?ﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁé}f 2

BTHTE OF CAUFORMIZ ~ DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

[REGULATIONS AND ORDERS)
ST, SRS {RENV. 1220088

;

Sees SAM Section 8607 - 668716 for instructions and Code Citations

DEPARTSAENT NAME e HCONTACT PERBONW — e — = s - vT:%,EPHOMS NUBIBER
Department of Fish and Wildlife . Margaret Dumcan. kas ﬁrch }’w om Specialist (Eeony 916 633-4676
DESCRIPTIVE TITLE FROM NOTIGE REGISTER OF FORIAA00 TNOTICE FILE NUMBER

Amendments 1o Section 29,15, Title 14 CCR. Abalone. ‘ (A

- ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

. ESTIMATED PRIVATE SECTOR COST IMRACTS (include calculations and assumptions in the rulemaking record.}

5o

s

. Checkihe appropriate box{es) below fo-indicate whether this reguiation:

D 8. Impacts businesses and/oremployees D e. imposes reporting requirements

@‘ k. impacts small businzssas D . mposes presoriplive instead of performanze
f:j . impacis jobs or ocoupations E g. tmpacts indiy‘xduais

B 4. irmpacls Caﬁfc{nia competifiveness D h. ‘Noneof the ebove {Explain below. Compleis the

Fiscal Impact Statement as appropriate.)

o foont)

{If any box'ins kems 1 a through g is checked, complete this Economic Impact Statement)

2. Enler the total numbsr of businesses impacted; MIKROWN Descrite the types of businesses (inciude nonprofits.); Coastal businesses providing

goods and servicesto recreational fishers i the vicinity of the abaione fishery sites in Northem California.

Enter the numbsr of percentage of total businesses impacted that are small businesses:  100%

3. Enier the number of businesses that will be created: 0 eiiminated: ¢ .
Explain: + e sffects'of these regulatory options will not create/eliminate businesses in-the regional economiesof the state.

4, Indicaie the geographic extent of impacis: D.Siatewide /| Local or regional {List areas,); Northemn California coastal regions in

Mendocing, Sonoma, Humbold:, Marinand Del Norte cpunties.

5, Enter the number of jobs created: 4 “orefiminated: 82 Descsbe the types of jobs vr.oocupations impacied: Coasmi good and services

oroviders: lodging, Tood, retail.

B, Wil the requiation affect the ability of Califorie businesses o compete with ather siates by making i more cosliy to produce goods or services here?

o . (J“ % tg Y it ..
D Yes " No  Kyes, explain bri eﬁ " . The proposed regulation will not nopact the costs to produce commercial goods or

services in California.

B. EETHMATED COSTS ({Include calculations and assumptions i the rulemeking a‘eoarﬁ.)

1, What afe the tolal statewide dollarcosts that businesses anthindividuals may incur fo comply with this regulation over its lfetime? $ v N

2, initiel zosts for @ small business:'$ Annual ongaing cosis: § Years,
b Initial costs Tor e typical business: & : Annugiongoing casts: S Years:

|
z. Inifia! costs for anvindividual $ Annuat ongong.costs:t S Years: ) l

. Thars ars 1y nernscad ¢ rrew fess pr re S reatremente G ‘
4. Describe other sconomic costs that may ccour: There are no increased costs, noy new fees of reportung reguirements. Some

nditect losses may cocur as demand for soods and services decline due to diminished sport fishing, |




ECONOMIC AND FISCALIMPACT STATEMENT cont. {STD. 399, Rev. 12/2008)

. 29 7 - THY
2. mulfiple inddstries are impacted, enter the share 6f total costs for sachindustry: b Food and Reail/ Wholesale Sales: 16% Auto Service/Fuel:

14% Baat Maintainence; 14% Sporting Equipment Sales’ Rent’lma%ﬁ 12% Lodmng, md Recreatmnai Sm’i ce

3. Ifthe regoiation imposes feporting re(quirements,. enierthe:annual costs alypical business may incur to-comply with these requireriénts. {include the doliar

costs-to do programiming, record keeping, reporting, and other paperwork, whethar or not the paperwork must be-stbmitied. ) $ NA

4, W this reguiation Sirestly impact housing costs? D Yes E Ne  ifyes, enterthe'anpual dollar cost perhousinguntt and the
number of units:
5.-Ave there comparable’ Federa‘i-;eg’uiaﬁcps? D Yes E Mo Explain the nesd far Stete:regulation glven the exisience or absenceof Federal

regulations:

) ) w
Enter any additional costs fo businesses-and/or individuals that may be dueto State - Federaldiffererices’s ‘?"\’A

C.ESTIMATED BENEFITS {Estimation of the doliar valug of benefits is not spetifically requiret by rulemiaking law, butencouraged.)

