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21. Regulation Change Petitions (Marine) (Consent)

Today’s Item Information ☐ Action ☒ 

This is a standing agenda item for the Commission to receive new regulation change petitions 
and act on regulation change petitions received from the public at previous meetings. This 
meeting will address: 

(A) Action on previously received regulation change petitions  

(B) Receipt of new petitions for regulation change 

(C) Comments received on referred petitions not yet scheduled for action 

Summary of Previous/Future Actions  

(A) Petitions for Regulation Change – Scheduled for Action 
Action Date 

• Received Petition 2025-05 June 18-19, 2025 

• Continued action on Petition 2025-05 August 13-14, 2025 

• Received Petition 2025-08 August 13-14, 2025 

• Today potentially act on petitions  October 8-9, 2025 

(B) New Petitions for Regulation Change - Receipt (N/A) 

(C) Comments Received on Referred Petitions (N/A) 

Background 

(A) Petitions for Regulation Change – Scheduled for Action 

Petitions received at the previous meeting are scheduled for Commission consideration at 
the next regularly scheduled business meeting. A petition may be: (1) denied, (2) granted, 
or (3) referred to a Commission committee, staff, legal counsel, or the Department, for 
further evaluation. Referred petitions are scheduled for action once a recommendation is 
received. Today, two petitions are scheduled for action. 

I. Petition 2025-05: Request to allow filleting of striped bass on commercial 
passenger fishing vessels (Exhibit A2) 

II. Petition 2025-08: Request to allow recreational take of gooseneck barnacles 
(Exhibit A3) 

(B) Petitions for Regulation Change - Receipt 

Pursuant to Section 662, any person requesting that the Commission adopt, amend, or 
repeal a regulation must complete and submit Form FGC 1. Petitions submitted by the 
public are “received” at this meeting if they are delivered by the public comment or 
supplemental comment deadlines or in person at the Commission meeting. 

Under the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the Commission cannot discuss or act on 
any matter not included on the agenda, other than to determine whether to schedule 
issues raised by the public for consideration at future meetings. Thus, petitions for 
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regulation change generally follow a two-meeting cycle of receipt and decision. The 
Commission will act on petitions received at today’s meeting at the next regularly-
scheduled Commission meeting (December 10-11, 2025) following staff evaluation, 
unless the petition is rejected under the 10-day staff review as prescribed in subsection 
662(b). 

No new petitions for regulation change were received by the comment deadline for this 
meeting.  

(C) Comments Received on Referred Petitions 

This sub-item is for receiving public comments on any petition previously referred for 
review and recommendation, but not yet ready for Commission action. Action on any 
referred petition will be scheduled once the Commission receives a recommendation. 

The Commission is not expected to discuss referred marine protected area (MPA) 
petitions until the Department releases its evaluations in early 2026. 

Comments specific to the future process for discussing MPA petitions and evaluations will 
be received under Agenda Item 23B (Marine Resources Committee). 

Significant Public Comments   

(C) Comments on Referred MPA Petitions 

Petition 2023-32MPA (Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA)) 

Support: Three commenters support the petition. One local resident (Exhibit C1) desires 
increased protection to help the area recover from visitor damage, while another 
(Exhibit C2) reinstates a previous withdrawal of support. A university associate professor 
of biology (Exhibit C3) argues that Duxbury Reef’s rocky intertidal habitat is rare and 
would benefit from increased protection, reporting observations of a decline in the 
diversity and biomass of invertebrate species. 

Opposition: Thirty-three comments (from 30 individuals, one transmitting 121 signatures) 
oppose the petitioned changes to Duxbury Reef. Save Duxbury Access summarizes key 
arguments represented in the letters, asserting that the petitioners did not engage in 
meaningful dialogue with the Bolinas community and that the petition lacks verified 
scientific evidence. The group states a belief that the petition mischaracterizes its 
socioeconomic impact on the community and that the petitioned actions will not resolve 
compliance issues. They provide eight supporting documents, including data from UC 
Santa Cruz, and slides and notes from a Bolinas community meeting. (Exhibit C4)  

Some commenters raise concerns about equity and access (example in Exhibit C5). One 
letter highlights the ecological benefits of hook and line fishing from reduced physical 
impacts compared to other forms of fishing, reduced carbon footprint compared to other 
forms of food sourcing, and increased stewardship through angling (Exhibit C6). 
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Petition 2023-18MPA (several MPAs, including Vandenberg SMCA) 

A letter from the U.S. Department of the Air Force expresses support for the petition, 
stating it will rectify an inconsistent application of allowable shoreline fishing, which will 
benefit the Vandenberg Space Force Base community and visitors (Exhibit C7).  

Petition 2023-33MPA_AM1 (several MPAs, including Cabrillo State Marine Reserve (SMR)) 

The U.S. Department of Navy opposes the petition, citing potential adverse impacts on 
military readiness and national defense with the proposed expansion of Cabrillo SMR 
encroaching into Navy-owned waters near Naval Base Point Loma, which is crucial for 
testing. The Navy requests that, if the petition is granted, the Commission work with the 
Navy to ensure the SMR language does not affect any U.S. Department of Defense 
activities; it also notes that a memorandum of understanding may be necessary. 
(Exhibit C8) 

Petition 2023-15MPA_AM2 (Gull Island SMR, Footprint SMR, Santa Barbara Island SMR)  

The petitioner rebuts a public comment submitted by eight environmental non-
governmental organizations at the August Commission meeting. The petitioner explains 
their position that the petition would not weaken the MPA network or connectivity goals, 
does not request commercial take beyond basic hook-and-line, and offers further 
justifications. (Exhibit C9) 

Petition 2022-04 (Surf Beach/Vandenberg SMR) 

A resident of Lompoc asks for consideration of a 2022 regulation change petition 
submitted by the City of Lompoc, which proposes to open a half-mile section of the 
Vandenberg SMR to shore fishing to benefit Lompoc residents; the commenter notes that 
Lompoc residents must travel to fish even though Vandenberg Air Force Base allows its 
members to fish from shore (Exhibit C10). 

Staff notes that petition 2022-04 was referred to the Department, with review on hold until 
after the decadal management review. Staff has requested the Department integrate its 
review of the petition into the evaluation of 2023 MPA petition evaluations, a request the 
Department supports. 

Recommendation  

Commission staff: (A) Deny Petition 2025-05 and Petition 2025-08 for the reasons 
summarized in Exhibit A1, under a motion to adopt the consent calendar.  

Exhibits 

A1. Summary of petitions for regulation change scheduled for action, and 
recommendations  

A2. Petition 2025-05, received April 22, 2025 

A3. Petition 2025-08, received June 30, 2025 

C1. Email from Joanna Moore, received September 9, 2025 

C2. Email from Dale Polissar, received September 2, 2025 
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C3. Letter from Dr. James Sikes, Associate Professor of Biology, University of San 
Francisco, received September 18, 2025 

C4. Email from Save Duxbury Access, received September 25, 2025 

C5. Email from Estella Mora, received August 11, 2025 

C6. Email from Lauren Heusler, received August 12, 2025 

C7. Letter from Dr. David Bell, Regional Environmental Coordinator, Region 9, U.S. 
Department of the Air Force, received August 28, 2025 

C8. Letter from J.C. Golumbfskie-Jones, Fleet Environmental Director, U.S. Department of 
the Navy, received August 15, 2025 

C9. Email from Blake Hermann, petitioner 2023-15MPA, received September 25, 2025 

C10. Email from Dylan Wolf, received September 4, 2025 

Motion  

Moved by _________________ and seconded by ___________________ that the 
Commission adopts the staff recommendations for items 18 through 22 on the consent 
calendar. 



California Fish and Game Commission

Petitions for Regulation Change — Action (updated September 30, 2025)

CFGC - California Fish and Game Commission   CDFW - California Department of Fish and Wildlife  WRC - Wildlife Resources Committee  MRC - Marine Resources Committee , MR - Marine Region 

Grant:  CFGC is willing to consider the petitioned action through a process     Deny:  Not willing to consider the petitioned action   Refer:  Need more information before the final decision  

Tracking 

No.

Date 

Received

Name of 

Petitioner

Short 

Description
CFGC Receipt CFGC Initial Action Date Initial Staff Recommendation

2025-05 4/22/2025 Michael 

Rescino

Request to allow filleting striped bass 

on commercial passenger fishing 

vessels

6/11-12/2025 8/13-14/2025 (contined);

10/8-9/2025

DENY: The proposed change would be incompatible with a rulemaking 

already in progress to amend striped bass fishing regulations. In April 2025, 

CFGC authorized a noticed of intent to implement a slot limit for striped bass. 

Allowing filleting at sea would make it impossible for enforcement officers to 

verify if a fish was within the new slot limit's upper size boundary. CFGC is 

scheduled to take action on the slot limit proposal in October 2025.

In addition, should CFGC ultimately decide not to adopt a slot limit, staff still 

recommends denying the petition at this time. Determining a legal fillet length 

would require new data to establish a conversion factor from whole fish length 

to fillet length. CDFW does not have the additional capacity or resources to 

undertake the necessary data collection to rectify this information gap, as staff 

are currently focused on existing prioritized management efforts.

2025-08 6/30/2025 Pascal Meier Request to allow recreational take of 

gooseneck barnacles

8/13-14/2025 10/8-9/2025 DENY: CFGC previously considered and denied similar requests in 2021 and 

2022 because (1) existing fisheries have been prioritized for management 

focus under the Marine Life Management Act master plan framework; and (2) 

opening a new fishery for the petitioned species would require collecting 

sufficient data to determine sustainability and redirecting staff away from 

prioritized management needs. No new information has been provided to 

warrant a different response.
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Tracking Number: (_2025-05__) 
 

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to:  California Fish and Game 
Commission, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note:  
This form is not intended for listing petitions for threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 
of Title 14). 
 
Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or 
fails to contain necessary information in each of the required categories listed on this form (Section I). 
A petition will be rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority. A petition 
may be denied if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was considered 
within the previous 12 months and no information or data is being submitted beyond what was 
previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact Commission staff at (916) 653-
4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov.  
 
SECTION I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person: Michael Rescino  
Address:  
Telephone number: .  
Email address:   
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested:  27.65 sections 200,205,265,313,5508,5509. 
27.85 sections 110,200,205,265,275.  

 
3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations:  The ability to fillet 

striped bass onboard a vessel specifically a CPFV at sea. I have collected data from multiple boats and 

the minimum filet length should be no less than 10 ¾ inches. I would also recommend leaving the whole 

skin attached for identification. I would also be in favor of keeping the carcasses onboard until the boat 

is docked.   
 
4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: At the 

current moment we are not allowed to filet striped bass until we hit the dock. We are however allowed to 

filet all other species in the San Francisco area on the water with the exception of salmon. This has 

become an inconvenience for our charter customers when they have to stay behind and wait for their fish 

to be filleted at the dock after a long day of fishing. In addition, not being able to filet striped bass until 

we are back in port effects any additional operations for trips I have scheduled after fishing charters. If 

we are allowed to filet striped bass on the water it would make my day to day operations run more 

efficiently.   
 
 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
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5. Date of Petition: 04/22/2025.  
 

6. Category of Proposed Change  

* Sport Fishing  

 ☐ Commercial Fishing 

 ☐ Hunting   

 ☐ Other, please specify: Click here to enter text. 

 
7. The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs) 

*Amend Title 14 Section(s):Ammend the current regulation, in favor of  allowing the fileting of 

striped bass on the water. 

☐ Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.  

 ☐ Repeal Title 14 Section(s):  Click here to enter text. 

 
8. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify 

the tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text. 

Or  * Not applicable.  

 
9. Effective date: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.  

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency:  Effective this current fishing season; 2025. 

 
10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 

proposal including data, reports and other documents: I have collected data from multiple boats 

that an 18 inch bass once filet has an avg length of 10 ¾ inches. . 
 
11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Identify any known impacts of the proposed regulation change 

on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals, businesses, jobs, 
other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing:  Click here to enter text. 

 
12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed:       

 Click here to enter text. 
 
SECTION 3:  FGC Staff Only 
 
Date received: Click here to enter text. 
 
FGC staff action: 

☐ Accept - complete  

☐ Reject - incomplete  

☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 
      Tracking Number 

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 
 
Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs
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FGC action: 

 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 

 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  
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Tracking Number: (_2025-08_) 
 

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to:  California Fish and Game 
Commission, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note:  
This form is not intended for listing petitions for threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 
of Title 14). 
 
Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or 
fails to contain necessary information in each of the required categories listed on this form (Section I). 
A petition will be rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority. A petition 
may be denied if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was considered 
within the previous 12 months and no information or data is being submitted beyond what was 
previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact Commission staff at (916) 653-
4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov.  
 
SECTION I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person: Pascal Meier  
Address:   
Telephone number: 
Email address:  
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested: Authority cited: Sections 200, 205, 219, 265 
and 275, Fish and Game Code. Reference: Sections 200, 205, 255, 265, 270 and 275, Fish 
and Game Code. 

 
3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: Enable the 

recreational harvesting of gooseneck barnacles. 
 
4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: 

Currently the harvesting of gooseneck barnacles is prohibited, as noted in CCR Title 14 
Section(s): § 29.05 – General. The reason for this prohibition is unclear. Gooseneck 
barnacles have historically been eaten by indigenous Californian people (see 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Goose_barnacle.) The gooseneck barnacle does not appear 
to be endangered, as they appear plentiful near mussel beds. 

 
 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
 
5. Date of Petition: 6/30/2025 

 
6. Category of Proposed Change  

 X Sport Fishing  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Goose_barnacle
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 ☐ Commercial Fishing 

 ☐ Hunting   

 ☐ Other, please specify: Click here to enter text. 

 
7. The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs) 
X Amend Title 14 Section(s): § 29.05 – General - (1) Except where prohibited within state 
marine reserves, state marine parks, state marine conservation areas, or other special 
closures only the following may be taken: red abalone, limpets, moon snails, turban 
snails, chiones, clams, cockles, mussels, rock scallops, native oysters, octopuses, 
squid, crabs, lobsters, shrimp, sand dollars, sea urchins and worms except that no 
worms may be taken in any mussel bed, unless taken incidental to the harvesting of 
mussels. 
 
Proposal is to add “gooseneck barnacle” to the take list. 
 

☐ Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.  

 ☐ Repeal Title 14 Section(s):  Click here to enter text. 

 
8. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify 

the tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text. 

Or  ☐ Not applicable.  

 
9. Effective date: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation.  

If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency:  11/01/2025 – start of recreational mollusk harvesting. 

 
10. Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 

proposal including data, reports and other documents: Click here to enter text. 
 
11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Identify any known impacts of the proposed regulation change 

on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals, businesses, jobs, 
other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing:  Click here to enter text. 

 
12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed:       

 Click here to enter text. 
 
SECTION 3:  FGC Staff Only 
 
Date received: Click here to enter text. 
 
FGC staff action: 

☐ Accept - complete  

☐ Reject - incomplete  

☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 
      Tracking Number 

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs
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Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 
FGC action: 

 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 

 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  



From: Joanna Moore < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 9, 2025 9:43 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: petition no. 2023-32MPA  

Hello, 

I’m writing in support of Reclassify and expand Duxbury Reef SMCA.  I live above the reef in 
Bolinas, CA.  I know if’s visited often and it needs more protection so that it can regenerate 
and thrive in face of the many visitors, gathering and taking from the reef. 

Regards, 

Joanna Moore 



From: dale polissar < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 10:55 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Duxbury Reef, Bolinas 

Fish and Game Commission:  

In 2023 I signed a petition supporting the Environmental Action Committee’s application to 
designate Duxbury Reef as a Marine Reserve.  In recent months I signed an opposition 
petition retracting my support for EAC’s application.   I now believe I was wrong in 
retracting my support for EAC’s application and would like to reinstate my support for 
Duxbury to become a Marine Reserve. 

Dale Polissar 

 

 

Bolinas, CA. 94924 



UNIVERSITY OF
SAN FRANCISCO

Department of Biology
2130 Fulton Street
San Francisco, CA. 94117

CHANGE THE WORLD FROM HE

California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090
fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Re: Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
Petition # 2023-32MPA

Dear President Zavaleta and Honorable Commissioners,

1 am writing to you in support of Petition &2023-32MPA submitted by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC”) to reclassify the Duxbury
Reef Marine Protected Area as a State Marine Reserve, to extend its southern
boundary to the southerly tip of Duxbury Reef, and to extend the northern boundary
from the outfall of Hondo Arroyo to Double Point.

I am an Associate Professor of Biology at the University of San Francisco (USF)
where I have taught graduate and undergraduate level biology for the past 13 years.
During that period, I have led numerous biology field trips to Duxbury Reef for my
undergraduate Invertebrate Zoology and Marine Biology classes. In preparation for
these class field trips, I have visited Duxbury Reef many times.

I strongly support change in the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine
Conservation Area to a “State Marine Reserve”.

Duxbury Reef has been a uniquely valuable learning environment for my students.
Duxbury offers, within a practical travel distance from our campus, an opportunity for
students to experience field studies that is unmatched.

As the most diverse college campus in the United States, USF provides education through
such experiential field learning to an array of students from different backgrounds, both
culturally and economic. Approximately 30% of USF students are first-generation
students, the first in their families to attend higher education and 35% of USF students
receive Pell grants due to financial need. They generally have had no or very little
physical experience moving in unimproved outdoor areas, that is, outdoor areas that are
off trail or not manicured. Duxbury presents a unique “wild” setting that is not physically
challenging to most of the students. The relatively flat, gentle topography of the
intertidal area is accessible with minimal physical risk for nearly all of my students to
walk upon and explore. It does not pose the physical-balancing challenge of most rocky
intertidal areas that are composed primarily of large algae covered rocks or cobble.
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In addition, the large areas of gentle sloping, relatively smooth rocky substratum at
Duxbury allows for a biodiversity that is simply not matched anywhere in the region
except at the Fitzgerald Marine Preserve in San Mateo County, which is far smaller than
Duxbury and, in my opinion, is only second in intertidal biodiversity to Duxbury.
Duxbury contains diverse intertidal microhabitats which because of their size and number
compound the overall diversity and biomass of the reef. It cannot be overstated that the
rocky intertidal environment presented by Duxbury is exceptionally rare, due to relatively
flat topography throughout the intertidal zones, the complexity of the diversity of those
zones with numerous microhabitats, the overall (approx.) 6.5-mile length of the Reef, the
width of its intertidal area, and the relatively soft shale substratum. The presence of all of
these factors together allows for an exceptional degree of intertidal invertebrate and algal
biodiversity and ecosystem complexity.

The continued, relatively easy accessibility to intertidal resources that are conserved in an
area with the biodiversity and topographical features of Duxbury is, therefore, of
significant practical educational value to students.

Unfortunately, there has been a marked decrease of invertebrate species diversity and
biomass in the Duxbury Conservation Area, which appears to have increased in speed
during approximately the past 7 years. This has negatively affected the educational value
of the Duxbury Conservation Area for student field observations, as species which once
were present in the area are now absent or comparatively rare.

I have observed that over the past several years an unfortunate reduction in both species
diversity and specimen numbers has occurred at Duxbury. I have also observed at
Duxbury numerous instances of visitors collecting invertebrates and intertidal fish. I
have not seen that same visitor behavior at Fitzgerald Marine Preserve, which is a State
Marine Reserve, nor has there appeared to be the negative species impacts over time at
Fitzgerald that I have observed over the same time period at Duxbury. I believe that
difference is due to the unqualified prohibition on taking at Fitzgerald without exception,
which is not the case at Duxbury. I believe that having no exceptions to the “no-take”
rule significantly reduces improper taking during the many days when there are no
docents present, as well as reducing the number of taking instances when docents are
present. My belief is premised upon my observations over the last 13 years that have
seen prohibited taking and handling of protected species and the general loss of biomass
at Duxbury, a Marine Conservation Area, in comparison to the activities and biomass
health at Fitzgerald’s Marine Reserve.

