can be done by interested outside parties to speed-up this process?

Please call me this week to set up a time when we can meet.  We would be happy to travel to Los Alamitos if necessary to meet with you and your staff.
This next subject is very disturbing.  You know that our area of the coast, labeled the south-central region has the best groundfish angling in the state.  Feel free to have your staff contact the CRFS workers and they will verify that we have the highest CPUE and bring in the best size and volume of groundfish.  In spite of the excellent fishing in the zone, we constantly get the shortest fishing season compared to regions north and south of us.  We have been informed that the current “high-option” proposal for 2007 would give an 8-month season to the region north of us (and out to 40 fathoms) and a 10-month season to the region south of us.  Under the “high-option”, it is proposed that we be allowed only 6 ½ months.  What is the reason for this terrible treatment of our region?
In the past, we were fed the line that we could not have additional time on the water because of danger of surpassing the quota for canary rockfish.  We know that is not the explanation because you are giving the zone north of us more time out to 40 fathoms.  The zone north of us catches more canary rockfish; so that cannot be the explanation.  A CDFG staffer told Steve Moore of Patriot Sportfishing that in the first week of May 2006 our zone caught a number of canary rockfish and that hurt our season.  That is completely bogus since common-sense logic and historic extrapolation would necessarily mean that the zone north of us would have caught an even higher number of canary rockfish if they had been open at the same time.  Just because some uneducated fishermen from the Valley come over here and mistakenly keep some canary rockfish, certainly cannot be used to form a restrictive fishing season for 2007.  If canary rockfish were any concern at all, then the zone north of us would have a season half as long as ours and only out to 20 fathoms.  The claim about canary rockfish being an explanation for our short season is certainly without merit.
Concern for the nearshore species is certainly not a motivation.  If that were a concern, you would not allow 10 months of fishing to Southern California where they catch the fewest fish per angler and have the lowest CPUE.  If there is any area of the state that needs management protection and should be given the fewest months on the water, it certainly would be Southern California.

It seems quite clear to us that the current proposal is purely a response to political pressure.  Southern California has more political clout and gets the longest season (even though the resource in that zone needs the most restrictive season).  Northern California has the second most political clout and gets the second best season.  The area of the state with the best fishing also has the least political clout and is allotted the least fishing opportunity.  
From a resource-management perspective, this entire process has been stood on its head.  The areas with the most need of restriction, gets the longest fishing season.  The area with the least need of restriction gets the shortest fishing season.  Is this crazy or what?

If CDFG is going to continue to adhere to the substitute-OY process found in the NFMP (using the 50% precautionary reduction because of “data poor” condition), then it is unreasonable and unjustifiable to divide the state up into zones with different seasons.  Don’t you see the absurdity of using zones with different seasons when these seasons are keyed to precautionary tonnage quota?  This process assures that the zones under the most pressure (some might use the term overfished), will get the longest season to continue the pressure on the resource.  The process assures that the zones with the least pressure and the best fishing (which need little or no seasonal restrictions) will get the shortest fishing season.  This is all idiotic and an anathema to reasonable resource management.  As long as CDFG is tied to the NFMP and the 50% precautionary rule, then it is only reasonable to have the entire state with the same groundfish season(or at least the same number of months of open-season).





Sincerely,






Melvin A. de la Motte, Jr.
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