1. Briefiy:summarize. the benafits that may result from this regulation ang who wil benefi: Benefits will accrue to sport fishers.and supporting

businesses by maintaining z sustainable north coast abalone fishery and future sport harvest opportunities. See attached ISOR

2. Are'the benefits the resultof ¢ D ‘specific statutory reguirements, or goals.developed by the agency based on broad statutory authoriy?
See attax,i*ad lSOK

“Explain:

see ISOR

3. What are thelotal statewide beneﬁ?s from this-regulation over its szattme’? $

TERNATIVES TOTHE REGQLA?IQN {include cafculations and assumptions in the nilemaking record. Estimation of the doliar value of beneﬁis i nct
.specmcaliy required by rulemnaking law: but encouraged.)

1. Listaltematives considered and describesthem below., i no:alternslives were considered, explain why not: See-aitached-caloculations worksheet

2. Bummarize the tofal statewide costs and bensfits from this regulation and.each alternative: considered:

Regutation: Benefit: § Seeatiached Cost:5
Alternative 1: Benefit.$ valculations Cost:
Alternative 2: Benefit:§ workshegl. Cost:'$

3, Briefiy discuss any quaniification issues that are relevant to g comparison.of estimated costs and benefits for this regulation or alternatives:
See attached caleniations worksheet. ‘

4. Rulemaking law requires'agencies o ¢onsider performance standards as an alfernative, if a regulation mandates thie use of specific technologigs or
squipment, or prescribes specific actidns or procedures. Were performance standards considered o iower compliance costs? D Yes No

Explain: “The propused regulations represent changes in performance standards, in the form of ¢hanges to daily or annual bag

Himits.ar in the hours. months. or focation of take of sporf-causht sbalone.

E. MAJOR. REGULATIONS {_ino‘iudé-caiwla&dns and assumptions in-the rulemaking record.) CalVEPA boards, offices, and depariments are subjett {0 the
folibwing additiona! requirements per Health and Safety Code section: 57005,
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EC{}N‘DM&AND FISCAL IMPACT 'STATEME&T-@DMJ{STD, 3599, Rev. 12/2008)
1. Will the estimalted costsiaf this regulation to California business enterprises ekxceed $10 milfon ? D Yeg [Zf No {If No, skip e rest oithis-section.)
2, Briéﬂy,des'cribe sach equally ag an-effective alternative, orcombination of alternatives, for which a cost-effectiveness analysis was performed:

Alternative . - ¢

Alternative 2;

%, For the regulation, andeach slternalive jusi-described, enter the estimaled total nost and nverall cost-affadtivenass ratio:

Regulaion: 5 Cost-effectivenass rafic: §
Alternative 4 4 Cosbeffectivensss ratic: §
Alternative 2: % . ' Cost-effeciiveness ralic) §

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A, FISCAL EFFECT ONLOCAL GOVERNMENT {indicate appropriate boxes1 through & and atiach calculations and assumplions of fiscal impact for the current
year and two subsequent Fiscal Years.)

E 1. Addiionalexpenditures of approximately $ _inthe current State Fiscal Yearwhich are reimbursable by the State pisrsuani io
Szction 6 of Article XHi B of the California Constitution: 2nd Secfions 17500 et seg. ofthe Government Code. Funding forihis reimbursement;

D a. isprovidedin . Budget Act of or Chapter ‘ . Statutes of
: b, will bereguested inthe Governor's Budgst for appropriation in Budget Act of

{FISCAL YEAR)

j 2. Additional-expenditures cf approximately $ in the curfent State Fiscal Year which are not reimbursebis by the State pursuantto
Section © of Article XL B ofthe Califormiz Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. of the Bovernment Cade because this regulation:

@, implemesnts the Federal mandate contained in

a b, ‘implements the court mandate set forth by the

court in tha cass of ¥,
E o. impiementsa mandate of the people of this State expressed in their approval of Proposition Ne. at fhe
election, {DATE}

D d, s issued-only in response {02 spetific request from the

. which isfare-the only local entity(s) afecked;

[ ]e will beiullyfinanced from the -- ___authorized by Section
’ : {FEES, REVENUE, ETC)

of the . Tode;
{11 ‘provides for savings to each #ffected unit of iocal govermment which will, at a minimum, offset any additional costs to sach such unffy

| .ig. crealss, elimingtes, or changes the penalty for 2 new crimeor infraction contained In

D 2. Savings of approximately § annually.