Where there is a permitted exception, people often rationalize their own unpermitted
activity by measuring it against the permitted exception. Simply, the status of a no¬
exception no-take intertidal State Marine Reserve makes it significantly easier for visitors
to understand and comply, even when rangers or docents are not present, and
substantially decreases illegal take in the area.
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The extension of the southern boundary to the southerly tip of Duxbury Reef and
the extension of the northern boundary of the Duxbury MPA from the outfall of
Arroyo Hondo to Double Point should be approved.

The intertidal areas encompassed by both the Southern and Northern Reef extensions are
in a relatively pristine state, with higher biodiversity, than the much more heavily visited
area within the current Duxbury Conservation Area. In addition, those areas contain
diverse microhabitats - some not present within the current Duxbury MPA. It is likely
that both areas will see increasing numbers of visitors as more people discover the
recreational value of Duxbury Reef.

I do not believe that designating the requested Southern and Northern extensions as
Marine Reserves will have any appreciable impact on the fishing community. I have
never observed any shore-based fishing in the Southern or Northern Reef extensions.
Indeed, due to reef topography I believe that shore-based fishing would be almost entirely
impractical on the Southern Reef extension. The alternative to designating the two
requested extensions as Marine Reserves, that is designating them as Conservation Areas,
would sacrifice the health of this intertidal community and the diminution of its
educational value because of the taking and impactful handling that would occur as a
consequence of the confusion caused by mixed rules.

Thank you for considering the petition that has been submitted and weighing my
experiences as a professor and educator who routinely uses Duxbury Reefs unique and
unparalleled habitat for my field biology courses each semester.

Respectfully submitted,

James Sikes, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Biology
University of San Francisco



From: Save Duxbury Access <saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 4:39 PM
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Subject: SubjectOpposition to Petition No.(2023-32MPA) to Reclassify and Expand 
Duxbury Reef SMCA

Dear California Fish and Game Commissioners,

Please find our attached cover letter and supporting materials in opposition to Petition No. 
(2023-32 MPA)

Respectfully,

Save Duxbury Access



California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2090
Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Re. Opposition to Petition No. (2023-32MPA) by Ashley Eagle-Gibbs of Environmental Action
Committee (EAC) of West Marin dated April 6, 2023

Dear California Fish and Game Commissioners,

We are writing to oppose the 2023-32MPA petition that was filed by the EAC of West
Marin in 2023 without any meaningful dialogue with the Bolinas community. This petition
is highly flawed and should be rejected in its entirety because of the following grossly negligent
information gaps: 1.) No verified scientific evidence that there is an ecological problem to solve
at Duxbury Reef SMCA, 2.) No verified scientific evidence presented that hook & line finfishing
is harmful to the ecosystem at Duxbury Reef SMCA, 3.) No verified scientific evidence that there
are any significant take violations of organisms at Duxbury Reef SMCA that are already
protected under the current MPA regulations. (Note: If there were significant verified take
violations, enforcement would be the issue.), 4.) Mischaracterization of the significant
socioeconomic impacts to the Bolinas community and West Marin, 5.) Improper public noticing -
no meaningful outreach to community stakeholders, and 6.) No compliance plan presented for
proposed designation and boundary change.

No verified scientific evidence that there is an ecological problem to solve at Duxbury
Reef SMCA. According to recent studies, Duxbury Reef is not in decline and therefore not in
need of expanded regulations and expanded boundaries:

UC Santa Cruz Long-Term Intertidal Monitoring Site Data

Kelp Forest is rebounding!

International Recognition: “International Gold Standard for Marine Conservation”

Anecdotal evidence posted on our Save Duxbury Access Community Slides
(see pages 24-32) provided by longtime local residents as additional testimony of the overall
health at Duxbury Reef.

The comprehensive protections that are already in place are working, which include: Area of
Special Biological Significance (ASBS) - 1972, State Marine Conservation Area - 2009,
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) - 2000, as well as the following protective legislation: The Migratory
Bird Conservation Act (MBCA) - 1929, Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) - 1972, and The
Endangered Species Act (ESA) - 1973. This represents a widespread collaboration between
the following agencies: Fish and Game Commission (FGC), California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Point Reyes National Seashore
(PRNS), Greater Farallones National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS), National Oceanic and

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing
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Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Marin County Parks and Open Space (MCPOS), Bolinas
Community Public Utility District (BCPUD), as well as Bolinas Rod and Boat Club est 1964,
Point Blue - est 1965, Bolinas Lagoon Technical Advisory Committee (BLTAC) est 1974, and the
Duxbury Docents - EAC of West Marin est 2022.

Other protections occur naturally through the limited accessibility of this stretch of coastline due
to fluctuating tides, steep cliffs, rugged terrain, weather, seasons, and few access points - Agate
Beach is the only easy public access on this entire stretch of 8-10 miles of rocky reef coastline.

The Bolinas community itself has also contributed greatly to the health of the reef through our
strong history of community led environmentalism as seen in the 1971 oil spill where townsfolk
came together to help protect the Bolinas Lagoon by constructing a boon out of logs and straws
with local carpenters, tree workers, and other citizens. Bolinas community volunteers
spearheaded cleanup efforts, and did this again in the 2007 oil spill by teaming together in a
remarkable collaboration between Marin County Parks and Open Space, the Bolinas Rod and
Boat Club, to acquire an oil boon through OSPR plus training to deploy. Bolinas’ participation in
conservation efforts are a well established way of life because our town connects local
well-being to ecosystem health, and our coastal town identity is intrinsically linked to our
maritime culture. This is seen through our support of sustainable initiatives such as low impact,
small scale, hook and line commercial and recreational fishing, organic farming, and
environmentally focused curriculum at our pre-k - 8th grade Bolinas-Stinson School. Caring for
nature is a deeply entrenched part of our coastal culture but it is also an integral part of the West
Marin sustainable food “brand”, which is the foundation of our local economy.

In short, Duxbury Reef is highly protected! The current SMCA represents a successful
compromise that balances these protections with public access. It’s important to recognize that
this was not an easy process. Great efforts were made to listen to stakeholders on all sides of
the issue and to find a solution that was workable for all. Significant local commercial fishing
spots were lost during these negotiations, and these restrictions are still felt today in an
increasingly regulated industry. It's also important to acknowledge the regulatory context we
have throughout our county. Marin County has an extraordinary level of environmental
protections in place which have unintended consequences for lower economic residents. As the
fourth smallest county in California we have 9 MPAs and 2 State Marine Parks, 56% of land is
permanently protected, and 85% is protected from development, compared with the rest of the
country which has only 16-18%. These ecological protections are impressive but they can
come with social drawbacks where marginalized voices can often get lost. This is why it is
critical to balance environmental protections with community needs when moving towards more
restrictive MPA regulations. The high percentage of restricted lands in Marin County equals
higher housing costs & an extremely high cost of living. This has led the county to be one of the
highest concentrations of wealth in the country, with a wider wealth disparity than the national
average. Marin County is also one of the most racially and economically inequitable counties in
the state. As there can sometimes be an unequal relationship between wealth and the number
of MPAs that can harm fishing communities like Bolinas, it is critical to undergo a detailed
socioeconomic analysis prior to submitting MPA petitions.



Additionally, Marin County also has more restrictive fishing regulations compared to other parts
of California. For instance, All freshwater streams in Marin County are closed to all fishing, all
year, with the exception of a small section of Walker Creek. Many Marin County MPAs prohibit
the take of all living marine resources within its boundaries, dungeness crab fishing is prohibited
in San Francisco and San Pablo bays, and faces more restrictions elsewhere, the ocean salmon
fishery is currently closed, and nearby Seadrift has restrictive policies regarding beach access
that affect fishing access. When we restrict fishing access for small coastal communities, we
restrict the ability to be sustainable and self reliant. This regulatory context needs to be
considered when making (and changing) policies.

No verified scientific evidence presented that hook & line finfishing is harmful to the
ecosystem at Duxbury Reef SMCA. The EAC does not claim that hook and line finfishing is
harmful to the reef but cites “visitor confusion” as the main driver for the no-take designation and
extensive boundary change, but provides no verified scientific evidence. The EAC thinks the
tide pool visitors at Agate Beach are harming the reef, yet they have also made this claim
without any verified scientific evidence. They claim that the tide pool visitors are harming the
reef because they are confused by the partial-take SMCA regulations, and the presence of
fishermen, again without data. This entire claim of “visitor confusion” is based on anecdotal
observations by a few EAC volunteer representatives in a very small portion of the current
SMCA, at the base of the trailhead in the most accessible spot in the entire SMCA, arguably the
most accessible spot on the whole stretch of rocky reef coastline in Bolinas. The EAC has used
data collected (without independent peer review) by their own volunteers who were trained by
the MPA Watch, a group that the EAC helps to manage. The EAC’s solution to this perceived
problem is to simplify regulations by eliminating reef fishing altogether in Bolinas, by expanding
these restrictions to nearly triple the size of the current SMCA to cover the entire stretch of 8-10
miles of our rocky reef coastline. The EAC believes that if people are no longer allowed to reef
fish in Bolinas, tide pool visitors at Agate Beach will no longer be potentially confused and will
stop potentially harming the reef.

No verified scientific evidence that there are any significant take violations of organisms
Duxbury Reef SMCA that are already protected under the current MPA regulations. (Note:
If there were significant verified take violations, enforcement would be the issue.) The EAC has
been collecting their own data on human activity in the Duxbury Reef SMCA since 2014 through
MPA Watch with EAC volunteers. EAC MPA Watch recorded an increase in “potential
violations” of MPA regulations mainly by visitors to the Agate Beach tide pools at the base of the
trailhead. “Potential violations” are reports of perceived violations but these reports are not
verifiable by a third party independent scientific review, which is why they are only referred to as
“potential” violations. This is a conflict of interest. The EAC often refers to these “potential
violations” as “poaching”. EAC believes tide pool visitors are violating regulations / “poaching”
because they are confused by the partial-take MPA regulations at Duxbury Reef. The MPA
Watch Regional Report includes “Dogs Off Leash” (2024 data shows that of the 132 “potential
violations” reported by the EAC MPA Watch, 60 were dogs off leash), “Hand Collection of Biota”
(often referred to “poaching”) where MPA Watch reporting mentions that “volunteer docents note

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf
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that when they engaged with individuals who were collecting biota, they observed that most
collecting was for observation and not consumption, and most people appreciated learning
about the impact and replaced the organisms”, “trampling” is mentioned, and none of the
“potential violations” in 2024 include fishing violations. Are these “potential violations” actually
“poaching”? According to the CDFW, the “hand collecting of biota” (for observation) doesn’t
appear to be poaching. To clarify, “hand collecting of biota” (for observation) is when a tidepool
visitor picks something up, such as a crab or a piece of kelp, to observe closely and then returns
it to the tide pool. The EAC conflates this behavior as “poaching” throughout their reporting. In
fact, the EAC’s conflation of terms is repeated enough that Google AI confirms their claims (with
no third party scientific source noted). See Save Duxbury Access Community slides (page 87).

How does the EAC decide what is a “potential violation”? There is confusion within EAC MPA
Watch reporting of what tide pool visitors are allowed to do at the Duxbury Reef SMCA tide
pools. “Dogs off leash” is a clearly communicated violation of Marin County Parks rules for
Agate Beach, but are visitors allowed to gently touch organisms at the Duxbury Reef SMCA,
and walk on the reef? The EAC MPA Watch sometimes records these activities as “poaching”
and “trampling”. At Reserve tide pools, visitors cannot touch anything alive, and can only walk
on dry barren rock / sand but is this true for SMCA tide pools or just “best practices”? The signs
at Agate Beach do not say that visitors cannot touch tide pool organisms, nor do they say that
visitors cannot walk on the reef or pick up biota for observation and then return it to the reef.
The CDFW says “there are not specific regulations that govern tide pool best practices” so why
does the EAC MPA Watch call “Hand Collection of Biota” for observation a “potential violation”
and “poaching”? If the “potential violations” of “Hand Collection of Biota” for observation were
removed from the unverifiable EAC MPA Watch reporting, the remaining violations would mainly
be “Dogs off leash”. Would this be enough to justify the elimination of all reef fishing in Bolinas?

Mischaracterization of the significant socioeconomic impacts to the Bolinas community
and West Marin: The impacts on commercial fishing are grossly mischaracterized in the EAC’s
full petition. “Known impacts from the three proposed changes (designation change, extension
south, and extension north) may result in fewer people able to harvest food (fish and
invertebrates, commercially and recreationally) on the intertidal reef and beach, and offshore of
Duxbury Reef.” These MPA petition changes would have a devastating economic impact
because it would cripple our small sustainable hook and line commercial fishery that feeds West
Marin, plus the existing crab trap regulation changes, salmon closure, and current SMCA
regulations. The EAC’s petition does not discuss the potential business failure for commercial
fishermen like Jeremy Dierks who reports to be "barely hanging on" and further limits could be
the "final nail in the coffin" for their businesses which should be a model on sustainable fishing
practices. It also doesn't discuss restaurant supply chains for Bolinas' restaurants, such as the
Coast Cafe, who have built reputations and menus around freshly caught, local seafood. Further
limits would cut off this supply, forcing restaurants to source less local, and potentially less fresh,
seafood, or to alter their menus entirely. Market sales would also be impacted for businesses
like the Palace Market in Point Reyes, which purchase directly from local fishermen, would lose
a key local product line. This could result in a drop in sales and a shift in consumer behavior.

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Enforcement/CalTIP
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Tourism could be affected as Bolinas' coastal town identity is intrinsically linked to its maritime
culture. The loss of local commercial fishing could diminish this aspect of the town's character,
potentially impacting the tourism and visitor experience. Ripple effect could be felt on related
industries to trigger a wider impact. Businesses that provide fuel, ice, gear, and maintenance
services to the fishing boats would see a significant drop in demand, as well as reduced tax
revenue to state and local governments who would lose revenue from fees associated with
fishing activities. State and local governments would also lose revenue from fees associated
with recreational fishing activities that contribute to conservation measures.

Improper public noticing - no meaningful outreach to community stakeholders. The EAC
submitted MPA Petition (2023-32) in 2023 without any meaningful community outreach in
Bolinas. Many in Bolinas just discovered this petition in mid July of 2025. EAC secured
endorsements from elected officials and public agencies without hearing from the impacted
community: Supervisor Dennis Rodoni, Congressman Jared Huffman, plus: Marin County
Parks, National Park Service, College of Marin, Marine Mammal Center, and members of the
community. “Broad public support” becomes “Strong Community Support” in the EAC’s
supplemental materials to the Fish and Game Commission submitted on 7/3/25 (after gaining 22
more signatures gathered at two separate EAC events) while most of the town of Bolinas was
still unaware of this petition. Bolinas, Ca has a population est. 1,200. We are a small, rural,
tight-knit coastal town in Marin County, known for our strong commitment to preserving our
character and independence, our long held focus on sustainability and local foods, and historic
community led environmentalism. We even officially became a "socially acknowledged
nature-loving town" with Measure G in 2003. Did the EAC hold a meeting in 2023 to discuss
their petition at the Bolinas Community Center, at the Bolinas Firehouse, or at the Bolinas Rod
and Boat Club? No. Why didn’t the EAC include our town in this important discussion?

Behind our backs, the EAC circulated a one-sheet petition that contained significant information
gaps: no clear overview of current and proposed MPA regulations, no stated science driven
ecological problem, no compliance plan for regulation change, and no acknowledgment of
community socioeconomic impacts. These information gaps are apparent in all the letters of
support provided by the EAC for their petition. Each letter is missing these fundamental tenants
that would have brought merit to the petition. These information gaps are apparent in the
conversations with the few community members who had inadvertently signed the EAC
one-sheet. Most did not know that this petition would affect fishing at all. Note: the word
“fishing” is not mentioned at all in the entire EAC one-sheet petition circulated in 2023. Many
did not know there would be negative impacts to the community, and some have formally
withdrawn their support.

Without any meaningful community outreach in Bolinas, many valuable perspectives have been
missing from the conversation. These voices come with hundreds of combined years of lived
experience caring for the area that sustains us. These voices provide critical input from
perspectives that must be included in any conversation that concerns this ecosystem because
we are a part of this ecosystem, not separate. When only one small part of a story is told, we
can never see the full picture. For lasting protections everyone must have a seat at the table,

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksW0nWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing


marginalized voices must be protected, and transparency is paramount! Saving our planet
requires all hands on deck, not just the few at the top. The exclusion of our community from this
process is particularly egregious in light of our longheld and well known environmental
stewardship.

No compliance plan presented for proposed designation and boundary change.
According to a study on signage that was cited by the EAC in their supplemental petition
materials, “consumptive users had a better understanding of rules than non-consumptive users.”
Unfortunately, the EAC doesn’t see the benefit of fishermen, who understand the rules, being at
the beach. Instead, the EAC wants to eliminate them: “By eliminating partial take (consumptive
use) and simplifying regulations, the behavior of all visitors at the highly vulnerable Duxbury
Reef would become less harmful to marine life.” The EAC claims that by removing
knowledgeable law-abiding consumptive users from the area, everyone’s behavior will improve.
This does not make sense to us in Bolinas. This would be like removing knowledgeable surfers
from the beach because less knowledgeable beach visitors were getting hurt in rip tides. Just
like with surfer “bystander rescues”, fishermen are often a knowledgeable extra set of eyes on
the beach to keep the ecosystem and people safe. Why would the EAC want to eliminate this
knowledgeable resource?

In summary, the EAC wants to eliminate ALL low impact traditional law abiding reef fishermen
from the ENTIRE 8-10 miles of rocky reef coastline in Bolinas because the EAC wants to solve
the potential “visitor confusion” that has been anecdotally reported by a few EAC MPA Watch
volunteers from a very small portion of the current SMCA, at the base of the the Agate Beach
trailhead, which is the most accessible spot in the entire SMCA, and possibly the most
accessible tide pool in all of Marin County. The EAC believes that tide pool visitors have been
potentially confused by the partial-take SMCA regulations, and this has led the tide pool visitors
to cause potential harm to the reef by doing potential violations that are based on the EAC’s
interpretation of the current SMCA regulations that they feel do not allow “hand collection of
biota” for temporary observation that is later returned to the reef after observation, aka picking
up crabs or kelp, even though this interpretation of the regulations is not posted anywhere at the
beach. The EAC believes that the potential increase of these potential violations which are
often conflated by the EAC as “poaching” has led to the potential harm of the reef which the
EAC says is in potential decline even though the UC Santa Cruz long term scientific data proves
otherwise. The EAC believes that if the fishermen were eliminated from this area then the reef
would be potentially safer, even though the EAC has presented no potential plan for
compliance. That is a LOT of “potentials”, without any verified scientific evidence.

Save Duxbury Access does not think it's justifiable to eliminate all low impact traditional
reef fishing in Bolinas to solve potential “visitor confusion”. We believe in BALANCE and
collaboration, and that community support makes a huge difference! Save Duxbury Access
believes that protecting coastal public access for all is the BEST way to protect our planet.
Teaching children to fish and explore the tide pools helps them love nature and creates a
lifelong connection to the natural world and that is why access is worth protecting! In the words

https://www.californiamsf.org/_files/ugd/db7991_35150e1d08364c278304f2ff805d0011.pdf


of famed local naturalist, Mrs. Terwilliger “Teach children to love nature. People take care of
what they love."

We all love Duxbury Reef and respect the clear and comprehensive SMCA protections that
were established over fifteen years ago through a rigorous collaborative process with a diverse
group of stakeholders. This successful compromise balances regulations with public access,
recognizing that the best environmental stewardship relies on strong community support. We
urge the Commission to reject the 2023-32MPA petition in its entirety and preserve the
current boundaries and status at Duxbury Reef because there has been no science based
rationale presented that necessitates a change to the current MPA. We should focus
instead on improving signage, education, and enforcement while protecting low-impact
recreational & commercial fishing that aligns with the CFGC Coastal Fishing Communities
Policy, the CFGC Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Policy, and California's Coastal
Access sustainable management values. Thank you for considering this perspective.