—_; 4, No addiional costs or sevings because this regulation makes only technical, non-substantive or glarifying changes 1o currentlaw reguiations.
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' ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT cont. {STD. 399, Rev. 1212008)

D B, Nofiscalimpact exists Becauss this reguiatfcm does not affectany local entity or pmgramwf;% B ar g inﬁ S"@:ﬁm é @,ff ﬁrf a;}e ,Xjﬁg .
‘B:& other, . o T ‘:‘fﬁ&é’ gﬁﬂﬁrm:a Consitudon.

B FISCALEFFECT ON STATE GOVERNMENT fIndicate appropriate. boxes 1 through and attach calcuiations.and assumptions of fiscal inpact for the: current
year and two subsequen* F;sca Years,} ) . .

.. Additionzl expam;tures of approximatety’s__ in'the current State Fi'sm‘i Viear. Itis anticipated that State agencies wils
D be ableto.abso these addxttcmat costs within tha:r exzstmg budgets and resources.

D b. reguest anincrease in the currently authotized bldget level for the - fiscalyear.

j 2. Savings of approximately 5 : in'the current State Fiscal Yaar,

::_] 3. '55;46 fistal impattexists. be'ca&se-ﬁﬁs:regmaﬁm does notaffectany State agency orprogram.
LA Other. .‘5’&5 &%M@Jﬁ&f&&fsﬁa@@ wm“s{:‘f;ééﬁf

C. FIBCAL EFFECT ON FEDERAL FSND&NG G’E ‘STATE PROGRAMS {Indicate appropriate boxes? through 4 and attach. caiculazians ant assumpﬁens of ﬁscai
irppactfor the current vear and. 1wc subsequent Ffscai Years.)

E 1 . Additiorial experiditures of approximately $ ' iry the carrent State Fiscal Year,
j 2. 'Savings of of approximately’S . frithe current State Fiscal Year.

. Nofiscalimpact exists because this reguiation does not affettany federalzy funded Btate agency.or program;

j &, Other. [

g% T ES T dlz =

TDATE
AGENC CRETARY
APPROVAL/CONCURRENCE | >R

T . IPROGRAM BUDGET MANAGER _ , TBATE
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE | _
APPROVAL/CONCURRENCE | Py

5

The signature attests that the agency has completed the STD.399 according to the instructions in SAM sections 6601-6616. and understends:the-
impacts of the proposed rulermaking. State boarcfs officas, -aroepanment not under an Agency Secretary ruist have the form signed by the highest
rénking official in the-organization:

2 Finance approvaland signature is required wher SAM septions 6601-8618 reguire completion of Fiscal Impact Statement in the STH.388..
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STD399 CALCULATIONS WORKSHEET

Economic Impact Statement
D. Alternatives to Regulation

1. List Alternatives Considered
Three alternatives were considered on the basis of biological and economic
impacts.
1. Increase Minimum Size to 7 % or Eight Inches
This alternative proposed to reduce the total catch of abalone by
increasing the minimum size limit to 7 % or eight inches from the current
seven inches.

2. Repeal Minimum Size Limit

This alternative proposed to remove the current size limit, and count all
abalone taken toward the bag limit. The intent is to decrease incidental
mortality to undersized abalone from accidental harvest.

3. Second Card

This alternative proposed to establish a second abalone report card that
would have increased geographic restrictions and additional costs. This
alternative was considered as another method to further reduce the take in
Sonoma and Marin counties. The second card would enable access to
Mendocino county and areas north for more avid abalone fishers at an
additional cost.

2. Statewide Costs and Benefits

Regulation. The proposed regulation includes closure of the Fort Ross
area as well as multiple options with varying costs and benefits.
Depending on which regulatory option the Commission chooses, the
proposed action could reduce recreational abalone activity expenditures
and thus reduce direct revenue by 1.4 percent to as much as 36.9
percent. These outcomes could result in adverse revenue impacts to
businesses ranging from $182,000 (2009%) to $4.8 million (2009%) in
potential direct revenue losses.

Alternative 1 was rejected because larger numbers of abalone are likely
to be taken from the fishery via injury-related mortality, to the detriment of
the abalone population and with no benefits to the public. This alternative
might have reduced potential economic impacts relative to the proposed
regulation by allowing recreational abalone harvest to continue at or near
current levels. However the long-term ecological impacts would outweigh
any short-run economic benefits.



Alternative 2 was rejected because harvesting immature abalone could
further reduce the spawning population and diminish fishery yields.
Additionally this alternative does not guarantee reductions in incidental
mortality and poaching, which both constitute the taking of abalone with no
department revenue or benefits to the public. This alternative might have
lessened potential economic impacts relative to the proposed regulation
by allowing recreational abalone harvest to continue at or near current
levels. However the long-term ecological impacts would outweigh any
short-run economic benefits.