Attachments:

1. Save Duxbury Access Cover Letter

2. Bolinas Long-Term trends - UC Santa Cruz

3. Save Duxbury Access Community Slides

4. Save Duxbury Access Community Meeting Notes 9/18

5. EAC Fact Sheet Notations

6. Opposition to MPA Petition (2023-32) Letter Signatures

7. Revoke Signature Forms

8. Press Coverage

Sincerely,

Save Duxbury Access, on behalf of the Bolinas community

“Save Duxbury Access” is a grassroots group of locals who believe in preserving our beloved reef while
keeping access open for finfishing (both commercial and recreational), surfer access, tidepooling, and
reef educational programs for schools. Protecting access ensures that our children will nurture a
connection with the place we all love, and continue our longstanding tradition in Bolinas of responsible
stewardship.
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Below are the trends observed for each Photo Plot target species at this site. Long-Term percent cover trend

graphs also include any species that reached a minimum of 25% cover during any single point in time within

a given target species assemblage. Breaks in trend lines represent missed sampling events. For additional

species observed that did not meet this 25% threshold, please use the Graphing Tool.

Mytilus (California Mussel) – percent cover
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Mytilus (California Mussel) – motile invertebrate counts

Fucus (Northern Rockweed) – percent cover

Fucus (Northern Rockweed) – motile invertebrate counts
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Mastocarpus (Turkish Washcloth) – percent cover

Mastocarpus (Turkish Washcloth) – motile invertebrate counts
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Below are the trends observed for each Transect target species at this site. Long-Term trend graphs also

include any species that reached a minimum of 25% cover during any single point in time within a given

target species assemblage. Breaks in trend lines represent missed sampling events.

Phyllospadix (Surfgrass)
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Species Counts and Sizes
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Species Counts and Sizes (where recorded) for Pisaster are shown below for this site. At some sites, other

sea star species and Katharina are counted in addition to Pisaster. The sum of all individuals across all plots

is displayed. Note that data gaps are represented by breaks in long-term count trend lines, but are not shown

in size plots.

Pisaster ochraceus (Ochre Star) – counts
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Pisaster ochraceus (Ochre Star) – sizes
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Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 
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1.) No verified scientific evidence that there is 
an ecological problem to solve at Duxbury 
Reef SMCA, 
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(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

4.) Mischaracterization of the significant 
socioeconomic impacts to the Bolinas 
community and West Marin,

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

5.) Improper public noticing - no meaningful 
outreach to community stakeholders, and

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

6.) No compliance plan presented for 
proposed designation and boundary change.

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Agenda

1. Overview of Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA)

a. Ecological Protections and Ecological Reporting

2. MPA Petition filed by Environmental Action Committee of West Marin

a. MPA Redesignation: “Conservation Area” vs “Reserve” and Impacts

b. MPA Expansion and Impacts

c. EAC Rationale: Why such big changes?

3. Save Duxbury Access: We believe in balance

4. Fish and Game Commision Evaluation Process

5. Q & A



Duxbury Reef Overview

We love Duxbury Reef!

We are proud of the
environmental stewardship
we have led from within
our community over
multiple generations to
protect this incredible
ecosystem that we all
treasure!



Duxbury Reef Overview

History:

1972 - Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS) - strict rules
against harvesting intertidal
organisms, such as mussels,
urchins, and other sea creatures.



Duxbury Reef Overview

History:

2009 - Duxbury Reef was 
designated as a State Marine 
Conservation Area (SMCA) as part 
of the Marine Life Protection Act 
(MLPA).



Duxbury Reef Overview

History:

“North Central Coast Regional
Stakeholder Group” included
members of our Bolinas
community established this MPA.



Duxbury Reef Overview

The rules are simple:

“It is unlawful to injure, damage,
take, or possess any living,
geological, or cultural marine
resource, EXCEPT: Recreational
take of abalone, and finfish from
shore only, is allowed.”

(Note: Abalone is currently closed)



Duxbury Reef Overview

Compromise:

The current rules represent a 
great compromise between 
stakeholders. 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/M
PAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation


Duxbury Reef Protections

Designations:

● Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS) - 1972 

● State Marine Conservation 
Area  - 2009

● Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) - 
2000



Duxbury Reef Protections

Agencies:
● Fish and Game Commission (FGC)

● California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

● Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

● Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)

● Greater Farallones National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS)

●  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

● Marin County Parks and Open Space (MCPOS)

● Bolinas Community Public Utility District (BCPUD)



Duxbury Reef Protections

Legislation:

● The Migratory Bird Conservation Act  (MBCA) - 1929

● Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) - 1972

● The Endangered Species Act (ESA) - 1973



Duxbury Reef Protections

Local Groups:

● Bolinas Rod and boat Club - 1964

● Point Blue - 1965

● Bolinas Lagoon Technical Advisory
Committee (BLTAC) - 1974

● Duxbury Docents - EAC of West 
Marin - 2022



Duxbury Reef Protections

Natural Protections: Duxbury Reef has 
limited accessibility due to:

● Fluctuating tides

● Steep cliffs

● Rugged terrain

● Weather

● Seasons

● Few access points - Agate Beach is 
the only easy public access on this 
entire stretch of 8-10 miles of rocky 
reef coastline. 



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

Strong history of community 
led environmental activism

Oil spill - 1971

Bolinas community came 
together to help protect the 
Lagoon from the oil spill by 
constructing a boon out of logs 
and straws with local carpenters, 
tree workers, and other citizens.



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

Strong history of community 
led environmental activism

Oil spill - 2007

https://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/images/36104/2007-san-francisco-bay-oil-spill

Bolinas community volunteer 
cleanup efforts. 

https://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/images/36104/2007-san-francisco-bay-oil-spill


Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

Strong history of community 
led environmental activism

Oil spill - 2007

Collaboration between Marin 
County Parks and Open Space, 
the Bolinas Rod and Boat Club, 
and citizens on acquiring an oil 
boon through OSPR and training 
to deploy.



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

● Hook and line fishing

○ Low impact

○ Small scale

○ Local

○ Sustainable

○ Healthy!

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

● Organic Farming

○ Low impact

○ Small scale

○ Local

○ Sustainable

○ Healthy!

Photograph of Peter Martinelli’s farm from Marin Organic



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

● Local citizen and 
docents volunteer work

○ Beach clean-ups

○ Docent tours

○ Field trip chaperones

(Genaro Molina/Los Angeles Times via Getty Images)



Duxbury Reef Protections

Community:

● Culture of Care

○ Nature centered school curriculum pre-k - 8

○ After school program “Stewards of the Land”

○ Field trip chaperones

○ “Nature Loving Town”

Photo courtesy of “Stewards of the Land”



Duxbury Reef Ecological Reporting

It’s working!

● International Recognition: “International 
Gold Standard for Marine Conservation” 
https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-calif
ornias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-i
nternational-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/

● Kelp Forest is rebounding! 
https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad
1dda5854ec78

https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/kelp/true/

https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/
https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/
https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/
https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad1dda5854ec78
https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad1dda5854ec78
https://marinespecies.wildlife.ca.gov/kelp/true/


Duxbury Reef Ecological Reporting

It’s working!

● “Here is a link to long-term intertidal monitoring site data within the SMCA at
Bolinas Point. The long-term data show no declines in species of interest (e.g.
mussels, rockweeds)” - Niko Kaplanis, marine biologist 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

This is great news for the Reef!



Duxbury Reef Ecological Reporting

It’s working!

● Anecdotal Evidence: “Over the past two years, bull kelp has returned prolifically
between Duxbury Point and Double Point - more than I’ve seen in decades of surfing
and exploring this coast. Dense thickets now float offshore, especially visible from RCA
cliffs and the Palomarin Coastal trail, a striking contrast to the die-off after the 2013
“Perfect Storm” which Sonoma and Mendocino Counties have yet to recover from.  As a
foundation species, kelp signals ecosystem health: it provides structure, food, and
shelter for fish and invertebrates, while buffering ocean conditions through
photosynthesis.  In contrast, when I dove the Sonoma coast last week - from Salmon
Creek through The Grades to Fort Ross - I found no kelp at all. The absence was stark,
with few fish and depleted food chains. The thriving kelp forests here are living proof of
the resilience and health of our local reef habitat” - Alli Smith



Duxbury Reef Ecological Reporting

It’s working!

● Anecdotal Evidence:  “Intertidal species like prickleback and monkey-face
eels mostly eat kelp. Crustacean, mollusk, and small fish eating cabezon,
greenling, perch and grass rockfish are healthy and even thriving. And
because these resident fish reflect the environment that supports them, they
are an accurate indication that the greater habitat is fundamentally healthy,
too.”  - Rudi Ferris 
https://www.ptreyeslight.com/news/eac-should-drop-duxbury-bid/?mc_cid=dc0250b1c7&mc_eid=a3
5235e3c1

https://www.ptreyeslight.com/news/eac-should-drop-duxbury-bid/?mc_cid=dc0250b1c7&mc_eid=a35235e3c1
https://www.ptreyeslight.com/news/eac-should-drop-duxbury-bid/?mc_cid=dc0250b1c7&mc_eid=a35235e3c1


Duxbury Reef Ecological Reporting

It’s working!

● Anecdotal Evidence: “I'm a lifelong resident of Bolinas and have been fishing 
and abalone diving (when it was still open) for over 50 years. 30 and 40 years 
ago saw greater numbers of people fishing on the reef (obviously before it 
was a SMCA) and it managed to stay healthy back then.  Now that it is a 
SMCA it's in even better health. The mussel beds are much larger and prolific 
than years ago by far.”  -  Andrew Kleinberg
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EAC of West Marin Petition

Submitted MPA Petition (2023-32) in 
2023 without any meaningful community 
outreach in Bolinas. 

Many in Bolinas just discovered this 
petition in mid July of 2025. 

This petition seeks to expand the MPA 
area to nearly triple the current Duxbury 
Reef SMCA and to reclassify it from a 
balanced use “Conservation Area” to a 
highly restrictive “Reserve”. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDr
vQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view


EAC of West Marin Petition

EAC secured endorsements from elected 
officials and public agencies without any 
meaningful community outreach in 
Bolinas:

● Supervisor Dennis Rodoni

● Congressman Jared Huffman

● Plus: Marin County Parks, 
National Park Service, College of 
Marin, Marine Mammal Center, 
and members of the community



EAC of West Marin Petition

“Broad public support” becomes “Strong Community Support” in the EAC’s 
supplemental materials to the Fish and Game Commission submitted on 7/3/25 
before most of the town of Bolinas is aware of this petition.

● 22 more signatures gathered at two separate EAC events.

https://drie.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksW0nWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing (page 17-22)

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksW0nWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing


EAC of West Marin Petition

Bolinas, Ca: 

● Population: est. 1,200

● Small, rural, tight-knit coastal town in Marin 
County, known for its strong commitment to 
preserving its character and independence.

● Long held focus on sustainability and local 
foods.

● Historic community led environmentalism.

● Measure G "socially acknowledged 
nature-loving town" - 2003



EAC of West Marin Petition

Did the EAC hold a meeting in 2023 at the Bolinas 
Community Center to discuss this petition? 

No

Did the EAC hold a meeting 2023 at the Bolinas 
Firehouse to discuss this petition? 

No

Did the EAC hold a meeting 2023 at the Bolinas Rod 
and Boat Club to discuss this petition? 

No

Why didn’t the EAC include our town in this important 
discussion?



EAC of West Marin Petition

What’s it called when a private agency secures endorsements from elected 
officials and public agencies without meaningful public outreach to the 
impacted community?

It can be called “Astroturfing”

“This is a deceptive tactic that creates the illusion of widespread grassroots support for a
cause, person, or policy. In this context, it would involve manufacturing the appearance of
public backing by using the endorsements from elected officials and public agencies to
imply a broad, authentic consensus that doesn't actually exist.

Astroturfing is fundamentally about deception, and it contrasts with legitimate grassroots
movements, which are driven organically by the public.”



EAC of West Marin Petition

How astroturfing works for regulatory change?

Ethically dubious practice to mislead both the public and regulators by manufacturing the
illusion of public consensus.  Instead of reflecting true grassroots engagement, the
movement is orchestrated and funded by a group with a vested financial or political interest.

Why is astroturfing harmful?

“Ethical governance emphasize the importance of two-way communication and direct public
involvement to build trust and ensure policy decisions reflect the needs of all community
members. By circumventing this process, an agency can bypass potential opposition or
critical feedback from the community, leading to resentment and a breakdown of trust.”



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC circulated a one-sheet petition 
containing significant information gaps:

● No clear overview of current and
proposed MPA regulations.

● No stated science driven ecological
problem, because the reef is not in
decline.

● No acknowledgment  of community
socioeconomic impacts.

● No compliance plan for regulation
change.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing


EAC of West Marin Petition

These information gaps are apparent in 
the letters of support provided by the 
EAC for their petition. Each letter has:

● No clear overview of current and
proposed MPA regulations.

● No stated science driven ecological
problem, because the reef is not in
decline.

● No acknowledgment  of community
socioeconomic impacts.

● No compliance plan for regulation
change.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view


EAC of West Marin Petition

These information gaps are apparent in the 
conversations with community members 
who had signed the EAC one-sheet. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQq
SfriM2MR7GE1/view (pages 78 - 109)

● Most did not know that this would affect 
fishing at all.*

● Many did not know there would  negative 
impacts to the community.

● Some have formally withdraw their 
support. 

*Note: the word “fishing” is not mentioned at all
in the entire EAC one-sheet petition.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view


EAC of West Marin Petition

Without any meaningful community 
outreach in Bolinas, many valuable 
perspectives have been missing from 
the conversation. 

These voices come with hundreds of
combined years of lived experience
caring for the area that sustains us.

These voices provide critical input with 
perspectives that must be included!



EAC of West Marin Petition

When only one small part of a story is 
told, we can never see the full picture. 

For lasting protections:

● Everyone must have a seat at the table.

● Marginalized voices must be protected.

● Transparency is paramount!

Saving our planet requires all hands on deck,
not just the few at the top…



EAC of West Marin Petition

EAC reported that they are not “required” to submit public support as part 
of their MPA petition. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xAgKyCzPf8kmsL8SOQXv3v_L7o3CFgjG/view?usp=sharing

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7MjAExBVvg 1:56

But Bolinas believes that community support is essential because it
enhances participation in conservation efforts and connects local well-being to
ecosystem health (especially when it supports livelihoods.)

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xAgKyCzPf8kmsL8SOQXv3v_L7o3CFgjG/view?usp=sharing
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7MjAExBVvg


EAC of West Marin Petition

“Each one of us matters, has a role to 
play, and makes a difference. Each one 
of us must take responsibility for our 
own lives, and above all, show respect
and love for living things around us,
especially each other.”

- Jane Goodall, Reason for Hope: A 
Spiritual Journey

https://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/2343309
https://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/2343309


EAC of West Marin Petition

Good news!  The FGC and CDFW also believe that community support is
essential.  Here are key community factors the FGC and CDFW considers:

● Potential for greater access for
underserved communities.

● Socioeconomic implications.

● Public comments and input from
stakeholders.



EAC of West Marin Petition

Impacts on Commercial Fishing 
This MPA petition would have a 
devastating economic impact because it 
would cripple our small sustainable 
hook and line commercial fishery that 
feeds West Marin, plus existing:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Crab trap regulation changes

● Salmon closure

● Current SMCA

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

Impacts on Commercial Fishing are
grossly mischaracterized in the EAC’s full
petition:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

“Known impacts from the three proposed 
changes (designation change, extension 
south, and extension north) may result in 
fewer people able to harvest food (fish and 
invertebrates, commercially and 
recreationally) on the intertidal reef and 
beach, and offshore of Duxbury Reef.” 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE
1/view?usp=sharing (page 5)

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view?usp=sharing


EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Business Failure: Fishermen like
Jeremy Dierks report they are "barely
hanging on" and further limits could be
the "final nail in the coffin" for their
businesses which should be a model
on sustainable fishing practices.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Restaurant supply chains: Bolinas'
restaurants, such as the Coast Cafe,
have built reputations and menus
around freshly caught, local seafood.
Further limits would cut off this supply,
forcing restaurants to source less local,
and potentially less fresh, seafood, or
to alter their menus entirely.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Market sales: Businesses like the
Palace Market, which purchase directly
from local fishermen, would lose a key
local product line. This could result in a
drop in sales and a shift in consumer
behavior.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Tourism effects: Bolinas' coastal town
identity is intrinsically linked to its
maritime culture. The loss of local
commercial fishing could diminish this
aspect of the town's character,
potentially impacting the tourism and
visitor experience.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Ripple effect on related industries:
The initial impact on fishermen and
restaurants would trigger a wider ripple
effect. Businesses that provide fuel,
ice, gear, and maintenance services to
the fishing boats would see a
significant drop in demand.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

Photo of commercial
fisherman

● Reduced tax revenue: The state and
local governments would lose revenue
from fees associated with fishing
activities.

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



EAC of West Marin Petition

Impacts on Recreational Fishing 
This MPA petition would have a devastating 
cultural impact by ending equitable low 
impact shore based recreational fishing 
access along the ENTIRE 8-10 miles of 
rocky reef coastline. 

● Where will people without boats fish?

● Where will the kids learn how to fish?

● Poke poling? Abalone?

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



EAC of West Marin Petition

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Erosion of tradition: Fishing is a
deep-rooted tradition in Bolinas.
Many residents have fished the
waters for generations, and a ban
would eliminate a significant aspect
of their culture and way of life.



EAC of West Marin Petition

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Disproportionate impact on
access: Closures can
disproportionately affect the fishing
rights of lower-income individuals
and communities who rely on
accessible shoreline fishing.



EAC of West Marin Petition

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● A complex issue requiring
broader solutions: Fishermen
argue that they are often unfairly
targeted for broader damage caused
by environmental stressors.



EAC of West Marin Petition

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Reduced tax revenue: The state
and local governments would lose
revenue from fees associated with
fishing activities that contribute to
conservation measures.



EAC of West Marin Petition

Impacts on General Coastal Access

● No touch tide pooling

● No walking on anything but dry 
barren rock and sand

● No dogs

● Surfer access could be 
compromised



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Decreased Community Vibrancy:
Bolinas is known for its distinctive
coastal culture; further restrictions
could diminish the community's
unique character and appeal.



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Increased feelings of exclusion:
As seen in other coastal areas,
restrictions can make some groups
feel excluded from public lands.
Limiting access can be viewed as
unfair, particularly for those who
have historically used the space.



EAC of West Marin Petition

The EAC’s petition does not discuss:

● Restricted recreational access:
For many local residents and
visitors, walking their dog is a
valued recreational activity. A ban
would eliminate a dog-friendly area,
requiring them to seek alternative
locations.

● This could lead to opposition from
the dog-owning community.



Reclassification: SMCA vs SMR

Our general 
coastal access 
could also be 
restricted at any
time it is 
determined to be 
interfering with 
the ecological 
goals of the 
Reserve.
(From the 2016 Master 
Plan for Marine 
Protected Areas)



Reserve Definition 

“While, to the extent feasible, the area shall be open to the public for managed
enjoyment and study, the area shall be maintained to the extent practicable in an
undisturbed and unpolluted state. Access and use for activities including, but not
limited to, walking, swimming, boating, and diving may be restricted to protect
marine resources.”

From the 2016 Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas, page 17

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline


Reserve Definition

“Boating, diving, research, and education may be allowed, to the extent feasible,
as long as the area is maintained ‘to the extent practicable in an undisturbed and
unpolluted state,’ but activities may be restricted to protect marine resources,
including non-extractive activities”

From the 2016 Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas, page 17

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline (Page 17)

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline


Reclassification: SMCA vs SMR 

Key Differences: Conservation Area (SMCA) Reserve (SMR)
-most restrictive MPA 
designation

Definition Area designed for 
protection of natural or 
cultural resources, may 
allow some take

No-take area 

Restriction
s

Vary, may allow 
sustainable use

Strict, prohibits all extractive 
activities

Activities Can include recreation, 
limited resource use

Primarily for research,
monitoring, and
non-extractive activities

SMCA = Balanced Use

vs. 

SMR = STRICT 
Prohibitions



Reclassification: Reserve Rules Mean BIG CHANGES

IMMEDIATE changes:

1. No hook and line fishing from 
boat or shore. No abalone 
harvest in the future.

2. No touching anything in the 
tidepools.

3. No walking on anything but 
dry barren rock or sand on the 
beach.

4. No dogs.

POSSIBLE changes that could 
be put in place at ANY time:

1. Reef education programs 
compromised

2. Surfer access compromised

3. General access 
compromise



Local Model: Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, Moss Beach

EAC Partner

“Together, in collaboration with the Marin County Parks and Open Space and with
mentorship by the Friends of Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, we worked diligently to
develop our docent program training materials and program elements.”

https://www.eacmarin.org/duxbury-docents

https://www.eacmarin.org/duxbury-docents


Local Model: Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, Moss Beach

Hours of Operation: 8:00am - 5:00pm (or 7:00pm depending on time of year)

Rules: 

● No walking on reef (Walking only permitted on dry barren rock and sand.)

● Look, don’t touch (No touching any live plant or animal)

● No food, drinks, or any “activities that might disturb natural habitat”

● No dogs (dogs are not allowed at any State Marine Reserve) 
https://fitzgeraldreserve.org/faq

https://fitzgeraldreserve.org/faq


Local Model: Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, Moss Beach

Rules:

● No groups of 15 or more without a docent led tour.

● No preschool, K, 1st, 2nd grade class field trips because: 

○ “Observing the animals requires that kids hold still and be silent for
several minutes at a time, to keep from scaring the wildlife away” and 

○ “Few young children have the patience to listen to and take direction from
our volunteer naturalists for the 2-hour period of the tour.”
https://fitzgeraldreserve.org/faq

https://fitzgeraldreserve.org/faq


Local Model: Drakes Estero State Marine Reserve

Clamming is now permanently closed 
and surfer access is temporarily closed 
annually for 3-4 months every year, for 
marine mammal protection. 
https://www.nps.gov/places/point-reyes-drakes-bea
ch.htm

https://www.nps.gov/places/point-reyes-drakes-beach.htm
https://www.nps.gov/places/point-reyes-drakes-beach.htm


Expansion x3

This EAC Petition 
seeks to nearly 
triple the size of the 
current SMCA.

https://drive.google.com/fil
e/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrv
QqSfriM2MR7GE1/view

Current SMCA
(blue)

Proposed SMR
(blue + red)

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view


Expansion x3

Immediate Changes on 
this ENTIRE strip of 
Bolinas coastline:

● No hook and line 
fishing from boat or 
shore. No abalone.

● No touch tidepools.

● No walking on 
anything but dry 
barren rock or sand 
on the beach.

● No dogs.

Current SMCA
(blue)

Proposed SMR
(blue + red)



Expansion x3

Possible Changes on this 
ENTIRE strip of Bolinas 
coastline that could be 
put in place at ANY time:

1. Reef education 
programs 
compromised

2. Surfer access 
compromised

3. General access 
compromise

Current SMCA
(blue)

Proposed SMR
(blue + red)



Expansion x3

Current SMCA
(blue)

Proposed SMR
(blue + red)

REMINDER: Human activity is only 
allowed in Reserves for “managed 
enjoyment and study” at the discretion 
of the managing agency as long as it 
does not interfere with maintaining the 
area in an “undisturbed and 
unpolluted state”. 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?Docume
ntID=133535&inline

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline


Expansion x3

Location Matters!

Majority of the 
unverifiable 
“potential violation” 
data is from Agate 
Beach tidepools at 
the base of the trail.



Expansion x3

Location Matters!

No “potential 
violations” reported 
in the the vast 
majority of the 
proposed expansion.



Expansion x3

Location Matters!

And yet, the EAC is 
petitioning to expand 
the Duxbury Reef 
MPA to triple its size 
to cover the ENTIRE 
rocky reef intertidal 
habitat accessible to 
the Bolinas 
community…

without any verified
scientific data.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What is the EAC’s rationale for these drastic changes to our coastal access 
in Bolinas? 
“Visitor Confusion”

● The EAC does not think fishing is harming the reef.
● The EAC thinks the tide pool visitors at Agate Beach are harming the reef.
● The EAC’s solution to this perceived problem is to eliminate all fishing on the entire stretch

of 8-10 miles of our rocky reef coastline.
Why? 

The EAC believes that if people are no longer allowed to reef fish in Bolinas, tide pool visitors at 
Agate Beach will no longer be potentially confused and will stop harming the reef. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfjNmVGlwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

How is the EAC substantiating their claim of  potential “Visitor Confusion”?

● The EAC has been collecting their own data on human activity in the Duxbury 
Reef SMCA since 2014 through “MPA Watch” EAC volunteers. 

● EAC MPA Watch recorded an increase in “potential violations” of MPA 
regulations mainly by visitors to the Agate Beach tide pools.

● The EAC often refers to these “potential violations” as “poaching”.
https://www.marinij.com/2025/09/13/marin-activists-seek-fishing-ban-at-bolinas-reef/

● EAC believes tide pool visitors are violating regulations / “poaching” because 
they are potentially confused by the partial-take MPA regulations at Duxbury 
Reef. 

https://www.marinij.com/2025/09/13/marin-activists-seek-fishing-ban-at-bolinas-reef/


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What are “potential violations”? 

● “Potential violations” are reports of perceived violations made by volunteers 
from the EAC MPA Watch.

● These reports are not verifiable by a third party independent scientific review. 

Is this a conflict of interest?

● Yes, this is a conflict of interest. 
https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024
.docx.pdf

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf
https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

The MPA Watch Regional Report includes:

● “Dogs Off Leash”
○ 2024 data shows that of the 132 “potential violations” reported by the EAC MPA Watch, 60 

were dogs off leash. 

● “Hand Collection of Biota” - often referred to “poaching”

○ “Volunteer docents note that when they engaged with individuals who were collecting biota, 
they observed that most collecting was for observation and not consumption, and most 
people appreciated learning about the impact and replaced the organisms.” - emphasis added

● “Trampling” - mentioned throughout reporting

● NONE of the “potential violations” in 2024 include fishing violations

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Are these “potential violations” actually “poaching”?

CDFW:
“Poaching is the illegal take of fish and wildlife. It can involve hunting or fishing out of
season, the taking of more fish or game animals than the law allows, or illegal
commercialization of our wildlife. It can also include trespassing, hunting or fishing in closed
areas such as Marine Life Protection Areas or Game Reserves. All species of wildlife in
California are affected; some of the most commonly poached include deer, bear, antelope,
elk, abalone, sturgeon, salmon, crab and lobster. Poachers devastate the state’s natural
resources by breaking laws designed to assure proper wildlife management and species
survival, its full impact on California’s ecology is impossible to gauge.”

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Enforcement/CalTIP

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Enforcement/CalTIP


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Are visitors to the tide pools “poaching”?

● EAC conflates “hand collecting of biota” (for observation) as “poaching” throughout their
reporting

To clarify, “hand collecting of biota” (for observation) is when a tidepool visitor picks 
something up, such as a crab or a piece of kelp, to observe closely and then returns it to 
the tide pool.  This is being conflated with poaching.
https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf

● In fact, EAC’s conflation of terms is repeated enough that Google AI confirms their claims 
(with no third party scientific source noted).

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

“Does Duxbury Reef have high levels of poaching?” 
Google says “Yes”, but only cites EAC

https://www.eacmarin.org/duxburypetition#:~:text=In%20the%20northern%2
0unprotected%20area,suggests%20some%20take%20is%20allowed.

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-Midyear-MPA-Watch-
Report-Marin.pdf

https://www.eacmarin.org/duxburypetition#:~:text=In%20the%20northern%20unprotected%20area,suggests%20some%20take%20is%20allowed
https://www.eacmarin.org/duxburypetition#:~:text=In%20the%20northern%20unprotected%20area,suggests%20some%20take%20is%20allowed
https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-Midyear-MPA-Watch-Report-Marin.pdf
https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-Midyear-MPA-Watch-Report-Marin.pdf


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Google:



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

How does the “poaching” by visitors at the Agate Beach tide pools compare 
to the poaching in other coastal areas?

● Abalone poaching in Sonoma, Mendocino, and Humboldt counties…

● Striped bass in San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta…

● California spiny lobsters in Los Angeles County and San Diego County…

● Clams in Pismo Beach…

Note: No CDFW poaching citations from Duxbury Reef have been presented as
evidence



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What’s it called when a special interest group creates its own data to push 
for regulatory change?

This can be called “Regulatory Capture”.

This is when a special interest group’s lobbying efforts result in a government 
agency acting in the interests of that group rather than the public. 

Providing biased data is one of the many tactics used to achieve this influence.

To clarify:  The MPA Watch is separate from the EAC, but MPA Watch is managed 
by the EAC and uses EAC volunteers for MPA Watch data collection.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

How does the EAC decide what is a “potential violation”? 

● There is confusion within EAC MPA Watch reporting of what tide pool visitors 
are allowed to do at the Duxbury Reef SMCA tide pools. 

○ “Dogs off leash” is a clearly communicated violation of Marin County Parks rules for Agate 
Beach, but

○ Are visitors allowed to gently touch organisms at the Duxbury Reef SMCA, and walk on the
Reef?  The EAC MPA Watch sometimes records these activities as “poaching” and “trampling”.

● At Reserve tide pools, visitors cannot touch anything alive, and can only walk 
on dry barren rock / sand? 

● Is this true for SMCA tide pools or just “best practices”?



SMCA Tide Pool Rules?

EAC has posted these practices 
for the Duxbury Reef SMCA:

1. “Observe with your eyes, 
not your hands” 

2. “Leave everything in its 
place”

3. “Careful where you walk”...

https://www.eacmarin.org/visiting-the-r
eef

https://www.eacmarin.org/visiting-the-reef
https://www.eacmarin.org/visiting-the-reef


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What do the signs say at Agate Beach?

● The signs at Agate Beach do not say that 
visitors cannot touch tide pool organisms.

● The signs at Agate Beach do not say that 
visitors cannot walk on the reef.

● The signs at Agate Beach do not say that 
visitors cannot pick up biota for observation 
and then return it to the reef.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What do the signs say at Agate Beach?



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What do the signs say at Agate Beach?



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What do the signs say at Agate Beach?

● “Taking of all living marine
resources is prohibited except
the recreational take of finfish
from shore and abalone.”

● ”Collecting animals, plants,
shells, or rocks is illegal;
violators can be fined $1,000
and jailed for 6 months.”



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

What are that actual rules within the tide pools? 

According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife:

“There are not specific regulations that govern tide pool best practices.”



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

If CDFW says “there are not specific regulations that govern tide pool best 
practices” why does the EAC MPA Watch call “Hand Collection of Biota” for 
observation a “potential violation” and “poaching”?

Is the EAC confused about the SMCA regulations?

If the “potential violations” of “Hand Collection of Biota” for observation were 
removed from the unverifiable EAC MPA Watch reporting, what violations remain? 

Mainly, “Dogs off leash”

Would this be enough to justify the elimination of all reef fishing in Bolinas?



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Are dogs off leash because visitors to the Agate Beach tide pools are confused by 
partial-take SMCA regulations?

No

Are visitors confused?

Or, is the EAC who is confused by partial-take SMCA regulations?



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Fishermen are not confused.

The EAC agrees.

According to a study on signage that was cited by the EAC in their supplemental
petition materials, “consumptive users had a better understanding of rules than
non-consumptive users.”

(Consumptive users are visitors that legally take, like fishermen. Non-consumptive
users are visitors who don’t take.  Poachers are users who take illegally.)

https://www.californiamsf.org/_files/ugd/db7991_35150e1d08364c278304f2ff805d0011.pdf. (page 19)

https://www.californiamsf.org/_files/ugd/db7991_35150e1d08364c278304f2ff805d0011.pdf


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

But the EAC doesn’t see the benefit of fishermen, who understand the rules, being
at the beach.  Instead, the EAC wants to eliminate them:

“By eliminating partial take (consumptive use) and simplifying regulations, the behavior
of all visitors at the highly vulnerable Duxbury Reef would become less harmful to
marine life.” - EAC
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksW0nWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing (page 10)

The EAC claims that by removing knowledgeable law-abiding consumptive users
from the area, everyone’s behavior will improve.

Does this make sense?  No

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksW0nWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

This would be like removing knowledgeable surfers from the beach because less
knowledgeable beach visitors were getting hurt in rip tides?

Would this make sense?  No

Just like with surfer “bystander rescues”, fishermen are often a knowledgeable
extra set of eyes on the beach to keep the ecosystem and people safe.

Why would the EAC want to eliminate this knowledgeable resource?

What is really going on here?

Why is the EAC working so hard to eliminate fishermen?



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

In summary, the EAC wants to eliminate ALL low impact traditional law abiding reef 
fishermen from the ENTIRE 8-10 miles of rocky reef coastline in Bolinas because…

The EAC wants to solve the potential* “visitor confusion” that has been anecdotally 
reported by a few EAC MPA Watch volunteers from a very small portion of the current 
SMCA, at the base of the the Agate Beach trailhead, which is the most accessible spot 
in the entire SMCA, and possibly the most accessible tide pool in all of Marin County, if 
not the Bay Area.

*Potential means that these claims are unsubstantiated by independent scientific peer review.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

In summary, the EAC wants to eliminate ALL low impact traditional law abiding reef 
fishermen from the ENTIRE 8-10 miles of rocky reef coastline in Bolinas because…

The EAC believes that tide pool visitors have been potentially* confused  by the 
partial-take SMCA regulations, and

this has led the tide pool visitors to cause potential* harm to the reef by doing 
potential* violations that are based on the EAC’s interpretation of the current SMCA 
regulations that they feel does not allow “hand collection of biota” for observation that is 
later returned to the reef after observation, even though this interpretation of the 
regulations of is not posted anywhere at the beach.

*Potential means that these claims are unsubstantiated by independent scientific peer review.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

In summary, the EAC wants to eliminate ALL low impact traditional law abiding reef 
fishermen from the ENTIRE 8-10 miles of rocky reef coastline in Bolinas because…

The EAC believes that the potential* increase of these potential* violations has led to 
the potential* harm to the reef that is why the reef is in potential* decline even though 
the long term scientific data proves otherwise, and the EAC believes that if the 
fishermen were eliminated from this area then the reef would be safe, even though the 
EAC has presented no potential* plan for compliance.

That is a LOT of potentials*.

Why is the EAC working so hard to eliminate fishermen?

*Potential means that these claims are unsubstantiated by independent scientific peer review.



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

At what point is this considered harassment?

California Fish and Game Code, Section 2009: This statute makes it illegal to willfully
interfere with an individual who is lawfully fishing. A first offense is punishable by a fine,
while a second offense within two years is a misdemeanor that can result in county jail time
and a larger fine.

Citation:  Cal. Fish & Game Code § 2009 (West)

https://www.fishwildlife.org/law-research-library/law-categories/harassment-hunters-trappers-and-anglers/
california-harassment-statutes#:~:text=(a)%20A%20person%20shall%20not,ranching%2C%20and%20lim
iting%20unlawful%20trespass.

https://www.fishwildlife.org/law-research-library/law-categories/harassment-hunters-trappers-and-anglers/california-harassment-statutes#:~:text=(a)%20A%20person%20shall%20not,ranching%2C%20and%20limiting%20unlawful%20trespass
https://www.fishwildlife.org/law-research-library/law-categories/harassment-hunters-trappers-and-anglers/california-harassment-statutes#:~:text=(a)%20A%20person%20shall%20not,ranching%2C%20and%20limiting%20unlawful%20trespass
https://www.fishwildlife.org/law-research-library/law-categories/harassment-hunters-trappers-and-anglers/california-harassment-statutes#:~:text=(a)%20A%20person%20shall%20not,ranching%2C%20and%20limiting%20unlawful%20trespass


EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Does the EAC have any other rationale for their MPA petition (2023-32) besides 
potential “visitor confusion”?

No

Does the EAC have any validated ecological reports that prove the impact of 
this potential “visitor confusion”?

No

Has the EAC presented any validated ecological reports whatsoever that the
Duxbury Reef ecosystem is in decline?

No



EAC Rationale:  Why such big changes? 

Is there really a problem at Duxbury Reef? 

Studies says no.  The protections are working!

So why did the EAC file MPA petition (2023-32) to reclassify Duxbury Reef as a
restrictive Reserve and triple the size of the MPA, when there is:

● No validated ecological problem at Duxbury Reef, and 

● There would be devastating socioeconomic community impacts to the small rural 
coastal community of Bolinas who have helped protect this remarkable ecosystem 
for generations and generations.

What does the heavily protected Duxbury Reef have to gain from these changes?

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CgTXKHIKM5xGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing


Duxbury Reef SMCA:  Why such big changes? 

Reminder: It’s against the law to 
take anything from the Duxbury 
Reef SMCA except finfish and 
abalone (which is currently closed). Photo of signs

Everything else including 
Invertebrates are fully protected by 
the current regulations.

If a rule is not being followed,
ENFORCEMENT is the issue.

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MP
As/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation


EAC of West Marin Petition

Good news!  The FGC and CDFW also believes that community support is 
essential. 

SAVE DUXBURY ACCESS



We Believe in Balance

Save Duxbury Access 
believes in Balance
Save Duxbury Access” is a grassroots
group of locals who believe in
preserving our beloved reef while
keeping access open for finfishing
(both commercial and recreational),
surfer access, tidepooling, and reef
educational programs for schools.
Protecting access ensures that our
children will nurture a connection with
the place we all love, and continue our
longstanding tradition of responsible
stewardship



We Believe in Balance

Save Duxbury Access does not think
it's justifiable to eliminate all low impact
traditional reef fishing in Bolinas to solve
potential “visitor confusion”.

We believe there are better ways to 
solve problems - working together!

We believe in BALANCE and 
collaboration. 

We believe COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
makes a huge difference!

Local Reef Fishermen Downtown Bolinas with their catch, 1909



We Believe in Balance

Save Duxbury Access believes that
protecting coastal public access for all
is the BEST way to protect our planet.

Photo of signs
Teaching children to fish and explore
the tide pools helps them love nature
and creates a lifelong connection to the
natural world.

Access is worth protecting!



We Believe in Balance

Mrs. Terwilliger

Photo of signs

“Teach children to love nature."

"People take care of what they love."

The Elizabeth Terwilliger Nature Education
Foundation was founded in 1975 in Corte
Madera to provide nature programs for Bay
Area schools. In 1994 it merged with the
California Center for Wildlife and became
known as WildCare.



We Believe in Balance

Mrs. Terwilliger

Photo of signs

"Children are my best pupils."

"They're natural explorers. They
love to touch, smell and feel."

Mrs. Terwilliger campaigned for bicycle
paths, a monarch butterfly preserve,
wetlands preservation and open
space. She received numerous
awards and was profiled in dozens of
publications and a biography titled
"Elizabeth Terwilliger: Someone
Special."



We Believe in Balance

Protections must be balanced with
public access.

Photo of map
Marin County land is heavily protected:

● Fourth smallest county California

● 9 MPAs and 2 State Marine Parks.

● 56% of land is permanently protected 

● 85% is protected from development 

● Rest of the country has only 16-18%



We Believe in Balance

We Need to Protect Marginalized People 
in Marin County:

Photo of fish meal
● Ecological protections can come with 

social drawbacks

● Marginalized voices can get lost

● Critical to balance environmental 
protections with community needs when 
moving towards more restrictive MPA 
regulations



We Believe in Balance

Marin County Wealth Disparity:

● High percentage of restricted lands in Marin County = higher housing costs & extremely 
high cost of living. 

● One of the highest concentrations of wealth in the country, 

● Wider wealth disparity than the national average

● One of the most racially and economically inequitable counties in the state

● Sometimes there is an unequal relationship between wealth and # of MPAs that can 
harm fishing communities like Bolinas. 

● Critical need for detailed socioeconomic analysis 



We Believe in Balance

Marin County has Restrictive Fishing Regulations:

● More restrictive fishing regulations compared to other parts of California

● All freshwater streams in Marin County are closed to all fishing, all year, with the exception of a 
small section of Walker Creek.

● Many Marin County MPAs prohibit the take of all living marine resources within its boundaries. 

● Dungeness crab fishing is prohibited in San Francisco and San Pablo bays, and faces more 
restrictions elsewhere. 

● The ocean salmon fishery is currently closed. 