Alternative 3 was rejected because the costs would increase for avid
fishers; illegal take could be more likely with a second card option; it would
increase the complexity of regulations, enforcement, data entry and
analysis; implementation costs would be about $13,000 to the
Department. Furthermore, the actual economic benefits would be
dependent on the numbers of tags per card, the price of the card, and the
number of individuals electing to purchase an additional card.

3. Quantification Issues

Estimating a regulatory program’s implementation costs is fairly straightforward
by reviewing personnel needs, equipment requirements, and operational costs
over time. However, estimating the economic value of a resource and the net
economic impacts induced by a regulatory change is not.

Travel costs and related expenditures can approximate what abalone sport
fishers are willing to pay in order to access and enjoy the pursuit of abalone
resources. The proposed regulatory change could reduce the potential amount
of abalone value available to each fisher. Under some options, the total
reduction may be enough to induce some to not undergo the direct and incidental
costs involved in abalone fishing. However for some, the consumer surplus (the
value in excess of the dollar value of the abalone, fuel, food, lodging and other
costs) could be high enough to continue to participate in the sport fishery activity.
Consequently, expenditure information alone may underestimate the true value,
monetary and non-monetary, of the resource to the sport recreationist.

Fiscal Impact Statement
A. Fiscal Impact on Local Government

1. Tax Revenue Impact Projections Methods
a. Sales Tax
Each Proposed Abalone Regulation Option was evaluated as to what extent it
would impact travel times, visits to each fishery area, and length of stay to each
area. These activities involve participant expenditures in the retail, food and
accommodations, automotive service and fuel, sporting equipment
sales/rent/lease, and recreational services sectors. These direct expenditures



generate local sales and transient occupancy taxes for the fishery area local
governments. The California State Board of Equalization (BOE) reports local
sales tax rates for the areas under evaluation. Local sales tax rates in Sonoma,
Marin, Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties range from 1.5% to 2.5%.
Reduced spending due to reduced numbers of visits and reductions in the length
of stay could result in sales tax revenue losses of up to $266,000 over the
season.

b. Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

Abalone fishers’ survey responses reveal that those who travel a greater
distance to the fishery area are more likely to choose to stay overnight in the
area. Those who live in the closest proximity to harvest sites and those who
harvest in the earliest hours of the day show a lower likelihood of staying
overnight. Overnight stays are often at private campgrounds, motels, and hotels,
all of which collect TOTs. County Treasurer Tax Collectors report the county
transient occupancy taxes. TOT rates in Sonoma, Marin, Mendocino, Humboldt,
and Del Norte counties range from 9% to 10%. The projected losses in overnight
stays range from 1,000 to 10,000 nights, which could result in losses in local TOT
revenues to local governments from $7,600 to $76,000 over the season.

Fiscal Impact on State Government

1. CDFW Revenue Impact Projections Methods
a. Changes in Abalone Report Card Sales for each Option
Estimates of card sales losses or gains are based on License and Revenue
Branch (LRB) sport fishing license volume and revenue historical records.
Surveys of the abalone fishing community, fishers and businesses also inform
these estimates. Apparent relations between changes in take limits and license
sales may not be indicative of continued patterns in the future. Other factors may
influence participation in the fishery, such as gas prices, weather, consumer
confidence and other unknowns. Depending on the regulatory option(s) chosen,
reductions in abalone card sales are estimated to range from 1,000 to 4,000,
cards which could result in card sales revenue losses from $21,860 to $87,440 at
the 2013 card price of $21.86. Assuming similar decreases in report card sales,
potential losses in revenues for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015 are projected below:

Fiscal Year Potential Report Card Revenue Loss
2014 $22,410 to $89,640
2015 $22,950 to $91,800

2. CDFW Expenditure Impact Projection Methods
a. Program Implementation Costs
Automated License Data System (ALDS) and License and Revenue Branch
(LRB) provided cost estimates for the implementation of the proposed abalone
regulation options to significantly reduce take in Sonoma and Mendocino
counties and generally reduce overall take of Abalone. These estimates involved
the evaluation of personnel, printing and materials, and vendor costs of
implementing each regulation option. The only regulatory action that was found



to increase Department costs is as detailed below.The estimated department
costs for the closure of the Fort Ross area:

ALDS Costs: $625 (10 personnel hours to recreate & test Abalone location
codes)

LRB Costs: $0

Total Costs: $625