● Nearby Seadrift has restrictive policies regarding beach access that affect fishing access. 

When we restrict fishing access for small coastal communities, we restrict the ability to be sustainable and 
self reliant.  This needs to be considered when making (and changing) policies. 



We Believe in Balance

Good news - there’s protections in place 
for coastal communities!

Photo of ?

● FGC Justice, Equity, Diversity, and
Inclusion (JEDI) Policy 2022

● FGC Coastal Fishing Communities
Policy 2024

● The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act
1976

● The California Coastal Act

● The California Marine Life Management
Act (MLMA)



California Fish and Game Commission Process

The clear and comprehensive Duxbury Reef 
SMCA protections were established over fifteen 
years ago through a rigorous and transparent 
collaborative process with a diverse group of 
stakeholders. Photo of duxbury

The FGC does not want to re-litigate MPAs 
without science driven rationales and 
widespread support from those most impacted.

Save Duxbury Access opposes the MPA 
petition (2023-32) filed by the EAC of WEst 
Marin - in its entirety. 

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

1.) No verified scientific evidence that there is 
an ecological problem to solve at Duxbury 
Reef SMCA, 

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

2.) No verified scientific evidence presented 
that hook & line finfishing is harmful to the 
ecosystem at Duxbury Reef SMCA,

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

3.) No verified scientific evidence that there 
are any significant take violations of 
organisms at Duxbury Reef SMCA that are 
already protected under the current MPA 
regulations. 

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

(Note: If there were significant verified take 
violations, enforcement would be the issue),

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

4.) Mischaracterization of the significant 
socioeconomic impacts to the Bolinas 
community and West Marin,

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

5.) Improper public noticing - no meaningful 
outreach to community stakeholders, and

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Save Duxbury Access Opposes MPA Petition (2023-32)

Save Duxbury Access requests that 
the Fish and Game Commission 
reject the highly flawed MPA petition
(2023-32) filed by the EAC of West
Marin - in its entirety, because the 
following grossly negligent 
information gaps: 

Photo of duxbury

6.) No compliance plan presented for 
proposed designation and boundary change.
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California Fish and Game Commission Process

How does the FGC make decisions on MPA Petitions?

● Strong scientific evidence demonstrating need for change

● Community / Stakeholder support for change

● California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recommendations, and 
input from Marine Resource Committee

Next Meeting dates:

● FG Commision meeting 10/8-9 https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2025

● Marine Resources Committee meeting 11/5-6 https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2025

Next letters to the FGC Commission due this week: Thursday 9/25 5pm

https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2025
https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2025


California Fish and Game Commission Process

What do you think?  What do you want?

Photo of duxbury

Your voice matters!

Write a letter to the Fish and Game
Commission!

Next letters to the FGC due: 

Thursday 9/25 by 5pm fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith
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Thank you Bolinas!

Get involved and help support our 
community access to our coastline!

Photo of duxbury
Save Duxbury Access!

Thank you!

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith





SAVE DUXBURY ACCESS
ACCESS = EQUITY = SUSTAINABILITY

Any Questions?

Contact us at 
saveduxburyaccess@gmail.comLast update: 9/25/2025

mailto:saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com


9/18 COMMUNITY MEETING Recap*
- 60+ in attendance - packed house! Standing room with overflow into the hallway. One-hour long

presentation - nobody left. One-hour + discussion and the house remained packed and engaged.

- Community members shared personal stories of how the petition changes of eliminating intertidal reef and
shallow near shore fishing would impact their lives including loss of livelihoods, food sources, culture, etc.

- EAC explained their rationale for additional regulations needed at Duxbury but did not provide verified
scientific data to substantiate their claims.

- Community members asked EAC to withdraw their petition.

- A community member requested a public vote of how many attendees would like the EAC to withdraw their
petition. Vote: nearly all community members voted for the EAC to withdraw their petition (approx. 55+
votes).

- EAC said that they would not withdraw their petition

- EAC said that the redesignation as a Reserve didn’t have to be highly restrictive on general coastal access
but community members said that it could be restrictive at any time.

- Community members expressed that the Reserve status would be permanent and subject to jurisdiction
beyond the EAC so any promises by them do not preserve access to Duxbury.

- Community members expressed frustration and anger that the EAC “went behind their back” to submit this
petition two years ago and we are just finding out now.

- Community members said that there was no ecological data to prove a need for this change and cited the
long term study out of UC Santa Cruz as reliable evidence that Duxbury Reef was not in decline

- A community member who represents the EAC dismissed this UC Santa Cruz study as unreliable science
insisting that his own personal observations were to be trusted instead. He explained that the Reef was
actually in great decline and would be completely “decimated” in ten years if this petition did not pass. This
attendee did not present any verified studies to justify his claim.

- A community member expressed frustration that the EAC was undermining science within a national political
climate where science is already under attack.

- Community members expressed that they felt that the EAC had invented their “potential violation” data to
fabricate a problem to justify redesignation. EAC denied these claims but provided no verified data as a
counter.

- A community member asked EAC what they were trying to accomplish at Duxbury and the EAC said “help
the animals”. A community member said that the reef already had lots of protections, including the marine
mammal protections and migratory birds protections, mpa, etc. and that there wasn’t a problem that
necessitated a solution.

- Community members again requested that the EAC withdraw their petition.

*Disclaimer: These meeting notes do not qualify as an official record but simply provide a general overview of subjects covered and
general sentiments during the discussion. Please see slides for more specific information that was covered during the presentation.



This EAC Fact Sheet
is Misleading

Scan for Info



EAC Fact Sheet: Duxbury MPA Petition (2023-32)
w/ Response in red by “Save Duxbury Access” *

The EAC submitted this MPA petition without meaningful community outreach in Bolinas, which has
led to significant information gaps and confusion concerning these proposed changes. The
one-sheet petition that was circulated two years ago was misleading and did not address the
negative economic and cultural impacts that these changes would cause throughout West Marin, nor
did it specify a clear benefit to the ecosystem at Duxbury reef beyond the regulations that are
already in place with the current MPA established in 2009.

Yes, the current regulations are simple: it is unlawful to take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT
finfish and abalone (which is currently closed).

Does the EAC think visitors are a problem? What is the definition of “poaching”? Please provide
examples. Have these reports of poaching been verified by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)? How do the numbers of poaching citations at Duxbury compare to other coastal
areas statewide? How has this “confusion” been documented and substantiated? Wouldn’t
improved signage, education, and enforcement of existing regulations be a better solution than
eliminating low impact hook and line reef fishing?

What is the definition of “non-consumptive” use? When a person takes a rock home, is that
“consumptive”? When a person picks up a rock and then returns the rock, is that “consumptive”?
Why do the majority of “potential violations” reported by the EAC at Duxbury Reef focus on visitors to
the tidepools at Agate Beach? Does the EAC consider visitation a problem? Note: a “Special
Closure” is not necessary to restrict visitation. By CDFW definition, Reserves are used primarily for
research and preservation. Human activities are only allowed in Reserves as “managed enjoyment
and study” at the discretion of the managing agency.
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline


This “relatively pristine” reef habitat is more proof that the current MPA and the 1972 designation
Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) has worked! California’s Marine Protected Area
Network was recently recognized as an International Gold Standard for Marine Conservation. Is
there a need for more restrictions? Is it necessary to eliminate law abiding low impact reef fishing for
an entire coastal community and its visitors?
https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recogni
zed-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/

The recent kelp studies cited by the EAC to the California Fish and Game Commission (CFGC) also
demonstrate the impressive resiliency of this area. “This data shows that, despite the recent kelp die
off in much of California, the kelp forest in the requested northern [and southern] boundary extension
has persisted until as recently as 2023, and perhaps has even increased in the portion just south of
the Special Closures” https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad1dda5854ec78

Correction: According to CDFW, boating is prohibited only 300 ft around Double Point/Stormy Stack
Special Closure. Note: if boaters have been violating buffers established by the current regulations,
how will increasing regulations be any more effective? Shouldn’t we focus instead on ways to
improve understanding and compliance with existing regulations?
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Double-Point#:~:text=The%20special%20closure%
20was%20established,from%20human%20disturbances%20year%2Dround.

Where is the data to support a need for more protections in this area? The EAC’s petition cites
“confusion of regulations” as the main driver for reclassification and expansion. What “potential
violations” have been reported in this northern area that necessitate MPA adjustments? Changing
regulations and boundaries without a substantiated rationale is arbitrary and capricious.

These MPA changes would go beyond fishing. If eliminating fishing was the only objective, why
didn’t the EAC propose maintaining Duxbury as an SMCA and simply remove take? SMCAs can be
take or no-take. Reserves are the most restrictive MPA designation, used primarily for research to

https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/
https://opc.ca.gov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-californias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-international-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/
https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad1dda5854ec78
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Double-Point#:~:text=The%20special%20closure%20was%20established,from%20human%20disturbances%20year%2Dround
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/Double-Point#:~:text=The%20special%20closure%20was%20established,from%20human%20disturbances%20year%2Dround


preserve an “undisturbed and unpolluted state”. General coastal access including tidepooling, reef
education, and surfer access could be limited at the discretion of the managing agency “to protect
marine resources, including non-extractive activities”. What is the EAC’s overarching goal for
Duxbury Reef? Why isn’t this being disclosed to the public?

The geographic structure of the reef itself provides substantial protection as was discussed in a
recent Point Reyes Light article by marine ecology professor at the College of Marin, Joe Mueller:
“The exception, he said, is in the southern portion of the reef, which is buffered by a natural channel
and is less accessible to visitors. That’s the area for expanded protections”. Why would we put
further restrictions on top of what is already naturally protected? Note: limited accessibility due to
fluctuating tides, steep cliffs, weather, and seasons, also provide additional environmental
protections for this entire 8-10 miles of rugged coastline.
https://www.ptreyeslight.com/news/anglers-say-eac-goes-too-far-on-duxbury/

Where is the data about issues with visitors disturbing seals? Do visitors get confused when they do
not see people fishing? Do the “potential violations” only occur when people are fishing on the
beach? Do these same “potential violations” occur in no-take SMCA areas throughout the state,
such as touching or removing rocks, or dogs off leash? Is there evidence of a reduction of such
violations when SMCA’s go from take SMCAs to no-take SMCAs without any other regulatory
changes? The EAC cited a 2023 study on signage that showed that “less than 5% of visitors to
MPAs actually read signs upon arrival” which infers that Duxbury visitors would not be confused by
signs because they are likely not to read the signs at all. How would the new regulatory changes be
followed with more compliance if Duxbury was converted to a Reserve?
https://www.californiamsf.org/_files/ugd/db7991_35150e1d08364c278304f2ff805d0011.pdf

https://www.ptreyeslight.com/news/anglers-say-eac-goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
https://www.californiamsf.org/_files/ugd/db7991_35150e1d08364c278304f2ff805d0011.pdf


Agreed, since very few visitors access this area due to geographic barriers and tide fluctuations,
very few non-consumptive users may be affected by this change to the southern border, but is there
a need for this change? The vast majority of the EAC data focuses on the Agate Beach tide pools
alone. Adding additional protections without substantiated merit sets a bad precedent, especially
when there are negative social impacts. Is there any data provided of “potential violations” to
support a need for reclassification in the vast majority of the proposed expanded area north and
south beyond just Agate Beach? Additionally, though this change to the southern border may not
affect many non-consumptive users, this combined with the total proposed zone would eliminate
ALL of the reef fishing access in Bolinas from shore and further limit boat fishing access. This would
have a devastating impact on our economic and cultural access to our coastline. If approved, this
change would cripple our small sustainable hook and line commercial fishery in Bolinas that we rely
on in West Marin to stock our restaurants and grocery stores. Why wasn’t this economical impact
addressed in the EAC petition to the FGC?

False: This change CAN impact non-consumptive uses at the discretion of the managing agency.
For example, “dogs off leash” reports make up the majority of the “potential violations” being used to
rationalize the elimination of reef fishing access. Dogs are strictly prohibited in all MPA Reserves in
California. Does the Bolinas community know that dogs will likely NOT be allowed from below
Agate Beach all the way to north of Double Point on 8-10 miles of our coastline if the Duxbury
Reef MPA becomes a Reserve? Why isn’t this being disclosed to the public?

A “Special Closure” is not necessary to restrict visitation. Reserves are the most restrictive MPA
designation that only allow “managed” human activities when they do not interfere with specific MPA
preservation goals. Why does the EAC want to further restrict the public’s access to Duxbury Reef?
We all love Duxbury Reef and respect the comprehensive SMCA protections that were established
over fifteen years ago through a rigorous collaborative process with a diverse group of stakeholders.
This successful compromise balanced regulations with public access, recognizing that the best
environmental stewardship relies on strong community support. The Bolinas community has been a
model for community led environmentalism for generations and this remains true today. There has
been no science based rationale presented that necessitates a change to this longstanding
agreement. Why didn’t the EAC engage in meaningful dialogue with the Bolinas community - a
widely acclaimed nature-loving town, before submitting this MPA proposal?
https://www.eacmarin.org/50-years-of-eac/2022/1/18/standard-oil-spill-eac

Clarification: The proposed southern expansion extends into part of the Bolinas Bay as seen on the
CFG interactive map. The overall proposed expansion would nearly triple the size of the current

https://www.eacmarin.org/50-years-of-eac/2022/1/18/standard-oil-spill-eac


Duxbury Reef MPA, covering the entire rocky reef intertidal zone in Bolinas.
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/collections/27e78c677dca484ebfb37120abc59d10?item=3

Duxbury Reef is the largest shale reef in North America but only a very small part of this reef is
impacted by “heavy visitation” which is at the Agate Beach tidepools at the base of the trail from the
parking lot. This has been a popular tidepooling area for generations of Bay Area visitors who come
to explore the “nearly pristine” tidal ecosystem. The vast majority of the rest of the Reef in the area
proposed for expansion is difficult to access because of geographic barriers, steep cliffs, tide
fluctuations, and limited points of access. Consequently, the majority of Duxbury Reef is exceedingly
protected and doing well considering environmental stresses and climate change.

The Duxbury Reef MPA is small but it is appropriate. This MPA was established over fifteen years
ago when the state of California was mandated to establish protected marine areas through the
Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA). Part of the adaptive management of the DECADAL MPA Review
process is to see if these MPAs need to be adjusted to better meet their goals to provide a
“sanctuary for marine life, and enhance recreational and educational opportunities”. There has been
no science based rationale presented that necessitates a boundary expansion nor the addition of
further restrictions to this longstanding collaborative MPA agreement.

Although Duxbury Reef may be one of the smallest MPAs in the state it is important to note that
Marin County is the fourth smallest county by land in California at roughly 520 square miles and yet
boasts 9 MPAs and 2 State Marine Parks. In comparison, Los Angeles County covers an area of
approximately 4,084 square miles and has just 13 MPAs. Marin County has a high percentage of
protected land overall with nearly 56% being permanently protected in parks, wildlife refuges, and
open space preserves. Some sources even claim almost 85% is protected from development
through open space purchases, federal parkland, watershed lands, and strict agricultural zoning,
compared to just 16-18% of the rest of the Country.

While this is certainly impressive on an ecological level, it also comes with social drawbacks for
marginalized residents who are often entirely left out of the conversation, as we have currently
experienced in Bolinas regarding the EAC’s MPA petition that was submitted over two years ago
without much input from those who would suffer most from the MPA changes. Without meaningful
community dialogue, underserved people can fall through the cracks. It's critical to balance
environmental protections with community needs when establishing MPAs within isolated rural
areas, especially when moving towards more restrictive regulations such as MPA Reserves.

For example, the high percentage of restricted lands in Marin County has had a significant impact on
development. Limited developable land has led to a scarcity of land available for housing
construction culminating in higher housing costs, and an overall extremely high price of living. Marin
County has one of the highest concentrations of wealth in the Country, but this wealth is not evenly

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/collections/27e78c677dca484ebfb37120abc59d10?item=3


distributed. Marin county has a wider wealth disparity than the national average, ranking as one of
the most racially and economically inequitable counties in the state. While the County boasts a high
median income, a notable percentage of its population is considered low-income. Evidence
suggests there is a complex and often unequal relationship between wealth and the establishment of
MPAs that can have mixed consequences, such as harm to fishing communities. This emphasizes
the critical need for more detailed analysis of socioeconomic impacts prior to submitting
MPA petitions.

Marin County also has more restrictive fishing regulations compared to other parts of California due
to a higher concentration of these special management areas. All freshwater streams with the
exception of a small portion of Walker Creek are closed to all fishing, all year. Many marine protected
areas prohibit the take of all living marine resources within its boundaries. Fishing is prohibited in
specific bodies of water such as, Muir Woods National Monument, and Rodeo Lagoon. Dungeness
crab fishing is prohibited in San Francisco and San Pablo bays, and faces more restrictions
elsewhere. The ocean salmon recreational fishery is currently closed. Nearby Stinson Beach does
not have fishing restrictions but has restrictive policies regarding beach access at Seadrift, which is a
1.5 mile long private gated community located at the northern end of Stinson Beach. When we
restrict fishing access for small coastal communities, we restrict their ability to be sustainable and
self reliant. This needs to be considered when making (and changing) policies.

This is precisely why the California Fish and Game Commission adopted the Justice, Equity,
Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Policy in 2022 to outline the agency's commitment to inclusive and
fair decision-making. This policy aims to correct historical inequities and expand access to
environmental benefits for all Californians, especially for marginalized and underserved communities
by the following guidelines: https://fgc.ca.gov/About/JEDI

● providing accessible engagement opportunities to CFG Commission decision-making for all
affected and interested people,

● expand understanding of and improve response to the needs of marginalized fish and wildlife
users,

● invest in meaningful and long-term partnerships with communities and cultures that have
relationships with activities, fish or wildlife that CFG regulate,

● consider implications of our decisions on subsistence activities

● promote cultural, community, and economic opportunities related to fish and wildlife

For all these reasons and more, we are urging that the California Fish and Game Commission
remove MPA petition (2023-32) from consideration and preserve the current boundaries and
status at Duxbury Reef, to focus instead on improving signage, education, and enforcement
while protecting low-impact recreational & commercial fishing that aligns with the the CFGC
JEDI Policy, the CFGC Coastal Fishing Communities Policy and California's Coastal Access
sustainable management values.

* “Save Duxbury Access” is a grassroots group of locals who believe in preserving our beloved reef while keeping access
open for finfishing (both commercial and recreational), surfer access, tidepooling, and reef educational programs for schools.
Protecting access ensures that our children will nurture a connection with the place we all love, and continue our
longstanding tradition of responsible stewardship. Contact us at saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com

https://fgc.ca.gov/About/JEDI
mailto:saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com


The EAC of West Marin did NO meaningful community outreach in Bolinas before submitting
their MPA petition (2023-32) over two years ago to expand and reclassify the Duxbury Reef Marine
Protected Area (MPA) from a balanced use limited-take Conservation Area to a highly restrictive
no-take Reserve. This expansion would be nearly triple the size of the current Marine Protected Area
(MPA) and would cover the ENTIRE 8-10 mile rocky reef intertidal habitat accessible to Bolinas from
below Agate Beach to north of Double Point. The EAC “Duxbury Petition Fact Sheet” is the EAC’s
response to our town’s growing opposition to their proposal that would cause great harm to our
economic and cultural access to our coastline, but this fact sheet is MISLEADING.

The EAC’s MPA petition goes beyond the elimination of low impact sustainable hook and line fishing
on our entire rocky reef coastline in Bolinas. Moving to a Reserve designation would have a severe
economic and cultural impact on our community and could affect ALL beach users without any clear
science based benefit to the ecosystem at Duxbury Reef. Reserves are the most restrictive MPA,
used primarily for ecological research. Human activity is only allowed in Reserves for “managed
enjoyment and study” at the discretion of the managing agency as long as it does not
interfere with maintaining the area in an “undisturbed and unpolluted state”. Why didn’t the
EAC discuss these impacts with our town before submitting their petition?

General coastal access including tidepooling, reef education, and surfer access could be limited “to
protect marine resources including non-extractive activities”. Dogs will likely NOT be allowed on
this entire stretch of the coastline, as consistent with MPA Reserves throughout the state. Why
isn’t this being disclosed to the public? We are urging the Fish and Game Commission to remove
MPA petition (2023-32) from consideration to preserve the current boundaries and comprehensive
protections at Duxbury Reef that align with the CFGC Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI)
Policy, the CFGC Coastal Fishing Communities Policy, and the California Coastal Act’s sustainable
management values. We believe in balance and transparency.

ACCESS = EQUITY = SUSTAINABILITY

“Save Duxbury Access” is a grassroots group of locals who believe in preserving our beloved reef
while keeping access open for fishing (both commercial and recreational), surfer access, tidepooling,
and reef educational programs for schools. Protecting access ensures that our children will nurture a
connection with the place we all love, and continue our longstanding tradition of responsible
stewardship. Contact us at saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com

mailto:saveduxburyaccess@gmail.com




































































































From: estella mora < >  
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2025 10:47 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Change of Duxbury Reef from SMCA to SMR (Petition by 
Ashley Eagle Gibbs, Environmental Action Committee of West Marin.) 

9/11/25 

California Fish and Game Commission 

P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,  

CA 94244-2090  

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Change of Duxbury Reef from SMCA to SMR (Petition by Ashley 
Eagle Gibbs, Environmental Action Committee of West Marin.) 

Dear President Skylar and Commissioners, 

I am writing to oppose the proposed petition to change the Duxbury Reef Marine Protected 
Area from SMCA to SMR.  

I was born and raised in Bolinas and have spent my entire life fishing along this coastline. 
My father is a sport fisherman, and my uncle works in commercial fishing. Many of my 
friends and family members have sustainably and respectfully fished these waters for 
decades, relying on this way of life to support themselves and their families. They possess 
deep knowledge of fishing regulations, limits, and best practices, ensuring their methods 
are both responsible and compliant. Local, hardworking, small-scale fishermen like them 
play a vital role in preserving the ecological balance of our coastal waters. Without their 
presence, we risk increased dependence on large-scale commercial fishing operations, 
which often carry significantly greater environmental consequences. 

This proposal is not just about conservation, it is also an issue of equity and access. 
Changing Duxbury Reef to an SMR restricts access to folks who don't have the privilege of 
having boats or offshore gear, come from marginalized backgrounds and use the 
reef/coastline for educational and affordable recreation, and use intertidal zones for 
cultural, medicinal, or subsistence purposes. If it becomes an SMR, these individuals lose 
a space they’ve historically used, possibly without having the resources to go elsewhere. 
True environmental stewardship means balancing ecological protection with inclusive 
access. 

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov


I urge the Commission to keep the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef and to rethink 
ways we can strengthen marine protections without excluding the very communities that 
have long been stewards of these waters, I.e., proper signage on take regulations, 
education, enforcement on said take regulations by California Fish and Game employees, 
etc. Conservation should not come at the cost of equity, access, and cultural connection. 
Local fishers, families, and shoreline users deserve a seat at the table, not to be shut out of 
spaces they’ve helped sustain for generations. Let us protect both our marine ecosystems 
and the people who depend on and care for them. 

Sincerely, 
Estella Mora-Lopez 

Estella Mora-Lopez 



From: Lauren Heusler < >  
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2025 6:29 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: California Fish and Game Commission 

8/12/25 

California Fish and Game Commission 

P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento, 

CA 94244-2090 

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

Re. Opposition to Petition No. (2023-32MPA) to Change Duxbury Reef from a State Marine 

Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine Reserve (SMR) by Ashley Eagle-Gibbs of 

Environmental Action Committee (EAC) of West Marin dated April 6, 2023 

Dear President Sklar and Commissioners, 

I am writing to oppose the 2023-32MPA petition to change the Duxbury Reef Marine 
Protected Area from a State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine Reserve 
(SMR) because there has been no evidence-based rationale presented that necessitates 
this drastic change. The “violations” that have been cited throughout the petition may 
require additional education and enforcement but do not warrant increased regulations 
that will negatively impact the Bolinas community. Reclassifying and expanding Duxbury 
Reef from a Conservation area to a no-take Reserve will end the long tradition of 
sustainable hook and line finfishing. 

My name is Lauren and I have been living in Bolinas off and on for 8 years now. My 
boyfriend’s brother is a local fisherman in Bolinas. He was born and raised learning to fish 
from other local fishermen and Duxberry reef was a huge component in that learning. It’s 
important to keep sustainable practices of fishing in the area for young fishermen to learn 
these methods and to help keep the ecology of the area intact. In ecology, it’s important to 
understand that as much as humans are parts in the degradation of this planet and our 
ecosystem, they also play an important role in keeping those ecosystems functioning by 
practicing species control and respectful approaches to fishing, following local rules for 
Marine Protected Areas / SMCAs helps maintain fish populations and habitat integrity for 
everyone who uses the reef (recreation, fishing, science). Also by reducing lost gear and 
preventing entanglements which directly lowers wildlife injury and mortality and reduces 

mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov


long-term damage from ghost gear. Minimizing physical disturbance (careful footing, not 
flipping rocks, staying out of tidepools when told) helps the reef’s slow-growing species 
persist and keeps the area valuable for education and research.   I think it would be wise to 
put your efforts in habitat protection by focusing your energy where it is actually needed by 
regulating tourism foot traffic and commercial fishing pressures offshore (or illegal harvest 
in the MPA) can have a bigger population-level effect than regulated local hook-and-line. 

Here are some points to consider:  

Low habitat impact compared to other methods 
Hook-and-line from shore or pier doesn’t drag heavy gear across the seafloor, unlike 
trawling or some traps. 

Selective and size-conscious 
Anglers can release undersized or non-target species alive, which helps maintain 
population structure. 

Cultural and community value 
Fishing is part of local heritage in Bolinas and Marin County — removing it could erode a 
sense of place and stewardship. 

Stewardship through engagement 
People who fish in an area tend to care about its health — they often become eyes on the 
reef, reporting pollution, illegal harvesting, or stranded wildlife. 

Food source with a tiny carbon footprint 
Locally caught fish eaten near where it’s landed avoids the fuel use and packaging waste of 
imported seafood. 

I urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus 
instead 

on education, signage for take regulations, and targeted enforcement against illegal take by 

accredited California Fish and Wildlife employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact 

recreational fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and sustainable 
management 

values. Thank you for considering this perspective. 

Respectfully, 

Lauren Heusler  



From: BELL, DAVID C CIV USAF AFMC AFCEC/CZPW < >  
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2025 9:02 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: YORK, DARRYL L CIV USSF SSC 30 CES/CEIE < > 
Subject: RE: Comments on proposed 2023-18MPA 

California Fish and Game Commission 

Per directions on how to submit comments on proposed Regulations, 
https://fgc.ca.gov/Regulations/Submit-Comments 

We are pleased to provide the attached from the Department of Air Force in support of 
2023-18MPA.  

If possible , a return receipt is appreciated.   

//SIGNED// 

DAVID C. BELL, Ph.D., NH-04, DAF 

AFCEC / CZPW - AF Regional Environmental Coordinator, Region 9  (AF REC 9) 

Travis, AFB CA 

 

 

https://fgc.ca.gov/Regulations/Submit-Comments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR, REGION 9 

510 HICKAM AVENUE, BUILDING 250A 

TRAVIS AFB, CA 94535 

 

 
          

         Aug 28, 2025   

 

 

California Fish and Game Commission 

P.O. Box 944209 

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 

 

Also via e-mail to fgc@fgc.ca.gov 
 

Subject: DEPARTMENT OF AIR FORCE SUPPORT TO 2023-18MPA Vandenberg SMCA   

 

Dear Dr. Zavaleta, President 

California Fish and Game Commission 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2023 -18MPA submitted by the Ocean 

Conservancy.  As the Department of Air Force (DAF) Regional Environmental Coordinator 

(REC) in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, I provide coordinated responses 

to various environmental policies and regulatory matters for the DAF.   

 

Petition 2023-18 MPA will create a narrow alongshore State Marine Conservation Area 

(SMCA) allowing shore fishing for finfish by hook and line only.  This SMCA will address and 

rectify an inconsistent application of allowable shoreline fishing that will benefit the morale and 

welfare of the Vandenberg Space Force Base community and other visitors. Thus, the DAF 

supports 2023-18MPA. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

DAVID C. BELL, PhD 

DAF REC Region 9 

 

 

cc:   

Darryl York, SLD 30 Environmental Chief 

Jason Golumbfskie-Jones, DOD REC 9 

Karla Meyer, AFCEC /CZTQ 
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From: Curran, Jessica J CIV USN COMNAVREG SW SAN CA (USA) 
< >  
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2025 10:39 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Shuman, Craig@Wildlife < >; Golumbfskie-Jones, Jason 
C CIV USN COMNAVREG SW SAN CA (USA) < >; 
Palmer, Jessica N CIV USN COMNAVREG SW SAN CA (USA) 
< > 
Subject: Department of Navy Opposition to Expansion of Cabrillo State Marine Reserve 
(Petition 2023-33MPA_AM1) 

Hello,  

Please see the attached letter regarding the subject petition to expand the Cabrillo State 
Marine Reserve.  

V/r,  

Jessica 

Jessica Curran | Navy Region Southwest Marine Biologist 

office: 619.705.5405 

San Diego, CA 92132 





From: Blake Hermann < >  
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 7:27 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Ashcraft, Susan@FGC < >; Miller-Henson, Melissa@FGC 
< >; Shuman, Craig@Wildlife 
< >; Newell, Caroline-Contractor@FGC 
< > 
Subject: Petition2023-15 comment reply 

Hello,  

Hope all is going well. Please see attached comment letter for next meeting replying to a 
letter submitted by 8 eNGOs on Petition2023-15MPA in August. My comments 
address severe data gaps and severe factual inaccuracies I am disappointed to see in the 
original letter on Petition2023-15MPA. I felt this must be noted in this process to avoid any 
future comments restating these data and factual inaccuracies about Petition2023-15MPA. 
Letter also provides rebuttals to additional claims, and provides unedited data direct from 
NOAA/NMFS that objectively support petition claims.   

 
Thank you, 

Blake H.  



​The Following is a rebuttal letter to the comments submitted by 8 eNGOs at a previous​
​FGC meeting pertaining to Petition 2023-15MPA. This comment will follow the original​
​comment, provide live counter comments to the arguments presented and provide​
​important contextual data direct from NMFS. This comment is to further elaborate on​
​Patition2023-15MPA and express my concerns that those groups presenting this past​
​comment were misinformed on some of the petition contents and or did not read the​
​petition in its entirety as to what it is requesting.​

​This is not intended to demean the opinions of those against the petition in any way, but​
​is meant to show, with the broader data, that what the petition requests is not​
​unreasonable, is supported by the MLPA, and are aligned state/federal objectives​
​during this adaptive management process.​

​For context, the sections of the original comment pertaining to a different petition​
​(Petition2023-14MPA) were removed. Any sections containing counter arguments will​
​be​​red.​

​This comment aims to show/reiterate:​
​-​ ​The Petition, if granted will not weaken the MPA network and its connectivity​

​goals for protecting local ecosystems​
​-​ ​The Channel Islands are the most justifiable location to allow for limited​

​pelagic or HMS from both a current network design standpoint and a​
​geospatial standpoint​

​-​ ​The petition does​​not​​request any commercial take​​beyond basic​
​hook-and-line (no net or longline) and has options removing hook-and-line​
​entirely​

​-​ ​The MLPA supports these changes and MRWG goals will still be preserved​
​-​ ​True catch data of HMS clearly shows what little relative impact our MPAs​

​have on the species compared to the larger impacts on local, sustainable​
​fisheries​



​[Start of Original Comment]​

​July 31, 2025​

​Erika Zavaleta​
​California Natural Resources Headquarters Building​
​715 P Street, 2nd Floor​
​Sacramento, CA 95814​

​Re:​ ​Agenda Item 17 C re Comments on MPA Petitions​​2023-14MPA and 2023-​
​15MPA​

​Dear President Zavaleta and Honorable Commissioners:​

​We would like to begin by thanking the Marine Resource Committee, the full Fish and​
​Game Commission (FGC) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for their​
​dedication to the adaptive management process of California’s MPA network. As the FGC and​
​CDFW continue reviewing the Marine Protected Area (MPA) petitions, we ask that you consider​
​the below arguments against specific petitions looking to weaken​​*​​the MPA network.​
​Specifically, the requests of petition 2023-14 MPA to open nine MPAs along the coast to​
​commercial urchin fishing and petition 2023-15 MPA to allow some form of take of highly​



​migratory species, coastal pelagic species, and/or pelagic finfish at three MPAs at the Channel​
​Islands.​

​*Regarding the "weakening" of the MPA network. It has been made clear since petition​
​submission that the objective of Petiton2023-15MPA is to still allow high ecosystem​
​level protections in parallel with a limited take of HMS allowance. This is supported by​
​the Department SeaSketch analysis verifying that the preferred changes of the petition​
​result in MPAs with “high levels of protection that still maintain connectivity.” The end​
​result being a network that is just as protected on an ecosystem level that also gives​
​limited and reasonable take of HMS with sustainable fishing methods. This is all publicly​
​verifiable over SeaSketch.​

​I.​ ​The FGC and CDFW Should Reject PETITION 2023-15MPA - Opening Channel​
​Islands MPAs to Allow Take of Highly Migratory Species.​

​This petition requests opening existing no take reserves—the cornerstone of the MPA​
​Network—to commercial fishing for pelagic species, which encompasses a wide range of​
​species,​​9​ ​such as sharks, bill fish, tuna, and mahi​​mahi in Southern California. The Channel​
​Islands State Marine Reserves (SMRs), and Federal Marine Reserves (FMRs) are among the​
​biggest, oldest and most effective MPAs in the country. Petition 2023-15MPA does not​
​support the goals identified during the planning process for the Channel Islands MPAs, and we​
​therefore request that the FGC and CDFW reject the petition to reclassify three SMRs​
​(Footprint SMR, Gull Island SMR, Santa Barbara Island SMR) in the Northern Channel​
​Islands (NCIs) as SMCAs.​

​9​ ​https:/​​/www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-K​

​The commercial fishing the petition requests are harpoon swordfishing, the most​
​sustainable and clean form of commercial swordfish on the planet, and basic​
​hook-and-line fishing, akin to normal sportfishing methods. There are no net or longline​
​style requests, unlike what is claimed in this letter. The HMS realistically present around​
​the Northern Channel Islands that are available for commercial or sport take would be​
​Bluefin tuna, Swordfish, and mako sharks, with others like mahi mahi or yellowfin rarely​
​present during strong El Nino events. Striped Marlin would be targeted for catch and​
​release by sport boats.​
​The fact that the NCI MPAs are the oldest in the network justify them the most to be​
​looked at for adaptive management purposes. This is especially the case for​
​pelagic/HMS allowed areas because the NCI MPAs see little to no pelagic or HMS​
​allowed areas compared to the remainder of the state network made after the NCI​
​process. The NCI MPAs are held to the same standards as the other MPAs in the​
​modern  network and are governed by the MPA Master Plans which clearly state to​
​have pelagic allowed regions in the regional objectives (goals) of the Master plans. As​
​the NCI MPAs were designated before any of these guiding documents and contain​
​noticeably low levels of pelagic allowed areas compared to everywhere else it is more​
​than reasonable to consider this adaptive management measure to update the NCI​
​MPAs to the same standards we see elsewhere in the network.​

http://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-VI/part-660/subpart-K


​Established in 2003 after the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS)​
​Advisory Council (SAC), the Marine Reserves Working Group (MRWG) came up with goals for​
​MPAs at the Channel Islands. The MRWG’s goals stated the following:​

​(1) Ecosystem Biodiversity Goal: To protect representative and unique marine habitats,​
​ecological processes, and populations of interest; (2) Socio-Economic Goal: To maintain​
​long-term socioeconomic viability while minimizing short-term socioeconomic losses to​
​all users and dependent parties; (3) Sustainable Fisheries Goal: To achieve sustainable​
​fisheries by integrating marine reserves into fisheries management; (4) Natural and​
​Cultural Heritage Goal: To maintain areas for visitor, spiritual, and recreational​
​opportunities which include cultural and ecological features and their associated values;​
​and (5) Education Goal: To foster stewardship of the marine environment by providing​
​educational opportunities to increase awareness and encourage responsible use of​
​resources.​​10​

​We utilized the goals and reasonings from the “Final 2002 Environmental Document: Marine​
​Protected Areas in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Channel Islands​
​National Marine Sanctuary” as the Channel Islands state and federal MPAs pre-date the Marine​
​Life Protection Act and subsequent establishment of the statewide MPA network. Approval of​
​this petition would be inconsistent with these goals for the following reasons.​

​The fact that the original process and working groups were designated the​​Marine​
​Reserves​​Working Group displays the shift between​​the NCI and more modern MLPA​
​processes. Both focus on ecosystem protections but the NCI process, being first, is​
​naturally reserve heavy, as the island network was the first of its kind to go in. Now that​
​we have a broader state network, and a better understanding of MPAs and pelagic​
​fisheries we can justifiably partially open some NCI reserves to HMS like we clearly see​
​in the rest of the network that is based on more-modern data.​

​A.​ ​MRWG Goal -​​Ecosystem Biodiversity​

​The establishment of the Channel Islands MPAs was, “To protect representative and​
​unique marine habitats, ecological processes, and populations of interest,” which has translated​
​to the goals and intent of the statewide MPA Network​​*​​.​​Past petitions requesting to establish​
​MPAs to protect a singular species have been denied by the FGC. For example, in 2020-2021 the​
​FGC denied a petition requesting for the creation of an MPA for White Sharks near Carpentaria​
​reasoning, “MPAs are intended to protect ecosystems, not individual species, especially highly​
​mobile, pelagic species.”​​11​ ​The intent of California​​MPAs remains to protect all aspects of an​
​ecosystem (ecosystem-wide protection), not one species. Consequently, opening an MPA for one​
​species should also be rejected​​**​​.​

​*The original goals of the NCI were largely applied to the state network that came after​
​the NCI MPA designation process. Both networks’ objectives were to protect​
​ecosystems. Ecosystem level protection was defined under the level of protection and​
​MPA connectivity frameworks that came after the NCI process, and while both networks​
​accomplish the same general goals, look at the vast differences in pelagic allowances​
​between them. Clearly if the more-modern coastal network made 40% of its areas​
​limited take for mostly pelagic fish and maintains ecosystem level protection the NCI​
​MPAs can be revisited and reconsidered in light of this change in MPA management​



​and HMS fisheries. Under the petition’s preferred changes there are​​no​​resulting​
​changes in connectivity as MPA’s all retain their high levels of protection. This is​
​because pelagic and especially HMS fishing activity, under sustainable and clean​
​fishing methods, do not impact the essential local ecosystems the MPAs are primarily​
​intended for, as interactions between pelagic fisheries and homebody species like​
​groundfish or bass are next to impossible. For fisheries like spear or harpoon they are​
​impossible unless the angler knowingly breaks the law. Department frameworks like the​
​LOPs and connectivity requirements for ecosystem protection are clear, under an​
​accepted petition, the ecosystem is still more than protected and connectivity​
​preserved..​

​**As mentioned above, ecosystem level protections are a key in this process. It is​
​unfavorable to propose changes that reduce network connectivity by introducing fishing​
​methods that are either too intensive, or take species the MPA network works best for,​
​petition2023-15MPA does not remove ecosystem level protections or any network​
​connectivity.​
​The commission's decision to not grant a new MPA for Great White Sharks on the​
​grounds that they are an HMS and are not affected by MPAs meaningfully enough on​
​their own to justify an MPA is a prime example on why the petition should be allowed​
​and sets a clear precedent, HMS are not meaningfully affected by MPAs. This fact is​
​already supported by both 2008 and 2016 MMPs. Following that precedent we can still​
​protect other species in these areas (non-HMS) and allow take of HMS while still​
​protecting the local ecosystem, this is exactly what Petition2023-15MPA proposes. If​
​“MPAs are intended to protect ecosystems, not individual species,​​especially highly​
​mobile, pelagic species,”​​then we surely can allow​​for HMS take in a sector of the​
​network that currently allows 10x less pelagic allowed areas (by relative percentage)​
​and still protect the local ecosystem the HMS are just passing through. The logic of​
​opening an MPA to specifically HMS is clearly supported by this so long as the​
​ecosystem the MPA is aiming to protect remains protected, and under the LOP and​
​Seasketch connectivity guidelines it all is still protected under an accepted petition.​

​10​ ​Ugoretz, John. (2002). Final 2002 environmental​​document: marine protected areas in the National Oceanic and​
​Atmospheric Administration’s Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (sections 27.82, 630 and 632 Title 14,​
​California code of regulations).​
​11​ ​California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2022).​​Decadal Management Review: Appendix G Supplemental​
​Tables.​



​The petitioner makes the argument that opening Footprint SMR, Gull Island SMR, Santa​
​Barbara Island SMR to fishing pressure would have no significant impact on non-migratory​
​species within the MPAs. However, the increase in boat traffic through the previously closed​
​areas would introduce noise pollution, potential derelict fishing gear, water pollution, etc. The​
​added complexities in the individual MPAs regulations will also increase the hardship on​
​enforcement. Additionally, the same reasons cited to open these MPAs to highly migratory​
​species are also the reasons why we believe it is unnecessary to do so.​

​Figure 1. Seasketch Map using layers “Commercial Fishing Blocks” and “Existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)”​

​Regarding “noise pollution” in MPAs. See attached heat map image of boat traffic​
​tracked via AIS in the SCB. Pelagic effort on the southern side of the 4 northern NCI in​
​the normal pelagic fishing grounds shows very low traffic saturation (blue/green). The​
​opening of the three MPAs in question will not see a shift in intense traffic as there is no​
​clear higher level of traffic outside of the proposed areas vs inside along the south side​
​of the 4 northern islands in the pelagic fishing grounds. Essentially there are no clear​
​“traffic boundaries” for MPA as there is clearly not less traffic inside of them. Regarding​
​“noise pollution” in general the Scorpion SMR and Anacapa MPAs actually see some of​
​the most traffic and therefore “noise pollution” yet there have been no alarms raised​
​there. That being the case there should be no concern for noise if some fishing is​
​allowed in the three proposed MPAs as any traffic would be minimal relative to apparent​
​noise present in several no-take and limited take areas elsewhere.​



​Regarding lost fishing gear, as the proposed methods involve pelagic/HMS fisheries that​
​are all non-bottom contact in general the risk of gear being snagged or abandoned are​
​low for hook-and-line which would consist mainly of troll or surface casting methods for​
​tuna or billfish, which again, is minimal in its gear loss rates compared to bottom fishing.​
​Harpoon and spear gears are also relatively never lost, and have minimal footprints​
​compared to H&L as neither are deployed until a fish is taken.​

​Regarding water pollution, the act of fishing in these areas specifically for HMS does not​
​create additional risks to water pollution that ordinarily exist when fishing for HMS​
​outside of these areas. The “threat” of pollution exists in the surrounding area​
​regardless of if they are open or not.​

​Added allowances in MPAs always makes enforcement more difficult. However, if​
​enforcement has no issue enforcing the remainder of the MPA network that is already​
​40% limited take, which it claims it has no problems. The same areas at the NCI should​
​pose no difference in how the areas are enforced. Speaking to the local wardens when​
​out on the water and those at state offices also confirmed this claim.​

​1.​ ​Reasons Why MPAs Protect Highly Migratory Species​

​Protecting​​highly​​migratory​​species​​(HMS)​​like​​tunas,​​sharks,​​and​​billfish​​in​​California​
​waters​ ​plays​ ​a​ ​critical​ ​role​ ​in​ ​maintaining​ ​healthy​ ​marine​ ​ecosystems​ ​through​ ​trophic​
​cascades, nutrient cycling, and habitat connectivity.​

​Strategically placed MPAs can protect critical habitats (e.g., spawning grounds, migration​
​corridors) and reduce fishing pressure, such as the ones included in this petition.​​12​ ​A sharp​
​decline of large pelagic fish (species such as sharks, swordfishes, marlins, and tuna) that roam​
​the open sea and play vital roles as predators leads to impacts on local, regional and large-scale​
​ecosystem dynamics. Fishing undermines MPA effectiveness which leads to target species​
​depletion, leading to their inability to recover even within MPAs. The risk of bycatch on​
​unintended species is high and unaccounted for, leading to ineffectiveness of the local MPA for​
​all other components of the ecosystem.​

​12​ ​https:/​​/www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0308597X18301866?via%3Dihub.​

​MPAs do protect HMS when they do pass through; however, if that protection actually​
​helps the species is what is up to debate. Stating “Strategically placed MPAs can​
​protect critical habitats (e.g., spawning grounds, migration corridors) and reduce fishing​
​pressure, such as the ones included in this petition,​​12​​” inherently poses this question of​
​can​​it make a difference? Considering 40% of the remaining network has a limited​
​pelagic allowance suggests that an allowance at the NCI which lacks said allowance is​
​justifiable. In the MLPA it was determined HMS/pelagic species we not meaninfully​
​affected enough. Today, in the cited ScienceDirect article, it  concludes, “We conclude​
​that (1) many species with known migration routes, aggregating behavior, and philopatry​
​can benefit from spatial protection; but (2) spatial protection alone is insufficient and​
​should be integrated with effective fisheries management to protect and rebuild stocks​
​of highly migratory species.” This conclusion is clear, while some benefits may exist, the​
​MPA benefits alone are insufficient, essentially restating what was already known during​
​the MLPA, our small sized network (relatively speaking on the HMS scale) does not​

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0308597X18301866?via%3Dihub


​really affect them. Therefore we can allow reasonable take of HMS or pelagic while still​
​protecting our ecosystems. While there are possible MPA benefits to species in certain​
​cases these benefits along from MPAs are still insufficient for HMS that span the globe,​
​far exceeding our MPA boundaries. This is why we have actual pelagic fishery​
​management measures with seasons and quotas for HMS compared to MPAs that may​
​or may not contain them at a given time.​

​It should be especially noted that per the NMFS provided global catch data located at​
​the end of this analysis  for the two most relevant HMS in this petition, swordfish and​
​bluefin tuna, the entire fraction of taken fish inside of domestic waters as a whole on the​
​west coast is a drop in the bucket to what is taken internationally from the same stocks.​
​As these fish migrate into international waters in the winter/spring for 6-8 months, they​
​are simply hit with significantly higher levels of take on pelagic longline. Simply put, our​
​local HMS fisheries do nothing compared to international longline fleets that take a bulk​
​of the same HMS that we attempt to protect with local MPAs. Because of this, we must​
​give local, cleaner fleets the most opportunity to provide what they can by allowing take​
​in these areas that are largely not helping the HMS that pass through.​



​Snapshots of total landings of swordfish and bluefin tuna (recreational and commercial​
​combined) provided directly by NMFS.​​Our entire recreational​​and commercial landing​
​totals locally are represented  by the orange/beige boxes​​. In international waters US vessel​
​take is green, and remaining international take blue. The results are quite clear, locally​
​(inside of 250 nautical miles) our fleets take small fractions of these species stocks. You​
​can barely even see the swordfish we take locally along the entire coast, let alone at the​
​NCI. Any protections these HMS may have locally are negligible in this regard and access​
​should be granted in areas that can accommodate some level of local take in a region of​
​the MPA network that came before all the Master Plans that laid this information out.​



​2.​ ​Maintaining Trophic Balance (Top-Down Control)​

​●​ ​Predator-prey dynamics:​​HMS like bluefin tuna, mako​​sharks, and swordfish are apex​
​predators that regulate mid-level species (e.g., squid, small fish). Their decline can​
​trigger population explosions of prey species, disrupting food webs. For example,​
​overfishing sharks in Southern California has been linked to increased cephalopod​
​(squid/octopus) populations, which then overconsume shellfish and crustaceans.​​13,14​

​If any overfishing exists on these stocks that are domestically and internationally​
​recognized as “not overfished” by NOAA and IATTIC, the “overfishing” occurs in​
​international waters on the pelagic longlines that take an overwhelming majority​
​of the stock. (See NMFS catch data above (charts) and at the end of the​
​document (full report))​

​●​ ​Nutrient Cycling:​​Migratory species transport nutrients​​across vast distances. When they​
​feed in deep waters and excrete near the surface, they fertilize phytoplankton (the base of​
​the marine food web), delivering valuable nutrients to MPAs. In addition, highly​
​migratory species such as tunas and billfish contribute to the “biological carbon pump”​
​by moving nutrients vertically, as part of benthic pelagic linkages, which enhances ocean​
​productivity.​
​Nutrient cycling will continue to occur regardless if these areas are open or not. A​
​fish excrement occurring inside or outside of an MPA participates in this cycle. If​
​the concern is less fish will be doing it, again reference the international longline​
​vs inside EEZ catch data on fisheries meaningfully affecting the global stock (the​
​northeastern pacific stock of billfish and tuna).​

​●​ ​Protecting Spawning & Nursery Grounds:​​Many HMS rely​​on offshore areas such as​
​the MPAs for spawning and recruitment areas. The loss of protection not only may​
​reduce recruitment success of the targeted HMS, but also loss of food sources for non-​
​targeted species such as sea birds and rockfish. Consequently, the habitat health of these​
​areas for non-HMS will be degraded.​
​It has been well established that both billfish and tuna visit the Southern​
​California Bight (SCB) to feed, not spawn. Spawning occurs hundreds of miles​
​offshore outside the reach of any of our local MPAs in warmer waters. The idea​
​of protecting nursery grounds follows the same logic of an MPAs effect on an​
​HMS, fully grown or still growing, our local MPAs have little effect.​

​●​ ​Reducing Bycatch & Ecosystem Damage:​​HMS fisheries​​(e.g., longlines, drift gillnets)​
​often catch non-target species, including threatened and endangered species (leatherback​
​turtles, short-tailed albatross). Furthermore, bycatch often includes species that are key​
​ecosystem engineers (e.g., giant sea bass, which maintain kelp forest health).​
​This is the only point I, as the petitioner, take personal offense to. The petition is​
​very​​clear in the methods it proposed being allowed:​​recreational spear,​
​commercial harpoon, and general hook-and-line. Nowhere is there mention of​
​allowing gill net or longline methods, longline is not even allowed within 220​
​miles of land. Harpoon swordfish and recreational spear are quite literally​
​zero-bycatch fisheries and pelagic hook-and-line has minimal bycatch at best. To​
​insinuate that bycatch is a potential major issue here, especially for something​
​like giant seabass or endangered seabirds/turtles is factually incorrect, and​
​makes myself question the fact if the accusers either did not understand or did​
​not read the petition in its entirety before commenting this unfounded allegation.​



​Protecting HMS isn’t just about saving iconic species—it’s about​​preserving the ocean’s​
​“circulatory system.”​​Their migrations connect distant​​ecosystems, making them indispensable​
​to California’s marine biodiversity.​

​It is well established that the protections HMS receive while passing through​
​these MPAs on the currents are minimal at best. An allowance in these three​
​areas will not revolutionize the fishery by any means, it would just give more area​
​back for anglers to try to find HMS inside of. For a set of species (HMS) that are​
​predominantly taken far offshore on longline, there should be no reason to allow​
​this small level of additional take locally in areas that offer fishable conditions.​
​We already do this everywhere else in the more modern network, we must now​
​do the same at the NCI where this was overlooked.​

​B.​ ​MRWG Goals -​​Socio-Economic & Sustainable Fisheries​

​Under the socio-economic and sustainable fisheries goals established by the MRWG, the​
​petitioners request to reclassify select MPAs to alleviate negative impacts on the fisheries for​
​listed highly migratory species​​15​ ​would undo the achievements​​the MPAs have reached. The​
​long-term benefits of maintaining the current level of protection have proven to outweigh the​
​short-term socioeconomic losses that came with establishing the MPAs. For example, the​
​establishment of the MPAs at the NCIs has seen an increase in landings of shark and tuna species​
​within the CINMS blocks​​16​ ​used in Figure 2.​​17​ ​Pre-MPAs​​(1998-2002), the total value landed for​
​the MPA fishing blocks within the CINMS was 2.899% and the total pounds landed was 4.030%.​
​Post-MPAs (2020-2024), the total value landed for the MPA fishing blocks within the CINMS​
​was 28.980% and the total pounds landed was 45.962%. By pounds and by value, there has been​
​an increase in economic success that followed the establishment of the CINMS MPAs, indicating​
​that opening the MPAs will not necessarily increase the benefit to the HMS fisheries. The return​
​of many species, not just tuna and sharks, cannot be proven to have benefited solely from the​
​establishment of the MPAs. However, the increase in population was and is likely amplified and​
​supported by the MPA network.​

​13​ ​https:/​​/www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0165783698001787​
​14​ ​https://oceanrep.geomar.de/id/eprint/53785/1/4444.pdf​
​15​ ​List of State HMS, CPS, and Pelagic finfish per​​Title 14 CA § 1.49, 1.39, and 632(3): -Highly migratory species​
​means any of the following: albacore, bluefin, bigeye, and yellowfin tuna (Thunnus spp.); skipjack tuna​
​(Katsuwonus pelamis); dorado (dolphinfish) (Coryphaena hippurus); striped marlin (Tetrapturus audax); thresher​
​sharks (common, pelagic, and bigeye) (Alopias spp); shortfin mako shark (Isurus oxyrinchus); blue shark (Prionace​
​glauca); and Pacific swordfish (Xiphias gladius). -Coastal pelagic species means any of the following: northern​
​anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax), Pacific mackerel (Scomber japonicus), jack​
​mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus), and market squid (Loligo opalescens). -Pelagic finfish, are a subset of finfish​
​defined as: northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), barracudas (Sphyraena spp.), billfishes (family Istiophoridae),​
​dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus), Pacific herring (Clupea pallasi), jack mackerel (Trachurus symmetricus),​
​Pacific mackerel (Scomber japonicus), salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.), Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax), blue shark​
​(Prionace glauca), salmon shark (Lamna ditropis), shortfin mako shark (Isurus oxyrinchus), thresher sharks (Alopias​
​spp.), swordfish (Xiphias gladius), tunas (family Scombridae) including Pacific bonito (Sarda chiliensis), and​
​yellowtail (Seriola lalandi).​
​16​ ​See Figure 1 for reference to the fishing blocks​​used in the analysis.​
​17​ ​Displays percentage values calculated by dividing​​the MPA petition fishing blocks by the CINMS fishing blocks.​
​This was done to assess the economic impacts locally versus comparing the MPA petition fishing blocks to the entire​

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0165783698001787


​Block ID​ ​Total​ ​Total​
​Pounds        Value​

​707​ ​$869​ ​$4,537​
​708​ ​$4,480​ ​$15,767​
​709​ ​$3,624​ ​$16,934​
​710​ ​$4,813​ ​$6,555​
​764​ ​$543​ ​$2,632​
​765​ ​$2,598​ ​$14,079​
​683​ ​$16,619​ ​$23,693​
​684​ ​$1,814​ ​$3,364​
​685​ ​$2,809​ ​$6,680​
​686​ ​$1,312​ ​$3,564​
​687​ ​$1,476​ ​$3,454​
​688​ ​$7,233​ ​$9,766​
​689​ ​$2,175​ ​$4,742​
​690​ ​$2,224​ ​$3,346​
​691​ ​$518​ ​$943​
​706​ ​Confidential​
​711​ ​$2,889​ ​$6,868​
​712​ ​$1,816​ ​$3,518​
​713​ ​$0​ ​$0​
​744​ ​$598​ ​$1,199​
​745​ ​Confidential​

​Total Petition 2023-15*​ ​$16,927​ ​$60,505​
​Total CINMS**​ ​$58,409​ ​$131,642​

​Total All Blocks​ ​$​​8,849,117​ ​$13,908,685​
​Petition/All​ ​0.191%​ ​0.435%​
​CINMS/All​ ​0.660%​ ​0.946%​

​Petition/CINMS***​ ​28.980%​ ​45.962%​

​Table 2.​​18​ ​Data from CA Department of Fish and Wildlife.​​Marine Fisheries Data Explorer. Species analyzed are​
​sharks and tuna. Species analyzed are sharks and tuna that were landed from Jan 1, 2020- Dec 31, 2024.​
​* Blocks surrounding the MPAs listed in petition 2023-15MPA. Inside the box.​
​** Blocks surrounding San Miguel Island, Santa Rosa Island, Santa Cruz Island, Anacapa Island, and Santa Barbara​
​Island (683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 706 ,707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 744, 745, 764, 765).​
​*** MPA petition fishing blocks divided by CINMS fishing blocks.​

​(See end of data)​

​18​ ​Note “confidential” is data withheld by CDFW.​



​Block ID​ ​Total​
​Pounds​

​Total Value​

​707​ ​$1008​ ​$1279.25​
​708​ ​$2395.9​ ​$2626.375​
​709​ ​Confidential​
​710​ ​$4116.6​ ​$3863.85​
​764​ ​Confidential​
​765​ ​Confidential​
​683​ ​$137,641​ ​$54,943​
​684​ ​$5,202​ ​$5,709​
​685​ ​$13,302​ ​$12,537​
​686​ ​$6,648​ ​$8,923​
​687​ ​$7,983​ ​$8,005​
​688​ ​$47,129​ ​$56,320​
​689​ ​$5,949​ ​$5,380​
​690​ ​$6,978​ ​$10,696​
​691​ ​$0​ ​$0​
​711​ ​$14,381​ ​$17,448​
​712​ ​$2,009​ ​$1,149​
​713​ ​$4,705​ ​$3,895​
​744​ ​$0​ ​$0​
​745​ ​Confidential​

​Total Petition 2023-15*​ ​$7520.5​ ​$7769.475​
​Total CINMS**​ ​$259446.93​ ​$192775.2925​

​Total All Blocks​ ​32,150,483​ ​$22,954,516​
​Petition/All​ ​0.0234%​ ​0.0338%​
​CINMS/All​ ​0.807%​ ​0.840%​

​Petition/CINMS***​ ​2.899%​ ​4.030%​

​Table 3. Data from CA Department of Fish and Wildlife. Marine Fisheries Data Explorer. Species analyzed are​
​sharks and tuna. Species analyzed are sharks and tuna that were landed from Jan 1, 1998- Dec 31, 2002.​
​* Blocks surrounding the MPAs listed in petition 2023-15MPA. Inside the box.​
​** Blocks surrounding San Miguel Island, Santa Rosa Island, Santa Cruz Island, Anacapa Island, and Santa Barbara​
​Island (683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 706 ,707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 744, 745, 764, 765).​
​*** MPA petition fishing blocks divided by CINMS fishing blocks​

​(See end of data)​​.​



​Figure 2. Comparison of Pre-MPA (Jan 1​​st​​, 1998- Dec​​31​​st​​, 2002) and Post-MPA (Jan 1​​st​​, 2020- Dec 31​​st​​,​​2024) total​
​value and total weight by pounds of shark and tuna species landed within the MPA blocks compared to the CINMS​
​fishing blocks.​

​There are several​​concerns​​this data brings to light.​
​-The lack of HMS filtering making the “shark” category count the hundreds of​

​thousands of pounds of non-pelagic sharks landed at the islands in the early 2000s by​
​gillnet (brown, angel, smoothhound, leopard, and soupfin sharks all fall into non-pelagic​
​categories). This significantly skews the data to show less relative percent of species​
​that are not even HMS or pelagic being taken in the CINMS, not adjacent to MPAs.​

​-The comparison of pre and post MLPA data where half the block data for pre-MLPA​
​is allegedly confidential sways results very positively in the arguments favor on a​
​percent basis, where the true values are certainly much closer.​

​-Plugging in the same parameters (non-pelagic sharks included and not included) in​
​the MFDE yields significantly different numbers and non-confidential values where​
​confidential values allegedly were in the early 2000s for blocks 709, 764, and 765.​

​-The lack of billfish (swordfish) in the landing analysis which would locally see the​
​largest amount of relative take.​

​C.​ ​MRWG Goals -​​Natural and Cultural Heritage & Education​

​An integral component of the CINMS MPAs and the statewide MPA Network is the​
​inclusion of humans. The areas are not only to help conservation and enhance fisheries​
​management, but to provide areas for spiritual, educational, and recreational opportunities.​​19​ ​A​
​2024 survey​​20​ ​revealed that 81% of Californians favor​​expanding MPAs to protect fish, wildlife,​
​and their habitat off the state’s coast. Protecting California waters is not only important for the​
​species living in those environments, but also for California ocean users which include non-​
​consumptive uses like beach going, whale watching, photography, surfing, scuba diving, and​
​boating. The Natural and Cultural Heritage Goal and Education goals are intended to maintain​



​areas in the marine environment that give an opportunity to experience healthier marine​
​ecosystems and understand what our ocean may have looked like historically. The petitioners​
​request to open three highly protected MPAs does not support these goals.​

​Regarding these 3 MPAs in the specific petition, none see any relative non-consumptive​
​use. Due to their offshore natures we see zero beachgoing, or surfing. Limited to no​
​whale watching or scuba diving occurs in these MPAs due to more favorable regions​
​that are nearshore (scuba) or in the northern santa barbara channel (whale watching).​
​All mentioned activities are unaffected by a change such as this for pelagic species as​
​well.​

​19​ ​Ugoretz, John. (2002). Final 2002 environmental​​document: marine protected areas in the National Oceanic and​
​Atmospheric Administration’s Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (sections 27.82, 630 and 632 Title 14,​
​California code of regulations).​
​20​ ​https:/​​/www.ppic.org/publication/ppic-statewide-survey-californians-and-the-environment-july-2024/​

http://www.ppic.org/publication/ppic-statewide-survey-californians-and-the-environment-july-2024/


​II.​ ​CONCLUSION​

​As California’s ocean faces a growing suite of threats from climate change and other​
​human uses, we urge the Commission and CDFW to use its authority to strengthen the MPA​
​network to ensure adequate representation of all key habitats in MPAs so that California’s MPA​
​network remains an effective ecosystem-based approach for resilience into the future. To help​
​ensure the network’s health rejecting both petition 2023-14 MPA and petition 2023-15 MPA is​
​necessary. Once again, we would like to thank both FGC and CDFW for their dedication to the​
​adaptive management process of California’s MPA network.​

​Sincerely,​
​Azsha Hudson​
​Marine Conservation Analyst & Program Manager​
​Environmental Defense Center​

​Rikki Eriksen​
​Marine Ecologist​
​California Marine Sanctuary Foundation​

​Tomas Valadez​
​California Policy Manager​
​Azul​

​Ray Hiemstra​
​Associate Director of Policy and Projects​
​Orange County Coastkeeper​

​Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, Esq.​
​Executive Director​
​Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (EAC)​

​Katie O'Donnell​
​US Ocean Conservation Manager​
​WILDCOAST​

​Zoe Collins​
​Marine Protected Area Program Coordinator​
​Heal the Bay​

​Penny Owens​
​Education & Community Outreach Director​
​Santa Barbara ChannelKeeper​

​Signatures crossed out as this is not their direct comment.​

​[End of Original Comment]​



​[NMFS Data report. The report will not be in​​red​​but additional comments will be.]​

​HMS Catches by Area​
​NMFS West Coast Region​

​05 September 2025​

​The goal of this data summary is to compare catches of key highly migratory species​
​(HMS) within the U.S. West Coast Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ; meaning Federal​
​waters offshore of California, Oregon, and Washington) to catches outside the EEZ.​
​Catches outsize the EEZ include U.S. vessels fishing on the high seas as well as catches​
​by foreign fleets who fish on the same stocks. Data are presented for the past ten years,​
​2015-2024.​

​The species included are North Pacific albacore, bluefin tuna, and swordfish.​

​The source for these data are the annual​​catch tables​​published by the International​
​Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species (ISC).​

​The primary species to be looked at through the petition lens are Bluefin Tuna and​
​Swordfish as those two species would experience the highest levels of sport and​
​commercial effort take in these areas if the petition is allowed. Striped marlin would see the​
​highest sport effort overall, but that is all primarily catch and release.​

https://isc.fra.go.jp/fisheries_statistics/index.html


​This chart, which appears in the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s annual HMS SAFE​
​reports, shows total catch of each species by countries which harvest North Pacific stocks​
​of HMS.​



​The following chart focuses on albacore, displaying catch by each country over the past 10​
​years. Note that in past years the U.S. and Canada have utilized a reciprocal access treaty​
​allowing each country to fish and land in the other’s EEZ. Therefore the catches by U.S.A.​
​and Canada both may occur in the U.S. EEZ or in Canadian waters.​



​The following chart focuses on swordfish. For U.S. fisheries, longline gear fishes outsize​
​the U.S. West Coast EEZ, while other gears (DSBG, harpoon, hook-and-line, and DGN)​
​fish inside the EEZ.​

​Note that locally with harpoon, hook-and-line, DSBG, and gill net fisheries we locally take​
​extremely little swordfish relative to what is taken from the stock each year, you can barely​
​see what our local fisheries take.  Of all these local fisheries, gill net is the traditionally​
​highest yield fishery for swordfish. As this method is not allowed in the petition, only​
​harpoon and hook-and-line are, we can clearly infer from the NMFS data that any​
​additional swordfish taken in these areas will not affect the stock at all, and relatively​
​speaking, are negligible in the grand scheme of things.​



​The following chart focuses on Pacific bluefin tuna. Almost all U.S. catches of domestically​
​caught bluefin are from gears which fish inside the EEZ (purse seine, hook-and-line, and​
​DGN). Also included are sport fishing catches by U.S. recreational boats, which comprise​
​the majority of U.S. bluefin catch in recent years. A small amount of bluefin is also caught​
​incidentally by longliners fishing outside the EEZ.​

​Bluefin tuna sees a higher level of relative take than swordfish when it comes to local​
​fisheries. As the data mentions, of what is taken locally a majority is sportfishing.​
​Sportfishing of bluefin tuna would be allowed under the petition however the added area​
​relative to the entire coast’s level of take is extremely small. Any additional level of take​
​would still see our local take levels remain well in the minority of what is taken globally.​

​Everything in this summary should be cited as follows:​

​International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific​
​Ocean (ISC). 2024 annual catch tables. Available from:​
​https://isc.fra.go.jp/fisheries_statistics/index.html​​.​​Accessed on: September 2, 2025. Data​
​summary and visualization provided by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) West​
​Coast Region staff. All data are subject to updates and corrections.​

​Overall, what the data shows is clear, what is taken locally is relatively very little to what is​
​taken globally from these HMS stocks, especially for swordfish. Under an accepted petition​
​the level of take locally even if it rises would be insignificant to the scale that these HMS​
​are currently being taken at.​

​Thank you,​
​Blake Hermann​
​Petitioner Petition2023-15MPA​

https://isc.fra.go.jp/fisheries_statistics/index.html


From: Dylan Wolf < >  
Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 10:19 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Petition For Surf Beach Fishing #2022-04 

Hello,  

My name is Dylan Wolf and I live in Lompoc CA 10+ years, I am an avid fisherman that likes 
to fish the area, and I was looking into the surf beach location to fish since that would be 
my local beach. Currently I have to travel down south near the Santa Barbara or north near 
the Santa maria area to fish. Vandenberg air force base which is the reason locals can't fish 
at surf beach, they allow fishing to their contractors, service men and service woman to 
fish the protected area all year long in the base property. I think it would only be fair to let 
the locals use the ½ mile strip of beach for local fishing.  

Above I attached the petition that was submitted by our old city manager.  and I will also 
link a website for BPH endorses the surf beach for fishing  

https://www.backcountryhunters.org/bha_endorses_petition_to_restore_historic_fishing_a
ccess_to_surf_beach 

Hope this reaches someone that will help the lompoc locals out 

Thank you   

Dylan Wolf 

Project Manager 

Lompoc CA 93436 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.backcountryhunters.org%2Fbha_endorses_petition_to_restore_historic_fishing_access_to_surf_beach&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7Cdd0edc54cc494dbf7f9008ddebd72dd1%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C1%7C638926031937083914%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C40000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2fv9K76ErszcX1sT8X8ruMfb8r4BX68kDNcYSad6Zzs%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.backcountryhunters.org%2Fbha_endorses_petition_to_restore_historic_fishing_access_to_surf_beach&data=05%7C02%7Cfgc%40fgc.ca.gov%7Cdd0edc54cc494dbf7f9008ddebd72dd1%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C1%7C638926031937083914%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C40000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2fv9K76ErszcX1sT8X8ruMfb8r4BX68kDNcYSad6Zzs%3D&reserved=0


State of California - Fish and Game Commission 
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE 
FGC 1 (Rev 06/19) Page 1 of 3 

Tracking Number: ( ) 

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to: California Fish and Game 
Commission, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note: 
This form is not intended for listing petitions for threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 
of Title 14). 

Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or 
fails to contain necessary information in each of the required categories listed on this form (Section I). 
A petition will be rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission's authority. A petition 
may be denied if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was considered 
within the previous 12 months and no information or data is being submitted beyond what was 
previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact Commission staff at (916) 653- 
4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov. 

SECTION I: Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Person or organization requesting the change (Required) 
Name of primary contact person: Dean Albro, City Manager. 
Address: ~ 
Telephone number: ! 
Email address:  

Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of 
the Commission to take the action requested: The Commission has authority over most 
hunting and fishing regulations in California .. 

Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: 'click here to enter 
text.' 

The City of Lompoc, formally requests a minor modification to the area of Surf Beach known as the 
Vandenberg Marine Preserve. This Preserve is located adjacent to Vandenberg Air Force Base, which 
itself is located directly adjacent to the City of Lompoc. 

From the time of the earliest inhabitants, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, to many generations 
of settlers thereafter, and to the citizens of Lompoc (established in 1888), Surf Beach has been used as a 
resource by many. Not only was the beach used for fishing to provide food to eat for their families, 
fishing was also enjoyed by many for its simple enjoyment and relaxation. 

The opportunity to fish at Surf Beach was available until 2007, when the Vandenberg Marine Preserve 
was created. This preservation area, encompassing approximately 33 square miles of marine protection, 
has had a detrimental impact on the City of Lompoc and its surrounding areas. Unfortunately, the 
creation of the Preserve removed any opportunity for fishing from the beach, located at what is known 
as Surf Beach. As mentioned earlier, this new preserve designation, implemented with little to no true 
input from the citizens or City of Lompoc, has placed a great hardship upon the City, in terms of family 

2022-04

200, 205 (c), 265,1590,1591, 2860, 2861, 6750



State of California - Fish and Game Commission 
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE 
FGC 1 (Rev 06/19) Page 2 of 3 

subsistence, as well as creating a negative financial impact on the City of Lompoc due to a reduction in 
tourism related revenues. 

The City of Lompoc is a regionally isolated community, and is also recognized as a disadvantaged 
community by the State of California. The residents of the City and surrounding areas are limited in 
many areas including recreational activities, particularly those offered at a low or no-cost level of 
participation. Surf Beach fishing is one of the activities that was eliminated by the creation of the 
marine preserve. 

4. Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: Click 
here to enter text.' 
The City's formal request for consideration by the California Department of Fish & Wildlife is a small 
modification to the existing marine preserve restrictions. This request would be to allow fishing on the 
one-half mile stretch of beach known as Surf Beach. The City sees this modification as a minor request 
considering that the entire preserve is approximately 33 square miles., However small, the modification 
would allow for families to once again fish for subsistence, and/or provide a low cost/no-cost 
recreational alternative for the residents of Lompoc and the surrounding area. 

The City's belief is that there will be, on average, no more than three or four individuals fishing at any 
given time. This level of 'take' from the Preserve should pose no harm to the Preserve as the act of 
fishing has been going on for centuries, but at least from the 1800's when Lompoc was settled, with no 
true harm to the volume of marine life. 

Should the Department of Fish & Wildlife decide to modify the restrictions to allow surf fishing, but 
impose a limit on the number of fish that could be caught by a single, licensed individual, the City of 
Lompoc requests that a minimum of four ( 4) fish caught be allowed, such that families using fishing for 
subsistence can survive on the limit. 

SECTION II: Optional Information 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Date of Petition: 'originally on 1/22/2020 - Reiterated on 2/8/2022. 

Category of Proposed Change 
X Sport Fishing 
D Commercial Fishing 
.o. Hunting 
.D Other, please specify: Click here to enter text. 

The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or 
https:llgovt. west/aw. com/ca/regs) 
D Amend Title 14 Secttorusj.Click here to enter text. 

_D_ Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text. 
0 Repeal Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text. 

If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify 
the tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text. 
Or X Not applicable. 



State of California - Fish and Game Commission 
PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION FOR REGULATION CHANGE 
FGC 1 (Rev 06/19) Page 3 of 3 

s.l 
I 

I 
10. 

Effective date: If applicable, identify the desired effective date of the regulation. 
If the proposed change requires immediate implementation, explain the nature of the 
emergency: Click here to enter text. 

Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the 
proposal including data, reports and other documents: 'See attached letter dated 1/22/2020. 

11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Identify any known impacts of the proposed regulation change 
on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals, businesses, jobs, 
other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing: Click here to enter text. 

12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed: 

Click here to enter text. 

SECTION 3: FGC Staff Only 

Date received: Click here to enter text. 

FGC staff action: 
' I ,0, Accept - complete 
D Reject - incomplete :o· Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 

Tracking Number 
Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action: 

Meeting date for FGC consideration: _ 

FGC action: 
'o Denied by FGC 
D Denied - same as petition _ 

Tracking Number 
!oi Granted for consideration of regulation change 

X

3/14/22

CMckeith
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January 22, 2020 

Mr. Charlton H. Bonham, Director 
California Department of Fish & Wildlife 
P .0. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 

SUBJECT: Surf Fishing at Surf Beach, Lompoc, Ca 

Dear Mr. Bonham: 

This letter is being sent to you to by the City of Lompoc, to fonnally request a minor modification 
to the area of Surf Beach known as the Vandenberg Marine Preserve. This Preserve is located 
adjacent to Vandenberg Air Force Base, which itself is located directly adjacent to the City of 
Lompoc. 

From the time of the earliest inhabitants, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, to many 
generations of settlers thereafter, and to the citizens of Lompoc (established in 1888), Surf Beach 
has been used as a resource by many. Not only was the beach used for fishing to provide food 
to eat for their families, fishing was also enjoyed by many for its simple enjoyment and relaxation. 

The opportunity to fish at Surf Beach was available until 2007, when the Vandenberg Marine 
Preserve was created. This preservation area, encompassing approximately 33 square miles of 
marine protection, has had a detrimental impact on the City of Lompoc and its surrounding areas. 
Unfortunately, the creation of the Preserve removed any opportunity for fishing from the beach, 
located at what is known as Surf Beach. As mentioned earlier, this new preserve designation, 
implemented with little to no true input from the citizens or City of Lompoc, has placed a great 
hardship upon the City, in tenns of family subsistence, as well as creating a negative financial 
impact on the City of Lompoc due to a reduction in tourism related revenues. 

The City of Lompoc is a regionally isolated community, and is also recognized as a disadvantaged 
community by the State of California. The residents of the City and surrounding areas are limited 
in many areas including recreational activities, particularly those offered at a low or no-cost level 
of participation. Surf Beach fishing is one of the activities that was eliminated by the creation of 
the marine preserve. 

The City's fonnal request for consideration by the California Department of Fish & Wildlife is a 
small modification to the existing· marine preserve restrictions. This request would be to allow 
fishing on the one-half mile stretch of beach known as Surf Beach. The City sees this modification 
as a minor request considering that the entire preserve is approximately 33 square miles., 
However small, the modification would allow for families to once again fish for subsistence, and/or 
provide a low cost/no-cost recreational alternative for the residents of Lompoc and the 
surrounding area. 

100 CIVIC CENTER PLAZA, LOMPOC, CA 93436 
PHONE: 805-736-1261 FAX: 805-736-5347 



Mr. Charlton H. Bonham, Director 
January 8, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 

The City's belief is that there will be, on average, no more than three or four individuals fishing at 
any given time. This level of 'take' from the Preserve should pose no harm to the Preserve as 
the act of fishing has been going on for centuries, but at least from the 1800's when Lompoc was 
settled, with no true harm to the volume of marine life. In addition, the City would suggest that 
the change for surf/beach fishing be changed from a Preserve designation, to a 'Conservation" 
designation, such that fishing would be limited to the taking of Sand Perch, and/or similar species, 
and Sand Crabs, which are commonly used as bait. 

The City is requesting a response from the Department of Fish & Wildlife by February 28, 2020, 
such that there will be a modification to the existing marine preserve restrictions, or a response 
informing the City of Lompoc on the proper procedures to follow to request a modification. 

Thank you for your consideration and assistance in this matter. 

Cc: Gavin Newsom, Governor 
Wade Crowfoot, Secretary of Natural Resources 
Jenelle Osborne, Mayor 
Dirk Starbuck, Mayor Pro-tern 
Victor Vega, Council Member 
Jim Mosby, Council Member 
Gilda Cordova, Council Member 



State of California - Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH.AND WILDLIFE 
Marine Region 
1933 Cliff Drive, Suite 9 
Santa Barbara, CA 93109 
www.wildlife.ca.gov 

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

May 4, 2020 

Mr. Jim Throop 
Lompoc City Manager 
100 Civic Center Plaza 
Lompoc, CA 93436 

SUBJ.ECT: R-esponse-to.RequesUo.rAmending...Vandenber.g State Marine Reserv.e 
Area Regulations 

Dear Mr. Throop: 

Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Vandenberg State Marine Reserve, I apologize 
for the delayed response to your inquiry. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Department) has reviewed your request to allow shore fishing at Surf Beach within the 
Vandenberg State Marine Reserve (SMR). This letter provides a brief background of the 
establishment of the Vandenberg SMR, a summary of the adaptive management 
framework that governs the management of State's Marine Protected Area network, and 
guidance for advancing your request, if so desired, to the California Fish and Game 
Commission (Commission) for consideration. 

In 1999, the State Legislature approved, and the Governor signed into law the Marine 
Life Protection Act (MLPA). The MLPA required the Department to redesign California's 
existing patchwork of marine protected areas (MPAs) into a science-based, cohesive, 
ecologically connected network. From 2005 to 2012, a very extensive public planning 
process took place sequentially across four coastal regions resulting in 124 MPAs and 
15 special closures along California's 1100-mile coastline and offshore islands. 

The public planning process for the central coast region took place from 2005 to 2007. 
Following planning, the Commission took action to adopt regulations for 28 central coast 
MPAs, including the Vandenberg SMR. The SMR designation prohibits any type of take, 
thus it is considered the backbone of the MPA network. The Vandenberg SMR was 
intended to protect unique and diverse habitats and species in an area where vessel 
traffic/extensive human use was already limited due to the Vandenberg Air Force Base. 

The Commission has authority over most hunting and fishing regulations in California 
and oversees the establishment of wildlife areas, ecological reserves, and the 
designation of MPAs under the MLPAfAs part of th"e"ada~tive management process 
tne Commission w1lrbe conducting a aecadall'eView-of tlie~statewide-MP'Pmetwor~in 
~ i 

2022. As Rart of this review, the Commission will receive information on the four focal 
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areas of MPA Program: 1) policy and permitting; 2) enforcement and compliance; 3) 
outreach and education; and 4) monitoring and research. The Commission will also 
receive recommendations, if anx, for future management actipns utilizl!Jg all available 
sources of information.@".addition to the pecc!Q.§1I review, the Commission m~y: conside 
amendmentstoUle1i71PAnetworR In response to pet1f1ons for regulatory chang"ei Every 
person or agency recommenamg tliat are'gTilal1on Be added" amendea,oF reTealed 
must submit a petition to the Commission. Details regarding the regulatory petition 
process can be found on the Commission's website at www.fgc.ca.gov. 

If you need additional information please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Wertz, 
Senior Environmental Scientist at (562) 342-7184 or at  

Sincerely, 

~oY~:..._-- 
craig Shuman, D. Env. 
Regional Manager, Marine Region 

 

I 
I 
I 

ec: Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director 
Fish and Game Commission 

 

Becky Ota, Program Mana